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Welcome to another issue of the Journal of College Academic Support Programs
(J-CASP). The first two issues were highly successful, and according to our website
analytics, each issue was viewed and/or downloaded approximately 800 times.
We are very grateful for such a reception for the journal’s inaugural year as a
platform for scholarship in the fields of developmental education (DE), learning
support, and student success in Texas.

This issue features a triad of articles representing DE not only in Texas but across
the country. Two represent professionals from both colleague DE doctoral pro-
grams in Texas, one from Texas State University about learning frameworks, and
the other from Sam Houston State University about first-year seminars. The third
article—a special feature article—a reprint of a white-paper from the National
Center for Developmental Education, addresses reform movements in DE and
college completion throughout the nation.

Furthermore, this issue contains multiple non-juried articles that showcase prac-
titioners. Included are three promising practices articles: one about incorporating
the arts into literacy instruction, one about utilizing the technology-based plat-
form Google My Maps into classroom projects, and one that discerns supplemen-
tal instruction from tutoring and addresses the benefits of either or both in tan-
dem. Also, this issue also showcases three exploratory articles: one introducing
academic capital as a further extension of the notion of social capital, one pro-
posing contextualized literacy curriculum, and one exploring first-year student
retention and the relegation of important gateway courses to adjunct instructors.

The J-CASP staff is proud to announce and clarify our new genre—exploratory
pieces. The notion rose from a roundtable session of authors, editors, editori-
al review-board members, and conference participants from the 2018 confer-
ence of the College Academic Support Services, which graciously endorses and
funds—along with the Graduate Program in Developmental Education at Texas
State University—this journal. An exploratory piece puts forth an idea that might
deserve further scholarly exploration. As higher education and student success
and retention is a continually evolving and changing field, new ideas, strategies,
and vision continually abound.

On behalf of the J-CASP editorial staff, thank you for reading this journal. We
hope that you enjoy the wealth of scholarship contained in these pages.

Michael C. McConnell, Editor
Journal of College Academic Support Programs
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ABSTRACT

In this qualitative study, the authors extend the previous research and present findings from a study investigating post-
secondary theoretically-based study strategy courses. In Texas, these courses are known as learning frameworks courses,
offered for college credit, and derive full-formula funding from the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. Research-
ers focused on learning frameworks courses offered at Texas public community colleges in the Fall 2016 and Spring 2017
semesters. A total of 44 course coordinators or their designees were interviewed via phone or email. Using content
analysis, researchers coded data into content categories and thematic units. Findings provide historical, administrative
and curricula perspectives including primary distinctions among course topics; theoretical perspectives (or lack thereof);
textbooks, resources, and assessment selections; and instructor training. The authors recommended the development of
statewide resources to assist institutions in meeting statewide curricula requirements.

ne approach to support students’ learning in

postsecondary education is the offering of

learning frameworks courses, also referred to
as strategic learning, learning-to-learn, and student
success courses—among other names. Offered for
college credit in either one-, two-, or three-hour
course formats, the hallmark of the curriculum is to
introduce students to theories from cognitive, be-
havioral, and affective domains of educational psy-
chology to underpin the learning strategies taught
within the course. The primary goals are fostering
students’ comprehension of themselves as learners;
helping them to increase their self-efficacy, self-reg-
ulation and motivation to succeed; teaching them to
understand the reasons for engaging in specific study
behaviors; and utilizing and transferring new study
behaviors to their other courses by embedding the
strategies within a disciplinary context. In this paper,
we trace the history of learning frameworks courses
nationally and within Texas, review research of their
effectiveness, and present original findings from a
research study investigating the characteristics of
learning frameworks courses offered at Texas public
community colleges.

Historical Review of Learning Framework Courses
The practice of guiding students in how to
succeed in college, including how to navigate the
challenges college creates, has its roots in the late
1800s when a new type of course began to appear:
first semester courses focused on helping students
through the heightened challenges of pursuing high-
er education (Keup & Barefoot, 2005). Still offered
today, freshmen seminar courses, now typically titled
First-Year Seminar are often part of a robust First-Year
Experience Program, offered for one-credit hour,
and focus on helping students’ transition, acclimate,
and integrate into the college environment (Agee &
Hodges, 2018).
The Medical Model of Study Skills Instruction
Beginning in the 1920s, courses that focused
specifically on study skill development emerged and
grew as instructors and students realized the need
for them. These courses focused on note-taking,
reading comprehension, textbook study methods,
time management, examination preparation, and
test-taking (Maxwell, 1997). Delineating the sources
of textbooks propounding college study skills, Stahl
and Henk (1986) listed Whipple’s (1927) How to Study
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Effectively and Bird’s (1931) Effective Study Hab-
its. Stahl and Henk (1986) also included other such
works including the Student’s Guide to Effective Study
(Cole & Ferguson, 1935), the How to Study Handbook
(Frederick, 1938), and Diagnostic and Remedial Tech-
niques for Effective Study (Robinson, 1941).

Yet, most textbooks addressing study skills
did not include theoretical perspectives on learning
or studying, nor did they advise that students be in-
troduced to learning theory. Instead, these books’
content focused on instructional philosophy based
on remediation involving practice and skill. Like the
medical model, these authors’ goal was helping in-
structors diagnose students’ skill and study deficits
and then directing them to lessons designed to ad-
dress students’ areas of weakness. By the middle
of the 1940s, more than 100 courses
began appearing that addressed how
to study for students admitted on ac-
ademic probation and for students
needing remedial help. Robinson ad-
vocated using his study method Sur-
vey Q3R or, as it is now known, SQ3R
to address how to survey, question,
read, recite, and review in his second
study skills book, Effective Learning
(1936). Robinson described SQ3R as
a system supported by scientific man-
agement and a higher-level way to
study (Stahl & Henk, 1986). Robinson
also claimed that his course offered at
The Ohio State University addressed
how to study effectively for students
on- and off-academic probation, and
for students that were returning sol-
diers from World War Il. Robinson’s
(1946) one caveat was that “brighter
students benefited the most” from it
(p. 1). Through the mid-1980s, these
books’ authors continued to focus on
instructional philosophy based on re-
mediation involving practice and skill. Even when
updated in 1974, the seminal textbook How to Study
in College (Pauk, 1962) focused on skill domains such
as the basic on-going skills, the academic skills, and
the supportive skills. Addressing the book’s lack of
theoretical grounding, Pauk argued, “Students are
not primarily interested in theory . . . After all, the
person who needs penicillin is seldom cured by learn-
ing the history of antibiotics” (p. vii, 1974). The same
was true for Ellis’s bestselling textbook Becoming a
Master Student (1985). His book, claimed to be filled
with “tools, techniques, hints, ideas, illustrations, in-
structions, procedures, processes, skills, resources
and suggestions for success” (1985, inside cover).
Yet, void were theory and research-based citations to
support the skills and strategies he promoted.

Emergent Learning Frameworks Courses

Educators at two Texas institutions were at
the forefront of developing emergent learning frame-
works courses; their research findings, conducted
in the 1990s, began to acknowledge that students
learning the theory underlying why study strategies
work is essential to grasp holistically, retain, and uti-
lize study strategies. At Texas State University (then
Southwest Texas State University), Sellers created a
course in 1973 similar to other college reading and
study skills courses of the 1970s, with topics such
as reading comprehension, vocabulary building,
note-taking, time management, and speed reading.
However, 1980s theory and research integration
slowly transformed the curriculum into an applied
learning and behavior management course support-

ed by behavioral, cognitive psycholo-
gy, adult learning, and student devel-
opment theories (Hodges, 2014).
At the University of Texas at
Austin in 1975, Weinstein also be-
gan creating a theory-based learning
frameworks course that over time
became more rooted in emerging re-
search on learning strategies instruc-
tion and disassociated from skill-and-
drill study skills instruction (Hodges
& Acee, 2017). Learning strategies
have been defined as “behaviors and
thoughts in which a learner engages
and which are intended to influence
the learner’s encoding process . . . and
affect the way in which the learner se-
lects, acquires, organizes, or integrates
new knowledge” (Weinstein & Mayer,
1983, p. 1). Studies by Weinstein, Di-
erking, Husman, Roska, and Powdrill
(1998) and Hodges, Seller, and Dochen
(2001) provided impetus for learning
frameworks courses at the state level
by showing statistically significant improved reten-
tion and graduation rates for students successfully
completing these courses as compared to similar stu-
dents not enrolled.

In 1997, Cole, Babcock, Goetz, and Wein-
stein introduced the term learning framework([s] as
a course fostering students’ regulation of learning
by developing perspectives of themselves as learn-
ers. The intention guiding this course was the idea
that increasing students’ metacognitive understand-
ing of themselves and how they use learning meth-
ods could motivate, foster, and facilitate transfer of
learning strategies into courses in which students
experienced difficulty.

Prior to 1999, academic success courses could
be offered at higher education institutions in Texas,
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but all such courses could not generate formula fund-
ing. In October 1999, a proposal was submitted to
the the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
(THECB) by Texas State University to change this fund-
ing policy based on research and the increased success
of students enrolled in what was termed “learning
framework[s]” courses. Based on that proposal, the
THECB authorized formula funding (of up to three se-
mester credit hours per student) for learning frame-
works courses which must focus on “1) research and
theory in the psychology of learning, cognition, and
motivation, 2) factors that impact learning, and 3) ap-
plication of learning strategies” (Hill, 2000, p. 1). The
critical characteristic of such a course, according to the
THECB, “...is the presence of theoretical models as the
curricular core” (Hill, 2000, p 1).

As learning frameworks courses became for-
mally recognized in Texas, researchers across the
country continued to explore the effects of under-
pinning theory to learning strategies. Hofer and Yu
(2003) researched a psychology course emphasizing
self-regulation as a core principle integrating teach-
ing cognitive, metacognitive, behavioral, and social
cognitive theory with practical learning, self-regula-
tion, and motivational strategies. Hofer and Yu as-
sessed the course’s impact by using Pintrich, Smith,
Garcia, and McKeachie’s (1993) Motivated Strategies
for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) as a pre- and post-
course assessment of students and found that the
average differences and correlational results showed
that students’ self-efficacy about learning, their fo-
cus on mastery goals, and their sense that the course
was important increased. The study also showed
that text anxiety decreased. In 2004, Dembo and Seli
furthered this work on goal orientation and self-effi-
cacy by showing students why they could and should
change their study behaivors. The authors employed
a four-step process using self-evaluation, goals,
learning strategies, and self-assessment and regula-
tion and used results from two self-report surveys
to collect data. The final survey targeted students
who had previously stressed that they did not want
to change their study behavior because they did not
think they needed to. Results showed that, on aver-
age, students who did not want to change at course
onset believed that they had changed positively as
a result of the four-step process. These early studies
on learning frameworks courses helped to establish
their legitimacy in the eyes of researchers and policy
makers, and paved the way for scaling up research
and practice in this area.

Recent Investigations

While focusing on psycho-social variables
leading to student retention and inclusion in high-
er education, Kennett and Reed (2009) studied how

academic performance and retention could be im-
proved via a theory-to-practice course. They stud-
ied a success course that embedded learning and
memory theory, motivation, stress-coping skills, and
problem solving and included applications for prac-
ticing theory and aiding in its generalization. Data
findings indicated that students who were more im-
pulsive and had the lowest self-efficacy were aided
most in the course.

In 2011, Tuckman and Kennedy conducted
a large investigation of their online, hybrid mod-
el, learning theory-driven study course. Using a
matched control group of 351 students not taking
the learning theory-based study course, the re-
searchers measured the outcomes of the first four
terms of both groups’ college careers. Though re-
tention status declined overall, course-takers main-
tained a higher retention rate over the four semes-
ters (93.4%) compared to non-course-takers (85.5%),
and a higher GPA with increased odds of graduation
(1.69% higher than non-course takers). In another
study focused on an online theory-based study skills
course—Pryjmachuk and Gills (2012) found that stu-
dents’ confidence and knowledge had grown based
on qualitative pre and post surveys and interviews
conducted by the researchers. Approaching learning
theory-based study strategy courses from yet anoth-
er angle, Urciuoli and Bluestone (2013) linked a stu-
dent success course to a content-based psychology
course and, using the Learning and Study Strategies
Inventory (LASSI) as a pre- and post- assessment,
found a small effect on attitude (or students’ inter-
est regarding college activities and achievement)
and concentration. Other investigations by Hoops,
Yu, Burridge, and Wolters (2015) and Wolters and
Hoops (2015) found that teaching students theory
and strategies increased students’ self-regulation
behaviors.

Also in 2015, Bartoszewski and Gurung used
the work of Dunlosky, Rawson, Marsh, Nathan, and
Willingham (2013), whose study focused not only
on ten specific study strategies and their effective-
ness, but also on how these strategies generalized
across learning conditions, materials, student traits,
and tasks relevant to students’ achievement. Of the
strategies discussed by Dunlosky et al. (2013), Bar-
toszewski and Gurung (2015) found that only elab-
orative interrogation, a form of self-testing involving
knowledge retrieval, predicted exam scores in a mul-
tiple regression analysis, reinforcing the importance
of self-testing as an important learning strategy.

In 2015, Fong, Zientek, Ozel, and Phelps (2015)
examined another sparsely researched area related
to study strategies: how self-efficacy in motivation,
self-regulation, handling of learning resources, and
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the strategies students apply in learning is bound to
student ethnicity. Their study of a developmental
mathematics course found some significant variations
in self-efficacy according to students’ ethnicities. This
study has broader implications for the increasing di-
verse populations in colleges and for student retention
by changing instruction according to the differences in
self-efficacy.

Examining college students’ perceptions of a

theory-based college success course, Hoops and Artrip
(2016) reported that students claimed time manage-
ment and motivation were most important for being
effective. Karp, Raufman, Efthimiou, and Ritze (2017)
determined that pedagogies integrating college ori-
entation activities, disciplinary content, and academic
success skills resulted in higher grade point averages
and more credits. In 2018, Hensley,
Wolters, Won, and Brady indicated
that time management taught with-
in student success courses supported
self-regulation development based on a
study conducted with probationary and
non-probationary students.

While self-regulation is import-
ant for students in study strategies
course success, in their study, also from
2018, Howard, Moret, Faulconer, Can-
non, and Tomlin argue that study skills
courses are most effective when they
not only teach study strategies and
the concept of self-regulation, but also
when these courses emphasize transfer
strategies to other courses. Howard et
al. facilitated transfer of study strate-
gies by having students write metacog-
nitive reflections explaining their use
of strategies in other courses. These
metacognitive reflections, according
to the researchers, proved essential for
transfer to occur.

Researchers have also found that students’
metacognitive awareness of why some strategies
were more effective than others influenced their use
of achievement goals (Geller, Toftness, Armstrong,
Carpenter, Manz, Coffman, & Lamm, 2018). Driven
by “metacognitive awareness” (Geller et al., 2018, p.
683), successful students scheduled practice times for
self-testing and studying when they realized that they
studied more effectively this way. The researchers
posited that most students, without instruction, lack
knowledge of what works and why, and continue using
unproductive methods.

In sum, learning frameworks courses have
been found to help support students’ development
as strategic learners and enabled them reach high-
er levels of success in college. Since 1999, when the

THECB approved formula funding, the prevalence of
learning frameworks courses in Texas public colleges
has grown; many community colleges are even re-
quiring these courses of incoming students. Howev-
er, little is known about the approaches being used
in these courses, topics covered, and the extent to
which courses vary from institution to institution.
Describing the characteristics of learning frameworks
courses at Texas public community colleges could
help to reveal common themes, innovative practices,
and advance both learning frameworks research and
practice. Describing the various approaches used in
learning frameworks courses could help educators
and administrators make more informed decisions
about how to structure and implement their courses.
This information could also be valuable to scholars in-
terested in studying the effectiveness
of learning frameworks courses across
different institutions.

Methods
The purpose of the current
study was to describe characteristics
of learning frameworks courses of-
fered at Texas public community col-
leges in the Fall 2016 and Spring 2017
semesters. The overarching research
guestion was: What are historical, ad-
ministrative, and curricular character-
istics of learning frameworks courses?
From a historical perspective, we were
interested in when each institution’s
course was originally established and
how it changed over the years. Ad-
ministrative characteristics of interest
included the population of students
served, whether it was required or
paired with another course, how it was
marketed to students, and the types of
training provided to instructors. Cur-
ricular characteristics of interest were the types of
textbooks and assessments used, and the types of
topics covered in the course. To obtain data to help
answer our research question, we conducted inter-
views with the community college coordinators (or
designees) of learning frameworks courses. We also
obtained syllabi for the learning frameworks courses
and content analyzed them to determine the types of
topics covered.

Institutions with Learning Frameworks Courses
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board recognizes 50 public community colleges in
Texas. To determine which institutions offered learn-
ing frameworks courses in the Fall 2016 and Spring
2017 semesters, we searched each institution’s web-
site (e.g., online course catalogs and class schedules)
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for course offerings that used the state’s designated
learning frameworks course prefix/numbers (i.e.,
EDUC 1100, 1200, 1300; PSYC 1100, 1200, 1300). Out
of the 50 total public community colleges, we found
that 45 had a learning frameworks course and five
did not (see Appendix A). One institution reported
designing a learning frameworks course under a dif-
ferent prefix/number for health science profession-
als, and it was retained in the study. It should be not-
ed that the institutions without learning frameworks
courses also may have had courses that offered sim-
ilar content under a different prefix/numbers that
went undetected. Of the 45 institutions with learn-
ing frameworks courses, eight had multiple campus-
es and 37 had a single campus.
Participants

We used a variety of methods to determine
the coordinator of each learning frameworks course.
These methods involved searching institutional web-
sites, querying institutions via email and phone, and
using our personal contacts to help locate the correct
person to interview. As part of this process, we rec-
ognized that some institutions had a central coordina-
tor that oversaw learning frameworks courses across
multiple campuses. In this case, we sought to inter-
view a single person to speak on behalf of the learn-
ing frameworks courses being implemented on each
campus. When the opposite was true, we sought to
interview the learning frameworks coordinator from
each campus. Of the eight multi-campus institutions,
4 had one coordinator working across multiple cam-
puses, 2 had separate coordinators for each campus,
and 2 had an unknown status because we were un-
able to contact anyone who could provide this infor-
mation. Ultimately, a total of 49 learning frameworks
coordinators were identified and contacted for an in-
terview, of which 44 agreed to be interviewed (three
were designees of the coordinator), yielding a 90%
response rate. See Appendix A for a listing of each
institution included in this study and details about
the learning frameworks course prefix/numbers used
coordinator name, and interview method.
Research Design and Data Collection

The current study was a descriptive study that
used qualitative data obtained through semi-struc-
tured interviews and content analysis of syllabi. The
interviews were conducted with learning frameworks
coordinators (or their designees) over the phone (n
= 38) or via email (n = 6), when a phone meeting
was unable to be scheduled. For phone interviews,
trained graduate student researchers asked ques-
tions to the interviewee and recorded their respons-
es into a spreadsheet. Phone interviews lasted ap-
proximately 45-90 minutes. For email interviews, the
interview questions were sent in a Word document
for the interviewees to complete and send back via

email. A total of 27 questions were included in the
interview protocol, in addition to probing questions
(for a full listing of these questions contact the senior
author). For the purposes of this study, we analyzed
data from 10 interview questions (see Appendix B).

In addition, we obtained an example sylla-
bus or detailed syllabus template that represented
the learning frameworks courses offered at each in-
terviewee’s institution. To determine the types of
course topics covered in these courses, we extracted
every course topic listed in the course calendar of the
syllabus.
Data Analysis

Using content analysis (Krippendorff, 2004),
all recorded data was segmented into smaller, in-
terpretable units of analysis, coded into content
categories, and then combined into larger thematic
units, when applicable. Forinterview data, research-
ers examined interviewee responses that were pre-
viously recorded into a spreadsheet. Many of the
questions were yes/no questions and probed for
examples. The results below report the percentage
of yes/no responses for each question and further
provide content categories that represent the types
of examples given, in some cases we also provide
specific examples. Content analysis was also used
to examine course topics. An expert researcher/
practitioner in the field of learning frameworks read
each course topic, coded it into a content category,
and subsequently grouped these content categories
into larger themes, when applicable.

