Examining the Effectiveness of the Accelerated Learning Program

for English in Tennessee Community Colleges

by
Josh A. Hite

A Dissertation Submitted in Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy ifEnglish

Middle Tennessee State University

May 2022

Dissertation Committee:
Dr. Julie Myatt, Chair
Dr. Kate Pantelides

Dr. Eric Detweiler



Dedication Page

This work is dedicated to all the Basic Writing students who saw obstacles instead
of support- all the students who suffered fraRrclusiorary practicesit the center of the
curriculum designed to hide and erase cultural differences.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| am grateful fomy committeefor their wisdom and guidance helped direct my
thoughts and effortirough this arduous process. My dissertation chair, Dr. Julie Myatt
never gave up on me, her student, and | hope to move forward motivating others with the
perseverance she has shared with me in this prajeahk you for your persistent
motivation during some of the most trying times of our livesn not sure | can
succinctly articulate my appreciation for my readers, Dr. Kate Pantelides and Dr. Eric
Detweiler. They travelled a long road with me. | hope that tiare not this projechas
aged usDr. Pantelidesyourcontagious excitement for my findings rekindled my desire
to help others see how BW can change lives. Dr. Detwegibeir measured approach
helped me see balance not only from the interrelated data but also balance needed within
the lives of those expectdo implement ALOO. | thank my three committee members for
their perspectives, their patience, and their wisdom

My friends and colleagues have continued to give me support from the beginning
of this long process hank you for all the people with whonsat in those night and
summer classéaslike many of you, | feel that | took all | could with my schedule. We
have bonded through the difficulties. Though there are too many of you to mention, |
must mentiormy friends Clint and Majed, for you inspired rmed motivated me. | also
want to thank Dr. Dallas Smith and Dr. Michael Torrence for their continued support
from beginning to end.want to thank Caroline Joyce and her son Lyle who stood with
me in the final years of completing this project and thrauglobal pandemic. You have

taught me a lot about supporting the whole person to help reach success.



My family continued to inspire and encourage me, for this and your love, | am
most appreciative. Andrew and Jude, my sbmsnt to inspire you like yoinspire me.
You make me proutb not only be your father but to see you live.l¥&y father, H. Paul
Hite Jr., you were a firggeneration student who attended a Tennessee community
college and finished with your Masferat Duke University, an amazingcamplishment
and inspiring trajectoryDad, thank you for showing me the importance of a (community
college) educatior.saw my mother, Patty Hite, go to college when | was ten years old.
Mom,your story is no | ess i nspfiyauiMypgrotheth an my
Douglas Hite, your perseverance in obtaining your degree and chasing your dreams is
enviable. Thank you all for inspiring me.

| passionately and sentimentally thank my studénite ones that | had in class
and the ones with whom | ietacted as an administrator. | wish | could do more for you. |
hope that you find your success currently and in the future. I will continue to strive

toward giving my best for you.



ABSTRACT

The Community College of Baltimore County (CCBC) is recognized keader
in Basic Writing reform for community colleges due to their Accelerated Learning
Program (ALP). The features Adams et al. adapted from various programs to better
support CCBC students, particularly the central features of mainstreaming and
acceeration, have helped reinvent Basic Writing at the community college level and have
promptedstatevi de | mpl ement ati on plo@ WhilaAhBandi ke Te
similar programs have been assessed on the local levelywatat@nplementation of
sucha program and its effects has not been e
implementation of ALOO, my dissertation extends the conversation about the
effectiveness of such programs and suggests strategies for successful implementation on
both a local ad state level. | identify the more effective features of ALP and argue that
successful implementation requires knowledge of and respect for various stakeholders
and their converging roles.

| examinethequag x per i ment al desi-wde of Tennesse
implementation of mainstreaming {£00), applying regression discontinuity analysis to
a sample of some 100,000 fitghe freshmen from the thirteen Tennessee Community
Colleges from two years before 00 implementation and three years after. Drawing
from qualitative data from each school, including surveys and interviews with individual
program implementors, | use a convergent methodological approach to link the
guantitative markers of success to the perceptions around implementation while attending
to how each individual institution adapted features of ALP for their local context. |
highlight the features of ALP that are key to student success, recommend strategies
schools can adopt to facilitate a smooth implementation process and boost student
successnore quickly, and suggest that programs like ALP help reduce the equity gap that

previous approaches to Basic Writing reinforced.

\Y



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES. . . . i e e X
LIST OF FIGURES . . . . i e Xil
CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION . . . .o i e 1

Learning to Dance by SteppingonToes . .......couue o iiiiiiwn. .. 1

Changdsonthe Horizon. . . ... . e 6 .
Project Goals . . . ... .. 13....
Research Questian . . . ... . e e 16
ThESIS. . . 16. ...
CHAPTER IIl: REVIEW OF LITERATURE . . . . .. .. e 17
Disentangling a Knio Addressing Segregation. . .. ..................... 17.
Shifting from One Problemtothe Next. .. ......... .. .. ... ... .... 17.
Influencesand aClalo Reform. . . . ... .. 19..
More Modern of Times: Becoming Organized Responsibly. . ... ........ .21
Pedagogical Reform. . . ... ... .. 25
Curricular Reform . . .. ... 28. ..
StructuralReform. . . . ... 35
Onthe Fringesand FallingQut. .. ... . 39..
Implementing Change. . . . ... 42. ..
Inclusion over EXCluSION. . .. ... ... 4. ..
Mindingthe Gap. . .. ... a7. ..
CHAPTER lll: METHODOLOGY AND CONTEXT. . . ... ... i 51.

Vi



Brief Study Overview . . ... . e 51..

Some (Historical, Social, and Political) Context . . . .................... 51

The Role 0f SUCCESS . . . . . oo e e 59 ..

Walking like a Duck, Talking like a Duck, but Being Called a Gaase. . . . 61

vii

Description of thisProject . . . ........ ... . 62. ..
ResearchQuestian . . ......... ... . i 62. ..
Starting Point . ... ... e 62. ..

A Su c d eanting a More CompletPicture . ...................... 63

Methodology . . ... ... Q7 ...
Quantitativei A-100 Mandated and Collected. .. ................... 69
Qualitative Mini Case Study) . . . ........ i 74. .
Qualitative (Implementor Surveys and Interviews) . .. ............... 17
How to Navigae the Compilation of Converged Data. . . .............. 82

CHAPTER IV: THE DATAT IN THE THICKOF THINGS. . ... .............. 85

Navigating the Findings . . . . ... .. i e e 85

Data forthe Whole State . . . ... ... . . . . i 85...

Individual School Data. . . .......... . . . e 97
Chattanooga State Community College . . . ...................... 117
Cleveland State Community College . . . . ... ... . . i 119
Columbia State Communitydebe . . ......... ... 121
Dyersburg State Community College . . . ........ .. i 122
Jackson State Community College . . .. ... ... 125
Motlow State Community College . . .. ... ... ... 127



Nashville State Community College. . ............. ... .......... 129

Northeast State Commity College . .. ........ ... . ... 131
Pellissippi State Community College . . ... ... .. . i 133
Roane State Community College . . ............ oo oo oo en..... 135
Southwest Tennessee Community College . . . ............. .. ... ... ..... 137
Volunteer State Community College . . . ....... ... . . . . i 139
Walters State Community College . . .. ... . 140
Quialitative Datd Surveys and Interviews That Explain the Features . . ........... 142
ALP Features 7 & 8: Paying Attention to Behaviord &ife Problems . . . . .. 142
Putting the Nuts and Bolts Together: How e of ImplementatiorCan
Create aHindrance. . .. ... 147.
Specific Perceptions. . . .. ... . 148
Reoccurring Motifs from Discourse Analysis. . .................... 152
Working Together . .. . ... . .. i e 154
Stepping Back and Looking at the Big Picture . . ..................... 155
CHAPTER V: DISCOVERIES AND NUANCES. . .. ... ... .. 156
Benefits of Mainstreaing and Acceleratian . . . ............ ... .. .. ... 157
Essential Features. . . ... .. e 157
Pacingis KeY. . . .. oo e e 158
Closingthe Equity Gap . . . . ... oot e e e e i 161
Greatest Gains for the Most-fAsk Studets . . . ....................... 162
Giving Hope and Reframing Academic Pathways .................... 163
Collaboration Facilitates Change . . . ... ... ... . i 164



Best Practices Require Three Levels of Implementation............ 166

Challenges in Navigating Perspective and Personalities . .. ........... 17
The Need for Ongoing Maintenance . .. . ..., 171
Moving Forward. . . ... ... . e 172
CHAPTER VI: STRATEGIES FORTHEFUTURE . ... ........ ... ... ... 173
Guidance Moving Forward: HelpingthersUnite throughKnowing. ... ...... 173
Strategic Streamlining . . . . ... . 176
Fighting Systemic Racism. . . . .......... ... . .. 8..
Attention to All ThreeLevels.. . . ... ... i 181
SafetyNets.. . . . 185. .
Picking the LowHanging Fruit. . . .. ........... ... .. . ... ... ... ..... 187. .
What CouldBe. . . . ... 190
Growth and the Future. . ... ... . . oo 191
Secondarfffects from ALP.. . . ... ... . . . 193
Pay, and Not JUStMONEY. . . ... ... 193.
AdJUSEINg FOCUS. . . . . . o e 194
ContinLBI REVISON. . . . . .. e 194
Social Implications (Minority Gap and Retention Effect). . .............. 195
Basic WritingMustContinueMovingForward.. . .. ................. ... 195
WORKS CITED. . . . . s 197
APPENDICES.:. . . . . 205
APPENDIX A: KEYS TO DATAPROVIDEDBY THETBR ... .......... 206
APPENDIX B: QUALTRICS FIELDS AND QUESTONS POSED . ........ 208

iX

A7



APPENDIX C: FOLLOWUP QUESTIONS POSED. . ................. 210
APPENDIX D:FURTHER STATEWIDE DATA AND STATISTICS . .. ... .211
APPENDIX E:INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL DATA AND OBSERVATIONS. . .. .. 213

APPENDIXF: SAMPLE APPLICATION OF DISCOURSE ANALYSIS. . ... 287



LIST OFTABLES

Table 1:Data Compilation and Organization .. .................cooo.... 71.
Table 2:Motifs from Discourse Analysis . . . ... 81.
Table 3:Total Firsttime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW. . ........... 87

Table4Basi c Writing St ud elevel8iaingind-mspancet i on o f

Second SEMESIAIS. . . . . ot 88. ..

Table5: Fall-to-fall Retention Rates for Students AttemgptBW. . . .. ........... 90

Table6: Fall-to-fall Retention Rates for Students Deemed Ciled#l Writing Ready.91

Table7: Fall-to-fall Retention Rates Difference between Freshmen not Needing BW

and Those Needing BW . . . ... . i 92..

Table8: Fall-to-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen vs. Attempting BW. . .94

Table9: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshmen Year. . ......... 95

Table D: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Year, finsé Freshmen

Needing BW . . ... e %. ...

Table I: TBR Community Colleges as Categorized by Adams et al. Eight Featl0®8s

Table P: Institutional Standard Deviations for ScheaotSchool Comparables. . . .102

Table B: Institutional Averages for Schets-School Comparables. . .......... 103

Table 4: Ranked Success of TBR Community Colleges. .. ............... 111

Xi



Table B: Quantification of Motifs from Discourse Analysis in Interview Question

on TBR Implementation Perception with Totals per Motif Measured aétbss

INEEIVIEWS. . . . o e e e e 153

Xii



LIST OFFIGURES

Figure 1:.E d g e ¢ oMoldes 6f ®evelopmental Education Reforms . .. .... ... 24
Figure 2:Convergent Parallel Mixed Methodological Design of this Project. . . . . 68
Figure 3:Qualitative Data Convergence . ...t 68 .

Figure 4:Qualitative Data Pieces Informingini Case Sidies and ALP Features

ANAlYSIS. . . 76. ...

Figure 5:Data Pieces from Surveys and Interviews Informing ALP Features Analgsis
Figure 6:Data Pieces Informing Discourse Analysis of Implementation Motifs . . 80
Figure 7:Percent Firsttime Freshmen Attempting BW. . .. ................ 104
Figure 8:Percent Firsttime Freshmen Attempting and Completing BW 1seS&em105
Figurel: Percent BW FTF Who Complete Creldivel Writing in 1st Semester . . .106

Figure 10:Percent BW FTF Who Complete Creldivel Writing in 2nd Semester . 107

Figurell:First-time Freshmen Attempting BRll-to-fall Retention Rates. . . . . .. 107
Figure 12:First-time Freshmen Attempting BWy2ar Graduation Rate. . . ... ... 108
Figure 13:First-time Freshmen Attempting BWy&ar Graduation Rate. . . ... ... 109
Figure 14 :First-time Freshmen Attempting BWy£&ar Graduation Rate. . . ... ... 110

Figure 15:Percentages of First Semester BW FTF Completion of Cledit Writing for
TBR Community Colleges . . . ... 112. .

Figure 16:Percentages of BW FTF Completion of Crdeitel Writing per Year for TBR
Community Colleges. . . ... 113 ..

Figure 17:Retention Rates for BW FTF per Year for TBR Coniy@olleges . .. .114

Xiii



Figure 18:Twoyear Graduation Rates for BW FTF per Year in TBR Community

Colleges. . ... 115...

Figure 19:Threeyear Graduation Rates for BW FTF per Year in TBR Community

Colleges. . ... 116 . ..

Xiv



CHAPTER t INTRODUCTION

Learning to Dance by Stepping on Toes

When | was interviewed in 2012 for an instructor position at a satellite
campus of Volunteer State Community College (VSCC) in Tennessee, both the
Vice President of Academic Affairs and the President of the college asked for my
thoughts on the new legislation passed on performance funding, an in inquiry that
threw me off becawsl was thinking about teaching English and not about
decisions made at the state Capitol. The funding formula, as they presented it, was
a way of looking at every school in the Tennessee Board of Regents and assessing
how successfully it completed the kaf bringing in students, retaining those
students, and progressing those students to gradiiagien studenguccess in
transferring to other institutions or obtaining employmeas assessedhis
information helped determine how much money the school would receive in the
next state budget. | learned this after | spoke to the VPAA and before speaking to
the President. | could tell the concern that the VPAA had, so | figured | should
understad what this performance funding formula entailed before being
interviewed by the Presiderit.became apparent that even thotlyse
administratorsnay not know how to teach a Composition class, | needed to know
how to make sure students were not onlyolimg in classes but algarogressing
through those classes at VSCC, a measurement of succesfrs8tatear Writing
(FYW) course directly supports in the long term. In other words, | was to do my
job,andt h e ad mi jobi(at leastantparty ved® make sure that |

understood my job was not confined to the classroom.



Tennessee has been known for its higher education initiatives. When |
worked for postsecondary schools in Tennesseafténheard faculty joke about
what the next initiative woultble because those faculty members were used to the
constant naturef reform, with what seemdike a newinitiative introduced
every year. While performance funding was the concern when | was hired, |
remember the initiatives that caused stress as wethass that seemed like easy
aims toward systerwide improvement but still added to the stress due to no
down time. The larger plans, and thus the larger stress inducers, like TN Promise
(the plan that inspired Barack Obama to present a free collegei\an),
Reconnect, ando-requisite developmental redesign outweighed other initiatives
like the Carol Dweck inspired Mindset approach in the classroom. Looking back,
these initiatives were often intertwined and informed with structural integration to
a largemission. And yet, the details seemed rarely to have been worked out
completely anddommunicated tthe people at the ground level. This especially
seemed this way for me as a newly hired instructor.

After | was hired, | was told | would teach a 5/5 loBdbbably four of the
five classes were to be composition classes each semester, the job of the new
person. | was given a developmental English dias8rst semester | taught
Actually, | was given three classes all in a single time slot. Three levels of
developmental students were put into one computer lab, told to take the
computerized writing assessment, subsequently told how they were deficient and
how much work they needed to complete to show the deficiency had been

properlyaddresse, and then thediscovered they had to work through (maybe



with) me to prepare them for college creeéwel English. | cannot see this
experience as being welcoming for freshmen. As a new instructor, | was
overwhelmed and a little in shock, but | was happy that the ssideuld exit the
class after achieving certain competencies in writing. At my former institution,
students were not combined but had to go through up to three classes to earn the
right to take creditevel Writingi maybe it was to show they could suatée

College English. | cannot say whom to shiomaybe it was themselves, maybe it
was me, maybe it was the administration, maybe someone else, or maybe some
combination.

My first semester working for a Tennessee Community College, | worked
with Ethan, wio proudly said this semester was his third time taking the class.
This young man wanted to be a police officer and was on scholarship to help
complete the educational aspects of that goal; however, after the first week, we
figured out that he was severelyslexic, a disability that made the writing
process extremely difficult for him. After trying and failing to help libtainan
official diagnosis, he dropped out of school. | still remember the frustration felt
when meeting with him, his scholarship spon his mom, and the campus
director to figure out a plan to support him moving forward. While | saw the
improvement at VSCC, | also saw several other problems: Students in
developmental/remedial English (Basic Writing) felt marginalized and as though
they were college students in name only, the larger heterogeneous mixed groups

meant they were either subjected to the same lesson as everyone else or they were



left with a computer instead of gaining instruction from a teacher, and these
students were diffidt to retain and graduate.
Early in the second year at VSCC, | learned that more changes were
coming in Basic Writing. A ceequisite model would be taking effect. The new
system that | had just learned would no longer exist as of fall 2015. | wasdbld th
students would be able to take credit English their first semester even if their test
results did not reflect they were coll ege
taked should have just been Awould take. 0
guestions in my head and lots of naysayers around me. | was just a single
instructor, and this initiative was coming from the Tennessee Board of Regents
(TBR). There was not much | could do to prepare; however, | knew that
Greeneville Technical College in &b Carolina had such a program. | also knew
that the program they implemented was developed in Maryland at Community
College of Baltimore County (CCBC), where yearly workshops were discounted
for Achieving the Dream (ATD) schools. Yes, | only had piedesformation
about this new method, much like others who were creating what worked best for
their institution, or system, or classroom, or some combination of those.
During the same periotl, h e T B RGhanceWii far A&cademic Affairs,
Tristan Denleywas collecting data through Austin Peay State University that he
| ater presented i n trégeisiteiRRMRadliationt Pdot Study c a | bri
TFal | 2014 and Spring 2015 and Full I mpl e me
that only 30.9% of students beging in a remediation course completed a credit

bearing course within a year-g), a higher number than many systems but still



low. The cerequisite writing pilot improved completion rates to 66.9%, and
achievement was improved at every level of ACT ssateng with almost
closing the achievement gap for minority students. Denley also observed that
students in the pilot were more successful in-ffesir classes, earning 20.83
credits compared to 17.16 credits earned by those not in the pilot (3).-The co
requisite model as implemented in Tennessee, though only at one institution, was
widely successful in helping students complete ciediél Writing and math
within their first yearof college
Although not fully implemented until fall 2015, the TennedBeard of
Regents (TBR) subscribed to state policyt@0 in 2010, moving all Tennessee
Community Colleges toward a-cequisite model for learning support classes in
English, Reading, and Mathematics. The policy directed presidents of each of the
thirteen ommunity colleges to address the needs of students who have low
entrancd evel scores, by attending to fAthe or g:e
coordination of | earning support services
stipulated that each institutioratrk the success of these students. Per the policy,
Al sJ]uccess will be measured by student com
enrollment and success in college er@nyel courses for which students have
received learning support, fall to fall retention, gratton rates, and time to
graduation. o0 This i mpl e me narégaidite nmodel of what T
(and many others like CCBC call the Accelerated Learning Program model) was
not driven by the faculty but rather by the state legislataed thus sysimwide

administration and individual college administration.



Changels on the Horizon
With the March 2015 and December 2016 issuéeathing English in
the TweYear Collegee ont ai ning the white papers ATYCA
Devel opment al Rfe f Wirimsed Raanpde ri To'rnlC Pl acement F
respectively, the question of how to best support basic level writers and help them
succeed (while departments and instructors are still adhering to institutional
constraints) is not only a timely topic but a practica as well. The issue of
needing to redesign and reconstruct developmental education and the thought
process behind it goes well beyond the borders of Tennessee. When David
Bartholomae addressed the Conference on Basic Writing in 1992 with his keynote
ATAWe dy House: Basic Writing in the Ameri ca
in Tennessee, Florida, Connecticut, and other states had not started legislating
Basic Writing instruction in a college setting. In fact, Bartholomae argued that
student support wasrefined and that Basic Writing was being used to segregate
students and produce more basic writewghat can now be seen as a structural
racism problem when knowing the disproportionaienberof studentof color
in Basic Writing courses. Ifastatenten | i ke Bart hol omaebds were t
context by the previously mentioned legislatures, they could believe a prospective
decision to abolish Basic Writing aligned with the perspective of a leader in
Composition Studies. Though not engaging fully, if erglgn any level, with
the rich history of Basic Writing theory stemming directly from the 1970s with
Mina Shaughnessy, David Bartholomae, and others, these states moved forward,

implementing rules that directly affected the design and curriculum of Basic



Writing instruction. In the past decade, outside governmental stakeholders have
been imposing new constraints on how schools can address the issues posed when
open enrollment clashes with the Complete College America initiative.

The redesigned model of whmth c e wer e referred to as 0Ar
and then fidevel opmental 0 cl-egusieandf or t he T
ALearning Support,o and the |l egislative st
teacherés pedagogi cal deqgwpithwhat©ObBborahnd f or c e d
Mut nick and Steve Lamos call the fAspati al
supporting students through structural variables like where and when Basic
Writing instruction should and can physically take place and the impacts of the
decisions made outside of curriculum and classroom instruction. Such an
administrative approach to structural supp
learning experience, for a basic idea in this approach is to optimize support for
student learning andeh support student writing. According to Mutnick and
Lamos, Barthol omaebés 1992 AThe Tidy Houseo
approach, 06 which is not new but is much ne
Writing. Bartholomae argues that institutions shdatik completely at their
Basic Writing course and determine why such a course should be prior to (and
considered less important) than the mainstream epediting course; this change
in perception moves beyond just curriculum to incorporate student angage
mindset, and structural learning support. Rhonda Grego and Nancy Thompson
proposed teaching Basic Writing in a different physical space with a studio

approach at the University of South Carolina. The studio approach and other



AMai nstreaméesng@Oinappewaltho ASuppl ement al Wr |
AAccel erated Learning Programo) have been
1990s. Mainstreaming moves away from the popular, staged, prerequisite

approach and places basic writers into crbdaring chsses. Accelerated

programs are a type of Mainstreaming where all students in the-lbezdling

class move more quickly because a flexible curriculum of supplemental assistance

occurs outside the crediearing class to better assist students needingadise

support. Mutnick and Lamos refer to the Mainstreaming approach of the

Accel erated Learning Program (ALP) as fdesp
various benefits: attrition appears to be cut in half, it results in more timely

graduation rates, and itdeces the cogtersuccessfuktudent (28). These

findings have been replicated several different times, so with gains like these,

stakeholders may be reluctant to question whether there is still room for

improvement or what any improvement may look like.

As noted by Mutnick and Lamos as wel |l a
Paper, 0 The Community Coll ege of Baltimore
its now Emeritus Professor Peter Adams have been at the forefront of this
movement since 2007 when Adams helgewlop ALP at the institution. Peter
Adams et al . reported on their program at
Accel erated Learning Program: Throwing Ope
program, the history of the Basic Writing at their institution, hlogirtprogram
lesens exit points, the success of the program, the components of the program,

plans for the future of their program, and the possible shortfalls in their self



examination of their program. While their listed features (mainstreaming, cohort
learning, small class size, contextual learning, acceleration, heterogeneous
grouping, attention to behavioral issues, and attention to life problems) provide a
compilation of tried practices, more important are three other takeaways from
their presentatiothat help situate their work:
T CCBC, as they say, Aborrowed the best f
approaches, added some features from studios and learning communities,
and devel oped several new features of |
1 CCBC was concerned abdte validity of its data showing success due to
the factors of students sedélecting into the program and the possibility of
instructor bias (65), both valid concerasd
T CCBCbs ALP was successful: Aln sum, for
success rat halves the attrition rate, does it in half the time (one semester
instead of two), and costs slightly | es
(Information also cited in Mutnick and Lamos).
The Community College Research Center (CCRC) from Columbia
Uni vesr sTietaycoher s Col |l ege reviewed CCBCOs pro
et al. reported on the examination of CCBC
Academic Success of Community College Students: Is the Accelerated Learning
Program (ALP) Effective and Afforddbe ? 0 The findings confirm i
as CCBC had feared, but with all controls in place, a significant gain is still
accomplishedJenkins et alalso showed that more importantly, ALP saves

money (for the student, the institution, and the stateh 8iiormation helps



10

explain why institutions and systems are adapting ALP, for it simply improves
what has been the status quo.
Research from the California Acceleration Project (CAP) on the

Acceleration program at Chabot College and other investigat@mnplonent
what has been found at CCBC. Occurring aro
research, Katie Herndés work also highlight
to in the literature as leakage) that CCBC had. Also, like CCBC, atetrsnell
present som core features to her accelerated curriculum and pedagogy:

1 Backward design from collegevel courses;

1 Relevant, thinkingoriented curriculum;

T Justin-time remediation;

1 Low-stakes, collaborative practice; and

T I'ntentional s affegivendedsfd.r student séb
Hernodés findings for Californi-levelst udent sd s
Writing mirror what Adams et al. found.

Other institutions and a few other systems have examined changes in

Basic Writing. Beyond what has been presenteCBC, Austin Peay, and
Chabot College, reported findings can be found for several other institutions and
their programs: Washington Stateds | BEST,
(Nodine et al.), University of South Carol
Uni versityobds stretch model (Otte and Mlynar
(Kidda et al.), SUNY New Paltz (Rigolino and Freel), California State University

Chico (Rodby and Fox), and several pieces reflecting on City University of New
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York (CUNY) (Soliday ThePolitics of Remediation Some of these studies, like
CUNY and Chabot College in California have extended, even to sysiten
investigations. The total data is often too incomplete and unwieldy for a system
wide investigation. Even thoughdividual investigations per institution like
CCBC and Chabot are helpful, they can only show what works at that one college.
Of course, what works from college to college can vary. The studies conducted on
CCBC provide good insight on what worked thetréha time, but no comparable
data exists with other institutions. Although the works from Adams et al. and
Hern present helpful information about best practices at their individual
institutions, the idea of best practices considers what is not onlyblotalhat
may work globally. Connections need to be made from practice to theory in order
to parse out best practices on a global scale. The application of those best
practices will need to be completed at a local level in order to make sure theory is
appied wi sely and with precision according t
Data fr om Trequisite maxled @d e usedin conjunction with
existing data to gain a better perspective
continuing to spend time questing and measuring the effectiveness of ALP,
teachescholars should investigate how to maximize the effectiveness of each
featurewith respect to factors unique to their local institutions. Such measurement
will need to blend the knowledge of the indival institution the knowledge of
what has worked historically at different institutipasd the knowledge of

individual components featured
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Tennessee provides a unique opportunity to explore acceleration and this
new form of Basic Writing within a regssion discontinuity analysis using data
collected from the TBRO6s thirteen differen
according to student demographics, location, and institutional size. By examining
TBR data, insights can be gainedlinstitutional implemergtion within a
statewide system. Further investigation to gain qualitative data through interviews
with those who implemented the redesign offers insight on what practices work
best among institutional factors. Theggroacheshow different perspectives
which can give a more complete, mudtmensional picture with depth which is
needed when looking at the idea of success through the eyes of teachers,
administrators, legislatures, and even students. In order to explore these individual
best practices arfublistic synergy with respect to the local factors, my
dissertation project studies the thirteen different community colleges in TBR
which reconfigured their approach to Basic Writing at the same time. The result,
in part, is an analysis of what strategi@simplementation and features of a
redesigned Basic Writing work best to help inform teachers, administrators, and
outside stakeholders who hope to improve student success. Given that student
Asuccesso may be def i ned mimultipe soureestioet y of w
help show success from differing perspectives. The quantitative data act as a
collective spotlight from one angle, the qualitative data a spotlight from a
different angle, and personal stories can help illuminatstdgeto establis

understandingfrom multiple roles. Byconverging these perspectitesgain a
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more complete picture of the success in Tennessestudyalso shows how
these different roles interact to support implementation in effective ways.

Since ALP models have senal different features and since local
institutional factors may make certain features more or less effective, best
practices at one institution may not directly translate to another institution. With
ALP being touted by governmental stakeholders andgssindary
administrators as a preferred solution to Basic Writing instruction, Basic Writing
instructors and those in charge of implementing Basic Writing programs should
understand both the practices themselves and the theories grounding these
methods irorder to leverage for the best local success; understanding the
theoretical foundations supporting best practices will lead to better
implementation on three different levels: pedagakycurriculr, and structual.

Project Goals

Two main goals exist fahis project: to identify qualities of best practices
(pedagogical, curricular, and structural) as supported by data and to map best
strategies for implementatipmcluding for communicatig informationto
various stakeholders.

Wher e Adams wédtngalOpésn i hter Gatesodo and Hea
AToward a Vision of Accelerated Curriculum
that have worked at CCBC and Chabot College respectively, these lists were
global in nature but only applied at the local level ang ornth local data. Other
best practices may exist with respect to differences between institutions. In order

to identify data to support best practices for institutional purposes, larger scale
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studies offering comparable information are needed to idevesy practices that
apply in various institutional contexts and how those practices are implemented.

After information is collected, it needs to be distributed in the most
effective way possible if it is to make a difference. This distribution needs to
ocaur strategically to aid compositionists and those outside the Basic Writing
classroom. The two objectives from such strategic communication can be seen as
helping the implementation of a program and establishing training for those
implementing (which obviasly includes teaching) BW. Beginning and
establishing this communication should not be delayed. In line with that thought,
below are several terms that can be slippery but are defined here for purpose of
providing clear communication in this study:

1 BasicWriting i the collective term | use for Writing classes that are in
addition to credibearing Writing. Thisvasformerly often deemed
remedial or developmental Writing. | use this single term to more clearly
create a comparison in my study.

1 Basic Writingstudent (also referred to as a remedial or developmental
student) a student who historically has been deemed not ready for college
creditbearingWriting class.

1 Mainstreani the practice of putting Basic Writing students into a college
creditbearing clas without a prerequisite class.

1 Accelerationi the practice of moving a Basic Writing student into a

college credit class more quickly than historically was the case.
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Support Clas$ a class that meets to provide direct help with another

class.

Cohorted @assi a class where the students have been grouped and attend

another class together as well.

Corequisite Clask a class where simultaneous@aroliment is required

with another clraesgsui s(iAtlesoo cclaaslse.d) fico
Prerequisite Clasisa class thamust be completed before taking the next

class.

Contextual Learning learning through doing within real life situations as

opposed to a skill and drill approach. This is akin to the stuwanered

inductive learning, unlike the teachegntered dedtive learning. This

also often merges with using transfer to show a student already has the

knowledge but in a different context.

Affective Issue$ norrcognitive issues which can hinder a student. This

speaks to items that odhcandpeweas st udent 0s
obstacles for being successful in class.

Pipelinei the metaphor of students going into a system and coming out.

Within this metaphor, the term Al eakage
students may leave the institution withguadduatingand the term

Abubbl ed refers to a phenomenon of bunc
within the pipelingcaused by shortening the time from being a new

student until graduation.
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Research Question

What can be learned about how to facilitate the es£of Basic Writing
students from studying the TBR implementation ef@0? What adjustments
(globally as well as by institution) could support best practices for Basic Writing
instruction, and how can these practices be leveraged toward furtheritiggbrac
and theoretical applications?
Thesis

Since ALP models have several different features and since local
institutional factors may make some of these features more or less effective
locally, best practices at one institution may not directly trangiei@other
institution. With ALP-like models being touted by governmental stakeholders and
postsecondary administrators as a preferred solution to Basic Writing instruction,
Basic Writing instructors and those in charge of implementing Basic Writing
programs should understand the practices themsdiwesheories grounding
thesepractices, and strategies for implementing and modifying these practices
help deliverthe best local success; understanding the theoretical foundatibns
lead to better instiction in the classroom and to further developments in the
theory of Basic Writing instructiorbDespite the need for an individualized
approach, Basic Writers should be accelerated and mainstreamed into credit
bearing classe$pr these practices help break gegregation anslystemic racism

to which Basic Writingcontributes

1A S u c c aprebiemadticsterm here that by trying to defieeeals a complex netwodf those
concerned. In order to capture the idea of success in this project, data from diverse sources and information
from several perspectives are combined to r@acbnsensus.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Disentangling a Knot Addressing Segregation

The path to the creation of Basic Writing in college is a complex one, with
ties to exclusion, discipline, and a grip on elusive power not unlike a hand trying
to hold sand to only have the sand trickle away with a tighter grip. When colleges
in the United States moved towards curriculum centered on research and moved
away from a lassical curriculum, Composition and Rhetoric classes found
themselves in a bind. Some schools created writing exams and moved the
Composition class to the freshman year. This punished studbotaeredeemed
unprepared for their education and segregstiedents based on their background
knowledge. One could argue that students were segregated based on background
al one. Freshman Compositiondés beginning 1is
Shifting from One Problem to the Next

According to Sharon Crowley, beges making a shift from a classical
education to a more specialized education after the Civil War left the composition
class on the margins of the old, for the class did not fit into a specialized area of
research as colleges redefined their curriculoisuch areas. The English class
became more rigorous at this time with more schools moving away from the
classical languages and positioning the native tongue as difficult to master.

Crowley asserts:

If the new discipline of English were to escape itaadreffeminacy, it

would have to overcome the commonplaces that people read English

| anguage |l iterature for Adiversiono
language did not require study. The first step in the process was to define
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English as a language frowhich its native speakers were alienated. The
second step was to establish an entrance examination in English that was
difficult to pass. The third step, necessitated by the large number of
failures on the exam, was to install a course of study that wenlddiate

the lack demonstrated by the examination. (60)

During this time, the end of the"@ e nt ury, Harvardoés Adams
Hill does exactly this by creating an entrance exam that isolates incoming students
deemed in need of remediation and providasighment (as Crowley uses
Foucault to illuminate it) by moving the sophomore level Composition class to a
freshman | evel to remediate those deter min
examination in English repeatedly and continually created appropriatetsuioje
the study of Englisho (Crowley 71). Freshm
the newly created Stanford which followed the University of California
Berkeleyds | ead. Stanfordodés examination, a
to install a ourse designed to address the deficiencies discovered by the exam
(73). The very beginning of Freshm@friting centers around isolating those not
deemed ready and providing remediation for those students. The test, as noted by
some schools like Yale, wastmecessary and there was no need to test the
students who would develop with time. The test created a class of others, those
considered iHprepared for their education and in need of being fixed by a newly
created Freshman Composition class.
The test inplemented by Harvard created a need for a Freshirdimg
class, in that students were to learn grammar, but the course primarily was
designed to move students and instruction away from the vague generalities to the

literary texts considered canonicallyar var ddés Engl i sh staff. Cr



19

of the 1879 exam questions and 1889 exampl
ask her readers: ACould you have passed [ H
Through creating an exam that showed the need for a subjeatspedialized
class, schools in the late18entury established an isolated group of others,
people who were not ready to be educated within a specialized field because they
did not know their native tongue well enough to be educated. Its exclusion from
the new Research Academy led the field of English to save itself by creating a
course designed to address a problem that did not previously exist, unprepared
students who had not mastered their native tongue well enough to become
educated. The tension bet@an opening the gates for students and serving as the
gatekeepers would continue to fester, and responsibility for finding a solution
would continue to shift around for another century.
Influences and a Call to Reform

By 1993, the time that David Bartholeme publ i shed AA Tiny Ho
Basic Writing and the American Curricul umo
writing programs have become our desire to produce basic writers, to maintain the
course, the argument, and tklke sl ot in the
groundwork for Basic Writing reform had be
Processes of Unskilled College Writers, o S
about process (citing BrittolBurton; Cooper as well a£mig) and takes a stance
against removwig the joy from writing when teachers foaus correctnesmstead
of focusing on the development of i1ideas. A

1970s appl i e BaskEWritegsoBartholamaeanwas atsminterested in
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error analysis at thattimewithi s A The Study of Error. o | n h
the University, 0 B aBasitWiters, supmrtferthg gest s t hat
writing process needs to be balanced with attention to the product: Still wanting to
include and promote the success of thoséevs; he encourages their
empowerment by having hem take on a role of privilege and establishing
authority in their own writing. After Mike Rose identified the language of
exclusion in 1985, his 1988 work ANarrowin
Writersand Cognitive Reductiono examines overs
surrounding Basic Writing and cathe leap to theory a privileged move for
compositionists, agsverratits maptstiintad,roangledc ogni t i o
moments i s r i ¢ h a n).dVhile allrof tleesk avrit€rs3espfbre the
curiosity surrounding what reform(s) the support for the Basic Writer should
assume, Rosebs assertion | eads to the idea
classroom first, with supporting theories to followhile Rose lays the
foundation for reform within the individual classroom, Bartholomae sounds the
trumpets that change must occur in the programs themselves.

The stretch method (Glau), Studio method (Grego and Thompson
AReposi ti oni nand AR Adards etat.)firet developed
pragmatically and then formed a theoretical understanding in order to refine the
implementation. Adams et al. begin their introduction to ALP with a history citing
Soliday, Horner and Lu, Bartholomae, Glau, as well as GesgbThompson as
influences for the formation of ALP and its features. This list is hardly exhaustive

of the scholars who led to a deeper understanding of how to best support Basic
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Writers, but these influences cwhat f all I nt
I f eel more comfortable calling Al evel so)
elements. These pedagogical, curricular, and structural levels all influence each
other, but structural change pressures a curricular change just as curricular chang
pressures a pedagogical change. The understanding of these pressures can lead to
an understanding of how historical developments in each of these pieces could
occur.
More Modern of Times: Becoming Organized for Responsibility
When teachers and admingtors at the thirteen TBR community colleges
were asked to implementA0O0 by their individual institu
tasked with implementation had to scramble to effectively understand the
scholarship on mainstreaming students, specifically exateld support for
mainstreamed students. At the time of implementation, Achieving the Dream
(ATD) had already paired with the Community College of Baltimore County
(CCBC), but unless a college was an Achieving the Dream school, those in charge
of implemenation had to do the research on their pumike ATD schools
which had supported training. Although information on successful mainstreaming
and acceleration at different institutionas availablethe typical community
college instructor may not have knowledge of this. Teaching a 5/5 load does not
allow much time for amndividual to stay abreast of best practices as reported
outside the own institution. At the time of ALOO implementation, the work at
CCBC had recently been published and provided a new outlook on how to

support students deemed not ready to take el@gdt Writing their first semester.
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Peter Adams, Sarah Gearhart, Robert Milen d Anne Roberts star
Accel erated Learning Program: Throwing Ope
context of why they implemented a change in Basic Writing at the Cortynuni
College of Baltimore County (CCBC). After posing the problems of
developmental students not reaching graduation, being recycled in developmental
classes, and having extended time for those who graduate, as well as listing what
programmatic changes inn@aus schools had occurred since 199&(ch,
intensive, studio, €), the authors positio
programs with hWhhidweesvere mt@mangthetpionearing A
schools that developed mainstreaming approaches in the,198Mave benefited
greatly from these programs. ALP has borrowed the best features of existing
approaches, added some features from studios and learning communities, and
devel oped new features of our owno (56).

When Adams et al. recognize the key featwrewhy ALP works, they
note, A[h]Jalf of these are features we bor
(60). The CCBC group present eight features: Mainstreaming, Cohort Learning,

Small Class Size, Contextualized Learning, Acceleration, Heterogeneous

Grouping, Attention to Behavioral Issues, and Attention to Life Problem§3%0

By acknowledging the past contributions and trying to categorize the pieces that

help facilitate BW student success in Composition classes, Adams et al. show that

while much s known in supporting BW students, much is still to be learned and

shared. Adams et al.06s report 1 s not the f

Stretch at ASU in Glau) or categorize the features that lead to success (for
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example Grego and ThompsénRepi t i oni ng SBidamwandi at i on; 0
Gl eason; Rigolino and Freel), but the grou
of BW support pieces than found in previous scholarship.

Ni kK Kki Edgecombeds presentation at the C
EducationinJua 201 2, AThe Accelerated Alternati ve
of Chabot Ganedtee mteghased Reading and Writing
Devel opment al akesnmpethadisally examinimgshe giecds of a
specific program a step further. Her organizatiopexfagogical change,
curricular change, and structural change provides three categorical levels of
direction: one centering on individual classrooms, one on the department, and one
on the whole institution. She shows that the compression of a two devalabme
class sequence into one class is primarily a structural change by focusing on
instructional time and course structures. She acknowledges that structural change
affects curricular change and curricular change affects pedagogical change. She
further reognizes this with Figure 1: Types of Developmental Education
Ref or ms, an inverted triangle (resembling
ACurricularo in the middl e, follaavimgd APedagogi c
graphic helps show that these chargyesall tied together but structural and
curricular change influence pedagogical change more than pedagogical change
influences structural (or curricular) change. The 2014 working pegseriting
from that conference presentation and witiclyecombevrotein conjunction

with Shanna Smith Jaggar s, Di Xu, and Mel i
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types of devel opment al education reform ar

).

Structural

Curricular

Pedagogical

Figurel: Ed g e ¢ oMobetsdf s
Developmental Education Reforms

Through the organization of structural, curricular, and pedagogical
change, other schools can navigate a framework of the features highlighted by
Adams et al. Some others (Coleman; Edgecoetlaéfi Ac c e | aroughtai on t
Holistic Support ModebHernand Snelif Ex ponenti al Attrition an.
of AccelerationoHern,i Ac cel er at e d ;&Rigglind aschFrealand Ch ab o't
Soliday and Gleason) have also provided a breakdown of features that are meant
to helpBW studentsthoughthese features are not as organized and easily
categorizedUsingE d g e c olavblsobstructural, curricular, and pedagogical

changeo discuss the influences that helped shape A&lps illuminate the
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progress that has been mademderstanding and supporting Basic Writers. This
path also provides clarity on features and qualities highlighted from CCBC and
others since the introduction of ALP, a clarity that can aide anyone implementing
a mainstreaming approach to Basic Writing.

In the sections that follow, | offer an overview of the historical
developments that relate to pedagogical, curricular, and structural seform
Attending to these three levels of reform illuminates the-estgblished need for
reform and the slow steps towlarsuch change. Attention to these incremental
steps also unifies the themes that serve as a basis to BW reform in general. These
types of themes are not groundbreaking but are too often overlooked: keeping the
end goal in mind, respecting each studergragmdividual who has something
important to share, building on student strengths, providing a safe place for low
stakes practice, attending to the whole student, shoring weak points in supportive
structures, and supporting the student intensively. Thékesthese may be
common sense for a BW instructor, but the same themes can seem foreign and
counterintuitive to outside stakeholders and administrators. Recognizing and
sharing the historical developments surrounding these themed are the first steps of
lasting change
Pedagogical Reform

Al t hough the full t Brrord amd ExdectaidnsnA S haughn
Guide for the Teacher of Basic Writiafjudesto the change an individual teacher
can make within the cl assroocmotsclafigaughnessy

in the mindset surrounding Basic Writing. Her argument that we, teachers, help
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students best by not relying on itemized drills, as Shor also notes, but by

incorporating the principles (grammatical and argumentative) that constitute good

writing shows the reform mindset was based on pedagogical reforms that the

individual teachers should establish in order to make a sweeping change.

