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In Defense of Developmental Education

AGood news: Developmental Education and
remediation are not as ineffective as people are §
Of FAYAY3IY [SGQa audsSLl ol O
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AMuch like Socrates, | question those who claim to
know Dev Ed imeffective | question some reforms

AHere are six arguments defense of Dev Ed:



1. Investments 1rall
levels of education

pay us back
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Words Spoken By Parents to their Young Children

Professional | Working-Class ‘ Parents on
Parents Parents Welfare

[45 |\/||LL|ON] [ 26 MILLION ] l13 MILLION
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Early Childhood Education

AHigh/Scope Perry Study
A1962 in Ypsilanti, Michigan
A123 randomly selected loimcome AfAm 34 yrs. old
AHigh-quality daycare
ATracked for 40 years
AAbecedarian programa,s
A1972 in Chapel Hill, North Carolina

AFulHtime highquality daycare for lovincome African
Americans, infancy to age five (111 tgbalrticipants)



Early Childhood Education

ABoth the High/Scope Perry Study and the Abecedarian
LINEANJ YaQ LI NI AOALJ y'ua a |

ALess likely to need special education
AHigher reading and math skills

AMore years of school (higher HS grad rate)
AMore likely to attend college

AMore likely to have a skilled job

AHigher income

AHalf the arrest rate
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Table 10
Possible Interventions to Raise the Rate of High School Graduation in California

Costs per Percent of Ratio of costs
additional intervention to total
graduate costs offset benefits
by savings in
juvenile
crime
Interventions demonstrated to
raise the graduation rate:
CPC Chicago-Child Parent
Center program $36,940 24% 7.47
TSI Increasing teacher
salaries by 10% for the 5.51
K-12 years $50,150 17%
PPP High/Scope Perry Pre-
school Program $56,880 15% 4.85
FTF First Things First high
school reform $29,720 15% 9.30
CSR - Reducing class sizes in
minorities  elementary school for
minority students only
(Project STAR) $62,920 14% 4.39
CSR - Reducing class sizes in
population elementary school for
all students (Project 2.68

STAR) $102,870 8%



| A 3K { OBré&péuts ¥nd dhe

Losses frorWdz@ Sy A f S

Table 7

Economic Losses from Juvenile Crime From Low Education in California (2008)

Economic Loss from Juvenile Crime per Cohort
($ millions)

Method (a) Method (b) Method (c) Average of
Methods (a)-
(c)
Fall in dropout
rate:
100% $399 $1,334 $1,655 $1,129
(Range) ($1,130- ($1,400-
($230-$380) $1,540) $1,910) ($960-$1,300)
50% $200 $667 $827 $565
(Range) ($180-$220) ($560-$770) ($700-$960) ($510-%5650)
20% $100 $267 $331 $226
(Range) ($80-$120) ($230-$310) ($280-$380) ($190-%5260)
10% $50 $133 $165 $113
(Range) ($40-%60) ($110-$150) ($140-$190) ($100-%$140)

£conomic

[ NAY

Notes: Method (a) adapts estimates from Levitt and Lochner (2001); Method (b) adapts estimates from Merlo

and Wolpin (2009); and Method (c) adapts estimates from Sweeten (2006). Range is plus and minus one

standard deviation of cost estimates, rounded to nearest $10 m. Figures in 2008 dollars.
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(2012)(Cost of Undereducated Youth)

& 2 Balculate the lost earnings, lower economic
growth, lowertax revenuesand higher government
spending associated with opportuni®&y2 dzii K¢ 6 L.

oConsidered over the full lifetimaf acohort of 6.7
million opportunity youth who are aget-24 [in the
nation], the aggregate taxpayer burden amounts
$1.56trillion in present value terms. The aggregate
social burden is $4.75 trillioh 0 LJ® H L D
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The Economic Consequences of Improving U.S. Educational Outcomes
Over the Next 35 and 60 Years

Changes in economic growth due to rising educational achievement under three
scenarios, 2015 to 2050 and 2015 to 2075.

Qutcomes Scenario 1: Scenario 2: Scenario 3:
2050 Matching OECD Matching Canadian Matching top quatrile
average PISA score PISA score U.S. PISA score
Increase in GDP
v} 0, 0
02050 in % 1.7% 6.7% 10.0%
Increase in GDP in 2050 $678 billion 2.7 trillion $4.0 trillion

Cumulative increase

of present value GDP $2.5 trillion $10.0 trillion $14.7 trillion
growth* 2015-2050
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Rising Earnings Disparity Between Young Adults with
And Without a College Degree

Mediaon annual earnings among full-time workers ages 25 to 32, in 2012

dollars
=== Bachelor's degree s Tywo-year degree,/ High schoal
or more Some college Eraduate
250 thousand
$45,500
$44,770 $43,663 )
_—:F_

$38,B33

240

$30,000
£30 —
220
Silents Early Late Gen Xers Millennials
(19865) Boomers Boomers (1995) [2013)

(1979 (1986)

Motes: Median annual earnings are based on earnings and work status during the calendar
year prior to interview and limited to 25- to 32-year-olds who worked full ime during the
previous calendar year and reported positive earmings. “Full time”™ refers o thosa who

usually worked at least 35 hours a week last year.

