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Corequisites: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly

ÅWelcome! Thank you for coming

Å[ŜǘΩǎ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ōƛŀǎ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅΣ ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ ǎƛŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜ

ÅOur own beliefs and experiences cloud our ability to 
take in new information, change how we view existing 
info, change what info we read, etc.

ÅThese biases can be mitigated by being aware of 
them; then we may be able to learn new things and 
be open to change, again, from multiple perspectives

Copyright A. Goudas 2017



Corequisites: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly

Å!ŦǘŜǊ ƳǳŎƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ 5ǊΦ tŜǘŜǊ !ŘŀƳǎΩ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 
Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) from Community 
College of Baltimore County (CCBC); in fact, I believe it 
could be improved by adding more supports for remedial 
students and by altering it slightly
ÅIt leads to a modest increase in gatekeeper passratesfor 

remedial students just below cutoff
ÅTwo CCRC research articles investigated its results
ÅUnfortunately, ALP is being used as the basis for the 

implementation of corequisite variations not supported by 
sound research, and it is being used as a basis for the 
elimination of remediation
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Corequisites: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly

ÅThese untested reforms may be harmful for hundreds 
of thousands of at-risk students

ÅBefore we discuss the variations of ALP, we must 
explore what ALP is first (what actually was studied)

ÅThen we will address the positives and the negatives 
of ALP according to the research (2 studies)

ÅFinally, we will examine the corequisite movement as 
a whole (2 more reputable studies to consider)
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Corequisites:
The Good
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Corequisites: The Good

ÅWhat are corequisites(term from 2011)? What are 
the most important components of the ALP model? 

ÅIt is important to understand all of the components 
because researchers have not been able to isolate 
which parts affect students most

ÅIŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ![tΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 
components (the ones that were studied by the CCRC 
in 20101 and 20122τall ALP results cited in this 
presentation come from these two studies)
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Corequisites: The Good

1. ALP identified remedial writing students who were 
beneath college-level cutoff (qualified for ENGL052)

2. These students volunteered to be a part of ALP

3. Only 8 of them took a 3-credit college-level 
composition course with 12 nonremedial students

4. The 8 students also took a 3-ŎǊŜŘƛǘ άŎƻƳǇŀƴƛƻƴ 
ŎƻǳǊǎŜέ 

5. Companion course was taught by same instructor, 
with a student-teacher ratio of 8-1
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Corequisites: The Good

6. ALP instructors were mostly full-time and 
motivated because they chose to be a part of ALP 
as well

7. Companion course curriculum was not remediation 
per se, but double the time on task (the ENGL101 
άŘŜŜǇ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴέύΤ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ 
to learn college composition course curriculum

8. ALP instructors were normed and used a common 
sourcebook
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Corequisites: The Good

9. ALP program and instructors had a coordinator

10. Sourcebook and curriculum were developed 
carefully over time, and all involved met regularly

11. Curriculum also included focus on noncognitives 
(study skills, motivation, student attitudes, 
counseling on registration, financial aid, etc.)

12. Attempted to build a community (like a learning 
community) and improve social aspect of college; 
all with the goal of reducing attrition
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Corequisites: The Good

ÅClearly this was a thoughtful and well-supported 
intervention

ÅWhat were the key components?

ÅStudents volunteered to be a part of it

ÅDoubled time on task in college-level course

ÅHalved student-teacher ratio (current ALP 10-1) (Dr. 
Adams says half of results due to class size)

ÅCommon curriculum with motivated instructors
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Corequisites: The Good

ÅWhat were the positive results?

ÅWith matched samples, 31.3%-point increase in 
remedial students passing college comp course 
(when compared to traditional remedial course 
track) (this equals about 75 to 80% increase)

ÅModest increase in percent of remedial students 
passing second college comp course (18.5%pt)

ÅSlight increases in persistence (10.5%pt more), 
college courses completed (1/2 a course more), and 
college credits completed (1.6 credits more)
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Corequisites: The Good

ÅThe problem is that most people, upon hearing or 
reading these positive results, stopped hearing or 
reading and started to implement ALP or its variations

ÅThey did not continue on to read, hear, and 
understand the negative outcomes resulting from ALP

ÅBefore implementing any reform, a full cost-benefit 
analysis needs to be considered

ÅAll factors involved should be thoroughly understood
Copyright A. Goudas 2017
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Corequisites: The Bad

ÅWe have covered most of the positive results of ALP

ÅWhat are the negative results of ALP in particular?