Al t hough such change could be argued as <cu
the title puts the onus on the imdiual and not the system. Specifically,

Shaughnessy writes,

The term BW student is an abstraction that can easily get in the way of
teaching. Not all BW students have the same problems; not all students
with the same problems have them for the sam@nsa3 here are styles

to being wrong. This is, perversely, where the individuality of
inexperienced writers tends to show up, rather than in the genuine
semantic, syntactic and conceptual options that are available to the
experienced writel(40)

Her first few sentences of this passage are aimed at the teacher, but the
prospective audience broadens as she turns to styles of error. Shaughhessy
for systematic chang&hen she reminds readers tBasic Writers are intelligent
adultsi acomponen of attending to the studentso6 af
classroom, as is also noted by others (HKrdda; Horner; Bailey; Denley;
Rodby and Fox). Most BW scholars consider Shaughnessy influential in
redirecting attention from classroom practices to exmpipthe complexity in
Basic Writerso texts.
A year prior toErrors and Expectationghe journalCollege Composition
and Communicatopu bl i shed Shaughnessyods ADiIiving in

Basic Writing. o0 This ol dyesofpi ece i1is stil/l
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instructorshipsguarding the tower, converting the natives, sounding the depths,
and diving in. By positioning seleflection as necessary for improvement,
Shaughnessy invited BW instructors and program administrators to reconsider
their practice. While many BW teachers may know these varieties of their BW
teaching peers, it is also good for administrators and outsiders to familiarize
themselves with these typical categories. She posits at the beginning of the piece
A[t] eacher s demdtodisdussibasirising stedénts mgch as
doctors tend to discuss their patients, without being tinged by mortality
themselves and with certainly no expectations that questions will be raised about
the state of their hengebthénotiontiaBstudents, Shaughne
not teachers or the system, are the problem. She claims that professional courage
is demanded in the decision to remediate oneself and to become a student of a
new discipline. This shift away from fixing the broken studentaddressing a
system that is not working can be seen as a starting point for BW reform as
reflected in later works (for example Solid&®ose and Bartholomae).
The perspectivehat students need to be fixed and/or healdyg harms
the student as well &V in general because students fill the role as depicted by
the teacher 6s percfelptvemt i(Pe rthif d SArit vierl ointa)
H o u ¥ €hes view of fixing students simplifies the students themselves and does
not give credit to eithertha@id i vi du al studentés strengths o
Basic Writing. As Hull et al. show, teacher mindset can help combat (as well as
explain) the longestablished marginalization of developmental students. Through

aligning with the student, a teacher canggically facilitate the clash that
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students have towards their growing world view (Bartholomdeh e St udy of
E r r)orhedifficulties of a Basic Writer do not necessarily reflect difficulties
with cognitive maturity (Horneii Re | oc at i n g )adcaniresult¥hom t i ng o
a variety of reasons (Bartholom@el h e St u d, BizzellfHorBer r or 0
ARel ocat i ng). WhilsBizzell povides some forwattinking
illumination for how BW has been seen (dialect seen as a problem, discourse seen
as a prol#m, cognition seen as a problem), she makes a surprising statement that
foreshadows the multifaceted approach in BW to not pedagogically remediate but
rather offer support: dAlf with great effor
view without havinga give up their original world views, we do not know what
benefits might motivate the effort, although there is some evidence that such
benefits existo (298). Bizzell shows that
revision of BW approaches: A teacher mkestp an open mind when approaching
BW students, for the issues around a student being officially considered by an
institution as a Basic Writer are complex and diverse. Basic Writing teachers who
possess a positive mindset and remain open to improveanerm@ssential in the
revision and development of Basic Writing, for those teachers should develop the
theory moving forward.
Curricular Reform
David Barthol omae claims in AA Tidy Hou
a course to teach and enact a rhetoriexafusion and made it the center of a
curriculum designed to hide or erase cultural difference, all the while carving out

and preserving an 6aread in English within
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(18). Barthol omaeds 199a@&thaFewth Anaudlapt ed fr om
Conference on Basic Writing (1992), which was hosted by CCBC in Maryland,
highlights problems with excluding Basic Writers through

1 our language and actions centering around the very course meant to help
them enter college level whitg;

9 ourcurriculum that ignores the cultural differences of our students by
erasing and/or hiding those differences rather than illuminating,
celebrating, and addressing any difficulties stemming from those
differencesand

1 our exploitation othese students in order to create a place for our work
within the academic system.

To avoid this sinking hole Bartholomae warned against almost thirty years
ago, we must put the students first and approach every student as an individual
who needs an adatile patchwork around developing a competency and keeping
that competency with confidence. The development of curriculum should be
driven by the need of the students, and when taking the stance that every student
will be different, then the approach to ewystudent should reflect those
differences. Backwards design of curriculum is needed to facilitate this type of
student support (RoseREle di at e RehemillAatc elo@moati on ACTr 0S¢
Cali f)orni ao

The practice of lasminute remediation destabilizesethet curriculum but
empowers both teacher and studénteacher who walks into a classroom

without a set lesson can either be labeled as unprepared or prepared for
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everything; however, since all students have individualized gaps within their
competencya Basic Writing teacher must be able to address the individual
student 6s 1| s s u eminaté renediatiah. Atpérson leaghe whena s t
there is a need to learn, and true remediation patchwork occurs when the person
sees the need for a gap in learntingt needs to be filled at that time. Since
writing is competency based and not learned in set levels (Rodby and Fox), an
investigative approach (Bartholom@deT e ac hi ng Basic Writing, 0 A
Er r RoseidR e me d ineetde aRadad mteroal (indiidualized) syllabus
(Bartholomaéi Teac hi ng B wakbetter\tian setiplang and with skill
and drill development. Dealing with real world writing proble(@sego and
Thompson; Rigolino and Freel)here students have more than a grade at stake,
aludes to the timing of laghinute remediation but also steps into the realm of
contextual learning.
Moving beyond the skill and drill exercisesudents inductively learn
through contextual learning.n A Te ac hi n g Batlokbmae brésksi t i ng, 0
downfour (overlapping) approaches to BW:
1 writing about the experience of writing,
1T analyzing oneb6s own performance as a ta
1 writing as an intellectual activity and a way of knowing (similarly to
Lunsfordi Cogni ti ve Devel opmgand and t he Basi
1 analyzing writing for error.
Since then, contextual learning has taken more shape, although

Barthol omaeds categories allude to the fac
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within the context of a real experience (R6sBe me di al Wroi ti ng Cour se
Hartwell; Hull; Adams; Solidayi Mar gi ns t ;0Rolty and Bok)rAs a m
Hassel and Giordanoshown A The Bl urry Bor dotalls of Col l e
BW work fits nicely into the categories of development. Contextual learning and
lastminute remediatio work together to aid the individuals more directly in gaps
within their own learning. This is important because this knowledge guides us to
recognizing that the most effective way to establish a BW curriculum is to make
sure the curriculum is fluid and/damic.

If class goals drive the curriculum-egamining the goals for a BW class
should be an initial step in4gesigning the curriculunAndrea Lunsford argued
in 1979 that Basic Writers do not make the formal connections that other writers
make and tht they should arrive atygotskyd 8 r i p e n i ndajrhefgaahtieen i o n .
is more about exercising the competencies of the student than to make the student
an expert writer. Lunsford hints at alignment with apprertpe work for a
writer, a backwards designoving away from the narrative and descriptive.
Moving away from the personal enables the growth of stronger writers (Rose
ARemedi al Wr )i ForiBartholo@ae ugivisgestsidients a chance to
struggle allows them the room to grow, and teachers ghmmuthallenging
themselves as well with studentwritifg T he St ud@fil oY ekBtrog t he
Un i v e)rBaithblgmae making the case that students engage more with
something that interests them and that reading and writing tests are flawed
(AhTeachisng B/paves ihawppfor the integration of reading and

writing T a structural, curricular, and pedagogical change that can help students
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have more support as they move more quickly through thekispasndary
success.
Despite multiple calls fomtegrated reading and writing over the last forty
years (Bartholomae; LunsfodWh at We Rdseii®Rwone di al Wr i ti ng
CourseHerni Accel er at ed ;&Nazzdletall, thegractiCehhasb o t
yet to be adopted widely in Basic Writing education. $thbave delved into
integrated reading and writing at different rates, and some of those schools have

been investigated further (see Edgecombe

e

and Hernés 2011 piece on California Educat

dewelopments in incorporating change in a composition program, integrated
reading and writing haseen examined by vefgw compositionists who were not
from institutions who implemented the change. With more schools adopting
reading and writing, CCBC for exgle, more complementary strategies that can
work synergistically will certainly be developed.

Anecdotally, intense support like that which can be found in integrated
reading and writing has had unintentional, positive consequences by solidifying
the relaionships within the classroorBoliday and Gleason identify establishing
a community inside the classroom among teacher and students as well as students
and students as an essential layer of support for the raosit atudents (66). The
benefits of estdlshing a supportive community in the ESL classroom has been
documented (Mlynorczyck and Babbitt) as well as community in the Basic
Writing classroom (Taylor et al.; Rigolino and Fregdiley). Individual schools

like Community College of Denver hatacilitated community building within
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the BW classroonlEdgecombeetal. A Accel erating the I ntegrat
Call ed ficontact zoneso at the University o
Thompson), the idea that community creating is important in that our
professionalism as writing teachers does not lie within textbooks or writing
assessments but Ainstead places the relat.i
peopleo (82). Lamos argues that BW equates
suppression in education (mleaamplifiedby Jones), and this systemic racism is
combated by mainstreaminghich facilitatess t u d ense &f éommunity.
These areas are important whether to be an extra layer of support within the
network of a single classroom, to show that comityus the foundation of
written communication, or to combat systematic racism in education through the
inclusion of those who have historically been seen as the other.
Without professional development for teachers, curricular reform faces an
almost imposble battle of gaining traction/oices surrounding Basic Writing
have continually called fomeorganized approach to training not only the teachers
within an individual institution or system but to provide opportunities for
development for the whole figdl The field has failed to mature, at least in part,
due to circular development, where sometimes the philosophical differences cause
divide despite an agreement on ideology (DeGenaro and White). This cycle
results in innovation that is only stifled by repsion (Fox). While Horner
(ADi scour si n gpoilsaostihat BWhas dnieye fpothe pragmatic
and not the theoretical and Greenburg argues that the theory and practice should

align as wel |l as inform pol in20P2 maker s, Sol
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explains that BW needs more than only to look at a singular classroom. These

elements converge in a field that wants to grow in order to produce the change,

but the growth is stifled due to a lack of organization and a deficiency of time for

transtion into that positive changethe time for carrying such change is simply

not available to someone teaching a 5/5 load. Gleason points to the need for

graduate education in Basic Writing featuring two qualities: the central, teaching

mission to open dae through practical pedagogical reform, and substantial

scholarship being written towards the field. Such a balance considers long held

calls for BW teacher development in the individual institution and beyond

(Lunsford A Wh at ;dMell eKah;dnoyla). These calls date back to the

1950s with Charles Roberts in lllinois looking to establish teacher training for
University of I1TIllinoisbés system of BW supp
to the affective needs in an altruistic fashion (Horneréc@ursing Basic

Wr i t)itorexploring best practices in general (Edgecambei Ac cel er ati ng t h
Academi c A ¢ mhiserofessiomal development needs, however, to

keep an eye beyond the institution as Greg
our collegues (and at time ourselves) from understanding composition as an area

of intellectual/academic work (not just a service organized by academic
institutions)o (82). The case for professi
and Willet highlight thatthe Cai f or ni a Accel eration Project
structural, curricular redesign, paired with professional development of the

facultyo (48). Curriculum for this profess

advanced (Nazzal et al.) and will continue to sefttefessional development for
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BW instructors, however, servestcco nnect the individual I nsti
wider intellectual work a place of praxis where theory and pragmatism iineet
and must facilitate pedagogical, curricular, and structural development in an
organized way for instructors who aeronicallystretchedhin fromexcessive
teaching dutiesScholarship agrees that this im@&sing and often ignored but
integral part of reforming Basic Writing.
StructuralReform
Mainstreaming is both a curricular change and a structural change
(Adams; Solidayard Gl eason). Al though AMainstreamin
different ways to implement it (Edgecombe; Hern; Hassel and Giordahd e
Blurry Borderso McNenny), the idea itself is an extreme type of acceleration
advocated by many who agree that college studtsid earn college credit for
college classes. Whithe ALP support is not transferable credit for all class
hours, students are still able to earn credit quicldften that very semester of
attendancé and do not become bogged down in the pipelirdestlopmental
education. Mainstreaming is not, however, something developed at the turn of the
millennium as Kidda et al. illustrate in their review of the events at Johnson C.
Smith University in the middle of the twentieth century; Ritter identifies the
structure occurring from the 1920s in lllinois; and Segall shows how Quinnipiac
Coll egebs program had been modeled in the
Uni ver si t Warstreaming gas monspread until recently for whatever
reasori this could beébecause the practice was not clearly communicated from

institution to institution for whatever reason or it could be because the practice
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was not seen as something that could be adopted and work at a different
institution.
The discussion around Mainstreaiginas unfortunately been mainly
binary, with scholars either supporting or opposing it (White and DeGenaro),
which may have resulted from stances si mi/l
Mainstreaming being the abolition of Basic Writimgher response todrShor
The issue is more complex as indicated when Lalicker mentions Mainstreaming
and compares it with prerequisite, Stretch, Studio, directeghlselément, and
intensive models. Lamos calls for a closer examination of Mainstreaming but
warns that it des not remove all inequalities, for there is no magic bullet, as
notedlateri n t hi s chapter. Soliind aiyf&d o me x pheen sMaa g i a
t o the Mhelpsksingfoevarditbe points from Lamos as well as White
and Degenaro while challengjiGreenberg to step away from the edge of an all

out condemnation of Mainstreaming. Soliday writes:

If we define mainstreaming as more than bypassing test scores and attend
to the broad dimensions ahalternative prograri the theoretical

framework of tle curriculum, supports for classroom teaching such as
tutoring, course sequencing, methods of evaluatialong with the

political dynamics involved in writing program administration, then
mainstreaming will support the goal of open admissions by chaiigng
conservative beliefs about who will succeed in a college writing course.
(98)

ALP combines Mainstreaming and supplemental instruction in order to
support student success for the mosisit students. Supplemental instruction for
BW students has hadithampioning (Elbow; Bailey; Bailey et al.) even under

Greenber gbds gui s & hearéspoise to Shoehoughsseveralt anc e 0
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models which helped shape ALP used supplemental assistance (Adams et al.), as
noted below, some call for supplementaistsnce to be used for all because all
students can gain from this advantage (Grego and Thoripsaching/Writing in

Third SpacesBailey; Nazzal et al.). Hern argues an almost surgical approach

instead n AAccel erated English at Chabot Coll e

[D]ataon lowscoring students suggest a new possibility in the area of
placement: rather than using placement tests to track students into multiple
levels of remediation, colleges might use low test scores to identify high
risk students and target them for dabgfial, simultaneous support in
accelerated or collegevel courses(14)

Whi chever way suppl ement al help is applied
Grubb) can combine with Mainstreaming in order to help facilitate student
success in credit writing @&ses (Grubb).

Several models of supplemental instruction were developed over the last
few decades of the twentieth century. The
model encourages students to go to a sttygie support where they work in
groups with ¢her students as well as institutionally supported tutors (Grego and
Thompsem, A RepositioninAr Reomedi 8t ao@oUni ver sit
method allows students to experience the benefits of cohorts, credit for class, and
the need for lower caps alhile stretching the overlap of the supplemental course
(Glau). The Community Coll ege of Denveroos
similar practices in order to obtain solid results (Hodara and Jaggars; Edgecombe
etal , AAccel erat i onp ajiutceaw thénneed foHdvérsitysof i ¢ Su p

instruction. Such diversity in instruction as well as student skitlsording to
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Elbow, makes the Yogurt method appealingne in which students come to
develop different competencies after being grouped heteeogsly. Stronger
Mai nstreaming integration is f-BESAd in prog
(Integrated Basic Training and Skills Training) Program that was developed to
accelerate the credentialing of students in {dghmand employment fields
(Edgecorhe , AAccel erating the Adddre Mieaw AaHh it zvdesr
Seamless Support Model provides an intensive model that also incorporates
cohesive course design (seamlessness), a sense of communityliketutor
approach with last minutemediation, and affective support, including a release
of the stigma of remediation (Rigolino and Freel). All these programs have their
individual, although often overlapping, approaches, a quality that underscores that
there is not one way to best sugd@®w students.

Just a®ddams et al. and Rigolino and Freel note that there is no one
special fix for BW reconstructignmany others (Mutnick; Horner
AMai nstr eami jo@olean;sEdgecorbe antd Bickerstaff, McNenny)
have noted that BW reform imsultifaceted and can seemingly appear
contradictory at times (McNenny). Hern and Sni@xponential Attrition and
the Promise of Acceleratiopas well as Hayward and Willet encourage being
creative with approachésfor both individual classroom and threstitution.

| nTowiard a Vision of Accelerated Curriculum & Pedagogy: High
Challenge, High Support Classrooms for Underprepared Stualelets and
Snell offer five coreguiding principles

1 Backwarddesign from collegéevel courses,
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1 Relevant thinkingoriented curriculum,

1 Justin-time remediation,

1 Low stakes, collaborative practice, and

f I'ntentional support for studentsdé affec

With the variations and the overlaps in Stretch, Studio, ALP, and other
well-known methods, several compositioni@t®dine et al.; Soliday) have made
the case for implementation strategies that align with adaption for individual
institutions. The aforementioned guiding principles serve as a good start for
conversations surrounding adoption, but these principles edly llacomplete list
towards best practices.
On the Fringes and Falling Out
Hull et al. present a supportive, | iber

(compositionists) do?0 stestabishedi nt whi |l e ex
marginalization of developmental serdts. This marginalization has not been a
secret, as it was indicated in Solidayés t
Reconceiving Remediation. 0 No matter the n
developmental,neor edi t €é) t he st i gn@eagnKeldaetont i nued
al.; Rigolino and Freel). As Mutnick presents, the inclusion into the academy
gives the feeling of democracy at its best. This (possibly overly) optimistic and
lofty positioning may not feel as attainable for the students who are told théy mus
first pass the nowredit bearing BW course. The hurdle, or considerable wall, of
BW class completion can be another obstacle for students who need more support

than obstacles in order to help manage their mindset. Boatman links and
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intertwines the ideasf mindset and persistence with inclusion into the academy
and the release of this stigma for the Developmental Math students she studied
from Tennesseeshowing that all these pieces contributed to student success
Extending support beyond academics alas noted by Bailey as well as Soliday,
for example, can provide just what the student needs to succeed.

Soliday calls for expanding our thinking about what supporting student
success through maChalengerard®pporturgty: ent ai | s. I n
Rethinkirg the Role and Function of Developmental Education in Community
College Bailey assertthatgoing beyond the pedagogical and classroom
practices to incorporate student support services from the institution can further
counter the economic strain on thats, institution, and student as caused by BW
failure. The literature suggests thaig support assumes several forms and should
continue to grow as other approactesainstreamingre discovered and
developed.

Academics often think in terms of cogmiineeds and ignore the affective
needs of the students. Data from Bailey et al. support the assertion that the
studentsé affective needs and mindset may
scholarly ability. Numerous other scholars (Boatman; Grego anchF$un;

Denley; Hern and Snell; Rigolino and Freel; Rodby and Fox) have addressed this

issue in their own right. A teacher would be remiss if she expects a student to be

able to concentrate on a paper when the st
find food or how to take care of a child at home. The noncognitive needs can

A

deplete the studentds bandwi dth. While an
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affective needs, addressing these needs beyond the individual teacher can be
tricky (Horner A Di s Basgr si WByitakingragpecific look at
benefits of addressing affective needs through counseling and teaching
fAcceleration through a Holistic Support Moddadgecombe et al. give credence
to the concern of the noncognitive in B®Uch noncogtive needs are
compounded when students need to overcome these obstacles to not only
complete their work and come to class but also to register for another class.
When a student sees several semesters of work before credit can be earned
and each of thossemesters offers an easy exit point, that student who may persist
and learn for one semester may become frustrated wéhrodling and/or feeling
that progress is not being made fast enough. This idea has been called the
seeminglynorc ar i ng telrimmne fl eigpki pge 0lackafd can repr e:
supportfor affective needs, fdnaving to make an effort (like enrolling in another
class for no credit) to continue without clear progressamstifle the social
emotional needs of the more challenged studétésn and Snell call this
phenomenon Athe multiplicati cenrollprto nci pl eo
not continue, the chances of a student not continuing are multiplied. Hern calls
t hese feixn tA AHwmd enltesroat e dolleBen Whategsehnamaet Chabot (
given to the phenomenon, numerous scholars (Adams et al.; Bailey; Bailey et al.;
Edgecombe; Hodara and Jaggars; Nazzal et al.) agree that having these exit points

is detrimental to the student as well as the institution.
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Implemening Chang

Barthol omae writes A[b]Jasic writers may
curriculum, for the contact zone and the writing it will produce, but the institution
i's noftoh d 1bi, d.\BartHadlomae&nows that even when students (the
ones whom an institutioserves) are ready for institutional change, the institution
often lags and is not responsive for one reason or another.

Initial implementation may be a concern, but scalability creates another
layer of potential problemémplementation on the level of amstitution or a
system is difficult because not only do instructors need to be on board but so do
administrators and other key implementers who are often overlooked (Adams et
al;Edgecombe et al ., NAAccel 8&0Oacei on through a
implementation is initiated, sustainability becomes a concern as well (Coburn),
for no one wants to go through implementation only to see concerns about
sustainability torpedo the projectdds futur
implementation hit precariousaters when the Vice President of Academic
Af fairs had concerns about the plfaogramds f
concern addressed by Cho et al.6s findings
credits (21.09 compared to 16.38) and complet&dl Bore creditsGho et al.8)
and | ater confirmed by DeSuthéngidds fi ndi ngs n
concerns about the financial implication from administrators was also noted by
Bunch et al. Nodine et al. show that there is a complexity in impleti@m from
placement anthformational technology (ITjo teachers and tutors. Goto suggests

using different approaches for policy makers and administrators, for the mindsets
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of all those involved in implementation vary. Horner and Lu address the issue of
scalability and call for institutionalizatidneven if messy to overcome the
scalability problem, a problethatHornersuggests that much literature has
ignored( A" Mai nstr eami n §olidByanarnscthatwhe palitieizatson gf
BW redesign stles implementation, a notion that reverberates when considering
the difficulty of scalability because so many people are involved.

Although many teachers may be on board with implementation of a
redesigned BW program, implementation issues go beyonaaddidrs (Otte and
Mlynarczyk; Greenberg 1993, Mlynarczyk and August; Glau; Hern
AAccel er at i on;0oColeman;Nazzaleadl.)i Shar ennourages
finding allies of all sorts. This can help, but as Fox shows, there is a conflict
between educatorgho see language as rhetorical and contextual and the policy
makers and public who see language as ahistorical and decontextual. Troyka calls
this apublic relationgproblem; however, as noted earliernDis€oursing Basic
Writingo Horner acknowledges thBW has been at the bottom of the institutional
hierarchy and has sustained attacks from both the right and the left. Hodara and
Jaggars highlight some of the possible negativitiyscouragement, diversion,
and developmerit as reasons accelerated progsanay not be implemented.
Nodine et al. hi ghlight Rob Johnstoneés, S
and Planning Group in California, adviceiave greesighters, those excited
about positive changering along the yellowighters and not worryssmuch
about the redighters. Bunch et al. show the practical implementation of this

advice in their experience.
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AdlerKassner and Harrington assert in Aln
Policy and Basic Writingo thaetbasicf a]J]t this
writing, we owe it to ourselves, and our students, to strategize about how our
research agendas can further our stance in
political can be seen not only having to do with public policy but also with the
very nature of divisiveness surrounding BW, Adikaissner and Harrington
underscore what teachers and many administrators already know: in order to
implement programs that are sustainable and most beneficial, outside stakeholders
need to become allies. Gregand Thompsonés creation of the
University of South Carolina (as noted in their 2008 work) was the result of
cutbacks, so while communication may not take place between all parties, it is
often the responsibility of those who immediatetyne into contact with students
to work through restrictions from the state and/or the institution.

Inclusion over Exclusion

Since Lunsfordés use of BasidWaiting st i cal dat
research seems to be consumed with data. Adlesner andHarrington
highlight that too much time is spent with the data ardasicWriting instead
of communicating to others. Adams et al. use quantitative data to observe both the
financial benefits to the institution and the benefits to the students froflLkhe
program, and this was confirmed and clarified by Jenkins et al. Their findings
were used to persuade administrators that what is best for the student can also be

financially beneficial for the institution in the long run.
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Most data collection is comgied within the institution itself; however, as
noted in Jenkins et al., external review gives more credibility to the findings.
Rigolino and Freer make a case for external measurements being unnecessary,
since the individual institution is what mattergh€rs like Karp and Nazzal et al.
claim that all students benefit from ALP and that the time for close examination
may have passed alreaalyd that the reexamining of ALP effectiveness is
redundantRegardless, in order to communicate findings, many otwdhs
outside and inside composition need data to support the assertions made by ALP.

ALP success through completion and pass rates has been firmly
documented with Bailey et al. showing the benefits for the meostlastudents
or the demographics oféhmost atisk students historicalljLamos as well as
Nazzal et al. spotlight the problem with minorities in Basic Writing and how
Mainstreaming may help close the gap from institutionalized, sgsieracism
within Basic Writing, but Mainstreaming anccéeleration do not eliminate the
issue. Glau demonstrates different success rates for differing population groups,
as Native American students saw more positive change than Asian American
students at Arizona State University. Data has continued to shothéhaost at
risk student$ students just outside the marginare the ones who benefit most
from Acceleration and Mainstreaming.

Regardless of demographics, Anderst et al. show that even with exit
exams for credibearing Writing, ALP students succemdre than students from
previous developmental programs. Although success has been shown regarding

exit exams, backsliding still occurs after the initial semester and persistence
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diminishes over tim¢Hassel and Giordanéd Tr ansf er ).lnnsti tuti onso
fAccelerated English at Chabot Colledéern shows that the lowest levels of

students, however, can be successful within the first semester of Acceleration and

beyondi and more success is shown with longer tracking. In ety shovg in

AEXxponential Attrition and the Promise of Acceleration in Developmental English

and Matlo that thestudents historically at tHewest levelof achievemeninay

benefit the most.

Many studies have focused on specific schools and were designed not to
promote a system for export but review an inhouse system that worked. Early in
the case of Acceleration, Segall reports that acceleration practices at Quinnipiac
College drastically cuhe number of students withdrawing from college. This
type of success in The California Acceleration Project (CAP) has also been
reviewed in work by Hern as well as Perry et al. Hayward and Willet look at
sixteen California Community Colleges of differisiges and demographics to
find that Acceleration works and does not cause harm, that the more design
principles followed lead to greater success, and that accelerated pathways
positively affected the completion sequence of students at all differentagkills
sequence. Within Tennessee, Denley shows double gains in completion rates for
writing and math in first year students; Boatman showed the TBR student success
in Math alone, for she did not look ltainstreaming in other subjects. Outside
these observains of systems, other institutional programs have undergone
review: Glau revisits the Stretch program at ASU, Grego and Thompson explore

the success of the Studio method at USC, Rigolino and Freel review the Seamless
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Support Model at SUNY New Paltzangketh model 6 s successes in re
graduation rates, and GPAs, and Cho et al
CCBC works despite the noted, possible flaws to research found in Adams et al.
As is the case with Adams et al. data that was refinedhoye€al., the more
complete picture of data froail the different institutions and systems, the more
will be understood about ALP and Mainstreaming.

Of the benefits that ALP can provide, the cost savings beyond just to the
student seems to excite evergoaffordability for the state, institution, and
studentare commortoncerns that have been explgraad ALP has been shown
to benefit all in the longerm (Bailey; Jenkins et al.; Bailey et al.), but students
see the benefits earliest because they dbana to go through a sequence of
classes before proving themselves capable and worthy of takingeétir class.
Minding the Gap

Examining these new approaches to BW must take a turn. New features as
exemplified in ALP appear to be necessary for gttidaccesswith the established
ethical problems surrounding BW&form need to be made in the field not onlyg better
support student succeasthe institutionalevel butalso to facilitate the sharing of these
newly developed and proven methdasn institution to institution This facilitation
needs to béeyondsharinga onesizefits all solution onethat will be rejected because
of the compleity of each situation and the divergent demawidal the stakeholders
involved Basic Writing needs to be reinvented on a large scale to erase the Otherness

that it has helped create and start atonement for how it has segregated students in the past.
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Just as much work remains to be done in BW ref@ailey presents the
gap in liteature where large studies look at entire states withibemhdingto
individual institutions andasserts that evenstitutional studies may ngresent
large enough picture to be much better than anecdotal informiatiohhei
Accelerated Alternatives i ndi ngs from an Analysis of Cha
semester, Integrated Reading and Writing Developmental English Coairse
Edgecombéooks more closely at one institution, Chabot College (CA), for
results beyond the short term by examining five years aitgatve data as well
as qualitative research through interviews with faculty, administrators, and staff;
student focus groups; and classroom observations. Bunch et al. similarly look at
one college while drawing primarily from three multiple sources:aomet h or 6 s
Aexperience from working with English facu
reforms at the college, responses from an anonymous survey of English faculty at
the college, and an interview with the dea
d e p ar t(199). Gotadmakes the case that policy advocates who are critical of
remediation emphasize the quantitative discourse and advocates for open access
and student support (do and should) emphasize the qualitative; this balance,
however, is needed. Not mudtetature finds this balance. Adams et al. also
looked at both qualitative and quantitative data but through a limited lens at
CCBC, andhe authors of th€CBC studyadmit flaws intheir quantitative data
in that students were able to ss#flect to tak@n accelerated pathway or niot.
fiThe Blurry Borders of College Writing: Remediation and the Assessment of

Student Readinessblassel and Giordano use qualitative and quantitative data
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from the Wisconsin system, but the focus is not on the class tothdgnts

succeed but on assessing the readiness of students to take a credit class. Hern and
Snell also include qualitative data from interviews, fefiérencdittle quantitative

datai nToward a Vision of Accelerated Curriculum & Pedagogy: High

Challenge High Support Classrooms for Underprepared Studeatkile the

information contained compares to Adams et al., the work dives into the core
aspects of a successful program. Also like Adams et al. and so many other works,

it does not engage in the logesiof establishing an accelerated class or with the
mindset to win over administrators or others.

While some studies have addressed the qualitative data from an individual
school 6s i mplementation of mainstreaming,
da a for either a school s or a systemdés i m
even a few other studies have addressed both qualitative and quantitative data
surrounding a single school s I mplementat:.
guantitative data from athe schools within a statewide system that implemented
at the same time, with special attention to qualitative data from those who helped
implement mainstreaming at their respective institution. This study provides not
only the sufficient quantitative aryais over student success data regarding a
statewide implementation, but also qualitative data that can help facilitate
thoughtful implementation atdividualinstitutions.

Further, my study here hopes to attend to the perspectives of various

stakeholdersharged with the implementation on the curricular and structural

levels.| see attending to their perspectives as having a dual benefit for
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implementation in general: BW instructors will be able to understand perspectives
beyond their own and better recize the realities involved in implementation,

and by showing that BW instructors hear and respect the perspectives of other
groups involved in implementation, hopefully such listening and respect will be
reciprocated. All parties have the same intereseefng students succeéamed

with these perspectives, BW instructors can help see a more complete picture that

will be able to serve students even better over time.
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CHAPTER Ill: METHODOLOGY AND CONTEXT
Brief Study Overview:

Mainstreaming and acceleration programs like the ALP at CCBC have been
examined internally on smaller scales with some validity but not as much reliability and
from outside groups with reliability but less validity. | apply regression discontinuity
analyss to a sample of 105,385 students (98,704iins¢ freshmen) within all
Tennessee Community Colleges from 2@D3.7 (two years before ALP gequisite
model implementation and three years after). My quantitative analysis focuses on the
completion of a adit-bearing Writing class, retention, graduation rates, and time to
graduation for the students not deemed ciéditing-ready with respect to school,
gender, and minority status. With qualitative data from each selooh includes
surveys with some dhe people who implemented individual programs, | use a
convergent methodological approach to link the quantitative markers of success to the
perceptions of success while, for each institution, individually acknowledging Adams et
a | AL® $eatures. My pesonal experiences as a teacher, administrator, and PhD student
give me unique insights to examine the multifaceted idea of suaréd®#/f | hope that
my projectds approach provides the reliabi
conversatonfromAPo6s effectiveness towards how to
create successful student outcomes.

Some(Historical, Social, andPolitical) Context

The Technical Brief No. 3 on GRequisite Remediation prepared for the

Tennessee Board of Regents toutsiiwely reported program as a success for the state.

This Brief reporting findings from the pilot study of fall 2014 and spring 2015 and the
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full implementation in fall 2015 shows areas of improvement for students in every ACT

score subgroup who neededremeddt i on. The paper considers |
compl et i o nbearirig matla, writing @rddadifigtensive class within an

academic year. o0 Students in Tennessee alig
than 60% need remediation in at kease of three areas (writing, reading, and/or math).

The Briefoés compil ati on o freqdisté progrhneia ™R he av
by first using early data from Austin Peay State University for support and then using
20142015 data from 957sdents from seven different community colleges. Astounding
improvement was shown in the successful completion of math (12.3% to 63.3%) and

writing (30.9% to 66.9%), and two early sentences in the Brief give hope to increased

means of equitable accessfof nor ity students: AFor Minori
of mathematics rose more than-fd from its historical 6.7% to 41.8%. In writing the
achievement gap was all but closed with success rate increases from a historic 18.6% to
63.5% inthepilob The Brief also acknowledges affec
how success can be influenced by students feeling a sense of belonging. Although the
presentation of data emphasizes areas that have historically been the most troublesome

like math (for exarple the faltto-fall retention rate chart comparing TBR-maxjuisite

Mat hematics to traditional remedi ation has
the increase from 47.3% to 68.5% while other charts with comparably larger

improvements have no visualkowing increases of hundreds of percentage points), the

rhetoric of the presentation in no way negates the statistical improvements for all student

groups.
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In order to fully appreciate the personal impact of the move being presented in
this Technical Brig it is important to understand how a faculty member at a Tennessee
community college could feel about the navigation of the implications being presented. |
do not want to say that | had a front row seat to what would follow because | was not
aware thathere was a stage to the events that would unfold. Looking back, however, |
can recall and give perspective to the story that followed.

| wish that | remember exactly where | met Dr. Denbaythor of Technical Brief
No. 3 I think that | first met him at @&ne State Community College just after the spring
2013 semester. Roane State used their Technology Access Fees from students to facilitate
professional development in educational technology at the end of every academic year,
and | think that he was in atidance the first year | was there. He spoke in his British
accent to a room filled with educators who wanted to continually adapt and improve. The
next time | heard him speak, the same type of audience attended. | remember that he
spoke at MTSU for a gaghing of teachers who volunteered for a new program. This was
maybe 2014, and he spoke about the need to incorporate growth mindset, as inspired by
Carol Dweck, into the classrooirspecifically the Composition classroom since
according to the TBR, at amyven time 1/3 of their students were enrolled in either
ENGL 1010 or ENGL 1020(h e TBRG&6 s t woYearWetmgectassdsv e Fi r st
Every TBR institution had representation at this gathering, and the universities were still
part of the TBR then. Agaiit, was inspiring; however, | noticed some grumblings this
time. | chalked it up, maybe mistakenly, to a few faculty who did not welcome change
because they were established and set in their ways. There was an underlying tension in

the room that day. | rem&er one professor questioning how mindfulness was any
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di fferent than the Ahabits of mind, 0 with
arms and sat back | ess engaged, seemingly
Tristan Denley has since relocawttoss the state line and started working for the

University System of Georgia (USG), the Georgia equivalent of the TBR. Personally, |
was i mpressed by Denleybés innovation and c
| saw the tension between upgevel administrators in stateide offices and classroom
teachers. This tension did not occur because one was right and one was wrong, because
one wanted change and the other resisted change, or because one had insight that the
other did not respect. Thertsion seemed to exist because two groups respected but did
not appreciate each othiea power struggle between administrators who see new ideas
and want them implemented on a large scale and people who see ideas and want to make
sure instructors have aurtomy for tailored implementation.
To be fair to the people in that room: they were the volunteers who wanted to
know about the new initiative; they obviously were not the ones who only went from
their office to the classroom and back without lookingaat ko better engage students;
they sacrificed their day away from their campuses; they were sitting in an old church
that had been converted to a meeting space at the single largest higher education
institution in the state of Tennessee; and they hackpdireenced several higher
education changes in Tennessee. TN Promise
formula, and earlier changes to remedial education caused anxiety on multiple levels
within state institutions. The teachers sitting in thatabldrch may have been suffering
from Tennessee initiative fatigue; however, my assessment is that everyone in that room

wanted to best help the students.
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Although Denley did not have an active role in Tennessee Promise, he still was a
synecdoche for statavolvement in higher education. TN Promise had created tension in
that room: Tennessee Community Colleges stood to gain a great deal from TN Promise
and Tennessee Universities stood to lose a great deddast at first. TN Promise
offered last dollarcholarship money to graduating high school seniors to attend
community college if those students maintained certain standards and completed required
tasks. These were overall good students who typically would have gone to state
universities. At least this how many Tennesseans in higher education viewed the
demographic. While the community college representatives were uplifted by such an
opportunity, the university representatives saw the initiative as one that would likely hurt
their incoming student ealtment. Community colleges may have seen the potential
benefits to enrollment, but they were unsure how to prepare for and retain these new
students.

The funding formula for Tennessee institutions was based not only on enrollment
but also on retention armbmpletion as established in the Complete College Tennessee
Act of 2010. This formula established points accumulated for benchmarks like number of
students hitting 12, 24, and 36 hours of credit; number of degrees and number of
certificates awarded; numbef dual enrollment students; and number of job placements
for graduating students. These totals helped comprise a formula to divide the state budget
for higher education among the institutions. Instead of having funding based solely on
fulltimeenrollmemt (FTE), Tennesseebs system of all
on these benchmarks of completion and success through all the institutions. While each

institutiondés tuition was approved by the
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aligned wth each other as were tuitions for community colleges also closely aligned
(although significantly less than universities), the universities saw that they would take a
double hit financially with lower enroliments and a decreased ability to compete with
community colleges in the funding formula. As someone who was not far removed from
working at a regional university as an adjunct, | remember a fear that many adjuncts
would need to be cut because the perception that fewer freshman composition courses
would be offered. As a relatively new hire at a community college, | had those around me
give assurance that plenty of students would attend the community college because of TN
Promise.

Other fears and feelings were influenced by speculations and rumorg Hweh a
university level and at the community college level. | remember that when | adjuncted at
Tennessee Technological University, the state eliminated remedial writing from
universities (with the Complete College Tennessee Act). | was told by our Dioéctor
Composition that within two years the University would have no more remedial (what |
refer to as ABasic Writingo) students and
T the community college. Such a move would negatiiralyactenrollment, but |
remember that many saw this as making the student pool from which we taught stronger.
A few years later when | adjuncted for Nashville State Community College and was
teaching those Basic Writing students, | was told that the state was moving away from
remediating students and that we (the school) had to find a way of absorbing those
students into ENGL 1010 classes. | remember both at Nashville State Community
College and Volunteer State Community College that when | taught these Basic Writing

students lried as quickly as possible to assure them that they had the tools required to
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successfully complete ENGL 1010. At Volunteer State, if a student worked quickly and
diligently enough, that student could complete both the Basic Writing class and ENGL

1010 inthe same semester. The chances of this happening were low though. The fear, for

me as a teacher of these students, was that without propleptim helpthese students

would not receive the assistance necessary to be successful in their collegedageers.

fear that | was hearing from the institution was that unless the students passed these

classes, we would not retain the students, and our funding would decrease. A teacher

whose office was two doors down from mine would make fun of this juxtaposition

fears by waving his fingers around, making
is not grade inflation. o He used his snark
they were being put into a compromising position by the state and byhtteeed 6 s
administration.

The state of Tennessee has not hesitated to explore new paths within higher
education (through legislation, Tennessee policies, or TBR initiatives) even if the change
made schools, administrators, and teachers nervous. The legislatlked TN Promise
and it backed changing Basic (remedial/developmental) education {eequasite,
support model from its previous iteration as an obstacle that students had to overcome to
prove they were prepared for credéaring courses. When | toon the role of
Academic Chair at a satellite campus for Volunteer State Community College, we were
one year away from implementation ofIAO 0 &-requisite model. | felt pressure from
fellow faculty members trying to balance workload, from administsat@nting to
assure that classes were offered during all times, and even from my own desire to

facilitate student success. Vol State, as it is more casually known, implemented what
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many familiar with ALP call the triad model in order to balance these désn#rwas

not an easy bal ance. I now know that Vol S
the matter too, although at the time, | had no idea that there were any complications
because | knew nothing else for comparison. As it was explained to enesamter

would teach a sequence of three classes: a corequisite ENGL 1010 with-B8sion

Writing students and 9 BW students, a combined Basic Writing class of 18 students (9
from the earlier class and 9 from the later class), and another ENGL 104 @lstasvith

13 norBW and 9 BW students. All of this should take place in one classroom which
would be a lab class on one day and alabrclass on the other day. These classes

should be scheduled at times of student demand. Classes would need thd apfiteva

Vice President of Academic Affairs (VPAA; the chief academic officer and second
highest official at the college) to run for faiime faculty if under 18 students or for part

time faculty if under 13 students. These were the guidelines thatdskead to follow

when scheduling and staffing those classes. | did not see the difficulty because | had not
seen any alternative; however, as time passed and enrollment grew, the scheduling and
staffing became more difficult because of the scalability engh associated with the

triad model. A few years after | left, | heard that the congruency in the model was under
fire T possibly from the new dean. At implementation, teachers barely took issue with
teaching students in the middle Basic Writing classrelnalf of the students had just

had their ENGL 1010 meeting and the other half would have their ENGL 1010 meeting
ten minutes after the Basic Writing class ended. The culture was that everyone was ready
to do what it took to best support the studentscamdply with TBR policy. Most

everyone had the feeling that the transition was not going to be complete within the first
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semester, that the pedagogical, curricular, and structural gtboegh we did not refer
to them as muchyould evolve after we gawaur initial best shot. The teachers knew that
they would change some pedagogical approaches after first trying their educated best.
The department knew that curricular changes would take place after everyone went
through the first few years of this plantbat we could see what gaps students could
have in their composition experience. The administration knew that the structural changes
may have to be tweaked in order to best support the students and teachers after a few
semesters of implementation. Unlittee tweaks to pedagogical approaches that could be
done by the next class or even in real time in the classroom, changes to curriculum and
structure were known to take longer to study and adjust. In a similar fashion, what
constituted success for the teagHor the department, and for the administration varied.
We had to make sure we communicated and came to a consensus. We had to agree what
i s u c toekeddike
The Role of Success

Being in several roles all at once, | saw different types of success occurring in the
classroom and beyond. Where | had only a t
broader understanding as the Academic Chai
individual students had the gaps filled in their educational experience. Most of the
students | had moved from the old, remediation way of filling the gaps of proficiency in
their abilities to seeing and understanding those gaps in real time because thoseeaps wer
il luminated by tasks they encountered in t
for the students served as action steps for the immediate goal of passing the credit class.