Findings

We organized the findings into historical, ad-
ministrative, and curricular characteristics of learning
frameworks courses. Findings are based on content
analyses of interview responses with learning frame-
works coordinators (or designees). We also present
findings of a content analysis of course topics listed in
learning frameworks course calendars obtained from
interviewees.
Historical Characteristics

When the courses began. Interviewees were
asked to report when their respective Texas public
community college began offering learning frame-
works courses. The question presented allowed the
participant to respond based on their own knowledge
of their institutions. While many of the respondents
were clear on when the learning frameworks course
began, not all were certain of the exact year. Table
1 shows that most institutions initiated their learn-
ing frameworks programs within the last decade. In
addition, two respondents indicated that the learn-
ing frameworks course had begun initially, ceased
at some point, and returned to the institution years
later.
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Table 1
Inception of Each Learning Frameworks Course
Source F %

Prior to 2000 2 4
2000-2005 6 14
2006-2010 11 25
2011-2015 22 50
Undetermined 3 7
Total 44 100

How the courses changed. Of the 44 respon-
dents, 32 noted changes to the learning frameworks
course over the years, nine noted no mentionable
changes, and three noted that changes were unclear
or not applicable. Interviewees who indicated chang-
es commonly listed multiple changes. Content analy-
sis of the example changes provided by interviewees
revealed various administrative and curricular chang-
es with the most common being changes to the cur-
riculum (n = 14), textbook (n = 12), and changes in
the number of credit hours awarded (n = 11). Ad-
ditional types of changes were to lessons and activ-
ities (n = 7), making the learning frameworks course
a core requirement (n = 4), changes to student learn-
ing outcomes (n = 3), the governing department (n
= 3), assessments (n = 2), eligible students (n = 2),
the course name (n = 1), class size (n = 1), and more
rigorous instructor credentials (n = 1). It should be
noted that some of the curricular changes demon-
strated attempts to make the course more in-depth
and theory-based. For example, one interviewee
stated: “It’s way more in depth. It used to be...more
skills-based for certain classes. Now it’s more of a
course of learning the theories and approaches that
they apply to their other classes, not a tutoring class
anymore.”

Administrative Changes

Courses designed for special populations.
We also asked interviewees if they offered learning
frameworks sections designed for special popula-
tions or disciplines. Of the 44 interview respondents,
24 (55%) reported learning frameworks sections
designed for special populations, with several inter-
viewees listing multiple special populations served.
Examples reflected a wide range of responses that
included students enrolled with less than 15 credit
hours (n = 5), those enrolled in dual-credit (n = 4),
honors program students (n = 3), health science ma-
jors (n = 3), STEM majors (n = 2), nontraditional stu-

dents (n = 1), students on academic probation (n =1),
student athletes (n = 1), teacher education majors (n
= 1), fire science majors (n = 1), English composition
(n = 1), student veterans (n = 1), Dream Catcher Pu-
ente Program (n = 1), students with disabilities (n =
1), TRIO (n = 1), first generation students (n = 1), en-
gineer majors (n = 1), students enrolled in technical
programs such as welding and air conditioning tech
(n = 1), criminal justice majors (n = 1), and cosmetol-
ogy (n=1).

Courses designed for developmental educa-
tion. We were also interested if any of the learning
frameworks sections were specifically designed for
students enrolled in developmental education cours-
es. Of the 44 interviewees, eight (18%) responded
that they offered a course designed specifically for
students in developmental education courses; of
those, six reported the learning frameworks course
was required for this student population.

Mandated enrollment. Respondents were
further asked if their learning frameworks courses
were mandated and, if so, for whom. Of the 44 re-
spondents, 12 (27%) indicated it was mandated for all
students, 20 (45%) reported that it was mandated for
some students, 10 (23%) indicated it was not man-
dated, and 2 said they did not know. When probed to
explain who their courses were mandated for, insti-
tutions frequently described more than one student
population. Of those stating that their courses were
mandated for some, the following types of examples
were provided: First Time in College (FTIC) students
and those with less than 12-15 credit hours (n = 10),
based on Texas Success Initiative Assessment (TSIA)
scores (n = 9), students on suspension and academic
probation (n = 5), those in a general studies program
(n =2), college preparatory program (n = 2), Dream-
ers program (n = 1), Burleson Opportunity Fund
Scholarship program (n = 1), and Mathways program
(n = 1). Several interviewees mentioned that their
institution was in the process of mandating it or still
deciding whether to mandate it in future semesters.
Also, one interviewee noted that although the course
was not officially mandated, advisers commonly de-
scribe it to students as a mandatory elective. Final-
ly, it should be noted that 32 (72%) of respondents
indicated that their learning frameworks course was
mandated for all students or all FTIC students with
less than 12-15 credits.

Pairing of learning frameworks course. In-
terviewees were asked if they paired their learning
frameworks courses with another course. Of the 44
interviewees, 15 (34%) indicated that their learning
frameworks courses were paired with other courses
during the semesters in question, whereas 28 (64%)
indicated no pairings and one interviewee was unable
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to say definitively if the courses were paired, because
pairing happened through informal arrangements
with instructors. Our content analysis of the paired-
course examples provided by the 15 interviewees
(note some interviewees mentioned multiple course
pairings) suggested that most were paired with a lit-
eracy course: English Composition (n = 7), English as
a second language (n = 1), reading (n = 1), integrat-
ed reading and writing (n = 3). Learning frameworks
courses were also paired with mathematics course
(n = 6). Other learning frameworks course pairing
mentioned include: biology (n = 1), psychology (n =
1), history (n = 1), introduction courses (n = 1), work-
force courses (n = 1), and developmental education
courses in general (n = 1).

Marketing learning frame-
works courses. Because marketing
strategies were expected to be fun-
damentally different for institutions
that mandate their courses compared
to those that do not, responses to
the question about how the learning
frameworks courses are marketed
or advertised were divided into two
categories: (a) marketing of learning
frameworks that were mandated and
(b) marketing of learning frameworks
courses that were not mandated. For
the first category, campuses where
learning frameworks were mandat-
ed, information was frequently made
available to students at student en-
gagement events or via advisors who
would pass on the information. How-
ever, a common answer from respon-
dents was that there was no marketing
or advertising because the course was
a part of the core agenda. As pertains
to marketing of learning frameworks
that were not mandated, common techniques includ-
ed handing out flyers and other materials, attending
job/career fairs, and providing information at student
orientation. Other strategies included a reliance on
advisors, counselors, and faculty to relay information
to students and other forms of word-of-mouth ad-
vertising.

Training for learning frameworks instructors.
Most respondents, 33 (75%), indicated that training
was available for the instructors. The remaining 11
(25%) noted that there was either no training avail-
able or they were unclear if training was available.
The requirement for training, when available, was
different depending on the type of instructor. Fifteen
responses referenced training specific to “new” instruc-
tors and of those, 14 required training with a mix of

both ongoing professional development such as peda-
gogy and student engagement and one-time technical
training such as course management software. One re-
sponse referenced a required biannual training for “full-
time” instructors. Three responses referenced training
for “returning” instructors, with only one of those re-
quiring training, such as conference attendance. The
largest response set referenced training for “any” in-
structor (n =20). Ten of the 20 indicated training was re-
quired. Types of training mentioned in responses were
webinars, brown bag Fridays, online sharing, confer-
ences, mentoring, in-house training, programs such as
AVID, and sessions from organizations such as the Dana
Center. The frequency of training expectations included
never, one-time, annual, biannual, and ongoing.
Curricular Characteristics
Course topics. Curricular char-
acteristics we examined included the
course topics listed in the course cal-
endar of each syllabus obtained from
the interviewees. As mentioned in
the literature review, the state of Tex-
as requires that these courses address
theory, research, and application of
the psychology of learning. Therefore,
these findings could provide informa-
tion about the extent to which these
courses aligned with this requirement.
Of the 44 interviewees, 39 provided a
syllabus with sufficient information in
their course calendars to include them
in the analysis. A total of 930 course
topics were extracted, and content
analyzed by an expert learning frame-
works research/practitioner. The con-
tent categories are shown in Appendix
C. The category labels were chosen to
closely reflect the types of words and
phrasing used in the course calendars.
Textbooks. Of the 44 interviewees, 33 (75%)
stated they required a specific textbook for all sec-
tions of learning frameworks courses, eight (18%) re-
ported they did not require a specific textbook, and
three stated they were unsure. Of the three inter-
viewees who said they were unsure, one stated they
did not always require a common text, the second
said text requirements depended on the semester,
and the last stated they were currently piloting books
to require a common text for the future. Although
eight interviewees reported they did not require a
common text, two of the eight mentioned they had
common texts available for instructors to use if need-
ed. See Table 2 for a list of all texts reported by the
interviewees.
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Table 2

Texts Used in Learning Frameworks Courses in Fall
2016 and Spring 2017

Title (in alphabetical order) Authors

A pocket guide to college success Shushan

Academic transformations: The road to
college success

Becoming a master student
College and career success

College success: A concise practical
guide

College success: Before, during, and
after

Cornerstones for college success

Emotional intelligence: Achieving aca-
demic and career excellence in college
and in life

Essential study skills
Motivation in education
On course

P.O.W.E.R. learning strategies for suc-
cess in college and life

Peak performance: Success in college
and beyond

Student success in college: Doing what
works

The college experience compact

Keys to community college success

The things they carried

Thriving in college and beyond: Re-
search-based strategies for academic
success and personal development

UT Dana Center resources
Your college experience

Learning framework

7 habits of highly effective college
students

Sellers, Dochen, and Hodges

Ellis
Marsha
Strickland and Strickland

Raniseski

Sherfield and Moody

Nelson and Low

Wong
Schunk, Meece, and Pintrich
Downing

Feldmen

Ferret

Harrington

Baldwin, Tietje, and Stoltz
Carter and Kravits
O’Brien

Cuseo, Thompson, Campag-
na, and Fecas

UT Dana Center
Gardner and Barefoot

Customized book, Collin
College

Covey

Note. The list represents textbooks reported by learning frameworks coordina-
tors (or their designees) who were interviewed in this study. Textbooks listed
may have multiple editions.

Assessments. Beyond textbooks, we also asked inter-
viewees the extent to which they used standardized
assessments in their learning frameworks courses.
Of the 44 respondents, 38 (86%) reported incor-
porating standardized assessments in their learn-
ing frameworks courses, whereas 6 (14%) did not.
When probed about the types of assessments used,
respondents commonly reported using multiple as-
sessments. The three most common types of assess-
ments reported were personality assessments such as
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, career assessments
such as the Strong Interest Inventory, and learning
strategies type assessments such as the Learning and
Study Strategies Inventory (see Table 3 for a full list-
ing of the types of assessments reported).

Table 3
Types of Assessments Used in Learning
Frameworks Courses.

Source f
Personality 21
Career 15
Learning Strategies 13
College Success 11
Learning Styles / Preferences 11
Multiple Intelligences 4

Emotional Assessments 3

Other / Miscellaneous 12

Note. Some interviewees listed multiple assessments.

Discussion

The current study helps to document a
surge in learning frameworks course offerings
across the state and to recognize both similari-
ties and differences in course characteristics. Our
findings support the notion that learning frame-
works courses are a valued and important focus
area for most all Texas public community colleges.

Texas’ decision to offer formula funding
for these courses (Hill, 2000), along with the need
to support growing numbers of students enter-
ing college who are academically underprepared
(Center for Community College Student Engage-
ment [CCCSE], 2016), likely helped to spur the
increase in these course offerings. The majority
of community colleges within this study began of-
fering these courses only within the last decade.
Many institutions have made substantial chang-
es to the administrative (e.g. mandates, paring,
credit hours) and curricular (e.g. textbooks, as-
sessment tools, learning outcomes) characteris-
tics of the course.
Administrative Characteristics

While previous research has focused on
the content and goals of learning frameworks
courses, differentiating them from orientation,
transition, and study skills courses (Cole, et. al.,
1997), and demonstrating their effectiveness on
learning (as noted in our literature review), this
study helps to extend these areas of research by
documenting how learning frameworks courses
are being implemented to serve the needs of Tex-
as public community colleges. As suggested with
the findings of this study, learning frameworks
courses are not only offered at 45 out of 50 insti-
tutions, but over two-thirds of those interviewed
indicated that their learning frameworks courses
were mandated for all students or those who are
FTIC with less than 12-15 credit hours.
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With the diversity that accompanied the
growth in the student population for Texas’ post-
secondary institutions (THECB, 2018), it was imper-
ative that Texas public community colleges identified
and implemented supports that catered to specific
subpopulations. This study showed 40% of coordi-
nators indicated that their institution designed cours-
es for special populations. Of particular interest,
three-quarters of institutions designating learning
frameworks sections for students enrolled in a devel-
opmental course also made it a requirement. This
study finding speaks to research highlighting the im-
portance of additional supports for students deemed
academically underprepared and or underserved
(CCCSE, 2016).

Another finding of the current study showed
one-third of responders indicated offering paired
courses (i.e. EDUC 1300 with a STEM-related course).
The general practice of pairing courses has been sup-
ported in literature—and especially paring student
success courses with content-based courses such as
the Dana Centers’ Framework for Mathematics and
Collegiate Learning Course (University of Texas at
Austin Charles A. Dana Center, 2019). Further, the
study findings in regard to advertising the course in
general, for special subpopulations, and for paired
courses, were expected to have distinct differences
based on if the course was required or not required.
If a course was mandated, we found that marketing
was either nonexistent or promoted by advisors or
listings on one’s degree plan. In cases where a man-
date was not in place, this study showed advisors
played a vital role. Interviewees also mentioned the
use of advertising via institutional events.

Curricula Characteristics

This finding indicated that curricula-related
characteristics varied by institution. Course topics,
textbook choice, and assessment tools were the ar-
eas of primary distinction among the learning frame-
works courses offered. One main conclusion is that
while many of the courses did have somewhat similar
course content among institutions (e.g. self-regulato-
ry strategies, goal setting, motivation, metacognition,
reading comprehension, strategies for taking notes,
etc.), there were some courses not well aligned with
the THECB authorized formula funding requirements
(see Hill, 2000) or having the presence of theoretical
models as the curricular core, based on the course
calendar topics listed. Of the 930 topics identified,
we also found many topics—while useful and import-
ant—were beyond the original intent of the THECB
mandated curricula (e.g. careers, communication, fi-
nancial literacy, and relationships, among many oth-
ers). We also found controversial topics (e.g., learning
styles) promoted within some courses, having sparse
research underpinnings.

Although an analysis of each textbook and as-
sessment used is beyond the scope of this study, the
findings help to document the variation in the use of
these resources, which could be examined in more
detail in future research. From some of the text-
books listed that the authors of this study were famil-
iar with, many lacked the theoretical connections to
the strategies promotes.

Even with the availability of theory-based
textbooks, assessments, instructor manuals, text-
book web portals and other supplementary materi-
als used to help assist instructors teaching learning
frameworks courses, the need for instructor profes-
sional development was not overlooked by institu-
tions. Most coordinators interviewed said that train-
ing was available or required for instructors teaching
learning frameworks courses. However, training, for
some institutions, was often limited to a few days
within the beginning of the semester or only for new
instructors.

Limitations

All interview data was self-reported and sub-
ject to the interviewees’ interpretations and available
knowledge at the time of the interview. For example,
several interviewees did not have complete informa-
tion on when their learning frameworks courses were
initiated and the types of changes made to their cours-
es. In addition, this study is limited in representing the
variations in implementation at each institution. Inter-
viewees, for example, described what was expected in
general, but did not know the day-to-day implemen-
tation fidelity of each course offering. Similarly, data
on the course topics extracted from course calendars
represents a single syllabus or syllabus template rep-
resentative of the various course offerings at a single
institution and does not necessarily reflect all syllabi or
the actual topics covered during class.

Conclusions, Recommendations,
and Future Research

This study captured a snap-shot of the histor-
ical, administrative, and curriculum characteristics of
Texas’s public community colleges’ learning frame-
works courses as reported by 44 coordinators (or
their designees) during the Spring 2016 and Fall 2017
semesters. Distinctions among courses were espe-
cially prevalent in regard to curricula topics and the
integration of theoretical perspectives, textbooks, re-
sources, and assessment selections. While instructor
training was common among institutions, the length
and types of training varied. While the authors un-
derstand the need for each institution to meet the
needs of their specific student populations with
learning frameworks courses, the authors do recom-
mend statewide resources be developed focusing on
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student learning outcomes, curriculum topics, the-
oretical constructs, and assessments to help foster
more standardization that meet the THECB course
funding requirements.

Several areas of future research, given the
findings, include an investigation of Texas’s 4-year
institutions’ learning frameworks course characteris-
tics. Additionally, a statewide examination of courses’
effectiveness on students’ academic outcomes (e.g.
on retention, graduation rates, for targeted special
populations, and for paired courses) would be useful.
These investigations would be especially important in
helping to meet Texas’s strategic plan’s overarching
goal: “By 2030, at least 60 percent of Texans ages 25-
34 will have a certificate or degree (THECB, 2018, p.
8).

Additionally, we expect learning frameworks
courses to continue to evolve with breakthrough
research and theories that address student success
such as how technology affects learning. As the
world becomes more complex, technologically ad-
vanced, and diverse in the twenty-first century, Tex-
as students deserve the very best in learning frame-
works instruction.

Agee, K., Hodges, R., & Castillo, A. (2018). Program
management. In R. Flippo, T. W. Bean (Eds.),
Handbook for college reading and study
strategy research (3™ ed., pp. 293-314). New
York, NY: Routledge.

Bartoszewski, B. L., & Gurung, R. A. R. (2015).
Comparing the relationship of learning
techniques and exam score. Scholarship
of Teaching and Learning in Psychology,
1(3), 219-228. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
stl0000036

Bird, C. (1931). Effective study habits. New York, NY:
Century.

Center for Community College Student Engagement.
(2016). Expectations meet reality: The
underprepared student and community
colleges. Austin, TX: The University of Texas
at Austin, College of Education, Department
of Educational Administration, Program in
Higher Education Leadership. Retrieved from
http://www.ccsse.org/docs/Underprepared_
Student.pdf

Cole, L., & Ferguson, J. M. (1935). Students guide to
effective study (Rev. ed.). New York, NY: Farrar
& Rinehart.

Cole, R. P, Babcock, C., Goetz, E. T. & Weinstein,
C. E. (1997, October). An in-depth look at
academic success courses. Paper presented
at the meeting of the College Reading and
Learning Association, Sacramento, CA.

Dana Center Mathematics Pathways (2017).
DCMP frameworks for mathematics and
collegiate learning: Course overview and
learning outcomes. Retrieved from https://
dcmathpathways.org/resources/dcmp-
frameworks-mathematics-and-collegiate-
learning-course-overview-and-learning-
outcomes

Dembo, M. H., & Seli, H. P. (2004). Students’
resistance to change in learning strategies
courses. Journal of Developmental Education.
(27)3, 2-11.

Dunlosky, J., Rawson, K. A., Marsh, E.J.,Nathan,M.J., &
Willingham, D. T. (2013). Improving students’
learning with effective learning techniques:
Promising directions from cognitive and
educational psychology. Psychological
Science in the Public Interest. 14(1), 4-58. doi:
10.1177/1529100612453266

Ellis, D. B. (1985) Becoming a master student (5% ed.).
Rapid City, SD: College Survival.

Fong, C. J., Zientek, L. R., Ozel, Z. E. Y., & Phelps, J. M.
(2015). Between and within ethnic differences
in strategiclearning: A study of developmental
mathematics students. Social Psychology
Education, 18, 55-74. do0i:10.1007/s11218-
014-9275-5

Frederick, R. W. (1938). How to study handbook. New
York, NY: Appleton-Century.

