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Conclusion / Discussion
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* Further study into the reasons that URM
students perform better in Online modes than
non-URM students 1s necessary, as this
finding was unexpected.

Next Steps / Future Directions

Data:
SSD 2.0, SPOT, EAB for Fall 2022 and Spring 2023
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Variables:

Grades, grade categories (ABC versus DWF), URM/NURM,
male/female, class size, mode (online, hybrid, face-to-face,
CGPA, earned credits, class level (FTFY, sophomore, junior,
senior, graduate), course prefix.
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