As a teacher, the success was passing that credii alaade possibleyo t hose HfAahao
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moments. As a department member, seeing success was not as immediate as seeing a
student pass the ENGL 1010 <cl ass. I was mo
semester in the second composition class, ENGL 1020, where they would build upon
their skills. | was also more worried about how they did in other classes where writing
wasessentidlno one | i kes to hear that their stud
semesters |l ater. As an administratovas, fisuc
well as passing other classes, but graduating, securing gainful employment, and living a
fruitful |l ife helped comprise fisuccess. o T
to the idea of accomplishment but with respect to how long the negéaslkaneeded to
be accomplished. While the teacherdés i dea
administrator took the long view, the department split the two and looked at success from
the perspective of completion while enrolled at the institution.

Thel egi sl ature probabliyasavaryigiesimonces s o di f
investment (ROI) within statewide higher education. Job prospects and earning potential
were probably more on the legislatuesnds than whether a student made an A or C in
ENGL 1020 Examining where the legislature spends its money can help illuminate that
statebs priorities: The funding formula I
placements and another for workforce training hodllso,t he TBRO6s websit e
Go v e r nrigert@®5$ sty ARGovernor Haslam has chall eng¢
new mission: the Drive to 55the Drive to get 55 percent of Tennesseans equipped with
a college degree or certificate by the yea
educat on, but a mission for Tennesseeds futur

Success here aligns more with the administrative role | served rather than with my role as
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classroom teacher, but this idea centers on the student becoming a (financially)
prodwctive member of society.

When measuring success quantitatively, each of these roles would have their own
measurements amdatrix of accomplishment. The teacher wants to see the greatest
percentage and number of students pass the credit ENGL 1010 cladsp@henent
member wants to see success beyond the ENGL 1010 ddpssifically in ENGL 1020
and other classes within the department, but also with other classes. The administrator
wants to see credits earned and graduates produced. The state wantietrees and
certificates earned and more reveg@merating potential. These positions may be
different but are not mutually exclusive.
Walking like a Duck, Talking like a Dudiit Being Called a Goose

For purposes of this project, writing classes tlmhot award transferable college
credit after completioarec al | ed ABasi ¢ Wr i-100, thap@clagssésa s s e s .
had various names throughout TBR institut:i
the most common names. AfterI®0 implementatiomther names came forward but
still di ffered: Afteagqmunisnd eSWrpdrnthag oarmavieCd
common names. I n order to compaeditheepdtiyl
took before and after implementation, lusethesolta t er m of fABasi c Wri
term is not meant to suggest the similarity of content or approach but to mark the place
and function of the clagdsto help students pass the first semester of cledd Writing,

ENGL 1010 for all TBR institutions, whewer students are to take it.
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Description of this Project:
Research Question:
What can be learned about how to facilitate the sutocé®asic Writing students
from studying the TBR implementation of200? What adjustments (globally as well as
by institution) could support best practices for Basic Writing instruction, and how can
these practices be leveraged toward furthering praetnchtheoretical applications?
StartingPoint:
Analyzing the TBR schoolsbé6 efforts to c
the adjustments made later highlight practical and theoretical implications. | completed
my observations by analyzingandexamigi TBRO6s quantitative dat
collecting, analyzing, and comparing qualitative data from surveys and intefvoews
local A-100 implementorsl conducted surveys and follewp interviews which helped
provide the qualitative data but was fortunatwe@ugh to have the TBR share the massive
amount of quantitative data collected from each individual institution. Such a large
coll ection helped establish reliability th
of data was mandated by 300, the provide database was a straightforward collection
with no controls or variables. The comparisons were from one year to the next over a
five-year period which started two years before implementation. The quantitative data

and the qualitative data combdi® givea more complete picture of implementation, but

2The term Asuccesso is slippery and seems to vary n
institution. As alluded to earlier, the term also has different meaning to different positions within higher

education. In order to reach artsensus, this project looks from several different perspectives at what
Afsuccesso can mean.
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my personal experience and observatiagdurther insight tgpresenthiow A-100
implementation ufurled.
A S u c cidairging a More Complete Picture
Defining fAsuccesso wigtidngNorthBtardortiis Wr i t i ng
project. As | explained earlier, Asuccesso
considering faculty, administrators, legislatures, and even studentpietion ofBasic
Writing, completion of a credibearing Writing course, comgien of subsequent
classes, and graduation/time to graduation can all be markers for success within this
realm. While individual teachers may want to mark the aetteps accomplished within
the classroom assignments and legislatures may want to tafiiateeevenue associated
with newly awarded degrees and certificates, this data was not captured by the TBR. The
data used for the TBR reports capture the midlevel accomplishments, accomplishments
that reflect other levels of succésthrough completioii for students.
Numbers can tell stories, but the qualitative data (and my personal experiences)

providing context for the stories give a fuller picture. As Johanek writes:
A Contextual Research Paradigm that focuses on questions (rather than
just theory and that demonstratesweclectic forms of knowledge could
work together in various contexts (rather than just theorizing that they
could) is able actually to release the power of the research process and the
actions of the researcher within the speatfontexts that produce them
(114)

| see this ability to release the power of the combined qualitative and quantitative

research as a step towards both understanding and implementing best practices. | am

i mpressed by Edgecomb e sletausathey tadkle al2rd@erldata a n d

set and qualitative data informs the findings from quantitative anatysreate a more
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complete pictureAlong those lines, Bunch et al. also pull from multiple sourtes:

experience of someone who headed implentiemtaf a program, anonymous responses

of faculty at the college where the program was implemented, and an interview with the
administrator overseeing the English department where implemented. In order to gain a

better feel for all levels of success adlws the pieces of implementation, my project

followsint he vei n of HdIcheec cAchcee | eetr aale.dé sAl t er nat i
from an Anal ysi s esémesdn integrated Reading @nd Writisg On e
Devel opment al E n g | exarhine Goltiple yearoof quantitativie data b ot h
in a quasiexperimental format. Through the interviews with faculty, administrators, and

staff; student focus groups; and classroom observations, Edgecombe et al. discover areas

for improvement like failures iadvising and gain helpful insight from faculty like

students needing confidence more than anything else and faculty linking grit and

perseverance as part of student suctéssights that could only be made by those who

work closest with BW students. ek Edgecombe et al . ds AAccel €
Holistic Support Model: An Implementation and Outcomes Analysis of

FastStat@CC[®@ my project pulls qualitative findi
policy, program, and courselated document§ hrough thisapproach] wasable to give

perspective tghortterm and longerm benefits of the program while looking at best

practices beyond pedagogy alone arpose data from multiple angldéske Bunch et

al .é6s project, I pul | from personal exper.i
order to frame not just what implementatiwas looked likebutto adda personal

approach to how implementatiomay unfoldand how to overcome the bigps thamay

occur. The combination that develops from my borrowing of these approaches is one that
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takes qualitative data and quantitative data from implementationl®0fand frames

that data from the personal context of my experiences to illumiraesensus of
Asuccesso from the perspective of the teac
government a framing of success that benefits the mosisatstudents.

Most studies have focused on the quantitative data alone, and many studies hav
been conducted by individuals at the insti
Learning Program: Throwing Open the Gates,
features that enhance measurements of success in acceleration, was written by those who
implemented the program. Though they were viielbrmed by their embedded research,
the focus was not on the qualitative data, probably because they lived that data. Their
studyés findings could raise concerns for
externdreview by Cho et al. was published some three years later). Other texts (Glau
Grego and ThompsohRern and Snell) have been composed by those who implemented
plans at their own institution. Bunch et although their insights on the struggles of
program implementatiois strong centertheir presentatioaround the personal
experiences of one of the three authiopsobably the very reason why the insights are so
strong. | do not advocate against investigations from the people who implemented the
progam, f or | agree with Lunsford et al . b6s a
attempt to remove ourselves, as researcher
(xiv). Others like BaileyBoatman Chg Coleman Hayward and WilletHodara and
Jagyars Jenkins et al.and Rigolino and Freel have looked from the outside in, closely
examining the numbers without officially engaging with those who implemented the

accelerated program. Then some, like Kidda et al. as well as Soliday (1996), fall
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somewhee in the middle but without relying upon the quantitative information from the
people who implemented an accelerated program. My combination of qualitative and
guantitative research hopefully finds the balance that Cindy Johanek calls for in
Composing Resarch for the data speaks to itself to provide an approach based on
context. The stories contained and the numbers presented complement each other to
provide a fuller picturenot one of the false dichotomy often associated with considering
both qualitatve and quantitative da{@5-26), of what happened with-A00
implementation in Tennessee. For example, the numerical data among the schools start to
illuminate what happened with implementation, but the combination of that quantitative
data with the quaiative data from catalogs, reports from instructors, and scheduling
details allows a more complete story to unfold. Although the presented perspective serves
as a reliable impression and not a definitive picture, this project does not take as its goal
competing the discussion of accelerated or even corequisite education. Instead, this
project seeks to add another perspective to the conversation, that of corequisite education
as implemented at various sister institutions on a statewide level.

The ALP featues presented in Adams et al. of Mainstreaming, Cohort Learning,
Small Class Size, Contextual Learning, Acceleration, Heterogeneous Grouping, Attention
to Behavioral Issues, and Attention to Life Problems provide the framework for my
examination of implemet at i on at Tennesseeds instituti
categorical levels of pedagogical, curricular, and structural change offer an additional
l ens through which | read those-l0l.énnessee
examine these pieces of irephentation to give insight into the supportive roles involved

in guiding students toward completion of crddiel Writing and completing a degree.
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Methodology:
| designed this project to serve as a bridge between the institutional examinations
of ALP sueess and schools hoping to implement an Ak® program in ways that lead
to success. My project has three parts: quantitative analysis of raw data provided by the
TBR over all new Community College students in Tennessee for-gdaeperiod,;
gualitate anal ysis of each institutionds sched:
(when available); and interactions with people who worked directly with the
implementation of ALOO at differing institutions across the st&tigure 2 shows all of
these prts combining, andhe last two parts combine as representdedgare 3 to
compose the qualitative part of this proje&tiudyingthe comparative, qualitative data
from the 13 institutiona | | owed me to determine which scft
implementatbn most closely mirror the features of ALP as explained in Adams et al.
These piecegépresented ithe left half ofFigure2) create a convergent parallel mixed
methods design (Creswell), the purpose of which is to understand the impact of an
interventian program by evaluating-A00 implementation, with attention to the

programs most closely related to CCBCb6s fe
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Figure 2: Convergent Parallel Mixed Methodological Design of this Project
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Figure 3: Qualitative Data Convergence (visually explaining the bottom, left bo:

Figure2)
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As explained earlier, this study folloklsd gec ombe et al . 6s wor Kk
2014. Edgecombe et al. examined an accelerated group and a comparison group over the
same time frame, much | ike Adams et al . 0s
detailthe demographics of accelerated students versus students who were not in the
accelerated program and Adams et al. noted that their study similarly looked at self
selected ALP students, my study does not have the variable ofselselfed group or
two different groups taking varying paths at the same time. Since there is no need for this
comparison controlled for variables, nor was there a difference in referral and enrollment
through a subjective means for students, | compile, reduce, and comparatalghe an
the TBR data through a linear probability model (LPM) of beforE0Q and after ALOO
accounting for heteroskedasticity through standard deviation with closest observation to
creditlevel Writing course completion in the first semester (and firsf)yBasic Writing
course completion in the first semester,-faffall retention rates for Basic Writing
students, and graduation rates for ftiste freshman needing Basic Writing. By
comparing these categories in a prepesttest design for over 980 firsttime
freshmen, | was able to analyze a very large sktigop left box inFigure2) and
categorize implementation by institution.
Quantitativei A-100 Mandated and Collected

| obtained raw data from 2042017 for all incoming firstime freshmenwithin
the TBR Community College system. Data for 105,385 students (98, 70dnfiest
freshmen) were provided by the TBR in two different tables in an Excel file. The file had
one spreadsheet for each of the five years for each LSW (Learning SuppargWaitile

as well as the FTF (firdtme freshmen) table, ten spreadsheets total. The fields for these
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tables are listed iAppendixA3. Dichotomous variables were present for ftiste

freshman, gender, and completion of Basic Writing ereditlevel Writing within the

first two terms in the LSW table. Those marked as having graduated in the second year
were also marked as having graduated in the third and fourth year because of the absolute
value assigned, so | extrapolated the differsnicerder to obtain graduation by year.

The data provided by the TBR about Basic Writing students include about seven

ti mes more students than Edgecombe observe

data. In order to better organize the numbers, | redineedata points by taking away the
School Code, Banner ID and Award Term since these were not needed in compilation or
analysis. | separated the reduction into two parts by creating individual spreadsheets for
each institution which fed into another sprefaget that calculated the state as a whole. |
used two cohorts before the policy change (2013 and 2014) and three after the policy
change (2015, 2016, and 2017) in order to work with a large enough sample to detect
relatively small effect sizes at standéedels of Type 1 error, giving a false positive for
changes from implementation. While there was some variation among individual schools,
| counted and coded the full TBR data in the following totals fourichlie 1 according
to year. | organized the callated totals according to institution by adjusting to the
school code field on the Excel spreadsheet

Within Excel, | compiled the individual school data and compared it to the total

school data provided by TBR in order to check for any errors in datafenthis quasi

3 Some of the fieldsvere useful only in separating the raw data for the TBR, and SCHOOL_CODE is
redundant with SCHOOL_CODE_DESC. Both tables have TERM_Code, SCHOQDE,
SCHOOL_CODE_DESC, BAN_ID, FTF_FLAG, TBR_RACE_CODE, and GENDER as figlis FTF
table coded FF_RETAINED, 2Y_GRAD, 3Y_GRAD, and 4Y_GRAD as dichotomous variables
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experimental analysis. From those numbers, | applied formulas in Excel to find

percentages as well as standard deviations for the data as li$tduer.

Tablel: Data Compilation and Organizatian the following fields: Data Totals,
Percent Change, and Standard Deviation with Respect to Demographics (where
demographic codes are M=Minority/Majority race, S=Sex)

Total Percent Chang Standard
Deviation
TBR: | Ind.: | TBR: | Ind.: | TBR: | Ind.:
Attempting Basic Writing (BW)| M,S | M,S | M\,S | M\,\S | M,S | M, S
Completing BW # semester M,S| M,S | MS
Attempting BW and completing M,S | M,S | M, S
CLW 1%'semester
Completing BW 2¢ semester MS| MS | MS
Attempted BW anytime and M,S | M,S | M,S
completed CLW % semester
Firsttime freshmen M,S | M,S
Fall-to-fall retention for first MS | MS| MS | MS | MS | MS

time freshmen

2-year, 3year, and 4year
graduates of firstime freshmen
Fall-to-fall retention all first MS| MS | M,S | MS| MS | M,S
time freshmen attempting BW
2-year, 3year, and 4year
graduates of firstime freshmen
attempting BW

For statewide data, | conducted regression discontinuity analysis per cohort for those
attempting Basic Writing for the following:

9 first and second semester completion rates in BW,

9 first and second semester completion rates in eked# Writing;

1 fall-to-fall retention rates; and

1 two-year, threeyear, and fouyear graduation rates.
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| was able to use the data from those not ned8iasic Writing to compare the changes

in fall-to-fall retention rates as well as graduation rates. Since the National Student
Clearinghouse Research Center already provides analysis for both persistence (continuing
to go to school) and retention (continuitaggo to the same school) on a yearly basis,

TBR retention rates already have a national average for comparison. 2020 retention held
steady at 53.7% for all 2018 firéme freshman at public twgear institutions nationally.
National retention rates ofvb-year public college students for the years of my study
(20132017) were 51.3%, 51.9%, 53.2%, 53.4%, and 53.2% respectively. Based on TBR
retention rates in comparison to national retention rates, | paid attention to a linear
probability model (Angristiad Pischke) for the graduation rates per year. | then applied a
regression discontinuity approach (Shadish, Cook, and Campbell; Murnane and Willett)
to the TBR data in order to observe changes durki@@implementation. The falb-

fall retention ratesrad graduation rates are what | saw to be a more inclusive
measurement of success fxceleration andlainstreaming from ALOO implementation
because graduation rates are a measurement of longer goals than the shorter completion
of a Basic Writing or a ctédge credilevel Writing class. Since graduation rates were not
complete for all the years, | looked more closely at timeliness of -des@it Writing
completion. Within the published works, fadli-fall retention rates do not have as much
data as the copletion of related English coursework. This lack of attention could be due
to the time it takes to track, but this data is still accessible through most Institutional
Research offices. A more likely reason centers around findings about the early, critical
period to track persistence trajectory (Bettinger and Long; Adelman) as well as the

framework provided by Jenkins at al. and Cho who show that students who complete nine
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credithours in a specific program of study will earn a college credential. Although
examining the completion of credével Writing is a marker for success within the TBR,
and other scholars (Adams et @ldgecombe et alBailey, Hearn) often attend to this, |
did not attend at length to only cretbivel Writing completion as a markfar success.
Because scholars have already documented that phenomenon, however, my reporting of
the TBR information can serve as a useful point of comparison.
| present the full TBR categories within several tables, but do not present the

individual schobdata the same way. Not wanting individual stories to be overwhelmed
by the quantitative tables, | instead highlight points of interest and where an individual
institution stands out among its peers. While individual school data tables exist in the
Appendx, my reporting for individual school analysis is condensed within the next
chapter to more effectively show how the quantitative data interacts with the qualitative
data. The guantitative institutional data, however, is coded and presented for the needed
dimensional comparison (Haswell) as showitatle 1 Individual school quantitative
analysis consists of the following and is contained in the Appdddix

1 Percentage of students attempting Basic Writing;

1 Basic Writing completion rates for first semester;

1 Creditlevel course completion rates in first semester and second semester;

1 Fall-to-fall retention rates for all firsime freshmen in comparison to fhisine

freshmen attempting Basic Writing; and
1 Two-year, thregyear, and fouyeargraduation rates for all firstme freshmen

and those attempting Basic Writing.
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Since A100 required schools to collect and report data in the five categories of
(1) Completion of Basic Writing, (2) Enroliment and success in college-kvey
course fo which students received learning support, (3)-teafhll retention, (4)

Graduation rates, and (5) Time to graduation, these five areas can be examined for the
whole state to see what Tennessee accomplished with the mandate. I, however, look at
the stagéwide data through a finer lens. | use several series of tables to analyze and code
the data with respect to percentage/rate change and standard deviation variance, and then
| give commentary on fields that have notable variation in these tables. | highlig
outstanding institutions in each category.

While tables for individual institutions appear in the Apperixnuch of the
regression discontinuity is documented in the written analysis accompanying the tables
where insights gleaned from the tables algpear. | do not mean to bury my findings,
but rather | am aware that the majority of compositionists do not do quantitative research
(Haswell 195) and that the narrative surrounding the tables can make the presentation
more digestible. | do not want thembers to silence readers but rather to engage them
(Hesse 145).

Qualitative Mini Case Stu@s)

| collected qualitative data for the 13 individual schools by examining the catalogs
for each school (paying particular attention to class descriptions), the
scheduling/registration for each school, syllabi for Basic Writing and ENGL 1010 when
avail able, and any curricular policies, pr
website. | also incorporated data from thiegrated Postsecondary Education Data

System(IPEDS), a yearly federal survey that provides institutional characteristics like



75

average enrollment and graduation rates. This collection serves to give insight for the
individual institutions much like individual case studies.

Other than droppingome scheduling details like the ftithe/parttime
information about instructor assignments, data reduction was not necessary with this
guantitative data, and almost all data appears in App&hdiorder to capture
information that may change later finovebsites. All data and associated data analysis for
these case studies also appear in Appelddixike Haas et al., | treated all information
here as essentially meaningful, working to differentiate and consolidate in order to apply
the findings to the mitrix of ALP features (seen laterTiable B). Due to the nature of
A-100 being a mandate incorporating the features for Mainstreaming and Acceleration, |
did not need to seek information for these two.

My descriptive summary of data analysis for eacdgpm took several steps due
to the various places | found information. As can be seen in the moreesisaily
referencedrigure 4 (below), I consulted text from the catalogs in order to confirm Adams
et al . 6s ALP f eat ur e sicularteveldeatires\ylhen sylal®@ s o me
were available, an examination sometimes revealed pedagogical level features like
contextual learning, which for one institution was also clear in the catalog description. |
then reviewed the scheduling details of all Basic Writing and lisgu®upport Reading

sections in comparison to ENGL 1010 sections to categorize some of the structural

o
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features. This included maximum seats per section, linked sections, fixed codes for
possible corequisitbnked sections, meeting times and places for linked sectoils,

instructor assignments.

13 institutions qualitative data

Schedle
Catalog Course Descriptions
Syllabi
Other Course documents (as available)

Features Examined

Cohorted Learning Communities
Small Class Size
Contextual Learning
Heterogeneous Grouping

Figure 4: Qualitative Data Pieces Informing
Mini Case Studies and ALP Features Anal

The coding for this data occurs fdable B in conjunction with some of the data
gained through the completed surveys and interviews, fotahke categorizes each of
Adams et al . 6s eight ALP features with res
to qualify as small class size, Basic Writing sections needed 15 or fewer seats. The
linking of sections determined cohorted learning comuiesii if all students in a Basic
Writing section were linked in one or two balanced 1010 sections and/or if all Basic

Writing students had the same 1010 instruttarcohorted learning community existed.
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Reserved seats per 1010 section for Basic Wr#indents, while neBasic Writing

students comprised the rest of the section, created structurally established heterogeneous
grouping. Reserved seats in 1010 for only Basic Writing students meant non
heterogeneous grouping. ENGL 1010 sections that weleked to Basic Writing

sections but had open registration for all students allowed for heterogeneous grouping but
did not provide for this feature in a structured way.

Qualitative (Implementor Surveys and Interviews)

As Douglas Hesse alluddsy reseathers seeking information from composition
faculty, the path can be steep because of the already burdensome workload of those
teaching composition. Hesse takes that stance as the Writing Program Administrator at
University of Denver, where the teachingdada less than a 5/5 load. The teaching load is
5/5 at Tennessee Community Colleges and most community colleges in general.
Teaching five thredour classes each semestieng with the typical fultime faculty
responsibilities prohibit much time to ansveeirveys from graduate students. |
understand this and am appreciative of the six people who completed my survey on
Qualtrics(Appendix B) Not surprising, only five of those six who completed the initial
survey answered a followp. | am grateful for allhe help that | received.

After hitting a wall with my first request for participants through reaching out to
department chairs and deans, | emailed the-Y@ar College English Association of
Tennessee (TYCAT) representatives from each institution. ivilegequested
participation in the survey that asked a

Basic Writing and ENGL 1010 classes. After including basic information and agreeing to
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participate, those taking the Qualtrics survey answered thes sdreight survey
guestions (see AppendB). Not all questions were answered by all participants.

After the initial collection of data, | emailed the participants foligpvquestions
to clarify what they wrote and seek more information on the features of paying attention
to behavioral issues and paying attention to life problems (visually represeFRigdre
5). These questions sought more direct data to inform my study. My questions also
sought information on neoognitive support in Basic Writing classes and stories about
dealing with the TBR on the local level when implementin§0® (visually repesented

in Figure6).

6 Survey Respondents 5 Interview Respondents

Features Examined Features Examined

Contextual Learning Contextual Learning
Attention to Behavior Issues Attention to Behavior Issues
Attention to Life Problems

Figure 5: Data Pieces from Surveys and Interviews Informing ALP Features
Analysis

Although some of the Qualtrics questions were left blank by individual

participants, more questions had responses



79

placeholder. | disregarded responses that gave no insight. All Qualswsrarwere
compiled into a spreadsheet according to question.

The data gained from the interviews had two different (seshown irFigure
5).

1 to compare against the other qualitative data (mentioned above) and solidify the
codification of individuas c hool i nf ormati on as pertain
features of ALP, and

fT to gain insight into inditl®i dual school 0

Most insight collected in the interviews combined with other qualitative findings for
analysis. Collection dhis insight through parsing individual answers provided a
comparable triangulation for the other qualitative data:

1 Examination of the class size and grouping of students, and

1 Cohorted composition of Basic Writing classes.

Gaining insight through parsingdividual answers also provided input into a matrix of
Basic Writing classes with respect to three ALP features:

1 Studenito-student contact in Basic Writing and ENGL 1010,

1 Attention to behavioral issues, and

1 Attention to life problems.

Collection ofthese pieces provided insight into implementation-df08 without
comparing to other qualitative data:
1 Parttime to fulttime instructor ratio for ENGL 1010 and Basic Writing, and

1 Role of person in charge of implementation and support provided.
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Implementéon stories from the five interviewees offer very helpful insight into the
perspective of five different people involved in implementation, but not without
problems. Where Bunch et al. use only quotations from their survey of faculty members
and Edgecombet al . 6s wor ks do not quantify the i
guantify the sentiment and reoccurring themes expressed in order to measuré feeling
move visually represented igure6 below. Such a task is not straightforward,
necessarily, but | adopted James Paul Geebd
guantify the support for activity of-A00 implementation; the suppdot the identities
involved with implementation; and the sagst of human affiliation within the cultures,
social groups, and institutions surrounding.®0 implementation. Without having to
examine speech but writing, | took the words, phrases, and sentences through a series of
twenty-six questionswhich can bedund in Geel10-113) to build validity and establish

a measurement of these reoccurring themes, what Gee calls motifs.

5 Interview Respondents

Emails sent to Survey Respondentth Implementation Prompt

Implementation stories

Discourse Analysis to Shape Motifs (Gee)

Figure 6: Data Pieces Informing Discourse Analysis of
Implementation Motifs

Using Geebs model for discourse anal ysi

the individual stories about implementation. Applying the twemyguestions to each of
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the interview respondents of the last question with respect to the discourse models and
situated meanings, |l was able to proceed
significance, activities, identities, relationships, politics, connections, and see the
significance for sign systems and knowledge for the stories provided. Through
investigating the answers to this set of questions, form and function of the compiled
answers become clear, fitting into several motifs. These motifs can be Sedidr® the
template | used in discourse analysis of each interview where | could kagpad these

motifs arising at the sentence, phrase, and word level. An example of my methodology is

found in AppendiE.

Table2: Motifs from Discourse Analysis Interview Question on TBR
Implementation Perception

Sentencqd Phrase| Word

Frustration vith TBR

Local Frustration (faculty vs administrators)

Local Willingness (to continue) to Improve

Burden on Instructors

Local Cooperation

Failed Initiatives at Institutional Level

Not in the Best Interest of Studerssudents not
prepared)

Balance Needed to Help Most Students (utilitarianis
measures)

The qualitative data from surveys and interviews interlace with other data in
various ways. Supporting the quantitative data, themes from the discourse analysis of the
stories come forward in a narrative format after individual institution presentatientoDu

the qualitative data gained from published course files, policies, and procedures being

t
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less reliable and sometimes dated, | used survey and interview data to weigh more
heavily when codinJable Bt o show Adams et al . omt. feature
Reviewing the categorization from the indi
compared the data provided from the interview questions. | dimensionalized these
categories, converging and reducing data to datum (Haswell), according to answers from
the surveys (if provided):
1 Cohorted Learning Communities (Students in section x of Basic Writing were
also in section y of ENGL 1010),
1 Small class size (15 students or fewer), and
1 Contextual Learning (students learn grammar and skills doing, often insvhat i
referred to as lashinute remediation).
Those who answered the interview questions provided information for their own school
about the following through affirming and providing examples:
1 Atmosphere where instructors pay attention to behavioral isques, a
1 Atmosphere where instructors pay attention to life problems.
How to Navigate the Compilation of Converged Data
The beginning of Chapter 4 presents the Tennessee data as a whole. Again,
because some of the individual school data was too small to sticttlfi meaningful,
the compilation of the whole state gives the most insight into the effectd 00 An
Tennessee, especially with respect to gender and race. Following the presentation of all
statewide data, each school is presented alphabetically.
The presentation of individual school sbo

and a chart that compares each of the scho
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of ALP. The chart comparg the features from each school helps establish theyatailit
examine individual schools independently.

While the highlights of each school are contained within Chapter 4, AppPndix
contains data and observations from which the highlights were derived. IPEDS data for
each individual school not only gives external source but allows the reader to have a
standard basis to compare other schools of similar size and demographics from around
the country. The inclusion of the college catalog descriptions for each course surrounding
the writing cerequisite prograngives some insight into the curricular support for
students in each institution. Scheduling details for each school offer insight into the
structural support for the students. In Apperidjeach section dedicated for an
individual school has six tablegfived from the TBR data: firdime freshmen 20%3
2017 (total and percentage attempting Basic Writing), completion of Basic Writing from
20132017 (total and percentage of those who attempt), completion of-laeelit
Writing course (total and percentafge first and second semester for students entering
20132017), faltto-fall retention rates for those starting each year of 21
(percentage of all firstime freshmen and percentage of those attempting Basic Writing
for comparison), graduation ratéor firsttime freshmen 2022017 (2 year, Jear, and
4-year noncumulative rates), and a comparable table for graduation rates -tiinfiest
freshmen needing Basic Writing (202817). Included within the context of each piece
is the appropriate quaditive data accumulated if there were any.

AppendixD suppors Chapter 4 in thait is organized so that the reader may make
individual comparisons or not while separating the statewide information and the

information from the individual school. In totaljtg story unfolds, but within each
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institution and each comparison, other stories exist. While it would be interesting to see
how schools influenced one another even thougl®@ gave the direction to each
president to discover the way forward individugBych is not the direction of this

project. | see that quantitative data from year to year and school to acbeasier to
compare than the qualitative data; however, the two work together to tell the story of A
100 implementation.

As | mention above story unfolds from the examination of the quantitative and
gualitative data, and within every institution and comparison, other stories exist. The data
often worked together where an interview from someone who helped implement would
give an anecdote oblw improvements were made. Sometimes the observations of those
on the ground did not align with tlygiantitativedata reported to the TBRor example, |
was surprised that retention was not more affected by ah, had to dig deeper into
understandingpow my perception and the data did not ali@ther times the perception
did not align with what was stated in tbiicial class descriptianl approached such
cases with caution realizing that perception cethie individual reality With
guantitativediscrepancies, | did not let the numbers silence the percdpttanform it
With qualitative discrepancies (i.e. the difference between a class description and a report
of what occurs in class), | erred towards the individual perception but thaeted
difference from the official document. This information infornTable 11 found in
Chapter 4which uses as much information as | could find to accurately map the features

of each individual schoddefore presenting the quantitative findings
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CHAPTERIV: THE DATAT IN THE THICK OF THINGS

Navigating the Findings

The information found in this chapter is divided into different sections, but those
sections communicate with each other to di
findings.An examination obtatewide quantitativdata from ALP implementation is
found first and this establishes statewide averagésr the statewide examination
comes an explanation tife qualitative dataihdingsand categorization of each
individualinst t uti on with respect to Ahlsams et al
categorization and subsequent establishing of institutional averages allow for a
comparison of each institution with respect to ALP featufeBowing the comparisons,
notable observatiorere made for each of the thirteen institutions. The qualitative data
gained from surveyand interviewsome at the end of the chapter to better inform the
comparisons as well as to tell a more complete stoA+bd0implementation, both
locally and stawide.The information presented in thehapter is approachable from
numerous ways and works with Appendix E which presents individual schooFdata.
example, shool profiles at the end of this chapter can be examined alongside the
statewide data to sé®w individualinstitutionscomparedor a reader may want to
understand an individual school profile befesamininghow the institution fares against
other TBR institutions.
Data for the Whole State

Before looking athecomparisons of individual schisowith respect to the ALP
features in order to explolest practices, an examination of the Tennessee Community

Col | e g e s @uantitatmd datgieed insight into what occurred on the system level
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with the implementation giolicy A-100.As | have nentioned before, the policy
requiredschools to keepatain five categoriescompletionof Learning Support (Basic
Writing, math, andeading) enrollment and success in the college efdwel course for
which the students received learnswypport, falito-fall retentionratesof these students
graduatiorratesof these studentsindtime tograduationfor these student3his datacan

be examined for the whole state to see wiatmandate accomplished on a statewide
scale Parsing how imfementation could have been better or warseomes more
troublesomé the numbers for the entire state cannot capture the variations from
different institutionsas they compliesvith A-100. Looking at the statewide numbers,can
however give insight intahewholes t at e 6 Bom&AQDimgleanentation and
provide expected medians for these five categofiee TBR data can shathe

i mpl ement ati onbés ef fthe firdt craaitleves\Writind withinteke c o mp | e
first year(ENGL 1010 for the TBR)the effects offiall-to-fall retention rates; and the
effects on graduation rates withimo, three andfour years forBasicWriters. Rerhaps
more importantly, the data can shovstiitewidamplementation ofA-100can help
mitigate developmental eduaatn Gisparity forminority populations.

Looking at the collected TBR data from 202317 allows for the comparison of
about 20,000 (ranging from 17,135 to 22,192) finste freshmen per year as divided
among the thirteen TBR community colleges. The nurfdoetotalfirst-time freshmen
made a turn in 2015 when full implementation took place and the percentage attempting
Basic Writing declined slightly, but this could be due to implementation of Tennessee

Promise and factors other thanlA0 implementatioalone.
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The reader should note thahen reviewing theompilation of systerwide data
presented through these ten tapthe presentation doest necessarily align with the
individual institution tables since some demographically speostitutional data were
excluded. The data presented in this study is most meaningful with respect to total
numbers and percentages, so most tables in Chapter 4 have either Beloetiitages
allow researcher® track change from one year to anotlad totals help give
perspective for the percentagbkany of these tables will show both averagesafbr
students statewide as well as averages from the instildierages. The comparison
between statewide average for all students and statemwatagefor all institutions can
show the disparity between large and small institutions and how a large institution can
sway the data for several small institutions. Since the institutional ayeraget e d a s
Avgo i n t he #tsesthe same deigat it usdd in stanilard deviatignsted

as AStd Devo i n,thiskwradge,dike standardmeyiatiora dah ikusipate
the varianceand are recorded below the statewide average and in blue for better visual
separationAn example can beegn inthe followingTable 3where larger schools

typically have higher percentages of BW studeWisen data \wrenot available, for
example graduation rates for students who entered the priol yeahyded the data

from the respective table. The tables have written explanations in order to highlight

points of interest.

Table 3:Total Firsttime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total Firsttime Freshmen | 17,135 | 17,362 | 22,194 | 20,908 | 21,126
Percentage Attempting BV 29.65% | 30.30% | 28.46% | 28.14%| 30.10%
Ins Avg Attempt BW | 28.93%| 29.00%| 27.78% | 27.34%| 28.69%
Std Dev Attempt BW 5.99 8.19 10.28 | 10.42 | 12.96
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Although the 3year and 4year graduation rates were not gehilable, several

interesting statistics emerge when looking at all the d&a.most startling statistic (to

people unfamiliar with how corequisite accelerated learning works) is the increase in

completion of creditevel Writing in the first year, spéically the first semester. In 2013

and 2014, the statewide percentage of students initially deemed not ready but who were

able to still complete credievel Writing in their first semestevas2.01% and 794%

respectively. That increases in 2015, 2CrG&] 2017 to 57.33%, 58.42%, and 58.67%

respectively

semestero and

overwhelming majority of firstime freshmen start in the fall semester. In line with that,

as

nf al

seen

I semestero

n Tabl

e 4.

a l

(Pl ease n

mo s t

nt er

the second semester is the second semester the student is in college, typically the spring.)

Table4dBasi ¢c Writing St ud elevel®iding@nhod-imrspande t i
Second Semesters
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15'Semester: Total 102 418 3621 3437 3730
15! Semester Percentage 2.01% 7.9%% 57.33% | 58.42% | 58.67%
15 Semester Ins Avg 1.90% 10.386 | 57.70% | 58.96% | 60.22%
15 Semester Std Dev 4,11 11.00 14.78 12.10 12.03
2"d Semester: Total 1485 1305 240 230 204
2"d Semester Percentage | 29.2% | 24.81% | 3.80% 3.91% 3.21%
2"d Semester Ins Avg | 30.486 | 26.39% | 4.23% 4.27% 3.24%
2"dSemester Std Dev|  5.04 6.94 5.76 4.67 2.28
Combined Percentage 312806 | 32.7%90 | 61.13% | 62.33% | 61.88%

Since

T e n1D@veas a acoeteratdd -@xuisite package resulting in an

increase in students completing crdditel Writing, the decline ithe percentage of

students completing cred#vel Writing in the second semestenencombinedwith the

increase in the percentage completing in the first two semesters sufjgetisse
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students can complete cretiivel Writing sooner when given the opportunity. By
implementing A100, Tennessee saw an increase from 2013 to 2015 of 2,852% itethe ra
of students completing a credi#vel Writing course in the first semester despite being
deemed not ready for such a course upon admission. Since there was not always a path to
creditlevel Writing in the first semester for all these students, thisttatan seem
disingenuous. A fairer way of looking at this is by looking at totals for eatitreyear:

From 2013 to 2015, Tennessee saw an increase of 196% in the rate of students
completing credievel Writing in the first year. This data more thailggests that
Accelerated Learning and corequisite learning effectively provide paths for students who
were college ready although not deemed so through some measurement like a single test.
As seen ifTable 4 the raw numbers of completers climbed shaiplygomparison to

gradual gains in firstime freshmen and those attemptBasic Writing. These numbers

show a distinct increase in completers of the credit course and while the enroliment
increased as a whole, the percentage of those ne@dsig Writingstayed relatively
stable[28.14/6-30.30%, although the standard deviation among institgi@nged grew

each year from 5.98 (2013) to 12.9% (2017)].By the end of the second semegstiee
numbers for successfully completing a créettel Writing from 20132017 were almost

as profound. The second semester completions reflect a decréasaimber opeople

who attempted and thus a decreast@énumber othose who completed the firstedit

level Writing course in the second semester. Interestingly enough, the percentage of
people who toolBasic Writingin the first semester and had ped cedit-level Writing

in the second semester decreasedTabée 4. Thisfurthersupports thearlier

mentioned notiothat the bulk of the people who can/will pass college level writing
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can/will do it sooner rather than later if given the opportuaitgithat opportunitywith

certain supports preseinthe cornerstone idea of why acceleration and mainstreaming

work.

Although the increase in completionagditlevel Writing after the

implementation of ALOO is staggeringly positive, the fadi-fall retention rates of those

who attempted Basic Writing did not statistically change from 2801/ Table5) with

a standard deviation of only 0.97. The incesascompletion of credievel Writing

combined with the consistent retention rates suggests that students are not necessarily

giving up when they do not achieve credit immediately; however, this combination also

Table 5:Fall-to-fall Retention Rates for Students Attempting BW

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

All 42.40% | 40.48% | 41.15% | 44.23% | 41.87%

Minority Female 41.90% | 40.32% | 42.27% | 48.17% | 44.00%

White Female 46.77% | 44.05% | 43.22% | 46.71% | 43.62%

Minority Male 36.62% | 36.74% | 37.79% | 37.85% | 38.22%

White Male 41.61% | 39.35% | 40.34% | 42.61% | 40.44%

Ins Avg All 42.67% | 40.74% | 40.94% | 44.6%06 | 42.02%

Ins Avg Minority Female | 43.75% | 43.32% | 40.46% | 49.56% | 45.54%

Ins Avg WhiteFemale 48.28% | 44.52% | 43.69% | 47.15% | 44.35%

Ins Avg Minority Male 35.64% | 37.59% | 37.75% | 41.01% | 39.14%

Ins Avg WhiteMale 41.39% | 40.57% | 40.02% | 42.20% | 39.36%
Std Dev All 4.57 3.79 5.46 4.17 4.36
Std Dev MinorityFemale | 11.27 9.70 9.28 6.84 10.48
Std Dev Whité~emale 8.39 4.35 6.69 7.05 5.28
Std Dev MinorityMale 11.51 8.14 9.38 17.06 8.98
Std Dev WhiteMale 4.39 8.89 6.80 5.07 5.23
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suggests that students are capable okaoiyg credit earlier in their college caréeand

the structural change of mainstreaming is not hindered by student ability. Further, the

staticity in retention is also reflected in data with respect to gender and racial

minority/majority divide as seem iTable5.

While some early advocatéfer exampleRigolino and FreelPerry et at.and

Glau)have hypothesized that acceleration leads to improved retention rates, the increase

is not supported in the falb-fall numbers from Tennessee over the fjar period of

20132017 and

aligns

wi t h

E d g e c 0 mifanothert

accelerated/mainstreaming program) not increasing retention Tateslata does,

al

however, point to areas where retention may be more strongly influenced by social

pressures. As stands to reason, students needing BW are less likely to be retained than

students not needing BW. For comparisdable6 shows the falto-fall retention

numbers during the same time frame for those deemed ready forlevedVriting.

Table6: Fall-to-fall Retention Rates for Students Deemed Ciled#| Writing

Ready

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All 54.89% 53.43% 52.16% 54.58% 52.86%
Minority Female | 53.77% 46.99% 48.20% 53.54% 45.70%
White Female 58.80% 57.22% 56.39% 58.43% 57.86%
Minority Male 42.54% 44.34% 40.23% 43.73% 42.04%
White Male 54.02% 53.25% 51.76% 53.13% 49.83%

The retention rates for firgime freshmen not needing BW show a greater

difference among majority/minority racial designations than is shown by those needing

Basic Writing(Table 8) In other wordsbeing designated ameding BW more greatly

affects the retention expectatidias white students thaof minority studentsSimply, A-

. 0

S



100 implementation did not affect retention of white (majority) students like it affected

the retention of minority studentSuch informatbn reinforces the idea thAt100

implementation helpedose an equity gap seen in the retention of minority students

versus the retention of white students.