Geller, J., Toftness, A. R., Armstrong, P. I., Carpenter,
S. K., Manz, C. L., Coffman, C. R., & Lamm,
M. H. (2018). Study strategies and beliefs
about learning as a function of academic
achievement and achievement goals.
Memory, 26(5), 683-690. doi:10.1080/09658
211.2017.1397175

Hensley, L. C.,, Wolters, C. A., Won, S., & Brady,
A. C. (2018). Academic probation, time
management, and time use in a college
success course. Journal of College Reading
and Learning, 48(2), 105-123. doi:10.1080/1
0790195.2017.1411214

Hill, M. A. (2000, March 31). Funding for “Learning
Framework” courses [Memorandum to Chief
Academic Officers, Public Senior Universities].
Austin, TX: Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board.

Hodges, R. (2014). Autobiography of teaching a
learning framework course. In J. L. Higbee
(Ed.), Continuing contributions to the field:
Essays by the Fellows of the Council of Learning
Assistance and Developmental Education
Associations (pp. 183-204). In Memory of
Martha Maxwell. Boone, NC: National Center
for Developmental Education.

Hodges, R., & Acee, T. W. (2017). The many legacies
of Dr. Claire Ellen Weinstein, part | tribute:
Learning frameworks courses. In M. C.
McConnell (Ed.), Promising practices in
developmental education (pp. 43-48). San
Marcos, TX: The Education Institute, Texas
State University.

16



JOURNAL OF COLLEGE ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Hodges, R., Sellers, D.E., & Dochen, CW. (2001).
Implementing a learning framework course.
In J. L. Higbee & P. L. Dwinell (Eds.), NADE
monograph: 2001 A developmental odyssey,
(pp. 3-13). Warrensburg, MO: National
Association for Developmental Education.

Hofer,B.K.,&Yu,S.L.(2003). Teachingself-regulated
learning through a “learning to learn”
course. Teaching of Psychology, (30)1, 30-
33. d0i:10.1207/515328023TOP3001_05

Hoops, L. D., & Artrip, A. (2016). College student
success course takers’ perceptions of
college student effectiveness. Learning
Assistance Review, (21)2, 55-67.

Hoops, L. D., Yu, S. L., Burridge, A. B., & Wolters,
C. A. (2015). Impact of a student success
course on undergraduate academic
outcomes. Journal of College Reading and
Learning, 45(2), 123-146. doi:10.1080/107
90195.2015.1032041

Howard, C. M., Moret, L., Faulconer, J., Cannon, T,,
& Tomlin, A. (2018). Preparing for college
success: Exploring undergraduate students’
perceptions of the benefits of a college
reading and study skills course through
action research. Networks: An Online
Journal for Teacher Research, 20(1), 1-18.
do0i:10.4148/2470-6353.1258

Karp, M. M., Raufman, J., Efthimiou, C., & Ritze,
N. (2017). Revising a college 101 course
for sustained impact: Early outcomes.
Community College Journal of Research and
Practice, 41(1), 42-55. doi:10.1080/106689
26.2016.1152929

Kennett, D.J., & Reed, M. J. (2009). Factors influencing
academic success and retention following
a 1st-year post-secondary success course.
Educational Research and Evaluation (15)2,
153-166. doi: 10:1080/13803610902804382

Keup, J. R., & Barefoot, B. O. (2005). Learning how to
be a successful student: Exploring the impact
of first-year seminars on student outcomes.
Journal of the First-Year Experience & Students
in Transition, 17(1), 11-47.

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Content Analysis: An
Introduction to its Methodology (2™ ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Maxwell, M. (1997). Improving student learning skills:
A new edition. Clearwater, FL: H&H.

Pauk, W. (1962, 1974). How to study in college.
Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.

Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A. F.,, Garcia, T., & McKeachie,
W. J. (1993). Reliability and predictive validity
of the Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire (MSLQ). Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 53(3), 801-813.

Robinson, F. P. (1936). Effective study. New Edition.
New York, NY: Harper & Row.

Robinson, F. P. (1941). Diagnostic and remedial
techniques for effective study. New York, NY:
Harper.

Robinson, F. P. (1946). Effective study. New York, NY:
Harper & Row.

Schunk, D. H. (2012). Learning theories: An
educational perspective (6th ed.). Boston,
MA: Pearson.

Stahl, N. A., & Henk, W. A. (1986). Tracing the roots
of textbook study systems: An extended
historical perspective.InJ.A.Niles (Ed.), Solving
problems in literacy: Learners, teachers and
researchers—35™ yearbook of the National
Reading Conference (pp. 366-374). Rochester,
NY: National Reading Conference.

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB).
(2018). Texas public higher education almanac:
A profile of state of institutional performance
and characteristics. Retrieved from www.thecb.
state.tx.us/index.cfm?objectid=629F37F0-
861F-11E8-AE230050560100A9

Tuckman, B. W., & Kennedy, G. J. (2011). Teaching
learning strategies to increase success of
first-term college students. The Journal of
Experimental Education, 79(4), 478-504. doi:
10.1080/00220973.2010.512318

University of Texas at Austin Charles A. Dana Center.
(2019). Frameworks for mathematics and
collegiate learning. Retrieved from https://
www.utdanacenter.org/our-work/higher-
education/higher-education-curricular-
resources/frameworks-mathematics-and-
collegiate-learning

Urciuoli, J. A., & Bluestone, C. (2013). Study skills
analysis: A pilot study linking a success and
psychology course. Community College
Journal of Research and Practice, 37(5), 397-
401. doi:10.1080/10668926.2012.716386

Wolters, C. A., & Hoops, L. D. (2015). Self-regulated
learning interventions for motivationally
disengaged college students. In T. Cleary
(Ed.), Self-regulated learning interventions
with at-risk youth: Enhancing adaptability,
performance, and well-being (pp. 67-88).
Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Weinstein, C. E., Dierking, D.., Husman, J., Roska, L.,
Powdrill, L. (1998). The impact of a course in
strategic learning on the long-term retention
of college students. In J. L. Highee & P. L.
Dwinnel (Eds.). Developmental education:
Preparing successful college students (pp. 85-
96). Columbia, SC: National Resource Center
for the First-Year Experience and Students in
Transition.

17



SPRING/SUMMER 2019 | VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

Weinstein, C. E., & Mayer, R. E. (1983). The teaching
of learning strategies. Innovation Abstracts,
5(32), 1-4.

Whipple, G. M. (1927). How to study effectively (2nd
ed.). Bloomington, IN: Public School.

18



JOURNAL OF COLLEGE ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Participating and Non-Participating Texas Community Colleges

Appendix A

Community College Campus Name Ce:;\::s LF Program Interviewed LF Course Number
Alamo College Northeast Lakeview Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1300
College
Alamo College Northwest Vista Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1300
College
Alamo College Palo Alto College Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1300
Alamo College San Antonio Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1300
College
- . EDUC 1300
Alamo College St. Philip's College Multiple Yes No PYSC 1300
Alvin Community College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
Amarillo College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1100
. . EDUC 1300
Angelina College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
. . Cypress Creek . EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Eastview Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Elgin Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Hay Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Highland Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Northridge Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Rio Grande Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Riverside Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Rocuann:ijuoSck Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
San Gabriel EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
South Austin EDUC 1100
Austin Community College Campus Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1200
EDUC 1300
Blinn College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300
Brazosport College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
Central Texas College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
Cisco College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1100
Clarendon College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1100
Coastal Bend College Alice Site Multiple No No N/A
Coastal Bend College Beeville Campus Multiple No No N/A
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Appendix A (Continued)

Coastal Bend College Kingsville Site Multiple No No N/A
Coastal Bend College Pleasanton Site Multiple No No N/A
. . EDUC 1300
College of the Mainland N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
EDUC 1300
Collin College Allen Center Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1100
PSYC 1300
EDUC 1300
Collin College Cecn:::l Eirk Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1100
P PSYC 1300
EDUC 1300
Collin College Courtyard Center Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1100
PSYC 1300
EDUC 1300
Preston Rid
Collin College recsaz:: uls ge Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1100
P PSYC 1300
EDUC 1300
Collin College Rockwall Center Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1100
PSYC 1300
Spring Creek EDUC 1300
Collin College pCari us Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1100
P PSYC 1300
Dallas County Community Brookhaven . EDUC 1300
College District College Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1300
Dallas County Community Cedar Valley . EDUC 1300
Multipl N Y,
College District College uftiple es es PYSC 1300
Dallas County Community . . EDUC 1300
College District Eastfield College Multiple Yes Yes PYSC 1300
Dallas County Community . EDUC 1300
El Centro Coll Multipl Y, Y,
College District entro tollege uftiple es es PYSC 1300
Dallas County Community Mountain View . EDUC 1300
College District College Multiple Yes Yes PYSC 1300
Dallas County Community . EDUC 1300
North Lake Coll Multipl Y Y
College District orth Lake Lollege uftiple e e PYSC 1300
Dallas County Community . . EDUC 1300
College District Richland College Multiple Yes Yes PYSC 1300
. EDUC 1300
Del Mar College N/A Single Yes No PYSC 1300
El Paso Community College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300
- . EDUC 1100
Frank Phillips College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1100
. EDUC 1300
Galveston College N/A Single Yes No PYSC 1300
. EDUC 1300
Grayson College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
. . PSYC 1100
Hill College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
Houston Community College Central Multiple Yes Yes EDUC 1300
System
Houston C ity Coll
ouston Lommunity Loflege Northeast Multiple Yes No** EDUC 1300
System
Houston Community College Northwest Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
System
Houston C ity Coll
ouston Lommunity Loflege Southeast Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
System
Houston Community College Southwest Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
System
. EDUC 1100
Howard College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1100
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Appendix A (Continued)

. . EDUC 1100
Kilgore College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300
Laredo Community College N/A Single Yes No
Lee College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1200
Lone Star College CyFair Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
Lone Star College Kingwood Campus Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
Montgomery .
Lone Star College Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
Campus
Lone Star College North Harris Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
Campus
Lone Star College Tomball Campus Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
Uni ity Park
Lone Star College niversity Far Multiple Yes No EDUC 1300
Campus
EDUC 1100
. . PSYC 1100
McLennan Community College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300
PSYC 1300
Midland College N/A Single Yes No EDUC 1100
Navarro College N/A Single No No N/A
. . EDUC 1300
North Central Texas College Bowie Campus Multiple Yes No PSYC 1300
. . EDUC 1300
North Central Texas College Corinth Campus Multiple Yes No PSYC 1300
Flower Mound . EDUC 1300
North Central Texas College Campus Multiple Yes No PSYC 1300
L . EDUC 1300
North Central Texas College Gainsville Campus Multiple Yes No PSYC 1300
. EDUC 1300
North Central Texas College Graham Campus Multiple Yes No PSYC 1300
Northeast T C it
ortheast Texas Lommunity N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300
College
Odessa College N/A Single Yes Yes COLLO0171
Panola College N/A Single No No N/A
. . . EDUC 1300
Paris Junior College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
. EDUC 1100
Ranger College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1100
. . EDUC 1300
San Jacinto College Central Campus Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1300
. . EDUC 1300
San Jacinto College North Campus Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1300
. . EDUC 1300
San Jacinto College South Campus Multiple Yes Yes PSYC 1300
EDUC 1100 EDUC
South Plains College N/A Single Yes Yes
1300
EDUC 1300 PSYC
South Texas College N/A Single Yes Yes
1300
EDUC 1100 EDUC
Southwest Texas Junior College N/A Single Yes Yes 1300
Tarrant County College Connect Campus Multiple No Yes* N/A
Tarrant County College Northeast Campus Multiple No No N/A
Tarrant County College Northwest Campus Multiple No No N/A
Tarrant County College South Campus Multiple No No N/A
Tarrant County College Southeast Campus Multiple No No N/A
Trinity River .
Tarrant County College Campus Multiple No No N/A
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Appendix A (Continued)

. EDUC 1300

Temple College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300

Texarkana College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300
Texas Southmost College N/A Single No No N/A

Trinity Valley Communit . EDUC 1300

! Col\llege ! N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300

. . EDUC 1300

Tyler Junior College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300

Vernon College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300

Victoria College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300

Weatherford College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300

EDUC 1100

Western Texas College N/A Single Yes Yes EDUC 1300

PSYC 1300

Wharton County Junior College N/A Single Yes Yes PSYC 1300

Note. * This campus director was interviewed but the course was not recognized as learning frameworks with a course prefix and number
of STSC 0111.

** The TACC (Texas Association of Community Colleges) represented Houston Community College as one large system; therefore, one
director was interviewed.

Appendix B
Interview Questions Used in the Study

Historical Questions
e When did you first begin offering learning frameworks courses?
e Has your learning frameworks program/courses changed over the years?
o Ifso, in what ways (e.g., credit hours, curriculum)?
Administrative Questions
e Are there sections designed for special populations or disciplines?
o If so, what are those special populations or disciplines?
e Are any of your learning framework courses designed specifically for students enrolled in developmental
education courses?
e Are these courses mandatory for all students?
o Who are the courses mandated for?
° Are your Learning Frameworks course sections paired with another course?
o If yes, with what course(s) is the Learning Frameworks course paired?
How are these courses marketed/advertised?
e Is training available or required of instructors?
o |Ifso, please describe.
Curricular questions
e Does your learning framework course require one specific textbook or textbooks for all sections?
o If yes, what are the titles and authors of the textbook(s) you use.
o If no, can you tell me which textbooks your instructors commonly use? (most common, second
most common, etc.).
e Does your learning framework course incorporate standardized assessments (e.g. learning strategies as-
sessments or personality inventories)?
o What assessments do you use?
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Appendix C

Categories of Course Topics Listed in Learning Frameworks
Course Calendars in Fall 2016 and Spring 2017

Academic integrity / ethics
Academic planning / advising
Campus introduction / resources / policies
Career
a. Career (in general)
b. Career and major
c. Career exploration
d. Career seeking
Communication
a. Academic communication / discourse
b. Communication (in general)
c. Oral communication
Diversity / inclusivity
Emotional intelligence
Financial
a. Financial aid / scholarships
b. Financial literacy / money / money management
Habits
Information literacy / library resources
Intelligence / multiple intelligence
Leadership
Learning and cognition
Brain-based learning
Learning / cognition (in general)
Lifelong learning
Learning strategies
Learning styles / preferences
Learning theories / models
Memory
Thinking strategies
i. Creative thinking
ii. Critical thinking
iii. Decision making
iv. Problem solving
Literacy
a. Reading strategies / skills
b. Writing strategies / skills
Metacognition
Motivation
a. Attitudes / values
b. Expectations / beliefs
c. Goals and goal-setting
d. Motivation (in general)

SE 0 o0 oo

. Note taking

. Relationships / support structures / interdependence
. Responsibility

. Self-awareness / self-reflection

. Self-change / transformation

. Self-management / self-regulation

. Stress / stress management

. Studying / study skills

. Success

. Technological skills / attitudes towards technology
. Test anxiety

. Test strategies

. Time management

. Wellness
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First-Year Seminars: A Comparison
of Course Characteristics and High
Impact Practices at Two-Year Colleges

Forrest C. Lane, Sam Houston State University
Andrew P. Miller, Sam Houston State University

ABSTRACT

Contemporary literature underscores the salience of First-Year seminars (FYS) in supporting the success of college stu-
dents. The problem is that the research outlining the characteristics of FYS at two-year colleges is sparse, particularly
when certain populations are required to enroll in these courses. There is little information about how these seminars
vary to meet the needs of certain students. This study examined the characteristics of FYS at two-year institutions where
academically underprepared students were required to enroll in a first-year seminar. The results and implications for

practice are discussed in this study.

here is a need to increase the number of stu-
dents nationally who earn degrees and certif-
icates. The state of Texas reported it will need
“approximately 60 percent of 25- to 34-year-olds to
hold a quality certificate or degree by 2030” in order
to remain globally competitive (Texas Higher Educa-
tion Coordinating Board, 2015, p. 2). Persistence and
degree completion rates of college students remain
low among two-year colleges where only “30 percent
of first-time full-time students earn a certificate or
associate degree within three years” (Karp, Raufman,
Efthimiou, & Ritze, 2015, p. 1). These rates are even
lower among students who are placed into develop-
mental education. More than half of first-time en-
rolled students who enter a two-year college and test
into a developmental course do not make it through
developmental course sequences (Bailey, Jeong, &
Cho, 2010). This makes interventions that target aca-
demically underprepared students important toward
meeting long-term strategic goals for colleges.
Institutions have responded by offering first-
year seminars as a tool to provide students with the
academic and social support needed to be successful
in college. These seminars support student transi-
tion into college by developing academic skills (e.g.,
study skills, writing skills, and time management),
introducing students to campus resources, and facil-
itating collaborative partnerships (faculty, staff, and
students). The problem is that there are different
types of first-year seminars (extended orientations,
academic seminars, etc.), and not all seminars types
are correlated with the same student outcomes (Per-

mzadian & Credé, 2016). This may differentially affect
the success of academically underprepared students.
Unfortunately, limited information exists about how
characteristics of first-year seminars vary in two-year
colleges when academically underprepared students
are required to enroll in them. Assessing the align-
ment of seminar type and institutional outcomes may
be important to student success. This study explored
differences in the characteristics and high-impact
practices of first-year seminars at two-year colleges
that required academically underprepared students
to enroll in them. Results may help to inform how
first-year seminars currently meet the needs of un-
derprepared students at these institutions.

Literature Review

Earning a high school diploma does not guar-
antee that a student will be ready for college (Strong
American Schools, 2008). As many as 30% of all first-
or second-year undergraduate students at four-year
colleges are required to take developmental or re-
medial courses prior to enrollment in college-level
English and mathematics (Radwin, Wine, Siegel, &
Bryan, 2013). Due to the open-access mission of two-
year colleges, students are placed into developmen-
tal courses at even higher rates within these institu-
tions. This often results in significant costs to both
students and the institutions that serve them. Strong
American Schools (2008) estimated that remedial
courses cost community colleges between $1.9 and
$2.3 billion dollars annually. Further, students en-
rolled in developmental education were reported to
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have lower degree attainment rates in comparison to
those who do not enroll in developmental education
(What Works Clearinghouse, 2016; Levin & Calcagno,
2008). Students enrolled in developmental courses
often need additional academic support to be suc-
cessful in college.

Learning communities are one approach that
can be used to support the academic success of un-
derprepared students. Learning communities are
small groups of students or cohorts who are placed
together based on shared common academic goals.
Higher education professionals implement these
learning communities to improve relationships with
other students and faculty, facilitate greater levels
of academic engagement, and improve the level of
support provided to students. Learning communities
are reported to have a positive effect
on the persistence of college students
(Bailey & Alfonso, 2005).

First-year seminars represent

one type of learning community and
are broadly defined as “a course in-
tended to enhance the academic and/
or social integration of first-year stu-
dents” (Barefoot, 1992, p. 49). The ori-
gins of these seminars date back more
than a century but gained momentum
in the 1980s as accountability became
increasingly important for institutions.
irst-year seminars were seen as a way
to help students successfully transi-
tion into the college and university en-
vironment. Various names have been
used to describe these seminars over
the years, including freshman orienta-
tion courses, student success courses,
and first-year seminars. The use of the
term seminar is more contemporary
and “reflects an increasing rigor and
acceptance in the academy” of these
courses (Hunter & Linder, 2005, p.
279). Some institutions have expanded even further
the academic focus of these seminars by develop-
ing frameworks courses, such as the Frameworks for
Mathematics and Collegiate Learning course at the
University of Texas. Frameworks is also a first-year
seminar butincorporates theory from psychology and
the learning sciences and is credit bearing (Charles
A. Dana Center, 2014a). However, these variations
illustrate that seminars can differ in terms of the cur-
riculum, awarding of college credit, and number of
credit hours, in addition to the titles used to describe
them. The term first-year seminar is thus used here
and throughout the paper to refer more broadly the
collection of these courses, which is consistent with
the higher education literature and national surveys
used to examine them.