ÅNo increase in graduation rates at all (Adams claims 
otherwise, but has not run stats tests)

ÅIn fact, all three types of completion studied 
showed decreases in outcomes. Two of the three 
were statistically insignificant, but there was a 
statistically significant decrease in ALP student 
certificate attainment rate όҍ0.009%pt**) (Cho et 
al., 2012, p. 20) (associate, certificate, and transfer)
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Corequisites: The Bad

ÅMore negative results

ÅALP costs double or more than traditional 
remediation (half the student-teacher ratio and 
more remedial students enroll in college comp)

ÅwŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ άŎƻǎǘ ǇŜǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘέ 

ÅThis is a slight trick because the bar is changed from 
completion of college to completion of gateway

Å5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ άǎŀǾƛƴƎǎέΤ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴΥ
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Corequisites: The Bad

άώ²ϐƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
students take developmental English and ENGL 101 
sequentially, ALP provides a substantially more cost-
effective route for students to pass the ENGL 101 and 102 
sequence required for an associate degree ($2,680 versus 
$3,122). This difference of $442 per student represents 
14% less spending by the college on a cohort of ENGL 052 
students. Alternatively expressed, if the college enrolls 250 
ENGL 052 students each year with the objective of getting 
them to pass ENGL 102, it will save $40,400 using the ALP 
ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭέ (Jenkins et al., 
2010, p. 14).
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Corequisites: The Bad

ÅTo explain how ALP still doubles cost of remediation:

ÅFirst, 14% reduction in amount spent to complete 
ENGL101 and 102 cannot be considered 
άǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέ

ÅSecond, even if the objective is changed to passing 
9bD[млнΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ άǎŀǾŜ ϷплΣпллέ

ÅIt will still spend double the amount for no 
subsequent increase in graduation rates
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Corequisites: The Bad

ÅMore negative results

ÅtƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ άǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
ōƛŀǎέΥ άDƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ![t ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
also possible that student selection bias could be 
responsible for the higher success rates of ALP 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎέ όWŜƴƪƛƴǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмлΣ ǇΦ оύΦ
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Corequisites: The Bad

ÅMore negative results

ÅInstructor effects may also have contributed a great 
ŘŜŀƭ ǘƻ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΥ άώ²ϐƘŜƴ ǿŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎ 
for instructor effects, we found that ALP students 
were less likely to be retained and to attempt 
college-ƭŜǾŜƭ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎέ όнлмлΣ ǇΦ ммύ
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Corequisites: The Bad

ÅMore negative results

ÅThe 2012 paper controlled for instructor effects and 
still found 10.5%pt increase in persistence and a 
1.6-credits taken increase, as stated

ÅIƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ άōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ƳŀǘŎƘŜŘ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎέ ǿŜǊŜ 
created by excluding about 90% of the non-ALP 
population; they still cannot control for selection 
bias; other samples may show different results; this 
study is subject to inadvertent p-hacking (538.com)
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅTo recap, in return for double the cost, ALP increased 
passrates in comp I and II for remedial students 
(31%pt/80%), slightly increased college-level courses 
and credits attempted and completed (1/2), and 
slightly increased persistence (10.5%pt)

ÅThe increases in college-level courses, credits, and 
passratesare quite small may be explained by 
άǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōƛŀǎέ ŀƴŘ άƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƻǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎέ

ÅIt also resulted in no increase in graduation rates and 
surprisingly, ALP lowered certificate rates
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅEven worse negative results:

ÅSurprisingly (or not surprisingly), nonremedial 
college-level students who took their college 
composition course with ALP students had lower 
subsequent college-level enrollment and passrates 
(12 nonremedial students in each section)

ÅReduced transfer rates (4%pt***lower); reduced 
college courses completed (1/2 a course less); 
reduced college credits completed (1.5 credits less)
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Recall: ALP had positive effects for remedial students after 
college gateway passrate increase (8 per section):
Åcollege comp II passrate (21.2%pt more)
Åpersistence (10.5%pt more)
Åcollege courses completed (1/2 a course more)
Åcollege credits completed (1.6 credits more)

ALP negatively affected morecollege-level students (12 per 
section v. 8 ALP) (all stat. sig. at the .01 level):
Åcollege comp II passrate (3%pt less)
Åpersistence (3%pt less)
Åcollege courses completed (1/2 a course less)
Åcollege credits completed (1.5 credits less)
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅALP and the corequisite model overall doublecollege-
level failratesfor remedial students (Cho et al., 2012):
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅEven more negative results:

