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Corequisites: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugl

AWelcome! Thank you for coming
A SiQa GFf1 Fo2dzi oAl & 0 NJ
AOur own beliefs and experiences cloud our ability to

take In new Information, change how we view existing
iInfo, change what info we read, etc.

AThese 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
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A FTOGSNI YdzOK NBAaASI NOKX L adzLd
Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) from Community
College of Baltimore County (CCBC); In fact, | believe it
could be improved by ad_dlnP more supports for remedial
students and by altering it slightly

Alt leads to a modest increase in gatekeepassratedor
remedial students just below cutoff

ATwo CCRC research articles investigated its results

AUnfortunately, 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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AThese untested reforms may be harmful for hundreds
of thousands of atisk students

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

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

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

AWhat arecorequisiteqterm from 2011)? What are
the most important components of the ALP model?

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

ASNE A4 | O2YLINBKSYaargsS |
components (the ones that were studied by the CCRC

iIn 2010 and 2012r all ALP results cited In this
presentation come from these two studies)
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ALP identified remedial writing students who were
beneath collegdevel cutoff (qualified for ENGL052)

These students volunteered to be a part of ALP

Only 8 of them took a-8redit collegelevel
composition course with 12 nonremedial students

The 8 students also tookaGNB RA U G O2 YL
O2 dzNR S €

Companion course was taught by same instructor,
with a studentteacher ratio of 81
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6. ALP instructors were mostly faime and
motivated because they chose to be a part of ALP

as well

/. Companion course curriculum was not remediation
per se, but double the time on task (the ENGL101

GaRSS LI @SNﬁ)\ZYs 0T |yeiuaKA:
to learn college composition course curriculum

8. ALP Instructors were normed and used a common
sourcebook
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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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AClearly this was a thoughtful and wslipported
Intervention

AWhat were the key components?
AStudents volunteered to be a part of it
ADoubled time on task in colledevel course

AHalved studenteacher ratio (current ALP 117) (Dr.
Adams says half of results due to class size)

ACommon curriculum with motivated instructors
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AWhat were the positive results?

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

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

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

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

ABefore implementing any reform, a full cdsénefit
analysis needs to be considered

AAll factors involved should be thoroughly understood
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AWe have covered most of the positive results of ALP
AWhat are the negative results of ALP in particular?

ANo increase in graduation ratesait (Adams claims
otherwise, but has not run stats tests)

Aln fact, all three types of completion studied
showed decreases in outcomes. Two of the three
were statistically insignificant, but there was a
statisticallysignificant decreasm ALP student
certificateattainmentrate 0 &009%pt**) (Cho et

al., 2012, p. 20) (associate, certificate, and transfer)
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AMore negative results

AALP costs double or more than traditional
remediation (half the studenteacher ratio and
more remedial students enroll in college comp)

AvS A S NOKSNER OF f Odzf F S  a(
AThis is a slight trick because the bar is changed from
completion of college to completion of gateway

ABSALIAGS Of I AYaY UOKSNB ||



Corequisites: ThBad

Gw2 8BKSY O2YLI NBR (2 GKS (NI
students take developmental English and ENGL 101
sequentially, ALP provides a substantially more-cost
effective routefor 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_
YSGK2R NI GKSNJ (KI yJedkiisSet al,NJ F
2010, p 14).
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ATo explain how ALP still doubles cost of remediation:

AFirst, 14% reduction in amount spent to complete
ENGL101 and 102 cannot be considered
cadzaul yuoAlltte YZNB O2Z2ai

ASecond, even if the objective Is changed to passmg
ObD[MAHZE UKS O2ffS3AS GA:

Alt will still spend double the amount for no
subsequent increase in graduation rates
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AMore negative results
A2aAUADS NbBadzZ ta Yleée KI ¢
OAlFaeyY aDAOQYSY UOUKIUO OGKS |
also possible that student selection bias could be

respon3|ble for the higher success rates of ALP
aldzRSyidaé oWSYylAya Sia
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AMore negative results