First-year seminars are best distinguished

from one another based on course characteristics or
the seminar type offered by the institution. Barefoot
(1992) offered a typology of first-year seminars based
on course characteristics that is still commonly used
today. The types of first-year seminars in that typol-
ogy included a) extended orientation seminars, b)
academic seminars with generally uniform academic
content, c) academic seminars on various topics, d)
paraprofessional seminars, and e) basic study skills
seminars. The most common type of first-year sem-
inar were those that served as an extended orienta-
tion, although the use of academic seminars (e.g.,
Frameworks for Mathematics and Collegiate Learn-
ing) has increased more than any other seminar type
in recent years (Young, & Hopp, 2014). Extended
orientation seminars typically provide access to in-
formation about “campus resources,
college policies, and procedures, basic
study skills, time management, and
learning strategies” (Permzadian &
Credé, 2016, p. 286). Academic semi-
nars commonly include content that
promotes the development of skills
such as writing, reading, and critical
thinking. Successful seminars offer ac-
ademic credit, collaboratively include
faculty and staff in the development
of these seminars, provide instructor
training and compensation, involve
upper-level students in course deliv-
ery, and actively assess course effec-
tiveness (Hunter & Linder, 2005).
Research indicates a positive
relationship exists between first-year
seminars and both persistence (Lang,
2007; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005;
Porter & Swing, 2006; Schnell & Do-
etkott, 2003;) and grade performance
(Blackett, 2008; DeRoma, Bell, Zarem-
ba & Albee, 2005), but those relation-
ships are also moderated by the type
of seminar offered by the institution (Permzadian
& Credé, 2016). Not all seminar types are correlat-
ed with the same student outcomes. It was recom-
mended that institutions seeking to improve student
retention design first-year seminars with an orienta-
tion focus. In contrast, institutions that seek to im-
prove the academic performance of college students
should design first-year seminars with an academic
component.

According to national data, 86% of two-year
institutions and 91% of four-year institutions offered
some type of first-year seminar in 2012—-2013 (Young
& Hopp, 2014). Despite the increased availability
of first-year seminars at colleges, “31% of two-year
campuses required fewer than 10% of their students
to take a first-year seminar” (Young & Hopp, 2014,
p. 12). This may be the result of pressure to avoid
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mandating additional courses for students who are
already required to take other non-credit bearing
courses (i.e., developmental or remedial courses).
This may also be a function of the differentiated ways
in which first-year seminars are integrated into the
academic curriculum. Some institutions include first-
year seminars as part of the core curriculum (e.g.,
Frameworks) while other institutions offer them only
as an elective course. When first-year seminars are
elective or outside the student’s degree plan, the stu-
dents most likely to benefit from these courses may
be the least likely to enroll in them.

Students who come to college academically
underprepared often need additional academic sup-
port and may benefit from a first-year seminar with an
academic component, particularly given that the re-
tention of these students is dependent upon on their
academic performance. However, little information
exists about the characteristics of these seminars at
two-year colleges when academically underprepared
students are required to take these courses. Given the
number of students who come to college academi-
cally underprepared, the lack of national survey data
disaggregated in this way is concerning. The purpose
of this study was to explore how the characteristics
and high-impact practices varied among two-year
colleges that required academically underprepared
students to enroll in the institution’s first-year sem-
inar and those that did not. This may help to inform
the alignment between seminar type and the needs
of academically underprepared students at two-year
colleges.

Method
Sample

Data for this study were obtained from the
2012-13 National Survey of First-Year Seminars (NS-
FYS) (Young and Hopp, 2014). This survey collected
data on first-year seminar programming from Chief
Academic Officers, Chief Executive Officers, or Chief
Student Affairs Officers at accredited colleges and
universities across the United States. Of those invited
to participate, 896 responded to the survey (24% re-
sponse rate). The data were then limited to two-year
colleges (n = 206) given that these institutions serve
the greatest proportion of students who are academ-
ically underprepared or who are required to enroll in
developmental courses.

The demographic characteristics of the two-
year colleges included in this study are reported in
Table 1. Most of these institutions were public (93.2%)
with first-year class sizes of 1,000 or more students.
The percent of two-year institutions that offered any
type of first-year seminar was 86.4 (n = 178) although
not all of these colleges provided information about
populations of students required to enroll in these
seminars. Of the 128 institutions that provided

this information, 30% reported that they required
academically underprepared students to enroll in a
first-year seminar (n = 38). Only 20% of institutions
required students placed into a developmental or
remedial course to enroll in a first-year (n = 26).

Table 1
Characteristics of First-Year Seminars at Two-Year
Colleges (N = 206)

n %
Institutional Control
Public 192 93.2
Private 14 6.8
First-Year Class Size
500 or less 33 16.0
501 - 1,000 40 19.4
1,001 - 2,000 49 23.8
2,001 - 4,000 49 23.8
More than 4,000 35 17.0
First-Year Seminar
Yes 178 86.4
No 28 13.6
Approximate Percentage of Students Enrolled in FYS?
Less than 10% 28 13.6
10-19% 21 10.2
20-29% 17 8.3
30-39% 16 7.8
40 -49% 7 34
50 -59% 18 8.7
60 — 69% 11 53
70-79% 14 6.8
80 —-89% 15 7.3
90 -99% 22 10.7
100% 6 2.9
Students Required to Participate in FYS®
Developmental Education 26 29.7
Academically Underprepared 38 20.3

Note. ® Percentages based on the 178 two-year colleges that re-
ported offering a first-year seminar.

® Percentages based on a sample of 128. Not all colleges that re-
ported offering a first-year seminar provided enrollment informa-
tion.

Variables

Because requirements for developmental
education vary by state (some states allow stu-
dents to opt out of remedial education courses),
and students placed into developmental courses
can be considered academically underprepared,
groups were compared on this marker in the data-
set to increase the comparative sample size in this
study. This resulted in a sample size of 128 two-year
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colleges, of which 38 required academically underpre-
pared students to enroll in a first-year seminar and 90 did
not require these students to enroll in a first-year semi-
nar.

Institutions were asked about the (a) types of
seminars, (b) objectives, and (c) topics included as a part
of their first-year seminars. Institutions were able to
select all discrete types of seminars (extended orienta-
tions, academic seminars with generally uniform content
across sections, academic seminars on various topics,
preprofessional seminars, and basic study skills seminars)
offered at that institution’s campus. The NSFYS also asked
institutions to identify the three most important course
objectives and three most important course topics cov-
ered by the seminar. Objectives and topics were selected
from a pre-populated list available in Appendix B of Young
& Hopp (2014). Course objectives included items such
as developing academic skills, increasing student-faculty
interaction, and developing a connection with the insti-
tution. Course topics included items such time manage-
ment, writing skills, and critical thinking skills.

Institutions were also asked about the use of
high-impact practices (HIPs) within their first-year semi-
nar. HIPs are those practices shown to lead to “deep learn-
ing, first-year GPA, and first- to second-year retention as
well as gains in 21st century learning outcomes identified
through AAC&U'’s [Association of American College and
Universities] LEAP initiative” (Young & Hopp, 2014). The
2012-2013 NSFYS included seven HIPs most-applicable
to first-year students. These HIPs included writing-inten-
sive experiences, collaborative assighments and projects,
diversity and global learning, service-learning, learning
communities, common reading experiences, and under-
graduate research opportunities.

Table 2
Primary First-Year Seminar Type (n = 128)

Analysis

Institutions requiring academically underpre-
pared students to enroll in a first-year seminar and in-
stitutions that did not were compared using chi-square
test of independence (a = .05). The chi-square test statis-
tic can be less accurate when small samples are used in
the analysis. As such, the probability value for each chi-
square test was computed using Fisher’s exact test since
this method is a better approximation of the chi-square
distribution within small samples (Field, 2013). Odds ra-
tios were also used as a measure of effect size for each
chi-square test. Prior to interpreting the odds ratios asso-
ciated with these comparisons, all ratios below 1.0 were
inverted to improve interpretation (Osborne, 2006).
These inversions are interpreted as times less likely.

Results

Two-year colleges that required academically
underprepared students to enroll in a first-year seminar
were 5.60 times more likely to offer a basic study skills
seminar than two-year colleges that did not require these
students to enroll in a first-year seminar (x*2[1] = 18.54,
p <.001). Basic study skills courses tend to focus on note
taking, tests-taking strategies, and critical reading tech-
niques (Young & Hopp, 2014). These same colleges were
also 3.7 times more likely to offer a hybrid seminar (x*2[1]
=7.28, p = .014) and 3.8 times more likely to offer a dis-
cipline linked seminar (x"2[1] = 5.21, p =.030). Discipline
linked seminars are usually intended to prepare students
for the expectations of a certain career or profession. In
contrast, two-year colleges that required academically
underprepared students to enroll in a first-year seminar
were 4.2 times less likely to offer a seminar that served as
an extended orientation (x*2[1] = 11.99, p =.001).

Academically Underprepared Students in FYS

Not Required Required
Seminar Type % n % % Diff V@ OR
Percentages larger for institutions requiring students to attend
Basic study skills 256 25 65.8 40.2 185" 56
Hybrid 100 11 28.9 18.9 7.3 3.7
Pre-professional or discipline linked 5.6 7 18.4 12.8 5.2 3.8
Academic: uniform content 233 12 31.6 8.3 0.9 1.5
Percentages lower for institutions requiring students to attend
Academic: various topics 10.0 1 2.6 -7.4 2.0 0.2 (4.2)
Extended orientation 822 20 52.6 -30.4 12.0” 0.2 (4.2)

Note. Statistically significant values are bolded. Odds Ratios contained within parentheses are inverted by the formula 1/OR to improve

interpretation.
* p<.01
**  p<.001

28



JOURNAL OF COLLEGE ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Two-year colleges were then compared on the course objectives and course topics of their first-year semi-
nars. Some comparisons could not be made because of the limited number of colleges that identified a particular
course objective as being most important. For example, none of the colleges in this sample identified oral commu-
nications skills as a primary objective. Among the objectives and topics that could be compared, two-year colleges
that required academically underprepared students to enroll in a first-year seminar were 3.6 times more likely to
focus on developing academic skills (x*2[1] = 3.59, p =.047). These institutions were also 4.8 times less likely to fo-
cus on creating a common first-year experience (x*2[1] =4.75, p =.022). There were no statistical differences found
between groups on any of the other course objectives or course topics.

Table 3
First-Year Seminar Course Objectives (n = 120)

Academically Underprepared Students in FYS

Not Required Required

Course Objective n % n %  %Diff x> OR

Percentages larger for institutions requiring students to attend
Develop academic skills 28 329 18 514 18.5 3.6° 2.2
Self exploration or personal development 20 23.5 14  40.0 16.5 33 22
Develop writing skills 0 0.0 1 2.9 2.9 24 ¢
Develop study skills 34 40.0 18 514 11.4 1.3 16
Develop critical thinking skills 10 11.8 6 17.1 5.3 06 1.6
Develop a connection with the institution 36 42.4 15 429 0.5 02 10
Increase student-faculty interaction 6 7.1 3 8.6 1.5 01 1.2
Improve second-year return rates 12 14.1 5 143 0.2 <0.1 1.0
Develop oral communication skills 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 2 @

Percentages lower for institutions requiring students to attend

Develop support network or friendships 12 14.1 4 114 -2.7 <0.1 0.8(1.3)
Other 7 8.2 2 5.7 -2.5 0.2 0.7(1.5)
Provide career exploration 12 14.1 4 114 -2.7 0.2 0.8(1.3)
Develop intercultural competence 1 1.2 0 0.0 -1.2 04 @
Introduce the liberal arts 1 1.2 0 0.0 -1.2 04 =°
Provide pre-professional preparation 1 1.2 0 0.0 -1.2 04 @
Introduce a discipline 2 2.4 0 0.0 -2.4 08 =@
Develop information literacy 6 7.1 1 2.9 -4.2 0.8 0.4(2.6)
Provide orientation to campus resources and services 39 45.9 12 343 -11.6 1.4 0.6(1.6)
Develop financial literacy 7 8.2 0 0.0 -8.2 31 ¢
Create common first-year experience 19 22.4 2 5.7 -16.7 4.8 0.2(4.8)

Note. Statistically significant xA2 values are bolded. Odds Ratios contained within parentheses are inverted by the formula 1/OR to
improve interpretation.

2 Could not be computed based on the sample size.

*  p<.01

**  p<.001
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Table 4
First-Year Seminar Course Objectives (n = 120)

Academically Underprepared Students in FYS

Not Required Required
Course Topic n % n % %Diff x> OR
Percentages larger for institutions requiring students to attend
Time management 28 32.9 17 48.6 15.7 26 21
Academic planning 34 40.0 19 54.3 143 21 138
Study skills 40 47.1 20 57.1 100 1.0 15
Relationship issues 7 8.2 5 14.3 6.1 1.0 19
Other 4 4.7 3 8.6 39 07 19
Career exploration or preparation 21 24.7 9 25.7 1.0 0.1 1.1
Oral communication skills 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 @ 2
Global learning 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 ° a
Percentages lower for institutions requiring students to attend
Information literacy 6 7.1 2 5.7 -1.4 0.1 0.8(1.3)
Critical thinking 14 16.5 5 14.3 -22 01 0.8(1.2)
Health and wellness 1 1.2 0 0.0 -1.2 04 ®
College policies and procedures 17 20.0 9 14.3 -5.7 0.5 0.7(1.5)
Writing skills 2 24 0 0.0 24 08 °
Specific disciplinary topic 2 2.4 0 0.0 -24 08 °
Diversity issues 3 3.5 0 0.0 -35 13 @
Campus engagement 21 24.7 5 14.3 -104 1.6 0.5(2.0)
Campus resources 45 52.9 14 40 -129 1.6 0.6(1.7)
Financial literacy 8 9.4 0 0.0 -94 35 =@

Note. Statistically significant xA2 values are bolded. Odds Ratios contained within parentheses are inverted by the
formula 1/OR to improve interpretation.

2 Could not be computed based on the sample size.
* p<.01
**  p<.001

Lastly, two-year colleges were compared on the use of high-impact practices incorporated within the
first-year seminar. Again, some comparisons could not be made because of the limited number of colleges that
identified the use of a particular practice. For example, only four institutions indicated that they offered under-
graduate research. This was anticipated as opportunities for research are usually limited at two-year colleges
although research was broadly defined as experiences for scientific inquiry, creative activities, or scholarship
guided by a mentor from the faculty or research staff. Two-year colleges that required academically underpre-
pared students to enroll in a first-year seminar were 3.9 times more likely to offer collaborative assignments and
projects (x*2[1] = 3.09, p =.037). There were no differences on the use of other higher impact practices.
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Table 5

First-Year Seminar High Impact Practices (n = 120)

Academically Underprepared Students in FYS

Not Required Required
Course Topic n % N % % Diff Na OR
Percentages larger for institutions requiring students to attend
Collaborative assignments & projects 55 64.7 29 82.9 18.2 3.9 2.6
Service learning 8 9.6 8 22.9 13.3 3.6 2.8
Diversity and global learning 40 47.1 19 54.3 7.2 05 1.3
Common reading experience 9 10.8 6 17.1 6.3 0.9 1.7
Percentages lower for institutions requiring students to attend
Writing intensive 26 30.6 9 25.7 -49 0.3 .8(1.3)
Learning community 26 31.3 7 20.0 -11.3 1.6 .6(1.8)
Undergraduate research 4 4.8 0 0.0 -4.8 1.7 a

Note. Statistically significant xA2 values are bolded. Odds Ratios contained within parentheses are inverted by the formula 1/OR to improve

interpretation.
2 Could not be computed based on the sample size.

Discussion

According to the data from this study, 70% of
two-year colleges did not require academically un-
derprepared students to enroll in a first-year sem-
inar (n = 90). Among those institutions, 80% indi-
cated that an extended orientation was the primary
type of first-year seminar with a focus on creating a
common first-year experience. Extended orientation
seminars are reported to help to integrate students
into the institution and improve retention (Permza-
dian & Credé, 2016). Retention is a concern for ac-
ademically underprepared institutions given that
less than half of those placed into developmental
courses persist to complete gateway courses (Bai-
ley, Jeong, & Cho, 2010). However, the retention of
academically underprepared students is connected
to the development of academic skills that are crit-
ical to the continual enrollment of these students.
It may not be possible to achieve one aim (reten-
tion) without the other (academic performance).
Extended orientation type seminars do provide in-
formation related to skill development such as time
management and learning strategies, but this may
not be enough to support the needs of academically
underprepared students.

Among two-year colleges that required ac-
ademically underprepared students to enroll in a
first-year seminar, these courses were more like-
ly to focus on basic study skills or have a hybrid
component. Young and Hopp (2014) reported that
“academic seminars have outpaced the growth of
any other type over the past 25 years” and may re-
flect increased rigor in first-year curriculum (p. 49).
However, the data from this study may also suggest

that the type of first-year seminar is moderated by
whom colleges require (or do not require) to take
these courses. Institutions should design first-year
seminars based on the needs of their campuses
(Hunter & Linder, 2005), but they must also be care-
ful to consider the consequences of a common cur-
riculum for different populations, including those
who maybe academically prepared for college. Fur-
ther, many students who enroll at two-year colleges
intend to transfer to four-year institutions. The aca-
demic performance of these students (i.e., GPA) will
be important component of admission decisions.
First-year seminars that focus primarily on retention
may achieve an institution’s goals but may not nec-
essarily support the long-term goals of its students.

An unanticipated finding in this study was
the lack of differences in course objectives or course
topics despite differences between institutions in
the type of first-year seminar offered to students.
Data in this study were collected from chief aca-
demic officers, chief executive officers, or chief stu-
dent affairs officers and not the individual faculty
teaching these seminars. Although these chief ex-
ecutives may be aware of general first-year seminar
practices, they may be less able to speak to the spe-
cific content of first-year seminar curriculum. This
may have affected the accuracy of findings. It is also
possible the lack of differences in course objectives
and topics may reflect uncertainty in how first-year
seminars should be structured with an academic
component. There is no uniform approach to the
delivery of first-year seminars across institutions.
If first-year seminars with an academic component
are to be more effective in building the academic

31



SPRING/SUMMER 2019 | VOLUME 2 | ISSUE 1

capacity of college students, then the differences in
the curriculum between different seminar types will
need to be better understood.

The findings from this study also bring to our
attention course objectives and topics missing from
the first-year seminar regardless of who was required
to enroll in these courses. For example, few two-year
colleges reported that developing writing skills, oral
communication skills, or an introduction to a disci-
pline was part of the first-year seminar curriculum.
Perhaps these topics are embedded within others. If
not, it may raise questions about why relevant top-
ics are missing from the curriculum of an academic
type first-year seminar. It is important to note that
the sample size in this study was small
despite the use of data from a national
survey, which may have reduced the
statistical power to detect differences
in course objectives and topics.

Lastly, findings from this study
also indicated that two-year colleges
that required academically underpre-
pared students to enroll in a first-year
seminar were more likely to utilize col-
laborative assignments and projects in
their courses. Active and collaborative
learning are related to critical think-
ing, life-long learning, intercultural
effectiveness, and socially responsible
leadership (Kilgo, Sheets, & Pascarel-
la, 2015). The use of these practices is
consistent with academically oriented
first-year seminars, but other high im-
pact practices, such as research relat-
ed activities and service learning, are
also related to students’ academic per-
formance (Hu, Kuh, & Li, 2008; Kilgo et
al., 2015). Consideration should be giv-
en to how these practices can be included if they help
to meet academic performance goals. The primary
mission of faculty at two-year colleges may not be to
conduct research, but faculty can still encourage sci-
entific inquiry and scholarship of students.

Recommendations

Two-year colleges should carefully consider
students’ characteristics and needs when determin-
ing the most appropriate type of first-year seminar to
offer at the institution. Keup and Petschauer (2011)
suggested that institutions can “fall into the trap of
focusing on the students that they wish they had or
used to have rather than the ones that they currently
serve” (p. 18). Nationally, about 40% of community
college students are placed into developmental edu-
cation (Valentine, Konstantopoulos, & Goldrick-Rab,
2017). These students are at risk in terms of both their

retention and academic performance at the institu-
tion. If the retention of these students is determined
to be more of a function of academic readiness, then
academic type seminars may be more appropriate
for these students. Yet, according to national data,
extended orientation type seminars remain the pri-
mary seminar type at two-year colleges (Young &
Hopp, 2014). This may reflect a mismatch between
student needs and desired student outcomes.

