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Executive Summary
	 Martin Methodist College asked us to exam-
ine ways to improve retention rates for its students 
enrolled in two or more developmental courses. After 
examining best practices noted in the literature, inter-
viewing professionals in the field, surveying currently 
enrolled freshmen at MMC, and interviewing faculty 
and staff at the institution, we have come to the conclu-
sion that MMC should implement changes to its devel-
opmental education program to improve its retention 
rates and to comply with best practices in the field of 
developmental education.

Best Practices
	 MMC asked us to identify best practices and 
model institutions in the areas of cost, structure, and 
placement for developmental education. We have 
identified seven model institutions in these areas and 
interviewed individuals who work at these institu-
tions. Additionally, we reviewed the literature on best 
practices in developmental education and spoke with 
a scholar in the field. As a result of this inquiry, we de-
veloped a best practice framework for developmental 
education programs in the designated areas. We used 
information gained during faculty and staff interviews 
with MMC employees, as well as documents provided 
by MMC, to assess the institution’s performance using 
that framework. While MMC exceeded the best prac-
tices in terms of cost savings for developmental edu-
cation, we noted areas for improvement in program 
coordination, integration of adjunct faculty, provision 
of professional development activities for develop-

mental faculty, use of multiple measures for student 
placement in developmental courses, mapping place-
ment test questions to course competencies, inclusion 
of supplemental supports for students near the cutoff 
score for placement exams, and provision of placement 
test preparation materials.

Students in Developmental Courses
	 MMC also asked us to study how students 
enrolled in two or more developmental classes fare at 
the institution. We conducted a survey of freshmen en-
rolled in the fall 2013 semester to assess differences in 
academic self-concept, academic self-efficacy, student 
engagement, and intent to persist between students 
enrolled in two or more developmental courses and 
students enrolled in one or fewer developmental cours-
es. We performed a difference in differences analysis 
using linear regression analysis to determine that there 
are significant differences between the two groups for 
academic self-concept and intent to persist, but that 
there are no changes from the beginning of the semes-
ter to the end of the semester in any of the measured 
concepts as a result of enrollment in two or more 
developmental courses. We supplemented our quan-
titative findings in this area with information gleaned 
from interviews with faculty and staff members.
	 We attempted to examine the association 
between the First-Year Experience 100 course and 
students’ persistence and grade point averages. Ad-
ditionally, we intended to examine the performance 
of students enrolled in two or more developmental 
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courses in subsequent, credit-bearing courses. How-
ever, MMC ultimately was unable to provide us with 
the data we requested to answer these questions 
quantitatively. Therefore, we have provided MMC with 
instructions on how they could answer these questions 
quantitatively in the future, if they are still interested 
in them. We also used qualitative data from our in-
terviews with faculty and staff to provide additional 
information on these items.

Recommendations
	 Based on these analyses, we have developed the 
following recommendations for MMC:
  •  Devote more funds to developmental education.
  •  Restructure or terminate FYE 100.
  •  Adopt a written mission statement. 
  •  Better define the role of the Chair of the 
      Developmental Studies Committee. 
  •  Provide training and professional development 
      related to developmental education. 
  •  Offer more accelerated course options. 
  •  Require multiple measures, including non-
      cognitive assessments, for course placement.
  •  Provide test prep materials & in-person review 
      session.  
	 While implementing these changes will have 
some costs associated, the College currently under-in-
vests in its developmental education program in 
comparison to best practice institutions, a finding that 
is surprising since such a large proportion of its stu-
dent body is enrolled in developmental courses and the 
institution’s stated desire to see these students succeed. 
Therefore, we are hopeful that MMC will consider 
investing additional funds into its developmental edu-
cation program to implement some of the recommen-
dations indicated by this research. 
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Definition of the Problem and Project Questions
	 Located in Pulaski, Tennessee, Martin Method-
ist College (MMC) is the only baccalaureate-granting 
institution in a 13-county region (D. Haskins, personal 
communication, May 31, 2013). Founded in 1870, 
MMC functioned as a private junior college that pro-
vided higher education to students and communities 
where attending college was not the norm. The school 
transitioned to a four-year, liberal arts institution be-
ginning in the 1993-94 academic year (Martin Meth-
odist College, “College History,” n. d.). It is accredited 
by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
and by the University Senate of the United Methodist 
Church (Martin Methodist College, “About MMC,” n. 
d.).
	 MMC admits a large number of students each 
year who require remedial coursework prior to enter-
ing college-level classes. Unfortunately, the College 
has found that those students who are required to take 
two or more developmental courses persist at much 
lower rates than students who meet the criteria to enter 
directly into college-level coursework (D. Haskins, 
personal communication, May 31, 2013). MMC has 
asked us to examine this phenomenon, specifically 
in regard to students who are required to take two or 
more remedial courses, and to make recommenda-
tions for improving the persistence of these students. 
Based on the College’s initial request and subsequent 
conversations with administrators to gain details about 
the College’s needs, we have developed the following 
project questions and sub-questions:

Project Question 1
	 How does MMC’s developmental education 
compare to programs at other schools and to model 

programs, best practices, or programs that have been 
identified as effective in the research literature?
  •  Is there a more cost-effective way to offer 
      developmental courses?
  •  Is the developmental coursework appropriately 
      structured?
  •  Are the course placement procedures appropriate?

Project Question 2
	 How do MMC students enrolled in two or 
more developmental courses fare?
  •  What is the association between developmental 
      course-taking and students’ academic self-concept, 
      academic self-efficacy, engagement, and 
      persistence?
  •  What is the association between the First-Year 
      Experience course and developmental students’ 
      persistence?
  •  What is the association between the First-Year 
      Experience course for developmental students and 
      their grade point averages?
  •  Do students in developmental courses acquire the 
      skills they need to be successful in subsequent, 
      credit-bearing courses?
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...because of the lack 
of selectivity in MMC’s 
admissions, many of 

the College’s students 
are “underprepared to 
be successful without 

significant assistance.”
-- Dennis Haskins 

Contextual Analysis
	 The problem of inadequate college-readiness is 
acute in Tennessee. In the state, “70 percent of students 
entering college after high school graduation require 
remediation in math, according to the Tennessee board 
of regents. The three-year graduation rate for students 
placed in remedial math upon entering community 
college is 5 percent” (Adams, 
2014). Students enrolling in 
Martin Methodist fit this pro-
file.

MMC Student 
Demographics
	 Enrollment at MMC 
is just over 1,000 students. 
Three-quarters of students are 
white and ten percent are Af-
rican-American; 88 percent of 
students are in-state residents 
and approximately two-thirds are female (The College 
Board, 2013). The MMC Admissions Office admits 
88 percent of applicants, and 45 percent of admitted 
students enroll (The College Board, 2013). According 
to the College Board (2013), 36 percent of students 
graduate in six years.
	 Over half (57 percent) of MMC students are 
first-generation college students (D. Haskins, personal 
communication, June 5, 2013), and over 70 percent are 
eligible for federal Pell grants (D. Haskins, personal 
communication, June 5, 2013). University adminis-
trators recognize that many MMC students lack the 
social, financial, and cultural capital necessary to be 
successful in college. Vice President Haskins notes that 
because of the lack of selectivity in MMC’s admissions, 

many of the College’s students are “underprepared 
to be successful without significant assistance” (D. 
Haskins, personal communication, June 5, 2013).

Developmental Studies
	 In order to assist students who need academ-

ic support, the College offers 
developmental (remedial, 
non-credit-bearing) cours-
es and First-Year Experience 
seminars. MMC offers one 
developmental reading course, 
two developmental English 
composition courses, and two 
developmental math courses.  
All developmental reading and 
writing courses are taught by 
adjunct faculty under the su-
pervision of the coordinator of 

the English program. Both full-time and adjunct pro-
fessors teach the developmental math courses; all math 
courses are under the supervision of the math program 
coordinator (D. Haskins, personal communication, 
June 5, 2013). Every developmental course is a three-
hour class, with an average class size of 20 students (D. 
Haskins, personal communication, June 5, 2013).
	 Students who score below a 20 on the ACT 
must take the COMPASS test to determine placement 
levels in developmental courses. Those who enroll in 
two or more such courses are classified by the college 
as “developmental students” and constitute the pop-
ulation of interest for our study. During the fall 2012 
semester, 90 first-time freshmen enrolled in at least 
two developmental courses. Less than 30 percent of 
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these students matriculated into credit-bearing cours-
es, while the remainder dropped out from MMC.	
	 The First-Year Experience (FYE) 101 course, 
taken by all first-year MMC students, is designed “to 
assist new students in their successful transition to the 
academic and social aspects of college life” (Martin 
Methodist College, “First-Year Experience,” n. d.).The 
FYE 101 course was started at MMC five years ago as 
part of an effort to increase retention rates. The FYE 
101 course is a seminar-style course worth one hour of 
credit. College administrators designed the course to 
be taken during the first fall semester of enrollment at 
the institution. The FYE 101 course was successful for 
improving overall retention rates at the institution. The 
retention rate, measured from first fall to second fall, 
for students in fewer than two developmental courses 
rose to 67 percent, an increase of approximately ten 
percentage points over the past five years (D. Haskins, 
personal communication, June 5, 2013). 
	 However, administrators were unhappy with 
the lack of progress in improving retention rates for 
students in developmental courses. Because of this, 
three years after the inception of FYE 101, the College 
developed a second First-Year Experience course, FYE 
100, for students enrolled in two or more developmen-
tal classes. This three-hour course is designed to teach 
study skills and to orient students to academic life. 
Those enrolled in at least two developmental courses 
take this three-hour FYE 100 learning strategies course 
in the fall and the one-hour FYE 101 seminar in the 
spring, further segregating them from the remainder 
of the freshman class. Despite the inception of the FYE 
100 course, the retention rate for students enrolled in 
two or more developmental classes remains below 30 
percent (D. Haskins, personal communication, June 5, 
2013). According to Haskins, “There is something we 
are not doing right….It is not all the fault of the stu-
dent” (D. Haskins, personal communication, June 5, 
2013).

Program Theory
	 When asked what program theory undergirds 

the developmental and FYE coursework at MMC, 
Haskins paused, then said, “Perhaps a part of our 
problem is there is no real theory undergirding what 
we do” (D. Haskins, personal communication, June 5, 
2013). Although the College does not have an explicit 
program theory, it operates under an implicit theo-
ry that can be explicated by explaining the program 
impact theory, service utilization plan, and organi-
zational plan. The implied program impact theory 
(see Appendix I) presumes that through exposure to 
discipline-specific remedial coursework and instruc-
tion, as well as study skills instruction, students with 
academic deficiencies will become prepared for col-
lege-level coursework, will subsequently succeed in 
completing their college-level work, and will persist 
at and eventually graduate from the College. Under 
MMC’s service utilization plan (see Appendix II), 
students are placed in developmental courses based 
on their ACT and COMPASS placement test scores 
and progress from lower- to higher-level courses until 
they have successfully completed all the necessary 
developmental coursework. Upon successful comple-
tion, students enroll in credit-bearing courses. Lastly, 
under the program’s organizational plan (see Appendix 
III), developmental courses are housed in the depart-
ments representing their respective disciplines and are 
taught exclusively by adjunct faculty for reading and 
writing courses, and predominantly by adjunct facul-
ty for math courses. These faculty members provide 
instruction and coursework aimed at preparing devel-
opmental students for success in college-level courses. 
Additionally, for assessment purposes, the program 
includes an assessment coordinator for developmental 
studies, who has administrative responsibilities but 
does not control program content.
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Methods, Data Analysis, and Findings for 
Project Question One
	 Our first project question was “How does 
MMC’s developmental education compare to programs 
at other schools and to model programs, best practic-
es, or programs that have been identified as effective 
in the research literature?” Specifically, MMC asked 
us to examine best practices related to cost, structure, 
and placement procedures. To answer this question, 
we began by reviewing literature in the field of de-
velopmental education to identify best practices and 
institutions that model these best practices. Next, with 
the assistance of Professor Angela Boatman, Vanderbilt 
University, a leading scholar in the field of develop-
mental education, we identified individuals at seven 
best practice institutions (see Appendix XI for a ratio-
nale for the selection of each best practice institution). 
We contacted these individuals by email to request 
their participation in an interview, either by email or 
by phone for institutions that were far away, or in per-
son for institutions that were nearby, so that we could 
gain greater insight into the developmental education 
programs at their institutions. Individuals at all but 
one of the institutions selected the option of answering 
our interview questions by email. The other interview 
was conducted in person. We conducted the interviews 
using a semi-structured interview process by asking 
an initial set of questions, receiving the interview-
ee’s responses, and asking additional questions based 
on those responses, as needed (see Appendix XIII). 
Recording and transcription of the email interviews 
was not necessary, as these interviews were already in 
written format; however, we did transcribe the inter-
view that was conducted in person. Then we mined the 
interview data for relevant themes and salient quotes, 

which were used, in part, to develop the framework 
described below.

Best Practices Framework for Developmental 
Education
	 After our review of the literature in develop-
mental education in the areas of cost, structure, and 
placement procedures and analysis of our interview 
data related to each topic, we consolidated our research 
into a single framework of best practices for develop-
mental education (see Appendix X). Institutions may 
use this framework as a rating mechanism to compare 
their current practices in developmental education to 
the best practices identified. (We discuss this rating 
system more fully in the section titled “Findings of 
the comparison between MMC and the best practices 
framework.”) The framework identifies six best prac-
tices related to cost for developmental education, nine 
best practices related to structure for developmental 
education, and five best practices related to placement 
procedures for developmental education. We describe 
each of these categories of best practices in the follow-
ing paragraphs.