AlvnsAtructor effects may also have contributed a great
RSFEf (02 LI2aAuAgdS NbBadz a:.
for instructor effects, we found that ALP students
were less likely to be retained and to attempt
colleget S@St O2dzNRASac€¢ OHAMN
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AMore negative results

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

A 26SOSNE GoltlFyOSR YI UOF
created by excluding about 90% of the rahP
population; they still cannot control for selection

bias; other samples may show different results; this
study Is subject to inadvertentpacking (538.com)
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ATo recap, in return for double the cost, ALP increased
passrates in comp | and Il for remedial students
(31%pt/80%), slightly increased colldggel courses
and credits attempted and completed (1/2), and
slightly increased persistence (10.5%pt)

AThe increases in colledevel courses, credits, and
passratesare quite small may be explalned be _
aaSt SOUAZ2ZY O0AlFaé¢ YR GaAY.

Alt also resulted in no increase in graduation rates and
surprisingly, ALP lowered certificate rates
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AEven worse negative results:

ASurprisingly (or not surprisingly), nonremedial
collegelevel students who took their college
composition course with ALP students had lower
subsequent collegé&vel enrollment and passrates
(12 nonremedial students in each sectjon

AReduced transfer rates (4%pt***lower); reduced
college courses completed (1/2 a course less);
reduced college credits completed (1.5 credits less)



Table 8

Regression Estimates of the Associations with Outcomes for
Those Enrolling in ENGL101 Classroom with ALP Students,
Using a Sample of All ENGL101 Enrollees
(Fall 2009-Fall 2010 Cohorts)

Model 1:

Controls + Model 2: Add

Campus FE Cohort FE

Followed through end of fall 2011

ENGL101 overall completion 0.006 0.004
ENGL101 grade 0.017 0.009
ENGL102 attempt -0.032** -0.030%
ENGL102 overall completion -0.006 -0.002
ENGL102 conditional pass -0.006 -0.002
ENGL102 grade 0.057 0.061
Persist to next term after ENGL101 0.024 0.024
Persist to next year after ENGL101 -0.028* -0.014
College courses attempted after ENGL101 -0.448%** -0.388%**
College courses completed after ENGL101 -0.487*** -0.458%**
College credits attempted after ENGL101 -1.381%** -1.202*%**
College credits completed after ENGL101 -1.462*** -1.373*%**
Earned associate degree -0.005 -0.005
Earned certificate degree 0.000 0.000
Transferred to a four-year college -0.039%*** -0.039%**

(Cho et al., 2012, p. 22)

Followed through one year after ENGL101

ENGL101 overall completion 0.001 -0.001
ENGL101 grade 0.008 -0.001
ENGL102 attempt -0.036** -0.035**
ENGL102 overall completion -0.026* -0.025*
ENGL102 conditional pass 0.006 0.010
ENGL102 grade 0.072 0.075
College courses attempted after ENGL101 -0.482%** -0.423%**
College courses completed after ENGL101 -0.197** -0.179*
College credits attempted after ENGL101 -0.345 -0.230
College credits completed after ENGL101 -0.595** -0.543*
N 7,679 7,679

*significant at 10%, **significant at 5%, ***significant at 1%

Copyright A. Goudas 201



Recall: ALP had positive effects for remedial students after
college gateway passrate increase (8 per section):

Acollege comp Il passrate (21.2%pt more)

Apersistencg10.5%ptmore)
Acollege courses completed (1/2 a course more)

Acollege credits completed (1.6 credits more)

ALP negatively affectadorecollegelevel students (12 per
section v. 8 ALP) (all stat. sig. at the .01 level):

Acollege comp Il passrate (3%pt less)

Apersistence (3%pt less)
Acollege courses completed (1/2 a coulsss)

Acollege credits completed.(5 credits less)
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AALP and the corequisite model oveddiublecollege
level fallratesfor remedial students (Cho et al., 2012):

Table 2
Raw Academic Outcomes of ALP and Non-ALP Students
(Fall 2007-Fall 2010 Cohorts)