Source: Pew Research Center tabulations of the 2013, 1995, 1986, 1872 and 1965 March

Current Population Survey (CPS) Integrated Public Use Micro Samples

PEW RESEARCH CENTER
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Figurel. Earninggremium over high school education
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FIGURE 1: MEDIAN LIFETIME EARNINGS BY HIGHEST EDUCATIOMAL ATTAINMENT, 200& DOLLARS

$3,648,000

$1,727,000
$1,547,000

£973,000
Laz= High Some Aszzociate's Bachalors Maszter's Doctaral Profession-
than High Schoaol Caollaga’MNa Cegres Degras Caqgres Dagras al Dagras
School Diploma Degrae
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Investments in Education Pay Reck

AVSRS&AITYAY I(0LY).INGR obk@E / /
Guided Pathways by Balley, Jaggars, & Jenkins):

AXSOARSYOS FTNRBY audzRASax
many health measures, even after controlling for
Income, health insurance, and family background.
Other benefits from higher education include less
Involvement in the criminal justice system and less

NEf Al YOS 2y ¢St Tl NBE 0 LD



Investments in Education Pay Us Back

AVSRS&AITYAY I(0LY).INGR obk@E / /
Guided Pathways by Balley, Jaggars, & Jenkins):

G/ 2YYdzyAlueé O2ff S3ISa LINPR
taxpayers as well. One analysis from 2010 found that
for each associate degree from a community college,
0FELI @SNBE 3IFAY |y T RRAGA
192).



Investments in Education Pay Us Back

ATo recap:

APreK: Relatively small investments in education pay
off greatly in the longerm

A9-12 grades: More investments would pay back
greatly in longerm and shoriterm

ACollege pays back over a lifetime and immediately,
and some college Is better than no college

AAIl of these are welkbstablished facts



Investments in Education Pay Us Back

ABy simply participating in the education of college
students, you are directly improving the quality of life
for your students, your community, and the nation

AProven by return on investment (ROI) data

A dzi Y2y Sé AayQi SOSNBUIKA:

AYou have improved the social and emotional well
being of thousands of studentlslo data on that yet!



Investments in Education Pay Us Back

In Defense oDevelopmentaEducation:
1. An investment in any education pays us back

ABven teaching traditional remediation, you are
contributing to an ROI of tens of millions of dollars,
FYR @2dz NBE AYLINRGAY3I OAl
and our country: All shown with hard data

ABut could remediation in particular not be helpful?



2. Remediation IS
Indeed effective



Remediations Indeed Effective

AResearchers claim remediation is ineffective primarily
due to three theories:

1. Remediation itself is ineffective (not helping)
2. Remediation is simply a barrier or diversion
3. Moststudentsunderplaced

AMost of these claims originate from the Community
College Research Center, headed by Dr. Thomas Balle



WhatResearchers ai®aying About DE

ABailey (2008)

a X Zaverage, developmental education as it is now
practiced Is not very effective in overcoming
academic weaknesses, partly because the majority of
students referred to developmental education do not
finish the sequences to which they a5 ¥ S NN R

(abstract).



What Researchers are Saying About DE

ABailey (2008)

ol suggest a broad developmental education reform
agenda based on a comprehensive approach to

| aaSaaYsyu XItoyétheanallmneNJ U0S3IAS
RSOSEt 2LIYSY Ul f LINRINFYA |

progress toward engagement in collelpyelg 2 NJ| €
(abstract).