Table7: Fall-to-fall Retention Rates Difference between Freshmen not Needing |
and Those Needgy BW

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All 1249% 1295% 11.0%%0 10.35% 10.99%
Minority Female 11.87% 6.67% 5.93% 5.37% 1.7%
White Female 12.03%0 13.17% 13.17% 11.72%0 14.24%
Minority Male 5.9%% 7.60% 2.4%% 5.82% 3.8%%
White Male 12.41% 13.900 11.426 10.520 9.39%

Comparison of the dat@able 5 and Table Qoes suggest that ALP makes BW
students more inclined to return the next fall, but only slightly more inclined. Gaps
narrowed in disparity after-A00 implementation for all fields representing the
demographics with the exception of white females in 20tb2017. The retention rates
for white females were greater than any other group for both those needing and those not
needing Basic Writing. The exceptions to this observation can be found in 2016 and 2017
minority females who needed Basic Writing. Thietence was greater in institutional
averages than in statewide averages. These observations point to a possibility of
Accelerated Learning and Mainstreaming not providing the same level of benefit to the
people who did the best before implementation.

The fact that the changes representetiahle5 have larger differences for
minorities in the institutional averages than in the average for all students shows that

smaller schools had more effect than larger schools regarding change in retention of
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minority students. This was already the case for minority females befa@®Aut is
more pronounced in 2016 and 2017. With these larger differences between institutional
averages and overall student averages for minorities and females being most pronounced,
theeffectiveness of BW on the white male population comes into play with regards to
fall-to-fall retention. When looking atable7, however, the trend of narrowing the
retention rate differences between BW and-Bd students becomes cleamsbeing
more baeficial for minority students than neminority studentsTable7 shows minority
females seeing the most gains from 2@037, closing the gap to a difference of 1.7
percentage points in retention for those needing BW and those not needing BW. Minority
men also closed the gap, as did white men, but not to the same extent and with minority
men doing better than white men. White females, who historically had the highest
retention rates of the groups, saw their differences grow slightly. This alludes,tagain,
the demographics of the students who did the best befa@)Aypically white students,
not experiencinghe same gains asinority students

While these differences are clear among categorized students, there is only a
slight statistical change intemtion rates among students who attempted Basic Writing
from 2013 to 2017 due to-A00 as shown above. The comparison drawreiole 7
shows both increases and decreases in the differences between the two groups year after
year. The data may hint at someg more than can be proven here: the hope factor that
students had in seeing the light at the end of the tunnel when offered an accelerated
pathway. This raises the questibiat also arises at other times in this studiyes this
figure into the data das this something that could influence the data outside just

curricular, pedagogical, and structural change?
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Table 8:Fall-to-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen vs. Attempting BW

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time Freshmen 51.14% | 49.55% | 49.03% | 5166% | 49.64%
FTF AttemptingBW 4240% | 4048% | 41.15% | 4423% | 41.8% 0

The gap in falto-fall retention rates in all firstime freshmen and firdtme
freshmen needing Basic Writingigble8, abové declined after ALOO implementation
(8.74%, 9.07%, 7.88%, 7.43%, 7.77% respectively), but as | have mentioned earlier, | am
not able tcaacount for other initiatives such as Tennessee Promise which could have also
affected retention rates since studemése guaranteed a last dollar scholarship as long as
they maintained eligibility (which included maintaining a fithe enrollment,
maintaining a 2.0 GPA, and completing eight hours of community service prior to each
semester of enroliment). Since thedalnship began the same year as full
implementation of ALOO, this data cannot be relied upon to tell the entire, isolated story
of A1 00 6 s e f ftoefall tetentian mate$. Rdtehtion rates can have a stigmatized
duality: students may be stayingBasic Writing classes for some time and the college
can make money with these students continuing to be recycled in this way. Comparing
changes in graduation rates against changes iofédll retention rates can capture this
recycling of Basic Writingstudents which the Vice President of Academic Affairs at
Hagerstown Community Coll ege quabanionegd as
maker.

Although the reviewed data support timely completion of cilediél Writing but

do not support statistlly significant improvement in overall faib-fall retention rates,
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the graduation rates as well as the time to graduation did show improvement. As with the
data pertaining to fallo-fall retention, factors like Tennesseemisemay obscure the
full effects of A100 on graduation rates; however, at the time of the data collection, the

following information Table9) was available

Table9: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshmen Year
2013 2014 2015 2016

2-year Graduation Rate 7.98% 9.86% | 11.87% | 12.75%
3-year Graduation Rate 9.03% 9.00% | 10.67% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.44% 4.17% N/A N/A

Ins Avg 2year Graduation Rate] 8.28% 10.14% | 12.27% | 13.50%
Ins Avg 3year Graduation Ratel 9.19% 9.12% 10.88% N/A

Ins Avg 4yearGraduation Rate| 4.45% 4.32% N/A N/A
Std Dev 2year Graduation Ratg  3.79 3.64 4.27 5.00
Std Dev 3year Graduation Ratg 2.76 2.61 3.28 N/A
Std Dev 4year Graduation Ratg  4.45 4.32 N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 21.45% | 23.03% | 22.54% | 12.75%

Increases occurred in twaar graduation and thrgear graduation rates after
implementation even as overall enrollment increased. These were more noticeable in
some schools than others as institutional averages and standard deviation support. A more
important data set, graduation rates for ftnste freshmen who needed Basic Writing,
show significant improvement in time to graduation and overall graduation rates. The
data inTable9 is incomplete for full comparison, but the information presented looks
promising with the tweyear and thregear graduation rates for the class who entered in

2015 being almost the same as the combineédywaw, threeyear, and fouyear
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graduation rates. While the students were not retainetbftll at a significantly igher

rate, they graduated faster and at a significantly higher rate.

Table D: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Year, Finsé Freshmen

Needing BW
2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.67% 2.62% 3.31% 3.30%
3-year Graduation Rate 5.83% 5.44% 7.43% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 3.19% 3.57% N/A N/A
Ins Avg 2year Graduation 1.68% 2.82% 3.60% 4.0%
Rate
Ins Avg 3year Graduation 6.08% 6.068% 8.068% N/A
Rate
Ins Avg 4year Graduation 3.3 3.86% N/A N/A
Rate
Std Dev 2yearGraduation 0.90 1.51 2.28 2.10
Rate
Std Dev 3year Graduation 2.00 2.86 2.02 N/A
Rate
Std Dev 4year Graduation 1.09 1.09 N/A N/A
Rate
Cumulative (for given data) 10.69% | 11.63% | 10.73% | 3.30%

Since the class of 2015 is the first one after full implementation, the data look

promising that AL00 implementation helped Tennessee students, but a more thorough

assessment should be completed later after more data can be collected. The larger

institutional averages point to the ability of smaller schools to adapt and make a

difference more quickly. With other factors that occurred in the following years, like

implementation of other TBR programs as well as the effects of the pandemic on

students, extraimg long term data becomes difficult. This is also the case for the

graduation rates for all firdtme freshmen. In order to see how much of an impat0@
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alone had, more information is needed. The increases from thgetw@eriod of 2013 to

2015 intwo-year and thregear graduation rates for firitne freshmen needing Basic

Writing (Table 10)equate to a 98% increase in (from 1.67 to 3.31) and 36% increase
(5.44 to 7.43) respectively, which can be compared to ahtiims freshmen from the

same ime period and the same graduation rates increasing by 48% and 18% respectively.
While both rates increased, the group needing Basic Writing hagiearograduation

rates increase 50% more than all fiiste freshmen and thregear graduation rates

increase 10% more than all firsime freshmen. The fact that these students are

graduating faster and at higher rates with@0 in placendicatessuccess.

Noteworthy to some readers, tables in Appendix D include Difference in First
time Freshmen Graduation Rates in BW and-BW Students per year and Percent
Increase in Graduation Rates separated for BW andBiéistudents. These tables
further support thendication BW students graduate faster and more frequently after A
100even when compared against f8W studentsAlso noteworthy are the differences
between institutional averages and the overall avethgésre highlighted later in this
chapter Again, it appears that the largest gains were made by the smallest stha®ls
creating a larger difference when looking at institutional averages. This could allude to
the dynamic nature of smaller institutions being able to facilitate change more quickly or
to something else altogether.

Individual School Data

Individual schools tell individual stories with their data. Since not all schools have

the same student body nor did all Tennessee schools have the same way of conforming to

A-100, this data offers indgj into the effectiveness of different methods of
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implementation. More insight is gained when combined with qualitative data from the
recollection of personal experiences. Unlike the total TBR data | included, | have not
included data with respect to raaed gender, although it was supplied to me. After
careful review, | determined that the data were insufficient to draw any further
conclusions with respect to demographics and locale without potentially compromising
the anonymity of some of the students.

| derived all the individual school quantitative data from what TBR provided. The
TBR coded each studentds school, so | was
the tables found in the Appendix by isolating the school as a constant.

Following Table11 which highlights ALP features at all of Tennessee
Community Colleges as found below, each individual school is noted by a brief insight
into the school 6s | ocation and size and so
noted inTable 1l. Thesemdividual school sections are brief in this chapter and only
provide highlightsn order to better navigate for comparis@ome schools are more
notable than others for one reason or another, and I tried not to include any disparaging
thoughts that may anay not be true. See Chapter 3 for a complete explanation of
inclusions for the data.

Additional individual school data is presented in Apperttlbeginning with
Nati onal Center for Educational Statistics
System (PEDS) data accessed on January 29, 2020 in order to show campus setting;
unduplicated 12Znonth headcount and total Full Time Enroliment (FTE), by student level
201718; and fulitime and partime instructional staff fofall 2017. Excerpts from the

20192020 college catalogs are included with respect to courses pertaining to Basic
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Writing (coded as various course rubrics and numbers per institution) and ENGL 1010,
the first course of the tweemester firsyear credilevel Writing combination for all

stucents. Scheduling details for fall 2019 and spring 2020 semesters are included after the
course description information, if details were available. Then, | included the comparable
data as collected by the TBR. After each of thesesgghions, | present iights, notes,

and points of intere§tmany of which relate directly to the features present8dbie

11. A number of these ALP features were easy to ascertain, but others had to be
determined using qualitative data gained from interviews from insitierdigidual
institutions.While some insiders are quoted in Appenias well as the qualitative data
below, I try to give as little information as possible into who answered from what school
in order to provide anonymity. For this reason, the readénuaiilhave names and/or

specific positions that ties any interviewee to any specific school.

As mentioned, | compiled the data fomble 11 from reviewing the catalogs,
schedules, available syllabi, completed surveys, and interviews. Merging all these piec
gave a more certain accounting of the features at each school. | gave the most weight to
the interviews and surveys to clarify any discrepancies. After converging all this
gualitative data, | dimensionalized the eight features for each school, leayiiegteon
mark in the matrix if | was not certain about the feature at that institution. My thoughts on
reviewing, combining, and converging the data for each school appear in Apgendix
The following is a ky for Table 11 identifyindgeature per row andow determined for

each school:

1. Mainstreaming (all TBR schools due te180)
2. Cohorted Learning Communities (determined by viewing scheduling)
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3. Small class Size (under 15; determined by viewing scheduling)

4. Contextual Learning (determined by course descnptieewing syllabus, and/or
instructor interview)

5. Acceleration (all TBR schools due ta00)
Heterogeneous Grouping (mixed in 1010; determined by viewing schedule and/or
course description) (separate classes or the same; * not established structurally but
heterogenous grouping can occur randomly through student registration)

7. Atmosphere where instructors pay attention to behavioral issues (determined by
instructor interviews and surveys when available)

8. Attention to life problems (determined by instructdemiews when available)

Tablell TBR Community Colleges as Categorized by Adams et al. Eight Featur:
Chat | Clev | Colu | Dyer | Jack| Motl | Nash | Nort | Pell | Roan| Sout | Volu | Walt

1| Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes| Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes| Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
2| No No No | Some| No No No | Yes | Yes| No No Yes | Yes
3| No No No No No No No No | No No No No Yes
4 ? ? Yes ? ? ? Yes ? ? Yes ? Yes ?

5| Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes| Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes| Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
6 | *Yes | *Yes | *Yes ? Yes | *Yes | *Yes | No | No | Yes | *Yes | Yes | Yes
7 ? ? ? ? ? Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes ? ? Yes | Yes
8 ? ? ? ? ? No Yes ? ? ? ? Yes | Yes

While Table 11, above, shows differences in the qualitative data collected for the
thirteen Tennessee Community Colledgeshle 2 andTable B3 offer methods of parsing
out how the quantitative data stands out for the different colleges. Five areas of focus are
presentd in these tables:
1 percent of firstime freshmen (FTF) attempting BW,
1 percent of FTF attempting and completing BW in first semester;

1 percent of FTF completing credével Writing in first and second semesters;
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1 fall-to-fall retention rates for firstime freshmen; and

1 two-year, threeyear, and fouyear graduation rates for FTF attempting BW.
| see the last four measurements as most important when determining success for reasons
| mentioned earlier.

Each area of focus listed above is important irifitsed more important when
positioned against other areas. The percentage of FTF attempting BW establishes a
threshold for how many students BW can assist. Percent of students completing BW in
the first semester shows that students are successful inrtfoeeatit class and are
deemed ready to take (and complete) crediel Writing. Percent of students completing
creditlevel Writing is more of a marker of success than completing BW because BW is
designed to give students the abilities and skills to grashtlevel Writing. Faltto-fall
retention rates for firsime freshmen provide a window to persistence for all students,
but BW students are less likely to be retained due to a variety of reasons. Graduation
rates for 2, 3, and-ylears illuminate notmly full completion of a 2year degree but also
how quickly the degree is completed.

By looking at the standard deviation, which is derived from the institutional
averages (where N=13 as the number of community colleges in the system), the
outstanding cééges can be clearly determined beyond only being a top institution (or of
the three top institutions in the state as also highliglated in this chapter in Table 14
Further, the standard deviation shows how much differences in each area grew during A
100 implementation. Where standard deviation treats all schools as an equal rate (as does
the institutional averages, the state average considers student totality throughout the state,

thus making larger institutions weigh more heavily than smallerutistiis. The tables
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below provide the thresholds foutstandinglata aseen inFigures 7-14. Exceeding the
institutional average and the standard deviation marks an exceptional category for an
institution. Not all categories have schools outside stardianation, so noting the top
three schools in a category is another way to highlight the best schools in the state for

each category.

Table12: Institutional Standard Deviations for ScheiotSchool Comparables

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Percent FTRttempt BW 5.99 8.19 10.28 10.42 12.96
Percent FTF Complete BWi 8.45 7.71 9.16 8.39 9.45
15 Semester
Complete Creditevel Course

15! Semester 4.12 11.00 14.78 12.10 12.03

Percent

24 Semester 5.04 6.94 5.76 4.67 2.29

Percent
F2Fretention for BW 4.57 3.79 5.46 4.17 4.36
attempters
BW 2-year 0.90 151 2.28 2.10 -
Graduation 3-year 2.00 2.86 2.02 - -
Rate 4-year 1.09 1.09 - - -
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Table13: Institutional Averages for Schetd-School Comparables
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Percent FTF attempt BW 28.93% | 29.00% | 27.78% | 27.34% | 28.69%
Percent FTF Complete BW i 65.08% | 62.75% | 65.09% | 65.52% | 64.74%

15t Semester

Complete Creditevel Course

15! Semester 1.90% | 10.38% | 57.70% | 58.96% | 60.22%
Percent
2"dSemester | 30.48% | 26.39% | 4.23% | 4.27% | 3.24%
Percent
F2F retention for BW 42.67% | 40.74% | 40.94% | 44.64% | 42.02%
attempters
BW 2-year 1.68% | 2.82% | 3.60% | 4.09% -
Graduation 3-year 6.08% | 6.06% | 8.06% - -
Rate 4-year 3.36% | 3.86% - - -

The following figures visually represent howaralyzedhe outside parameters of
standard deviation per category and compare the statewide averages and the TBR
institutional averages to the indiwsidual
from the institutional averagéthe high and low solid bl&dines)wereused to
determine outstanding college quality, | include also the visual representation statewide
(all Tennessee studeh@veragdecause the comparison in statewide average
(represented by the longer dashed, green lenegd)nstitutional eerage(represented by
the short dashed, red lingspresents the numeridaipact of small schools. The greater
the difference in the two averages, the more influence small schools have in their own

students.
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Percent Firstime Freshmen (FTF) Attempting BW
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Figure 7: Percent Firsttime Freshmen (FTFttempting BW

Statewide averages and institutional averages mainly stay in line farmfiest
freshmen attempting BW, with institutional averages being slightly below statewide
averagesThe institutional average being below the state average indicates that larger
schools had higher percentages of students in BWwideningof standard deviation
represents the fact that over time the variance in the percentage of students attempting
BW grew.This means that from 2013017, the variation of higher and lower
percentages of BW students grew among the thirteen TBR Community Colleges. This
indicates that some schools may have put more of a focus on the msktsaidents and
have streamlied the services around those studdmwsvever, with little change in
averages, this was not driven by smaller schools or larger schools but a phenomenon

across the state with a few schools.
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Percent FTF Attempting and Completing BW 1st Semester
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Figure 8: Percent Firsttime Freshmen Attempting an@@pleting BW 1st Semester

With standard deviation remaining fairly constant from 20037 infirst-time
Freshmerattempting and completing BW in the first semedtggure8 alludes to a
consistency within the state. Thembination ofdecline of state arage and the increase
of the institutional averagepresents that smaller schools did not perform as well as
larger schools before-A00 but certainly turned the tables afted®0.The decline of the
state average and the increase in the institutioreatbge while the two grew apart over
time indicates that smaller schools did dramatically better than larger schools in the first
few yearsThe state average being above institutional average in 2013 indicates that the
larger schools were doing betternhgmaller schools before-200 implementationThe
incline of the institutional average from 2015 to 2016 followed by the ebb from 2016 to

2017 indicates that smaller schools may have lost their early momentum.
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Percent BW FTF Complete CLW in 1st Semester
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Figure 9: Percent BW FTF Who Complete Citel@ével Writing in 1st Semester

The percentage of FTF completing crdditel Writing (CLW) in the first and
second semesters tells a familiar tale of Mainstreaming and Accelerated implementation.
The jumps that occur from 2014 to 2015 in both Figus@® Figure 10 indicate the
discontinuity analysis of A00 implementation as recognized on two line grapfieen
both semesters are used together, they give more insight into the effects that such a
program can make. The smaller difference in standarcuievi(2013 for first semester
completion inFigure9 above and 2017 for second semester completiéigure10
below) is indicative of a smaller number of students creating a smaller standard deviation

from all institutions.



40
35
30
25
20
15
10

107

% BW Students Complete CLW in Second Semester
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Figure 10: Percent BW FTRVho Complete Credlevel Writing in 2nd Semester

The decline in completion of credével Writing in the second semes(éigure

10) should be taken into consideration with completion in the first sen{ésgere 9)

These students had, and took adaga of, the opportunity to completd W earlier.
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Figure 2: First-time Freshmen Attempting BW FédHfall Retention Rates
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Fall-to-fall retentionrates marked in Figure Hb not provide as much indication
of success agraduation rate@vhich have their own problems mentioned below
Figure 12) but they ddell the story of succedsecause thegan indicate trajectory and
first-year persistence. The aligned averages show little difference and little influence in
schoolsize.This information supports the assertion that little difference was made in

retention rates as was explained earlier in this chapter.

Firsttime Freshmen Attempting BW-¥ear Graduation Rate
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Figure 12: First-time Freshmen Attempting BWY2ar Graduation Rate

Graduation rates are incomplete fdukh comparison over the time of
implementation. Zear graduation rates show the performance of students completing in
the timeliest fashioin students earning 60+ credit hours (some over 69 credit hours) to
achieve a 6@redit degree within thevo-yeargiven time frame. Only data up to 2016 is
complete. Again, performance for smaller schools affects the institutional average more

than the state averags smaller schools did better than larger schools wyia?
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graduation rates after-A00 implementabn. This difference continued to grow over time

as can be seen in the separation of the two lines from 2016

Firsttime Freshmen Attempting BW-Bear Graduation Rate
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Figure 3: First-time Freshmen Attempting BWY&ar Graduation Rate

While 3-year and 4year graduation rates adess complete than they2ar
graduation rate dat&jgurel3andFigurel4 show that the state average is below the
institutional average. This indicates a trend that will continue unless larger schools make
changes to close this gdpigure 13 shows a gliin the lower standard deviation in 2014
that is notas pponouncedn the higher standard deviation. This dip in 2014 and
subsequent improvement in 2015 indicates that the largest schools in the TBR shifted
their trajectory in a positive direction fory&ar graduation rates. This shift that is not
indicated in the Xea rates (Figure 12) or theykar rates (Figure 14) can be explained
by the largest schooimplementing support to the mest risk students and helping not
only retain these students but putting the students on a manageable and realistic trajectory

towards graduation.
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Firsttime Freshmen Attempting BW-Year Graduation Rate
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Figure 14: First-time Freshmen Attempting BWY£ar Graduation Rate

After distilling the data through th@receding charfatternsemergewvhere
schools rise to the top of multiple categories. When looking at these top schools in the
five categories of collection mandated by @0 (completion of Basic Writing,
completion of creditevel Writing, fall-to-fall Retention graduatiorrates, andime to
graduation), | paid closer attention to a few categagekshave mentioned before
Compldion of Basic Writing meant little without completion of creldivel Writing.
Since somé but far from the majority of Basic Writing students were completing
creditlevel Writing in the first year and acceleration was designed to speed up the
processcompletion of creditevel Writing in the first semester and first year were
important.Fall-to-fall retention mattered but not as much as graduation rates and time to
graduation; however, fatb-fall retention rateprovided more data poingsxdweremore
comparable than time to graduation and graduation rates. To simplify more, | recognized

that time to graduation and graduation rates could be combined according Wijlear.
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all of this in mind, | ranked post-A00 completion of credievel Writing (first and

second semester, although top marks in first semester always carried through for the
year), then retention rates, and finally graduation rates. This gave me a clearer picture of
the success | saw. Below, | present the analysis for each TBR instiigtording to

these criteria. Tabl®4 below highlights the top three institutions in gré&ckgroundor

each category and the numbers appear in red if the analysis showed numbers above

standard deviation.

Table 4: Ranked Success of TBR Community Colleges

Grad Rate GR3

Complete CLW 1 sem Complete CLW year Retention Rates 2YR YR

2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2015 | 2016 | 2015
Chatt 50.25| 56.60 | 50.68| 53.20 | 58.40| 54.30| 37.93| 41.80| 35.29| 1.31| 1.40| 6.40
Cleve 65.02 | 52.55| 59.35| 65.43 | 55.69| 63.55| 37.04| 40.78| 40.19| 7.00| 6.67 | 10.70
Colum 47.98 | 59.60| 62.31| 49.87| 62.15| 64.82| 34.23| 4407 | 41.46| 2.43| 3.39| 6.47
Dyers 20.41| 55.17| 80.28 | 42.86| 68.97| 81.69| 31.63| 44.83| 49.30| 1.53| 552| 7.65
Jacks 48.60| 27.66| 38.83| 55.14 | 42.64 | 48.22| 38.08 | 41.88| 41.12| 3.50| 2.28| 7.24

Motlow 74.19| 67.15| 68.05] 76.14| 68.19| 69.88| 48.16| 44.91| 38.94| 6.51| 6.86| 9.11
Nashville | 52.94 | 47.59| 51.73| 57.90| 52.81| 55.92( 35.29| 39.97| 38.44| 3.11| 2.67| 4.38
Northeast | 59.20| 70.28 | 62.85| 61.60| 71.67 | 64.76 | 44.27| 54.17| 42.25] 1.87| 3.33| 9.60
Pellissippi | 58.46 | 58.36 | 56.29| 61.59| 61.83| 60.48| 45.38| 42.11| 44.61| 7.25| 4.42| 9.96
Roane 69.14| 72.19| 47.47| 72.22| 7483 | 52.07| 45.06| 49.01| 37.79| 6.17| 6.62| 7.41
Southwest | 60.45| 65.57 | 61.25| 64.45| 68.86 | 63.91| 44.46| 48.13| 45.79| 1.50| 1.33| 6.33
Volunteer | 64.20 | 61.96 | 62.09| 65.40| 64.20| 63.03| 43.00| 40.62| 41.03| 1.80| 2.24| 8.00
Walters 79.31| 71.79| 81.65| 79.31| 71.79| 82.28| 47.70 | 48.08 | 50.00| 2.87| 6.41| 11.49

INSAVG 57.70 5896 60.22 6193 63.23 63.46 4094 44.64 4202 360 4.09 8.06
STD DEV+ 72.48 71.06 7225 8247 80.01 77.78 46.40 4882 46.38 5.88 6.19 10.08

Ranking the numbers above for categories per year, tjiedsllowing figures

that make visual comparison of the institutions more manageable.
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Percentages of 1st Semester BW FTF
Completion of Credilevel Writing
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Figure 15: Percentages of First Semester BW FTF Completion of Cledit Writing for
TBR Community Colleges

Being a stronger level of success than completion of BW, completion of-credit
level Writing is an important quick indicator of succdaghe three years recorded,
Walters State was near the top school if not the top school. Motlow State deserves an
honomlble mention too since they also were near the top each year. Paying attention to the
features of these two schools as noted in Table 11 can give insight to what features may
best support this outcomeyes may gravitate to the higher ber§&igurel5to represent
the most successful schools, but attention should also be paid to schools like Dyersburg
State CC which grows from the lowest success in 2015 to the second most successful in
2017.Some adaptiq(s) that they did during the implementation ofl80 changed
positively their percentage of firsemesteBasic Writers who complete credével

Writing.
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Percentages of BW FTF
Completion of Creditevel Writing per Year
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Figure 4: Percentages of BW FTF Completion of Crdditel Writing per Year for TBR
Community Colleges

Examining the fullyear for completion of credlevel Writing gives more insight
into A-100 success than only looking at the first semeBtgure 16not only helps tell
the story of students who still passed crégliel Writing but took a little longehut this
figure also tells the story in comparison to the students earlier who were not given the
chance t@omplete creditevel Writingin the first semester, as was the case befere A
100 implementationThe improvements in percentages that continue pd€i0A
implemenation indicates that many schools continue to adjust and improve and that some
schools may take momentary dips in improvement which can denote trying new

approaches and readjusting after seeing the results of those new approaches.



114

Rentention Rates for BW FTF per Year
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Figure 17: Retention Rees for BW FTF per Year for TBR Community Colleges

Retention rates for BW firdime freshmen give insight to persistence. This data
could also have something to do with the continuation of the hope factor | mentioned
earlier in this chapteRetention rees per school for firdime freshmen tell a story about
implementation that is not captured in stafee retention rates and institutional average
retention rates highlighted earlier. The overall increase in retention rates from 2015 to
2016 and the s@equent fall in 2017 implies that improvements in retention are a
continuing process. One explanation for this is that so many factors affect retention rates
that some schoolmay direct focus away from some areas that more positively affected
retention tlan the school realized. Another suggestion resulting from Figure 17 is that
schools will need to continue to improve areas that positively affect retention and not

become complacent.



115

2-Year Graduation Rates for BW FTF per Year
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Figure 18 Two-year Graduation Rates for BW FTF per Year in TBR Conityiu
Colleges

Again, graduation rates are the best indicator of success for the program;
however, my data is not as complete as | would like. Graduation rates for individual
schools could give insight into the culture of support offered for studentslture that
can facilitate not only the feeling of belonging but also a positive mindset of future
accomplishmentDrops in graduation rates like can be seen with Pellissippi State in
Figure 18 indicate, like retention rates from Figure 17, that mong@mnd maintenance
must continue and that schools should not become complacent. Increases from Dyersburg
State and Walters State indicate the nimble and dexterous nature better enable smaller

schools to implement drastic, positive change faster.
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3-Year Graduation Rates for BW FTF per Year
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Figure5: Threeyear Graduation Rates for BW FTF per Year in TBR Community
Colleges

3-year graduation rates help show persistence and retention for support of these
atrisk studentswith Walter State being on top of this and so many other comparative
categories, questions arise around the school and what they may beAdamdjcated in
Table 14, the school had several top rankings in completion, retention, and graduation.
They ofen were also above the standard deviation in many of the categories of success as
noted in the tableThey also most closely followed the ALP features (Table 11).

In the following few pages, individual information about each school comes
forward focusing o the positive highlights for each school as well as notable qualitative
data collected on the school. Attention is paid to each school with a brief statement about
setting and school size. The notable information and comparisons that follow spotlight
where schools excelled and provide contextvitrat could have caused such positive

performance.
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Chattanooga State Community College

About the school:

Chattanooga State Community College is in a midsize city setting. The FTE (full time

enrollment) is5,382.

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

1

Chatt anoog a0 impleneeiGtationdfENGL 09G0Integrated LS

Writing and Reading shows that the college is still monitoring and adjusting to fit

student needs.

Chattanooga StdthesltaedpdpsivieB Po:p nfelnash Cor eqlu
Mo d eshows that the school wanted to have stronger communication channels

with both the TBR and with faculty.

Chattanooga Statebs Flash paper, a pape
faculty giving condesed insight into their program, introduces good ideas

moving forward like placing Basic Writing classes strategically close to the

writing center and reiterates established ideas like freedom of course and

curriculum design.

Corequisite implementationaffet ed Chatt anooga Stateds B
completion more significantly than the statewide average while not positively

affecting Basic Writing students who were not fitiste freshmen.

Chatt an o pgantagd change fram 2014 to 2015 for completion o

Basic Writingwas 15.78 points, 135 points greater than the average change in

TBR schools during the same peridthis change shows that corequisite



118

implementation affected Chattanooga State more significantly than the rest of the

state in general.
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Cleveland State Community College
About the School:
Cleveland State Community College is in a small city setting. The FTE (full time
enrollment) is 2,021.
Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools
1 ClevelandSt a pregiam lagged behind TBR averagegades foBW in 2013
and 2014. By 2017, tkewere more in line with TBR averagdhey saw some
of the strongest gains in this area for the TBR.
1 The percentage of Cleveland State students who passed their Basic Writing course
(0900) and then passed 1@ higher than TBR averages. The 0900 increase
from 2014 to 2015 of 16.14 percentage points is 13.81 percentage points higher
than the increase in TBR average, but Cleveland State was well below TBR
averages in 2013 and 20 lichhelp€dswdetd and St
pass the Basic Writing course at higher than TBR average rates.
1 Cleveland State appears to have started implementation before 2015 and their
momentum carried them above state averages for 2015.
1 2-year graduation rates for students neg@asic Writingincreased drastically,
but 2year graduation rates for all students increased during that20hg.2year
and 3year graduation rates were above the standard deviation for students
attempting Basic Writing but not for all students. @ewnd State should be

recognized for these high graduation rates for BW students.
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1 Cleveland State saw some strong increases, but they started with weaker numbers

in comparison to other TBR schools.
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Columbia State Community College

About the school

Columba State Community College is in a small city setting. The FTE (full time
enrollment) is 3,983.

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

T Columbia Statebs course descriptions po
theBW class.

1 ColumbiaState faving only 20 seats IENGL 0802 allows for more
individualizedinstruction and is among the smaller sized sections of Basic
Writing in the TBR

1 Credt-levelcompletion ireased yearly for firdime freshmen after
implementation2015[47.98%], 2016 [59.680%], and 201762.3240]) while the
percentage of total students passing Basic Writing declined during
implementation. Thisloes not indicate a bubble effect as indicatedBR Tata
but rather a constant and consistent improvement that shoulddstigated

further.
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Dyersburg State Community College

About the school

DyersburgState Community College is a distant towrsetting. The FTE (full time
enrollment) isl,661

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

1 Dyersburg Statedving only 20 sats inENGL 0810allows for more
individualizedinstruction and is among the smaller sized sections of Basic
Writing in the TBR

1 At Dyersburg State,ane sections of ENGL 0810 are directly linked to sections
of ENGL 1010 to create a cohorted group butheierogenous grouping in the
1010 class.

1 The percentage dyersburgState studentattemptingBasic Writingin 2017
plummeted from 2013n 2017, the 12.39% of firstime freshmen was less than
half of the TBR institutional average for firsine freshmerattempting Basic
Writing. The TBR percentages hover around 29% per year, but the percentage for
Dyersburg State dropped significantly from 2015 at 32.03% to 2017 at 12.39%.
This could be due to the requirements in taking Basic Writing, the quality of
secondary schools, somethifgeeentirely, or some combination thereof. This
theme occurs slightly more in smaller schdoésclaim that is supported by the
fact that from 20122017 the average of institutional averages for this number is
slightly lower than the average for all TBRidents.

1 DSCC percentages for the completion of Basic Writing in 2016 and 2017 grew

significantly for all students attempting and for fitishe freshmen attempting.
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With percentages falling between 77-8B.69, lmth groups are above the standard
deviationfor each year. This could have been because of the smaller, more
manageable number of studeras mentioned abover possibly because DSCC
may have changed its approach to ensure better sticoesthat this is an
either/or situation, and other factkanay have contributed

The percentage atudentsvho neededasicWriting and completed credievel
Writing in the first semester grew at a sharper incline and ended at a sharper
trajectory than any other TBR school: 0% in 2013, 10.07% in 2014, 20@1% i
2015, 55.17% in 2016, to a final 80.28% in 2017. While 20084 and 2016
numbers are within standard deviation, 2015 is 22.51 points below standard
deviation and 2017 8.03 points above.

DSCCO6s 2time ffeshimenrcantpletion of credével Writing (80.28%) is
8.03 points higher than standard deviation and may, with other data points
mentioned above, reflect that smaller institutions can make a more positive
difference reconfiguring their Basic Writing.

The students who attempted Basic Writing in20&d higher retention rates than
regular students, another atypical data point that alludes to a phenomenon
happening in 2017 (or DSCC data is too small to be completely reliable).
Although the firsttime Freshmen 2014year rate is 0.57 higher and 204-gear
graduation rate 1.04 higher than state institutional averages, the differences in
DSCC graduation rates and TBR average rates are not statistically significant
when considering the smaller number of students and variations that occur with

other DSC(data. So many variations seem to point to the small number of
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students changing the data or the positive, albeit irregular, affect that DSCC had
on Basic Writing students.

DSCC had stellar marks with the 2017 BW class. Completion of dexait

Writing in the first semester and first year and retention rates were all above the

standard deviation.
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Jackson State Community College

About the school

Jacksortate Community College is a small citysetting. The FTE (full time

enrollment) is2,953

Notablesandcomparisons witlsister schools

9 Jackson State has two Basic Writing classes in their 2020 caENG). 0899

class accounts for students who do not need ENGL 1010 in their it@dred
certificateas well as students who have scored below a 15 ENGLG&CT

equivalent. ENGL 0899 does not directly support ENGL 1@1@it is designed

to establish a proficiency in English. The ENGL 0010 course description presents

the course as established to directly support the ENGL 1010 class.

T Jackson St a®sshedule &pnmpiifiesdowXridg semesters, satellite

campuses, and differing times can create a phenomenon of stress in making a

schedulalesigned tsupport some of the mostiagk students.

T Although JSCC6s 12/-US/stuidemtsatEBGb00iOn 1010

students, and 4 ENGL 0899 students) may help with heterogenous mittiiges,

scheduling featuralso can create a problem in scalabiityen without cohorts.

1 With completion rates for Basic Writing classes on par with the rest of TBR, rates

for second semester completion of crdeitel courses being higher after1®0

implementation, and rates for first semester completion of deadit course

being significantly lower than TBR averages, data indicates the possibility of a
culture similar to ae where Basic Writing students are caught in a longer pipeline

where attrition increases before becoming eligible for the eled# class This

(1
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observation | eads also to the observat:i
have transitioned away frorhe old system as quickly as other TBR schools

transitioned away.

Jackson State has had historically higye2r graduation rates for Basic Writing

students. ALOO implementation did not positively affect these numbers.

The two points above indicatieat Jackson State may have had pride around the

system they had in place beforelB0 and the school more reluctant to change.
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Motlow State Community College

About the school

Motlow State Community Colleges Mo or e C asumatusal settingmipeu-3$E
(full time enrollment) i4,34Q

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

1 Motlow State requires a&edithour, First Year Experienceoursefor its
studentsn Learning Support Classes (BW, Reading, andecuisite Math)

f MSCCb6s Basic Writing course includes <co
description.

T MSCC6s ENGL 1010 and ENGL 0810 sections
learning communities excefar asynchronous online courses.

1 MSCC tries to have tutors for each of the 0810 classes, but staffing does not
always allow for that.

T MSCCO6s BINGClassontent and pedagogyry from instructor to
instructor.

1 MSCC had statistically lower percentagagempting Basic Writing classes than
TBR averages except for 2017, but only 2013 datgjugsutside the standard
deviationby 0.06

1 MSCC started to turn around th&YW program a year earlier than most other
TBR schools. Gains iBW completion andirst semester credievel course
completion show this

1 MSCC first semester completion rates for créeNiel coursesvere significantly

higher than TBR averagdsirst semester completion percentages for 2014 and
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2015 were each above the standard deviatiothke average from all institutions
(0.38 and 2.71 respectively). These positive differences are significant and reflect
something that appears to be working at MSCC duhiegimegust before and

after A-100 implementation.

Fall-to-fall retention ratess well as graduation rates were also higher than TBR
averages for students needing Basic Writing. Graduagi@s are significantly

higher than the TBR averages for all fitshe freshmen and those needing Basic
Writing. For both groups all-2ear gradation rates and the 2014y8ar and 4

year rates were above the respective standards deviations. The only variance was
thatthe 2013 3year graduation rate for those needing Basic Writingaloove

the standard deviation when the same point for thoseesating BW was within

the standard deviation.
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Nashville State Community College

About the school

NashvilleState Community Collegs in a large city settingrhe FTE (full time

enrollment) is5,234

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

1

Like Jackson Stat&ySCChas a clasthat allowscertificate onlystudentgo
complete th&ENGL competency; however, this class was only scheduled twice
and finished with a total of two students.

Changes to the 2019 syllabus for the Basic Writing classctefcontextual
learning

NSCCfaculty felt that the TBR numbers for students testing into Basic Writing
seemed low. Even if no discrepancy exists, this shows a disagreement in
perception between faculty experience and the numbers in general.

Several movebke a revised pedagogical and curricular approach to ENGL
0815/0810 at NSCC indicate a larger desire to continue to improve by refining
Basic Writing at the college. This improvement is reflected in an increase to the
percentage of BW students passind@ @hile declines in the percentage of
students passing Basic Writing.

A much higher percentage of students, especiallytfirst freshmen, were
passing Basic Writing at NSCC than other TBR institutions in 2013 and 2014
with percentages for both years abstandard deviation. This percentage cools
in 20152017, and the percentage was not reflected in eedst pass rates or

graduation rates for those years.
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T Compl et i o ncreditfleveNV&iGng i the first year increased from
betweer26.11%27.07% in 2013 and 2014 to®2% in 20152017. A-100 more
than doubl ed the BW st udeeehWrignginthermpl et i o
first year.

1 NSCC faculty report having the same obstacles as many colleges outside of
Tennessee also had whiéiey wanted to follow established ALP features.
Administrative restrictions preventedhort classes because the structure was too
complexand todabor intensive for Banner, and becaadeninistration felt that

limited scheduling would not work fddSCCstudent populations
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Northeast State Community College

About the school

NortheastState Community Collegs in a rural settingThe FTE (full time enroliment)
is 4,066

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

T Northeast Stat e desigimedBasictWritingaabslpecgliarlp s r e
has the title ABasic and DevelTopmenmat al
part of the title seems to be a holdover from older classes and possibly reflects the
mindset of the school.

1 Changes in Fall 2019, movingpfn computerized modules, indicate that four
years after ALOO implementation, Northeast State continues to develop its
curriculum and pedagogy.

1 The two years prior to A00 implementation, no one passed craxliel Writing
their first semester if deemédn o t 0 forecrdithevel Writing.

1 ENGL 0870 classes are directly linked to sections of ENGL 1010 in the schedule.
The 0870 meetings take place in a computer lab. This scalable move allows for
cohorted learning but not for heterogenous student populati

1 Contextual learning takes place, and 0870 assignments often compliment 1010
assignments. 1010 instructors are not to accept final drafts until the work is
reviewed by 0870 instructors.

1 Due to a shortage of adjuncts, ENGL 1010 classes are staffedifirdflasters+
level instructors then ENGL 0870 classes are staffed last because required

credentials are only at a Bachelors+ level.



132

1 Northeast had stellar marks with the 2016 BW class. Completion of-tzedit
Writing in the first semester and fingtar and retention rates were all in the top

three for institutions. Retention rates were the highest in the TBR for any time

after A-100.
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Pellissippi State Community College

About the school

PellissippiState Community College is insaburban settingrhe FTE (full time
enrollment) is7,121

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

T Pel |l i s s i rpditBaSit \&riting 6lass, ENGL 0920, is different from the
setup at any other TBR school. This enables the cohorted classes to meet five
days a week with the same time, teacher, and roB8ICC structure the
0920/1010 sections as if they are one course even though they are two separate
sections in Banner and the learning management system. This is thecoedjt2
ENGL LS class in the TBR system.

1 While the course description does not point to contextual learning, the structure
easily allows for it.

T PSCCb6s cohorted ENGL 0920 and ENGL 1010
unlike the ENGL 1010 sections not linked to ENGL 0920. Those sections are
capped at 27 students each.

1 Although several BW students (5.91%) were passing eleil Writing at
PSCC in their first semest@typical for most TBR schools but similar to NSCC),
after A-100 implementation the percentage completing grew just undentes ti
as much (also like NSCC).

1 Graduation rates for firdtme freshmen needing Badi¢riting at PSCC has
historically been higher than TBR institutional averages, but so have all PSCC

graduation rates. PSCC fittne freshmen needing BWy&ar graduatiomates
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for 20132015 and 3year graduation rates for 202814 were higher than the
standard deviation; however, the 201gear rate and 2014y&ar rate for all
studentsverehigher than the standard deviation. This supports the idea that
PSCC had an edibished success for Basic Writing students graduating when A

100 was implemented.
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Roane Stat€ommunity College

About the school

RoaneState Community College is adistant towrsetting. The FTE (full time

enrollment) is3,514

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

1

Unlike other TBR schools, Roane State has the prerequisite for Reading Learning
Support classes to be completed prior to ENGL 1010 enrollment. This postpones
ENGL 1010 (and ENGL 0510) for students who were deemed deficient in reading
until after their first semester. Various data do not reflect this occurring on a large
scale.

Contextual learning for ENGL 1010 is built into the course description for ENGL
0510.

RS C Cdériseduled ENGL 1010 classes have 11 seats for ENGL 0510 students
and another 12 seats for ,RBNGL 0510 students allowing for heterogenous
grouping. Since sections are not linked, there is no guarantee of cohorted learning
communities.

The percentagyof Roane State firsime freshmen attempting Basic Writing in

2015 decreased sharply from earlier years and stayed at the lower rate. Only 2015
and 2016 percentages fell below the standard deviation range.

Something happened in 2015, the year df0® implementation, that provided a
bump in completion percentages for not only Basic Writing but also dexeit

Writing. The percentage of all students and the percentage diirfestreshmen
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students who completed Basic Writing in 2015 and 2016 arerhigéwe the range
for standard deviation for all TBR institutions.