For those institutions that want to create a
more academically oriented first-year seminar, there
exist resources to support the curriculum develop-
ment. The National Resource Center for The First-Year
Experience and Students in Transition provides an ex-

tensive database of course syllabi and
publications (e.g., Keup & Petschau-
er, 2011; Groccia & Hunter, 2012),
including the University 101 Faculty
Resource Manual (Friedman, Clarke,
& Strickland, 2016). Colleges may also
find the Frameworks for Mathematics
and Collegiate Learning course a useful
resource for curriculum development
(Charles A. Dana Center, 2014a). This
course was developed in collaboration
with the Texas Association of Commu-
nity Colleges and was intended to be
paired with an academic course (de-
velopmental mathematics). In contrast
to other first-year seminar courses that
orient students to campus resources
and services, “learning frameworks
courses engage students in a study of
the theoretical perspectives on knowl-
edge acquisition” (Charles A. Dana
Center, 2014b, p. 2). Two-year colleges
may find this resource better suited
for those institutions looking to devel-
op a more academically oriented first-year seminar.

Although tools exist to help support curricu-
lum development, it is important to note that there
is little research to indicate how varied curriculums
within a given seminar type are more or less effec-
tive at achieving course aims. It is unlikely that all ac-
ademic first-year seminars would result in the same
level of student success. Particularly as the number
of academic first-year seminars continues to grow,
more information is needed to guide best practices
in the implementation of this seminar type.

Two-year colleges should also consider how
professional development and training is offered
to first-year seminar instructors. Young and Hopp
(2014) reported that adjunct faculty were more like-
ly to be assigned to first-year seminars focused on
basic study skills. Adjunct instructors at colleges are
less likely to receive the same level of support and
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professional development as full-time staff and facul-
ty. Groccia and Hunter (2012) offered suggestions for
first-year seminar instructor training and development.
These suggestions included consultations with individ-
ual instructors, institution-wide orientations, and insti-
tution-wide workshops. They also suggested educating
first-year seminar faculty with more information about
adult learning theory and “how adult learners may dif-
fer from children and adolescents” (p. 27).

Conclusion

First-year seminars support the successful
transition of students into higher education. The prob-
lem is that many two-year colleges do not require ac-
ademically underprepared students to enroll in these
courses. This resulted in a greater likelihood that two-
year colleges offered an extended orientation type
seminar when an academically oriented seminar may
better support the academic performance of under-
prepared students, which comprise a large population
of two-year college students. Colleges should consider
how their existing first-year seminar curriculum meets
the needs of this population.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This paper contends that, although there is much to commend in the remediation reform movement, it is un-

likely to attain its goals. These goals include the Lumina Foundation’s target of having 60% of Americans attain a degree
or certificate, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s goal of doubling the number of low income students who earn a
postsecondary degree, and President Obama’s goal of the U.S. having the world’s highest percentage of degree holders
by 2020. This is due to several factors including (a) the failure to distinguish between remedial and developmental ed-
ucation, (b) the limited focus of reform on remedial and gateway courses, (c) the mistaken assumption that there is a
causal relationship between remediation and attrition, (d) the failure to address students’ reading problems, (e) the non-
systematic nature of most reform efforts, (f) and the subsequent failure to address other causes of student attrition and
the difficulties of many community college students’ lives. There are, of course, many commendable efforts to improve
student performance in the community college. This paper describes the most popular of these efforts. It also discusses
data on their effectiveness. In spite of their success, community colleges will need to do more if they are to dramatically
enhance degree and certificate completion, particularly among minority, low income, and first-generation students.

The authors suggest that there are three phases involved in attaining the dramatic increase in college completion
desired by foundations and government. The first phase is to improve the quality of teaching and learning in community
college classrooms. This will require a substantial faculty development effort, particularly for adjunct instructors.

The second phase is to fully integrate courses and student support services. At present, the academic and the
student affairs divisions of community colleges usually operate randomly and independently of each other. Their full im-
pact cannot be obtained unless support services are more directly linked to course goals and objectives and courses are
more directly connected to the services designed to support them.

The third phase is expanding the connections between community colleges, public schools, and community ser-
vices. High schools and colleges need to collaborate more closely to insure that the exit standards of secondary education
are more consistent with the entry standards of postsecondary education. In addition, community colleges need to es-
tablish closer ties and better relationships with services available in the local community to address the varying nonaca-
demic needs of our least advantaged students.

The authors then provide concrete examples of how community colleges might implement all three phases of
student completion. Some of these examples represent new thinking about how community college courses and services
might be organized and delivered. Many, however, represent things we already know but have, for a variety of reasons,
failed to implement.

n 2013, the Lumina Foundation established the goal

of having 60% of Americans attain a quality degree,

certificate, or other postsecondary credential by
2025 (Lumina Foundation, 2013). The Billand Melinda
Gates Foundation’s U.S. Higher Education Program set
its goal to double the number of low-income students
in the U.S. who earn a postsecondary degree (Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2009). Meanwhile, the
Obama Administration introduced the goal of hav-
ing the U.S. become the world’s most educated na-
tion as measured by percent of postsecondary degree
holders in the population by 2020 (The White House

Briefing Room, 2010). A combination of government
and foundation funding has established or supported
a number of organizations attempting to bring policy
and research to bear in accomplishing these goals. It
is unlikely however, that any of these goals will be met
by current reform efforts.

This is not because these efforts lack federal or
foundation funding. They do not lack for good ideas
and good people to implement them. Nor do they lack
for intelligence, effort, or integrity. Instead, they lack a
broad enough focus to accomplish their goals. Reform
efforts focus on a relatively small piece of the process
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of college student retention and completion while ig-
noring larger and equally or even more important piec-
es. With few exceptions they have focused on finding
quick and simple solutions to the problems of student
underpreparedness and low retention and graduation
rates. Adherents then claim that these solutions can
be successfully applied with cookie cutter regularity
and minimal funding and supported by state and local
policies.

The best example of such solutions are found

in the movement to reform community college reme-
diation. Most of those involved in this reform move-
ment start off by misunderstanding the difference
between remediation and developmental education.
Developmental education is the integration of courses
and support services guided by the principles of adult
learning and development (Boylan,
1990; Saddlemire, 1978). Remediation
generally refers to stand-alone courses
addressing pre-college content. Unfor-
tunately, a variety of researchers, policy
makers, and news reporters use these
terms interchangeably, thus confusing
the issue from the outset.

It has become clear through a
variety of studies that stand-alone re-
medial courses are often ineffective for
many students (Bailey, Jeong, & Cho,

2009; Boatman & Long, 2010; Com-

plete College America, 2012; Matorell

& McFarlin, 2007). This should come

as no surprise. Students are typically

placed in these courses using margin-

ally accurate assessment instruments

and questionable placement scores

(Hughes & Scott Clayton, 2011). Fur-

thermore, students are typically un-

informed about the consequences of

placement test scores and unprepared

to perform well on commonly used as-

sessment instruments (Hodura, Smith

Jaggars, Mechur Karp, 2012). Research suggests that,
although more than 60% of community college stu-
dents place into one or more remedial courses, fewer
than a third of these students are likely to complete
them (Bailey, Jeong, & Cho, 2009).

Some organizations have seized upon this re-
search and declared that remediation is the cause of
students failing to complete college (Complete College
America, 2012). Others have misunderstood what has
been studied and reported that developmental educa-
tion is a barrier to college completion. In fact, it is only
remedial courses that have been addressed by the re-
search, not developmental education.

The mantra that “Remediation doesn’t work,
we have to do something else” has often been used
as an excuse to promote whatever reform is being

championed by a particular organization. It has also
led policy makers to erroneously believe that remedia-
tion causes attrition. Although it is a well-known falla-
cy to confuse correlation with causality, policy makers
continue to act as though participation in remediation
is the primary reason students fail to complete col-
lege. Indeed, poor remediation may be one of the
many causes of student attrition, but it is far from the
only one or even the major one. Others include such
things as illness, finances, personal and family issues,
quality of teaching, expectations, engagement, and
employment (Hunt, 2013; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt,
2011; Ray, Aspland, & Barret, 2014; Willkoxson, Cotter,
& Joy, 2011)

The belief that remediation causes attrition

has led policy makers, researchers, and postsecondary
education leaders to focus their reform
efforts almost exclusively on reform-
ing remedial courses, gateway courses,
teaching models, or curricula. It is al-
most as if policy makers and leaders be-
lieve that, if remediation was eliminat-
ed or reformed, the barriers to college
completion would be removed. Fur-
thermore, they have confused reme-
diation with developmental education
and implemented policies to eliminate
or reduce developmental education as
well as remediation. As a result, some
strong developmental programs that
have contributed to student success
and completion have been eliminated
because of the perception that reme-
diation and developmental education
are synonymous. Having done so, poli-
cy makers in several states have target-
ed remediation for reform, mistakenly
called it developmental education, and
then claimed to have addressed the
problem of college noncompletion.
In fact, they have only focused on the
problem of high noncompletion rates in remediation
or high failure rates in gateway courses. This is con-
sistent with their narrow view of what affects student
success and completion. Ignoring a host of situational
(health and family), demographic (income and ethnic-
ity), and affective (values and attitudes) factors only
exacerbates the problem.

This is not to say that the reforms fail to con-
tribute to student success. Jobs for the Future, for
instance, has done a good job of summarizing the re-
search on some of the more popular reforms in reme-
diation and found that many of them produce positive
results for participating students (Juncos & Collins,
2015). The Community College Research Center and
other individuals and organizations have studied con-
temporary reform efforts and confirmed that there
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are benefits to most of them (Cho, Kopko, Jenkins, &
Jaggars, 2012; Kalamkarian, Raufman, & Edgecombe,
2015).

Unfortunately, most of these reforms are tar-
geted specifically toward eliminating, reforming, or
redesigning community college remediation. And, as
previously noted, although remediation does need
to be reformed, it is developmental education that
should be implemented. The plethora of other factors
contributing to student attrition are generally left un-
addressed, particularly when reformers see remedial
courses as the sole or major cause of the problem. As
a result, no matter how many reforms and innovations
are introduced to remediation, high levels of student
attrition will continue to occur in the nation’s commu-
nity colleges. This will insure that the completion goals
of many private and government organizations will not
be met.

The Limitations of Current Reform
and Innovation Efforts

If one looks carefully at the available data on
the reform of remediation, several things become
clear. Most of the innovative methods proposed to
improve student completion work to one degree or
another. If properly implemented, just about any of
the popular innovations in community college instruc-
tion will “move the needle.” This is clear. Unfortunate-
ly, it is also clear that they are not always properly im-
plemented and, even when they are, they frequently
fail to move the needle far enough.

Many foundations and nonprofit organizations
are advocating the bringing of promising innovations
to scale. Historically, many promising innovations have
had only a limited effect, mainly because they have
been confined to particular programs or departments
rather than being implemented throughout their host
institution, because many people in postsecondary in-
stitutions are resistant to change, and because scaling
efforts are expensive and time consuming (Soricone &
Pleasants McDonnell, 2016). However, considerable
thought and research has gone into bringing innova-
tions to scale in recent years (Asera, Pleasants McDon-
nell, & Soricone, 2013; Public Agenda and Achieving
the Dream, 2011; Soricone & Pleasants McDonnel,
2016). This thought and research will probably con-
tribute to improving the extent to which promising
innovations are available to all students and this is
positive. Unfortunately, it still may not be sufficient to
bring about the dramatic changes envisioned by the
Gates Foundation, the Lumina Foundation, and the
federal government.

Improving mathematics pass rates from 12.3%
to0 62.3% (Complete College America, 2016) or improv-
ing English composition pass rates from 39% to 75%
(Cho, Kopko, Jenkins, & Jaggars, 2012) or increasing the

percentage of students who pass college-level mathe-
matics courses to 30% or higher (Zachry Rutschow &
Diamond, 2015) represent commendable efforts. But
these improvements or any others brought about by
contemporary innovation will not be sufficient to meet
the goals of the Lumina Foundation, the Gates Foun-
dation, or the Obama Administration. Even if 62.3%
of community college students successfully complete
their first college-level mathematics class (Complete
College America, 2016), they will still have to enroll in,
pay for, and earn a minimum of a C in at least nine-
teen other courses to attain an associate degree. Even
if 75% of community college students successfully
complete college composition (Cho, Kopko, Jenkins,
& Jaggars, 2012), they will still have to manage their
adult responsibilities, respond to life crises, and main-
tain their motivation for however long it takes them
to complete the rest of their curriculum. This is the
missing link in the reform movement. Much of the
legislation that results from the movement appears
to be based on the flawed assumption that reforms
will enable all students to be equally able to move
forward; be successful in subsequent college courses;
and complete a degree, certification, or diploma after
participating in a particular innovation or reform. On
the positive side, the Lumina Foundation (2016) and
the Community College Research Center (Bailey, Smith
Jaggers, & Jenkins, 2015) have advocated for a more
comprehensive approach to reform but, thus far, their
work has had minimal impact on legislators.

As research points out, successfully completing
the first college-level course will definitely improve the
odds of a student completing college (Adelman, 2006;
Boylan, Bliss, & Bonham, 1997). But it will notimprove
the odds dramatically. No matter how well students
do in courses targeted for reform, they will still have
to run the gauntlet of challenges to their graduation.
And this is where the problems lie. The overwhelming
majority of contemporary reform efforts, as effective
as some may be, suffer from several shortcomings.

First, they tend to focus primarily on reme-
dial courses and gateway courses. Almost all of the
most popular contemporary reform efforts measure
the outcomes of their activities in terms of passing or
bypassing remediation and passing initial college-level
courses in English and mathematics. They do not fo-
cus on student success in post-gateway courses.

Second, reform efforts tend to focus on struc-
tural changes in courses and curriculum. They change
the models used to teach remedial and gateway cours-
es and they change the content of the courses. But
they do not change the systems that these courses are
part of or the rewards, expectations, or values of those
systems (Bailey, Smith Jaggars, & Jenkins, 2015).

Third, reform efforts tend to be disconnected
from the rest of the institution. They often operate as
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“pet projects” of the college president or as specialized
activities within a program or department. Even when
they are scaled up, the scaling often involves simply
serving larger numbers of students rather than creat-
ing a stronger connection between the reform and the
institution (Soricone & Pleasants McDowell, 2016).
Fourth, reform efforts tend to be random rath-
er than systematic. They involve parts of the academic
segment of the postsecondary system, but they do not
engage the entire system. The reforms themselves
may be systematic, but they are usually not well in-
tegrated into the larger institutional system. Course
numbers, methods, and content may be changed but
the Registration, Financial Aid, Academic Advising,
Career Counseling, and Student Activities Offices of-
ten continue to go about “business as usual” ( Bailey,
Smith Jaggars, & Jenkins, 2015).
Fifth, reform efforts either acci-
dentally or deliberately de-emphasize
reading as a basic skill necessary for
college success. Reform efforts in Flori-
da and North Carolina, for instance, are
aimed at reducing the number of stu-
dents who enroll in remediation (The
Florida Senate, 2013: North Carolina
State Board of Community Colleges,
2014). Although this is a laudable goal,
one of the methods of doing this is to
integrate reading and composition
courses. The resultis to reduce or elim-
inate the number of completely reading
focused courses available to students.
The integration of reading and writing
is a good idea and one that will benefit
the majority of students (Hearn & Snell,
2013). Unfortunately, for the weak-
est readers, there is no course work
available to them focused specifically
on developing reading skills. Yet most
experts would agree that reading is a
foundational skill for college success (Gray, 2014; Hol-
schuh & Paulson, 2013; Pugh, Pawan, & Antommarchi,
2000). According to ACT, only 44% of 2016 high school
graduates who participated in ACT assessment were
considered college ready in reading (ACT, 2016).
Finally, and perhaps most damaging, reform
efforts often do not take into account those specific
student characteristics contributing most to attrition.
Researchers generally agree that that the following
background factors have a substantial impact on at-
trition in college (Atwell & Lavin, 2007; Brock, 2010;
Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, 2011;
Falcon, 2015):
1. Coming from a low income family,
2. Being an ethnic minority,
3. Being a first-generation student
4. Performing poorly in prior education.

Other factors also contribute to the failure of
many students. In a study of over 213,000 students en-
rolled at public universities in the Midwest, Soria and
Bultmann (2014) found that working-class students
are more likely to feel alienation, isolation, and lack of
belonging than middle- and upper-class students. Itis
likely that working class students attending communi-
ty colleges experience the same feelings with subse-
guent impact on their performance. Based on a re-
view of the literature, Kasworm, (2012) describes four
circumstances that contribute to the attrition of adults
over 25-years-old: (a) time required for college work,
(b) cost of college attendance, (c) institutional policies,
and d) discrimination against older students on the
part of some faculty. She further points out that adult
responsibilities often prevent full-time college atten-

dance. However, there is considerable
contemporary emphasis on completing
college as a full-time student (Com-
plete College America, 2011). This re-
cent emphasis contributes to working
adults’ feelings of inadequacy because
they simply cannot attend full-time giv-
en the other commitments in their life
to work and family (Kassworm, 2012).
Only a few current reform ef-
forts address these characteristics.
Among the most effective is the Accel-
erated Study in Associates Programs
(ASAP) of the City University of New
York. This program not only provides
financial incentives such as free tuition,
books, and metro transportation, it also
requires full-time enrollment and offers
small class size, learning communities,
and built-in academic, career, special
programs, and personal counseling.
These latter services help students ad-
dress the effects of being a first-gen-
eration and/or a minority student and
the financial assistance helps them overcome the ef-
fects of coming from low income backgrounds. Fur-
thermore, the program serves its students throughout
their academic careers, not just their first year (Kantor,
2011). Between 2007 when the program was intro-
duced and 2010, participants’ graduation rates were
54.9% as compared to 21.1% for a control group (City
University of New York, 2011).

Another successful program that provides
long-term support is the State of Washington’s Inte-
grated Basic Education and Skills (I-Best) program.
This program focuses on lower skilled and English as
a Second Language (ESL) students in career programs.
Adult education, ESL, and career faculty at community
colleges jointly design occupational courses leading to
a certificate. These courses integrate basic skills and
the vocabulary and expectations of a career field with
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the content of occupational courses. The program sup-
ports participating students as they progress through
an occupational program by providing mentoring, tu-
toring, and advising for a year or more until students
earn a career certificate or a degree (Zachry Rutschow
& Scheider, 2011). As in the ASAP program, students
attend classes and are supported over time with men-
toring and services that help them deal with the con-
sequences of poverty and discrimination.

Perhaps the most systematic and comprehen-
sive completion reform plan is proposed by Bailey, Smith
Jaggars, and Jenkins (2015) from the Community Col-
lege Research Center. These authors criticize what they
refer to as the contemporary “cafeteria style self-service
model” which forces students to choose courses and
programs of study from a bewildering array of options
and to do so with very little guidance” (p. 3). Instead,
they advocate restructuring the community college
curriculum to provide “guided pathways” (p. 3) that are
clearly structured programs of study leading to partic-
ular certificates or degrees coupled with improved in-
struction integrated with support services and intensive
orientation and advising. Ironically, this sounds a lot like
the definition of developmental education. The guided
pathways model also utilizes some of the remedial ed-
ucation reforms to accelerate student progress through
remedial courses.

Bailey and his colleagues at the Community
College Research Center are to be commended for de-
veloping a model and a set of recommendations of-
fering a genuinely systematic and comprehensive ap-
proach to improving college completion. Unlike other
reformers, Bailey, Smith Jaggars, and Jenkins (2015)
address the variety of institutional and systemic fail-
ures that contribute to student attrition. Although the
guided pathways model has much to recommend it,
it focuses on reforming the structure of the American
community college. It does not directly address the
spectrum of issues that contribute heavily to the attri-
tion of low income and minority students, although it
may do so indirectly (Jenkins, Smith Jaggars, & Bailey,
2016). Because the guided pathways model is new,
few institutions have had a chance to fully implement
it. As aresult, there is, as yet, little research on its effi-
cacy. However, the components of the model are well
grounded in research (Jenkins, Smith Jaggars, & Bailey,
2016).