What Researchers are Saying About DE

ABailey, Jeong, & Cho (20@6}ed by 493 papers)

AAs it stands now, developmental education
seguences must appear confusing, intimidating, and
boring to many students entering community

colleges. Andgo far, developmental education has at
best shown limiteda dzZOOS &4 a¢é¢ oO6LIJP HY U



What Researchers are Saying About DE

ABailey (2009)

aX2y I gSNJ EISZeduEaﬁo@ShoE\Aejysy
effective in2 SN2 YAYy 3 a0dzRSY

dlf particular practiceseally areeffective, the
disappointing research on the overaffects of
remediation suggests that they have not soliaen
gARSt & | R2LIWSRé OLXP HUOOD



What Researchers are Saying About DE

ABailey, Jeong, & Cho (2016)€d by 493 papers)

0Given the confusion and ineffectivenessiod
developmentabkystem, one possible objectiveould
beto reduce the length of time before a studecsdn

start college courses to accelerate theemediation
LINE OSaae o0oLJP cuv®



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AJenkins et al. (2010Q)

G ¢ K Stédigs generally show little positive effects
for developmentakducation, although their results
are most reliable for students at thgoper endof the
developmentaNJ Yy B&tKger &Long,2005
Calcagno & Long, 2008; Martorell & McFarlin, 2007

(p. 1).



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AEdgecombe (20141)

oThere is mountingvidencethat following the
traditional sequenc®f developmentakducation
courses Is hindering community college students
from progressingo collegelevel coursework and
ultimately earning @ NBE RSY UG A | £ € O LID



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AHughes & ScoiClayton (2011)

oMore than half of entering students at community
colleges are placed into developmental education In
at least one subject, based primarily on scores from
these assessments, yet recent research fails to find
evidence that placement into remedlatlon |mproves
student2 dzi O2YSa€¢ Ol o0audN) Ol



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AScottClayton, Crosta, & Belfield (20%2)

dndeed, several studiassing regression
discontinuity(RD) analysis to compare students just
above and just belowemedial testscore cutoffs
have generally found null to negative impacts of
remediationforil KSa4S WYl NBAYLIf Q




What Researchers are Saying About DE

AScottClayton & Rodriguez (2012)
I NOUAOEfS SYuUAuUf SREI a5S@S
or Diversion? New Evidence on the Effects of
[ 2t SIS WSYSRAIFIUAZYEY
oThe primary effect of remediation appears to be
diversionary: studentsimply take remedial courses
iInstead of collegéevel courses. These diversionary

effects ardargest for the lowestiska 0 dzZRSy U & €
(abstract).



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AScottClayton & Rodriguez (2012)

6Remedial education, 3¢R S @S {f 2 edic&tigniab f
it Is called In the field, may ke mostwidespread
and costly intervention aimed at addressiag
perceived lack greparation[emphasis added]
among incoming college studegts 0 LJ® MO0 @



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AEdgecombe, Baker, & Bailey (204 3)

& h yp&ential reason for the disappointing results of
the traditional developmental system is the Iength of
time required for most students to complefet ¢ ¢
2).



What Researchers are Saying About DE

ACCRC Research Overview on Dev Ed (2014)
(Compilation of all research they chose to consider):

oResearch evidence suggests that, for the most part,
the traditional system of developmental education Is
not achieving Iits intended purpose: to improve
2dz002YSa F2NJ dzy RS NaLINE LI N



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AVSRS&AITYAY I(0LY).INGR obk@E / /
Guided Pathways by Balley, Jaggars, & Jenkins):

a¢KS OdzZNNByu aégausSy 27¥ R
hampered by inadequate placement information,
lengthy prerequisite seguences, and, in many cases,
uninspiring instruction. As a result, most students
K2 SYUSNI w596 YSOSNI adzC
(pp. 1415).



What Researchers are Saying About DE

AThe repetition of these words by reputable and well
funded Institutions has had and will have some
VSIAIIUAYS STFSOOaA G STA &

AFlorida,ConnecticutTennessee, North Carolina,
Minnesota, Colorado, Georgia, and Ohio

AMany more are looking into changes to decrease or
eliminate remedial courses and/or funding, or
restructuring them significantly based on little
research from essentially ONE institution



Remediation ihdeed Effective

ACCRC definition of remediatiddull =failure

Calcagno and Long (2008) woulldibe expected
that after successfully learniniipe skills needed for
collegelevel work a remedial student would be
more likely thanan academicalkgquivalent

nonremedialstudent to complete [collegéevel]
O2dzNAS&a€é¢ O0LXP mMcOOD

ATraditional definition of remedial courses:
Designed to get students to colle¢gvel starting line



Boatman & Long (2010)

Figure 4a: Reading — College-Level vs. Developmental Course (RD #1)
No statistically significant effect
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Remediation ihdeed Effective

AOut of 79 separate RDD analyses of math, reading,
and writing Dev Ed outcomes by the CE&RC

A7 Positive
A52 Null
A20 Negative
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DEVELOPMENTAL MATH STUDENTS