ÅBoth studies, according to the CCRC itself, are not 
rigorous research

ÅLƴ ŀ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǇŀǇŜǊΣ //w/ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άŎƻǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ 
model has not yet been subjected to rigorous 
ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέ ό.ŜƭŦƛŜƭŘΣ WŜƴƪƛƴǎΣ ϧ [ŀƘǊΣ 20163, p. 8)

ÅDr. Davis Jenkins is a researcher in all three of the 
CCRC papers, and he himself characterizes reform 
ŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ άǎǳōƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέ
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅEven more negative results:

ÅThe What Works Clearinghouse (WWC), a top 
government research and statistics organization, 
ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ //w/ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ άŘƛŘ not meet 
²²/ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ (Bailey et al., 20164, p. 90-92)

ÅPaper is the culmination of a decade of research by 
Bailey and CCRC into remediation; only 5 studies 
cited to support acceleration/corequisites; only 1 
actually meets WWC standards, and that one was 
not on corequisites, but on acceleration in NYC
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What Works Clearinghouse IES (2016), p. 91
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅPerhaps the most pernicious result of the ALP 
research is that it has given license to institutions and 
organizations, such as Complete College America 
(CCA), to recommend and implement variations of 
ALP which do not have research supporting them

ÅMost recently, the Oklahoma State System of Higher 
Education5 collaborated with CCA, funded by Lumina, 
Dell, Gates, Kresge, and Carnegie, to create four 
variations of ALP to be implemented by Fall 2017
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅVariation 1: ALP without same instructor teaching 
both courses; State of Indiana does this as well

ÅVariation 2: Put remedial students (what level?) into 
college-level courses with mandatory one- or two-
hour lab (structured lab, self-directed lab?)

ÅVariation 3: Compress remedial course into five 
weeks, and then compress college comp course!

ÅVariation 4: Traditional remediation with curricula 
ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ όǎǘƛƭƭ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ άŎƻǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ ǊŜŦƻǊƳέύCopyright A. Goudas 2017



Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅThis is a form of bait and switch

ÅNo researcher would tell you it is acceptable to 
implement a different version of a study and still cite 
ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǎ ǇǊƻƻŦ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǿƻǊƪ 

ÅAside from ALP research somewhat supporting 
variation 1, only one other variation has any research 
supporting it
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅThis study (Logue, Watanabe-Rose, &Douglas, 2016) 
is more rigorous research than the ALP studies:

ÅIt uses a randomized controlled trial

ÅIt explores the effects of adding a structured 2-hour 
lab to both elementary algebra and college-level 
statistics, both of which were taken by similar 
remedial students

ÅHere is a chart showing its results:
Copyright A. Goudas 2017
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅThree important findings from Logue, Watanabe-Rose, 
andDouglas (2016):
ÅAdding a 2-hour structured lab to a remedial algebra 

course will slightly increase passrates in that remedial 
course (statistically insignificant)
ÅPutting upper-level remedial students into a college-

level math course and adding a 2-hour structured lab 
will result in statistically lower passrates in that college-
level course as compared to college-level nonremedial
passrates
ÅIf restricted to students beneath cutoff, the workshop 

seems to help students (low sample size problem) 
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅIf quality research shows that a 2-hour structured lab 
(taught by trained lab assistant who attends course 
with students and focuses on course material in a 
deliberate way) does not increase remedial passrates 
in elementary algebra, and it does not allow remedial 
students to perform as well as nonremedial students 
in college-level statistics, how can we expect an 
unstructured 1- or 2-hour lab to succeed, as in 
hƪƭŀƘƻƳŀΩǎ {ǘŀǘŜ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳƭƭŜǘ нΚ
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅMany are citing ALP research (and other unverified 
numbers from various states) and are claiming that 
άǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴΗέΤ άjust in time support is far betterέ

ÅRemember, Complete College America and some 
other organizations, institutions, and legislators 
appear to want to only reduce remediation

ÅThey know that if given option to choose one of four 
corequisitevariations, most will choose mandatory 
lab hour due to ease of implementation and low cost
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Corequisites: The Ugly

ÅLǘΩǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΥ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 
college in Tennessee chose the variation of a lab for 
English corequisitesthe first year, and had to change

ÅCCA rhetoric suggests they may only want to eliminate 
ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ όάwŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴΥ IƛƎƘŜǊ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ .ǊƛŘƎŜ 
ǘƻ bƻǿƘŜǊŜΣέ нлмн7)

ÅThe άǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ Ŧŀƛƭέ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ back in various forms (see 
CCA documents for rhetoric and support of coreqs)
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