I. Best practices in costs related to developmental 
education
	 Martin Methodist College administrators asked 
us to examine best practices related to costs for devel-
opmental education. This is a common area of concern 
for developmental education, as critics of developmen-
tal education argue that it costs tax payers twice (Saxon 
& Boylan, 2001), once when paying for the instruction 
in the public K-12 system, and again when paying for 
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remediation, either via subsidies to public colleges and 
universities or via federal financial aid. Many critics 
also question the use of federal and state financial aid 
for remedial courses (Saxon & Boylan, 2001).
	 Unfortunately, despite the criticisms of the cost 
of providing developmental education, little research 
exists comparing the costs of such programs (Saxon 
& Boylan, 2001). The research that does exist contains 
various problems that make the data provided difficult 
to use for comparisons, such as differences in method-
ologies, lack of consistent definition of what constitutes 
developmental education, discrepancies in whether 
or not costs of additional services (tutoring, advising, 
testing) are included, and variations in definitions of 
what constitutes academic deficiency (Saxon & Boylan, 
2001).
	 Through our examination of the literature and 
our interviews with best practice institutions, we iden-
tified six best practices related to costs.
	 1. Keep costs of developmental education 
less than 1.2 percent of total budget. In spite of the 
criticisms of the cost of developmental education, “the 
available research … effectively shows that remedia-
tion is a relatively small expense in higher education, 
especially given the size of the population that benefits 
from it”(Saxon & Boylan, 2001, p. 2). Only 1.2 percent 
of the Maryland higher education budget goes to de-
velopmental education, compared with 2.25 percent of 
the Texas higher education budget (Breneman, 1998), 
three percent in Arkansas (The Institute for Higher 
Education Policy, 1998), and eight percent for the City 
Universities of New York (City of New York, Mayor's 
Advisory Task Force on the City University of New 
York, 1999). Some states, such as Arkansas (The Insti-
tute for Higher Education Policy, 1998) and New York 
(City of New York, Mayor's Advisory Task Force on the 
City University of New York, 1999) reported that these 
percentages were even lower when considering the cost 
of developmental education at only four-year institu-
tions.
	 2. Keep costs of developmental education 
below those of college-level courses. The cost per full-

time equivalent (FTE) student in Arkansas was lower 
for developmental education ($6,709) than for all other 
academic programs, with the exception of General 
Studies ($6,163) (The Institute for Higher Education 
Policy, 1998). Cost per FTE was significantly higher 
in programs such as Business ($7,730) and Nursing 
($8,235) (The Institute for Higher Education Policy, 
1998).
	 3. Keep cost per FTE less than $6360. Similar-
ly, in the City Universities of New York, developmental 
coursework at four-year institutions costs $6,360 per 
FTE compared with $9,754 overall (City of New York, 
Mayor's Advisory Task Force on the City University 
of New York, 1999). Costs for developmental educa-
tion are typically higher at four-year institutions than 
at community colleges (The Charles A Dana Center, 
2007).
	 Larry Abraham, Associate Dean of the School 
of Undergraduate Studies at the University of Texas 
at Austin, indicated that per student expenditures for 
developmental education are much lower at his institu-
tion than those reported above. He said, “The average 
annual cost per student of our program, including 
administrative personnel and operation, instructional 
salaries, and advising, is about $1,600 (not including 
employee benefits, which are borne at the institutional 
level).”
	 4. Do not operate at a loss. According to Sax-
on and Boylan (2001), there are no reports of devel-
opmental education programs that operate at a loss. 
For every developmental education program that has 
publicly reported its cost data, the revenues exceed the 
expenditures. However, numerous suggestions have 
been made for reducing the cost of developmental edu-
cation. These include radical shifts in the current de-
velopmental education model like privatizing remedial 
education services or passing remediation costs back 
to high school districts (Saxon & Boylan, 2001), as well 
as changes to the mechanisms for provision of devel-
opmental education within colleges and universities.
	 5. Integrate technology to reduce costs. 
Jackson State Community College has increased both 
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retention and mastery of competencies while reducing 
costs using a program called SMART Math in its reme-
dial math courses (Jackson State Community College, 
2011). The computer-based program, which allows 
students to work at their own pace, helped the insti-
tution reduce cost per student by over 30 percent and 
improved retention rates by over 46 percent (Jackson 
State Community College, 2011). These cost savings 
were the result of increasing the maximum class size 
from 24 students to 30 students, reducing the number 
of sections taught by full-time faculty from 78 percent 
to 58 percent, and utilizing tutors at a lower cost per 
hour than faculty (Bassett & Frost, 2011).
	 In 2012, Tennessee began a partnership be-
tween community college faculty and high school 
teachers to develop an online math course for students 
with low ACT scores (Adams, 2014). The purpose of 
this course is to help students achieve college readi-
ness prior to entering college so that they will not be 
required to enroll in developmental courses at the 
college level (Adams, 2014). Such practices are becom-
ing more common, with more than 21 states having 
some similar programs (Adams, 2014). In Tennessee, 
the program combines high school math standards 
with college-level math competencies (Adams, 2014). 
Students complete the coursework in high school 
computer labs with assistance from both high school 
and community college faculty (Adams, 2014). Other 
states, such as West Virginia, also offer similar pro-
grams in English (Adams, 2014).
	 6. Seek grant funding to offset costs. While 
developmental education programs tend to earn a 
profit for their institutions, those profits are often not 
represented in the budgets of developmental educa-
tion programs (Boylan, 2002). Programs that are the 
most successful seek grant funding to supplement 
development of new ideas and teaching mechanisms 
for developmental education (Boylan, 2002). The most 
common grant sources for developmental education 
are Title III, Title IV, and Title V funds from the U.S. 
Department of Education; however, additional fund-
ing sources, such as private endowments, the U.S. 

Department of Labor, and the Fund for Improvement 
of Post-Secondary Education, are also available for 
proposals related to developmental education (Boylan, 
2002).

II. Best practices in structure related to developmen-
tal education
	 The next best practice area we examined was 
structure. For this area, we examined program compo-
nents, such as organization, management, faculty, and 
support services, that are not related to costs, assess-
ment or placement, or instructional methods. After 
reviewing the literature related to these components, 
nine elements emerged as best practices.
	 1. Stated institutional commitment & clearly 
defined mission statement. Studies have frequently 
associated successful developmental studies programs 
with the presence of a stated institutional commitment 
to developmental education (Boylan, 2002; Center for 
Student Success, 2007; McCabe & Day, 1998; Schwartz 
& Jenkins, 2007; Sperling, 2009). In a study involv-
ing colleges in Texas, for example, Boylan and Saxon 
(1998) found the highest retention rates at schools that 
considered developmental education an institutional 
priority. Meanwhile, a study by the Continuous Qual-
ity Improvement Network and the American Produc-
tivity and Quality Center found that developmental 
education was viewed as “completely” or “extensively” 
important at 27 of 28 institutions surveyed (Boylan, 
2002). In addition to a stated institutional commit-
ment, a clearly defined mission statement also has been 
identified as a key program component (Boylan, 2002; 
Center for Student Success, 2007; Schwartz & Jenkins, 
2007; Sperling, 2009). Boylan and Saxon (1998), for 
example, found that students in programs with written 
missions, objectives, and goals had higher pass rates on 
a state-mandated exam. Additionally, students in such 
programs had higher year-to-year retention rates than 
students at programs without written mission state-
ments (Boylan & Saxon, 1998).
	 At Middle Tennessee State University (MTSU), 
one of the best practice institutions we interviewed, 
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helping underprepared students succeed is viewed as 
an institutional priority. As described by Dr. Marva Lu-
cas, chair of the University Studies Department, which 
houses most of the university’s courses for underpre-
pared students, “Our president, a long time ago, said, 
and it resonated with me, ‘If we admit students, we’re 
going to serve them,’ which is the ethical thing to do. 
If you open the door and you allow them to come in, 
then you serve them.” Additionally, of the institutions 
we interviewed about their programs’ structure, two 
had written mission statements while the other had a 
communicated, but unwritten, mission.
	 2. Centralized or highly coordinated pro-
gram. Numerous studies have linked centralization 
to developmental program success (Arendale, 2010; 
Boylan, 2002; Boylan, Bliss, & Bonham, 1997; McCabe 
& Day, 1998; Roueche & Baker, 1987). Boylan (2002) 
describes centralization as “an organizational arrange-
ment in which developmental courses and services 
are highly coordinated, housed in a single department 
or program, and headed by a chair or director” (p. 
8). Studies have tied centralized programs to several 
measures of student success, including higher first-se-
mester and cumulative GPAs; higher retention rates; 
higher pass rates in developmental courses; and higher 
course grades (Boylan, Bliss, & Bonham, 1997; Boylan 
& Saxon, 1998; McCabe & Day, 1998; Roueche & Bak-
er, 1987).
	 While Boylan (2002) found that centralization 
is key to program success, he also found that “a highly 
coordinated although decentralized developmental 
education organizational structure may be nearly as 
effective as a centralized structure” (p. 11). He identi-
fied two important features of successful decentralized 
programs: “a high level of integration and communica-
tion among courses and services” and “an administra-
tor who [is] either officially or unofficially responsible 
for the campus-wide coordination of developmental 
education activities” (Boylan, 2002, p. 11). Other stud-
ies have linked decentralized programs to better align-
ment between developmental and college-level courses 
and greater communication among faculty responsible 

for those courses as well as reduced stigma for students 
enrolled developmental classes (Perin, 2002a, 2002b).
Of the institutions we interviewed about their pro-
grams’ structure, most had centralized or mostly 
centralized programs that housed their courses for 
underprepared students, while one institution had a 
decentralized program with courses housed in their 
respective disciplines.
	 3. Collaboration among faculty & between 
support services personnel & instructors. Research-
ers have associated frequent communication and 
collaboration among developmental faculty with 
successful programs (Boylan, 2002; Center for Student 
Success, 2007; Schwartz & Jenkins, 2007; Sperling, 
2009). Effective practices identified within the litera-
ture include sharing syllabi and instructional strate-
gies; discussing problems, solutions, and experiences; 
and coordinating course content (Boylan, 2002; Center 
for Student Success, 2007; Schwartz &Jenkins, 2007). 
Studies have also suggested that collaboration between 
developmental and non-developmental faculty could 
aid program success (Boylan, 2002; Center for Student 
Success, 2007; Schwartz & Jenkins, 2007). Describing 
the best practice programs in his study, Boylan (2002) 
said, “Rather than being isolated from the institutional 
mainstream, the programs and their staff were active-
ly involved in consulting, collaborating, and problem 
solving with other departments and academic units” 
(p. 16). Researchers have also identified collaboration 
between support services personnel and developmen-
tal instructors as important (Boylan, 2002; Center for 
Student Success, 2007; McCabe & Day, 1998; Sperling, 
2009). According to Arendale (2010),“Collaborating 
helps learning assistance programs that have some-
times operated at the margins of the college to become 
more nested in the campus learning environment. In 
addition, collaboration creates powerful allies for sup-
port, resources, and team building to increase desired 
student outcomes” (p. 95).
	 4. Alignment between & among developmen-
tal & non-developmental courses. Several studies 
identify alignment between and among remedial and 
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subsequent college-level courses as crucial to student, 
and, in turn, program, success (Arendale, 2010; Boy-
lan, 2002; Boylan & Saxon, 1998; Center for Student 
Success, 2007; McCabe & Day, 1998; Sperling, 2009). 
According to Boylan (2002), “Failure to insure that 
there is a match between the exit requirements of de-
velopmental education and the entry requirements for 
the college curriculum is one of the biggest mistakes 
a developmental program can make” (p. 89). Boylan 
and Saxon (1998) found that programs that insured 
alignment between exit-entry requirements had higher 
retention rates than programs that did not insure such 
alignment.
	 5. Ongoing, systematic program evaluation. 
Utilizing ongoing and systematic evaluation is among 
the most recommended practices in the literature 
(Arendale, 2010; Boylan, 2002; Boylan & Saxon, 1998; 
Center for Student Success, 2007; McCabe & Day, 
1998; Schwartz & Jenkins, 2007; Sperling, 2009). As 
Arendale (2010) explains, “Best practices become inef-
fectual without sustained and comprehensive evalua-
tion” (p. 101). Boylan, Bliss, and Bonham (1997) found 
that systematic evaluation was positively associated 
with higher retention and pass rates in developmental 
courses at both two-year and four-year institutions. 
Boylan (2002) defines “systematic evaluation” as 
evaluation that is “done at regular intervals,” “part of 
a systematic plan,” “both formative and summative,” 
“use[s] a variety of measures,” and “is shared with a va-
riety of audiences” (pp. 39-40). Such evaluation is a key 
requirement for programs seeking certification from 
the National Association for Developmental Education 
(NADE).
	 6. Adjunct faculty integrated within the pro-
gram & college community. Developmental programs 
that use adjunct instructors have been found to be 
the most successful when adjuncts are well integrated 
within the program as well as the overall college com-
munity (Boylan, 2002; McCabe & Day, 1998; Schwartz 
& Jenkins, 2007; Sperling, 2009). Boylan (2002) reports 
that adjuncts at the best practice programs in his study 
were regarded as valued resources, included in depart-

mental meetings, and encouraged to take part as “full 
members” of the program. In short, Boylan (2002) 
says, “the most effective programs provided adjunct 
faculty with the same opportunities as full-time facul-
ty” (p. 56).
	 7. Professional development & other training 
offered to faculty. Studies also recommend providing 
professional development opportunities and other 
training to both full-time and adjunct faculty (Aren-
dale, 2010; Boylan, 2002; Center for Student Success, 
2007; Schwartz & Jenkins, 2007; Sperling, 2009). At 
the best practice institutions in Boylan’s (2002) study, 
for example, adjunct faculty were provided orienta-
tion programs and manuals and were mentored by 
full-time faculty. According to Boylan (2002), “profes-
sional development… insures [that] those who work 
with developmental students are aware of the best 
of current research, theory, and practice,” which, in 
turn, “increases the likelihood that those who work 
with developmental students utilize the best available 
theories, models, and techniques in teaching courses 
and providing services” (p. 46). Research has linked 
professional development to positive program out-
comes. Boylan and Saxon (1998), for example, found 
that students in programs that emphasized profes-
sional development had higher pass rates on a state 
competency exam. Boylan, Bliss, and Bonham (1997), 
meanwhile, found that students in tutoring programs 
that incorporated tutor training had higher first-term 
and cumulative GPAs, retention rates, and higher pass 
rates in developmental English courses.
	 8. Comprehensive support services provid-
ed. Offering comprehensive learning support services 
such as academic advising and personal counseling is 
often cited as an essential practice for developmental 
programs (Arendale, 2010; Boylan, 2002; Center for 
Student Success, 2007; McCabe & Day, 1998; Schwartz 
& Jenkins, 2007; Sperling, 2009). Such services have 
also been found to have a positive influence on student 
outcomes. Kulik, Kulik, and Shwalb (1983) found that 
the presence of comprehensive support services was 
associated with higher rates of student persistence and 
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higher GPAs. Meanwhile, Boylan and Saxon (1998) 
reported that the more comprehensive the services 
provided, the more likely underprepared students in 
Texas were to pass a state-mandated exam. According 
to Boylan (2002), support services must be not only 
comprehensive but also coordinated. Among the ser-
vices Boylan (2002) recommends are skills assessment, 
learning assistance centers (LACs), tutoring, individu-
alized instruction, study skills courses, and advising. 
	 9. Students offered accelerated options for 
completing developmental coursework. One of the 
practices gaining prominence more recently in the 
literature is offering students accelerated options for 
completing developmental coursework. According 
to the Community College Research Center (CCRC) 
(2013), “Mounting evidence suggests … that accel-
erated developmental models—such as shortening 
developmental sequences and mainstreaming upper 
level developmental students into college-level courses 
with mandatory supports—lead to improved outcomes 
for these students” (p. 11). The CCRC (2013) studied 
the Community College of Baltimore County’s Accel-
erated Learning Program (ALP), which mainstreams 
students into college-level writing courses and enrolls 
them a mandatory support course. The CCRC (2013) 
found that ALP students were more likely to complete 
the first and second college-level writing courses than 
similar students who took the traditional upper-level 
remedial writing course. A separate CCRC study of the 
Community College of Denver’s FastStart program, 
which compresses multiple developmental courses 
into one semester, found that math students were more 
likely than similar students to successfully complete 
the highest developmental math class and subsequent 
required college-level math courses (Edgecombe, Jag-
gars, Baker, & Bailey, 2013).
	 Several of the best practice institutions we 
interviewed employ accelerated models of remedia-
tion. MTSU, for example, no longer offers traditional 
developmental courses. Instead, since fall 2006, the 
university has mainstreamed underprepared students 
into “prescribed courses,” which are special sections of 

college-level courses that include additional content 
and academic supports. Assuming successful comple-
tion of the courses, underprepared students can satisfy 
their general education math requirement in as little 
as one semester and as much as two semesters and 
their English writing requirement in two semesters. 
There is also a prescribed reading course for students 
whose test scores are below a certain level and a study 
skills course for students enrolled in two or more 
prescribed courses. According to Lucas, students who 
take the prescribed college algebra course are passing 
at a higher rate than did students who enrolled in the 
traditional college algebra course after completing the 
highest developmental math course previously offered. 
For English, Lucas said, students in the highest pre-
scribed writing course are passing at a higher rate than 
are students in the corresponding traditional writing 
course.