The guided pathways model would appear
to work best with full-time students: those who can
commit to a course sequence and those who have the
wherewithal, either through financial aid or their own
resources, to regularly pay for tuition, fees, books, and
supplies. But as Michael Rose points out:

| am continually struck by the hardships experi-
enced by so many community college students.
To be sure, middle class students from stable and
secure backgrounds attend community college

but, depending on the location of the college,
many students come from low-income to desti-
tute families; have to work 30 or more hours a
week; live in cramped housing, some of which
is sub-standard; are food insecure; and have
health problems that are inadequately treated.
For some, there are worries about immigration.
Some must contend with prior involvement in the
criminal justice system while others struggle with
addiction. (Rose, 2016, p 2)

According to the American Association of Com-
munity Colleges, more than half of the ethnic minority
students participating in postsecondary education are
enrolled in community colleges. Furthermore, 58%
of community college students receive some form of
financial aid, 22% of full-time community college stu-
dents work full time and 40% work half time, 62% are
enrolled part-time, and 36% of these students are the
first in their family to attend college (American Asso-
ciation of Community Colleges, 2016). Given these
statistics, in spite of its potential benefits, the guided
pathways model will not serve all community college
students, nor do its authors claim that it does (Jenkins,
Smith Jaggars, & Bailey, 2016).

Nevertheless, the ASAP Program, the |-Best
Program, and the guided pathways model feature
what others do not. They reorganize the curriculum
and the way it is delivered for all courses, not just re-
medial and gateway courses. They provide support
services throughout students’ college careers. Their
efforts are also systematic and effect entire groups of
students in an organized, coherent, and purposeful
manner. Unfortunately, efforts such as these are far
too few. The vast majority of reforms are focused on
short-term solutions that only address completing re-
mediation and passing gateway courses.

A Summary of Short-Term Reform Efforts

To be fair, many short term reform or innova-
tion efforts have improved student outcomes to one
degree or another. Unfortunately, they do not improve
outcomes sufficiently to meet the goals of foundations
and government. Furthermore, they are not of suffi-
cient duration to impact upon students as they prog-
ress past remedial and gateway courses.

Accelerated and Integrated Reading and English

Among the more successful of these innova-
tions is that of accelerated and integrated reading
and English composition originally implemented at
Chabot College in California by Katie Hearn (2013).
Both Jobs for the Future and the Community Col-
lege Research Center support this model which
involves a 1 semester, 4-hour English composition
course. This course accelerates student progress by
combining 2 semesters’ work into a single semester
(although a 2-semester option is also available to

40



JOURNAL OF COLLEGE ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS

students). Students who complete the course are
eligible to enroll in college-level English. The course
not only integrates reading development with com-
position but also emphasizes critical thinking and fa-
miliarizing students with college-level rewards and
expectations.

Based on a recent report from Jaggars, Hodu-
ra, Cho, and Xu (2016), students participating in the in-
tegrated reading and English composition course were
24% more likely to complete a college-level English
course than nonparticipants. They also completed
an average of 4.2 more credit hours over three years.
However, both the accelerated and non-accelerated
students passed the college-level English course at
similar rates (Jaggars, Hodura, Cho, & Xu, 2016).

Another popular innovation, this one champi-
oned by Complete College America, is the corequisite
model of remediation. This model was originally called
the Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) and devel-
oped at the Community College of Baltimore County
by Peter Adams and his colleagues (Adams & McKu-
sick, 2014). Instead of requiring remedial courses as
a prerequisite to enrollment in college-level courses,
corequisite remediation provides remediation simul-
taneously with college-level content in a single semes-
ter.

According to Complete College America
(2016), West Virginia community colleges were able
to improve their pass rates in gateway mathemat-
ics courses from 14% to 62% using the corequisite
model. Using the same model, they found Tennes-
see community colleges improved their pass rates in
these courses from 12.3% to 63.3%. Cho, et al. (2012)
studied students enrolled in the Accelerated Learning
Program at the Community College of Baltimore Coun-
ty between the fall of 2007 and the fall of 2011. They
found that 75% of the students who participated in
the ALP passed college-level English whereas only 39%
of those who did not participate in the ALP passed the
course.

Modular Mathematics

Modular mathematics is another model widely
used in community colleges to improve student perfor-
mance in developmental mathematics. This model has
its origins in the personalized instruction movement of
the 1970s and involves breaking the content of devel-
opmental mathematics into a series of discrete units
or modules (Eyre, 2007). Students may then demon-
strate mastery by taking tests covering the material in
the modules. An entire course may consist of 12-16
modules and students may complete the course as fast
as they are able to complete the required number of
module tests, thus allowing them the opportunity for
accelerated completion of developmental courses. This

model was initially implemented in Virginia community
college mathematics courses and later in mathematics
courses in North Carolina community colleges.

The Community College Research Center and
the Virginia Community College System have both is-
sued reports on this model. Kalamkarian, Raufman,
and Edgecombe (2015) found that the percentage of
remedial students who completed college-level math
increased from 8% to 18% in 2012. The Virginia Com-
munity College System (2014) reported that develop-
mental mathematics success rates increased from 35%
to 40%.

An innovative approach developed by Virginia
Tech and promoted by the National Center for Academ-
ic Transformation is the “Emporium Model” (Twigg,
2011). This model combines computer technology
that allows students to spend their time actually work-
ing mathematics problems with human assistance to
answer questions when difficulties are encountered.
It also utilizes a modular approach to the organization
and mastery of course material. Emporium classes are
usually held in large computer laboratories where in-
structors and/or instructional assistants circulate to
help students resolve problems.

In a study conducted at Jackson State Commu-
nity College, the Emporium approach contributed to
raising posttest scores by 15% and increasing mathe-
matics course pass rates by 44% (Twigg, 2011). Twigg
also reported a study by the Tennessee Board of Re-
gents indicating that students were twice as likely to
earn a C or better in remedial math when taught using
the model as students who took a traditional remedial
course.

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching has developed two pathways to improv-
ing student performance in remedial and college-level
mathematics (Yamada & Byrk, 2016). One pathway,
Statway, integrates remedial and college-level content
into a year-long course. The content includes statistical
concepts and problem solving, and the methodology
involves collaborative learning. The other pathway,
Quantway, is a single-semester quantitative reasoning
course that prepares students to succeed in a second
single-semester college-level course in quantitative
reasoning.

An analysis of data from 18 community col-
leges participating in the Statway project indicated
that only 6% of students took traditional remedial
mathematics and passed a college-level mathematics
course in 1 year. Over a period of 4 years, an average of
48% of those participating in Statway completed both
remedial and college-level courses in 1 year. Results
for the Quantway project were similar. Among partic-
ipating institutions, only 21% of students enrolled in
traditional remedial mathematics courses passed the
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course within 1 year. An average of 56% of students
participating in Quantway passed the remedial course
within 1 semester (Huang, Hoang, Suleyman, & Thorn,
2016). A further study of Statway reported that these
gains were consistent regardless of gender, ethnicity,
or mathematics placement scores (Yamada & Bryk,
2016).

Uri Treisman of the Dana Center at the Uni-
versity of Texas—Austin, who worked with Carnegie in
the development of the Statway and Quantway mod-
els, also developed the New Mathways Project. This
project, implemented in cooperation with the Texas
Association of Community Colleges, has developed
a variety of nonalgebra based mathematics courses
taught in an accelerated format. The format enables
students to complete developmental
mathematics and college-level mathe-
matics within a year. These courses are
also developed in line with the numeric
skills required in social science, health,
and liberal arts professions (Charles A.

Dana Center, 2016).

Baseline data from 2011-2014

cohorts of Texas community college
students indicated that only 26% of
those placing into developmental
mathematics courses passed them with
a C or better. Of these only 20% went
on to enroll in and pass a college-level
mathematics courses within 3 vyears.
In contrast, 65% of those participating
in New Math Pathways developmental
courses passed within 1 year and 30%
of those participating in the New Math
Pathways program passed a college-lev-
el mathematics course within only 2 se-
mesters (Zachry Rutschow & Diamond,
2015).

All of the reform efforts de-
scribed here show a positive impact
on retention and completion. However, none of them
represent a “magic bullet” or a panacea. All of them
appear to focus on only a single phase of student suc-
cess: remedial and gateway courses. Even after the re-
forms have been implemented and brought to scale,
students will still have to negotiate the college curric-
ulum, make wise academic and life choices, pass at
least 60 hours of credit with a C or better, overcome
language barriers, and respond to the effects of racism
and poverty to attain an associate degree or transfer
to a university.

The Three Phases of College Success

There are at least three phases to college re-
tention and completion. Upon entering higher edu-
cation, students must be prepared for college-level

courses and successfully complete gateway courses.
Retention through these initial courses is important
but continued retention through graduation is equally
or even more important.

Phase One

The first phase is helping students pass the
courses in which they are enrolled. This is, no doubt,
why so many reformers focus on remedial and gate-
way course completion as the object of their efforts.
The first and probably easiest phase in improving
college completion is getting students to successfully
complete their first college courses, whether they are
remedial or college level. Many reforms have focused
on restructuring courses, but they ignore one of the
most important components of student success: qual-

ity instruction. Quality instruction re-
quires that instructors understand and
apply adult and developmental theory
and the lessons of research on teaching
and learning. Developmental theory,
in relation to faculty professional de-
velopment, also relates to the faculty
mindset of seeing students as contain-
ing a trait of college readiness versus
seeing students as whole people who
are in the process of developing the
skills of college readiness. When faculty
utter statements such as “that student
is definitely not college material,” they
are indicating the former mindset. De-
velopmental theory would suggest that
students are not one way or another
but have the capacity to develop ap-
propriate skills given the right supports,
curriculum, and pedagogical strategies.
Other insidious assumptions about a
person’s being may lie in the trait mind-
set as well, such as hidden biases about
ethnicity, gender, and other traits a stu-
dent cannot control and which should
not be used to determine readiness for college.

It is no longer sufficient for instructors to sim-
ply teach the way they have been taught. They must
be able to design and deliver instruction that is ef-
fective for the adult learners who attend 21* century
community colleges, and they must do this using the
most current research available. It is disappointing that
few of the reforms imposed upon remediation have
addressed issues such as culturally responsive teach-
ing, inclusive instruction, adult learning theory, brain-
based instruction, or cognitive psychology. Research
and theory from these areas have great potential for
improving the quality of instruction for all students. By
and large, however, this body of knowledge has been
ignored by reformers.
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Phase Two

The second phase in student retention and
completion is getting the entire college to engage in
systematic behaviors that contribute to student suc-
cess. This involves the integration of academic and stu-
dent affairs. It requires greater collaboration between
student affairs professionals and academic and career
faculty. Both groups should increase the time and re-
sources devoted to enhancing students’ knowledge
of how to behave and succeed in college as well as
supporting the development of subject matter knowl-
edge.

As those who study college student retention
consistently point out, keeping students in college is
the responsibility of everyone at the institution, not
just a particular course or program (Noel, Levitz, & Sal-
uri, 1985). There is a role to play in student completion
for everyone at the college, from the grounds crew, to
the cafeteria workers, to the president. But they must
know what their roles are and how to play them. This,
of course, requires rethinking the roles of various col-
lege personnel as well as retraining them to fulfill ap-
propriate new roles.

Phase Three

The third phase in student retention and com-
pletion is expanding the college system to engage with
secondary education as well as community education-
al and support systems that can be deployed to assist
students to complete college. The role of high schools
in preparing students for success in college is often un-
derplayed or overlooked. High schools have the capac-
ity for not only preparing students for college cours-
es but also helping them understand and respond to
college rewards and expectations. Unfortunately, such
preparation is usually reserved only for those whose
high school teachers and counselors consider them to
be “college material.” Basic skills and GED programs
should also introduce students to nonacademic skills
important to postsecondary success.

Meanwhile, the communities in which colleges
are located provide a variety of services beneficial to
college completion. Many community colleges lack
the resources to provide a full range of services to stu-
dents. However, quite a few of the services that might
contribute to the success of college students, such day
care or legal aid, are available in the community. Work-
ing more productively with high schools and commu-
nity services is an important step in promoting college
completion.

Integrated Services for College Completion

These phases of action leading to increased
college completion are illustrated in Figure 1. They
involve teaching and learning in the curriculum, in-
tegrating the institutional system, and collaborating
with secondary education and the community. Each

one of these phases makes some contribution to en-
hanced college completion. But it requires all three
working in a systematic manner to enhance college
completion to the degree that is necessary to accom-
plish corporate and government goals for postsecond-
ary education (see Figure 1).

Phase 1
Teaching and
Learning Improvement
Across the Curriculum
Phase 3 Phase 2
Collaborating with Integrating Innovation
Secondary Schools and into the Institutional

Community Services System

Student Retention
and Completion

Figure 1. The three phases of action to increase college
completion.

Teaching and Learning Improvement

In his classic study of community college in-
struction, Norton Grubb (1999) pointed out that, for
institutions claiming to emphasize quality teaching,
community colleges provide surprisingly little sup-
port for it. Many community colleges provide little
oversight of instructors, few rewards for good teach-
ing, and limited professional development opportu-
nities to improve teaching. In his follow up book on
basic skills instruction (Grubb, 2012), Grubb finds the
situation even worse in remedial courses. It stands to
reason that the weakest students would profit most
from the best quality instruction. Yet the substantial
majority of those teaching remedial courses are ad-
junct faculty (National Center for Education Statistics,
2008)., For the most part, these faculty receive little
orientation to their work, little training to do it, and
little support to do it right (Grubb, 2012).

This is not to say that full-time faculty are
necessarily better teachers than part-time faculty.
But full-time instructors at least have resources at
their disposal to improve their instruction. Faculty
development centers, online training programs, at-
tendance at conferences, and participation in work-
shops are often provided to full-time faculty but rare-
ly available to part-time faculty.

One of the best investments that community
college leaders can make, therefore, is in professional
development for adjunct faculty (Eney & Davidson,
2006). This professional development might be made
available through any number of methodologies. Ex-
amples might include common readings, interactive
internet programs, on campus workshops, video con-
ferencing, faculty inquiry groups, and mentoring by
senior faculty.
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Currently, much of the professional develop-
ment that takes place in the community college is
more or less random. The topics of professional de-
velopment activities are not always consistent nor
do they necessarily reflect what instructors need to
know to support student retention and completion.
A primary topic for professional development should
include adult development and learning theories
with particular attention to lessons from research re-
garding cognitive neuroscience (Taylor & Marienau,
2016). Community colleges are dealing with adult
students, and yet few instructors avail themselves
of the literature on adult development and learning.
This is also true about research on adult teaching and
learning and cognitive processing. There is a great va-
riety of research and literature focusing on how stu-
dents learn, including important work in the area of
cognitive neuroscience. All community college facul-
ty should be familiar with these bodies of literature,
and these topics should form the basis of the faculty
development efforts.

Training on innovative approaches to teaching
and learning should also be part of this effort. Contem-
porary professional development activities are often
focused on learning how to implement whatever in-
novations have been adopted by the college. A college
might adopt a particular innovation and plan to bring
it to scale, but the innovation will neither work well
nor be brought to scale unless those participating in
it are well-trained, understand the innovation, know
various ways of implementing it, and have some say
in how it is implemented. To the extent possible, the
training should involve faculty in understanding the-
ory supporting the models and in planning the finer
points of innovation implementation. As Bailey, Smith
Jaggars, and Jenkins (2015) point out, top down im-
plementation of innovation without the meaningful
involvement of instructors is generally ineffective.

Many colleges are phasing out stand-alone
reading courses in favor of integrated reading and writ-
ing. This will probably help underprepared students
who already read at the high school level or above.
Students whose reading level is at middle school and
below, however, will need substantially more reading
instruction than is typically provided in an integrat-
ed reading and writing course. In fact, they will need
reading instruction integrated throughout all of their
courses. Training community college faculty in tech-
niques for teaching reading is, therefore, a necessity.

Finally, faculty development efforts should fo-
cus on engaging students. There is a well-documented
relationship between student engagement with facul-
ty and student success (Center for Community College
Student Engagement, 2016; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt,
2010; Quaye & Harper, 2015). The more faculty engage
in meaningful ways with students, the more successful

students are likely to be in their courses and in college.
Stipulating and reinforcing clear learning goals, using
active learning techniques, getting students to think
about their learning, being inclusive, and establishing
a sense of community and safety in the classroom are
examples of engagement techniques that contribute to
student learning. They are also examples of topics that
should be included in faculty development programs.
These topics should be the foundation for fac-
ulty development activities related to teaching today’s
college students, particularly those from minority, low
income, or first-generation backgrounds. Institutions
cannot continue to expose the weakest students to
the poorest instruction and expect to improve college
completion rates. Students who are most at risk are
also most in need of the highest quality of teaching.
Ultimately, the success of students in any course de-
pends upon what happens in individual classrooms
between individual instructors and their students. To
make sure the right things happen in those classes
community colleges need to:
e plan professional development activities based on
assessing the needs of faculty,
e develop clearly articulated and systematic pro-
grams to meet these needs,
e provide ongoing, not episodic, faculty develop-
ment activities,
e utilize a variety of methods for delivering faculty
development,
e require that faculty describe what they have
changed as a result of professional development
* incentivize participation in faculty development.

Integrating the Institutional System

There has been a long-standing bifurcation
in postsecondary education of student affairs and
academic affairs. Typically, community colleges have
two different deans or vice presidents responsible for
these areas. Typically, they have little to do with each
other.

The student affairs staff offers their programs
to whatever random group of students appears at
their doorstep. The academic affairs division offers its
courses to whatever random group of students en-
rolls. There is no effort made to see that the neediest
students get the best instruction or the most support.
This must change in order to attain the objectives of
the college completion agenda. Student affairs pro-
fessionals and academic faculty must increase their
collaboration and the integration of their courses
and services. Faculty must do more to inform their
students about the rules and expectations of college,
and student affairs professionals must do more to
promote and reinforce the academic behaviors nec-
essary for success in class. Academic advisors must
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also spend more time learning from faculty, and fac-
ulty must engage more with academic advisers. All
those who interact with students should be respon-
sible for conveying important knowledge and skills to
students and encouraging the appropriate behaviors
and expectations of college culture.

ACT (2015) reports that lack of college knowl-
edge such as the information and behavioral skills nec-
essary to for successful matriculation in academe is a
major requirement for college readiness. These skills
include interpersonal communication, problem solv-
ing, help seeking, task management, study strategies,
and personal decision making. They also include infor-
mational knowledge such as how to obtain financial
aid, register for classes, calculate a grade point aver-
age, get career development assistance, find tutors, or
seek advice and counseling. As early as 1980, Boylan
(p.11), called these “academic management” skills
and argued that underprepared students generally did
not begin college with them. He also suggested that
such students were in danger of attrition unless they
developed these skills early in their college careers.

Student affairs professionals deal with the en-
hancement of these skills and knowledge on a regular
basis, yet many students are totally unaware of the
assistance these professionals can provide. It is well
known among student support professionals that the
students most in need of their services are least like-
ly to voluntarily participate in them (Collins & Simm:s,
2006; Winograd & Rust, 2014). Meanwhile, instructors
tend to focus on content and process skills in their sub-
ject areas and view their roles entirely in terms of their
discipline. They, too, should be promoting participa-
tion in support services and working to integrate what
they do with the work of advisors, counselors, finan-
cial aid officers, and career development specialists.
Integrating the efforts of both sets of professionals is
essential to improving college completion.