Short-Term Impacts Medium- & Long-Term Impacts
. Passed College- Grade in College- : . College-Level Credential and/or
Study Level Persistence Level Math Level Math \ Persistence Credits Earned Transfer

|

TENNESSEE'®  UPPER “ NULL (conditional) : NULL NULL (conditional) NEG (credential)
|
|
|

TEXAS'! UPPER NULL : NULL

|
|

OHIO™ UPPER ! NULL POS (transfer)
|
|
|

FLORIDA'™  UPPER NULL NULL : NULL NULL
|
|
® v ’

VIRGINIA 1 vs. MIDDLE NULL i NEG (credential)
|
|

TENNESSEE LOWER NULL NULL (conditional) NULL NULL (conditional) POS (credential)
vs. MIDDLE |
|

Copyright A. Goudas 201



4

[ | wl/ a2KFEG 2S Yy2r18) |

DEVELOPMENTAL READING STUDENTS

Short-Term Impacts i Medium- & Long-Term Impacts

Study Level Persistence Passed Cclla_eg e- Grade in Col!ege- Persistence Colle_ge-LeveI Credential and/or
Level English Level English Credits Earned Transfer
TENNESSEE UPPER “ NULL (conditional) NULL NULL (conditional) NULL (credential)
TEXAS UPPER NULL NULL
OHIO UPPER NULL NULL

NULL NULL

FLORIDA UPPER NULL “

VIRGINIA 2© UPPER NULL NULL (conditional) NULL “
LOWER . . .
TENNESSEE vs. MIDDLE NULL NULL (conditional) m POS (conditional) NULL (credential)

i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Wwoos - upren Com 0 =m0 = 0 E ) e
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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DEVELOPMENTAL WRITING STUDENTS

Short-Term Impacts

Medium- & Long-Term Impacts

|
. Passed College- Grade in College- ! . College-Level Credential and/or
Study Level Persistence Level English Level English i Persistence Credits Earned Transfer
|
TENNESSEE UPPER m NULL (conditional) : NULL NEG (conditional) NEG (credential)
|
|
VIRGINIA 2 UPPER NULL NULL (conditional) : NULL NULL
|
|
Writing & :
LUCCS Reading vs. NULL NULL : NULL NULL NULL
Reading Only |
|
|
LOWER vs. - !
|
|
|
TENNESSEE L%Ugﬁl;;s. “ POS (conditional) K NULL NULL (conditional) NULL (credential)
|
|

Note. “Conditional” signifies that only outcomes for students who enrolled in college-level courses, or persisted in college, were compared.
LUCCS stands for large urban community college system.

Copyright A. Goudas 201



Remediation is Indeed Effective

Alf the accepted definition of the purpose of X
NEYSRAFGAZ2Y LW ASas YSI
the intended goal, then 75% of these studies show
positive results

AMKA&a Aa OUKS [/ /w/l Qa 26y R
differently than experts in the field

AMost CCRC researchers have PhDs in economics and
public policy, which may explain misunderstandings



Remediation is Indeed Effective

ADr. Peter Bahr from the University of I\/Ilchlgan
AVUOSNIINBGA aydzZf € &O2NBa

aXailAftt RS whdakat ¥dilegdevedzR Sy
English and math skekperience thevarious

academic outcomes aates verysimilar to thoseof
collegepreparedstudents who attain collegievel
competency irenglish ananath. Thus, the results of
this study demonstrate thgbostsecondary
remediationis highyS ¥F FA Ol OA 2dza X¢ 6



Remediation is Indeed Effective

ADr. Paul Attewell from CUNY (2006)

oln two-year collegeswe found that taking remedial
classes wanot associated aall withlower chances

of academic success, even for students woak

threeor more remediaD 2 dzNBR Sa€ o0 LJD



Remediation is Indeed Effective

AACT study on effectiveness of Dev Ed (2013)

GParticular subgroups of developmentali dzR Sy U &
benefited fromtaking the developmental course. In
particular, students who received an A Gmmetimes
a B) grade in the developmental course appeared to
benefit from taking it. Moreovepart-time students
appeared to derive more benefit from taking o
developmental courses thamll-G A YS & 0 dzR Sy

(p. iii).