III. Best practices in placement related to develop-
mental education
	 Martin Methodist College administrators also 
asked us to examine best practices related to placement 
in developmental courses. This is a common area of 
concern with developmental education, as incorrect 
initial placement can impact student learning out-
comes and retention (Brothen & Wambach, 2004). 
While the majority of the research regarding place-
ment procedures is rooted in community college liter-
ature, four-year and research institutions have imple-
mented many of the research-recommended practices 
with success (Brothen & Wambach, 2004). The incon-
sistent definitions of readiness for college-level work 
across institutions are an issue for placement policies 
(Safran & Visher, 2010). As a result, each institution 
needs to examine its own policies and procedures to 
best fit the organizational culture and resources avail-
able at that specific institution.
	 Our research produced five best practices relat-
ed to placement.
	 1. Use of multiple measures to determine 
placement. Students should be given uniform, weight-
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ed, multiple measures to include in their overall 
placement portfolio, including both subject test scores 
and non-cognitive questions to determine student 
placement (Colorado Community College System, 
2013; Safran & Visher, 2010). Particularly at private 
colleges, the use of subjective measures in addition 
to standardized exams positively impacts students’ 
readiness for advancement and exit from remedial ed-
ucation (Colorado Community College System, 2013; 
Safran & Visher, 2010). Esau Tovar, Assessment Center 
Faculty Leader at Santa Monica College, notes that the 
non-placement test score items in their students’ place-
ment portfolio can adjust their students’ net placement 
score by as much as 9% (E. Tovar, personal communi-
cation, 11 Feb 2014).  
	 2. Creation and dissemination of placement 
exam prep materials. Another common issue with 
placement in developmental courses is that students 
often take the placement exams without a full under-
standing of the purpose or significance of the assess-
ments (Safran & Visher, 2010). Each college should 
develop materials that emphasize the importance of 
the placement exams and recommend that students 
prepare for the placement exams prior to their com-
pletion (Colorado Community College System, 2013). 
Says Tovar about advising students to prepare for 
placement exams: 

This has been our focus for the past three years. We 
continue to expand resources available through our 
Prep2Test program (www.smc.edu/prep2test), as well as 
through individual webpages describing the content and 
format of each of our placement tests. On each of these 
pages we provide links to prep resources or sample tests 
developed internally.

	 The use of specific test preparation curricula 
to augment student placement scores is not unique 
to Santa Monica College. Harper College in Chicago 
sends students YouTube videos about the signifi-
cance of the placement exams to watch prior to their 
completion of the assessment (A. Boatman, personal 

communication, 11 Jan 2014). The Community Col-
lege of Denver sends each student a workbook with 
practice test questions and testing strategies in advance 
of administering placement assessments (A. Boatman, 
personal communication, 11 Jan 2014). 
	 3. Mandatory assessment for placement. 
While Florida’s community college system, among oth-
ers, is currently field-testing students’ self-placement 
in developmental courses, most research suggests that 
placement assessments should be mandatory, espe-
cially at four-year institutions (Gerlaugh et al, 2007; 
Boylan, Bliss & Bonham, 1997). Karen Yerby, Associate 
Director of Student Development Services at the North 
Carolina Community College System, notes students 
in the NC Community College System are required to 
take placement exams unless their multiple-measure 
portfolio indicates the student does not need to en-
roll in developmental coursework (K. Yerby, personal 
communication, 19 Feb 2014). At Santa Monica Col-
lege, all first-time students enrolling in more than six 
academic units during their first semester are required 
to complete both an English/ESL and a mathematics 
assessment test prior to enrollment (E. Tovar, personal 
communication, 11 Feb 2014).  
	 4. Alignment of placement assessments and 
curricula. Placement exam questions on the required 
assessments should match competencies identified 
in developmental coursework (Colorado Communi-
ty College System, 2013). Unfortunately, placement 
assessments often fail to align with course content. The 
NC Community College System contracted with Col-
lege Board to develop placement and diagnostic tests 
that are designed to assess the competencies taught in 
the developmental modules and courses (K. Yerby, per-
sonal communication, 19 Feb 2014). At Santa Monica 
College, discipline faculty conducted placement test 
content reviews and determined that the placement 
tests adequately assess entry and exit skills for courses 
in which the students are placed—both college-level 
and developmental (E. Tovar, personal communica-
tion, 11 Feb 2014).  
	 5. Offering co-requisite and supplemental 
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learning opportunities. Another best practice in de-
velopmental education placement is to offer a co-req-
uisite learning support class for students who are close 
to the placement score threshold and would like to 
enroll in the next course (Colorado Community Col-
lege System, 2013). Last summer Santa Monica piloted 
a Summer Jams program to expedite students’ course 
trajectory. While few students decided to retest at the 
end of the summer acceleration/co-requisite learning 
program, the College looks to expand the program this 
summer and in the summer of 2015 and will further 
emphasize the opportunity to retest (E. Tovar, personal 
communication, 11 Feb 2014). The University of Tex-
as-Austin employs a two-pronged approach. Says Larry 
Abraham, Associate Dean of the School of Undergrad-
uate Studies:  

Students are placed into developmental courses accord-
ing to state mandated rules. Students who do not achieve 
the minimum state-determined score on the SAT, ACT, 
or high school exit exams must take the Texas TSI As-
sessment (a standardized assessment of math, reading, 
and writing designed to determine college readiness). 
Students who do not meet the state-determined mini-
mum score on the assessment are then either placed into 
the developmental course in the appropriate area (UT 
only has one level of developmental course work for each 
subject area; we do not have multiple levels of develop-
mental coursework), or are placed into an accelerated 
remediation plan, which includes co-enrollment in an 
entry-level credit bearing course and a 1.5 hour/week 
supplemental class that supports their efforts in the cred-
it bearing course. The latter option is mandated by state 
rules and is only available for “bubble” students who are 
higher performing students in need of developmental 
courses. The state of Texas designates this supplemental 
help, conducted by an instructor of record, as a Non-
course Competency Based Option, or NCBO.

	 The local colleges in the NC Community 
College System are allowed to retest according to 
local college policy. Many colleges require students to 

complete study/prep materials before they can retest to 
place into a higher course (K. Yerby, personal commu-
nication, 19 Feb 2014).

Findings of the Comparison Between MMC 
and the Best Practices Framework
	 Next, we used the best practices framework to 
examine MMC’s current practices and fully address 
Project Question 1: “How does MMC’s developmental 
education compare to programs at other schools and 
to model programs, best practices, or programs that 
have been identified as effective in the research litera-
ture?” We did this through qualitative interviews with 
faculty and staff associated with the program (n=15), 
as well as through analysis of documents provided by 
MMC. We conducted the faculty and staff interviews 
in person on the MMC campus, typically in the offices 
of the faculty and staff members being interviewed, 
using semi-structured interview protocols (see Appen-
dix IV). We recorded and transcribed the interviews, 
and we used the interview data to determine current 
practices in developmental education at MMC. We ini-
tially hoped to include interviews of students enrolled 
in developmental courses in this portion of the study; 
however, we were unable to obtain sufficient student 
participation (n=6), despite repeated requests and 
use of incentives, to include student interviews in our 
analysis. Pseudonyms are used for individuals quoted 
in this and subsequent sections. When necessary to 
identify individual MMC administrators or faculty, we 
identify them by position, not by name.
	 We requested the following documents and 
data from MMC: budget information regarding the 
developmental program; course mapping, syllabi, and 
learning outcomes for developmental courses and 
subsequent credit-bearing courses; and course grades, 
ACT scores, and COMPASS scores (when available) 
for all MMC students for the past five years. MMC 
provided course syllabi for some developmental cours-
es, course placement policies, and the College catalog 
for our review. We used these documents to provide 
additional background information about the develop-
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mental education program at the institution. The Col-
lege also provided us with an estimated average cost of 
$2,000 per course for developmental courses taught at 
the institution (Haskins, 2013).
	 Based on the qualitative data we collected 
through interviews and the documents and cost in-
formation provided by MMC, we compared MMC’s 
developmental education program to the best practic-
es framework we developed, noting the areas where 
MMC practices were aligned with best practices in 
the field and areas where there is not alignment be-
tween MMC’s practices and the best practices from the 
literature. Using the framework, we also developed a 
rating scale to assess MMC’s performance in each best 
practice area. The rating scale is as follows: a score of 
“one” indicates “no evidence of this practice;” a score 
of “two” indicates “minimal evidence of this practice;” 
a score of “three” indicates “some evidence of this prac-
tice;” a score of “four” indicates “satisfactory evidence 
of this practice;” and a score of “five” indicates “consis-
tent and exemplary evidence of this practice.” A copy 
of the framework as applied to MMC may be found in 
Appendix X.
	 Based on the development of the best practice 
framework and the comparison of MMC’s current 
practices in developmental education to that frame-
work, we developed several findings in each area of our 
study: costs, structure, and placement. These findings 
and our ratings of MMC for each of the previously 
described best practices are as follows. 

I. Costs
	 In terms of costs associated with developmental 
education, MMC is spending less on its developmen-
tal courses than the majority of institutions identified 
as modeling best practices. However, as the literature 
reminds us (Saxon & Boylan, 2001), costs are difficult 
to compare because schools calculate total costs differ-
ently.
	 Costs less than 1.2% of total budget. The 
only cost information provided by MMC was that the 
cost of its developmental education program could be 

determined by using the cost per class of an adjunct 
instructor, $2,000. MMC offered 14 course sections of 
developmental courses during the fall 2013 semester, 
which results in a total cost of $28,000. If we assume 
that MMC offers a similar number of developmental 
courses in the spring semester, the total annual cost 
of the developmental program is $56,000. Based on 
these calculations, the cost of MMC’s developmental 
program is only 0.36 percent of the institution’s total 
expenses of $15,502,349, as reported to Integrated 
Postsecondary Educational Data System (for FY 2012)
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). This 
demonstrates that MMC is spending a smaller per-
centage of its total budget on developmental education 
than the best practice schools. Given this low cost, we 
rated MMC a five in this area.
	 Cost per FTE lower than that for other aca-
demic programs. Additionally, the estimated total rev-
enue of the developmental education program exceeds 
the estimated total cost generated from enrollment in 
developmental classes. We calculated the total revenue 
to be $726,200 using the tuition rate of $865 per credit 
hour for 14 three-hour developmental course sections 
offered in the fall 2013 semester with an average of 20 
students enrolled in each course section, while cost, as 
calculated above, was $28,000. However, MMC did not 
provide cost per FTE data for other academic pro-
grams.  Accordingly, we were unable to rate MMC in 
this area.
	 Cost per FTE is less than $6,360. As stated 
above, MMC offered 14 course sections of develop-
mental courses during the fall 2013 semester at a cost 
of $2,000 per section. With an average per course 
enrollment of 20 students, this allows us to estimate 
a cost of $100 per student enrolled in developmental 
courses, which is far below any of the costs reported 
by the best practice institutions. Accordingly, we rated 
MMC a five for this best practice area.
	 Program does not operate at a loss. MMC did 
not provide the budget data that we requested, which 
would be required to adequately address this item and 
to rate MMC in this area.
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	 Cost reduction efforts in place. Due to its 
already low operating costs, we are unsure of whether 
or not implementing programs such as computerized 
developmental courses will provide the cost-savings 
that MMC seeks. However, the institution may still 
desire to seek grant funding, particularly to defray set-
up costs of implementing new computerized programs 
if that route is chosen, or may partner with local K-12 
institutions in offering dual enrollment developmen-
tal courses to garner additional revenues from these 
courses. Because we found no evidence of cost reduc-
tion efforts, we rated MMC a one in this area.
	 Use of grant funding to offset costs. We found 
no evidence of MMC’s pursuit of grants to offset costs 
of its developmental education program in general, 
or of improvements in its developmental education 
program. Accordingly, we rated MMC a one for this 
practice.
	 Average rating score for costs. Calculating 
the average of the ratings for the areas described above 
provides a general rating score for how MMC com-
pares overall to the best practices for costs. Not consid-
ering the two areas where we lacked sufficient infor-
mation to rate the College (“Cost per FTE lower than 
that for other academic programs” and “Program does 
not operate at a loss”), our average rating for MMC in 
terms of costs was 3.00, which means, using our rating 
descriptions, that there is “some evidence” at MMC of 
the best practices for costs.

II. Structure
	 Martin Methodist currently employs many of 
the best practices for structure to varying degrees. We 
discuss each practice in detail below.
	 Stated institutional commitment & clear-
ly defined mission statement. Although we could 
find no evidence of an explicit mission statement for 
developmental education at Martin Methodist, there 
is ample evidence of an implicit institutional commit-
ment to developmental education. First, the College 
promotes itself as a “college of opportunity,” meaning it 
opens its doors to students who might likely be turned 

away elsewhere. According to the Chair of the Devel-
opmental Studies Committee, developmental educa-
tion at Martin Methodist is “tied to our overall philos-
ophy, really, of this college that we … [are a] ‘college 
of opportunity,’ … that we want everyone to have an 
opportunity.” Additionally, the fact that the Vice Presi-
dent for Academic Affairs spearheaded the creation of 
the school’s developmental program provides further 
evidence of the institutional commitment to educating 
underprepared students. As he described:

When I came here… [in] 2002, we essentially had no 
developmental studies. They were putting all these kids 
with ACTs of 14 and 15 and 16 and 17 into English com-
position, into college-level math, and promptly flunking 
all of them, which made no sense to me. So I started 
pushing for the idea, and there were some very sympa-
thetic faculty members who were in agreement with me 
that we needed to do something for them.

	 Developmental education, then, has demon-
strated support from upper administration at the 
College.
	 Additionally, despite the lack of a mission 
statement, most faculty and students interviewed 
expressed a similar purpose for developmental educa-
tion at MMC. In general, informants said the purpose 
of developmental courses was to help underprepared 
students become prepared for college-level courses. 
Among the purposes provided:
  •  “To provide the students with the skills they need to 
      go into college-level work”
  •  “To help students who didn’t get the education they 
      needed in high school or public education or what 
      ever their previous education was, to make sure 
      that they’re able and competent to pass college 
      courses”
  •  “To bridge that gap from high school to college and 
      to get them more prepared for what to expect”
  •  To help students “catch up and… go on to… higher 
      standards”
  •  “To help [students] to understand it a lot better and 
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      get [them] ready for the college classes”
  •  “To prepare the students for their first core classes
      [and] to be successful in the core”
	 Despite the commonality expressed in these 
purposes, there is room for disagreement, especially 
in terms of what it means precisely for students to be 
prepared and to be successful. As the FYE Director 
explains, “prepared” could mean different things for 
different people, which could lead to campus misun-
derstandings:

I think there are some people at Martin who think that 
… a student who starts out at a developmental level 
should perform the same as a student who doesn’t, and 
I don’t think that that’s very reasonable or realistic, 
particularly in their first two years. … When you talk 
about creating a transition from high school preparation 
to college preparation, that student has so much farther 
to go. 