Difference
ALP Non-ALP (1-2)
Outcome (1) (2) (3)
Followed through end of fall 2011
ENGLO52 completion rate 82.77% 66.96% 15.8%***
ENGL101 attempt rate 100.00% 52.64% 47 .4%***
ENGL101 overall completion rate 74.66% 38.50% 36.2%***
ENGL101 conditional pass rate 74.66% 73.14% 1.5%
ENGL101 grade 2.19 2.20 0.02
ENGL102 attempt rate 54.22% 22.13% 32.19%***
ENGL102 overall completion rate 37.50% 16.79% 20.7%***
ENGL102 conditional pass rate 69.16% 75.88% -6.7%**

ENGL102 grade 2.24 2.38 -0.14* Copyright A. Goudas 201



Conceptualizing Corequisite Data Comparisons
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Figure 1. Hypothetical Flowcharts Comparing Remediation Models

Prerequisite Remediation Corequisite Remediation

Copyright A. Goudas 201
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AEven more negative results:

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

ALY | NBOSYUO LI LISNE [/ w/
model has not yet been subjected to rigorous
SPOFfdz2r UA2YyE 6. S2AGPBRET

ADr. Davis Jenkins is a researcher In all three of the

Pa ot Vd P o

| a y2u 0SAY3I Gdadzo2SO0SR
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AEven more negative results:

AThe What Works Clearinghouse (WWC), a top
government research and statistics organization,
a il uSa UKFGd GKS natéeet / /[ wi

2.2 [ 30 yBRileyNeRad,2016p. 90-92)

APaper 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 oncorequisites but on acceleration in NYC



What Works Clearinghouse IES (2016), p. 91

EDUCATOR’'S PRACTICE GUIDE
A set of recommendations to address challenges in classrooms and schools

WHAT WORKS CLEARINGHOUSE™

Strategies for Postsecondary Students
in Developmental Education - A Practice

Guide for College and University

Administrators, Advisors, and Faculty

-

v

’
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Appendix D. Appendix Table 4 (continued)

Recommendation 4. Compress or Mainstream Developmental Education with Course Redesign.

Study and | Participants |Setting | Intervention condition as Comparison condition as Outcome domain
design implemented in the study implemented in the study and effect size
Cho et al. 1,184 stu- One com- | Community College of Baltimore | The ALP comparison group was ALP students out-
(2012)4; dents placed | munity County’s Accelerated Learning composed of students who were performed non-ALP
Jenkins et al. | into devel- college in | Program (ALP) mainstreamed only enrolled in the traditional, students on college-
(2010) opmental the mid- | developmental-level students into | highest level developmental Eng- | level coursework
writing Atlantic | college-level English composi- lish course (ENGL 052). completion rates and
QED tion. The students also received persistence to the
Does not supplemental instruction for an next year* (nr). There
meet WWC gdditional hour per course meet- was not a differ-
Group ing. The college-level English and ence on college-level
Design supplemental instruction course course grades or on
Standards are taught by the same instruc- degree attainment/
tor with integrated syllabi and transfer (nr).'s
activities.
Edgecombe | 3,529 stu- One com- | A one-semester accelerated The 2-semester traditional pathway | Over a 5-year follow-
et al. (2014)'® [ dents in munity | course in English was offered as | consisted of three developmental | up period, accelerated
developmen- | college in | a preparatory course in a pilot courses, which was considered course participants
QED tal education | California | learning community, and this “business as usual.” Students who | were more likely to
Does not group formed the pool for the enrolled in this course sequence | complete college-level
meet WWC intervention group in the study. | and met propensity-score match- [ English* (nr), earn
Group Later, the accelerated option was | ing criteria with the intervention more college course
Design offered to all students on campus. | group participants formed the pool | credits* (nr), and
Standards for the comparison group. more likely to earn a
degree,* (nr).”

4 This study did not meet WWC standards because the authors used imputation for some covariates and outcomes; the WWC currently does not allow imputation

for covariates.

5 nr indicates not reported. This study did not present information in a way that allows standardized effect sizes to be reported. See Cho et al. (2012), Table 3, p.