Remediation is Indeed Effective

AACT study on effectiveness of Dev Ed (2013)

of-urther consideration of time to degrelowever,
showedthat developmental students typically
O2YLX SUSR | . I OKS{ zZanIea
similar to or higher than that of nedevelopmental
studentsinfiveyeaks O LJP A A O D



Remediation ihdeed Effective

In Defense of Developmental Education:
1. Any investment in education pays us back

2. With a change in definition, current research
shows remediation is functioning as intended:
to get students to the gateway starting line and
to perform the same as nonremedial students

AN/l wlk/ /'Y .dzi Y2&a0 &aiddzRS:



3. Low retention and
SUCCess rates not
caused by remedial
COUISeS



Interpreting Remedial Data

ANNALS OF IMPROBABLE RESEARCH

The Dead Grandmother/Exam Syndrome

by Mike Adams

Department of Biology

Eastern Connecticut State University
Willimantic, Connecticut

is an extremely dangerous time for the relatives of college

students. Ever since I began my teaching career, I heard
vague comments, incomplete references and unfinished
remarks, all alluding to the “Dead Grandmother Problem.”
Few colleagues would ever be explicit in their description of
what they knew, but I quickly discovered that anyone who
was involved in teaching at the college level would react
to any mention of the concept. In my travels I found that a
similar phenomenon is known in other countries. In Eng-
land it is called the “Graveyard Grannies” problem, in France
the “Chere Grand'mere,” while in Bulgaria it is inexplicably
known as “The Toadstool Waxing Plan” (I may have had some

I t has long been theorized that the week prior to an exam

Copyright A. Goudas 201



Low Success Rates Not Caused by Remediati

AVSRSaAIYAY T (015).INGH tobk@E / /
Guided Pathways by Balley, Jaggars, & Jenkins

aXUKS O2y@dSyuAzylf RS@SH
V 2 0 )\VONJSI aS |y dzy RSNLING
of succeeding Iin relevant colledgvel courses [and
UNIF VAFTSNE 3INI Rz UA2Y B XAY
students referred to developmental education never
FAYAAK OUOKSANI RS@OSt 2LIYSy



Low Success Rates Not Caused by Remediati

AWhat this means is that researchers are blaming
remedial courses for their low retention rates,
gateway passrates, and completion rates

AFor many students in CCs, remediation just happens tc
be their firstyear, firstsemester course

RKFEG |02dzi Y2y NDyYeaRfitse f &1
semester courses?

Alf remediation is a barrier, then are gateway courses
not a barrier?



The Education Trus2Q14)

Table 6: Success Rates in the First Three
Mathematics Courses at the University of Alabama

Over Time

Fall 2005
Fall 2006
Fall 2007
Fall 2008
Fall 2009
Fall 2010
Fall 2011
Fall 2012

Math 005

64.2%
73.6%
74%

67.8%
67.2%
64%

66.7%
84.6%

Math 100

67.2%
73.8%
75.2%
78.1%
70.5%
12.2%
65.3%
65.1%

Math 110

66%

70.3%
74.8%
65.5%
11.7%
713.3%
12.7%
80.1%
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The Education Trust (2014)
Table 7: Drop-Failure-Withdrawal Rates for

Mathematics, 2000
Georgia State University 45%
Louisiana State University 36%

Ri0 Salado Community College  41%

University of Alabama 60%
University of Missouri—St. Louts — 50%
UNC—Greenshoro 11%
UNC—Chapel Hill 19%

Wayne State University 61%

Passrates

55%
64%
59%
40%
50%
23%
81%
39%

Copyright A. Goudas 201



Delta College Retention Data 2681514

Average Retention Delta College Fadl-Winter, Faltto-Fall
20052014

100%

L 74%

80%
5 1% m FALL 2005
48% m FALL 2006
m FALL 2007
FALL 2008
m FALL 2009
m FALL 2010
mFALL 2011
m FALL 2012
mFALL 2013
mFALL 2014

FA - WI FA - FA FA - WI FA - FA

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Dev Ed Students Non Dev Ed Students Copyright A. Goudas 201



Low Success Rates Not Caused by Remediati

AAny course students take first will cause 25%-+ fail or
w-rate

ACollege classes are a barrier to college success!

ABarrier effect is primarily due to other factors, and it is
normal in collegéand it is unfortunate)

AThe CCRC and others blame remediation for low
retention and passrates (do not generalize problem)

ACCRC is not focused on gateway passkutes
gateway acceleration (Alg. | to Algt Ihnly recently _
RAR L KSINJ//w/ albé t2¢



Low Success Rates Not Caused by Remediati

AAgain, despite being economists and policy experts
trained at MIT, Harvard, and Columbia, many
researchers almost solely blame remedial courses and
their poorly designed pathways for low retention,
passrates, and graduation rates

ACould there be more powerful and welbcumented
fAyla SELXFAYAY3I NBYSRALI |
first-year, firstsemester) low success rates?



College Board SAT Data 95).

All Test Scores

SAT Cutoffs
are around
470500 for
collegelevel
In Community
Colleges

test score
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Figure 2: Grade Point Average by Family Income, Dependent Students
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Association of American Colleges and Unis
(2010).