	 A clearly defined mission statement for devel-
opmental education that is shared campus-wide could 
decrease the opportunity for misinterpretations or 
multiple interpretations.
	 Because MMC does have a stated, though im-
plicit, institutional commitment to developmental edu-
cation but lacks a clearly defined mission statement, we 
rated MMC a three in this area.
	 Centralized or highly coordinated program. 
Developmental courses at Martin Methodist are not 
centralized but are moderately coordinated, with each 
course housed in its respective discipline. In addition, 
there is a Developmental Studies Committee (DSC) 
that coordinates oversight and assessment of the cours-
es and whose members include, among others, the 
coordinators of the English and math programs, the 
FYE Director, and the Director of the Intensive English 
Program, who chairs the committee.
	 To some degree, Martin Methodist incorpo-
rates both of the features Boylan (2002) identifies as 
essential for successful decentralized programs: “a high 
level of integration and communication among courses 

and services” and “an administrator who [is] either of-
ficially or unofficially responsible for the campus-wide 
coordination of developmental education activities” 
(p. 11). Most faculty members with administrative 
responsibility for any developmental course serve on 
the DSC, which allows for periodic communication 
about the courses and college services. Through our 
interviews, we learned that faculty members also 
communicate periodically with the Director and/
or Assistant Director of the Student Resource Center 
(SRC), although this communication seems to center 
mostly on the faculty members’ individual classes and 
class needs. The interviews also revealed that com-
munication between the math and English programs 
appears to occur often but primarily within the context 
of DSC meetings or communication between the DSC 
Chair, who is an English professor, and the full-time 
math faculty. The level of communication also varies 
within each department, with full-time faculty in the 
math program appearing to communicate frequently 
about the developmental math courses and faculty in 
the English program appearing to communicate less 
frequently. This difference in the level of communica-
tion, however, could be a result of the math program’s 
concerted effort over the last few years to make chang-
es to its developmental offerings. The courses within 
the English program, however, have remained fairly 
constant during the same time frame.
	 Meanwhile, the DSC Chair has responsibility 
for coordinating developmental education at the Col-
lege, both officially and unofficially. Officially, he coor-
dinates assessment of the courses. His other, possibly 
unofficial, duties, according to interviews, include be-
ing responsible for textbook selection and syllabi con-
tent for the English classes and training and meeting 
during the semester with the developmental English 
instructors. Although most faculty and administrators 
identify the Chair as the person responsible for devel-
opmental education on campus, confusion exists about 
the extent of his role. As one faculty member said, “I 
don’t know if there’s a director of developmental stud-
ies other than the chair of the committee…. If there is, 
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I never come into contact with [him or her].” Several 
faculty members and administrators also identified the 
Chair specifically as the “coordinator” of developmen-
tal education. However, in his interview with us, the 
Chair himself stressed that his role is limited:

I’m the Chair of the Developmental Studies Committee. 
“Coordinator’s” a bit strong of a word, I would say. I’m 
considered to be the coordinator, but it’s not an official 
title.… I’m not a director. … I am the director, for exam-
ple, of the Intensive English Program. And that’s differ-
ent, you know. I really do manage that program…. But 
with this, it really is a committee. It is committee work, 
and I’m coordinating the various assessments but not 
directly administering those programs.

	 Such confusion indicates a need to define the 
Chair’s official role more clearly and to ensure that the 
campus is informed of his responsibilities.
	 Given this confusion and the DSC Chair’s 
limited coordination of developmental education as 
well as the fact that the developmental courses are not 
centralized and are only moderately coordinated, we 
rated MMC a two in this area. 
	 Collaboration among faculty & between sup-
port services personnel & instructors. Collaboration 
among faculty at Martin Methodist is primarily infor-
mal and varies by discipline. The full-time math faculty 
we interviewed, all of whom have taught at least one 
developmental course within the last four years but 
none in fall 2013, communicate often and collaborate 
on the overall organization of the developmental and 
other math courses. There is less collaboration, how-
ever, on an individual course level. In fall 2013, two 
adjunct instructors taught the developmental courses 
offered (one of whom participated in our interviews). 
The adjunct instructor we interviewed reported nev-
er collaborating with other faculty, developmental or 
otherwise. The instructor, however, did report meeting 
periodically with the Chair of the Math and Science 
Division. One of the full-time faculty members, who 
taught a developmental course his first semester at 

MMC, also said he did not coordinate course content 
with other faculty, although he did meet with the DSC, 
where he was able to discuss non-content issues with 
other developmental instructors.
	 In the English department, all of the develop-
mental courses were taught by adjuncts in fall 2013 
(all of whom participated in our interviews). Two of 
the three developmental instructors said they fre-
quently met informally to discuss, but not necessarily 
coordinate, course content and other issues. One of 
the instructors, for example, said she had talked with 
one of the other instructors that day about whether 
each starts the semester with narrative or descriptive 
paragraphs. The other instructor shared the same story 
during her interview. This type of interaction was cor-
roborated by Calvin, a full-time English professor who 
used to teach developmental courses: “We did it on 
our own outside—instead of just coordinating… the 
developmental core there together.… We talked col-
legially.” Additionally, one of the instructors said that 
all the developmental English instructors meet twice 
a semester “to discuss the assessments mostly and to 
discuss whether or not the program is effective, [and] 
any changes that we need to make in textbooks [or] in 
methodology.” However, none of the other instructors 
reported meeting this often. Two of the instructors 
also said they occasionally talked to non-developmen-
tal English faculty about issues related to students but 
not course content. One instructor, however, said she 
would like to see more collaboration between faculty 
members in the department. Additionally, two of the 
instructors reported meeting periodically with the 
DSC Chair or the English program coordinator, and 
one reported receiving other professors’ syllabi for 
guidance when she first began teaching developmental 
courses.
	 Most faculty members reported at least limited 
interaction with the Director and/or Assistant Direc-
tor of the SRC. The majority said they advised their 
students to go to the SRC for tutoring or other aca-
demic help. Many faculty members also communicate 
directly with the Director or Assistant Director about 
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the needs of specific students or their classes in gener-
al. As the Director explained: “I work with the faculty 
on making sure… [that] when they require a visit 
for tutoring… we have tutors available… so that the 
students can get the help that they need.” The Assistant 
Director also reported interacting directly with faculty 
members: “Everybody’s constantly sending us students. 
And, you know, because I’ve been here since the incep-
tion of the SRC, they will specifically call me and say, 
‘Hey, I want you to help this student.’”
	 Because of the generally moderate, but varying, 
levels of collaboration among developmental faculty 
and the at least limited interaction instructors have 
with SRC personnel, we rated MMC a three for this 
best practice.
	 Alignment between & among developmental 
& non-developmental courses. The DSC Chair and 
the English and math program coordinators, as well 
as faculty within both depart-
ments, attest that the courses 
are aligned and are designed 
to prepare students for the 
next level. Our review of the 
descriptions of each develop-
mental course and the courses 
students typically take after 
successfully completing each 
one also indicated that the 
courses were designed to build 
upon one another. However, 
although the courses are aligned in theory, they are not 
always aligned in practice. Developmental Writing I 
and II (ENG 099 and 100), for example, are present-
ed in the course catalog as a single course that spans 
two semesters. Ideally, the content and skills covered 
in ENG 099 would flow smoothly into the content 
and skills covered the following semester in ENG 100. 
Instructors, however, are not always certain how to 
distinguish the courses from one another, a concern 
expressed by Carrie Anne, who has taught both cours-
es: “To me, the classes are very similar. I have a hard 
time, even teaching both of them, kind of differentiat-

ing between … what should be taught in 099 and what 
should be taught in 100. What’s the difference between 
those two?” Carrie Anne also expressed concern that 
she did not know enough about the content of the 
college-level composition course to tailor her instruc-
tion to complement it: “I don’t feel like I have enough 
knowledge of what they do in  [ENG] 101 to know … 
an arc of like where they’re headed.”
	 Carrie Anne’s comments raise the concern 
that students will not be as prepared upon completing 
the developmental courses as the College intends. In 
the case of ENG 099 and 100, students would have a 
greater likelihood of being exposed to all the material 
that should be covered in both courses if they have the 
same instructor for both. However, as Carrie Anne’s 
comments indicate, having the same instructor would 
not necessarily guarantee that the content would be 
covered as intended by the department. Having differ-

ent instructors for each course 
would further decrease the 
likelihood that students would 
receive the full instruction 
intended, which could pose 
problems later when students 
take the college-level writing 
courses.
	 One cause for this 
potential for misalignment is 
a lack of sufficient communi-
cation of specific college and 

departmental goals for the courses. We will discuss 
this problem in greater detail below in the section on 
professional development and other training.
	 Because the developmental and subsequent 
courses are aligned formally but potentially could be 
misaligned in practice, we rated MMC a three in this 
area.
	 Ongoing, systematic program evaluation. 
Several administrators and faculty members reported 
that the College routinely evaluates its developmental 
courses. As stated earlier, the DSC Chair is responsible 
for coordinating assessment of the College’s develop-

“To me, the classes are 
very similar. I have a hard 

time, even teaching both of 
them, kind of differentiat-

ing between … what should 
be taught in 099 and what 

should be taught in 100. 
-- MMC English Instructor
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mental offerings. According to the Chair, assessment 
is ongoing, with reports produced yearly. He also said 
that as part of the assessment process, he and others 
examine the degree to which students are meeting key 
outcomes and look for ways to improve if students are 
not meeting those outcomes. He added that he pres-
ents the assessment results to the campus each fall and 
that the results are “incorporated into practice” both 
officially and unofficially. Based on this evidence, we 
rated MMC a two for this practice area. However, be-
cause the College did not provide copies of its assess-
ment reports (despite repeated requests), we were not 
able to fully evaluate the College’s assessment efforts.
	 Adjunct faculty integrated within the pro-
gram & college community. In some ways adjunct 
faculty members at MMC are integrated within the 
developmental program and the college community; 
however, in many ways they are not. According to Boy-
lan (2002), adjuncts are better integrated when encour-
aged to take part as “full members” of the community. 
Some of the adjuncts reported feeling well integrated 
within the College. “When you’re an adjunct here, 
you’re not an unknown, whereas [at] a lot of larger 
schools, you are,” said Meredith, an English instructor. 
“Here, they know you. They know who you are. They 
know what you teach. They treat you like you’re part 
of the faculty, like you’re part of the staff.” Most of the 
developmental adjuncts have long-term connections 
to the College. All of the adjuncts who taught devel-
opmental English courses in fall 2013 have bachelor’s 
degrees from MMC while one of the math adjuncts 
has been teaching at the College for around 15 years. 
Most also provide multiple means for their students to 
contact them, either providing their personal phone 
numbers, holding office hours (even though adjuncts 
are not assigned offices), or arriving early and/or stay-
ing late after their classes. At least one instructor also 
mentioned attending campus events and participating 
in campus performance groups. Additionally, as men-
tioned above, the adjunct English instructors also often 
interact collegially with one another.
	 However, also as mentioned above, the adjunct 

instructors have limited interaction with full-time 
faculty members. According to the FYE Director, over 
the past five years, the number of adjuncts teaching de-
velopmental courses has increased to the point where 
now the courses are taught almost entirely by adjuncts. 
With the increase have come concerns from some that 
adjuncts are not integrated enough within the devel-
opmental program. “With adjunct faculty teaching a 
lot of developmental classes, I feel like I’ve lost a bit 
of touch with what they’re doing [in the classes],” said 
the FYE Director. “I knew more about what they were 
doing when more full-time faculty were involved.” 
The Vice President for Academic Affairs raised similar 
concerns and described another institution where he 
felt the developmental faculty were better integrated:

I was at another school before I came here that had a 
person with a bachelor’s degree in math and that’s all she 
did was teach developmental math. [She] did a great job 
with it. She knew where the students were [and] she kept 
very close contact with the people who were teaching the 
regular college-level math.

	 This disconnect between full-time and adjunct 
faculty is yet another extension of the limited commu-
nication and collaboration mentioned earlier. In light 
of this disconnect, despite the fall 2013 adjuncts’ long-
term connections to the College, we rated MMC a two 
in this area.
	 Professional development & other training 
offered to faculty. In our interviews training emerged 
as one of the most underdeveloped areas at the Col-
lege. Most of those interviewed reported receiving 
little to no training when first joining the College. One 
instructor said that in preparation for his first develop-
mental course, he was told, in essence, “Here’s the class 
you’re teaching. This is what you need to cover. Here’s 
the book. Have fun.” Another instructor said she and 
other new adjuncts met with the DSC Chair at the start 
of her first semester teaching. However, despite receiv-
ing sample syllabi and discussing learning outcomes, 
she said, “I didn’t feel like we got a lot of specifics in 
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that particular meeting about, you know, well, this is 
what you need to do here.” Referring specifically to 
adjuncts, one full-time faculty member said there is no 
time to train them: “How do you train them? I mean, 
you don’t really have time, because, you know, they’re 
starting when we’re starting. … 
There isn’t like a developmen-
tal studies … prep school for 
adjuncts. Although that might 
be nice.”
	 Possibly an indication 
of a lack of initial training, 
almost all of the faculty mem-
bers who have taught develop-
mental courses at MMC said they felt unprepared for 
their first developmental course — not in terms of the 
subject matter but in terms of specifics about the par-
ticular course or population of students they would be 
teaching. Lawrence, an English instructor who taught 
primarily developmental courses when he first joined 
the faculty, said he was not prepared for the degree to 
which his students were not acclimated to academic 
culture: 

I’ve encountered the most I guess you’d say social issues 
in the developmental [courses]…. I wasn’t really pre-
pared in the first semester.… I mean, it was a bit of a 
surprise, just something as simple as this is how you ad-
dress your professor. This is how you talk to one another.

	 Others said they were 
surprised by the level of reme-
diation in the courses them-
selves. “I felt maybe prepared 
to teach them. I don’t think I 
was prepared for the level that 
we started at,” said math faculty 
member David. And yet oth-
ers said they felt unprepared 
because they were unsure of the 
College’s expectations for the course. Carrie Anne, an 
English instructor, said:

In terms of the specific courses here, I kind of felt like the 
outcomes or the goals for the courses were kind of vague, 
and … I didn’t feel like I had much to go on in terms of 
specifically from Martin what they wanted out of these 

courses.

	 In Carrie Anne’s case in 
particular, as described above, 
insufficient communication of 
the College’s goals for the de-
velopmental courses has led to 
confusion over course content 
and course alignment.

	 Additionally, few faculty members reported 
participating in professional development related to 
developmental education. The DSC Chair, who has be-
longed to and attended the conferences of the Nation-
al Association for Developmental Education and its 
Tennessee affiliate, is the only faculty member who has 
been involved with an organization that focuses direct-
ly on developmental education. Other faculty members 
have belonged to organizations or attended confer-
ences that sometimes cover developmental-related 
issues, such as those pertaining to English as a Second 
Language, disability services, or FYE programs.
Because of the little to no training received by develop-
mental faculty and their equally limited involvement 
in professional development related to developmental 

education, we rated MMC a 
two for this practice.
	 Comprehensive sup-
port services provided. With 
a mission “to provide services 
that promote the success of stu-
dents academically, personally, 
and professionally,” the Col-
lege’s Student Resource Center 
operates as a comprehensive 
learning assistance center for 

the entire campus (Martin Methodist College, “Student 
Resource Center,” n.d.). The SRC provides an array of 

“I wasn’t really prepared in 
the first semester.... I mean, 

it was a bit of a surprise.”
-- MMC English Instructor

“In terms of the specific 
courses here, I kind of felt 
like the outcomes or the 

goals for the courses were 
kind of vagure...”