10.

16 This study did not meet WWC standards because an acceptable pre-intervention measure of academic achievement was not available. The authors did control
for measures of college achievement and student socioeconomic status.

7 nr indicates not reported. This study did not present information in a way that allows standardized effect sizes to be reported. See Edgecombe et al. (2014),

Table A.2, p. 30.

(91

Copyright A. Goudas 201
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APerhaps 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

AMost recently, the Oklahom@&tate System of Higher
Educationcollaborated with CCA, funded by Lumina,
Dell, Gates, Kresge, and Carnegie, to create four
variations of ALP to be implemented by Fall 2017



Corequisite models

Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) is a form of mainstreaming remedial students by
enrolling them in the college-level course, often with non-remedial students, and enrolling
them in the ALP companion course which offers supplemental instruction and often meets in
the class period immediately following the college-level course. The same instructor usually
teaches both courses.

Mandatory Lab or Tutoring delivers customized support to students enrolled in a traditional
college-level course for an additional one to two hours per week in a required non-credit lab
or tutoring. The support enables students to address specific needs related to their success in
the college-level course.

Sequenced Courses accelerate students through basic skills content and the common single-
semester college-level math or English composition course in one semester. Students would
attend class five days a week with the first five weeks dedicated to basic skills support
followed by the college-level course.

Other models could include two-semester models where a single semester remedial course is
tightly aligned to a college-level course providing an introduction of content in the college-
level course and requiring the student to commit to both courses in the freshman year. The
two-semester model requires a backward mapping of learning outcomes in college-level
course to the remedial course.

Copyright A. Goudas 201
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AVariation 1:ALP without same instructor teaching
both courses: State of Indiana does this as well

AVariation 2:Put remedial students (what level?) into
collegelevel courses with mandatory oner two-
hour lab (structured lab, sedtirected lab?)

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

AVariation 4:Traditional remediation with curricula
FfAJYSR 6adAft AyOf dZRSR.
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AThis is a form of bait and switch

ANo researcher would tell you it is acceptable to
Implement a different version of a study and still cite
UKI U0 audzReQa LIZaAluA@dS TA

AAside from ALP research somewhat supporting

variation 1, only one other variation has any research
supporting It
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AThis study (Logy&VatanabeRose, 8Douglas, 2016)
ISmore rigorous research than the ALP studies

Alt uses a randomized controlled trial

Alt explores the effects of adding a structuredh@ur
lab to both elementary algebra and collepwel
statistics, both of which were taken by similar
remedial students

AHere is a chart showing its results:
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AThree important findings frohogue, Watanab&ose,
andDouglas (2016

AAdding a 2hour structured lab to a remedial algebra_
course will s,htghtl Increase passrates in that remedial
course (statistically insignificant)

APutting uppetrlevel remedial students into a collegbe
level math course and adding ahdur structured la
will result in statistically lower passrates in that college
level course as compared to collelgzelnonremedial
passrates

Alf restricted to students beneath cutoff, the workshop
seems to help students (low sample size problem)
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Alf quality research shows that alur 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 collegelevel statistics, how can we expect an
unstructured 1 or 2-hour lab to succeeds In

V4 Pal
(L]

hlifl K2YlIQa {0l daS {éeaiusSy I
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AMany are citing ALP research (and other unverified
numbers from various states) and are claiming that
a NB a dzt Hiegdst hrotid®e sdpgort is far better

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

AThey know that if givenption to choose one of four
corequisitevariations, most will choose mandatory
lab hour due to ease of implementation and low cost
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ALGQa |f NBFRé KIFLIWISYAYy3IY |
college in Tennessee chose the variation of a lab for
Englishcorequisiteghe first year, and had to change

ACCA rhetoric suggests they may only want to eliminate
NBYSR)\IU)\EV OAWSYSRALI UA 2
02 b2FKSNBZE€ HAMH

AThed NA I KGO G2 badkikh bagiousifagrmsQsey A
CCA documents for rhetoric and supportcofeds
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