In 2013 and 2014, RSCC did not harg/one passing credvel Writing their
first semester when needing BW. The percentage climbed to 72.19% (13.23 above
institutional averages, 1.13 abostandard deviation) in 2016 and fell in 2017.
2-year graduation ratder first-time freshnen needing Lteadily increased and
stayed above institutional averages from 20046 (and above standard
deviation in 20182016), but graduation rates for all fitgihe freshmen also
increased during the same time.

After A-100 implementation, Roane State was orgheftop three institutions in
the state for the following categories: BW studehsdmester completion (and
first year completion) of credlevel Writing in 2015 and 2016, Basic Writing

student retention rates for 2016, angear BW student graduatioates for 2016.
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Southwest Tennessee Community College

About the school

Southwest Tenness&@ mmunity College is im large citysetting. The FTE (full time
enrollment) is6,112

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

T Sout hwest Tenmesdgsevw r@®ds dmddter ence from
Basic Writing course descriptions is the pass/fail grade given for their Basic
Writing course, ENGL 0810. Other schools are on &n gcale, but this
information is not included in the course description.

1 Thesection size of 20 seats for each ENGL 0810 and ENGL 1010 is in line with
some of the smaller sections for 0810 and the smallest in 1010, but with these
sections unlinked, the structure does not provide for cohorted learning
communities.

1 Sections of ENGL 810 are not linked to ENGL 1010 sections, creating a scalable
model that provides for but does not force a heterogeneous mixing of students.

1 The percentage of students taking Basic Writing at STCC has been significantly
higher than TBRaverage$ often beng 20or morepoints higher in somgears
This may or may not have to do with factors like the students, the pedagogy,
and/or the curriculum.

T STCCbs retention rates for students att
attempting Basic Writing are moréosely aligned than other schools. Students
attempting BW from 2012017 vary by 3.49 percentage points at the most and

0.49 points at the least. The average difference is only 1.65 percentage points.
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1 Basic Writing student retention rates for both 2016 2017 were in the top three
for TBR institutions.

1 Graduation rates for all students at STCC are low. While students needing Basic
Writing are lower than students not needing Basic Writing, the biggest difference
with TBR averages occurs in those not negdasic Writing.

1 SWCC has some of the highest percentage of attempters of BW, some of the
lowest graduation rates but some of the strongest change for completion ef credit

level Writing after A100.
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Volunteer State Community College

About theschoof

Volunteer Stat€ommunity College is ia large suburbasetting. The FTE (full time
enrollment) is5,923

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

1 Volunteer Stat&€ C arimd plan (having two ENGL 1010 classes and one ENGL
0810 class to combanfor a cohort of students) is not as scalable as many other
TBR school s6é plans, but the support is
cohorts forming an ENGL 0810 section often with the same teacher

1 With only 18 students in ENGL 0810 sections, VSCC hasesointhe smallest
BW sections.

1 VSCC had piloted tracks before 2015 that allowed for students to complete ENGL
1010 in their first semester at an accelerated pace although enrollment was not
concurrent in early BasM/riting (early, non Learning Support ESL 0810) and
ENGL 1010.VSCC saw increases first semester credievel Writingfrom

14.16% (2013) and 17.8% (2014) to over 61% after-A00 implementation.

9 Volunteer State showed a noticeable increase intddlll retention for Basic
Writing students after implementation of200. When only about half of the
TBR schools showed increase in faiall retention, VSCC was the only school
that consistently showed this retention being 5 percentage points (or more) higher.
Retention for all firstime freshmen did not see this increase, which is strange
since that number included those attempting BW. In fact, 2015 retention for all

declined by 0.44% but increased for those attempting LS by 7.54%.
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Walters State Community College

About the school

Walters StataCommunity College is i small citysetting. The FTE (full time

enrollment) is3,966

Notables an@omparisons witlsister schools

1

Wal ters State Community Collegebds cat al
classes listed that were not offeradhe Fall 2019 or Spring 2020 schedule

ENGL 0804 was the only nontransferable course, but the course description

included direct support for contextual learning.

WSCC sections of ENGL 0804 have 13 seats that directly feed into ENGL 1010
sections whiclhave another 13 seats for students not needing ENGL 0804 (26

seats total); this supports cohorted, small groups for the 0804 class.

WSCC is the TBR model most in keeping w
earlier inTable 13

Like the datdrom Roane Stte Community Colleg&VSCC data shows a

precipitous drop in the percent of students needing Learning Support writing in

2015. The percentage of firsine freshmen at WSCC needing LS went from

28.07% to 10.71% at this time. The drop continued from 20281@. After

20132014 numbers were within 1% of institutional averages, 2

percentages wereBpercentage points lower than standard deviation.

Walter State had the highest percentage oftiimst freshmen BW completion in

Fall 2015 of all the TR schoold 84.48% of students attempting Basic Writing

completed it, 6.71% higher than the next closest institution (Roane State). 2017
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percentage of firstime freshmen BW completion in the fall semester was

87.34%, 26.28% points higher than the TBR ager 13.15 points over standard
deviation, and 4.59 over the next closest school (Dyersburg State).

The percentage of studentho neededasicWriting and completed credievel
Writing in the first semester grew faster, more consistently, and morerthian a
other TBR school: 0% in 2013, 34.17% in 2014, 79.31% in 2015, 71.79% in
2016, to a final 81.65% in 2017. 262817 percentages were 22.61, 20.34, 12.83,
and 21.43 percentage points above institutional averages; 12.79, 8.83, 0.63, and
9.40 above standadeviation, and 3.2 points above MSC@ 2015, 0.39 below
RSCC (the highestip 2016, and 1.37 above DSC@enext closest schopin

2017

Fall-to-fall retention rates for firstime freshmen attempting Basic Writing

showed significantly greater gaiafter A-100 implementation than the gains seen
with retention rates for all firdime freshmen. The 47.70% of 2015 was 1.30
points over the standard deviation, and the 50.00% of 2017 was 3.62 over
standard deviation.

Two-year graduation rates for firstme freshmen needing BW jumped from

2.87% for the class beginning in 2015 to 6.41% for the class beginning in 2016.
PostA100 i mpl ementation, WSCCO6s desal f or man
Writing, graduation rates for BW students, and retention of B\estts were

consistently at or near the top of the TBR.
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Qualitative Datai Surveys andlnterviews That Explain the Features

Analysis of the quantitative data provided by the TBR on over 98,000 students
and the qualitative datollected byinspectingschedule, course catalogs, syllabi, and
other course documerft®m thirteen individual institutiongrovides the basis for an
examination of ALP features stronger than any to date. Wherdhigergentiata
analysisfurthercombines with the qualitative data derivieaim surveys and interviews
of the very people who implementedl®0, a picture develops beyond only the
expansive gamination ofthe effectiveness &ALP features and recentdssyondnot
only what works according to the data but also how implementation can facilitate or
hinder the goal of best supportiBgsicWriting students. The following pages
incorporate the syhesis and analysis of six surveys and five intervigars people
involved with implementation of A00. This information allows examination and
exploration from their perspectives. Since ALP features 7 and 8 (paying attention to
behaviors and paying attigon to life problems) are not often clearly expressed in
institutional policy, perspectives from those who implementekd® can help illuminate
transition to andncorporation of these features. Further, the specific perceptions
surrounding the implemeation process allow for insight not only into wiadigficulties
can occur during implementation but also what strategiebeaeveloped tmake
implementation easier.
ALP Features 7 & 8: Payind\ttention toBehaviors and.ife Problems

Although Adams et al. push for an atmosphere where instructors can pay attention
to behavioral issues as well as an atmosphere where instructors can pay attention to life

problemsas | mentioned earliethese qualities are not easily measurable from the



143

outside looking in. | interviewed several instructors/administrators who shared their own
perceptions to gain some insight on the data. While some schools have College Success
in the curriculum and others have counseling interwoven into the student ssysgten,

this culture of support may or may not translate into the classroom.

Again, | did not receive individual interaction from representatives at each of the
TBR Community Colleges; however, the number of the institutional representatives who
respondedeported that individuals took on the bulk changes surroundih@Qrather
than the institution as a whole being encumbered by the change. While often the
institution and faculty both support changes, the role of changemaker for the student too
solidly rests on faculty shoulders. Support may very well be mainly up to the individual
instructors and although this information was not directly requested in the survey, it is
helpful in understanding not only that success is defined within the classroom but wha
type of person it takes to make that success happen.

A representative from Nashville State Community College described a revised
iteration of their Basic Writing (ENGL 0815) that took place in Fall 2018, one where the
first day of the week is focused orstruction and the second day on application which
takes place in a lab setting. This revised iteration is based on the Habits of Mind coming
from CWPA (Council of Writing Program Administrators), NCTE (National Council of
Teachers of En(@ational kiiting Peojeal) 204 BkePn@veork for
Success in Postsecondary Writiig this approach, instructors tie concrete behaviors to
the habits of mind. The NSCC representafigented towards communication and
transferability wherstatngfi |t h is a goodtstart sence it gives us vocabulary to

frame academic behaviors and also because students see that succeeding is more about
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these habits/ behaviors than being a 6good
pays attention to behavioral igss, specifically academic behavior issues.

Having imbedded help that pays attention to student life problems in NSCC Basic
Writing classes falls short. As reported, faculty are concerned with student life problems,
but A[ b] eyond i nc l(candpusrcygpboard, oopnsedingr e sour ces
accommodations, etc.) in [the ENGL 0815] c
allow instructors to pay attention to life problems.

Il n contrast, when asked if Volunteer St

attenton to student life problems, a VSCC representative answered emphatically:

Absolutely! ENGL 0810 faculty, and all VSCC faculty, have had many
opportunities to learn about students struggling with poverty, food
insecurity, and mental health issues. Shofftlgrahe implementation of

the careq, Vol State opened up the FEED, a student foodbank, and faculty
regularly work with Student Services to refer students with a variety of
needs, including mental health concerns or, in one case, helping a student
get newtires so she would have transportation to class. | think many more
faculty are much more aware of the problems our students are facing as
they attempt to earn a college degree.

While this answer is emphatic, the answer can also be placed into the obhiewtthe

old system was not structured to easily allow instructors to pay attention to life problems;
however, an individual instructor could still put in the effort. When | taught ENGL
0810/0820/0830 for VSCC, we were all mixed into one (lab) classvaduene students

would work through computerized modules, and the instructor could take adfands
approach. Since instructors had the choice of assignments, | would assign papers for the
students, papers that did not reflect an individualized approacntaxtual learning.

The organization of the class could have allowed me to sit at a desk for the entire time
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and make sure the 25 or so students worked through their computerized modules while |
spent my time grading, looking Bacebookor even disengagg with the students in a
more noticeable waly a concern similar to what an interviewee brought forward. The
VSCC representative spoke of the continuat
all and allow the courseware on the computer to tedlesits everything. Aandfulof
others, like myself, actually take the time to teach the concepts. However, these lessons
must be extremely short because we have to be able to conference with students [to
provide individual i z e dackofeengagementsendsan ear ni ng
isolating message to the students that the person sitting with them does not care so much
about their learning, let alone their life problems. For VSCC this was all before the
implementation of completion coaches and a stufitertbank. A100 hit during a time
of cultural change at VSCC where the college looked to support the students more than
having the students prove their worth throagititing class

Like NSCC, VSCC reported that the postlB0 Basic Writing class providea
means for students to unlearn years of unsuccessful behaviors. Although the VSCC
curriculum was not built around Habits of Mind or a mindset of success, a VSCC
representative wrot e, AENGL 0810 instructo
positivebehaviors, such as time management (meeting deadlines) and fostering
[ community] to those who question whether
representative continued, A1 ]n addition,
good at knowing how to p®rm as successful students. They need much scaffolding for
how to perform as a college student. Some students need help with just learning how to

write professional email, for example. 0
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The Northeast State representative admitted that behavior issteesoteeally
addressed by the design of the class but the simple fact instructors spend six hours a week
with the cohort students, typically enables these issues to be fleshed out. For the
representative, this cohorted system also assists in payingaattienstudent life
problems. Unfortunately, as acknowledged, timely response to life problems does not
mean that the problem will be resolved that semester. Northeast State does have an Early
Alert system that tries to get help to struggling studentsdydeause of the nature of the
system being new, they dare stil] refining

Some of the representatives from various institutions complained about classes
being too crowded and too many students being present to pay attention to student life
problems and behavioral issues. A large class size may very well present an obstacle for
TBR schools, for comparison, CCBC ALP cohorts consist of smaller classeslaf 10
Basic Writing students. Tennessee models vary widely, with some sections of 25 students
being mixed from a variety of ENGL 1010 sections. Such a mixing puts the pressures of
too many students, too many individual assignments, and too many individual issues to
be addressed, hindering both the development of a strong rapport with studehes and
ability to pay attention to life problems or behavioral issues. Students also may not feel
comfortable in larger groups or around classmates with whom they spend three hours a
week instead of six hours a week. These all factor into providing the ftygmeiconment

where life problems and behavioral issues can be addressed.
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Putting theNuts andBolts Together:How theAct of ImplementatiorCan Create a
Hindrance

Perception of implementation for-B00 seemed to feed directly into the
perception of the corequisite model in generallO® left it up to the college presidents
to decide how to comply. Of the schools that had participants in the qualitative surveys,
all reported that representatives from English either served on an implementation
committee or members of the English department implemented a program directly. No
one reported having a dispute between facu
like NSCC, said that a committee, comprised of Basic Writing, Composition, and adjunct
faculty, was charged with redesigning the course. VSCC reported that the committee was
supported at all levels of the administration with the Dean of Humanities and the VPAA
supporting the hiring of 10 fulime faculty to cover staffing the additional courses
move also supported by the VP of finance and the college president. VSCC
implementation even had the support of the Director of Admissions who provided two
essentiapieces of help: (1) updated information on enrollment to plan for staffing and (2)
programming in Banner to split the courses to create the triad model (two 1010 sections
and the 0810 section cohorted and bundled together), a model that needed ardl receive
help from the Director of Distributed Education and her staff to collapse the linked
ENGL 0810 classes into one unified class in D2L (the learning management system used
by TBR institutions). As the repreesentatiywv
provided great support throughout. o6 The PS
and other faculty continue to monitor the program to update resources and coordinate

assessments.
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Most colleges monitor and continually adjustlBO compliance like Cleatand
State Community College reported to do when they discovered that what they tried at
first was not working as well as they hoped. The department and administration
reportedly offered support for one instructor to take the lead to change the number of
classroom hours, choose a new textbook and software package, and rewrite the
curriculum.

Frustrationwith theimplementatiorprocessioes not seem &xist acrosshe
individual schodd, but frustratiorwith the mandateid exist and ofteted respondent®
mention somef the same&entiments. One person reporting for their institution
contrasted the support received from the dean and other faculty with the lack of support
from the TBR, noting, A[t]his was an unfun
by Bunch et al. who quoted a dean fl@spondin
as Aone of those unfunded mandates. o0 The p
mandateo more than once, a move that promp
datasi ng Geedbs thoughts on situated meanings
mandates/drives is apparent in this quotation, and this sentiment was felt in interactions
with other interviewees, although it may n
appoach to Discourse Analysis, prompts the observation that the overall feeling reported
is one of being too removed from the decision first made by the state.
SpecificPerceptions

Only a few people spoke candidly about their perceptions. The same peaple wer
cited earlier, but I intentionally did not use these pseudonyms or positions there as | did

here in order to continue to protect anonymity while providing some insight into
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perceptions from different roles. Without giving the institution or other idengjf
individual information (including gender), | assign pseudonyms to give their individual
perceptions anonymously:

1 Anna: Newer faculty member when 200 introduced, lead faculty for corequisite
model at a certain time, was part of the TBR redesignédarriing Support before
the corequisite model.

1 Becky: Department head for English and was crucial-tDA compliance within
her institution.

9 Carl: Department head for English who oversaw implementation.

1 Diane: New faculty member within the past four yebhsfamiliar with her
institution before A100.

1 Emily: Chief Academic Officer for her college, involved as another role when A
100 instituted, background in English and administration.

Each of these five people have overlapping yet individualistic expeserd
perceptions. Both the commonalities as well as the differences are worth noting for all.
While | am sure that personalities came forward during these interviews, | am also sure
that the personalities did not overshadow the perceptions. Becaustuhesople
knew that they would remain anonymous, personality often enhanced the sharing of the
perceptions.
Frustrations came forward at one time or another in each of the interviews. More
than once and with more than one person did | witness thd teseninology that |
t hought captured frustration with the Tenn

mandateo and often Aunfunded mandatmod as m
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one hadreleasetime i n a reply t o mesfortheserwordsalpney al so
Her frustration seemed to be directed at the institution until she explained how her

college had invested time and money into the earlier developmental redesign in 2012,

Becky echoed that initial fear of transition and lack oftcarbut showed that it was

overcome:

When it was first decided by TBR to move to thereq model, faculty

were very concerned that there would be aginefits-all approach with

a mandated curriculum, but, in fact, English faculty at individual
institutions have been the key designers of the courses. It was also feared
that we would have to use a specific online class software, but at [our
institution], we have been able to implement a plan that works for us that
is largely a workshop model, driven ctilty with some supplement

from online course software.

Carl did not show the same positive feeling that Becky did. This could be in part
because Carl was familiar with one school o
Program as a way to eliminate its Basic Writing coilraemove that would require
sigrificant TBR change. This change was denied, a fact that | learned through a TBR
faculty representative from another college. Situations like this show where the faculty,

the college, and the governing board all have balances that need to be negotihted. Car

wrote that his institution never rerag |l y sp
mo d e | is mandated, we arendt really able t
better to our | ack of funding. opofisair| 6s fru

Also, since the coeq model was marketed by Dr. Denley as something

that had already succeeded, TBR effectively quelled meaningful

di scussion about problems with the m
shows the model to be a success, but when wéasadditional data

(success rates for geq students in later writinmtensive courses,
graduation rates for these student s,
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Carl 6s claims have no way of erequgid eri ng wh
modd 6s effectiveness are valid since the i m
on ALP programs had time to develop and show its-teng effectiveness. His
continuation that #Awe have nereqwadelisgust count
loweling standards and letting unqualified writing students through the system. All we
can say is that they are patermiratkgnghadlseena v al
done on a significant scale atthetime et 0 | mpl ement afonwith. Car |l 6
the TBR (and possibly Dr. Denley, who many consider a driving force beRk@DA
even Peter Adams acknowledged his role when | spoke to Adams about statewide ALP
implementations) comes through, but the frustration may also have to do witlstateer
initiatives |ike the statebés funding for mu
based on how many credits a student completes. This funding formula was so much on
the minds of college administrators that the VPAA and the president bothraskabout
it when | was interviewed for a tenure track position at VSCC in 2012.

Carl may have been calloused from working within the TBR system for so long,
but Dianeds freshman enthusiasm for assi st
heranmyance with her coll ege, the TBR, or bo
the frustration with too large of class sizes, too little direction (training) for teachers, too
many barriers to overcome, as well as other problems. She sounded like atnestoins
heading for burnout. In her interview, she mentioned software to help meet another TBR
requirement, but the training for the software was not in place, so the experiment, which
could have been advantageous to students and instructors while nacEBBRgrequest,

fell flat and was abandoned. When such effort is put into help for the students only to see
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the time and energy wasted because of abandonment, any new teacher would start to feel
defeated. Another source of frustration for Diane was thevahod test scores, which
for some faculty created a standard benchmark and a starting point for stAttbotggh
her stance on test scores can be challenged by recent reseafttallstatement shows
where her heart i s t tuostudents areftie bnes suffermguntil p ar t
it gets figured out. o

Unlike Diane, Emily had been at the college for some time and had relationships
with not only her department and division but also all the other departments and
divisions. With suchabackgrund, she cited her school 6s di
department making the implementation 6fLB0 challenging. Emily expressed some
remorse in losing the Learning Commons and underscored the remorse with the feeling
of overall unease before eventual adapto the current corequisite pathway. Outside her
curiosity of how the Learning Commons would fit or not, Emily reported that the faculty
Awere not in 100% agreement about the way
interviewee reported a level agreement among faculty. The first year moving forward
Emi |l yés instituti on -rbgaigite dasses, bdtithe ¢hangeewas t y p e
made to only use one type since students could accomplish what they needed from this
one class.
Reoccurring Mot from Discourse Analysis

Using Geeds discourse analysis question
level, phrase level, and word level (especially pronouns), several motifs arise. In order to
rank these motifs, | counted the occurrences of eachresfect to the discourse

analysis. As can be seenTiable B, frustration with the TBR topped the list.
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Table15: Quantification of Motifs from Discourse Analysis in Interview Question on TBR
Implementation Perception with Totals per Motif Measured seAdl Interviews

Total Number of References Foustration with TBR 18
Feeling of not being appreciated 6
Disrespect of time and effort at from the local level 4
Following TBR directive (possible TBR wisdom) 3
TBR6s need for control 2
Lack offunding 2
Degree of more responsibility on local 1

Local Frustration (faculty vs. administrators) 12

Local Willingness (to continue) to Improve 12

Burden on Instructors 10

Local Cooperation 8

Failed Initiatives at Institutional Level 6

Not inthe Best Interest of Students (students not prepared) 4

Balance Needed to Help Most Students (utilitarianism measures) 2

Not all reporting was negative. The positive notions of cooperation, wisdom, and
empathy arose from the analysis. TBR wisdorthendirective highlights the positive
perception of the TBR during implementation by those interviewed. Positive perceptions
around local cooperation and willingness (to continue) to improve were 20 of the-54 non

TBR centered perceptions.
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Working Together

An interesting sidenote from the earlier anonymous perceptions is that |
personally heard the VPAA of -rEBoguisittmaledati nst i
that particular college. When | asked him about how he implemented this plan since A
100 wa a TBR directive, he bagkedaled saying that he only offered support for the
faculty to implement the plan. | took away that the VPAA saw the success and was trying
to take credit by overstating his association with implementation. This experience that
occurred during a presidential search supported the idea that administrators could be
known for taking credit and/or skirting the blaiintghey are human after all. If-A00 did
not work out at Emilyds institutseemas she a
the people to blame.

The anecdote above supports this complex relationship between faculty and
admini strators where the people interactin
but administrators implement some framework and providdeditidance then take
credit for the change. This underscores the issue with scalability versus effective
pedagogical and curricular change supported through structural change. All three levels
need to work together to create the greatest advantage fimdikidual student and the
student body as a whole. Navigating this journey becomes more difficult when faculty,
administration, and governing boards all feel that their input is invaluable. Balancing a
scalable implementation among these groups whikkiwg around thdrindranceof

egos becomes difficult to navigate but is central to the next chapter.
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Stepping Back and Looking at the Big Picture

All this data comes together give a picture of ALOO implementation and the
i mprovements that resulted. From the vario
like after implementation, what features best support those ideas of success, and how
implementation of those features de=aa struggle for each institution, a clearer picture
exists. Contrasting these pieces allows me to shift in Chapter 5 to highlighting what has
been learned and what knowledge has been added or solidified surroundiigeALP

programs.
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CHAPTERYV: BEST RRACTICES DISCOVERIES AND NUANCES

| first set out to understand best practices within the BW classroom and knew that
Tennesseebds | mio0 eudehalp provide insights tb what those
practices, as well as their implementation, could (and shtndé like. The success of
redesignedW programshas been documented elsewhere (i.e. Adams; &lals
Soliday and Gleasonyith many reviewers presdngj ALP as the best thing since sliced
bread, only for the Basic Writing classroom. My study ef@ implementation
confirms the benefits of ALWtke programs, but also discovers the nuances of
implementing such a program.

Benefits of Mainstreaming and Acceleration
Mainstreaming anécceleratiori the cornerstone featurédenefit BW students
in avariety of ways.
1 Students obtain credit more quickly within their collegiate careers.
1 Fall-to-fall retention rates for all firsime freshmen BW students improve, (even
if only slightly).
1 BW first-time freshmen graduate faster and at a significantlyenigites over-2
years.

A-100 established that all Tennessee community colleges would have acceleration
and mainstreaming of students starting in 2015. After implementation, all schools saw
meaningful gains in completion of credivel Writing in the fist semester and the first
year. The state saw a 2,852% increase in first semester completion ofesreldiwriting
from 2013 to 2015. Undeniably, acceleration and mainstreaming help students obtain

credit more quickly within their collegiate careers.|falfall retention rates for students
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needing BW improved after-A00 implementation, but the improvement was felt most
by minority students. Fatb-fall retention rates for firstime freshmen BW students
improve in comparison to other firgme freshnen, but this improvement is only by
about a percentage point. While the students were not retaindaoltfiall at a
significantly higher rate, they did graduate faster and at a significantly higher rate.
Essential Features
Some of the other features begamainstreaming and acceleration are more
important than others.
1 Cohorted learning communities are more important than set heterogeneous
grouping.
1 Small class size better facilitates attention to individual student needs. This
enables easier implementatiohseveral other features.
Of the six other ALP features, schools varied on a-bgsease basis, and | could
not determine some features for some schools. Almost all schools could have some
variation of contextual learning, an atmosphere where insteucém pay attention to
behavioral issues, and an atmosphere where instructors can pay attention to life problems.
Only four schools clearly stated that contextual learning took place in their Basic Writing
class, but only one of those four schools (RS®@8&3 in the top three and/or had gains
greater than standard deviation. Of the four schools to have cohorted learning
communities, three were in top three and/or had gains greater than standard deviation. Of
the four schools that had heterogeneous groupiagyvere in top three and/or had gains
greater than standard deviation. These observations imply that cohorted learning

communities are more important than heterogeneous grouping. Furthermore, the two
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schools that did not have heterogeneous groupingadid some categories where they
were in top three and/or had gains greater than standard deviation.

The data suggest that small BW sections matter possibly more than any other
feature. Smaller classes allow instructorpriovideto students more individuaed
attention, a base for establishing some other features. Within a smaller class, a student
can more easily feel important and the optimism surrounding completion of credit
bearing Writing can more readily flourish. @ mpact of smaller classsbouldnot be
overlooked, but I am not inclined to say that small classes are the single feature that
matters the most since small classes facilitate multiple other featumetget,small class
size is important becaustebetter allows for the features centtaound personally
paying attention to each student (attention to behavior issues and attention to life
problems) which also makes specialized, contextual learning easier to facilitate.

WSCC was the one school which qualified as having small classesniytii3
students per BW section; however, they are also the school that most closely mirrors
Adams et al . 6s ALP features. Upon compari s
three and/or standard deviation categories among all schools: 10 of 1Zieategoe
either top three and/or standard deviation. With 8 of the 12 categories above standard
deviation, WSCC had twice as many occurrences than any other school. The implication
is that the more completely a school follows ALP features, the bettezgtiks.

Pacing is Key

Pacing implementation matters more than getting immediate results.

1 A correlation exists between fewer total BW students and higher percentage of

success in Basic Writing and crettzel Writing completion.
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1 Smaller institutions caneomore adaptable and responsive initially to large change
like A-100 implementation, but larger institutions can still adapt and produce the
same level of results.

1 Smaller institutions can make structural and curricular adjustments more nimbly
than largeischools, but larger schools often take longer and continue monitoring
for improvements in systematic ways.

Lower percentages of firsime freshmen taking BW (below 12.5% of fitghe
freshmen) translated to a higher percentage passing BW andlevediitvriting for
Roane State (2018017), for Walters State (202816), and for Dyersburg State (2017).
While these schools saw drops in total number of people taking BW and total number of
BW students passing BW classes in the fall semesters, the schotdsgaimcreases for
percentages of BW students completing BW and ctedél Writing. These facts imply
that when a school decreases the number of BW students, the school can help a larger
percentage of BW students complete BW and ciedél Writing. These are the only
TBR schools which saw significant decreases in total BWHiirst freshmen, and these
three schools saw some of the top completion rates. The correlation exists between fewer
total BW students and higher percentage of success in BWedlitllevel Writing
completion.

Several different factors could contribute to the decrease in percentage of students
taking BW. These factors are not mutually exclusive and could overlap: secondary
schools preparing students better, testing and othemunmesasf placement being
reworked, and/or a change in the culture of the school so that students were more

informed about BW. Other changes could also affect the number difesfreshmen
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taking BW. The relationship between BW students afitDA implematation may be a
bigger story. Schools reconsidered and reevaluated institutional approaches to BW in
larger, structural ways. Destigmatizing BW and the students who would take BW can
allow for easier mainstreaming within an institution, possibly oneatlaws for students
to go directly to credit with no documented assistance. Such shifts in institutional culture
support studentsd sense of belonging.
Smaller schools can react more nimbly and dexterouslythesmshould not be
overlooked Although thesghree smaller schools (RSCC, DSCC, and WSCC) do not
change the statewide averages for percentage of students taking BW and percentage of
students passing both BW and crdditel Writing, all three of these schools are
important in affecting their most-aisk students. When looking at the differences in
statistical representations from all the schools in the system, two different avierages
student averages and school averdgeslicate two different perspectives as | briefly
wrote about earlier. Statevddaverages based on all students represent the effect upon
students throughout the state, but statewide averages based on institutions can show the
weight of even Dyersburg State, the smallest college, when changes are made within one
program. The institudnal average percentages show greater differences than statewide
student percentages right aftetlLB0 implementation, and the differences become more
closely aligned as time passes. This indicates that smaller institutions can be more
adaptable and respsive to a large change like 200 implementation at first, but larger
institutions can still adapt and produce the same level of results, albeit more slowly.
Smaller schools may react more efficiently and effectively to redesigned BW as

noted above and in Chapter 4. This helps explain how Walters State did so well overall.
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Al t hough the school s i mplementation most
ALP features as outlined by AdsmlkerTBR al . ,
college should have allowed them to make the necessary changes more easily. Smaller
institutions can make structural and curricular adjustments more nimbly than larger
schools
Closing the Equity Gap

A-100 closes the equity gap in BW success with the highest gains among students
of color.

1 While all groups see retention gaps between BW aneBWirfirst time
freshmen, the gap for minority groups closes the most.
1 Minority students can shed the sense of not belonging in a college setting and can

create a different story of belonging and hope.

The implication that | see as the most timely and meaningful for acceleration and
mainstreaming like ALOO implementation is that thegatice helps all students succeed
at higher rates, but some of the greatest gains are among students of color. Specifically,
BW minority students narrowed the equity gap infalfall retention numbers, a statistic
that continued to improve over time:0 implementation coincided with improving
retention numbers for firgtme freshmen BW students in comparison to otherfiins¢
freshmen, but minority groups saw the strongest gains.

Retention rates for all students attempting BW improved arouh@QA
implementation, but some demographic subgroups showed more improvement than
others. White female firdime freshmen did not show much improveméhinority

female firsttime freshmen showed the most improvement over the time studied. Minority
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males faed better than white males, but not as well as minority females. While there may
be many reasons for these differing impacts, | hypothesize that some minority students
who may have felt like they did not belong in a college setting, as supported by feedbac
from placementhrough testing and other meanan create a different narrative of being
in college, one that gives a sense of belonging and $teggeed by the features that ALP
provides, especially the features centering arounecognitive support

Perceptions around sexual, gender, and racial identities are chastgicent
demographic group@vho were historically the lowest performinggw more gains than
the demographic groups with a history of higher performance. Again, these observations
imply a closing of the equity gap. Student perception of identity on a continuum instead
of a binary plane can support the idea that students camigeheterogeneously mixed
and be inspired by that mixture. While not as important as cohorts, heterogeneous mixing
does not have a negative effect on minority students. As reflected in the data surrounding
white females before and after implementation,allostudent groups show the same
levels of improvement. My study shows that white students do not do more poorly when
the equity gap narrows, students of color just do significantly better than they used to.
Greatest Gains forthe Most At-risk Students

A-100 positively affected retention barely overall, but the messltstudents
saw the most gain3he idea that a challenge exists in retaining BW students is not
surprising. It made sense to me after hearing that less than 5% of students who started in
the lowest levels of BW ever graduated (a statistic that varies by location). While
retention rates for BW students did show some improvement, graduation rates help show

a more complete picture of how many students still stayed in school and eventually
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graduated. BW students were still staying in school and working towards graduation for
at least a year before and aftelB0 implementation. Despite some positive gains, the
data shows that fatb-fall retention rates changed minimally (less than 5%)ticalents
throughout the state. One explanation of this minimal change iththptactice of
paying attention to affective challenges and life problems, which was slower to develop
than the structural mainstreaming and acceleration features, is cehehlitay retain
students. Southwest Community Colldgeal the strongest retention ratesffimt-time
freshmen BW studentandS WC Crétention rates for BW and ndBW students were
more closely aligned thahose ofother schools. | am not sure whattak implications
are since SWCC is the only school in Tennessee where white students are the minority.
Although my study did not discover anything extra that SWCC did to attend to belonging
beyond that used by other schodldp think that there is a semsf belonging that can
off-set the feeling of being an Other as a minority combinedthvitlBBW studenteeling
of being a college student whodsemedot yet ready for college
Giving Hope and Reframing Academic Pathways
Implementation of programs lik&-100 give hope and helps students reframe
their academic pathways.
1 With pathway, students are less inclined to spend more than a year in school and
not graduate.
1 With increased retention numbers for fitshe freshmen Basic Writing students
coincidingwith shorter paths to credit and graduation, hope cannot be ruled out as

an actual factor contributing to successful completion.
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With a lesser change in fafb-fall retention (drop within the first year) and a
greater change in graduation, including séiotimes to graduation,-A00
implementation data support that students leave within the first year at a similar rate as
before implementation but graduate sooner and at higher &itetents are less inclined
to spend more than a year in school and redggate This implies a more efficient
college experience that can save students, especially students who decide not to stay, both
money and time when they do not spend extra of either only to end up not graduating.
While other studies have indicated AL&/mg students both time and money, my data
implies that these savings are for all BW students, not just the ones who complete BW
and credilevel writing.

The sense of belonging can foster a sense of hope by seeing others in the
community succeed and grate. The proverbial light at the end of the tunnel logically
can pull some students through classes. If the tunnel is shortened, those in the tunnel can
receive hope in that they are closer to the end. | mentioned this hope factor with respect
to retentim earlier. With increased retention numbers forirsie freshmen BW
students coinciding with shorter paths to credit and graduation, hope cannot be ruled out
as an actual factor contributing to successful completion.
Collaboration Facilitates Change

Implementation should be thought through, but that thinking should not freeze
people from actingCollaboration is needed to propel some people through
implementatonTe nnesseeds stories of i mplementati
sentiments fromthe Reseea h and Pl anning Group in Califoc

6) as well as Bunch et al. Thaglvocate recruitinthe people who are excited to try
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something new. Joh#hsghnercaldl Shemem Ddr serm
along those who were urreucame forward in the different implementation stories. Some

people will not want to come along. From my observations, excitement will depend more
onpersonalitytham n t h e i molein the indtilutioin.&Key people like the chief

academic officergdeans, department chairs, members of support staff, and members of

the faculty need to be involved in open planning to build momentum for change. When

gaining momentum with implementation, institutions must be mindful that not everyone

will be on board, specially at first, but transparency and a sense of inclusion matter.

1 Implementation takes teamwork.

1 Implementation is much more a local process than a global process.

1 All people involved in implementation need to have faith that while the goal may
appear different to other groups, the s
and interest of all.

NSCC and VSCC reported that committees created the feeling of inclusion during
the implementation proceshushelping it go more smoothly. Small gou
implementation may be the easiest to complete the task or even single person
implementation on the level of curriculum as reported by Cleveland State, but support is
stilneededas numerous representatives alluded.
they had fAgreat support throughout, 0 a sen
institutions Support from all categorical levels (pedagogical, curricular, and structural)
makes implementation easier, but the perception of support may be more imparant t
actual support. The perception of inclusion also matters. The stories of a summer bridge

program failing to meet TBR demands, the thematically negative perception of the TBR
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support, and the underlying pride in individual school implementation, cortingly
that implementation is much more a local than a global process. The TBR may have been
wise to frame implementation as being up to each of the individual presidents even
t hough sever al respondents begruthgi ngly re
implication is that all people involved in implementation need to have faith that while the
goal may appear different to each differen
the focus and interest of all. TBR putting themselves on the outkiddividual
implementation resulted in them being perceived as being removed, but it appears to have
helped unify individual institutions by creating an outside fond@ch various
stakeholderat each schoalould resist whilestill following the polioy and making
changes.
Best Practices Require Three Levels of Implementation

Pedagogical, Curricular, and Structural implementation are three distinct, but
overlapping categorical levels that must work together for best rdsdligidual schools
united toimplement on the three different levels: pedagogical, curricular, and structural.
A faculty member from one school let me know that Tveear College English
Association of Tennessee (TYCAT) representatives spoke to each other about
implementation, and lan assume that cressstitutional communication occurred even
amongst the presidents; however, the interviews made clear that institutions
communicated with each other about implementation on pedagogical, curricular, and
structural levels.

Pedagogical impmentation is quickest for beginning the implementation process

but needgontinuedmonitoring and adjusting.
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1 Enabling faculty to adjust their approaches before implementation serves a dual
purpose: allowing firshand discovery of what works and estafhg those
faculty members as persuasive guides for others.

1 Continual feedback and professional development opportunities are needed for
teachers to leverage best practices within each institution. Such structural change
supports pedagogical growth.

Pedaggical change that happens in the classroom may appear to be the easiest
type of change for a variety of reasons, but the individual teacher can embrace change or
not. Pedagogical change offdigee most immediateesultsand may account for some
improvemens throughout TBR institutions in 2014. Instructors knew that corequisite BW
classes would be implemented the next year and could make their own changes. When
planning, individual teachefs i g ¥l @ egrh tikely wer@ able to make the move to
contextual éarning and devise strategies around heterogeneous grouping in their
individual sections. The documented improvements at different levels for some
institutions in 2014 in conjunction witihhe knowledgeeachers were aware of 00
implementation implies #t faculty adjusting their pedagogy early sanveas
persuasive guides for other faculty members.

Pedagogical change can occur more quickly than curricular and structural change.
Because of this nimbleness as well the individual roles of implementatioar(ing in
every classroom), training before implementation can only do so much. Continual
training can lead to continual improvement, although this should not land solely at the
feet of faculty. Tefeenc®tsldkhe deanmnddt Bacultyat i ve 6 s

continue to monitor and update resources and coordinate assessments underscores the
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drive for continual improvement throughout an institution. The different rates of
improvement and the ebbs after improvemmagptstudy uncovered isome schools
suggest that continual feedback and professional development opportunities are needed.
Curricular implementation may be the most important level in smoothly
implementing and helping everyone feel included.
1 Curricular change takes longer than pedagogitahge but must continue in

order to show all involved that initial implementation is not the end.

1 Curricular change ties everyone together early in the process of implementation,
but continual communication assures everyone is not only afatared goal

butalso working together for a united interest.

Curricular implementation has aspects of pedagogical and structural
implementations and should be used to connect with both. Within the department, most
everyone needs to be on the same page, so thelgyems need to be ready to pull
along the yellowlighters. Changing course descriptions may take time to write and move
through curriculum committees, but a department can make moves to leverage contextual
learning and devise strategies for best use of heterogeneous grouping. Staggered
improvements likehe ones made by DSCC highlight that implementation does not occur
all at one time. Curricular implementation occurs over timevadent inseveral
institutions discontinuing classes and creating new classes to address BW student needs.
This is further spported when schools (like VSCC) struggle with the scalability of a
program as the schools continue to grow. The need for continual adjustments and the

sense of inclusion of all parties as mentioned earlier impliestdletholdersvolved
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early must maitain communication for improvement and cohesion. This occurs more
easily on the curricular level.

The interview responses indicate that curricular implementation should be within
the hands of the faculty of the individual institution. Sinc&0® originaed at the state
level, a fear existed that the curriculum would be decided by the state. With the balance
between local frustration and local willingness to improve as well as the burden on the
instructors and local cooperation, curricular level implemdnt onés | mportance
overstated for providing unity for smooth transitions and helping faculty, staff, and
administrators feel included.

Structural implementation must also be adjusted, and these adjustments are
inherently more difficult.

1 What worls at some institutions may not work at others due not only to size and
location but also history; however, this should not be used as an easy excuse to
avoid hard work.

1 Schools change over time, so what may not have worked structurally at one time,
maywork later (and what may have worked may not work as effectively over
time).

Structural change occurs more slowly than pedagogical and curricular change, but
this quality does not mean that structural change cannot continually adjust.
Mainstreaming, cohoet learning communities, small class size, acceleration, and
heterogeneous grouping all fall under structural features. Structural implementation is
slower but not necessarily more methodological than pedagogical and curricular change.

Here, it takes a Mégei scalability becomes an issue as does support from all
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(re)sources. While A00 forced mainstreaming and acceleration, not all schools
implemented all the other features of ALP. Adams et al. present the story of having to
negotiate with the chief adamic officer for smaller class size. A few interviewees

shared similar sentiments about the importance of class size not being perceived the same
by faculty and administration. Stories of advising and student services being left out of
conversations undscore the necessity of inclusion for implementation. Structural
implementation is not the most important part of implementation, but since many

involved do not think about Basic Writing on a regular basis, education and deliberation
should be present thrghout this level. Curricular and pedagogical changes can occur

and adapt more easily when adjusting to the structural layout.