-- MMC English Instructor
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services, including “basic academic support…,  aca-
demic and career counseling, time management and 
study skills training, testing services, and a variety of 
personal and academic development activities de-
signed to maximize student success” (Martin Meth-
odist College, “Student Resource Center,” n.d.). Pro-
viding such services is essential as the College seeks to 
increase student retention. As Boylan (2002) explains, 
“colleges cannot expect to attain high rates of student 
success and retention unless they provide a diversified 
range of academic and personal support services” (p. 
26).
	 Tutoring is one of the primary services pro-
vided by the SRC. Tutors are trained through an SRC 
course based on College Reading & Learning Associa-
tion specifications. According to an SRC effectiveness 
report (see Appendix XII), among the goals for the 
tutoring services is that “65% of students taking devel-
opmental courses in writing, mathematics, and reading 
who use the SRC’s tutoring services will obtain a grade 
of ‘C’ or better.” Although the report did not provide 
information on the total number of students who use 
the tutoring services, it did state that in 2010-11, 71% 
of tutored students passed their developmental courses 
with at least a C and in 2012-13, 80% did so. Addi-
tionally, in 2012-13, 100% of students who received 
tutoring for any English course received a C or higher, 
while 70% of students who received math tutoring 
did so. For developmental math courses specifically in 
2012-13, 67% of tutored students earned at least a C in 
Developmental Mathematics (MAT 099) and 46% did 
so in Elementary Algebra (MAT 100).
	 Beyond providing tutoring services, the SRC’s 
Director and Assistant Director are committed to help-
ing students succeed. The Director describes himself as 
“a fixer.” As he said during our interview, “really that’s 
what I do day in and day out is a student has an issue 
and either I fix it, or I find somebody to fix it.” The As-
sistant Director shared a similar description, saying the 
developmental faculty members in particular contact 
her when there is a student issue, such as plagiarism, 
that needs to be addressed: “A lot of it is… how do we 

fix this problem? Now that we know that it’s there, how 
do we fix it? And they call on me to help fix it.”
Given the comprehensive services provided by the 
SRC, we rated MMC a five in regard to this best prac-
tice.
	 Students offered accelerated options for com-
pleting developmental coursework. MMC faculty 
members have been pursuing ways to speed students’ 
completion of developmental requirements. Although 
the developmental English offerings have remained 
constant (one semester of reading; two semesters 
of writing), faculty in the math program have been 
working to reduce the number of classes developmen-
tal students must take to satisfy the general education 
core math requirement. Currently, students who start 
at the lowest level must successfully complete Develop-
mental Mathematics (MAT 099), Elementary Algebra 
(MAT 100), Introductory College Mathematics (MAT 
111/112), and a course meeting the core math require-
ment. Traditionally, students have taken College Alge-
bra (MAT 131) to satisfy the core requirement. Recent 
additions, however, have allowed students to satisfy 
the core requirement through Introduction to Modern 
Mathematics (MAT 171), Math Concepts (MAT 211), 
or Statistics (MAT 231). Depending on their major, 
students also could have additional math require-
ments. This sequencing of courses has drawn criticism 
from some outside the department:
If you take two or three … semesters of remedial math 
… you ought to be ready to go into College Algebra when 
you get out of it. And yet they’re putting them in this 
course called 111 and then 112 and then College Alge-
bra. So they’re taking two to three semesters of develop-
mental, two semesters of pre-College Algebra and then 
finally College Algebra. That seems like a waste of time 
to me.

	 Faculty members within the math department 
share some of these concerns and have been work-
ing to simplify developmental students’ progression 
through required math courses. In fall 2013, the de-
partment launched a redesigned version of MAT 099 
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that allows students to work at their own pace in class 
on computer-based lessons. After successfully com-
pleting a lesson, students move to the next higher level, 
which could allow them to complete all the material 
for the course before the semester ends. At that point, 
they could complete higher lessons and earn credit for 
the next course. In fall 2012, the department added 
MAT 115, a companion course for College Algebra, 
which allows students to bypass the second semester 
of Introductory College Mathematics (MAT 112) and 
enroll directly in College Algebra. The course provides 
supplemental support and practice to help students 
successfully complete College Algebra. Additionally, 
in fall 2013, the department added the Introduction to 
Modern Mathematics and Statistics courses as options 
to satisfy the core requirement for students whose ma-
jors do not require College Algebra. The department 
also plans to refine the developmental course sequenc-
ing further, as the math program coordinator, who 
spearheaded most of the recent changes, explained:

My hope is to make 100 a companion course for 111. To 
get rid of 100 as a standalone course, so make it only for 
institutional credit, but make it a supplemental course to 
the lowest level of credit towards graduation, and then… 
get rid of 112 and make 111 essentially the gateway 
course to the Gen Ed [core courses].

	 Such efforts to shorten the developmental 
sequencing are promising in light of the findings out-
lined in recent studies, such as those by the CCRC.
Because of the Math department’s continuing efforts 
to shorten the developmental sequencing but the lack 
of similar efforts by the English department, we rated 
MMC a two in this area.
	 Average rating score for structure. As with 
costs, calculating the average of the ratings for the best 
practices described above provides a general rating 
score for how MMC performs overall in terms of 
structure. Using our ratings for all nine best practice 
areas, our average rating score for MMC for structure 
was 2.67, which means, using our rating descriptions, 

that there is more than “minimal” but less than “some 
evidence” at MMC of the best practices for structure.

III. Placement
	 Martin Methodist currently employs some of 
the best practices related to placement in developmen-
tal courses. 
	 Use of multiple measures to determine course 
placement. The College does use more than one 
measure —both ACT score and COMPASS score — to 
determine placement. The institution could improve 
upon the status quo by using non-cognitive measures 
in addition to solely relying on standardized exams. 
Accordingly, we rated MMC a one for this best practice 
area.
	 Materials describing importance of place-
ment and suggesting test prep. Students at MMC 
noted they both were unaware of the placement pro-
cedures and failed to prepare for these assessments. 
Martin Methodist administrators could potentially 
decrease the time students are required to spend in 
developmental courses by sending home information 
about the importance of the placement exams and 
requiring (or at least strongly suggesting) that students 
prepare for the placement exams. Given the lack of 
material provided to students, we rated MMC a one in 
this area.
	 Mandatory assessment. Martin Methodist 
does currently require students who score below a 20 
on their ACT to take a supplemental placement test 
(the COMPASS). To improve upon this practice, the 
college can employ the Developmental Studies Com-
mittee members to select another assessment that 
more closely aligns to the developmental curricular 
competencies to augment the placement process and to 
streamline the transition into college-level classes. We 
rated MMC a three in regard to this best practice area.
	 Placement exam questions match course 
competencies. We found no evidence that MMC ties 
course competencies to the questions on its course 
placement exams. Thus, we rated MMC a one for this 
practice.
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	 Co-requisite learning to support students 
near score cut-offs. Our interviews with faculty and 
staff at MMC did show minimal evidence that the 
institution is working toward this best practice for 
developmental math courses. Faculty members from 
that program discussed their attempts to move stu-
dents more quickly through the developmental course 
requirements, particularly for students who scored on 
the margins of needing developmental coursework. 
Accordingly, we rated MMC a two for this practice 
area.
	 Average rating score for placement. As with 
both costs and structure, determining the average of 
the ratings for placement provides a general rating 
score for how MMC compares overall to the place-
ment best practices. Using our ratings for all five best 
practice areas, our average rating score for MMC for 
placement was 1.60, which means, using our rating 
descriptions, that there is more than “no” but less than 
“minimal evidence” at MMC of the best practices for 
placement.

Summary
	 To summarize our findings of the comparison 
between MMC and the best practice framework, we 
found few instances of “satisfactory” or “consistent and 
exemplary evidence” of the best practice areas (ratings 
four and five) and many instances of “no,” “minimal,” 
or “some evidence” of the best practices (ratings one, 
two, and three).
	 Specifically, our findings for the best practice 
areas of costs, structure, and placement were:

Costs
1. Costs less than 1.2% of total budget. We found that 
costs are less than 1.2% of MMC’s total budget, so we 
rated MMC a five.
2. Cost per FTE lower than that for other academic pro-
grams. We were not provided with enough evidence to 
rate MMC in this area.
3. Cost per FTE is less than $6,360. Cost per FTE for 
developmental education at MMC is less than $6,360, 

so we rated the College a five.
4. Program does not operate at a loss. Because of a lack 
of sufficient information, we could not adequately 
address this practice.
5. Cost reduction efforts in place. We found no evidence 
of cost reduction efforts and, thus, rated MMC a one 
for this practice area.
6. Use of grant funding to offset costs. Likewise, we 
found no evidence that MMC uses grant funding to 
offset costs and, thus, rated MMC a one.
	 Average costs rating: 3.00, meaning there 
is “some evidence” at MMC of the best practices for 
costs.

Structure
1. Stated institutional commitment & clearly defined 
mission statement. MMC has an implicit institutional 
commitment to developmental education but lacks 
a clearly defined mission statement. Thus, we rated 
MMC a three in this area.
2. Centralized or highly coordinated program. Devel-
opmental courses at MMC are neither centralized nor 
highly coordinated and confusion exists over the DSC 
Chair’s role as program coordinator. Thus, we rated 
MMC a two.
3. Collaboration among faculty & between support 
services personnel & instructors. Collaboration among 
developmental faculty is generally moderate but varies 
by department, and there is at least limited interaction 
between instructors and SRC personnel. As such, we 
rated MMC a three.
4. Alignment between & among developmental & 
non-developmental courses. Developmental and sub-
sequent courses are aligned formally but potentially 
could be misaligned in practice. Thus, we rated MMC 
a three.
5. Ongoing, systematic program evaluation. We found 
limited evidence of ongoing and systematic program 
evaluation and, thus, rated MMC a two. However, 
because the College did not provide copies of its as-
sessment reports, we were not able to fully evaluate its 
assessment efforts.
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6. Adjunct faculty integrated within the program & 
college community. Although some adjuncts have long-
term connections to the College and feel well integrat-
ed, there is evidence of a disconnect between full-time 
and adjunct faculty. As such, we rated MMC a two in 
this area.
7. Professional development & other training offered 
to faculty. Developmental faculty receive little to no 
training and have limited involvement in professional 
development related to developmental education; thus, 
we rated MMC a two.
8. Comprehensive support services provided. The Col-
lege provides comprehensive academic and other 
support services through the SRC, so we rated MMC a 
five.
9. Students offered accelerated options for completing 
developmental coursework. The Math program has 
made efforts to shorten the developmental sequencing, 
but the English program has not made similar efforts. 
Accordingly, we rated MMC a two.
	 Average structure rating: 2.67, meaning there 
is more than “minimal” but less than “some evidence” 
at MMC of the best practices for structure.

Placement
1. Use of multiple measures to determine course place-
ment. MMC relies solely on test scores; thus, we rated 
the College a one in this area.
2. Materials describing importance of placement and 
suggesting test prep. Students at MMC noted they both 
were unaware of the placement procedures and failed 
to prepare for these assessments. Thus, we rated MMC 
a one in this area.
3. Mandatory assessment. MMC requires students who 
score below a 20 on their ACT to take the COMPASS 
but could improve upon this practice by selecting 
another assessment that more closely aligns to the 
developmental curricular competencies to augment 
the placement process and to streamline the transition 
into college-level classes. Accordingly, we rated MMC 
a three in this area.
4. Placement exam questions match course competen-

cies. We found no evidence that MMC ties course 
competencies to the questions on its course placement 
exams. Thus, we rated MMC a one.
5. Co-requisite learning to support students near score 
cut-offs. We found minimal evidence that the institu-
tion is working toward this best practice for develop-
mental math courses. As such, we rated MMC a two.
	 Average placement rating: 1.60, meaning there 
is more than “no” but less than “minimal evidence” at 
MMC of the best practices for placement.
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Methods, Data Analysis, and Findings for 
Project Question Two
	 Our second project question was “How do 
MMC students enrolled in two or more developmental 
courses fare?” Specifically, MMC asked us to exam-
ine the impact of developmental courses on students’ 
self-concept and self-efficacy, the extent to which the 
First-Year Experience course for developmental stu-
dents improves retention rates and grade point aver-
ages, and whether or not students in developmental 
courses acquire the skills they need to be successful in 
subsequent, credit-bearing courses.
	 Project question two and its sub-questions were 
addressed via primary research conducted at MMC, 
including a pre- and post- first semester survey of all 
first-year students and semi-structured interviews of 
faculty members who teach developmental courses, 
faculty members who teach subsequent credit-bearing 
courses, the DSC Chair, and the coordinator of the 
First-Year Experience seminar. Additionally, we re-
quested data from MMC’s student database system on 
enrollment, grade point averages, grades in develop-
mental courses and subsequent credit-bearing courses, 
and common exam scores. We had planned to also use 
interviews of students to answer this project question, 
but an insufficient number of students were willing to 
participate in the interview process (n=6) for us to be 
able to draw any conclusions from the data gathered.

Self-Concept, Self-Efficacy, Student 
Engagement, and Persistence
	 We designed a survey to answer the project 
sub-question, “What is the association between de-
velopmental course-taking and students’ academic 
self-concept, academic self-efficacy, engagement, and 

persistence?” The survey measured four concepts. 
These included academic self-concept, academic 
self-efficacy, student engagement, and persistence be-
haviors. Each of these concepts is explained in greater 
detail below. Additionally, the survey included demo-
graphic questions.

Brief background on concepts
	  Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s beliefs 
about his or her abilities to perform the actions nec-
essary to achieve certain results (Bandura, 1977, 1989, 
1993, 2001; Becker & Gable, 2009; Bong & Clark, 1999; 
Lampert, 2007; Wernersbach, 2011). As such, self-effi-
cacy is considered task-related (Bandura, 1977, 1989, 
1993, 2001; Becker &Gable, 2009; Bong & Clark, 1999; 
Lampert, 2007; Wernersbach, 2011). Self-concept, 
meanwhile, “is tied to an individual’s feelings about 
him- or herself as a person in addition to that individ-
ual’s belief in his or her ability” (Wernersbach, 2011, 
p. 7). Both self-concept and self-efficacy, particularly 
their academic subcomponents, are thought to influ-
ence student academic effort and performance and, 
through these, student persistence (Bandura, 1977, 
1989, 1993, 2001; Becker & Gable, 2009; Bong & Clark, 
1999; Lampert, 2007; Reynolds, Ramirez, Magriña, 
& Allen, 1980; Reynolds, 1988; Wernersbach, 2011). 
Self-efficacy is considered domain-specific and, thus, 
will vary given the specific task at hand (Wernersbach, 
2011). Self-concept, on the other hand, is considered to 
be generally stable; however, it is thought to be situa-
tionally unstable (Reynolds, 1988; Shavelson, Hubner, 
& Stanton, 1976). This situational instability makes 
self-concept an ideal construct for investigating MMC 
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administrators’ concerns that taking developmental 
courses may negatively impact students on an affective 
level. Likewise, self-efficacy’s domain sensitivity makes 
academic self-efficacy ideal for examining whether 
taking developmental courses influences students’ 
beliefs about their academic abilities.
	 Student engagement is a concept commonly 
used as a predictor of retention in higher education. 
The first explanation for student withdrawal that cen-
tered on student engagement was developed by Pas-
carella and Terenzini (1979). This work centers on the 
concept of integration, which Pascarella and Terenzini 
(1977) describe as malleable based on student behav-
iors, including academic and social interaction be-
tween students and faculty. These measures were later 
expanded and are now included as student engagement 
measures on survey instruments such as the National 
Survey of Student Engagement (National Survey of 
Student Engagement, 2012).
	 Kuh (2003), one of the developers of the sur-
veys of student engagement, defines engagement as the 
amount of time and energy students devote to “educa-
tionally purposeful activities” (p. 1). Research on stu-
dent engagement typically centers on services provided 
by institutions and practices in which institutions can 
participate to increase student engagement (Astin, 
1991; Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Kuh, Schuh, Whitt 
& Associates, 1991; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). 
We included measures of student engagement in the 
survey to provide an additional potential mechanism 

for explaining the difference in persistence rates when 
comparing students enrolled in two or more devel-
opmental classes to students enrolled in one or fewer 
developmental classes. If the survey showed significant 
differences in student engagement between the two 
groups of students, this could provide a rationale for 
the differences in persistence.
	 Because MMC administrators are specifically 
concerned with the persistence of students enrolled 
in two or more developmental classes, we felt it was 
important to include some survey items measuring 
students’ intent to re-enroll. Intent to return has been 
shown to be one of the best predictors of ultimate 
persistence in higher education (Bean, 1980, 1983; 
Pascarella, Duby, and Iverson, 1983; Voorhees, 1987; 
Cabrera, Casteneda, Nora, and Hengstler, 1992). Some 
measures for intent to re-enroll include purpose for 
enrolling, intent to leave (Voorhees, 1987), students’ 
educational objectives, and intent to re-enroll (Bers & 
Smith, 1991).