Such integration requires that instructors and
student affairs professionals work together to find
ways of communicating college knowledge to stu-
dents. They must also work together to promote stu-
dents’ personal and behavioral development. Result-
ing integration efforts might involve student affairs
professionals visiting classes, or it might involve train-
ing faculty to communicate essential college knowl-
edge and promote student development. It might in-
volve student affairs professionals in teaching college
knowledge and appropriate behaviors during class
meetings. It might involve greater faculty participa-
tion in on-going orientation or the revision of syllabi
to include problems and activities that help students
develop college knowledge and appropriate academ-
ic behaviors. Faculty can help explain the rewards and
expectations of academe during orientation or talk
about them during class. Writing faculty can encour-

age students to do research on careers of interest or to

discuss their reasons for being in college. Mathematics

faculty can link math problems to careers or use them
to promote practical problem solving skills.

In addition to integrating academic and stu-
dent affairs, colleges must also integrate the concept
of completion into the culture and behavior of the col-
lege and its faculty and staff. First, it is important for
college leaders to explain and support the notion that
everyone from the cafeteria worker to the president
is responsible for student completion. It is also nec-
essary to provide the training required for faculty and
staff to promote student completion. Furthermore,
college leaders will need to find ways to incentivize the
faculty and staff behaviors that will lead to supporting
the completion agenda. Everyone on campus can con-
tribute to student completion by:

e providing a consistently welcoming environment
for students;

e creating a safe environment for students by refus-
ing to tolerate bigotry, discrimination, shaming, or
bullying in any college facility or activity;

e promoting a sense of community among students,
faculty, and staff;

e making tutoring, counseling, advising, financial
aid, and student activities readily and aggressively
available to students;

e encouraging faculty and staff involvement in stu-
dent and campus activities

e celebrating student success whether it be attaining
a GED or graduating with a BA or AA degree.

Some institutions of higher education focus on
improving “on-ramps and off-ramps” for students to
more easily get back on their educational track after
interruptions caused by life events outside their con-
trol. The Nevada Governor’s Office of Economic Devel-
opment mapped out an example of such programming
(Heise, 2016), and MDRC describes general core ele-
ments shared by programs with this design. (Kruglaya
& Kazis, 2016). Also, Minority-Serving Institutions have
a long tradition of serving diverse students and offer
tactics Predominantly White Institutions might follow
to improve supports for underrepresented student
success.

Collaboration with the Community
and Secondary Education

In 1986, Ernest Boyer, then President of the
Carnegie Foundation, claimed that “One of our most
disturbing findings is the discontinuity that exists be-
tween public schools and institutions of higher learn-
ing” (p. 254). Unfortunately, this observation is still
true in many respects. The Center for Community Col-
lege Student Engagement (2016) points out that most
students leave high school believing they are fully
prepared for college and are surprised to be placed in
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remedial courses . Many of these students completed
their high school courses with A and B grades but are
still considered undereprepared for college. The gap
between expectations and reality for high school grad-
uates is largely the result of the secondary and post-
secondary segments of education failing to communi-
cate adequately with each other (Boyer, 1986).

The academic requirements and expectations
of college are different than those of high school. Gen-
erally, high school teachers are considered responsible
for student learning. In college, students are respon-
sible for their own learning. Yet few students under-
stand this upon entry, particularly first-generation
college students. Furthermore, there is often a mis-
match between the subject matter as taught in high
school and as taught in college (Glancy, Dounay Zinth,
Anderson, Millard, & Fulton, 2014). The difference in
academic requirements between high school and col-
lege need to be identified explicitly and conveyed to
students consistently. For instance, giving tests over
the common core and college requirements during the
junior year of high school is a good idea. But it must
also be accompanied by counseling on the meaning of
placement test scores, their importance for entering
college students, and the ways in which they are used
by colleges.

Many other students are underprepared for
college because they lack knowledge of postsecondary
behavioral expectations or of the processes involved in
matriculation through college. The National Associa-
tion of Student Financial Aid Administrators (2016) re-
ports that low income students typically overestimate
the costs of college and underestimate their capacity
for meeting these costs. Bailey, Smith Jaggars, and
Jenkins (2015) argue that a large number of incoming
community college students are underprepared to
choose a program of study or a career.

Students’ lack of knowledge in these areas
leads to increasing the contact load of college-level
student affairs professionals who must work with stu-
dents in academic advising and career counseling. It
also leads to annoyance among faculty when students
appear to be ignorant of the role of college or their
purpose for being there. Furthermore, it leads to frus-
tration among students who fail to understand that
their own actions or inactions are causing many of the
problems they face in matriculation. The contact load
and the frustrations and annoyance could be eased
if there was greater communication between high
school personnel and academic and student affairs
professionals at local colleges and expanded efforts to
teach high school students about college rules, expec-
tations, and procedures.

But it is difficult for high school teachers and
staff to help prepare students for the academic and
nonacademic demands of college if no one from the

postsecondary sector talks with them about these

demands. High school and college advising and sup-

port service professionals need to communicate on

a regular and systematic basis. They need to discuss

the affective and behavioral expectations of students

and the rewards and expectations of colleges. In the
process, they need to discover ways of communicat-
ing this information more systematically to students.

Guidance counselors and college academic advisers

not only need to work with each other, they also need

to work with high school teachers to help communi-
cate important information about college expecta-
tions, processes, and rewards.

Today’s college students face a variety of life
problems and issues. A recent report by Wood, Har-
ris, and Delgado, (2016) found that, among California
community college students, one third express hous-
ing insecurity and 12% experience food insecurity. The
American Association of Community Colleges (2016)
also reports that 44% of community college students
work part time and 22% work full time. This often re-
sults in conflicts between the requirements of work
and the requirements of college attendance.

Collaboration between agencies in the service
of college completion should not be limited to public
schools and colleges. In any given community there
are resources for helping community members find
support, services, health care, and legal advice. There
are homeless shelters, prenatal care counselors for ex-
pectant mothers, community mental health agencies,
legal aid societies, public health benefits for the poor,
and shelters for abused spouses. Yet community col-
lege personnel rarely work with these agencies and, if
they do refer students, may do so randomly.

Students with legal problems may be referred
to the local Legal Aid Society by a faculty member but
only if that faculty member knows of the agency or has
worked with it. There are community agencies that
can assist students in dealing with housing insecurity
but are unlikely to do so unless someone at the college
makes a referral. Community colleges need to work
collaboratively with community agencies to be sure
that students in need have support in dealing with life
and work contingencies. In doing so, colleges should:
e take inventory of the available services in their

community;

e designate individuals to establish regular contact
and communication with these agencies;

e establish regular contact with community agencies
that might provide support to students;

e provide something to community agencies, such
as facility usage or consultation, in return for their
services;

e provide general and contact information on these
services to all faculty and staff who work with students

e provide training to faculty and staff on how to
make referrals to these services.
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Conclusion

These ideas and others like them have been
part of the conversation about postsecondary im-
provement for years. Some institutions have instituted
many of them. Nevertheless, the systematic, institu-
tional actions required to dramatically move the nee-
dle forward on college completion are the exception
rather than the rule. One of the major reasons for this
is that quality reform, innovation, and institutional
change all take time, training, and money. Implement-
ing the three phases of college completion--teaching
and learning improvement across the curriculum, in-
tegrating innovation into the institutional system, and
collaborating with secondary schools and community
services--will not come easily. To implement them fac-
ulty, staff, and administrators will have to put in time:
time to meet, time to plan, time to collaborate, and
time to truly implement innovation and conduct for-
mative evaluation of it. Unfortunately, time is a very
scarce resource in American community colleges.
Adapting to new technology, meeting state and fed-
eral compliance regulations, having fewer personnel
resources and teaching larger classes because of cut-
backs in postsecondary funding, and a host of other
factors have all contributed to usurping the time avail-
able for college faculty and staff. Yet the changes re-
quired to truly expand college completion are going to
take up large amounts of that very valuable time, and
someone will have to pay for it.

There is a statement often seen in auto repair
shops that says “I can do it fast, | can do it cheap, and |
can do it well. Please select two of the above.” Thisre-
ality adequately states the conundrum faced by com-
munity colleges. They can implement change quickly,
they can do it cheaply, or they can implement it with
quality but they can only do two at once, Meanwhile,
they are being called upon by legislators and state
system offices to do all three at once (see Figure 2).
Instead, what happens at many institutions is that
community colleges do manage to implement change
quickly and cheaply. Unfortunately, they are unable
to provide the faculty and staff training, the support
services personnel, or the financial incentives either
to provide the high quality of innovation or to sustain
that quality. This is the reality in states that mandate
change without providing adequate time or resources.
It is well past time to confront legislators and state sys-
tem officers with this reality. If policy makers truly de-
sire quality implementation of reform, they will have
to provide either the time or the money necessary to
attain it. In most states, community college budgets
have already been stretched to the limit with subse-
quent challenges to quality (Boggs, 2004; Jenkins &
Belfield, 2014). Budget tightening also has the effect of
reducing the amount of time available for faculty to ini-
tiate, engage, and support innovation, as fewer faculty
and staff have to do more work. It is unlikely that the
kind of changes that need to take place to truly move

the bar on college completion can take place in such
a fiscal environment. If legislators and policy makers
want change and improvement, they will have to pay
for it.

Quality

Money

Figure 2. The time, money, and quality conundrum.

The bottom line is that none of the ideas pro-
posed here will take place quickly or easily. Some of
those in the reform movement have promised quick
results for a small investment of time and money. Oth-
ers have stated that their reforms will be costly, at least
at the outset, and will take a considerable amount of
time to implement. The claims of the latter are likely
to be more accurate. Even those claims, however, are
probably optimistic unless efforts are refocused in the
reform and completion agenda. This refocus should
address the major student characteristics that contrib-
ute to student attrition such as being an ethnic minori-
ty, coming from a lower socioeconomic background,
being a first-generation college student, or having a
history of academic failure. It should address faculty
training and development with particular attention to
teaching reading. It should address all three phases
in the college completion process, not just remedi-
ation or gateway courses. In doing so, it should also
address the fact that college students are developing
adults with a wide range of strengths and weaknesses;
positive and negative life circumstances, advantages
and disadvantages; attitudes and values; backgrounds
and cultures; and hopes, fears, and frustrations. To be
successful in meaningfully expanding college comple-
tion, all the players in postsecondary education, from
clerks to faculty to administrators to politicians, must
do a much better job of responding to all of these, not
just student performance in remedial and gateway
courses. Furthermore, legislators and higher educa-
tion leaders must do a better job of providing time and
money for quality change. Improving college comple-
tion rates, particularly for low income, minority, and
first-generation students is a long distance race. It will
require everyone in the race to focus on the finish line,
not just first hundred meters.
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et’s say a fictional college student, Charlie, is tak-

ing a difficult course, such as chemistry. Charlie’s

first test did not go as well as expected, and Char-
lie needs help with not only the subject material,
but also with how to study in general. This student is
motivated to get help with chemistry and finds that
the school offers free peer tutoring (Topping, 1996)
and supplemental instruction (SI) (Arendale, 1994).
Which should Charlie choose? | am both a chemistry
peer tutor and an Sl leader at Texas Tech University,
and | face this challenge on a weekly basis because
| provide both services for students. Peer tutoring
and Sl are both vastly different in methodology and
uses, which leaves me to question which service is of
greatest benefit for Charlie and other students seek-
ing help in chemistry.

The SI program at Texas Tech University offers
peer-led review sessions by undergraduate students
who have made A’s in the class previously and who
show strength in the course material. Sl sessions are
hosted twice a week. The Sl leader attends the class
alongside enrolled students and then creates a pack-
et of review material. As an Sl leader, | have the inde-
pendence to make my own review packets and sup-
plemental items for the course under the supervision
of the Sl administrator. This is unique because | get
to choose what | think would be the most helpful for
students to focus on for test preparatory purposes.
Often | focus on the content that will most likely be
tested and that also presents the greatest challenge
to students, which helps them increase the likelihood
of success on their tests.

As for peer tutoring, Texas Tech University of-
fers a wide variety of tutoring options varying in the
target students. For example, there is Honors College
tutoring for honors students, Resident Housing As-
sociation tutoring offered to students living in spe-
cific residence halls, and the Marsha Sharp Center
tutoring available to student athletes. Personally, |
am employed at the Texas Tech University Learning
Center, where we provide free open-access tutoring.
Students can drop in according to their schedules and
needs. The tutoring resources we provide are unique
in that we provide tutoring for anyone who is a stu-
dent at Texas Tech University. A peer tutoring session
typically entails the student sitting down individual-
ly with their tutor and working to solve homework
problems and ask questions about specific topics that
they are struggling with.

Supplemental Instruction benefits students
at Texas Tech University in many ways. Students can
review the material covered throughout the week on
a more personalized and peer-to-peer level. Since a
student is leading the session, a relaxed environment
is generated that is open to discussion and questions
(Altomare & Moreno-Gongora, 2018). Students seek
out Sl because they did not understand something in
the classroom, and they need further explanation.
During my sessions, | try to act as a facilitator of ma-
terial between the professor and student. | strategi-
cally organize my packets and re-teach the material
to promote student success on exams. The amount
of material students cover in a week is immense, and
| try to help them sort out exactly what are key ele-
ments, what is going to be tested, and how it will be
tested.

Peer-tutoring relies on completely different
strategies than SI. During peer-tutoring, students
typically come in for help because they need one-
on-one help with getting through their homework
(Clarence, 2016). | provide less test preparation and
more homework help when | am tutoring. With SI,
students who attend sessions consistently from the
beginning of the semester are set up for success be-
cause they are taking control of learning the material
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from the start. These students typically have a base
understanding of the material. Tutoring seems to me
more like a catch-up session for students. They ex-
press a feeling of being lost, possibly because they
are not attending class or Sl sessions, so they do not
have the base knowledge for solving their home-
work. My job is to guide them back to understanding.
On the other hand, Sl can oftentimes lead students
to depend heavily on the instructor to help them de-
velop a step-by-step method to solve the problem in
addition to receiving the answer. Therefore, to ben-
efit fully from attending SI, students must practice
problems independently and utilize the instructor as
a means to test their knowledge.

In an ideal world, | think that SI and tutoring
would be most effective in conjunction with one an-
other. Students would attend class as scheduled then
attend Sl for a break-down review of the material that
week. | think that then, if they do not understand,
they should attend peer tutoring for further clarifi-
cation of specific concepts. Returning to the original
guestion regarding which is better—SI or peer tutor-
ing—it turns out that you cannot ask which is better
because effectiveness depends on the details: the
student, how much they have attended class, and the
context (e.g. does the student need help with a single
assignment or more extensive assistance?).

| have tried to take a balanced view in my dis-
cussion, but | must confess that | personally prefer
SI. The vibe that | get from Sl is more open, relaxed,
and an altogether fun way to learn a really difficult
subject. SI gives students a chance to interact and
learn in a less formal environment that further moti-
vates them to receive extra help, check their knowl-
edge, and improve their grades (Marrone & Dragan-
ov, 2017). Supplemental Instruction feels more like
a preventative measure in that, if students utilize it
first, they might not need peer tutoring later on. Ul-
timately, neither option should be considered better
nor worse but should be considered in terms of how
the student uses it to achieve academic success. In
this case, | believe that it would benefit Charlie to
utilize both Sl and peer tutoring resources. He could
maximize his chances of understanding the materi-
al by attending Sl sessions regularly to gain a deeper
understanding of the material taught in class. Then,
as further questions arise while solving homework
problems and studying, he should seek more individ-
ualized help by meeting with a peer tutor.
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he learning process is just as much a cultural and so-

cial process as it is a cognitive process. To answer

the call for diversity in the representation of knowl-
edge for English language learners, we as educators must
acknowledge and embrace a variety of means to express
the learning experience. Words do not always transfer
across cultures and experiential backgrounds, but com-
municating through the arts can open up doors for com-
munication and learning for students who face the barri-
ers of language or economic or cultural differences. The
common limitation may be words as a second language.
The global learning environment is the image, the mul-
timedia, the music, the social media, and the web that
many students from all backgrounds share.

Broadening the definition of literacy and learn-
ing and thus our perspective on curriculum to include
the visual and communicative arts can make school rel-
evant across cultures and various backgrounds. Learning
through the arts research and strategies can transform
the twenty-first century classroom by making learning an
experience that uses critical and creative thinking skills,
communication, and collaboration to develop the intel-
lectual character of students and enhance learning and
literacy skills through an innovative learning environment
designed for culturally and economically diverse students
(Cramer, 2014; Jensen, 2013).

Using an arts-based literacy curriculum that in-
tegrates multiple ways of knowing can help students de-
velop creative thinking skills and nourish their imagina-
tions. Enhancing learning and literacy with the visual and
communicative arts can provide a repertoire of scripts
necessary for visualizing and negotiating meaning in the
culturally diverse classroom of twenty-first century learn-
ers whose everyday literacy is collaborative and often im-
age-based (Park, 2012).

The Effects of Poverty on Learning

Jensen (2013) presented a perfect case for using
the arts and images for increasing vocabulary through his
research on how poverty affects learning and engage-
ment. Without an image, words can be meaningless.
Words help students “represent, manipulate, and re-
frame information” (p. 25). Limited vocabulary can result
in less comprehension. Less comprehension can result
in less participation. Less participation can result in less
learning.

The Effects of the Arts as a Catalyst
for Thinking and Learning

Brooks (1999) advocated constructivist teaching
practices that ask learners to transform and internalize in-
formation as opposed to the traditional college classroom,
where information is just restated in different forms such
as tests or reports. Instead, students should interact with
information visually and through other forms of artistic
expression. Then, students can shape their perceptions
through the sharing of their perceptions with others
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whose experiences may provide insight by allowing the
learner to see through the lens of experience, language,
and culture of others (Jha, 2012, p. 171). As English lan-
guage learners use language, images, and modern tech-
nologies to negotiate meaning and cross cultural and
social understandings, learning is manifested in mean-
ing construction—the process of forming a perception
based on the imagery, form, and language of the visual
or communicative arts text translated through the expe-

rience of the reader (Cramer, Ortlieb, & Cheek, 2007).

There is much evidence from educational re-
searchers in support of the arts as a catalyst for thinking
and learning. In The Arts and the Creation of the Mind,

Eisner (2002) validated the arts in education as a means

of enhancing imagination and creative thought: “We do

indeed see in our mind’s eye” (p. 4). In further support
of creativity and the communication and social skills
necessary for learning and working, Eisner claimed that
the arts help us create our lives by “expanding our con-
sciousness, shaping our dispositions, satisfying our quest
for meaning, establishing contact with others, and shar-
ing a culture” (p. 4). Jensen (2001) reminded that it is
not that students cannot learn without the arts, but that

“the arts enhance the process of learning by nourishing

the sensory, attentional, cognitive, emotional, and mo-

tor capabilities systems connected to learning” (p. 2).

Benefits of Using the Arts as Pedagogy in the

ELL Classroom

According to the National Art Education Associ-
ation (2018)—based in part on the introduction pertain-
ing to the visual arts, dance, theatre, and music submit-
ted to the Secretary of Education—proposed benefits of
using the arts as pedagogy in the ELL classroom include
the following:

1. Incorporating the arts to develop thinking dispo-
sitions can elevate current instruction modes to
meaningful methods of learning that provide multi-
ple ways of knowing and understanding across the
various disciplines.

2. The arts can teach students to think by using multi-
ple literacies to express themselves and communi-
cate with others in a meaningful way through a com-
mon language—the image—especially for today’s
visual learners.

3. The arts can provide a means for multiple cultures to
find common ground for understanding one another
and our world. After all, symbols and images are the
universal language.

4. The arts can allow students to appreciate and come
to see the perspectives of others through a safe me-
dium where there are always many ways to inter-
pret, and they see through the lens of their experi-
ences.

5. The arts can provide an aesthetic environment of
learning, seeing, and creating where students’ emo-
tions, intuitions, and feelings matter, allowing them
to learn with their whole being through their bodies,
their voices, their minds, and their imaginations.