Structur al i mpl ementationés I mportance
Scalability is a concern for structural implementatiersaen at VSCC. The integration of
features also matters more at the structural level. As explained earlier, class size can more
readily establish an atmosphere where instructors can pay attention to life problems and
to behavioral issues. Atthislevdh, € i nst i tuti onds culture sho
like VSCC and CCBC imply. What works at some institutions may not work at others
due not only to size and location but also history; however, this should not be used as an
easy excuse to avoid harark. Administrative guidance needs to be balanced with input
from faculty and staff as well as data from other institutions all while keeping everyone
informed and having patience with others and the process. This all underscores that
greenlighters may hip advancechange, but voices from established faculty, staff, and

administrators should be respecieelv er yoneds i nterests align |
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Challenges in Navigating Perspective and Personalities
Policies and procedures are easier to matitagyepeople; egos can create
problems.
1 Inclusion is a necessity in implementation.
1 All parties should work together and leverage as many tools as possible support
student success in a balanced way.
A complex relationshigxistsbetween faculty and adminiation, but as the
interviews and surveys imply, when faculty, staff, and administration work together, the
process of implementation becomes smoother as does the ability to monitor and readily
readjust to best serve t heesatsallevelsehuttte 8 needs
scalability of support is most affected at the structural level. An administrator, staff
member, or faculty member can torpedo successful implementation at the structural level.
The curricular level may have fewer players, buega can still sink successful
i mpl ementation. On the pedagogi cal l evel,
can lead to success within a few sectidrge underlying theme of mindset arose through
the interviews: Everyone needs to keep a pos#itiaide and have faith that everyone is
willing to work towards student succe3tie most successful implementation
experiences occur when those implementing work as teams and put faith in the faculty
(who have a role at all three leveisgollaborationand listeningat all levels is key.
The Need for Ongoing Maintenance
Maintenance needs to be ongoing after initial implementaftwnmplementation
does not occur all at one tim&s explained earlier, structural change is more difficult to

adjust tharcurricular change, and curricular change more difficult to adjust than
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pedagogical change. All three of these pieces must undergo examination and be open to
revision. The fact that several schools continued to improve after 2015 implies that room
always aists for schools to improve and opportunities for improvement will always
exist. This is exemplified by VSCC and other schools who were ready to adjust their
methods surrounding scalability and student need.
Moving Forward

When moving forward, keeping wanformation in mind helps lead to
improvementsAfter exploring the implications of the study in this chapter,

improvements and suggestions serve as theat@bapter 6.
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CHAPTERVI: STRATEGIES FOR THE FUTURE
This study establishes knowledge that pespel BW forwardThis study,
however, is not the end of the ro&diture researcban transfornBW even more
helping higher percentages of students achieve successes like earning credit and
graduating sooner. Pedagogical, curricular, and structudal¢an come together to
facilitate such success. This chapter provides overall guidance for implementation, how
the three distinct levels can be leveraged together, strategical guidance for assisting
students, calls for future examinations, and implicati@mnfuture research moving
forward
Guidance Moving Forward: Helping Others Unite through Knowing
Support andnclusion are the basis for not only BW classes but also the
implementation of programs to change BW.
1 Direct money to Basic Writingl'his includes but is not limited to professional
development.
1 Include admissions and advising in training.
1 Reconsider the physical spaces.
1 Create smaller sections.
1 Include instructors in decision making.
The fact that people need to feel supported should nostretah of the
imagination. Initial implementation is only one of many times when support is needed,
and support should occur in many places. Support means, at least in pamgdinectey

toward Basic Writing. Several interviewees shared that BW atitisitution has
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received little financial support historically. This support takes the form of money for
professional development

One option for faculty professional development that may appease all
stakeholders involves implementation of faculty leagmiommunitiesEstablishing and
maintaining faculty learning communities requires a simple shift in funds. Most schools
already provide faculty development, but too often these budgetary line items are tied to
travel funds or an imouse training centeghifting funds from these two expenses
towards paying faculty to lead training for their peers with all compensated for time and
effort shows budgetary support as well as confidence tHaduse faculty can help guide
development. This speaks to the idégreenlighters bringing along yellovighters as
well as to the understanding that every school is individual and different.

Faculty learning communities are important at the beginning of the process when
reconfiguring BW, but they are far from the pplart of the reconfiguration that needs
fiscal support. Admissions and advising need to be included in the training surrounding
reconfiguration. These student services are some of the first touch points to help present a
new and exciting change that hash proven to help students graduate faster and their
likelihood of graduating; these areas also help support the whole student. Beyond the
professional development of personnel, physical spaces will need to be reconsidered,
including purchases of hardwaaad furniture for classrooms. Some schools chtmse
havethe same classroom for both credit Writing and BW, and other schools choose to
have different rooms but located near each other. | recommend having spaces that can be
subdivided for BW classes apdtting all classes near the writing center. Whether

moving a writing center near the classrooms or the classrooms near the writing center, |
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urge schools to consider all the physical spaces that support BW students (i.e.,
classrooms, writing centers, couaipr labs, offices for advisors and/or completion

coaches, and faculty offices). Reworking physical spaces should be visible to underscore
administrativeof support for the changes.

| strongly recommend every institution do all that it can to create srsaliéions.
| acknowledge that some stake holders will resist this recommendation, but | implore
them to realize having smaller sections of BW does not mean less money for a school.
Success in Basic Writing significantly affects retention and graduatiostatitions and
students end up taking more classes (Adams;ekeakins et al.Cho et a).. As students
succeed in BW classes, they are more likely to propel themselves to graduation. Smaller
sections facilitate so much momentum for thesesitstudents that ignoring the idea
would be a disservice to the egdal of student success. All parties should be reminded
of the goals they mutually share and to design backwards from there, so dismissing small
class sizes can be considered as stumbling ataneinstead of focusing on the final goal
of graduation (which is not mutually exclusive from the college increasing FTE and
income).

Encouraging and facilitating the inclusion of instructors for decision making
through committees not only provides mueded insight but also establishes a sense of
teamwork and belonging. For this reason, | recommend inviting faculty and establishing
committees with their presence early for implementation. The earlier others are included,
the more everyone feels a pafthe process. Committees, while not perfect by any
means, present a feeling of being included as well as bringing many diverse voices to the

table to create change. | admit that committees can be slow, so for faster implementation,
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the committee may reaamend someone or a sabmmittee to take the lead.
Streamlining representation by recommending a person ecgulittee work on details
is not a negative if the move is driven by a faculty heavy committee representing all
stakeholders.
Strategic Streamling
1 Remove the friction that holds students back from achieving credit.
1 Have fewer students take BW initially and put the focus on supporting the ones
who are in BW classes, a concentration of the measslastudents.
1 Look to others for mentoring not just instructor to instructor but also school to
school and administrative support to administrative support.
1 Mix students heterogeneously.
1 Ensure students do not flounder; students obtain credit and stay or they do not
pass and leave.
Remove the frictionhat hold students back from achieving credil@0
removed the friction of going through BW class(es) before ever reaching alevedlit
Writing class. Mainstreaming removes the friction of not only time but also of reenrolling
into another class and wing through another semester in order to finally earn credit.
These cornerstone examples of removing frictidiizing mainstreaming anembracing
acceleration, work. Students can achieve credit faster when given the chance. More of
those same studentsll graduate andhey will do so faster
Based on the data from RSCC, WSCC, and DSCC, | recomhaafiay fewer
students take BW initially and putting the focus on supporting the ones who are in BW

classes. This intense and holistic focus on the meastlastudents appears to work. This
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means redesigning the way students arrive at taking BW, mowiagde multiple

measures for students to show proficiency with their writing abilities when first entering
the college, at least proficiency enough to hone writing abilities without much more help
than is available to neBW students. | take the stance thaingle test (or even a few

tests) does not provide the best way to judge whether or not a student needs BW to be
successful in their future. Studies like Hodara and Jaggars have shown that high school
GPA is a better indicator of success in college BhgElbow toaakesissue with

placement (as well as with assessment of students in classes). Data can be compiled to
help show a studentds | ikelihood of succee
data can help guide students to understandidgppreciating the importance of the
support provided.

Implementers need to study others closely and work with the those (inside and
outside their organization) who are doing well. Schools should look to other schools to
facilitate peer mentors. These eaolyes of ideas need not be based only on the size or
location of the school, although these similarities can create connections and present
beneficial strategies for successful implementation. While | understand that every
institution is different, thosamplementing accelerated and mainstreamed programs
should look to see how other institutions implemented and what can be done before
jumping quickly to what cannot be done locally. Examples come from stories like the
Director of Admissions who figured outaBner coding and the Distributed Education
department that discovered how the learning management system could collapse two
sectionf support looking for solutions instead of excuses. This exploration and

negotiation through understanding is essentiallfe teamwork needed for solid
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implementation. An open mind and honest curiosity should be present when moving
forward with implementation from the early stages throughout. Students connecting to
other students in this way can also help promote suc&sanae found in cohorted
group learning. Instructors working with other instructors can help shape pedagogical and
curricular approaches like just-time remediation and an inductive approach to learning
grammar. Peer support and troubleshooting prosuateess on multiple levels within an
institution: student, teacher, and administrator. | recommend not only cohorted groups for
students (throughout the semester) and for teachers (as exemplified in faculty learning
communities), but also for administreggboth within the individual state system and
beyond. In a similar fashion to individual instructors motivating peers within an
institution, implementation on a systemide scale should look to bellwether institutions
as greedighters to bring along thyellowlighter institutions.
Fighting Systemic Racism

| stand firmly by the supported fact that ALP features facilitate closing the equity
gap in BW. Not pursuing closing this gap is not only a disservice to all students but also
is ethically shorsighted. We can be on the cusp of the third great awakening for racial
equality. Acceleration and mainstreaming help eliminate systemic racism within
education, at least in part by improving retention and graduation rates for minority
students who have histoaity had lower rates. We can follow the path that William
Jonedorged bychallengng BW programs seting asextensions ofim Crowby
insisting on a hierarchy of intelligence amangial backgroundd see echoes of
segregation in the systemic racismtthas beewwonductedn BW. Too often students

who look alike, come from the same schoalsd have the same educational background
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havesimilar testing and placemerat continuation of a cycle that reinforces segregation
The i dea of fnrioxgiennge osutsuldyeon tosn htentee sur face r
weak students, but often this means mixing students of different backgrounds. Although
Cho et al. showed that the white and higbome students were less affected by ALP
(which included heterogeneogsouping), heterogeneous mixing alone does not negate
closing the equity gap. Minority students do not perform more poorly when placed in
classes with nominority students. Hope and feelings of belonging thrive wdtedents
are in in classes with peofffem different backgrounds and ethnicities. Establishing the
sense of belonging helps combat the sense
for college. 0 Mixing al/l |l evel s of student
mix Compogion students heterogeneously when given the opportunity.

| understand the fear but still dismiss the concern that students who once
performed at the highest levels of crdditel Writing may not perform at those same
levels as exemplified in Jenkinsadt who showed that students who tested the lowest
and entered ALP were more positively affected than students who tested just below being
exempted from BW. A logical deduction can be mmdethe students who tested lower
need the most basic help in ttlass: Teachers will teach to the student who has the
weakest skills so that person is not left behind. Becausejtishe remediation ties
directly into ALP features as do other forms of individually teaching to heterogeneous
classes, BW instructorsemuch less likely to gravitate towards teaching this way
because seeing gaps and holes in a student
foundation upon which to build their learning. As | said above, data from some studies

(Cho et at. Jenkins etl.; Bailey et al, Horner and Lufor example) show that the
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students with the lowest placement scores do better when grouped heterogeneously while
the students who had previously achieved at the highest levels did not fare as well when
mixed with BW stuénts. While my collected data supports the observation that the
strongest students may not do as well and that the weaker students do much better, the
average still rises considerably. The negative does not come close to offsetting the
positive.

When thinkng about eliminating the equity gap and combatting systemic racism,
the finding that A100 implementation has saved money for students should not go
unnoticed. Data support that if a student was not to graduate, said student would drop out
earlier than thy would before ALOO implementation. While this fact does appear to
counter students acquiring hope for successful completion, its importance comes forward
when realizing all the areas in which money can be saved. The student will not pay more
money for @ unobtained degree, and more loans will not be taken out only to come due
without degree completion.-A00 implementation saves money in that fewer students
leave college and the students who do leave do so faster. A college who would be against
a measuréo help students find their path more efficiently will be viewed by the outside
community and students as one that is not aligned with student success and too interested
in tuition dollars.

As | alluded earlier, financial support gives the perceptiorvefail support. If a
college is willing to forego tuition dollars in order to better assist students through life
issues and care about the student as an entire person over time, the cottaaoitgge
serveswill see this care and the college will béhd’rograms like A100 are not

designed to create immediate change, although some change will be seen immediately.
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Such programs are slow, but often have deadlines to push implementation forward. Still,
real change takes time. An immediate shortfalhimmlbudget does not always translate to
a longterm revenue loss. As Adams et alenkins et al.and Cho et ahave shown,
caring for the student and losing revenue in the sieam do not mean that revenue will
be lost in the londgerm.
Attention to Al Three Levels
1 Pedagogical change can be easily managed because it is the nimblest and takes
place in the individual classroom.
1 Curricular and pedagogical approaches like changing assignments are easier first
steps in curricular change.
1 Structural change may appear to be the most important and hardest change, but
that may just be an appearance that should not deter trying to change.
1 Scalability is an excuse, a real excuse, but should not be used to bog down
implementation.
1 Greenlightersneed to get the ball rolling.
1 Monitoring implementation and execution over time allows for informed
adaptations to be made.
If entire schools do not want start making the change, change can be made in
pedagogy and curriculum by instructors. Instructorsdrare change, but that change
will be limited without help from others. Pedagogical change can be easily managed
because it is the nimblest and takes place in the individual classroom. The individual
teacher making change is easiest, but just a few ategg those individual teachers

come together within a department and lead curricular change. CCBC reports to have
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followed this path with their change. | strongly encourage the individual teacher to ignite
the flame that can spread from individual claserdo entire department.

An easy pedagogical change is to ground the learning within context. Contextual
learning here speaks to the lasnute remediation and learning from tlwerk occurring
in other classes (creditearing English and beyond). Contgadtlearning also takes the
approach of inductive learning of grammar for the class. By making observations about
language and then figuring out the rules, students equip themselves with the skill of
understanding language through observation so theyraaratand language rules as
language changes over time. Students will also not position themselves as pointing to the
Aright wayo but to the Wamordtdrsferabkeskdler t ai n
grounded in learning how rhetoric works

After someinstructors create pedagogical change in an institution, curricular
change may start driving forward as well. Instructors are vital to curricular change due to
their positioning within the student experience as well, for instructors have extensive
knowledye in backwards design within the creld@aring Writing class. Other instructors
throughout the institution can help provide feedback into the backwards design (with the
help of knowledgeable compositionists) of general education curriculum outcomes like
those from Composition. Curricular change can be driven from within a department and
eventually inspire change at the structural level and circling back for more complete
change in refining pedagogy. This occurs as general education and course outcomes
inform each other over time. Curricular change not only helps everyone feel included, but

it also pushes everyone to be included, pulling along the yilihers.
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One step in the classroom that translates to departmental, curricular change has
alreadybeen ni ti ated by CCBC and a few other sch
for writing within the BW course. Changing the topic of papers and making a subject the
secondary focus of the course only reinforces the skills outside of writing that best
supportthese atisk student$ skills that pay attention to the development of the whole
student. This has already been implemented at some schools by indliclisgtand
similar books. BW students can write about
beteer facilitate their success and inclusion. | encourage curricular and pedagogical
approaches like changing topics that are relatively easy first steps in curricular change.

Structural change may appear to be the most important and difficult ciNmge.
one howevershould be deterred from trying to change this |&yehdeedchange is
needed. Failed pedagogical change can negate everything, so the most important part of
structural change is ensuring that the faculty feel well supported. The faculieare t
foundation for successful implementation. Supporting the faculty falls on the shoulders of
administrators. The same administrators need to see that scalability is an excuse, a real
excuse, but should not be used to bog down implementation. They sinduleal/s
around this roadblock and share a driven curiosity throughout the institution.

Other roadblocks will exist, but gredighters need to get started. Little changes
matter. While the name of the class may seem nominal, it is not. After all, chass na
are read more frequently than catalog descriptions. Institutions should make sure
everyone understands that #ALearning Suppor
and it should not be confused witkebhbae ol d

student. As El bow writes A[t] he i mportant
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our current thinking betwedmelpingunskilled writers andegregatingdr quarantining

them into separate basic writing courseso
should support advisors in understanding the new reconfiguration, for those same

advisors are the front lines of sharing excitement for these nesvtappies with

incoming students. Excitement should not stop with new students.

Beyond communication strategies inside the individual schools or even within the
system] encourage the fAgo t etddomniubicate exciteniee mo u n
beyord the studentCommunicate to everyone within the system and all students, old and
new. Excite the communitly future students, past students, trustees, everyone. Such
excitement is contagious and helps set the right attitudgderth This approach is
similar in some ways to gredighters pulling along yellowighters, but also this
approach actas public relations tool. On a level of individual institution, tiesvscan
excite the communitghe institutionserves. On a statgide level like the A100
implementation, the new approachBW can gain support from various communities
and stakeholders within the state. This neformedapproach invites current, past, and
prospective students who were once thwarted by theaydof remedial/developmental
Writing. The community should know that its college is changing to better support those
whom it serves.

Several schools have shown that monitoring implementation and execution over
time allows for informed adaptations to be made. What works now maymekdrige
for the future, so schools should continue to monitor execution on all fronts and be
prepared for adaptation. Monitoring the success of structural features means that

institutional data from individual schools will need to continue to be exaniud,
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gualitative data collected by listening to students and quantitative data for registration
should converge with different structural scenarios to find what works best at each
institution. Students often express their needs during or immediatelgaiftgieting a
class, and many students happily give feedback upon graduation and within a few years
after graduation. When this information combines with projected needs of those entering
school, a more complete picture for necessary change emerges. Mgrthersuccess of
curricular features is informed by the same knowledge from structural monitoring plus
the qualitative data collected from instructors within the department who teach beyond
the initial creditlevel Writing class. Monitoring success o fledagogical level is
informed by knowledge gained from the other levels but most importantly by qualitative
data from those who teach BW and the initial crélrel Writing class. Monitoring may
occur both from the inside as well as the outside by tmingeer faculty from other
institutions and working the ideas that emerge for improvement. More discoveries and
developments will occur, so schools should be curious to try new pedagogical, curricular,
and structural models. | encourage schools to foltwery into practice, like CCBC in
the early 2000s. The guidelines of whole student first, backwards design, and contextual
learning will help further develop BW.
Safety Nets
Add safety nets to support students and manage obstacles that cause friction.
1 Peceived obstacles and safety nets should be closely and collaboratively
examined.
1 Some safety nets may be confused as obstacles that cause friction. Not all friction

is bad.
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1 Technology should be leveraged to help implement safety nets and overcome
obstacles
One of the issues that | faced in this
down. This is in part due the fact that different roles in the college (as well as the outside
stakeholders) had different pseggesgpoelict i ves
include also centers around such sundry perspectives. Like the idea of success varying,
the idea of how to support students also varies depending on perspective.

Safety nets may look like obstacles that cause friction to some stakeholders.
Perceived obstacles and safety nets should be closely and collaboratively examined. For
example, the shortening of time to earn credit is the central aspect@d.AThere was a
friction in time to earn credit for the student, and that friction was redhdveere was a
friction in enrolling in another class and another semédteat was removed. My study
highlights that that implementation of-A00 helped relievenultiple friction points
RSCC removed the friction of having a schedule that resembleditfieent classes and
created the-hour BW class that was scheduled on Tuesdays and Thursdays at the same
time the ENGL 1010 class was scheduled on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday. VSCC
scheduled ENGL 1010 and ENGL 0810 bastback and in the same classmod
possible to take away the friction of having to relocate to a different room and/or wait
hours between the supporting BW class and the elimdit Writing class. Other schools
wanted to make sure that classes were scheduleetdstelck but in diffeent classrooms
so that students could capture the feeling of being in a different class and not completely
conflating the two. Several schools spoke about removing friction, although they may not

have used such language, and some schools saw some olbistdaasse friction as

st
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necessary where others saw therdetsmentalbbstacles as noted from the example
above Removing friction for students may cause more work for faculty, staff, and
administrators, but this constant evaluation is at the centempobwements for students.
Remembering that the safety net supports studdstismeans thatudent support
should be kepin mind. All nets work together to keep students safe and deliver them to
graduation. This includes installing friction at necesgdages no reason to make it
easy for a student to drop out as soon as they encounter the first difficulty. BW students
cannot drop 0810 (BW) or 1010 (cretitzel Writing) most of the time in the TBR.
Through leveraging technology, many schools disdblet st udent 6s abil ity
classes online from the schedule. This design is to help them push through the hard times
and be in a growth state, one of slight discomfort. If they need to drop the course and are
counseled on the decision, a studentmraxceed to make an informed decision.
Teachers are able to evale@urrent practicethrough their personal insights
from each class and make adjustméatsafety nets and frictioinom those insights.
That teacher is the engagement specialist, abletotan and respond suddenly.
Developed safety features from structural, curricular, and pedagogical areas can reduce
the friction for the student in completing the class successfully. The teacher facilitates
that completion, butheteacher should also Itlee person who monitors and adjusts the
system on the individual level despite possible redundant safeguards.
| mention redundancies because safeguards can be built into several levels of
accelerated and mainstreamed classes. Understanding and leveraging technology only
enhances incorporating safety nets as well as reducing friction. A student should not be

allowed to register for one class without registering for the corequisite class at the same
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time. While advisors and admissions specialists may tell students this, the registration
system should be set up to assure corequisite enrollment occur. Automatiogsmb be

just this. In some cases, a student should not be able to submit a 1010 assignment until it
has been reviewed in their BW class. This can be established through LMS safeguards.
When a student misses so many classes or assignments, the teacheppod &eam

should be notified. While the teacher may already be paying attention to the life problems
of a studentnotifying a support teampon recognizingroblems that could negatively

affect attendance or completion of assignments, can only helguaadfis and

redundancies do not stop at these examples alone.

Data from A100 implementation have shown that the program increases the
chances of student success on a variety of fronts. Implementation should reduce friction
while increasinghe strength othe safety net surrounding students. This safety net does
not mean that a teacher should lose autonomy over the classroom any more than a
commercial airline pilot loses control of the plane; the redundancy is there for safety. The
individual is to stay ircontrol, but with the right safeguards in place, the individual does
not need to maintain the constant engagement like was needed in the past. Upcoming
technologies and developments can positively affect the situation surrounding support for
Basic Writing.With the guiding principles of creating support, reducing friction, and
deploying teamworland technologyo help students achieve their goals, BW will
continue to develop.

Picking the Low-Hanging Fruit
Some areas ALP-like implementatiorareeasier tAn othersChanging the

name of a class or focusing on contextual learning will not be accomplished overnight
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despitethese exampleseeming likdow-hanging fruit.l see lowFhanging fruit tobe
education a current BW theory and communication to others because current BW theory
aligns closely with what so many other parts of the community codlieggning taking

care of the whole student serves not only as the foundation to BW theory kst also
central tothe goal of student services. Establishing allies through education and
communication is the common step of all institutions.

As | have already mentioned, every institution is going to be different. Along with
that, every group of faculty, every groupaafministration, and every group of support
services will also be different. Gredighters regardlessf their group need to look for
low-hanging fruit in order to establish some traction. Faculty should look to establish
contextual learning anadjustwriting topics to those secondary sources of student
growth as discussed earlier. Administratshould look to locate classes where students
can have the most support (i.e. within the same vicinity as the writing center, other
academic support services, and/or camity building services)Support services like
advising also can playgreenlighting role by scheduling students in cohorts for classes
and heterogeneously balancing sections.

Edgecombeds divisions of pedagogpodcal , c
way of helping to navigate the changes that can czasity as well athe changes that
need scaffolding tcome to fruiton Her n and Snel | éirstméi ve gui d
remediationlow stakes collaborative practidatentional support for atlensbaffective
needs; backwards design; and relevant, thinking oriented currigurtwidedirection for
BW faculty pushing for change. All but intentional support for student affective needs

should be driven by faculty on pedagogical and curriculaiseMaculty must take the
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reins for pedagogical and curricular change. The only feature that faculty alone can
implement fully is contextual learning. That is also ¢lasiesteatureto be implemented
by a singular group or person.

The features of atteion to behavioral issues and attention to life problems can
enter the curriculunand gain support on the pedagogical level from faculty or these
features can be structurally built by administration, but the greatest success will come
when faculty and admistration integrate these systetheoughpedagogy, curriculum,
and structure. Likewise, cooperation for implementation is needed by both groups for
cohorted leaning, heterogeneous grouping, small class size, mainstreaming, and
accelerationOutside smaltlass size, which may be heavily disputed by administration,
themost important of thesaremainstreamin@nd cohorted learnirigboth central to
having a sense of belonging. | see this sense of belonging as central to the success of BW
students. | semaking changes tprovide this sense on the individual level@sidance
for low-hanging fruitthat should be grabbetihis sense of belonging is ti¢d all other
features. Mainstreamingattention to affective needs, cohorted learnarg) contextual
learningare central to showing that students belong and all stakeholders want to see
student success.

What Could Be

The reactions to COVIEL9 have force@ducatordo make changes and
reevaluate what changes work and what changes stilltaeagbrove. Basic Writing is
no exception to this. | have vocally objected to putting BW classes online and
asynchronous at institutions where | have been associated. | saw no reason for the most

at-risk students to be forced to learn a new medium ohilegralong or even feel
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obligated to learn a new medium of delivery to move more quickly to a-trealiing
Writing course. Like objections to mainstreaming, the risk to the students can be seen as
too great. The discipline needed for success in archeymous class is often too much to
ask of a studenAAnd yet, he pandemic forced BW to become an online class. The best
online instruction and the best BW instruction must meet to provide students with the
support needed. This, too, is an equity issutholigh classes may be harder for both
teacher and stude®W classes need to move forward with developing and
understanding the best engagement and support online. Instructors may feel taxed and
overwhelmed as they did with-200 implementation, but pro@vely exploring and
developing online BW classes will open access to more potential students. Online BW
classes need to facilitate more support and community through belonging than has been
provided so far. This is more easily completed in synchronagses$ than asynchronous,
so | encourage synchronous online classes over asynchronous (at least until a better
support system can be developed and implemented).
Growth and the Future

Future studies should isolate individual featu¥@hile | am aware thatarely will
a clean break occur to study the features of ALP, | strongly encourage studies that isolate
BW features as well as studies on additions to the established featalgzed imy
study. Such assessments can help a school see what the mosintfpattires for that
individual institution may be. Isolating the feature of small class size can provide much
more insight into important features that are best facilitated by small classes.

Longer studies are needédn or der t o betstuerc essrsde l Dtokrs

like, since as | explained earlier that slippery term has different definitions for different
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groups, subsequent passing of ENGL 1020 (and completion of college level English/Core
Curriculum) should be studied for BW students. Also, exargi@igear, 3year, and 4
year graduation rates over extended periods can help show more nuanced results from
implementation. Comparing markers of success between smaller institutions and larger
institutions over time can also paint a more complete pictulédferences dependent on
institutional size.

As well, comparisons will need to be made regarding qualitative data over time.
Althoughthe quantitative data mark success in a cleaneramalymay be easier to
capturethan the qualitative data, the qualiatperceptions of the people who implement
programs like ALP should be measured as a comparativeitg#strecordingsas well
as past and current quantitative d&hanging perceptions may help strengthen BW
outcomes measured by quantitative mepating an emphasis on how implementers
understand and appreciate measurable improvenMats.directly: rew, future research
needs to be informed by the statistical, quantitative data but shoulcbalsiderthe
gualitative data of perceptions from th@eund BW. The stories of implementation can
give more insight into how to improve the numbers measuring success (i.e., retention,
completion, and graduating) even more. Future research should exangoariketions
between pedagogical, curricular, atdistural changes and how the people inrgaaf
implementation best manage these interactifamsasking the question of how these
pieces interact to best support students is essential to many different measures of success.

Further developed studies st not focus solely on quantitative dagdthough
that is important. Researchers should be guided by questions like how does perception of

improvement interact with quantitative findings for improvement. Future work needs to
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be done to understand what thecondary effects of ALP are. Researchers should look at
how muchnon-cognitiveneeds matter for Basic Writing students and how to best provide
for those needBelow | share some other areas that | see need examination.
Secondarygffects from ALP

Data(from Cho et al.) give insight that students who have performed at higher
levels of credilevel Writing do not perform as well when mixed with BW students, and
this may have something to do with the demographics of those students. There may be
several resons for this data to offer support, but these collateral effects should be
investigated. The data brought forward looked at grades for the semester and grades in
the next class. Data on longer term goals like graduation and time to graduation can give
more insight and may help show the relevance of the ¢bort data. | see heterogeneous
grouping doing more good than harm for students, but being able to figure out the cause
of the harm may help isolate and mitigate this factor.
Pay, and Not Just Money

As | positioned earlier in this chapter, spending money shows that an institution
cares. | am very curious how a state like Tennessee compares in improvement to a state
like Connecticut, a state that also undertook a remediation redesign simildi0@iAits
Public Act 1240 a few years later. In Connecticut, an adjunct is paid roughly three times
the amount per class that an adjunct in Tennessee is paid. Living expenses aside, the
difference is stark and support for rRoontingent faculty is apparent. Wienough
implementation data, controls can be established to show how much difference pay to an

adjunct makes in caring for individual students.



194

AdjustingFocus

Outside of the ALP features as outlined by Adams et al., other changes make
differences as welDther changes surrounding ALP, like student labels and condensing
BW enrollment to focus on the mostragk students, should be examin&tirough
further investigation of these differences, institutions can discover what works best in
their individual case. Full time faculty and part time faculty probably have different
success as BW instructors, but what the variance is and how much training plays into that
variance should be examined more closely. Understanding how smaller percentages of
students taking BW translates to possible higher completion rates, like at Dyersburg
State, can give insights for how entry into BW may have overlooked consequences on the
students whasuccessfully completBW and the total number studentsvho
successfully complete creddvel Writing. | see a strong possibility that the higher pass
rates tie directly to how students see themselves when given the BW label.
Understanding, #n, how students perform when BW is presented as support (through
advising and other touchpoints) can give helpful information about how communicating
to students establishes confidence and support that carries into classroom success.
Continual Revision

Composition has seen several shifts and redesigns over the past century. | can
only speculate to how this BW redesign can give new perspective to Composition as a
whole. | do feel confident that one insight has to do with the BW label and how BW (as
well asComposition) is seen by the rest of the institution. This revisioningeaainly
help secondary schools understand areas where they can more effectively and efficiently

help students grow in written communication ski®$.coursethe challenge is
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coneyi ng what the research suggests to thes
Writing Studies theoryAgain, thisrevisioningrelates to the view of placement testing

going away and less segregation of students taking place which imgeioged

inclusioan and belonging.

Social Implications (Minority Gap and Retention Effect)

The early TBR study on the corequisite system showed differences in minority
and nomaminority changes, but it never gave any reason for these changes. | am not
faulting the study, fol only speculate a little on the differences. There is something that
causes social differences, for example, in retention rates. Isolation of the differences
between minority and neminority changes needs to be made so that clearer
understandingandpuport can foll ow to help eliminate
elimination of the equity gap aligned with eliminating the systemic racism within BW. As
much as | want to gravitate towards the answer surrounding inclusion amapthéactor
| discussed eadr, | very much want to see data that clearly supports this. From
experience, | know student attitude can affect an entire class and propel all members
towards success. The idea of hope, however, is more individual and is an internal force
that will be dfficult to quantify. Individual attention to students can develop and promote
this internal force. This individual attention should be central to all change.

Basic Writing must Continue Moving Forward

Basic Writing may not have been built to help peoptd included, but it needs to
be rebuilt that way. This goes beyond inclusion for students. Teachers, administrators,
and other stakeholders must communicate and work together, for all their perspectives

are valuable. Everyone must be open to change. €eanfust try new approaches, for
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the classroom is a lab for grassroot changes through pedagogical innovations.
Administrators need to support teachers by giving autonomy, providing opportunities for
professional development, and ensuring representatihie idecisioamaking process.
Legislatures have a responsibility to maintain progress forward for policy, just as
administrators do, but need to listen to all voices and allow institutions a certain amount
of autonomy. Legislatures and administrators hhee¢sponsibility to make sure that
funding is present to support the mostisk students. All parties must monitor and

adjust accordingly, but faculty must serve first on these lines. All parties should use both
gualitative and quantitative input collaatively to assure equity for the mostrigk

students and improve Basic Writing.
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APPENDIX A: KEYS TO DATA PROVIDED BY THE TBR

Learning Support Writing Table fields as provided by the TBR:

Field Description
Identifies the year and term that represent the cohort. For example,
TERM_CODE 201380 = students enrolled in learning support writing in fall 2013. Fa

201480 = fall 2014, etc..

SCHOOL_CODE

The twodigit code used to identify a specific school in the $iRem.

SCHOOL_CODE_DESC | The full school name for a specific school in the TBR system.

BAN_ID

A generic ID generated for each student in the TBR system. Used in
of social security number or other identifying value.

FTF_FLAG

Firsttime freshmen students are flagged with a "1" in this field. Stude
with a "0" are not firsttime freshmen in the term given.

TBR_RACE_CODE

1 = Asian, 2 = Alaskan Native, 3 = Black, 4 = Hispanic, 5 = White, 6 =
Unknown, 7 = American Indian, 8 = Multiractaf; Pacific Islander

GENDER

M = Male, F= Female

ATTEMPT_LSW

Students attempting learning support writing are flagged as 'Qihce
this table is exclusively for learning support writing students, all value
will be "1".

COMPLETE_LSW_1TERN

Flags with "1" a student successfully completing learning support writ
in the fall term (term 1).

COMPLETE_LSW_2TERN

Flags with "1" a student successfully completing learning support writ
in the following spring term (term 2).

COMPLETE_CLW_1TERN

Flags with "1" a student successfully college level writing (Compositio
in the fall term (term 1).

COMPLETE_CLW_2TERN

Flags with "1" a student successfully college level writing (Compositio
in the following spring term (term 2).

First-Time Freshmen tables as provided by the TBR:

Field

Description

TERM_CODE

Identifies the year and term that represent the cohort. For example, 20138
students enrolled as firdime freshmen in fall 2013. 201480 = fall 2014, etc.

SCHOOL_CODE

The twodigit code used to identify a specific school in the TBR system.

SCHOOL_CODE_DF

The full school name for a specific school in the TBR system.

BAN_ID

A generic ID generated for each student in the TBR system. Used in lieu o
social security number or other identifying value.

FTF_FLAG

Firsttime freshmen students are flagged with a "1" in this fieRince this table
is exclusively firstime freshmen (in order to calculate retention and
graduation rates), all values withe "1".

TBR_RACE_CODE

1 = Asian, 2 = Alaskan Native, 3 = Black, 4 = Hispanic, 5 = White, 6 = Unkr|
= American Indian, 8 = Multiracial, 9 = Pacific Islander

GENDER

M = Male, F= Female

ATTEMPT_LSW

Students attempting learning support writing are flagged as "1". Those

students not requiring learning support are identified with "QJse this field to
determine LSW retention and graduation compared to overall retention and
graduation.
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Field

Description

FF_RETAINED

Students retained to the next fall (falb-fall retention) are flagged with "1".
Retention is the number of students with "1" divided by the total number of
students.

2Y_GRAD

Students graduating within two years-{2ar Grad Rate) are flagged witli.
The 2year grad rate is the number of students with "1" divided by the total
number of students. Note this field will be null once the number of terms
available is not sufficient to make the calculation.

3Y_GRAD

Students graduating within three yea(3Year Grad Rate) are flagged with "1
The 3year grad rate is the number of students with "1" divided by the total
number of students. Note this field will be null once the number of terms
available is not sufficient to make the calculation.

4Y_GRAD

Students graduating within four years-Y&ar Grad Rate) are flagged with "1"
The 4year grad rate is the number of students with "1" divided by the total
number of students. Note this field will be null once the number of terms
available is nosufficient to make the calculation.

AWARD_TERM

If the student graduated by the end of summer 2018 (the last term available
the term of graduation will be in this field. Otherwise, the field will be null.
first four digits are the year and the lasvo digits are the term, where 10 =

spring, 50 = summer, and fall = 80. For example, 201510 = spring 2015.
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APPENDIX B: QUALTRICS FIELDS AND QUESTIONS POSED
Name
Age (as part of consent)
(Consent)
(Signature)
Institution and role
How arestudents placed in learning support? What is the placement process with
respect to ACT scores and/or other measures?
What is the size of your institutionds
students and how many are Aearning support in a 1010ass?
How are your learning support classes and 1010 classes combined with students?
Please give a brief explanation of what the Englishecpuisite model looks like for
your institution. Please include contact hours (and format which they occur), the
spae in which student contact occurs, and who has the contact with the student and
in what capacity.
What is the ratio of part time to full time teachers with respect to student contact
hours in ENGL 10107
What is the ratio of part time to full time teachesith respect to student contact
hours in the learning support class?
What studento-student contact occurs in 1010 class? What contact occurs in an

English learning support class?

10
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1 What student engagement with technology occurs in the 1010 class? Weat stu
engagement with technology occurs in the learning support class? About how much
of this occurs in each? What does this typically look likpRease give an example or
two.

1 Who [in what position did the person(s) serve] was in charge of ENG 1010 co
requisite implementation for the department? Who supported this person(s)? In what

capacity was that support given?
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APPENDIX C: FOLLOW -UP QUESTIONS POSED
For some representatives, | asked clarification questions specific to their
institution. Examples ohibse questions include clarification about where statistical data
came from, why staffing the Basic Writing class would be a certain way, and what
assignments occur in a BW class.
Following those questions, | asked these questions for everyone:
1 Do you thirk that [the Basic Writing class] provides an atmosphere where instructors
pay attention to behavioral issues? Please explain what influences your perception.
1 Do you think that [the Basic Writing class] allows instructors to pay attention to
student life poblems? Please explain what influences your perception.
1 Please share any stories of implementation and change specifically dealing with TBR
within the local context. This, again, is about perception. These stories will remain

anonymous.
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APPENDIX D: FURTHER STATEWIDE DATA AND STATISTICS

Appendix Table 1Completion of BW in Fall Semester

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total 4368 4267 4706 4357 4632
Percentage oAttempt 64.35% | 62.07% | 63.6/% | 62.86% | 61.00%
Statewide

Ins Avg of %Complete 6324% | 62.10% | 64.23% | 65.24% | 64.92%

Std Dev of % Complete 8.79 7.51 8.17 8.05 8.95
FTF Total 3375 3301 4033 3696 3858
FTF attempting % Complete | 66.44% | 62.74% | 63.85% | 62.83% | 60.68%

Ins Avg FTF attempting % 65.08% | 62.75% | 65.09% | 65.52% | 64.74%

Complete

Std Dev FTF attempting 9 8.45 7.71 9.16 8.39 9.45

AppendixTable2: Difference in Firsttime Freshmen Graduation Rates in BW anc

nonBW Students

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 8.97%%0 10.36%0 11.96%0 13.2%%
3-yearGraduation Rate 4.4 5170 3.65%0 N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 153% 0.77% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 14.9%6 16.30% 15.62% 13.2%%




Appendix Table3: Percent Increase in Graduation Rates

2013 to 2014| 2014 to2015| 2015 to 2016
2-year gradate difference noBW 22.0®6 17.66/ 8.32%0
2-year grad rate differend®&V 56.89%6 26.3%% (0.30%)
3-year grad rate difference n@W 2.94% 4.46% N/A
3-year grad rate differend®&V (6.69%) 3658% N/A
4-year grad rate difference n@W (8.090) N/A N/A
4-year grad rate differendW 11.9%%6 N/A N/A
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APPENDIX E: INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL DATA AND OBSERVATIONS

Chattanooga State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: City: Midsize

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount: 10,770

Total FTE: 5382

Full-time instructional staff: 239

Parttime instructional staff: 330

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0810i Learning Support Writing:
(3 credit hours) Continued study and application to achieve writing skills needed
for college; studestwill write unified, coherent paragraphs and essays in
acceptable, standard form; will also produce a research essay.
Prereq(s): ACT English 137 or COMPASS Writing 366 placement Coreq(s):
ENGL 1010 [E]
1 READ 0810i Learning Support Reading

(Bcredtlbur s) This course is designed to
skills to college level. Emphasis will be placed on reasoning skills, analysis of
materials for bias and point of view, and increasing flexibility and efficiency in
reading rate.
Preregg): ACT Reading 148 or COMPASS Reading 682 Placement

Coreq(s): ENGL 1010 [E]



214

1 ENGL 0900i Integrated LS Writing and Reading:
(3 credit hours) This course is designe
writing skills to college level. Emphasislikbe placed on reasoning skills,
reading comprehension, the writing process, grammar review, and basic research
skills. Contact hours: 3.
Coreq(s): ENGL 1010 [F,S,Su] Note(s): Allow for the student to be below college
level in Reading, English and Math.
1 ENGL 10101 Composition 1
(3 credit hours) Research projects required. Focus on exposition and argument;
process and development using various rhetorical patterns. Prereq(s): Placement
per TBR specifications.
Concurrent: ENGL 0810 and/or READ 0810 [S] Note(s): Fulfills a General
Education requirement. 3Common Tennessee
Course.
ENGL 0900 seems to be a replacement for READ 0810 and is new in the 2019
2020 catalog; although, there were no ENGL 0900 sections offered in either fall 2019 or
spring 2020, there vgaone section in fall 2018. The move towards Integrated Reading
and Writing is one that CCBC adopted as well. The first Composition course has Reading
and Writing integrated. The modification to the catalog and thus to the curriculum of the
college demonsates that Chattanooga State is still working towards improving the
experience of students who tested as not college ready at first. Merging ENGL 0810 and
READ 0810 (6 total credits) into one class (3 credits) may save students both time and

~

money. Thena after ENGL 0900 description of A a
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coll ege | evel i n Reading, English and Math
designed to best support the student.

Clarification from Chattanooga State faculty providingfihé B R : FI ash
Corequisite Model 0 explains AENGL 0900 com
Writing and targets students withA&riting Accuplacer 23239 or ACT 1215 score (or
equivalent test scoredENGL 0900 is designed to smoothly align reading andngrit
assignments, serving students who score in aramde of Learning Support scores.
Students in this score range wil|l enr ol | [

not added.) This class is to be taken with ENGL 1010 (3 credits) to make a tbtal of

2

credit hours. The document also expl ains
Support Reading and Writirig2 t ot al credit hours)o as a c
for students who place into the upper range of Learning Support test scoreing Wri
Accuplacer 24249 scoreorACT18 7 (or equi valent test scor
[embedding] Learning Support reading and writing skills into one ENGL 1010 course
and serves students who are academically prepared to move at a more challengimg pace i
ENGL 1010. 0

With the prerequisites marked for ENGL 0810 and READ 0810 but not for ENGL
0900, it appears that the college may be moving away from having a floor score for
students, at least moving away from communicating it in the course descriptiams. | h
seen that when institutions do not publicize such scores, the institution allows more
flexibility for the entrance of people with low scores. Chattanooga State does not appear
to be doing this if the AFl ash tENALOUI Si t e

and READ 0810 are uniquely designe-@29f or st
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orACT211 score (or equivalent test score). o
State cites challenges faced in Corequisite Model agdido
1 Scheduhg, BANNER Support/Placement, Instructor Assignments, and
1T Expectations: RnThe Corerequisite model
our O6at riskd LS students before theyor
adjustments of design and curriculummg needed) . 0
Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters
1 ENG 0810 in the SP 2020 schedule had up to 27 seats per section and is not tied
to any individual 1010 section.
1 READ 0810 in the SP 2020 schedule had up to 25 seats per section.
1 ENGL 0900 had no courses in the SP 2020 schedule. Had one section in FA 2018
and 12/15 seats occupied.
1 ENGL 1010 in the SP 2020 schedule had up to 22 seats per section. These
sections are not listed as being tied with any ENGL 0810, READ 0810, or ENGL
0900 section.
The larger size of ENGL 0810 classes with up to 27 students per section is not
keeping with the smaller class size that create bonds through low instructor to student
ratio. The larger class size does not lend itself to an atmosphere wheretamstcan pay
close attention to behavioral issues or to life problems. If contextual learning takes place
in ENGL 0810, this is done on a studéntstudent basis since the ENGL 0810 students
will not all have the same, cohorted ENGL 1010 sections.
TheENGL 1010 sections do not appear to have a set mixture to assure an established

heterogeneous grouping. Students who register for any ENGL 0810 section can register
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for any ENGL 1010 section. This appears to be this way since the only corequisite for
READ 0810 is also ENGL 1010, and some students may need ENGL 0810, READ 0810,
and ENGL 1010. Combining these 9 credits together in a student schedule can create
more problems if the class times are not flexible for each individual student, and such
inflexibility by tying the sections together means that the model would not easily be
scalable. The new ENGL 0900 class implementation allows students needing ENGL
0810 and READ 0810 to have a 3 crdubur option, and this model becomes much more
scalable.