Survey structure
	 The survey consisted of ten scale items plus six 
demographic items. Five of the scale items contained 
multiple sub-items which respondents rated on either 
a four- or five-point Likert scale. Item one measured 
academic self-concept. Item two measured academ-
ic self-efficacy. Items three through seven measured 
student engagement, and items eight through ten 
measured student intent to persist (see Table 1). The 

Concept Survey 
Questions Source(s) Cronbach’s alpha from 

original research 
Academic Self-

Concept Q1A-NN Reynolds, Ramirez, Magriña, & 
Allen, 1980; Reynolds, 1988 

.91 (1980) 

.92 (1988) 
Academic Self-

Efficacy Q2A-GG Owen & Froman, 1988 .90 (2nd test, .92) 

Student 
Engagement Q3-7 National Survey of Student 

Engagement, 2012 .729 

Intent to Persist Q8-10 Voorhees, 1987; Bers & Smith, 
1991; Mulligan & Hennessy, 1990 Unknown 

 

Table 1: Survey Scales, Items, Sources, and Reliability
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survey took approximately 25 minutes to complete. See 
a complete copy of the survey in Appendix V.

Survey administration
	 We administered the pre-survey in paper for-
mat to participants in person during freshman convo-
cation on Sept. 9 and 10. First-Year Experience course 
instructors administered the post-survey in paper 
format on our behalf toward the end of the semester 
during students’ class time. For the first survey ad-
ministration, we addressed all freshmen who attended 
convocation and orally requested participation in the 
survey (see attached script in Appendix VI). Each par-
ticipant was required to sign an informed consent doc-
ument prior to participation that informed him/her 
that participation was voluntary and had no impact on 
his/her grades or status with the College. We explained 
the document prior to commencement of the survey 
administration and provided paper copies of the doc-
ument to participants explaining how they could opt 
out of participation at a later time if they changed their 
minds.
	 Those who chose to participate were given a 
paper survey, which they completed at that time and 
returned immediately upon completion. For the sec-
ond administration, due to the College’s cancellation 
of the second series of convocations, we mailed paper 
copies of the surveys to each First-Year Experience 
instructor with a script and an addressed envelope 
with pre-paid postage in which to return the complet-
ed surveys. The post-surveys were administered during 
the last two weeks of the fall semester.
	 In order to compare individual student re-
sponses to determine changes that occurred during the 
semester, each participant was asked to code both their 
pre-survey and their post-survey with the first two 
letters of the first elementary school they attended and 
the last four digits of their phone number. Only the 
researchers had access to individually identifiable data, 
and this data was de-identified following completion of 
data analysis.

Survey responses
	 We administered 243 paper surveys in Septem-
ber. We surveyed 100% of the population (375 stu-
dents) and had a 65 percent response rate. We mailed 
surveys for the 359 freshmen still enrolled in Novem-
ber. Two hundred twenty-three surveys were returned 
for a 62 percent response rate. Our response rates for 
the survey are high, and using a Z test to compare col-
umn proportions in SPSS among the groups for demo-
graphic information on both survey administrations, 
we found no significant differences at the p<.05 level 
other than in the age category, which can be accounted 
for by the aging of the population from the first survey 
administration to the second survey administration 
(see Table 2). However, we cannot be sure that the 
survey responses are completely unbiased. Because 
we were not provided with demographic information 
for the entire freshman class, we cannot be sure that 
some group is not underrepresented in our responses. 
Additionally, there may be other, unknown similarities 
among non-respondents that create bias in our survey 
responses.

Analysis
	 After combining all survey responses into one 
data set, we created scale variables for our dependent 
variables of academic self-concept, academic self-effi-
cacy, engagement, and intent to persist. We calculated 
composite scales for academic self-concept, academic 
self-efficacy, engagement, and intent to re-enroll by 
summing the responses for each item in the scale for 
each respondent and dividing by the total number 
of items in the scale. We analyzed each scale variable 
using descriptive statistics. The means and standard 
deviations of each scale variable are shown on Table 3.
	 We selected a method of analysis known as 
"difference in differences" (Angrist & Pischke, 2008) 
to determine whether or not there were differences 
in our four groups (students enrolled in two or more 
developmental classes surveyed at the beginning of the 
fall semester, students enrolled in one or fewer devel-
opmental classes surveyed at the beginning of the fall 
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Variable Group 1 
Time 1 

Group 1  
Time 2 

Group 2 
 Time 1 

Group 2 
Time 2 

White/Caucasian 34 24 156 139 
Black/African American 
Latino/Latina 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
Native American/Alaska native 
Multiple races/biracial 
Other 

18 
2 
1 
0 
3 
3 

15 
1 
1 
0 
2 
2 

11 
11 
1 
1 
4 
0 

19 
9 
1 
0 
5 
2 

Male 
Female 
Age 18 
Age 19 
Age 20 
Age 21 
Age 22 
Age 23 
Age 24+ 
Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Widowed 
0 children 
1-2 children 
3-4 children 
More than 4 children 
Not employed 
Works part-time on campus 
Works full-time on campus 
Works part-time off campus 
Works full-time off campus 

38 
23 
34 
16 
5 
1 
4 
0 
1 

60 
0 
1 
0 

56 
4 
0 
1 

41 
8 
1 
9 
2 

25 
20 
28 
13 
1 
1 
2 
0 
0 
44 
0 
1 
0 
44 
0 
0 
1 
26 
5 
0 
13 
1 

67 
117 

155** 
21** 

4 
2 
0 
0 
1 

180 
3 
0 
1 

178 
6 
0 
0 

104 
23 
1 

53 
3 

60 
115 

109** 
58** 

6 
1 
0 
0 
1 

172 
3 
0 
0 

168 
6 
0 
1 

96 
16 
1 

56 
6 

Note: **p<.05 

 

Table 2: Demographic Comparisons of Survey Administrations

Variable Mean SD 
Academic Self-Concept Scale 2.78  .32 
Academic Self-Efficacy Scale 
Student Engagement Scale 

3.34 
2.59 

.58 

.45 
Intent to Persist Scale 3.26 .52 
 

Table 3: Summary of Scale Variables

semester, students enrolled in two or more develop-
mental classes surveyed at the end of the fall semester, 
and students enrolled in one or fewer developmental 
classes surveyed at the end of the fall semester). The 
difference in differences method of analysis allowed 
us to measure the effects of a treatment (enrollment in 
two or more developmental courses) at a given period 
of time (the first semester of college), and to measure 

the change caused by the treatment. This method of 
analysis, as illustrated below (see Chart 1), is designed 
to measure the difference between the observed value 
of the variable in question and what the value of the 
variable would have been if the trends between the 
two groups had been parallel. In other words, if the 
treatment caused no difference in the two groups, the 
two lines (s=1 and s=2 in Chart 1) would be parallel. 



-30-

If the treatment does cause a difference in the treat-
ment group, the difference between the observed value 
of the treatment group and the expected value of the 
treatment group (parallel to the control group) is the 
treatment effect.
	 This method of analysis also allowed us to 
compare students in the four groups without facing the 
multiple measures problems we would have faced in 
conducting multiple t-tests.
	 To perform this analysis, we calculated binary 
variables for each group (group 0 represents students 
enrolled in two or more developmental classes and 
group 1 represents students enrolled in one or fewer 
developmental classes), each time (time 0 represents 
the pre-test and time 1 represents the post-test), and 
the product of group and time (labeled group_time). 
We conducted a linear regression analysis using the 
variables of academic self-concept, academic self-ef-
ficacy, engagement, intent to persist as the dependent 

   
Variable 

 
Self-Concept 

Tolerance    VIF 
Self-Efficacy 

Tolerance    VIF 
Engagement 

Tolerance    VIF 
Persistence 

Tolerance    VIF 
Group .551        1.813 .549   1.823 .553    1.810 .553 1.810 
Time .226       4.417 .225   4.440 .223    4.484 .223 4.484 
Group_Time .186       5.376 .185   5.400 .184    5.444 .184 5.444 
 

Table 4: Summary of Collinearity Diagnosis for Independent Variables

variable and using “group,” “time” and “group_time” as 
independent variables. Our original intent was to con-
duct a repeated measures t-test. Not enough students 
used their individual code on the post-survey to enable 
us to individually match the pre- and post-surveys of 
individual respondents, so we opted for a linear regres-
sion model comparing aggregate survey responses. 
The regression model employed was: Yi = α + β1*g 
+ β2*ti + β3*g_t + εi, where the α is a constant, the 
average value of group 0 in time 0, students enrolled in 
two or more developmental classes on the pre-test, α + 
β1 is the average for students enrolled in one or fewer 
developmental courses on the pre-test, α + β2 is the 
average for students enrolled in one or fewer devel-
opmental courses on the post-test. This enabled us 
to measure the difference between pre- and post-test 
scores for each group, and the differences in the differ-
ences (how much did students enrolled in one or fewer 
developmental classes grow on these scales compared 
students enrolled in two or more developmental class-
es). The test of significance for β3 determines whether 
there is a difference in growth between the two groups 
over the time period. We set an α<.05 level of signifi-
cance a priori for this test.
	 A key concern with this type of analysis is 
multicollinearity among the independent variables 
(Ethington, Thomas, & Pike, 2002). To test for this, we 
conducted a collinearity diagnosis for each indepen-
dent variable in the regression. Because each tolerance 
was greater than .10 and each VIF was less than 10, 
this analysis indicated that multicollinearity is not a 
problem for any of the variables we used (see Table 4).

 

 

Group 1 

Group 2 

 
treatment 

effect 

(observed) 

(assumed 
counterfactual) 

Time 1 Time 2 

Chart 1: Illustration of the Difference in Differences 
Method of Analysis
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Variable B SE B Â 
Group .122  .047 .159** 
Time -.041  .061 -.064 
Group_Time -.095  .070 -.143 
Note: R2 = .044. ,  **p<.05 
 

Table 5: Summary of Regression Analysis for Academic Self-Concept Scale Variable

Variable B SE B Â 
Group  .122  .086  .089 
Time  .082  .112  .071 
Group_Time -.052  .128 -.044 
Note: R2 = .007., **p<.05 
 

Table 6: Summary of Regression Analysis for Academic Self-Efficacy Scale Variable

Variable B SE B Â 
Group -.059  .067 -.055 
Time .027  .088  .030 
Group_Time .049  .100  .053 
Note: R2 = .007., **p<.05 
 

Variable B SE B Â 
Group  .215  .076  .173** 
Time -.106 .100 -.102 
Group_Time -.107 .113 -.100 
Note: R2 = .051., **p<.05 
 

Table 7: Summary of Regression Analysis for Student Engagement Scale Variable

Table 8: Summary of Regression Analysis for Intent to Persist Scale Variable

Quantitative findings
	 Based on the linear regression analysis we con-
ducted, there was a significant difference (p<.05) on 
the group variable (β = .122) for academic self-concept 
(see Table 5). This indicates that the members of the 
two groups do not have equal academic self-concept. 
Students in one or fewer developmental classes had 
higher academic self-concept than students enrolled in 
two or more developmental classes. Additionally, there 
was a significant difference on the group variable (β 
= .215) for intent to persist (see Table 8). This indi-
cates that the members of the two groups do not have 
equal intent to persist. The non-developmental group 
members had stronger intent to persist than the de-
velopmental group members. There was no significant 
difference on the group variable for academic self-effi-
cacy or student engagement (see Tables 6 and 7). 

	 There were no significant differences among 
any of the concepts (academic self-concept, academic 
self-efficacy, student engagement, or intent to persist) 
on the time variable (see Tables 5-8). This indicates 
that the levels of each concept did not change for each 
group from the beginning of the first semester of col-
lege to the end of the first semester of college. 
	 Finally, there were no significant differences 
among any of the concepts (academic self-concept, 
academic self-efficacy, student engagement, or intent 
to persist) on the group_time variable (see Tables 5-8). 
This indicates that enrollment in two or more devel-
opmental classes through the first semester of college 
did not have a measurable effect on students’ academic 
self-concept, academic self-efficacy, engagement, or in-
tent to persist when compared to enrollment in one or 
fewer developmental classes through the first semester.
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Qualitative findings
	 In addition to the quantitative analysis de-
scribed above, we also performed qualitative analysis 
on interviews we had conducted with faculty and staff 
to provide further insight into the project sub-ques-
tion, “What is the association between developmental 
course-taking and students’ academic self-concept, 
academic self-efficacy, engagement, and persistence?” 
All three researchers conducted interviews with 15 
faculty and staff members during the fall semester of 
2013. The interview participants consisted of faculty 
members who teach developmental courses, faculty 
members who teach the subse-
quent, credit-bearing courses 
in the course sequences, the 
Director of the First Year Expe-
rience Program, and adminis-
trators whose roles are relevant 
to developmental education at 
MMC. These individual inter-
views were conducted in the faculty or staff member’s 
office or in some other private area and generally lasted 
45 to 60 minutes each. The interviews were conducted 
using a semi-structured format, which allowed us to 
use standard interview protocols, and included the 
topics background information, program organization, 
professional development opportunities, interaction 
with other faculty, the First-Year Experience program, 
classroom interactions, supplemental support, inter-
actions with students, and assessment (see Appendix 
IV), and also left open the possibility to ask additional, 
probing questions as needed. We also attempted to 
conduct interviews with students to supplement our 
answer to this sub-question, but since so few students 
agreed to participate in our interviews (n=6) we felt 
this data may not be representative of the population 
as a whole and were unable to include this data in our 
qualitative analysis.
	 We analyzed the qualitative data gathered from 
these interviews using the matrix method (Rubin & 
Rubin, 1995). First we transcribed the interviews. 
Next, we reviewed the transcriptions for relevant 

themes found in multiple interview transcriptions. We 
developed a matrix of themes and placed data and sa-
lient quotes from our interview transcriptions on this 
matrix.
	 The qualitative data gathered from interviews 
with faculty and staff provide further insight on the 
association between developmental course taking and 
student academic self-concept and academic self-effi-
cacy. One of the concerns MMC administrators raised 
at the start of our project was that taking developmen-
tal courses could have a negative affective impact on 
students. Some of the faculty members interviewed 

expressed similar concerns. As 
Janet, an MMC faculty mem-
ber, explained:

I see a lot of students get very 
easily discouraged. They start 
dropping out, and it is usually 
our developmental-level stu-

dents, because, again, they’re not sure they should be 
here in the first place, many of them. So, you know, you 
need to keep emphasizing to them the need to hang in 
there.