Communication Through the Arts Routine for ELL—an
Exemplar for Success
In a previous publication (Cramer, 2014), | creat-

ed a thinking and responding routine called The Four D’s

of Determining Meaning, which can be used to help devel-

op oral and written communication skills for ELL students
by initiating the lesson with a visual of the painting, Starry

Night, by Van Gogh (see Figure 1). The Four D’s of Deter-

mining Meaning are as follows:

1. Describe: First, students view and describe the image.

2. Discuss: In the second step, students discuss what
they see with others to expand their vision and pow-
ers of observation.

3. Defend: In the third step, students defend their claims
based on what they see, feel, or know. For example,
one student defended his perception by noting the
tiny village in the bottom of the picture where no one
was seen outside, and the dark and a fire surrounded
their village. He described the setting as a tiny village
in Vietham where the people of the village prayed to
a shiny star for peace. His story ended with the star
granting peace and happiness, and the people be-
came “amicable.” The student came from Vietnam
and was able to view the image through the lens of
his own experience using a digital translator to add
the word amicable.

4. Direct: In the final step, students tell the story of the
image in text by directing a performance of their un-
derstanding through a scripted narrative. For exam-
ple, the students created a play where the villagers
were fighting an enemy from another land. They
wrote out the scene in dialogue including the plea to
the shining star.

The Scene: A tiny village where people do not get
along.

Villager 1: “We must flee this land and escape our
enemy, or surely we will die.”

Villager 2: “l am afraid and mad. Who will help us?”
Then a shining star appears, and all people make a
wish for peace.

Villagers: “Peace! Peace in our village!”

And people became amicable. The end.

Figure 1: The image of The Starry Night by Vincent van
Gogh is a faithful photographic reproduction of a two-di-
mensional, public domain, work of art. This file has been
identified as being free of known restrictions under copy-
right law, including all related and neighboring rights.
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Conclusion

Many students from impoverished backgrounds
or those struggling with cultural and language differenc-
es do not see themselves as thinkers and contributors to
their world. Training educational leaders to use arts-in-
tegration strategies has the potential to transform our
classrooms into cultures of inquiry that reflect critical and
creative thinking and authentically prepare our students
to be lifelong learners by incorporating socially interac-
tive instruetion that promotes self-efficacy and develops
effective college- and career-readiness thinking and com-
munication skills in preparation for meeting the demands
of career and life skills necessary for success in a global
society (Cramer, 2018).
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ur students are entering a world where they

must both engage with maps and map-based

software on a daily basis and communicate ef-
fectively through digital tools and media. Incorporat-
ing projects that allow students to build skills along
these lines therefore has the potential to provide
them with significant benefits. To that end, in Spring
2013, | introduced a Google My Maps project—“The
Roadrunners’ Guide to the Ancient World” (2019)—
into my Ancient Travel and Ethnography class. The
Roadrunners’ Guide was an interactive map with
color-coded markers on a custom Google My Maps
leading to travel-guide style descriptions of ancient
cities, built by students in WordPress. This project
led to increased student engagement, original and
detailed projects, and a marked increase in student
ownership of and pride in their work, which Conley
and French (2013) among others see as key factors in
student success. This experience, repeated in differ-
ent courses and semesters, convinced me that Goo-
gle My Maps provides teachers a versatile, valuable
tool to help students build course specific knowledge
and universally valuable skills with digital tools which,
as Pfannenstiel (2010) notes, even modern students
often struggle to use in academic and professional
settings.

Value to Students
Integrating Google My Maps into the class-
room can develop students’ ability to utilize maps
and special technologies. These skills are becoming
increasingly vital to classroom and life success in all
fields (Bednarz, Acheson, & Bednarz, 2006). However,

only 20% of 12 graders scored at or above a profi-
cient level in geography on the 2010 National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress exam (the latest exam
to measure these students in this field), the largest
representative national assessment of student aca-
demic capacity (National Assessment of Educational
Progress, 2010), lower than in the two previous ex-
aminations. This is the second lowest level of profi-
ciency of all subjects tested, indicating that students
have a significant deficiency in geographic knowledge
that almost certainly follows them to college. Google
My Maps-based activities therefore allow students to
gain what they both lack and need.

Google My Maps-based projects also allow
students to have what Lombardi (2007) describes
as authentic learning experiences—using a software
tool and digital skills they will use in their real and
professional lives to create a resource that will be
used outside the classroom. Education research sug-
gests that students engaged in authentic learning
have higher levels of perseverance, satisfaction, and
success (Lombardi, 2007). In the context of authentic
learning, Google My Maps’ ability to allow users to
change who can access or contribute to a given map
at will provides an additional element of safety. Since
teachers can choose when and how students can con-
tribute to a given map project, and when and to what
degree the final project will be made available to the
public, they can ensure that student work is only pre-
sented to broader audiences when it is ready for the
public. Students also have the ability to continue to
improve (or remove) their work after the completion
of their project, and share it with potentially interest-
ed parties. For example, in Spring 2013, two of my
students presented their projects at national confer-
ences, and one used his to win a post-graduation job.

Designing Google My Maps Projects: Guidelines
Google My Maps is a free and versatile tool
that enables the creation of engaging class projects
that help students learn skills that are vital in the mod-
ern age. However, as with all tools, faculty members
should take care when designing a project around
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the software. First, teachers should design a project
that benefits from Google My Maps’ geographic infor-
mation and interactive interface. For example, while
a heat map of access to health and child care might
well be an excellent use of the Google My Maps inter-
face, an analysis of universal best practices in childcare
probably would not be. Second, teachers should give
students (and themselves) access to an online Google
My Maps tutorial and ample time to practice using it;
teachers must not assume that students already have
command over Google My Maps or any digital tool
(Watson & Pecchioni, 2011). Finally, teachers should
take care when assessing student contributions to
public maps, with a particular focus on plagiarism and
acceptable discourse. If an individual student project is
beneath the standards of the school, the teacher may
have to request that the student redo the project be-
fore the class’s creation is made public, or in extreme
cases prevent public access to unacceptable student
contributions. However, in my experience, such prob-
lems are extremely rare.

Google My Maps Functions
Google My Maps has four basic tools, each
of which can be adapted for pedagogical purposes,
either individually or in concert: layers, polygons,
markers, and measurements. | have largely limited
myself to markers in my student projects, although

| plan to utilize more tools in the future. Below is a

brief description of each tool and some of its poten-

tial educational functions:

e [ayers create different maps that can be viewed
or edited together or inisolation. This is useful for
differentiating between different students work
or if there is pedagogical value from overlaying
different sets of geographic information (i.e. the
borders of nations and empires in different eras).

e Polygons allow for the creation of shapes on the
map. Once the polygon is completed, Google
My Maps allows for the coloration and shading
of the polygon and provides a marker in which
one may include information or a link to outside
media. This can be used to create heat maps
and infographics that illustrate a wide variety of
geographic and cultural information, such as the
prevalence of food deserts in a given community.

e Markers place an icon on the map. Google pro-
vides a number of variant icons that can be used
to signal information, and each icon has a space
for providing additional information or links to
outside resources. This is the most versatile
Google My Maps tool for educational purposes.
A Google My Maps resource can use the shapes
and colors of the markers to provide information
and/or organize the entries, and the entry space
allows students to add written material, images,

or external links to the resource. The informa-
tion provided in these markers, and the markers
Google My Maps automatically creates when
a polygon or line is made, provides the easiest
space for students to showcase their skills and
course knowledge.

e The Measurement tool allows for the measuring
of distance between points on the map. However,
not all information accessed this way stays per-
manently on the site, so they may function better
as parts of student assignments than as an ele-
ment of a final, public Google My Maps project.

Conclusion

Google My Maps provides teachers with a
free and comparatively simple way to help students
build their knowledge in geography, integrating with
geographic software and digital publication while en-
gaging deeply with course materials. While adapting
the tool to your course will take time and creativity,
the potential rewards are more than worth the effort.
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he concept of social capital has been dis-
cussed for more than 75 years,
pioneered by social scientists
such as Bourdieu’s (1996) theory of
capital, Coleman’s (1990) rational
choice theory, and Putnam’s (2000)
democratic theory. Despite a great
deal of debate about specific defini-
tions, social capital can generally be
defined as the transactional value
of relationships, networks, associa-
tions, and social knowledge—in es-
sence, a commodity that people can
earn, store, spend, and invest toward
specific purposes and goals.
Academic capital, a relatively
new concept, can be seen as a sub-
set within the larger world of social
capital and/or cultural capital (Tram-
mell, 2018a; Trammell, 2018b). In
this framework, academic capital is
defined in similar general terms: the
transactional value of relationships,
networks, associations and social
knowledge, only geared specifically
toward situations and environments
particular to education (and in this conversation,
higher education). The development of new in-
struments, such as the Combined Measures of Ac-
ademic Capital Survey (CMACS), is part of the de-
veloping concept (Trammell, 2019).

Utilizing the concept of academic capital
allows for a number of useful innovations, particu-
larly in areas like developmental education, univer-
sal design in instruction, and learning assistance,
where researchers have struggled to combine or
reconcile awkward combinations of theoretical
paradigms (e.g. the overlap between critical race
theory and ESL). Students in this new theoretical
framework can be gifted cognitively and successful
in secondary experiences yet still come to college
with academic capital assets that vary widely. Ac-
ademic capital provides a new way to assess how
“at-risk” a student is based on measures more sep-
arable from race, socio-economic status, disability,
or other traditional minority identity statuses that
involve complicated historical stigmas.

As a theory, academic capital has the prom-
ise of transforming learning assistance and higher
education in several ways, but one perhaps more
important than the others is the possibility of mov-
ing beyond deficit models that frame developing
students as needing something. Instead, academic
capital recognizes that everyone is their own agent
with control over where they want to spend, in-
vest, or develop their own academic capital. Just

as Wall Street is incredibly diverse,
with a sometimes-overwhelming
collection of tools and possibilities,
so academic capital opens a rich
window on educational success that
does not rely on simply reading bet-
ter or getting accommodations.

This theory may seem to be
too good to be true, although con-
sidering some basic initiatives that
could be part of this shift is not over-
whelming. Some of these ideas in-
clude the following: a dramatic re-
framing of new-student orientation
away from simply how to get help
and more toward developing rela-
tionships that will matter—when
you develop your academic capital
you know where to get help; encour-
aging living and learning communi-
ties (LLCs) where faculty, staff, and
students interact together, creating
and banking academic capital; and
continuing to reframe the college/
university experience as having fuzzy

edges (i.e. doesn’t really begin or end in the strictly
dichotomous sense). There are many other ideas
and possibilities, including some with direct impli-
cations for tutoring, ESL, and disability programs.

Putnam’s original sociological concept of so-
cial capital lamented the trend that modern society

62



JOURNAL OF COLLEGE ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS

seemed to indicate that people were becoming more
distant from each other (his example was bowling
leagues) (Putnam, 1995). He pointed out that more
people bowl now than in decades past, and yet bowl-
ing leagues (i.e., social networks related to bowling)
have nearly disappeared. In the same way, areas of
the academy have often become encased in silos and
students can be overwhelmed, particularly at larger
institutions. Academic capital is a framework that
takes educators back to the primary importance of
relationships, which is what the original theory of so-
cial capital was all about.

Bourdieu, P. (1986). The forms of capital. In J. Richard-
son (Ed.), Handbook of Theory and Research
for the Sociology of Education (pp. 241-258).
New York, NY: Greenwood Press.

Coleman, James S. (1990). Foundations of Social
Theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.
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ecent discussions with colleagues about student
progress and well-being seemingly lead to disci-
pline-specific reading concerns. Fur-
ther cross-campus conversations reveal
that the concern about how students
can best manage heavy reading loads in
often unfamiliar subjects transcends de-
velopmental education as seasoned and
successfully-transitioned students find
themselves unprepared for upper-level
reading demands. Faculty representing
different departments and varied teach-
ing levels have a request for those in stu-
dent support roles: How best can | help
my students?
Yet, this conversation is not new.
In 2008, Shanahan and Shanahan im-
plicated an increasing need for literacy,
particularly higher-level literacy skills,
because assessment data revealed that
today’s adolescents had not improved
and were perhaps worse readers than
the previous generation. The authors’
conclusions for addressing this need in-
cluded direct guidance for learners in
meeting particular disciplinary reading
and writing demands. So how can educators best serve
student disciplinary literacy needs now?

Fortunately, some key recommendations offer a
nice curriculum-development starting point. Duke and
Pearson (2002) indicated that effective comprehension
instruction should be balanced between explicit com-
prehension instruction strategies and extensive time

and opportunity for textual practice, production, and
discussion. Graham and Hebert (2010) confirmed that
successful classrooms should use integrated methods:
“writing practices complement reading practices and
should always be used in conjunction, with each type of
practice supporting and strengthening the other” (p. 29).
Furthermore, in a recent analysis of common practices
for content-area instruction, Gabriel and Wenz (2017)
suggested that, although educators differ on how to
teach disciplinary literacy, most agree that effective in-
struction views learning as an apprenticeship into com-
munities with agreed-upon conventions that guide the
production, dispensation, and evaluation of disciplinary
knowledge. Thus, the central goal of disciplinary litera-
cy instruction becomes to help learners achieve insider
access in these communities so that learners are active
rather than passive observers.

Given these guidelines, educators can construct
a course basis that builds upon what is known and
adopts a blended approach from Gabriel and Wenz’s
(2017) identified practices—discipline-specific strate-
gy instruction using complex disciplinary texts, general
strategy instruction to enhance foundational skills that
then fit content-area reading and writing tasks, and en-
gagement in the discipline that immerses students in the

act of creating content-area texts by do-
ing the specified discipline. Why address
all three practices? Because one may not
be enough. For students to be successful,
courses should avoid teaching strategies,
even content-specific ones, in isolation,
or risk teaching learners skills they have
difficulty generalizing. Instruction should
be fluid across the literacy that students
will need rather than just the skills edu-
cators think students should have. After
all, the ultimate goal is for students to
invoke their own learning solutions to
the different problems they will encoun-
ter, so transferability is crucial. Students
then confirm newly acquired knowledge
by producing work within the demands
of a certain discipline, making practice
and modeling essential. Additionally, af-
ter ten years of classroom experience as
an instructor, | notice that students often
struggle with inferencing—or reading be-
tween the lines—regardless of discipline,
so insight into decoding and understand-
ing inferences would benefit generalized student com-
prehension.

Keeping in mind this conceptual base that fo-
cuses on disciplinary literacy as well as inferencing and
textual decoding strategies, The University of Texas will
pilot a course this summer that attempts to address both
faculty concerns and student needs. The course will offer
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a blend of short stories based on student interest and se-
lected chapters from the differing disciplines the stories
invoke. This proposed course allows students to engage
with texts, adapt inferencing strategies, and continue
practicing literary analysis as they learn the underlying
premise of various disciplines. As an example, students
would start with the excerpt from Adams’s The Hitchhik-
er’s Guide to the Galaxy (1980) in which two comput-
er programmers question the computer they designed,
Deep Thought, which is “the second greatest computer
in the Universe of Time and Space” (p. 112), about the
answer to life, the universe and everything. The satirical
response pokes fun at philosophical texts while it en-
tertains. For the humorous argument to be successful,
however, students must understand the basic message,
purpose, and structure of typical philosophical readings.
Thus, students would then read chapters from Nagel’s
(1987) philosophy text What Does It All Mean? Addition-
ally, they will read How to Think Like a Computer Scientist
(Wentworth, Elkner, Downey, & Meyers, 2018) since Ad-
ams also satirizes computer programmers. Students will
learn strategies for approaching these disciplines, read
the texts accordingly, and then comparatively analyze
the short story to identify the basis for the humor and
ultimately evaluate its effectiveness.

This proposed course represents just one of
many possible proposed courses for addressing disci-
pline-specific literacy curriculum needs. Its premise is
based on student interest because part of the challenge
of becoming a good reader is feigning interest when texts
are uninteresting, or more appropriately, too unfamiliar
to be interesting. Thus, an important goal of instruction
is teaching students to become engaged enough to com-
prehend challenging texts. But again, this is just one pro-
posed course, the results of which will be revealed after
the pilot.

Until then, let this exploration begin a discus-
sion. What does effective discipline-specific curriculum
look like?
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pp. 205-242). Newark, DE: International Reading
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am a professor at a small, private liberal arts insti-
tution, and every semester | hear the
same sentiment from my colleagues:
“Three sections of freshmen writing?!
| feel for you being in the trenches like
that.”
Trenches. The word sticks with
me, and | wonder when this term—one
that carries with it such negative con-
notations—became a euphemism for
teaching first year students. A “trench,”
according to most dictionaries, is a
ditch dug by soldiers seeking refuge
from enemy attack. So, is teaching first
year classes akin to being in the dirt,
hiding from gunfire, scared to death?
The metaphor is, | think, a bit problem-
atic. Did the moniker emerge because
of the work involved with teaching
those classes (resulting in less time for
scholarship/upper level courses)? Or,
is it about the students in the courses
(likely non-majors or students in devel-
opmental education courses)? Perhaps
it is a combination, but a common view
is that professors, particularly tenured ones, should
avoid the trenches to ensure their own academic safe-
ty by teaching upper-level classes. Tenured or not,
however, academic safety is invariably tied to institu-
tional safety, right? And don’t we as teachers need stu-
dents in order to do what we as teachers do?

Although | wouldn’t refer to gatekeeper and/or
developmental courses as the trenches, students may
perceive these classes as such. To be sure, these classes
may be places where first-year and/or non-traditional
students may have to fight to learn, particularly if la-
beled developmental. Many of my students never wrote
an essay or cracked a book in high school. Most were
told at least once in their years of schooling that they
“can’t write.” Tenured faculty often lament these details,
poring over the many ways in which these students are
unprepared for college. But, what’s wrong with tenured
faculty teaching these classes, hoping to make a differ-
ence in not only retention but also students’ overall
classroom experience? Idealistic? Perhaps.

Here’s the thing: We openly discuss retention
and emphasize university-wide endeavors to keep
students, but the one idea we usually don’t consider
is how tenured or full-time faculty teaching first-year
courses could be a simple solution. The first year is, no
doubt, the most crucial in regard to retention, and we
know that less-experienced instructors—especially ad-
junct instructors whose connection to the institution
can be fleeting, tenuous, and contingent—very often
are relegated to teach introductory, foundational, de-
velopmental, and gateway courses. (Supiano, 2018). If
this is the case, then aside from financial factors such

as institutional budgets and full-time
salaries, why are these courses often
taught by part-time faculty with little to
no support from or ties to the institu-
tion?
Research indicates (Supiano,
2018; Jenkins, 2015; Umbach, 2007)
that adjuncts are typically not as en-
gaged in the institution or provided
with the necessary tools to effectively
support students in their classes. | am
not suggesting these instructors are not
qualified or shouldn’t teach; however, |
am suggesting that, given what we as
professionals in higher education know
about adjuncts teaching these cours-
es—foundational, gateway ones—why
do we continue to delegate them thus-
ly? This, too, can be problematic con-
sidering that the quality of students’
classroom experience seems to be
congruent with their consequent per-
sistence and success (Jenkins, 2015).
That said, if encouraging tenured facul-
ty to teach these classes could make a difference in
retaining at least one more student, then perhaps we
should all be more proactive in such an endeavor. If
more full-time faculty and administrators were, then
maybe we wouldn’t need to be concerned about any-
one beingin or out of the trenches. And, to the tenured
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faculty still on the fence, | offer this: If the fear is that
students won'’t perform to your standards, remember
that, typically, “Students will float to the mark you set”
(Rose, 2005, p. 26). Set it high and meet them on the
summit to address the challenges they may encounter
rather than lament about or wallow in the trenches.

Jenkins, R. (2015, May 18). Retention in the trenches:
What can you do in your own classroom to
keep students on track? The Chronicle of
Higher Education. Retrieved from https://
www.chronicle.com/article/Retention-in-the-
Trenches/23021
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York, NY: Penguin Books.
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Umbach, P. D. (2007). How effective are they?
Exploring the impact of contingent faculty
on undergraduate education. The Review of
Higher Education: Journal of the Association
for the Study of Higher Education, 30(2), 91-
123. doi: 10.1353/rhe.2006.0080
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