Chattanoog State mentioned three items within their Flash presentation that were

working with the Coreq model:

T ADesignated LS Classrooms strategical/l

3t

1 Freedom of course design and redesign
T AAdmi ni strative $memor t( chEngl iash Dagard
These items provide some insight into the Chattanooga State experienceith A
implementation, but these items also come from a document whose audience was TBR
administrators. The takeaway is that Chattanooga StdttharmBR were still looking at

ways (on a local level) to improve what was working.

TBR DATA

Table Chattl: Total Firdime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Chattanooge
State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 1715 1599 1967 1733 1742
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting | 29.04% | 28.58% | 30.96% | 28.85% | 25.37%
BW




Table Chatt2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Chattanooga State
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 304 312 479 479 328
Percentage of Attempt 43.99% | 50.65% | 66.43% | 66.53% | 64.06%
Total FTF Attempt 240 232 411 347 283
Percentage of FTF Attempl{ 48.19% 50.77% 67.49% 69.4% 64.03%

Noteworthy in Table Chatt2 is the difference from 2014 to 2015 in percent

passing. Even if considering 2013 percentage instead of 2014 because the percentage of

people who passed from those attempting the class went down by 8.18 points. The

increase to 2. of 15.78 points is 13.65 points greater than the average change of all

TBR schools between 2014 and 2015. This change shows-t2@ Anplementation

affected Chattanooga State more significantly than the rest of the state in general while

not positivelyaffecting Basic Writing students who were not filiste freshmen.

Table Chatt3: Basic Writing Firdti me Fr eshmeno6s &empl e
Writing in First and Second Semesters: Chattanooga State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15 semester: Total 0 12 306 283 224
1%'semester Percentag 0% 1.86% | 50.25% | 56.60% | 50.68%
2"d semester Total 130 104 18 9 16
24 semester Percentaq 26.10% | 24.47% 3.66% 0.84% 5.26%

Chattanooga Stateds per aerades gvensf ar e

slightly lower than average.

n
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Table Chatt4: Falto-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen vs. Attempting B\

Chattanooga State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 53.29% 44.59% 46.82% 49.62% 48.45%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW 37.55% 35.01% 37.93% 41.8% 35.29%

Chat t an oo g-to-falbretentios ratss for thosd attempting Basic Writing

was slightly lower than the TBR average in each year. The difference was typically

between under 10 percentggants except for 2013 when it was 15.74 and 2017 when it

was 13.16 percentage points.

Table Chatt5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Chattanooga

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 3.27% 4.82% 7.37% 8.71%
3-year Graduation Rate 7.23% 7.69% 18.10% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.14% 4.13% N/A N/A

Table Chatt6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per YeartifiesEreshmen Needing
Basic Writing: Chattanooga State

2013 2014 2015 2016

2-yearGraduation Rate 0.80% 0.66% 1.31% 1.4%

3-year Graduation Rate 3.01% 2.84% 6.40% N/A

4-year Graduation Rate 2.21% 3.28% N/A N/A

Cumulative (for given data) 6.02% 6.78% 7.71% 1.4%
Chattanooga Stateds graduation rates,

lower than the average TBR community college graduation rates. There are no
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statistically noteworthy increases for Basic Writing students, nor were there any

statistically notevorthy differences between Basic Writing students and alttfirss

freshmen when compared to TBR averages.

Cleveland State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: City: Small

Unduplicated 12nonth headcount: 3,883

Total FTE: 2,021

Full-time instrucional staff: 73

Parttime instructional staff: 134

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

The Cleveland State cat alPriorgoetrdlsenttinteey f ol | ©

collegelevel English coursestudents must first complete aagplicable learning support

writing and/or reading requirements indicated by placement testing assessment.

(See fromcataloy 6 The fiAcdhkiessi on Require

does not, however, include information about placement or continuation for transferable

English classes.

T ENGLO900i Wr i t er 6s Wor kshop

(3 credit hours) This course provides intensive instruction and practice in writing
coherent pragraphs and essays for specific audiences. The course includes the
process of drafting, revising, and editing as well as instruction in grammar,
mechanics, and usage. Three hours lecture per week. (Corequisite(s): ENGL

1010.)


http://catalog.clevelandstatecc.edu/content.php?catoid=14&navoid=854
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1 ENGL 10101 English Composion |

(3 credit hourspPVriting with emphasis on the expository and argumentative

essay. Three hours lecture per week.

With minimal course descriptions, which appear to be the case for most of the
Cleveland State catalog, not a great deal of insighbeayained from the course
description alone. The ENGL 0900 course does not appear to directly support the
curriculum designed for contextual learning. Without a statement of how 0900 directly
supports ENGL 1010, ENGL 0900 appears to be little more thiass @quired to be
taken at the same time as ENGL 1010 for students who have not been deemed College
English ready.

A Cleveland State English teacher reported that placement into ENGL 0900 was
based on ACT and AccuPlacer scores. While other schoolsligttench scores in the
course description, Cleveland State does not do this. Instead, the teacher confirmed that
they use the placement standards set by TBR. I, however, am not sure if there are ways of
getting around these standards, and no one hasgiylishared such workarounds, for |
have seen that this is the case for some states like Maryland where the standard
agreement between community colleges has no established repercussions when not
followed.
Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Sprif@@Semesters

Since ENGL 0900 in Spring 2020 semester only had 20 seats per section and no
section was linked to a corresponding ENGL 1010 section, the requirement for a cohorted
learning community does not exist within the structure. The Cleveland Saateet

confirmed that ENGL 101 has 25 seats and
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students in

size for 0900 is not small, but the ENGL 0900 sections are smaller than teat25 s

ENGL

nothing in place that limits a certain percentage of 0900 students in any 1010 section.
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classroom, hybrid, and online. ENGL 0900 Writer's Workshop (learning support) is a

scho

representat

separate course available in the classroom or online [format]. We encourage students to

be in

t he

c |

assroom but

of f

er

t he oton |

has oneon-one time with the ENGL 0900 students, the learning is not always

ne \Y

cont e xt ln@90D0, imstudtors usually assign group work at least once per week to

complete a lesson on the assigned topic. This could be classwork, group writirayor g

di scussi on.

TBR DATA

0

Table Clevel: Total Firdime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Cleveland S

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 744 749 820 787 662
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting| 22.58% | 29.77% | 29.63% | 32.40% | 29.59%
BW
Table Cleve2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Cleveland State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total 101 139 184 167 174
Percentage of Attempt 47.20% | 51.10% | 59.74% | 58.80% | 67.97%
Total FTF Attempt 82 109 158 153 144
Percentage of FTF Attemp{ 48.81% 48.88% 65.02% 60.0% 67.29%
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Firsttime freshmen who attempted Basic Writing at Cleveland State experienced

a significantly higher pass rate percentage after implementatiorl60AThe increase

from 2014 to 2015 of 16.14 percentage points is 13.81 percentage points higher than the

increase in TBR schools on average. While 2013 and 2014 were 16.28 and 13.97

percentage p

62.75%), the

oi nts

di fference

| ower

t han t

he

bet ween

TBR

Cl evel

schoo

and

0.06% and 5.52% fd2015 and 2016. In 2017 Cleveland State saw a higher rate than the

TBR average, 6.62 percentage points higher. This data point signifying a turnaround

should be explored further. It is possible that Cleveland State made a change in 2017 that

was not only gnificant but also was reflected over the next few years. It is also possible

that a Hope factor (where students were encouraged by a better hope for passing and

graduated) was built at Cleveland State.

Table Cleve3: Basic Writing FirSftimeFr e s hme n 6 s

A

Writing in First and Second Semesters: Cleveland State

Comlpvele t i ¢

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15t semester: Total 0 54 158 134 127
15'semester Percentag 0% 24.22% | 65.02% | 52.55% | 59.35%
2"d semester Total 56 43 1 8 9
2"dsemester Percentag 33.33% 19.28% 0.41% 3.14% 4.21%

Cleveland State did see higher than state averages in students who completed the

creditlevel Writing within the first year for 2014 and 2015. With the 20%4dmester

creditlevel completion above the standard deviation for institutional averages and the

2015 F'semester credievel completion above the institutional averages, Cleveland
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State appears to have implemented earlier than other TBR institutdhsédmuch

greater success early in implementation.

Table Cleve4: Falto-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen vs. Attempting BV

Cleveland State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 53.63% 49.67% 41.95% 52.73% 53.47%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW 47.02% 40.36% 37.04% 40.78% 40.19%

Table Cleve5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Cleveland St

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 11.96% 10.28% 15.37% 21.09%
3-year Graduation Rate 7.93% 8.14% 9.88% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.03% 4.67% N/A N/A

Table Cleve6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per YeastifiesEreshmen Needing
Basic Writing: Cleveland State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.79% 3.14% 7.00% 6.75%
3-year Graduation Rate 7.14% 5.83% 10.70% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 2.98% 5.23% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 11.90% 14.35% 17.7% 6.75%

What stands out ifable Cleve5 is the 2015 and 201§ear graduation rates for
those needing Basic Writing. This is not so significant when taking into account
Cl ev el an-geartaduatiendate in2reases for all students during that time. While
the increase is notewty, the curricular redesign of Basic Writing does not seem to be

the driving factor in the increase when taking all graduation rates into account. The 2016
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2-year graduation rate for all students and for those needing BW are both above the

standard devi#on for all institutions. The 2015¢ear and 3year rates, however, are

only outside standard deviation (1.12 and 0.62 respectively) for the cohort who needed

BW. The 2015 data around graduation rates for these students are significant.

Columbia State Canmunity College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: Town: Distant

Unduplicated 12nonth headcount: 7,703

Total FTE: 3,983

Full-time instructional staff: 106

Parttime instructional staff: 229

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0802 Learning Support Writing

(2 credit hours) This course allows students to complete writing competencies to
exit Learning Support Writing. Students are required to attend a two (2) hour class
that provides remediation to support projects and assignmentglisic1010.
Students will learn about the writing process: outlining, constructing arguments,
conducting research, and documenting sources. The course emphasizes the
process of revision as the main method of improving writing. Demonstration of
mastery olearning Support Writing Competencies 1 and 2 is required for
successful completion. Upon successful completion of English 0802, the student
receives two (2) institutional credits. Students enrolled in this course are also

required to ceenroll in ENGL 10D.
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Prerequisite(s): ACT English below 18 or equivalent

Corequisite(s): ENGL 1010

READ 08021 Learning Support Reading

(2 credit hours) This Reading-tequisite is linked with ENGL 1010 and focuses

on students mastering Tennessee Board of Regents appeadiy

competencies that address essential topics such as: vocabulary development, main
ideas, major and minor supporting details, inferential reading, critical/logical
reading, and strategic reading. Student
diagnosic reading assessments and ENGL 1010 reading assignments. This course
incorporates online exercises that supplement classroom instruction to support
reading projects and assignments in ENGL 1010. Upon completion of READ
0802, the student receives two {i3titutional credits.

Prerequisite(s): ACT Reading below 19 or equivalent

Corequisite(s): ENGL 1010

ENGL 10101 English Composition |

(3 credit hours) The ENGL 1010 course introduces students to writing and
evaluating argumentative essays; developing emess of rhetorical techniques

used in persuasive writing; and applying argumentative elements and research in
assigned papers. Students must take this course as a degree requirement.
(T[ransferable credit])

Prerequisite(s): satisfactory ACT or satisfagtplacement test scores or

completion of all Competencies in Learning Support Reading and Writing

Corequisite(s): READ 0802, ENGL 0802
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The course description for ENGL 0802 at Columbia State states that the course
Aprovides remedi atnidomstsa gsnuemdrst i ;r Ejnegd ti ss h
combination with stating that the course focuses revision being the main method of
improving writing, points to ENGL 0802 being designed for contextual learning to
provide direct support for ENGL 1010 assignment$GE 0802 and READ 0802
consider the TBR approved competencies in order to pass each class, so passing each
class is independent of passing ENGL 1010.

Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters

ENGL 0802 has 20 seats per section ambisspecifically linked section of
ENGL 1010. Due to the requirements to take ENGL 1010 as a corequisite for both READ
0802 and ENGL 0802, the cohorted community structure becomes more difficult to scale
with linked sections. There are no structurally lelsséhed cohorted learning communities,
and the class size is larger than the CCBC recommendation; however, the size of 20 seats
in ENGL 0802 is still smaller than the 25 seats in ENGL 1010 as is the case with
Cleveland State. The smaller class size allfawsnore individualized instruction in

ENGL 0802.

TBR DATA

Table Colum1: Total Firsime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Columbia
State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 986 998 1491 1504 1612
Percentage Attempting BV  22.11% 18.64% 24.88% 23.54% 24.69%




Interestingly here, the percent of students attempting Basic Writing at Columbia
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State is 4 to 13 percentage points lower than TBR averages fronr2@QT3The

percentage attempting is lower than the standard deviation for the first trgdoyedalls

within the standard deviation from 262817. This could be due to the requirements in

taking Basic Writing, the quality of the secondary schooling, something else entirely, or

some combination thereof.

Table Colum2: Completion of BW iRall Semester: Columbia State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 207 180 230 204 300
Percentage of Attempt 70.41% | 66.67% | 53.00% | 52.44% | 65.93%
Total FTF Attempt 157 130 192 186 257
Percentage of FTF Attemp{ 72.02% 69.89% 51.75% 52.54% 64.57%
Table Col um3: Basic Writi-ew WsitingidErstt s

and Second Semesters: Columbia State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15t semester: Total 0 22 178 211 248
15'semester Percentag 0% 11.83% | 47.98% | 59.60% | 62.31%
2" semester Total 81 71 7 9 10
2"dsemester Percentaq 37.16% | 38.17% | 1.89% 2.54% 2.51%

Creditlevel completion totals for 2015, 2016, and 2017 increase every year.

When taken into consideration with the decline in the percentage of total students passing
Basic Writing at the beginning of implementation, this does not indicate a bubble effect

in 2015 like data analysis shows for TBR institutions on average. This does, however,
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point towards consistent and constant improvement after implementation that should be

investigated further.

Table Colum4: Falto-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen vs. Attempting
BW: Columbia State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 54.26% 56.31% 49.90% 53.72% 51.61%
Freshmen

FTF Attempting BW | 47.71% 39.25% 34.23% 44.07% 41.46%

Fall-to-fall retention rates for all firsime freshmen and fdirst-time freshmen
attempting Basic Writing vary from TBR averagé&slfle 9. With negative differences
in 2015 followed by closer alignment to averages in 2016 and 2017, this could be some

sort of anomaly, but Columbia State may have had a retentiolepraip 2015.

Table Colum5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Columbia S

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 8.52% 10.72% 11.54% 15.03%
3-year Graduation Rate 10.75% 11.32% 10.06% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.36% 3.91% N/A N/A

Table Colum6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per YeartifiesEreshmen Needing
Basic Writing: Columbia State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.84% 1.61% 2.43% 3.39%
3-year Graduation Rate 6.42% 7.53% 6.47% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 2.29% 3.23% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 10.55% 12.37% 8.89% 3.39%
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Nothing statistically significant is found in these graduation rate differences in

comparison to TBR averages.

Dyersburg State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: Town: Distant

Unduplicated 12nonth headcount: 3,493

Total FTE: 1,661

Full-time indructional staff: 53

Parttime instructional staff: 77

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0810i Learning Support Writing

(3 credit hours) This course includes a comprehensive review of grammatr,
spelling, diction anghunctuation. Students will study the writing process for the
development of rhetorical paragraphs and essays. Thinking, reading and writing
will be emphasized.
Prerequisites: ACT English subscore below 18 OR a COMPASS writing score
below 77 OR successfubmpletion of DSPW 0700 OR a Classic Accuplacer
score between 291 OR a Next Generation Accuplacer score under 250.
Co-requisites: ENGL 1010
ENGL 0810 will not fulfill an English requirement for graduation.

1 READ 0810i Learning Support Reading
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(3 credit lours) This course will improve comprehension of textbooks and other
materials, teach critical thinking skills related to reading, increase vocabulary,
improve reading rate and foster enjoyment of reading. 3 hours lecture.
Prerequisites: ACT Reading subseainder 19 OR COMPASS Reading score

below 83 OR DSPR 0700 OR a Classic Accuplacer score betweh QR a

Next Generation Accuplacer score under 250.

READ 0810 will not fulfill any requirement for graduation.

1 ENGL 10101 English Composition

(3 credit hous) This course focuses on writing, revising, intensive reading for

meaning and ways of expressing meaning; writing with emphasis on paragraph

and essay organization, structure and style; attention to grammar and mechanics;
and the further use of criticdlinking skills in the application of rhetorical modes.

3 hours lecture.

Prerequisites: ENGL 0810, READ 081&NGL 0810 and READ 0810 may be

taken concurrently with permission.

READ 0810 does not have a corequisite of ENGL 1010, but ENGL 1010 has a
prerequsite of both ENGL 0810 and READ 0810 or concurrent enrollment in what is
needed of the two. This provides more flexibility in student scheduling and provides a
slightly more scalable approach. The course descriptions nor the syllabi support
contextual leming though it may occur in some individual sections. Syllabi reflect
Learning Competency mastery for ENGL 0810 and READ 0810. The syllabus for READ
0810 says there is a corequisite of ORN 10@ientation: Learning to Succeed,a 3

credit class; howevethis is not in the catalog description.
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Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters

When looking at the scheduling details, flexibility in student scheduling seems to
come into play but not dominate the structure of a Learning Sugyperof Basic
Writing integration. Class sizes are 20 seats per ENGL 0810 class, 24 per READ 0810,
and 2022 per ENGL 1010 class. The READ 08&i@labushas ORN 1010 listed as a
corequisite as noted abo\mjt the Spring 2020 schedule has COMM 2025
Fundamentals of Communication as the corequisite for READ 0810.

ENGL 0810 pyllabug has 20 students per section which is not as notable as the
fact that some stions in Spring 2020 are directly linked to ENGL 1010 sections at a
oneto-one rate instead of creating a heterogeneous grouping. This does, however, create
cohorted learning communities for students in those ENGL 0810 and ENGL 1010
sections

ENGL 1010 pyllabug has 2622 students in the SP 2020 schedule. Some classes
are linked only with ENGL 0810 classes while others are free flowing to all students.
This flexibility appears to give more ease in scalabdiiring implementation even
though it is an inconsistent student experience.

TBR DATA

Table Dyers1: Total Firdime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Dyersburg ¢

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 628 533 612 604 573
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting| 30.73% | 27.95% | 32.03% | 24.01% | 12.39%
BW



http://intweb.dscc.edu/node/5241
http://intweb.dscc.edu/node/5240
http://intweb.dscc.edu/node/5260
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The percentage attempting Basic Writing classes plummeted from 2015 to 2017.
In 2017, the percentage was less than half of the TBR institutional average (30.10%) for
first-time freshmen attempit Basic Writing and 3.34 percentage points below the
standard deviation. The TBR numbers hover around 29% per year, but the Dyersburg
State numbers dropped significantly from 2015 to 2017. As mentioned with Columbia
State, this could be due to the reqoiemnts in taking Basic Writing, the quality of
secondary schools, something else entirely, or some combination thereof. This theme
occurs slightly more in smaller schodls claim that is supported by the fact that from
20122017 the average of institutiahaverages for this number is slightly lower than the

average for all TBR students.

Table Dyers2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Dyersburg State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 167 117 136 127 69
Percentage of Attempt 67.89% | 61.90% | 60.99% | 78.40% | 78.41%
Total FTF Attempt 134 95 120 113 58
Percentage of FTF 69.43% | 63.76% | 61.22% | 77.93% | 81.69%
Attempt

DSCC percentages for the completion of Basic Writing in 2016 and 2017 also
grew significantly for all students attempting andffost-time freshmen attempting. Both
groups are above the standard deviation for each year. This could have been because of
the smaller, more manageable number of students or possibly because DSCC may have
changed its approach to ensure better sug¢ceaisthat this is an either/or situation, and

other factors may have contributed.
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Tabl e Dyers3: Basic Writ i-levgl W&ihgundFesh ang
Second Semesters: Dyersburg State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
1% semester: Total 0 15 40 80 57
15! semester Percentag 0% 10.07% | 20.41% | 55.17% | 80.28%
2"dsemester Total 69 54 44 20 1
2" semester Percentaq 35.75% | 36.24% | 22.45% | 13.79% 1.41%

Dyersburg saw increases iff demester completion percentages from 2015 to
2017 that are not reflected in TBR averages. 204$efinester percentages were 22.51
points below the standard deviation of statewide institutional averages (37.29 below
average). While 2016 was only 3.79 gdsibelow the statewide institutional average,
2017 was 8.03 points above the standard deviation (20.06 above average). More
information is needed in order to understand why the percentage of students needing
Basic Writing declined so precipitously and fiercentage of BW students passing
creditlevel Writing increased so rapidly after an abysmal start at th@0A

implementation date.

Table Dyers4: Falto-fall Retention Rates All Firsime Freshmen vs. Attempting
BW: Dyersburg State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 44.27% 46.53% 47.06% 49.17% 46.77%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW | 41.97% 49.30% 31.63% 44.83% 49.30%

The students who attempted Basic Writing in 2017 had higher retention rates than

regular students, another data point that begs more information of what was happening at
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DSCC for the 2017 academic year. This direction, however, is cooled when noticing the
2014 data, for Basic Writing student retention was also better than students not taking
Basic Writing before ALOO implementation. A possible conclusion is that the data set is

so small for DSCC that these variances may occur somewhat regularly.

Table Dyes5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Dyersburg St

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 5.10% 7.88% 10.95% 12.42%
3-year Graduation Rate 7.48% 7.13% 10.95% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.14% 4.5% N/A N/A

TableDyers6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Yeartihrst-reshmen Needing

Basic Writing: Dyersburg State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.04% 4.70% 1.53% 5.52%
3-year Graduation Rate 7.25% 6.71% 7.65% N/A
4-yearGraduation Rate 5.18% 3.36% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 13.47% 14.77% 9.18% 5.52%

Although the firsttime Freshman-gear rate for 2014 is 0.57 higher angiear
graduation rate for 2013 is 1.04 higher than state institutional averages, the differences in
DSCC graduation rates and TBR average rates are not statistically significant when
considering the smaller number of students and variations that occur with other DSCC
data. So many variations seem to point to the small number of students changing the data

or the positive, albeit irregular, affect that DSCC had on Basic Writing students
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Jackson State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: City: Small

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount: 6, 263

Total FTE: 2,953

Full-time instructional staff: 94

Parttime instructional staff: 156

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0010i Lab for ENGL 1010
(3 credit hours) Caequisite English lab for students with English ACT scores 15
17 enrolling in ENGL 1010. Completion will satisfy the Tennessee Board of
Regents learning support writing competencies. This course does not meet
Englishrequirements for graduation or elective credits for graduation.
PreReq: Placement by testing
Co-Req: ENGL 1010
1 ENGL 08991 Writing Preparation

(3 credit hours) ENGL 0899 is a threeedit course allowing students who do not
need a collegéevel ENGL couse to complete learning support requirements or
for students who score a 14 and below on the ACT while enrolling in thegco
ENGL 1010 class. Completion will satisfy the Tennessee Board of Regents
learning support writing competencies. This course doemeet English
requirements for graduation or elective credits for graduation.

PreReq: Placement by testing
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Co-Req: None
1 ENGL 10101 English Composition |

(3Credit hours) A course designed to emphasize the development of writing skills

applied to diffeent purposes with emphasis on logic, organization, levels of

usage, information gathering, and audience awareness. Familiarity with basic

essay form and outlining techniques is assumed.

PreReq: ACT ENGL 18 (ACT ENGL 15 and ACT READ 15 if taken with LS

co-requisite lab)

Co-Req: None

Jackson Stateds curriculum accounts for
deemed deficient, but the student is in a program that does not require ENGL 1010.
ENGL 0899 also allows for students who are on the lowest lef/&sglish skills to take
ENG 1010 in the same semester. The description of the ENGL 0899 course alludes to the
competencies that drove the TBR remedial ENGL system before implementation of A
100. The ENGL 0010 course description presents a course esdhbstiirectly support
the ENGL 1010 class. ENGL 0899 does not seem to be set up that way since some ENGL
0899 students are not in ENGL 1010 and do not plan to take ENGL 1010. ENGL 1010
has the prerequisite AACT ENGL 1&wthACT ENG
LScorequi site | ab)o which does not account f
ENGL 0899 has the corequisite and prerequisite information built into the course

description.
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Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters

Corequisite classes are not designed for cohorted students. Savannah campus in
Spring 2020 exemplifies this where two different instructors split ENGL 1010 and ENGL
0010 at two different blockof time on two different offsetting schedules with only five
students in ENGL 1010 and six in ENGL 0010.

Most sections of ENGL 1010 have 23 seats total: 12 seats for students not needing
a corequisite class, 7 seats for students needing ENGL 0010saats4or students
needing ENGL 0899. Some sections of 1010 do not have this balance for one reason or
anotheri most likely due to ease of scalability. Section 09/809/909 of ENGL 1010 had 8
students not needing a corequisite class, 7 students from EQBLs@ctions, and 9
students from ENGL 0899 sections. While there are mainly heterogenous mixtures of
students, some sections will allow overrides so that more students of one type may enter
the class. This can disrupt the ratio of students, but the iskdlatio of 12:7:4 is built
into the system.

ENGL 1010 is set to have 23 students per section with the 12:7:4 ratio as
mentioned above. ENGL 0899 and ENGL 0010 do not have set student cohorts with their
limit of 20 students per section. Students maystegfor whatever ENGL 1010 section
they choose, making this approach more scalable, of which JISCC seems to be mindful.

TBR DATA

Table Jackl: Total Firdime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Jackson Stat
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total First-time 874 933 1094 1066 1028
Freshmen
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Table Jackl: Total Firdime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Jackson Stat

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Percentage Attempting | 37.19% | 30.12% | 39.12% | 36.96% | 38.33%
BW
Table Jack2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Jackson State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total 233 242 264 284 304
Percentage of Attempt 59.74% | 69.14% | 55.00% | 58.92% | 59.38%
Total FTF Attempt 199 193 232 228 238
Percentage of FTF Attemp{ 61.23% 68.68% 54.21% 57.87% 60.41%
Tabl e Jack3: Basi c Writ i-4egl\Wsitngid Eiret rel 6

Second Semesterdackson State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15t semester: Total 0 11 208 109 153
15'semester Percentag 0% 3.91% 48.60% | 27.66% | 38.83%
2" semester Total 94 79 28 59 37
2"dsemester Percentad 28.92% 28.11% 6.54% 14.97% 9.39%

The 2015 bump in first semester completion of the cted#l Writing creates

curiosity. While all of first semester completion percentages are lower than the average

for TBR institutions, only the 2016 and 2017 percentages are lower than standard

deviaton (by 19.20 and 9.35 respectively). The second semester percentages fall within
standard deviation except for 2016 and 2017, where pass levels are higher than standard

deviation (8.94 and 5.52 respectively). With completion rates for Basic Writing classes

on par with the rest of TBR, rates for second semester completion ofleredicourses

being higher after A00 implementation, and rates for first semester completion of

creditlevel course being significantly lower than TBR averages, data inditates t



possibility of a culture similar to one where Basic Writing students are caught in a longer
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pipeline that increases attrition before becoming eligible for the deadit class. This,

however, is not necessarily supported by thetéafhll retentionrate differences or the

graduation rates, whose variance is not outside the standard deviation.

Table Jack4: Fatio-fall Retention Rates All Firsime Freshmen vs. Attempting BW:

Jackson State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 45.88% 48.12% 51.74% 50.56% 51.36%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW | 34.77% 43.06% 38.08% 41.88% 41.12%

Table Jack5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Jackson State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 6.75% 9.54% 13.89% 12.57%
3-year Graduation Rate 6.86% 7.50% 9.23% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 5.26% 4.18% N/A N/A

Table Jack6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Yeatifiestreshmen Needing
Basic Writing: Jackson State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-yearGraduation Rate 3.38% 3.20% 3.50% 2.28%
3-year Graduation Rate 2.77% 4.27% 7.24% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 3.08% 3.56% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 9.23% 11.03% 10.75% 2.28%

Jackson State has had historically higye2r graduation ratéder BW students.
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Motlow State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: Rural: Fringe

Unduplicated 12nonth headcount: 8,014

Total FTE: 4,340

Full-time instructional staff: 96

Parttime instructional staff: 248

20192020 College Catalog Course Descripis

1 ENGL 0810 Learning Support Writing

(3 credit hours) This course emphasizes the development and use of writing skills
within the context of collegiatevel courses and employs computerized- self
paced study plans. Upon completion, students will destnate adequate
competency in writing expository essays.

0 Students enrolled in ENGL 0810 must also be enrolled in an ENGL 1010
course during the same semester and having the same starting and ending
dates as the 0810 course. Any degree seeking studenéemnch
Learning Support course must also enroll in MSCC 1300 during his or her
first semester.

o Students who do not complete MSCC 1300 successfully in the first
semester and still have unsatisfied Learning Support requirements must
retake MSCC 1300 whilenrolled in Learning Support courses.

1 ENGL 10101 English Composition
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(3 credit hours) This course focuses on essay writing using a variety of expository
patterns and emphasizes critical reading and discussion of selected essays, logical
thinking, and anntroduction to incorporation and documentation of material from
primary sources.

Selected sections of ENGL 1010 and ENGL 1020 Composition | and Il are taught
using word processing. Students shoul d
Classes for the designaiti of these sections. Word processing and keyboarding
experience are not required for enrollment in these designated sections but are
assets.

Prerequisite: Exemption from ENGL 0810 or concurrent enrollment in ENGL

0810

MSCC 1300 First Year Experience

(3 credit hours) This course is designed to empower students to reach their
educational and career goals. Students will become familiar with college
resources, policies, and procedures while also improving their time management,
study, research, and techngjoskills. Collaborative learning opportunities are
designed to improve critical thinking, problem solving, and reading

comprehension abilities.

Corequisite: This course is also mandatory in the first semester of enrollment for
any student required to coiepe ENGL 0810, MATH 0101, MATH 0530,

MATH 0630, MATH 0810, or READ 0810.
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Students who do not complete this course successfully in the first semester and

still have unsatisfied Learning Support requirements must retake the course while

enrolled in Learningupport courses.

*Students who have earned 24 college credit hours and have a college GPA of 2.0

or higher prior to enrollment in MSCC 1300 are exempt from this course

requirement.

Mot |l ow Stateds most not i stecubkeliseghef eat ur e
requirement of the-8redit hour MSCC1300, First Year Experience course. The course
description for ENGL 0810 says fA[t]his cou
writing skills within the context of collegiate e v e | couinctlugamof st ating
contextual l earning. The | i ne -pacdstudynues,
pl ans o whi c-bontextualized, sxdividealizeddearning through set,
computerized modules. The computerized modules ended in Spring 2020.

Schedulig Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 2038mesters

With 24 seats per section of ENGL 0810 and ENGL 1010, MSCC does not have
small sections of Basic Writing. Although sections for both classes have 24 seats each,
these sections are not linked in ordefdrm cohorted learning communities. This is not
the case with asynchronous online classes where 0810 and 1010 sections are linked, as
explained below. ENGL 0810 students can take whatever ENGL 1010 section best fits
their schedule and demands. AsonelMotw r epr esentative pointed
ENGL 1010 classes last semester had 4 learning support students, and one of my
coll eagueds classes had many more. o0 ENGL O

although that does not always work outasthesames t r uct or obser ved:
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0810 courses, there is supposed to be an embedded tutor. Unfortunately, sometimes that
does not happen because when the adjunct list runs out, there just simply isn't enough
full-time interest to fill the remainingskt. 6 Fr om serving as an emkt
different 0810 sections at MSCC, | found that the tutor usually does the same work as the
teacher except for grading responsibilities. Asynchronous online classes are different in

that the ENGL 0810 feed dutly into the ENGL 1010 online sections with all students

being cohorted in the total 6 credit hours. Instructors for both 1010 and 0810 are given

some autonomy as the one representative re
discussions as well as peewriewing can occur in both classes. However, these strategies

vary depending on instructor. For instance, some instructors do not encouragetstudent
student contact or engagement at all in LS
examples of whiashe did in the classroom because that is all she felt comfortable giving.

| served as a tutor to three different instructors and as an instructor to two different

classes, one asynchronous online and one Zoom based in the Fall 2020 semester.

TBR DATA

Table Motl1: Total Firstime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Motlow State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 1145 1107 1941 1802 1822
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting| 22.88% | 21.59% | 23.75% | 26.69% | 32.99%
BW

MSCC had statistically lower percentages attempting Basic Writing classes than

TBR averages except for 2017, but only 2013 data was outside the standard diviation
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by 0.06. This statistic rises curiosity, but like other schools regarding percentage of

students completing Basic Writing, there are a variety of possibilities for the deviance

from the state average.

Table Motl2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Motlow State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 191 204 348 378 378
Percentage of Attempt 58.77% | 72.08% | 69.88% | 69.61% | 57.36%
Total FTF Attempt 163 171 323 330 343
Percentage of FTF 62.21% | 71.55% | 70.07% | 68.61% | 57.07%
Attempt

MSCC completion rates for BW are more volatile than other TBR institutions

with the highest completion rates in 262@16. While only the percentage for total

completers in 2014 was outside standard deviation by being slightly (2.46) higher, 2013

and 2017ercentages were low and 262@16 percentages were high in comparison to

other TBR institutions.

Tabl e Mot 3: Basi c Writ i #degelV&iting oh Eirsttarsdd
Second Semesters: Motlow State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15t semester: Total 10 52 342 323 409
15'semester Percentag 3.82% 21.76% | 74.19% | 67.15% | 68.05%
2"d semester Total 83 71 9 5 11
2"dsemester Percentag 31.68% 29.71% 1.95% 1.04% 1.83%
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MS C C 6 s -leweal eordpletion rates were significantly highiean TBR
averages for the fivgear span. First semester completion percentages for 2014 and 2015
were each above the standard deviation for the average from all institutions (0.38 and
2.71 respectively). These positive differences are significant argtrefimething that

appears to be working at MSCC during just before and aftHdAimplementation.

Table Motl4: FaHlto-fall Retention Rates All Firsime Freshmen vs. Attempting BW
Motlow State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

All First-time 53.89% 55.47% 57.50% 57.82% 52.09%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW 45.04% 45.19% 48.16% 44.91% 38.94%

While the faltto-fall retention rates for students completing Basic Writing are
higher for MSCC than the TBR averages from 2013 to 2015, there is a turn to dip below
institutional averages for the TBR in 2016 and 2017. Only 2014 is above standard
deviatin (by 0.66). The retention rates for all fitshe freshmen at MSCC are also
higher than TBR averages, with 202@16 above the standard deviation. This carries
through to graduation rates, where almost all rates are significantly higher than the TBR
avemges for all firstime freshmen and those needing Basic Writing. For both groups all
2-year graduation rates and the 201yeadr and 4year rates were above the respective
standards deviations. The only variance was the 28&&aBgraduation rate for the
needing Basic Writing were above the standard deviation when the same point for those

not needing BW was within the standard deviation.
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Table Motl5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Motlow State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 15.81% 16.62% 19.89% 22.42%
3-year Graduation Rate 9.78% 12.29% 11.85% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.10% 5.60% N/A N/A

Table Motl6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Yeartimst-reshmen Needing

Basic Writing:Motlow State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 2.67% 4.60% 6.51% 6.86%
3-year Graduation Rate 8.40% 12.13% 9.11% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.20% 5.86% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 15.27% 22.59% 15.62% 6.86%

While | did teachComposition classes for MSCC in the 282TR1 school year,

my focus was on the online (asynchronous and synchronous) adaptability of the classes.

Nashville State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: City: Large

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount: 1197

Total FTE: 5,234

Full-time instructional staff: 147

Parttime instructional staff: 296

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0810i Learning Support English |
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Focuses on the writing process with concentration on drafting effective
introdudions, conclusions, body paragraphs, theses, and supporting details as well
as effective use of language, grammar, and mechanics.

Prerequisite(s): Level 1 placement in English.

Note: Enrollment available only to students enrolled in a technical certificate
program that requires learning support competency in English but does not
require ENGL 1010.

ENGL 0815/ Writing Support

(3 credit hours) This course accompanies ENGL X®Efglish Composition |

and helps students to improve English and writing skiligHis and other
collegelevel classes. Successful completion of this course and ENGL 1010
prepares students for the writing they will do in subsequent college courses. This
course cannot be taken by itself and must be completed with-@oond section

of ENGL 1010.

Prerequisite(s): Level 1 placement in English.

Co-requisite(s): ENGL 1010.

ENGL 1010i English Composition |

(3 credit hours) A study of style, syntax, and basic organizational patterns. Topics
include various rhetorical patterns, audienmepose, diverse perspectives,

writing, revising, and editing. Documented research paper required.
Prerequisite(s): Level 2 placement in English or Level 1 placement in English
with concurrent enrollment in ENGL 0815; Reading: Level 2 placement in

Readingor concurrent enrollment in READ 0815.
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Like Jackson State, Nashville State also has a class, ENGL 0810 at NSCC, that
allows for students who need ENGL competency without needing the ENGL 1010 credits
to complete the competency for technicattificate programs. This is more in theory
than practice when digging deeper into past schedules. According to past schedules, only
twice since fall 2016 has ENGL 0810 been offered: spring 2018 and fall 2018. Each of
those classes only had one studethatnd of the semester.

The syllabus for ENGL 0810 and the syllabus for ENGL 0815 as found on the
NSCC website are the same. A line early in the heading of the syllabus says
AENGLO815/ 0810 Writing Learni sglab&Shgsport .
different information than the 2042020 catalog:

Course Description:Focus on the writing process with concentration on drafting

effective introductions, conclusions, body paragsapheses, and supporting

details as well as effective use of language, grammar, and mechanics.

Prerequisite(s):Level 1 placement in English (Accuplacer score of 249 or below,

ACT English score of 17 or below, COMPASS Writing Skills score of 76 or

below,or SAT Critical Reading of 440 or below).

ENGL 0815accompanies ENGL 10HEnglish Composition 1 and helps

students to improve English and writing skills for this and other colkgs

classes. Successful completion of this course and ENGL 1010 ¢segpadents

for the writing they will do in subsequent college courses. This course cannot be

taken by itself and must be completed with argosund section of ENGL 1010.

Co-requisite(s): ENGL 1010.


http://ww2.nscc.edu/catalog/desc/syllabi/engl/ENGL0815.pdf
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ENGL 0810enroliment is available only to students dieein a technical
certificate program that requires learning support competency in English but does
not require ENGL 1010
With the 2016 Master Cour&yllabusalso being a documenombining the two classes,
the course descriptions read a little differently:
ENGL 0815: This course accompanies ENGL 101Gomposition | and helps
students to improve English and writing skills for this and other colkegs
classes. Successful corapbn of this course and ENGL 1010 prepares students
for the writing they will do in subsequent college courses. This course cannot be
taken by itself and must be completed with argoound section of ENGL 1010.
Prerequisite: Level 1 placement in Engl{gtCT English score of 17 or below,
COMPASS Writing Skills score of 76 or below, or SAT Critical Reading of 440
or below).
ENGL 0810: Focuses on the writing process with concentration on drafting
effective introductions, conclusions, body paragraphs, shes& supporting
details, as well as effective use of language, grammar, and mechanics.
Prerequisite: Level 1 placement in English.
While both course descriptions show variation from 2016 to 2019 (and the fact that the
20192020 catalog reflects the 20t6urse descriptions more closely), the change that
takes place by the 2019 syllabus reflects contextual learning occurring. The 2019 syllabus
also has the section entitled ACourse Asse
| earni ng ap p roolalkida reqiir€dowagkly writing iab and worth 25% of

the final grade. During Composition Lab, students write, applying ENGL 0815 lessons to


http://ww2.nscc.edu/catalog/desc/syllabi/engl/ENGL0810.pdf

251

ENGL 1010 drafts and getting additional feedback. Students are expected to bring
materials (notes, drafts, reads) from ENGL 1010 to work on. Other course
assessments are at instructorso discretion
from the syllabus, the course descriptions, and the past schedules. Curiously on the
schedule for ENGL 0810 and ENGL 0813ishe mar ki ng of fiLearning
Typeo under fAAttributes. o
Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters

Scheduling details for ENGL 0815 and ENGL 1010 do not point to smaller class
size since each section had 23 seats. ENGL&L5 sections were also not tied together
with a specific ENGL 1010 section, allowing the students to register for whatever
sections worked best for their schedule. While this setup does allow for easier scalability,
the unspecified heterogeneous groupiray mot facilitate an even distribution of student
strengths.

An instructor from Nashville State offered further clarification about what occurs
in the support c | a-kosrclas Wthinstructiog (winogpmaesst | S
grammar,andreseac h) on one day and O6Composition |
students apply Writing Support lessons directly to their 1010 papers. Most of our support
classes are taught in computer labs. Instructors work with studentsrame and in
smallgroupslur i ng | ab days. 06 This information un
from ENGL 0810. In another statement, the instructor also mentioned that 60% of NSCC
students place into Learning Support. When offered to clarify since TBR numbers did not
show that, she said she would have to look further into this and that the TBR numbers

seems low, but she was not sure what accounted for the discrepancy. The discrepancy
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could have been that she was citing the number of students who needed Learning Support
from English, Math, or Reading. While there may be a discrepancy in the numbers, her
statement shows a disagreement in perception between how a faculty member who
teaches these students feels and the numbers in general. The same instructor also
provided detailgbout the contextuality surrounding the ENGL 0815/0810 redesign in

fall 2018:
In Fall 2018, we revised the course again so that it linked to ENGL 1010
more intentionally. ENGL 0815 now includes a lab component and is
organized around five modules thatghetaffold ENGL 1010
assignments: Habits of Mind, Outlining, Writing about Sources,
Integrating Sources, Reflection.
The revised course works better because the lab allows ENGL 0815
instructors to teach writing process strategies and grammar in the context
of st ud eevebwiiting. dhie lakeats@ means instructors can
individualize learning for a wide range of skills and focus on how to
transfer skills.

The sense of pride about their redesigned method on contextual learning and transferable

skills comes through in her quotation.