	 Motivation is one important factor in aca-
demic self-concept and academic self-efficacy that is 
described in the literature, and many of the faculty 
and staff members we interviewed at MMC described 
the lower levels of motivation among developmental 
students. David, a math instructor, said that students 
in his developmental courses “were much less motivat-
ed. Not that most people in a math class are motivated, 
but I can usually, you know, get my Algebra students to 
do their homework. In developmental, it was harder to 
convince them they needed to do the homework.”
	 Even the Vice President of Academic Affairs 
described the motivation problem. “The problem is 
the students who take those courses are not motivated 
to do well,” he said. “And that’s the biggest problem, 
I think, is just lack of motivation. But there are a few 
who come through it and do okay.”

“...they’re not sure they 
should be here in the first 

place...”
-- MMC faculty member
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	 Sarah, an English instructor, agreed with this 
assessment and felt that assignment to developmental 
courses may have impacted students’ motivation and 
academic self-concept.  She said:

Well, I think the, the biggest problem or the biggest 
difference with the developmental students would be mo-
tivation. …Many of them want very much to be success-
ful, but they don’t seem as able to translate those desires 
into success in and out of the classroom. And part of it 
may be—of course, now I’ve never been a public school 
teacher, so this is just theory; I don’t have any real basis 
in fact—but part of it may have been that they have 
labeled themselves as developmental and they feel that 
they can’t achieve as effectively as other students, so it is 
hard for them then to do so.

	 However, Julia, who taught developmental En-
glish, disagreed. In her experience, the developmental 
students were more motivated than she had anticipat-
ed.

I come from the community college background, where 
a lot of students are very unmotivated to take develop-
mental classes or frustrated that 
they’re in there to start with, 
and that was not the case with 
my students. I had them in the 
spring. Most of them had taken 
a developmental course in the 
fall in order to get to ENG 100, 
which is what I taught. But, I 
mean, it went really well…. I 
had students who did really well.

	 According to the Di-
rector of the First-Year Experience program, the FYE 
100 course is designed, in part, to improve motiva-
tion, academic self-concept, academic self-efficacy, 
and intent to persist for developmental students. The 
course promotes a “survivorship mentality” among the 
students, many of whom do not have supportive family 

members or adequate academic preparation. The Di-
rector describes the survivorship curriculum as:

those kind of mentalities of no matter what life throws 
at you, you just keep going, you follow your dreams, you 
keep pursuing things even if people tell you they don’t 
think you’re college material, be that family members, 
be that teachers,… you know, you’re gonna show them, 
you know, you can, you determine what your life story is 
going to be, … not other people. 

	 Lawrence, an English instructor, said that in 
addition to differences in motivation levels among 
developmental and non-developmental students, there 
are differences in the behaviors they exhibit. In his 
experience, the students in his developmental English 
courses had to be taught classroom decorum, as well as 
that deadlines should be met and assignments should 
be completed. From his experiences teaching develop-
mental courses at MMC, Lawrence said he learned not 
to make assumptions about his students’ understand-
ing of academic norms.

Don’t take anything for granted. I mean, you can’t just 
assume that they understand 
the academic culture. Uh, some 
of the very obvious things that 
they can take advantage of, they 
won’t. For whatever reason. It 
could be cultural. It could just 
the school they were in that they 
just don’t approach the professor, 
they would never think of doing 
that.

	 The Director of FYE 
echoed this: “Ability-wise I think that… if the develop-
mental students focus, they’re just as capable of doing 
the work at the same level… as the non-developmental 
students are.… But sometimes, they lack the belief in 
themselves or the desire to settle down and actually 
get the work done.” Greg, who teaches developmental 

“...if the developmental 
students focus, they’re just 

as capable of doing the 
work at the same level...
as the nondevelopmental 

students are....”
--Director of FYE at MMC
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math courses, agrees. 

They do not know how to study. They don’t even realize 
that they’re in class yet.… This is our second week of 
meeting and some of them don’t even have their books 
yet. So, you’re dealing with people who have not been 
properly taught.… They don’t know how to do home-
work. They won’t do homework. They perceive that if 
they come to class, they will learn the material. And they 
can’t. Math is doing.

	 Faculty members varied in their assessments of 
students’ academic self-concept and academic self-effi-
cacy. Calvin described an incident with a student who 
entered his Developmental Writing I course with a 
very low estimate of her ability: “[She] looked at me on 
the first day of class and told me, ‘Just so you know, I 
write like a fifth grader.’” Greg described a situation in 
which he was on the verge of removing a problem stu-
dent from one of his developmental courses. He visited 
the student’s high school and learned that the student 
barely graduated. He says that the student was not 
stupid, but it took a great deal of individual attention 
for the student to pass his course, as the student was 
accustomed to receiving passing grades with minimal 
effort. In his experience, many developmental students 
have the same mindset.
	 Marvina, a developmental English teacher, had 
a similar experience. She had a student in her devel-
opmental writing course who told her that he did not 
have to attend class or complete assignments in high 
school to pass because he played basketball. In college, 
he expected to perform in a similar manner and was 
angry when she required him to participate in group 
work and quizzes.
	 Many faculty members described a “high 
school mindset” and a lower level of maturity for 
developmental students when compared to non-devel-
opmental students, which gave developmental students 
an artificially high academic self-concept. The Director 
of FYE had a slightly different opinion of the origin of 
this high school mindset and its impact on students’ 

academic self-concept.

They’re very wed to whatever their high school teachers 
told them. Like if their high school teacher told them, 
“You’re a really strong writer,” and then their English 
teacher [at MMC] tells them, “Not so much. You need to 
work on your organization and your grammar and your 
punctuation.” I mean, it sort of, it takes them aback….
They don’t deal with criticism very well… if it contra-
dicts something that they… had heard prior to coming 
college. Then we’re just being mean and too tough and 
too strict and we expect too much.

	 Meredith, who teaches developmental English 
courses, described students’ challenges with academic 
self-efficacy in this way: 

They’re not quite sure how to behave when they come 
out of a total—I don’t think that’s the right word I want, 
but to me totalitarian education system—into one where 
they’re actually asked to have an opinion and a voice 
and participate in discussions and things. They’re not 
quite sure where the balance is between being too out-
rageous and too out there with their behavior and being 
calm and controlled and reasonably professional with 
their behavior.

	 Calvin also described developmental students 
as being more engaged with faculty than non-devel-
opmental students. “When I finally got an office, I 
couldn’t get them out of it…. They spent a lot of time 
in my office. They still do, for that matter…. It’s good 
to have that kind of relationship with students.” Several 
developmental faculty members mentioned giving stu-
dents their personal phone numbers, and that students 
were more likely to contact them by phone or text if 
they had questions or problems. Other faculty mem-
bers reported rarely having contact with any students, 
developmental or non-developmental, outside of class 
or during their office hours. Sarah indicated that en-
gagement with faculty was mixed.  She said: 
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My sense is that developmental students may avoid their 
professors a little more, just because they feel less secure 
in the college environment, but then there may also be 
some developmental students who realize they need 
more help, and so they go to their professors a lot.

Discussion and interpretation of key findings 
related to academic self-concept, academic 
self-efficacy, student engagement, and per-
sistence
	 Intent to persist has been shown in the litera-
ture to be a significant predictor of student persistence 
(Bers & Smith, 1991; Vorhees, 1987). Because MMC 
is interested in retention rates for students enrolled in 
two or more developmental classes in the first semester 
of college, the finding that MMC’s developmental stu-
dents have significantly lower intentions to persist than 
MMC’s non-developmental students is important. This 
finding could at least partially account for the more 
than thirty percentage point difference in retention 
rates among the two groups of students.
	 Academic self-concept “is tied to an individu-
al’s feelings about him- or herself as a person in ad-
dition to that individual’s belief in his or her ability” 
(Wernersbach, 2011, p. 7). This construct was also sig-
nificantly lower for the group of students MMC defines 
as “developmental students” (those enrolled in two or 
more developmental courses at MMC, as previously 
defined in this paper) than for “non-developmental 
students” (as defined by MMC as students enrolled in 
one or fewer developmental courses). The concerns 
MMC administrators and faculty raised about the 
affective impact of taking developmental courses also 
appear in the literature. Arendale (2010), for example, 
says that students often experience stigma as a result of 
enrolling in developmental courses, and he identifies 
several factors that contribute to this stigma:

(1) mandatory enrollment in developmental courses; 
(2) new students placed in cohorts identified for aca-
demic risk; (3) use of terms such as “at-risk students,” 
“high-risk students,” “developmental students,” and 

“academically disadvantaged students,” all of which 
represent a negative condition characterizing students’ 
academic abilities and potential; (4) public policy fights 
over admission of students perceived to be academically 
underprepared; and (5) memories of emotional hazing 
in previous schools (pp. 12-13).

	 Arendale notes, however, that no stigma is 
attached to using learning assistance centers (LACs), 
which are available to all students and don’t marginal-
ize underprepared students (p. 43). 
	 At Martin Methodist, there was no difference 
in academic self-concept of developmental students 
from the beginning of their first semester of college to 
the end of their first semester of college, which is con-
sistent with the literature which indicates that academ-
ic self-concept is generally stable, though it can be situ-
ationally unstable (Reynolds, 1988; Shavelson, Hubner, 
& Stanton, 1976). Academic self-concept is tied to 
students’ beliefs that they can be successful in academ-
ic endeavors. That developmental students, who may 
be more likely to have experienced academic failures in 
the past, culminating in their placement in non-cred-
it-bearing developmental courses in college, have lower 
academic self-concept may not be surprising. However, 
MMC’s FYE 100 course, designed to teach academic 
skills to students enrolled in two or more developmen-
tal courses, does not seem to be improving students’ 
academic self-concept from its level at enrollment.
	 That academic self-efficacy for MMC’s devel-
opmental students did not change over the course of 
the first semester is somewhat surprising. Academic 
self-efficacy is believed to be domain specific (Wer-
nersbach, 2011), yet enrollment in multiple develop-
mental courses in the first semester of college neither 
improves academic self-efficacy by providing students 
with remedial instruction on topics they have previ-
ously encountered, nor worsens academic self-efficacy 
by requiring students to take non-credit courses on 
subjects they were to have mastered in high school. 
In either case, it is evident from the survey research 
that enrollment in developmental courses in the first 
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semester did not impact academic self-efficacy for this 
group of students.
	 As Janet, a faculty member, explained: “Our 
students are not less capable who end up in those 
classes. A lot of them just graduated from small high 
schools with limited resources,… so they’re just less 
prepared.” She added that “most of the students … 
have a pretty good sense of if they came out of a high 
school that prepared them well for college or if they’re 
here in spite of some of that education.” Our student 
interviews, though limited, provide some evidence of 
this assessment. One reason students associated their 
academic problems with their prior education more 
so than their developmental courses may be that their 
college experience was still fairly new. They had longer 
exposure to their prior schools and that experience 
likely still served as the primary foundation for their 
academic perceptions. If interviewed after their first se-
mester at Martin Methodist or later, they may express 
different beliefs about themselves academically and 
about their academic experiences.
	 Our survey results indicated there was no 
difference in student engagement among developmen-
tal and non-developmental students. This may not be 
unexpected, as we found no literature that states that 
student engagement differs among these two groups of 
students. However, as student engagement is a com-
mon predictor of persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 
1991), we thought that it might potentially explain a 
portion of the difference in retention rates for devel-
opmental and non-developmental students at MMC. It 
does not. 

Retention
	 Numerous studies demonstrate the positive 
impact of First-Year Experience programs on student 
retention (Jamelske, 2008; Schnell & Doetkott, 2002; 
Porter & Swing, 2006). Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) 
found considerable evidence that such programs 
positively impact students' persistence from the first to 
the second year of college. While such programs vary 
across institutions, 95 percent of four-year institutions 

nation-wide have some sort of First-Year Experience 
program (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). However, we 
found no research that specifically addresses the ques-
tion of whether a First-Year Experience course specif-
ically designed for students enrolled in developmental 
classes helps institutions improve retention rates of 
students in that group.
	 In order to answer the project sub-question, 
“What is the association between the First-Year Expe-
rience course and developmental students’ retention 
rates?” we requested five years of retention data (three 
years leading up to the implementation of the First-
Year Experience course for developmental students 
and the two years since its inception) from Martin 
Methodist College. Specifically, we asked for the fol-
lowing for each freshman enrolled for the first time 
over the previous five years: date of enrollment; grad-
uation date (if applicable); last semester of attendance; 
list of developmental courses in which each student 
enrolled; and various demographic data including age, 
race and gender.
	 Unfortunately, the College was unable to 
provide us with this data for the entire population 
requested. The College provided a sample of student 
enrollment data, but, because we were unsure of how 
the sample was determined and whether it is represen-
tative of the population, we were unable to determine 
the association between the First-Year Experience 
course for developmental students and retention rates. 
	 While we did not have the data to address this 
sub-question quantitatively, some of our faculty and 
staff interviews provided qualitative data related to 
this topic. Lawrence, an English instructor, described 
a change from initial resistance to the FYE program to 
institution-wide acceptance of the benefits it provides 
for students and retention. He said, “Now it’s become 
such a part of the culture of the place… everybody is 
fine with it, and it has had a positive … impact. I mean, 
it’s hard, I know that you have to correlate all the data, 
but certainly things are moving in the right direction.”
	 The Director of the FYE program agreed. The 
FYE 100 course, she said, is designed to provide a fam-
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ily atmosphere for students who lack family support to 
encourage them to persist at MMC. However, she was 
not overly optimistic about the impact of the course on 
student success.

I think there are some people at Martin who think that… 
when some FYE 100 level students get suspended or 
put on [academic] probation, it’s like, you know, “The 
course was supposed to fix this.” 
And I’m like, “I’m sorry… it’s 
not magic.” You know, we’re still 
struggling to meet [students’] 
needs and figure out what they 
need… and then try to get their 
buy-in in a way that says… I’m 
willing to do the work that it 
takes to get me across this much 
longer bridge than some of my 
peers have to travel. And I think 
all those things are a challenge.

	 Sarah also described the 
FYE 100 course as successful 
for improving student reten-
tion. She said, “I know that we 
have had pretty good success with that class [FYE 100] 
in keeping the students and getting them through…. 
If they make it through that first year, even the first 
semester, then they’re likely to be successful.”

Discussion and interpretation of key findings 
related to retention
	 While we were unable to assess quantitatively 
whether or not the FYE 100 course has had an impact 
on student retention, we did uncover evidence of a 
general feeling among faculty that the program ben-
efits student retention. Faculty members mentioned 
that it provides tools to help students persist including 
a family-like support network. While we found no lit-
erature regarding the impact of First-Year Experience 
courses for retention of developmental students, the 
faculty members' opinions of the efficacy of the FYE 

100 course at MMC mirror the findings in the litera-
ture that First-Year Experience courses help institu-
tions improve retention rates for students in general.

Grade point averages
	 First-Year Experience courses have been shown 
to positively impact student grade point averages 
(Jamelske, 2008; Olds & Miller, 2013; Noble, Flynn, 

Lee, & Hilton, 2007). Howev-
er, we found no research that 
specifically addresses whether 
or not First-Year Experience 
courses positively impact the 
grade point averages of devel-
opmental students in the same 
manner as for students as a 
whole.
	 In order to answer the 
project sub-question, “What 
is the association between the 
First-Year Experience course 
for developmental students and 
their grade point averages?” 
we requested from MMC five 
years of student performance 

data (three years leading up to the implementation of 
the First-Year Experience course for developmental 
students and the two years since its inception). Spe-
cifically, we asked for the following for each freshman 
enrolled for the first time over the previous five years: 
date of enrollment; cumulative college grade point 
average; and various demographic data including age, 
race and gender.
	 Unfortunately, the College was unable to 
provide us with this data for the entire population 
requested. The College provided a sample of student 
performance data, but, because we are unsure of how 
the sample was determined and whether it is represen-
tative of the population, we were unable to determine 
the association between the First-Year Experience 
course for developmental students and student grade 
point averages.