My personal experience with NSCC also supports that they were willing to adapt
and i mprove Basic Writing classes. | n my
students to pass a Basic Writing class fairly easilyreefe100; however, not everyone
passed. | taught developmental classes at NSCC in Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 when they
were called Developmental Studies Writing classes and divided into DSPW 0700 and
DSPW 0800, both-8redit hour courses. Although the coetpdn rates for those who

passed these classes in the Fall semesters of 2013 and 2014 are higher than TBR averages

(with 2014 over the standard deviation), there were students who were caught in the
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carousal of Basic Writing. One student whom | had, brdglyeging the first class session

that this was his third attempt at DSPW 08

first assignment, an iolass writing on some prompt vague enough to produce some
thought while not being specific enough to pigdmte the students, | quickly saw that
the student had some significant learning disabilities that were not diagnosed earlier in

high school. That student had a scholarship from a local law enforcement group so that he

could become a police officer. Because ty&tem was set up like it was, with the time

constraints the student was given, he was not able to figure out a plan to become

successful. The system had stretched out his plan for success and not helped him

diagnose the problems he faced so that he cdillldegyotiate a path to his success.

TBR DATA

Table Nashl: Total Firdime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Nashville Ste
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 1600 1644 2455 2100 1540
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting | 39.25% | 41.24% | 35.32% | 35.62% | 44.94%
BW
Table Nash2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Nashville State
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 645 689 652 584 551
Percentage of Attempt 71.43% | 72.68% | 62.10% | 61.73% | 62.47%
Total FTF Attempt 471 494 537 455 412
Percentage of FTF 75.00% | 72.86% | 61.94% | 60.83% | 59.54%
Attempt
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My previous story illustrates how completion of Basic Writing may not be as
good of an indicator of student success as other data points can be like graduation rates.
Table Nash2 shows that a higher percentage of students (by about 10%) passed BW in
the two fall semesters prior to implementation than in 2015, 2016, and 2017. Table
Nash3, below, shows that completion of the crliel Writing in the first year

increased from between 26.112%8.07% in 2013 and 2014 to%64% in 20152017.

Table Nash3: Basi&/r i t i ng
Second Semesters: Nashville State

St udent s deveCWritmg In Eitstiarmdn

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15'semester: Total 1 0 459 356 358
15'semester Percentag 0.16% 0% 55.94% | 47.59% | 51.73%
2"d semester Total 169 177 43 39 29
2"d semester Percentad 26.91% 26.11% 4.96% 5.2% 4.19%

The creditlevel course completion rates in the first and second semester do not
vary significantly from TBR institutional averages. With the lack of variatioFaible
Nash3 in combination witthe variation of completion of a Basic Writing class for 2013
and 2014, NSCC appears to not have been helping students achieve a goal of completing

ENGL 1010 in the first year.

Table Nash4: Fallo-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen v#ttempting BW:
Nashville State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 44.63% 47.75% 36.37% 40.19% 45.19%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW | 41.56% 43.07% 35.29% 39.97% 38.44%
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All fall -to-fall retention rates declined for NSCC (in comparison to TBR averages,

seeTable 9 at the time of ALOO implementation. This may or may not have anything to

do with the A100 implementation.

Table Nash5: Graduation Rates (Associégree) per Freshman Year: Nashville State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 5.62% 8.64% 8.80% 7.81%
3-year Graduation Rate 5.56% 5.60% 4.60% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 2.25% 1.95% N/A N/A

Table Nash6: Graduation Raf@ssociate Degree) per Year, Fitshe Freshmen Needing
Basic Writing: Nashville State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.75% 3.98% 3.11% 2.67%
3-year Graduation Rate 4.78% 3.39% 4.38% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 1.75% 2.36% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 8.28% 9.73% 7.49% 2.67%

Although a lower percentage of fisine freshmen graduated from NSCC than
the TBR institutions®é aver age -ffeargraduaioe year
rates for students needing Ba¥ititing were slightly higher than the TBR average. All
graduation rates for NSCC were lower than the TBR average except for these two data
points and only for the twgear graduation rates for students needing Learning Support.
This increase in twyear gaduation rates for these students at this time may be directly
influenced by motivation surrounding implementation e1@0. This increase may speak

curricular and pedagogical support for the success of those students.
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NSCCb6s change i n EBS8ilGindicatédshhrgaadesiretB NGL 0
continue to improve by refining Basic Writing at the college. The insights gained from
one representative is telling in how the faculty and administration negdtiatagibe |
use this term too loosely heren how to conbrm to A-100. The faculty member said
AwWe wanted to follow the cohort model from
TBR used for this initiative. Our administration told us that we would not be able to
cohort classes because the structure was too earoplabor intensive for Banner, and
because that | imited scheduling would not
schools like CCBC struggled to win over administration with smaller class sizes, faculty
at other schools like NSCC had to overeolaborintensive IT issues, limiting
schedules/scalability, and the complexity of having full college support.

The frustration and continued drive to leverage best practices through successful
implementation that includes administrative bayomes throgh when optimistically

framing current practices for success as the faculty member reported:

Overall, we have seen an increase in ENGL 1010 success rates (and

ENGL 1020) since implementing the-oeq. However, there are still

challenges. Since we cannohoat classes, some of our Writing Support

classes have students that represent up to ten different ENGL 1010

instructors. This means that faculty have to be flexible with the work

students do during lab time, based on their different assignments or

deadlires. The much broader range of skills is harder to address in both

ENGL 1010 and 0815, and we | ose many
academic behaviors and academic mindsets are a challenge to address in a
single semester [in the current setup].

NSCC faulty seem to capture the frustration of negotiating what is best for the students

within the terms set forward by the college administration. The faculty driven change
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from A-100 implementation until Fall 2018 seems akin to moving a boulder sioavly

tak without the administrative urgency put forward during initially conforming4b0a.

Northeast State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: Rural: Fringe

Unduplicated 12nonth headcount: 7,407

Total FTE: 4,066

Full-time instructional staff: 124

Pat-time instructional staff: 199

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0870 Basic and Developmental Writing (Learning Support)
(3 credit hours) Basic and Developmental Writing emphasizes the writing
process, from grammar and dictie@ntence control, the paragraph, the essay, the
process of researched essays, topic choice and idea development, to the modes of
written discourse. Coverage includes instruction in the fundamental principles of
writing the essay, researching a topic, editand revision of the essay, and the
use of computers as a tool in writing.
1 ENGL 10101 English Composition |

(3 credit hours) English Composition | introduces expository writing with
particular emphasis on critical thinking and argumentation. Successfidnts
master the entire writing process, including research techniques for the production

of a formally documented paper.
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Prerequisites: ACT English stgzore of 18 or higher and ACT Reading-saore
of 19 or higher, or appropriate college assessnw@mesor concurrent €o
requisite enroliment in ENGL 0870 and/or READ 0870 if required.
1 READ 0870i Basic and Developmental Reading (Learning Support)
(3 credit hours) Basic and Developmental Reading promotes the development of
reading comprehension, vocddny and speed through discussions, active reading
and critical thinking exercises. The course emphasizes improving overall reading
ability through applying basic skills to colle¢gvel material.
Course descriptions for ENGL 0870 and ENGL 1010 do notagwauch insight
as the scheduling details. The course title for ENGL 870 is interesting in that
ADevel opmental 6 i s part of the title but
put into parenthesis after the title. The course descriptions do inbt@aoontextualized
learning, but that may not necessarily be the case after looking at the class schedules.
Feedback from a Northeast State faculty member regarding use of technology in ENGL

0870 further supports the absence of contextualized leattiag. st at ed A[ i ] n

=1}

€

support, students use Aplia exercisestobugh on gr ammar . 0 Hi s cont

another direction though: AnFor Fal | 2019,

electronic tools except for writing and internet access. Werarkdf teaching the

technol ogy i nstead o fl100unmpiemhentatign, NorthEastibrate y e ar s

continues to develop its curriculum and pedagogy.
Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters
Northeast State ties the ENGL 085&xtion directly to the ENGL 1010 section

which establishes cohorts in a scalable way. By also attempting to use the same room and
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instructor for both classes, these cohorts more likely engage in contextual learning from

the ENGL 1010 assignments. Thetgats are typically 225 students, and the direct

tying together of sections does not allow for heterogeneous grouping. This is confirmed

by both their scheduling as well as an English faculty member from Northeast State. The
faculty member clarifiedandr ovi ded a bit more in a surve)
support course (ENGL 0870) with a specific ENGL 1010 course. Learning support

students are in both courses together. Both courses are 3 credit and class hours. The

ENGL 1010 courses might be taughtdmjuncts or fultimers; ENGL 0870 courses are
taught by adjuncts. These are separate cl a
setup like this, an outsider may deduct that ENGL 0870 classes do not carry the prestige

as ENGL 1010 for either theustent or the faculty, but when asked to clarify further the

faculty member said that this was a strictly pragmatic approach with a finite supply of
adjuncts. SACSCOC, the accreditation agenc
degree in the subject or §Baduate credit hours to be assigned to a transferrable, college
creditlevel course. To teach a Basic Writing (rioansferable) course, the adjunct only
needs to have a -tnemnstractors and adjuntts gith maderel F u | |
credentialsare first put into the ENGL 1010 and other transferable, college -besdit

course. The notransferrable, nowgollege creddevel courses are then staffed by the
adjuncts with only a bachel orbés degree. Fo
mor e) , I include the end of the personds s
might hire someone fulime who is focused on 0870, they would probably be placed

into college | evel courses. This ingndt a c

and | would do the same thing. o0
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Contextual learning clearly takes place at Northeast State. When asked about the
curriculum for ENGL 0870, clarification was given by the surveyed Northeast English

faculty member:

The 0870 course focuses on grammar,esesd structure, paragraph
development, and other needs that the instructors see during the semester
(the 0870 course is linked to just the one 1010 course with the same
students in both courses). For example, while my 1010 course is working
on a Career Eay, the 0870 course is working on a resume, cover letter,
and other careaelated shorter writings. The 0870 instructor is also
responsible for reviewing the essay drafts the students are working on in
the ENGL 1010 course; the 1010 instructor is not egpg to accept a

final version of an essay that has not been reviewed by the 0870 instructor.

This example of contextual learning, however, was prefaced with the focus on grammar,

sentence structure, paragraph dednstadtoossp ment ,

see duri h e

ng t semester. o Framing the curr

school may gradually evolve to contextual learning from the older drills in grammar and
sentence structure.

TBR DATA

Table NorthEl: Total Firsime Freshren and Percent Attempting BW: Northeast
State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 1024 1274 1505 1516 1575
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting| 22.85% | 25.35% | 24.92% | 23.75% | 29.90%
BW
Table NorthE2: Completion of BW in Fall Semestéartheast State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 215 205 250 296 330
Percentage of Attempt 64.18% | 52.30% | 56.82% | 69.98% | 60.00%
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total FTF Attempt 153 178 213 256 285
Percentage of FTF 65.38% | 55.11% | 56.80% | 71.11% | 60.51%
Attempt
Table NorthE3Basi ¢ Writing St ud elaveldVvatingdroRng |

and Second Semesters: Northeast State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15t semester: Total 0 0 222 253 296
1% semester Percentag 0% 0% 59.20% | 70.28% | 62.85%
2"d semester Total 81 103 9 5 9
2"dsemester Percentad 34.62% 31.89% 2.40% 1.39% 1.91%

While the data were not unlike TBR averages for the most part, the sudden

increase in first semester completion of the crlediel course helps frame one success of
A-100 implementation. NortheaState students completed creditel English faster and

at a higher rate than beforel®0, when no one deemed unready for credit ENGL passed
a credit ENGL class in the first semester. With the total pass rate within the first year for
first-time freshma needing Basic Writing 31.89% in 2014 and jumping to above 60% for

each of the following years, students had a clear path to attaining credit-4fdéx. A

Table NorthE4: Falto-fall Retention Rates All Firsime Freshmen vs. Attempting
BW: Northeast State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 56.64% 53.14% 56.88% 60.22% 54.73%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW 47.86% 46.44% 44.27% 54.17% 42.25%
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2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 7.23% 10.13% 13.55% 13.72%
3-year Graduation Rate 12.70% 12.17% 14.62% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 6.54% 5.49% N/A N/A

Table NorthE6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per YeartiffiesEreshmeiNeeding

Basic Writing: Northeast State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.28% 1.55% 1.87% 3.33%
3-year Graduation Rate 6.84% 8.05% 9.60% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 3.85% 4.64% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 11.97% 14.24% 11.47% 3.33%

Pellissippi State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: Suburb: Large

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount: 15,428

Total FTE: 7,121
Full-time instructional staff: 241

Parttime instructional staff: 328

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptfo

1 ENGL 09201 Composition Processes

(2 credit hours) Study and practice of expository and persuasive writing with

emphasis on process; grammar, style and mechanics; paragraph development and

essay structure; and use and documentation of source matengllefion of

ENGL 0920 satisfies the requirement for the TBR Writing Competencies | and Il.
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Corequisite(s): ENGL 1010
1 ENGL 10101 English Composition |

(3 credit hours) Study and practice of expository and persuasive writing. Topics

includecritical reading and writing essays, with emphasis on research, writing

processes and effective formatting.

Prerequisite(s): Satisfactory test scores or completion of corequisite requirements

Having a twecredit Basic Writing class makes Pellissippi Stattle different
than the other TBR schools. Looking at the scheduling details helps explain how PSCC
|l everages the two cl asses. Much | i ke some
cl asses, Pellissippi St at e Oescrigtians thatjpoints i t e ¢
to contextual learning, but the structure more easily allows for that contextual learning.
Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 2020 semesters

ENGL 0920 students seem to be segregated from the ENGL 1010 students not
taking ENGL 0920. This segregation, while like a stretch method, is not extended and the
students are not mainstreamed with other students, making the classes less
heterogeneous. This system does allow for students to complete ENGL 1010 within the
first semesdr in a cohorted way. The section sizes are not set up to be smaller than other
1010 classes; ENGL 0920 and corequisite ENGL 1010 sections have 20 seats each.
ENGL 1010 sections that are not matched with ENGL 0920 sections have a capacity of
27 students. \Mle still scalable, having ENGL 0920 as-ar2dit class allows for the
cohorted students to meet five days a week: Monday, Wednesday, and Friday are ENGL
1010 days and Tuesday and Thursday (at the same time) are ENGL 0920 days. The

schedule has meetinignies, meeting places, and the teachers as constants for the
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students. This, as is the case for Northeast State, points towards a facilitated support for
contextual learning to occur.

A representative from Pellissippi State confirmed that in the Fall 28h@%er,
there were 145 sections of ENGL 1010 students with only 33 sections being composed of
corequisite students alone. Titepresentative ont i nued A[ w] e structur
0920/1010 sections as if they were one course even though there are 2 septoaie

in Banner and in the LMS. For the most part, the sections meet 5 days per week; the LS

section is 2 contact hours; the ENGL 1010 is 3. The same instructor teaches both, fora 5

hour

TBR DATA

| oad.

0

Table Pellil: Total Firstime Freshmen and Pemt Attempting BW: Pellissippi State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 2154 2156 2494 2410 2695
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting | 29.85% | 26.16% | 28.19% | 26.31% | 24.79%
BW
Table Pelli2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Pellissippi State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 567 456 494 454 490
Percentage of Attempt 70.35% | 66.47% | 60.32% | 63.41% | 59.25%
Total FTF Attempt 470 386 418 403 390
Percentage of FTF 73.09% | 68.44% | 59.46% | 63.56% | 58.38%
Attempt

Although there are some variations that could be noteworthy in this data, too

many variables and too little data is present for me to make a confident stance. The
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increase in 2016 for completion of Basic Writirigable Pelli2) is echoed in the

completion & creditlevel Writing for the same time as recording below @ble Pelli3.

Tabl e i 3: Basi c Wr i t-lewegwWrithyg in Birstrards
Second Semesters: Pellissippi State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15tsemester: Total 38 35 411 370 376
15'semester Percentag 5.91% 6.21% 58.46% | 58.36% | 56.29%
2"d semester Total 159 163 22 22 28
2" semester Percentaq 24.73% | 28.90% 3.13% 3.47% 4.19%

Table Pelli4: Falto-fall Retention Rates AFrirsttime Freshmen vs. Attempting BW

Pellissippi State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 53.06% 51.99% 52.29% 52.07% 45.57%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW | 41.52% 43.79% 45.38% 42.11% 44.61%

Table Pelli5: Graduation Rates (AssociBegree) per Freshman Year: Pellissippi State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 11.84% 13.78% 17.12% 12.24%
3-year Graduation Rate 11.47% 11.87% 11.35% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.78% 4.08% N/A N/A

Table Pelli6: Graduation Ratéassociate Degree) per Year, Fitshe Freshmen Needing
Basic Writing: Pellissippi State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 3.27% 5.32% 7.25% 4.42%
3-year Graduation Rate 8.25% 9.04% 9.96% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 3.89% 4.61% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 15.40% 18.97% 17.21% 4.42%
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Graduation rates for firdtme freshmen needing Basic Writing at PSCC have
historically been higher than TBR institutional averages, but so have all PSCC graduation
rates. PSCC firsime freshmen rexdling BW 2year graduation rates for 202815 and
3-year graduation rates for 202814 were higher than the standard deviation; however,
the 2015 2year rate and 2014\ ar rate for all was higher than the standard deviation.
This supports the idea thaECC had an established success for Basic Writing students

graduating when A00 was implemented.

Roane State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: Town: Distant

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount:7,014

Total FTE: 3,514

Full-time instructional staff: 114

Parttime instructional staff: 258

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 05101 Writing Learning Support

(3 credit hours) For students who have placed into Writing Learning Support
(WLS). ENGL 0510 develops writing dlg with special focus on the composing
of essays assigned in ENGL 1010, thaeguisite writing class. The control of
sentencdevel features such as grammar, usage, punctuation, and spelling is

emphasized, as is the development of vocabulary, readmgrebension, critical
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thinking, and study skills. Instruction allows students to address discrete writing
and grammatical skills while targeted smgibup discussions, workshops, and
conferences give primary focus to the writing of essays. Students wiplate

all Writing Learning Support competencies earn a passing grade in ENGL 0510.
A passing grade in the gequisite ENGL 1010 class will satisfy WLS
requirements regardless of the grade earned in ENGL 0510. ENGL 0510 does not
satisfy graduation requineents.

(Corequisite: ENGL 1010)

ENGL 1010i Composition |

(3 credit hours) Composition | is designed to develop proficiency in essays based
on several rhetorical modes of writing, such as narrative (personal experience)
and expository (informative) essayi$e majority of the essays are applicable to
major fields of study and societal issues. Research paper required.
(Prerequisite: Reading learning support classes must be completed prior to
enrollment in this course.)

READ 05621 Reading Learning Support

(3 credit hours) For students who have placed into Reading Learning Support
(RLS). READ 0562 is designed to develop colkgeel reading competence
through instruction in comprehension skills, vocabulary development, reading
study strategies, and the &pation of skills in the context of reading tasks
associated with the required-pequisite course, HUM 262 Introduction to
Humanities: Great Works or PSYC 1030: Introduction to Psychology. Discussion

of reading passages in targeted srgadiup settingssi a focus of the class, as is
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writing about reading. Highesrder critical and creative thinkidgthe ability to

interpret, analyze, synthesize, and evaldiaseconsistently emphasized.

Computerized instruction allows students to strengthen discrete reskilag

Students who successfully complete the READ 0562 céunseuccessfully

complete the coequisite course (HUM 262 or PSYC 1038(garn a passing

grade and also complete RLS requirements, making them eligible to register for

other collegdevel classs with reading prerequisites. READ 0562 does not

satisfy graduation requirements.

(Co-requisite: HUM 262 or PSYC 1030)

With the initial |line of ENGL 0510 cour
develops writing skills with special focus on the composing sdysassigned in ENGL
1010,theceée equi site writing class, 06 the ENGL 05
contextual learning surrounding ENGL 1010. Roane State goes further in its course
description for ENGL 0510 by stating that a passing grade in ENGQ. fuifills all
requirements of ENGL 0510. This class is designed to support completion of ENGL
1010. Unlike other TBR schools, Roane State has the prerequisite of Reading Learning
Support competencies for ENGL 1010. This can push ENGL 1010 to be talsatdimel
semester; althougfiable Roane3 does not reflect this occurring on a large scale. READ
0562 has the corequisite of HUM 262 or PSYC 1030 (also MUS 1030 starting in fall
2020) and helps ensure successful completion of the corequisite class baseid xtual

learning of the readings for the crettivel class.
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Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters

Scheduling details for ENGL 1010 show that 11 seats per section are devoted to
ENGL 0510 students and the remaining 12 (of 28l}@eats are dedicated to students
not needing Basic Writing. While this model is more difficult to scale than some other
models, it allows for a set heterogeneous mixture where non ENGL 0510 students are the
majority of the class. Space is reserved fier ENGL 0510 students in ENGL 1010, but
sections of ENGL 0510 and ENGL 1010 are not tied together to help create cohorted
learning communities. ENGL 0510 sections of up to 22 seats do not account for smaller
class size.

TBR DATA

Table Roanel: Total Firgsime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Roane Stat

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 1199 1226 1371 1381 1342
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting | 32.28% | 29.85% | 11.82% | 10.93% | 16.17%
BW

The percentage of Roane State finste freshmen attempting Basic Writing in
2015 decreased sharply from earlier years. A drastic reduction like this was probably the
result of redefining who fit into Basic Writing classes. Since-filme freshmen from
2014 to 2015 (as well as 2016 and 2017) did not increase at the same rate as other TBR
schools, there is a possibility that Roane State implemented a mechanism excluding or

redirecting some of the students who tested at the lowest levels and/or simphedbso



some of the stronger students. Only 2015 and 2016 percentages fell below the standard

deviation range.

Table Roane2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Roane State

270

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 327 270 154 156 181
Percentage of Attempt 68.27% | 59.34% | 72.99% | 78.39% | 64.64%
Total FTF Attempt 263 221 126 121 134
Percentage of FTF 67.96% | 60.38% | 77.78% | 80.13% | 61.75%
Attempt

Something happened in 2015, the year df0® implementation, that provided a

bump in completion percentages for not only Basic Writing but also deseit Writing.

The percentage of all students and the percentage dirfiesfreshmen students who

conpleted Basic Writing in 2015 and 2016 are higher than the range for standard

deviation for all TBR institutions.

Tabl e

Roane3:

Second Semesters: Roane State

Basi c

Wr i t i-levgl Watinglird Ferst and

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15t semester: Total 0 0 112 109 103
15'semester Percentag 0% 0% 69.14% | 72.19% | 47.47%
2"d semester Total 127 98 5 4 10
2"dsemester Percentag 32.82% 26.78% 3.09% 2.65% 4.61%
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Table Roane4: Fatb-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen vs. Attempting

BW: Roane State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 53.63% 53.83% 53.90% 53.22% 53.20%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW 44.19% 38.25% 45.06% 49.01% 37.79%

Table Roane5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per FreSeaarnRoane State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 8.92% 13.95% 15.17% 18.61%
3-year Graduation Rate 12.34% 9.95% 11.52% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.59% 4.89% N/A N/A

Table Roane6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) perFfiestitjme Freshmen Needing
Basic Writing: Roane State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.29% 3.01% 6.17% 6.62%
3-year Graduation Rate 5.43% 4.37% 7.41% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.91% 3.83% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 11.63% 11.20% 13.58% 6.62%

The increases in graduation rates for BW students are not statistically significant

when considering the increases in graduation rates for altifistfreshmen; although,

these changes may be indicative of a deeper eygar graduation rates for all first

time freshmen were above the standard deviation in 2014 and 20é&ér Bates in 2013

and 4year rates in 2013 and 2014 were also above the respective standard deviations.

Only the 2015 Z/ear graduation rate for firsime freshmen needing Basic Writing was

above standard deviation when thgear rate for all without controlling for the variable

of needing Basic Writing fell within expected range.
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Southwest Tennessee Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: City:arge

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount: 12,720

Total FTE: 6,112

Full-time instructional staff: 194

Parttime instructional staff: 283

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 08101 English Support
(3 credit hours) This coequisite course addresses the T&#proved writithg
[sic] competencies, including instruction in writing process, purpose, audience,
organization, suppoet [sic], language skills, grammar, and punctuation. Final
grades of P (pasgi or F (failing) will be assigned. @equisite ENGL 101 [sic].
Prerequisite(s): ACT English subscore of 17 or below, or the equivalent.
Corequisite(s): ENGL 1010
1 ENGL 10101 English Composition |

(3 credit hours) Through writing compositions and readuitically, students are
taught to organize and develop ideas using various rhetorical modes and editing
techniques. The course focuses chiefly on improving the clarity and effectiveness
of writing and includes an introduction to the research process.
Preequisite(s): READ 0810 and ENGL 0810, or the equivalent; or enrollment in
the arequisite [sic] ENGL 0810 and READ 0810; or satisfactory performance on

the ACT or Compass test.
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As is the case when reading student writing, what appear as careless mistakes
make the reader question the thought and care put into the writing. The most noteworthy
difference with other TBR schools in these course descriptions is the pass/fail grade
given for ENGL 0810. The course description for ENGL 0810 does not point towards
contextual learning occurring, but it may occur.

Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282Mesters

With 20 seats per section of ENGL 0810 and of ENGL 1010 but not having set
cohorts, the structure is neither present for small class siz®horted learning
communities. Sections of ENGL 0810 are not linked to ENGL 1010 sections, creating a
scalable model that allows for but does not force a heterogeneous mixing of students.

TBR DATA

Table SouthW1: Total Firdtme Freshmen and Percent Atigimg BW: Southwest
State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 2218 2215 2474 2258 2449
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting | 35.62% | 48.94% | 48.54% | 49.78% | 56.80%
BW

The percentage of students taking Basic Writing at Southwest Tennessee

Community College has been significantly higher than TBR averdgéde(3 i often

being 20 points higher in some years, and always falling above the standard deviation.

The completion of these classes, however, has been on par with TBR avEedeg) (

This is also the case with the completion of créliel Writing in the first or second
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semester for firstime freshmen as well as the retention rates fortiimst freshmen

(Tables4 and5). This speaks to the measured preparedness of studentsgaativi

Southwest and how those students are able to succeed while in college. Since Southwest
CC is the only school within the TBR system where white students are not the majority,
the differences noted above supports the idea that placement in BW masebelesd in

the systemic racism present in education.

Table SouthW?2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Southwest State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total 799 907 961 728 886
Percentage of Attempt 67.65% | 58.40% | 66.55% | 56.22% | 53.96%
Total FTFAttempt 555 643 816 634 766
Percentage of FTF 70.25% | 59.32% | 67.94% | 56.41% | 55.07%
Attempt
Tabl e SouthW3: Basic Writ ilevg W ihgund-esh t
and Second Semesters: Southwest State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15t semester: Total 5 25 726 737 852
1%'semester Percentag 0.63% 2.31% 60.45% | 65.57% | 61.25%
2"dsemester Total 229 222 48 37 37
2"d semester Percentad 28.99% 20.48% 4.00% 3.29% 2.66%

Table SouthW4: Fallo-fall Retention Rates AFFirst-time Freshmen vs. Attempting

BW: Southwest State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 48.02% 41.04% 44.95% 50.22% 46.63%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW | 46.71% 37.55% 44.46% 48.13% 45.79%
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Table SouthW5: Graduation Rates (Associégree) per Freshman Year: Southwest Sta

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 2.25% 3.43% 3.68% 5.36%
3-year Graduation Rate 4.74% 4.29% 6.87% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 5.41% 3.07% N/A N/A

Table SouthW6: Graduation Rai@ssociate Degree) per Year, Ftshe Freshmen
Needing Basic Writing: Southwest State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 0.89% 1.01% 1.50% 1.33%
3-year Graduation Rate 4.68% 3.32% 6.33% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 3.04% 2.68% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 8.61% 7.01% 7.83% 1.33%

Not only is timeto-graduation for firstime freshmen needing Basic Writing not

up to the TBR institutional average, but all Southwest graduation rates were also below

TBR averages. In fact, in 2014 the only the rate not below the standard deviat®-is th

year graduation rate, and this rate is 0.12 within the standard deviation and 2.74

percentage points below the TBR institutional average of 6.06%. Every graduation rate

for total firsttime freshmen is below their respective standard deviations fetates

with the singl e-yeaxatee This pomts nobtd a qdalityl o3 Basic 4

Writing instruction but to something else. SWCC has some of the highest percentage of

attempters of BW, some of the lowest graduation rates but some of theestromgnge

for completion of creditevel Writing after A100.
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Volunteer State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campus setting: Suburb: Large

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount: 11,419

Total FTE: 5,923

Full-time instructional staff: 177

Parttime instructional &ff: 277

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0810i Skills for English Composition

(3 credit hours) This is a course designed to improve student skills in the
principles of writing task/purpose, audience awareness, organization,

developmentlanguage skills, grammar/punctuation, and writing process.

Students write a series of essays and complete an individualized study plan for

language skills, grammar, punctuation, and mechanics. Successful completion of

ENGL 0810 satisfies the requireméat Writing Competency Level Two.
Corequisites: ENGL 1010
1 ENGL 10101 English Composition |

(3 credit hours) This course includes writing expository compositions based

primarily on analysis of essays and literary works, with an emphasis on rhetorical
modes documentation skills, and revision.

Prerequisites: Acceptable placement scores or completion of all Learning Support
Competencies in Reading and Writing or concurrent enrollment in ENGL 0810

and READ 0810 as determined by placement.
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Vol unt e e NGLS81@aneEN&L D10 course descriptions give very
little insight into the composition of their learning support model for Basic Writing.
Whil e ENGL 081006s individualized study pl a
course description does noesii directly to contextualized learning. Beforel®0
implementation, 3 hours of Basic Writing existed and those hours were able to be taken
in the necessary block ofctedit, 2credit, or 3credit depending on how much work the
student needed to achiewereach the required competencies. When | was charged with
teaching this class, | saw that because some of the competencies were completed on a
computer in an individualized, sgdbiced, setmotivated, lab setting, many students fell
by the wayside.
Scheluling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 20&2fmesters

Volunteer State has a more elaborateugethan the other TBR schools, and the
plan is not as scalable but much more supportive of the students. VSCC employs the triad
model where cohorted ENGI8Q0 students from two different ENGL 1010 sections
come together for the ENGL 0810 class. A section of ENGL 0810 has a limit of 18 seats
(9 for each corresponding ENGL 1010 section). Often the schedule has one instructor for
three different classes: ENGIO10 section A, ENGL 0810 section AB, and ENGL 1010
section B. ENGL 1010 students who do not need ENGL 0810 will fill the 13 seats set
aside for them in the ENGL 1010 section. The ENGL 0810 students will sign up for one
of the remaining 9 seats (22 seatsltoh an ENGL 1010 class). The ENGL 0810 student
who signs up for ENGL 1010 section A will be cohorted with 8 other students in those
same two classes. The students from ENGL 0810 who sign up for the B section will also

be in the B section of ENGL 1010e&ions A and B of ENGL 0810 meet at the same
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time. A Volunteer State instructor close t
consists of a triad of classes that are tied together as cohort. It consists of two ENGL
1010 classes that have 9 LS [b@iag Support] students each. These nine students are
combined to create a class of 18 students in one LS course. Ideally, the same instructor
teaches all three classes, but no more than two instructors should teach the three
toget her . 0 B elexity ofgshes systém, it ihinet axdyrmamic and scalable;
however, the students are in cohorted learning communities that are structurally set up for
bal anced heterogeneous grouping. While VSC
allow for contextualéarning.

Due to the difficulty in scaling this model, many VSCC cohorts have not had the
same teacher, not been able to meet in corresponding rooms, and/or not been able to meet
at congruent times. In subsequent semesters since implementation in 2@aq thes
not been able to stay as intact as it initially was conceived.

The Volstate representative did provide more detail with technology and how the

two classes worked together:

ENGL 1010 classes use D2L to access course materials, communicate

with other students and instructors. Some instructors may choose to use a
supplemental software such as LaunchPad (Macmillian) or another

product. All Learning Support classes are tauglcoimputer
classrooms|[ é]. Students are writing
and also writing for their corresponding ENGL 1010 class. The LS class is

set up in a writing workshop format. There may be less technology use in

an ENGL 1010 class because at ENGL 1010 classes are taught in

computer writing classrooms.

Prior to A100 implementation, VSCC relied heavily on computerized modules to

demonstrate student competencies. While | taught one of those classes, | saw the
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disconnect which students exjgmced with contextualized issues. A student never came

to me as th

my writing

eir

a

Basi c

certain

Wr i t i

way i

n

n

g teacher

t hi's

wi t h

situati on

simply did not happerand students were often left to engage with a cold computer

instead of a caring teacher.

TBR DATA

Table Volul: Total Firstime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Volunteer St

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 1478 1510 2345 2192 2291
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting | 22.94% | 20.73% | 21.32% | 26.51% | 27.98%
BW
Table Volu2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Volunteer State
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 281 245 373 412 450
Percentage of Attempt 63.43% | 62.03% | 68.69% | 61.68% | 63.11%
Total FTF Attempt 215 195 340 358 410
Percentage of FTF 63.42% | 62.30% | 68.00% | 61.62% | 63.96%
Attempt
Tabl e Vol u3: Basi c Writ i fegel\Briting th &irsttaisdd
Second Semesters: Volunteer State
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15'semester: Total 48 56 321 360 398
1%'semester Percentag 14.16% | 17.89% | 64.20% | 61.96% | 62.09%
2"d semester Total 68 66 6 13 6
24 semester Percenta¢ 20.06% | 21.09% 1.20% 2.24% 0.94%
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VSCC had pilots earlier than 2013 that allowed for studerdsrplete their
college creddevel Writing in the first semester. These accelerated courses were not
concurrently enrolled sections of Basic Writing with ENGL 1010. While they had some
success with students passing créaliel Writing early, they were mnas successful as
the corequisite system. Possibly because they were only in a pilot phase, they also were
not as readily available to students as the corequisite system after implementation of A
100. VSCC firsttime freshmen completion rates for crel@vel Writing were

consistently a few points higher than TBR institutional averages.

Table Volu4: Falito-fall Retention Rates All Firdime Freshmen vs. Attempting BW
Volunteer State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

All First-time 49.12% 49.40% 48.96% 49.86% 51.29%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW | 34.81% 35.46% | 43.00% | 40.62% 41.03%

Volunteer State showed an increase intiaflall retention for Basic Writing
students after implementation of100. While the 2012017 retention rates for students
attempting Basic Writing did not vary much from TBR averageable 9, the gains that
VSCC saw in these rates after the implementation-d0® highlight a version of student

success that other TBR schools did exemplify the same way.

Table Volu5: GraduatioRates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Volunteer State
2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 10.35% 9.27% 10.96% 10.77%
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Table Volu5: GraduatioRates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Volunteer State

2013 2014 2015 2016
3-year Graduation Rate 9.68% 9.54% 10.36% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 3.92% 4.30% N/A N/A

Table Volu6:Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Year -fing Freshmen Needing

Basic Writing: Volunteer State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 0.88% 1.60% 1.80% 2.24%
3-year Graduation Rate 5.01% 3.19% 8.00% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 2.06% 3.19% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 7.96% 7.99% 9.8% 2.24%

Time to graduation did not show as significant of an increase as TBR institutional

averages showed, but an increase existed still.

Walters State Community College

IPEDS Data

Campussetting: City: Small

Unduplicated 1Znonth headcount: 7,471

Total FTE: 3,966

Full-time instructional staff: 170

Parttime instructional staff: 188

20192020 College Catalog Course Descriptions

1 ENGL 0801i Learning Support Writing |



282

(1 credit hour) This case is adapted to the individual needs of students to aid
them in achieving satisfactory competency in written communication skills.
Emphasis is placed on punctuation, usage, spelling, effective sentence structure,
paragraph improvement, the planning andimg of multi-paragraph papers, and
writing process management. Corequisite(s): ENGL 0802

1 ENGL 0802 Learning Support Writing Il
(3 credit hours) This course addresses thlwel problems in writing including
thesis, support, development, revision, adding. Students write themes to
correct these problems. The purpose of this class is to prepare students for English
1010

1 ENGL 0803i Learning Support Writing 11l
(3 credit hours) This course addresses thiwel problems in writing including
thesis, apport, development, revision, and editing. Students write themes to
correct these problems. The purpose of this course is to prepare students to pass
ENGL 1010.

1 ENGL 0804i Learning Support Writing IV
(2 credit hours) This coequisite course addresses thajor components of
collegelevel writing including thesis, support, development, revision, and editing
in an incremental process. As a companion course to ENGL 1010, students will
engage in writing activities that assist in the production and improueshémeir
Composition | themes. Corequisite(s): ENGL 1010, EDUC 1030 (unless
previously completed)

1 ENGL 10101 English Composition |
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(3 credit hours) A composition course in argumentative writing, including
invention, organization, style, and revisionitiCal reading and thinking will be
addressed through studentsdéd writing. Re
introduced. Prerequisite(s): Completion of all Learning Support competencies in
Reading and Writing
1 ENGL 11117 Writing Laboratory
(1 credithour) The course is adapted to the individual needs of the student to aid
him/her in achieving satisfactory competency in written communication and word
processing skills. Course may be repeated for credit.
Although the 2012020 catalog has ENGL 0801, EN®802, ENGL 0803, and
ENGL 1111 listed, they were not on the schedule for Fall 2019 or Spring 2020. ENGL
0804 was the only nontransferable ENGL class offered during those semesters. The
course description of ENGL O08ONGLI10OMOc | udi ng
students will engage in writing activities that assist in the production and improvement of
their Composition | themesod directly suppo
Scheduling Details from the Fall 2019 and Spring 282@esters
Sections of ENGL 0804 have 13 seats that directly feed into ENGL 1010 sections
that have another 13 seats for students not needing ENGL 0804. Cohorted ENGL 1010
sections have ENGL 0804 meethvthe same teacher right after the class. These
cohorted learning communities with the small class size enables students to engage in
contextual learning while in heterogeneous grouping for a scalable model. This is the

TBR model most in keepingwithCCBCs r ecommendati ons.
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Table Waltl: Total Firstime Freshmen and Percent Attempting BW: Walters Statce

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total Firsttime 1370 1418 1625 1555 1733
Freshmen
Percentage Attempting | 28.83% | 28.07% | 10.71% | 10.03% 9.12%
BW

Like the data from Roane State Community College, this data shows a precipitous
drop in the percent of students needing Basic Writing starting in 2015.22043
numbers are within 1% of institutional averages, but 22056/ percentages are’6
percentag@oints lower than standard deviation. Again like Roane State, a lot of
speculation can be generated about this plummet. WSCC does see more of an increase in
total firsttime freshmen than RSCC; however, such an increase may not be clearly due to

one reasotike the TN Promise bump.

Table Walt2: Completion of BW in Fall Semester: Walters State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Total 331 301 181 146 190
Percentage of Attempt 68.81% | 64.59% | 82.65% | 70.19% | 87.16%
Total FTF Attempt 273 254 147 112 138
Percentage of FTF 69.11% | 63.82% | 84.48% | 71.79% | 87.34%
Attempt

Also like RSCC and also indicative of the possibility of creating a floor score, the

rates of successful completion of a Basic Writing class increases fdimfiestreshmen.
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The 2017 rate is 22.60 percentage points higher than the TBR institutional at8rage,
higher than standard deviation, and 4.59 higher than the next closest school. This is also
reflected in the rates for 2015, 2016, and 2017 ctedél course completion within the

first semester which are all above the standard deviation. Therateeryone passing

Basic Writing in the fall semester rises at nearly the same rate and mirrors the statistic for

first-time freshmen each year.

Tabl e Walt3: Basi c Writ i #degelV&iting oh Eirsttarsdd
Second Semesters: Wakestate

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
15'semester: Total 0 136 138 112 129
15'semester Percentag 0% 34.17% | 79.31% | 71.79% | 81.65%
2"d semester Total 139 54 0 0 1
2"dsemester Percentad 35.19% 13.57% 0% 0% 0.63%

Table Walt4: Falto-fall Retention Rates All Firsime Freshmen vs. Attempting BW

Walters State

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
All First-time 54.53% 52.68% 50.95% 55.76% 51.76%
Freshmen
FTF Attempting BW | 44.05% 37.94% 47.70% 48.08% 50.00%

Fall-to-fall retention rates fofirst-time freshmen attempting Basic Writing show

significantly greater gains than the gains seen with retention rates for diifiest

freshmen. This retention data along with the comparable improvements-iimfest

freshmen time to graduation supgottie notion of a successful model for WSCC.
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Table Walt5: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per Freshman Year: Walters State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 10.00% 12.76% 11.26% 14.79%
3-year Graduation Rate 12.99% 11.07% 12.06% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 4.31% 5.36% N/A N/A

Table Walt6: Graduation Rates (Associate Degree) per YeartifiesFreshmen Needing

Basic Writing: Walters State

2013 2014 2015 2016
2-year Graduation Rate 1.01% 2.26% 2.87% 6.41%
3-yearGraduation Rate 9.11% 8.54% 11.49% N/A
4-year Graduation Rate 3.80% 3.77% N/A N/A
Cumulative (for given data) 13.92% 14.57% 14.37% 6.41%

The 2year 2016 and-§ear 2015 graduation rates for fitshe freshmen needing

Basic Writing at WSCC ikigher than the standard deviation for those categories without

the same being true for those categories for alHiins¢ freshmen. The-8ear rate in

2013, however, is above the respective standard deviations for both groups.




287

APPENDIX F: SAMPLE APPLIC ATION OF DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Interview Answer

Geebs accessible explanation and approa
spoken interviews. The different medium is more complex than the written medium when
presenting an examination. Hopefully my exampl@Wwetlarifies my approach without
becoming overwhelming. Gee already has a more accessible approach to discourse
analysis, so | try to keep my explanation of work simple yet thorough.
Partially Interview Answer with Redactions and Meaning Carrying Parts (Words,
Phrases,Sentences) Highlighted
The exert below is part of an ®leaseshare t o t h
any stories of implementation and change specifically dealing with TBR within the local
context. This, again, is about perceptioh.@ s e st ori es wi Il remai n
underline the individual words and phrases (idea units) examined in the answer. Some of
these overlap and some merge together even though separated by text.

| do not feel thafBR or many [school name] admireally understandvhat

we'redealing within the classroonbecause | heathat test scores are going

away We'realreadylacking supportOur structure heralready isn't working

Wecan makehe programwork, but only withthe changes abov&he worst pé

is thatour students are the ones sufferinttil it gets figured out

1la. | do not feel that

1b. TBR or many [school name] admins
lc. what weodr e

1d. dealing with

le. in the classroom

1f. because | hear

1g. that test scores are going away.
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2a. Wedr e

2b. already

2c. lacking support.

3a. Our structure here

3b. already isndét working.
4a. We

4b. can make

4c. the program

4d. work,

4e. but only with

4f. the changes above.

5a. The worst part

5b. is that our students are the ones suffering
5c¢. until itgets figured out.

Gee organizes his examples in stanzas that represent how topics are organized in the data.

I n order to analyze the exchange of inform
26 questions for motifs to arise. If the motif carriedrdvem one unit to the next, | only

counted the motif once. Some of the double lines above may be turns in motif from one

unit to the next, but I did not make assertion until | compiled the analysis.