“...there are some people 
at Martin who think that... 
when some FYE 100 level 
students get suspended 

or put on [academic] 
probation, it’s like, you 
know, ‘The course was 

supposed to fix this.” And 
I’m like, ‘I’m sorry.... It’s not 

magic.”
 --Director of FYE at MMC
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Discussion and interpretation of key findings 
related to grade point averages
	 We were unable to address this sub-question 
due to lack of data provided for either quantitative or 
qualitative analysis.

Preparation for subsequent courses
	 Evidence on how well developmental education 
programs prepare students for subsequent, credit-bear-
ing courses is mixed. While multiple colleges and 
universities are engaging in promising mechanisms 
for the delivery of developmental education (Boat-
man, 2014; Zachry & Schneider, 2010), other studies 
find that developmental courses do little to develop 
students' academic skills, and instead simply divert or 
delay students from enrollment in subsequent cours-
es (Scott-Clayton & Rodriguez, 2012). Additionally, 
developmental courses may be less effective in prepar-
ing students who are required to take multiple levels of 
developmental courses prior to entering college-level 
courses (Boatman & Long, 2011).
	 In order to answer the project sub-question, 
“Do students in developmental courses acquire the 
skills they need to be successful in subsequent, cred-
it-bearing courses?” we requested five years of student 
course performance data from MMC. Specifically, we 
asked for the following for each freshman enrolled 
for the first time over the previous five years: date of 
enrollment; whether or not the student enrolled in 
each developmental course and the grade earned in 
that course, if applicable; whether or not each student 
enrolled in the subsequent credit-bearing course and 
the grade in that course, if applicable.
	 Unfortunately, the College was unable to 
provide us with this data for the entire population 
requested. The College provided a sample of student 
performance data, but, because we are unsure of how 
the sample was determined and whether it is represen-
tative of the population, we were unable to determine 
the extent to which developmental courses prepare stu-
dents for subsequent, credit-bearing courses. 
	 While we did not have the data to answer this 

sub-question using quantitative analysis, many of the 
faculty and staff we interviewed provided their opin-
ions about how developmental students perform in 
subsequent, credit-bearing classes. The Vice President 
of Academic Affairs said he believes that the devel-
opmental courses have helped students taking subse-
quent, credit-bearing courses. However, he admits that 
the institution has never tracked these students to see 
whether or not they are actually successful in subse-
quent courses.

There were fewer failures… I do think that it does 
provide for students who don’t have the background, an 
opportunity to get… the background they need, the skills 
they need to go into the college-level work. I don’t know 
about the success rate overall. I haven’t really bothered, 
and I should have.… The problem is having to check by 
name everybody that goes through, what percentage who 
actually start in the lowest levels actually complete the 
sequence and then are they successful when they go into 
freshman composition or whatever math they take.

	 George, a math instructor, agreed. He said, 
“Most of the time anytime they go through the devel-
opmental courses they’re gonna struggle, need extra 
help, have to go to the SRC, the Student Resource Cen-
ter, for help, but… at least some of that phobia is gone 
that… many of ’em have for math.”
	 Calvin, an English instructor, said that students 
who had previously taken developmental reading or 
writing courses tended to perform much better in sub-
sequent courses than other students. 

Their grades on average were a little higher. They were 
more spot-on in doing research. They were citing things 
more regularly. Their grades were generally, if I went 
back and looked, I think the last time I did, they were 
about a letter grade ahead of people who had started in, 
say, Comp 101…. They were more prepared. They didn’t 
seem as stressed at mid-term and at finals. They were 
already more acclimated to being in college by the time 
they got to the harder classes…. 
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	 According to Calvin, “I think that the students 
who take those [developmental] classes are generally 
more apt to succeed and stick through all four years 
here.”
	 The DSC Chair described student success in 
subsequent courses as the purpose of the developmen-
tal education program at MMC.

What we’ve said over and over again is that the… overall 
purpose is that they succeed when they get into their pro-
gram coursework and their core coursework. … We do 
consider ourselves to be a failure if we’re putting students 
into those classes and they’re not succeeding.

	 He explained that some students are able to 
transfer the knowledge learned in developmental 
courses to the subsequent, credit-bearing courses. 
However, others are not able to successfully make 
the transition. The Director of FYE linked this to the 
institution’s retention rates. “If a student doesn’t feel 
competent or that the course is helping them build 
competency that they’re going to need in their future 
classes, you lose them,” she explained.

Discussion and interpretation of key findings 
related to preparation for subsequent courses
	 While we were unable to address this top-
ic quantitatively, our qualitative analysis shows that 
faculty members generally believe that developmen-
tal courses help to prepare students for subsequent, 
credit-bearing courses. However, the literature on 
the topic shows mixed results, and indicates that the 
developmental courses that best prepare students for 
subsequent, credit-bearing courses are typically ones 
that involve innovative delivery methods. Therefore, 
further analysis of a quantitative nature may be need-
ed to confirm the faculty members' beliefs about the 
efficacy of this program.

Summary
	 To summarize our findings regarding our 
second project question, “How do MMC students 

enrolled in two or more developmental courses fare,” 
there are significant differences between the two 
groups for academic self-concept and intent to persist, 
but that there are no changes from the beginning of 
the semester to the end of the semester in any of the 
measured concepts as a result of enrollment in two or 
more developmental courses.
	 To specifically address the first sub-question 
regarding the association between developmental 
course-taking and students’ academic self-concept, 
academic self-efficacy, engagement, and persistence: 
Students in one or fewer developmental classes had 
higher academic self-concept than students enrolled in 
two or more developmental classes. The group of stu-
dents enrolled in one or fewer developmental courses 
had stronger intent to persist than the developmental 
group members. There was no significant difference on 
the group variable for academic self-efficacy or student 
engagement, indicating no difference in the two groups 
for these two concepts.
	 Due to lack of data we were unable to quan-
titatively address the remaining three sub-questions 
regarding the association between the First-Year Expe-
rience course and developmental students’ persistence, 
the association between the First-Year Experience 100 
course and students’ grade point averages, and whether 
students in developmental courses acquire the skills 
they need to be successful in subsequent, credit-bear-
ing courses.
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Limitations
	 The research and findings from this project are 
subject to five key limitations. These limitations restrict 
the extent to which our conclusions can be general-
ized to MMC’s peer institutions. The limitations also 
temper the conclusions and recommendations that we 
can make for MMC. MMC administrators can mitigate 
the impact of these limitations on future practices by 
engaging in the recommended institutional research 
delineated in a subsequent section.

Death of the Director of the FYE Program
	 During the course of this research project, the 
director of the First-Year Experience program at MMC 
died. Because this director was a particularly char-
ismatic leader who had embodied the FYE program 
at the institution since its inception, it is reasonable 
to think that her death in the middle of the semester 
would lead to changes in the program and that it might 
impact students at the institution, as well as their 
views and experiences in their first semester of college. 
Therefore, any conclusions drawn up to this point in 
time regarding the association of the First-Year Expe-
rience program with student outcomes are subject to 
change in the near future.

Limited Data Provided by MMC from the 
Student Data System
	 We had planned to do several different types 
of quantitative analysis to explore project question two 
and its sub-questions. However, much of the analysis 
we had planned required data from the MMC stu-
dent data system, which MMC was ultimately unable 
to provide. While the College did provide data for a 
sample of students, we were uncomfortable using this 

data due to the small size of the sample and lack of 
information about how it was derived. We have pro-
vided an explanation and recommendations for MMC 
to conduct this analysis at a later date, if they are still 
interested in the answers to the relevant sub-questions. 
This lack of data was a limitation for us in responding 
to all of the sub-questions in the manner in which we 
had originally intended.

Developmental Assessment Reports Not 
Provided by MMC
	 We had hoped to use the assessment reports 
related to developmental education that MMC had 
compiled prior to the inception of this project. How-
ever, MMC was ultimately unable to provide these 
assessment reports, so we were unable to use this data 
to determine changes in student performance in devel-
opmental courses over time, prior to the inception of 
our study at MMC.

Few Students Agreed to Participate in 
Interviews
	 We had planned to supplement our data for 
project question two, “How do MMC students enrolled 
in two or more developmental courses fare?” with 
qualitative data gathered from interviews of students. 
However, after inviting every student in the population 
to participate multiple times via email and in person 
and after offering an incentive for participation, we 
were still only able to find six students out of the popu-
lation of 77 students enrolled in two or more develop-
mental courses who were willing to participate in the 
interviews. This is a significant limitation to our study 
because the students may have been able to provide 
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additional detail about how they have been impacted, 
socially or academically, by being placed in multiple 
developmental courses in their first semester of college.

Survey Responses
	 Our survey response rates ranged from 62 to 65 
percent. While we feel that this is a relatively high sur-
vey response rate, we cannot be sure that the students 
who completed the survey are not different in some 
fundamental way from students who did not complete 
the survey. If there are unknown differences in these 
two groups of students, the results of the survey may 
not apply to the population as a whole.
	 We asked students to provide unique identifi-
ers on the surveys so that we could match pre-surveys 
and post-surveys by respondent. In order to ensure 
students’ anonymity, these unique identifiers were de-
signed such that the surveys could not be traced back 
to a specific student and could only be matched using 
the identifying codes. The survey forms asked students 
to indicate the first two letters of their first elementary 
school and the last four digits of their phone number. 
However, more than fifty percent of the students did 
not complete this item on the survey, making it im-
possible (due to the size of the population) for us to 
perform any analysis comparing individual students’ 
changes over the course of their first semester of col-
lege.
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Conclusions
	 Through our study we have sought to provide 
an objective assessment of MMC’s current practices in 
developmental education and of how students exposed 
to these practices fare. Though moderated by the lim-
itations described above, our findings lead to several 
conclusions and recommendations that could prove 
highly beneficial to the College. In this section, we ad-
vance four conclusions, two for each project question; 
each conclusion is described in detail and organized 
by project question. Our recommendations follow in a 
separate section.

Project question one: How does MMC’s 
developmental education compare to 
programs at other schools and to model 
programs, best practices, or programs that 
have been identified as effective in the 
research literature?

Gap between goal and practice of being a “college of 
opportunity” 
	 Given that none of the average best practice 
rating scores for MMC was above a three, there is a 
gap between the College’s goal of being a “college of 
opportunity” and the actual practices it employs to 
provide such opportunity for underprepared students. 
As described earlier, the College has a demonstrated 
commitment to serve such students. However, when 
compared to best practices in the field of developmen-
tal education—specifically in terms of costs, structure, 
and placement—MMC falls short in many areas. 
Although such shortfalls do not necessarily indicate a 
diminished commitment to help underprepared stu-
dents, they do indicate a need to overhaul the College’s 

efforts to serve its developmental students and to serve 
those faculty and staff members who work with them.

Best practice deficits go beyond costs
	 At the start of our study, MMC expressed a 
strong interest in decreasing its costs related to devel-
opmental education. Our study found, however, that 
the College currently has a low investment in this area 
in comparison to best practices in the field. Indeed, 
some of the best practice deficiencies identified by our 
study, such as the lack of professional development op-
portunities and the absence of placement test prepara-
tion materials, likely are influenced by this low invest-
ment. Yet, given the College’s concern about costs, it is 
important to emphasize that many of the best practice 
deficits are not related to costs, although some faculty 
or administrators may assume otherwise. During our 
interviews, for example, some faculty and administra-
tors expressed concern about the College’s recent shift 
from full-time to lower-cost adjunct instructors for the 
majority of developmental courses. Although it might 
be tempting for some to conclude that any program 
shortcomings related to adjuncts are indicative of an 
underinvestment in developmental education by the 
College, such a conclusion cannot be drawn from our 
findings. In fact, many of the problems identified that 
concern adjuncts—and full-time faculty as well—sug-
gest a need for clearer and more frequent communi-
cation and better institutional training. Remedies for 
such problems may require additional commitments 
of time, but they should not necessarily require adjust-
ments to the College’s financial commitments. Such 
findings, combined with our findings that MMC al-
ready operates its developmental education program at 
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very low cost, indicate a need for the College to shift its 
focus from cost reduction to other areas that need at-
tention and that can benefit the program if addressed. 

Project question 2: How do MMC students 
enrolled in two or more developmental cours-
es fare?

MMC intervention efforts may not be having 
intended effects
	 Our findings that there was no measurable 
change over the course of the semester in developmen-
tal students’ academic self-concept or academic self-ef-
ficacy undoubtedly will be a relief for administrators 
and faculty concerned that enrollment in multiple 
developmental classes has a negative affective impact 
on students. However, these findings, as well as the 
similar findings related to engagement and intent to 
persist, should still raise concerns considering the Col-
lege’s efforts (particularly though the FYE 100 course) 
to improve developmental students’ views of them-
selves and their motivation to succeed in their courses 
and to persist to graduation. While it is possible that 
changes occurred that our survey could not detect, it is 
also possible that MMC’s interventions are not having 
the intended effects. As such, MMC may want to focus 
additional attention in the areas of building academic 
self-concept and encouraging students to commit to 
persist until graduation. Further study, however, is 
recommended. 

Potential for course misalignment could have 
detrimental effects on student preparation for 
subsequent courses
	 Our finding from project question one that 
courses could be misaligned in practice has direct 
implications for student preparation for subsequent 
courses, a topic of one of the sub-questions for project 
question two. Although faculty members overall ex-
pressed belief that developmental courses help to pre-
pare students for subsequent courses, these views were 
largely based on general impressions or experience 

with individual students whom the professors taught 
in both developmental and credit-bearing courses. It is 
much easier to prepare students for subsequent courses 
that you, yourself teach than for courses others teach 
or with which you are unfamiliar, especially if course 
alignment has not been ensured. As stated previously, 
students have a greater likelihood of being exposed 
to the material needed for subsequent courses if they 
have the same instructor for developmental and latter 
courses. However, having the same instructor would 
not necessarily guarantee such exposure and having 
different instructors would further decrease the likeli-
hood that students would receive the full instruction 
intended. Careful study of the alignment between 
MMC’s developmental and subsequent credit-bearing 
courses is essential to ensure that students acquire the 
skills they need to be successful.
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Recommendations for Policy and Practice
	 Based on our findings and conclusions, we offer 
the following eight recommendations to the College.

Devote more funds to developmental 
education
	 We recognize that costs are an important 
concern for MMC and that funding may be scarce in 
the current economic environment. However, because 
MMC’s current costs for developmental education are 
low in comparison to the best practices in that area, we 
recommend additional investment in the developmen-
tal education program. A large proportion of MMC’s 
students are required to take developmental courses 
upon enrollment, and MMC would like to see more of 
these students retained until graduation. Substantial 
changes to the program (some of which are included in 
our recommendations) may be necessary to promote 
retention increases. While implementing these changes 
will have some costs associated, the College’s current 
under-investment in such a large proportion of its 
student body is surprising given its desire to see these 
students succeed. 
	 To offset some of the additional required costs, 
we recommend that MMC aggressively seek grant 
funds. Some organizations that have funded initiatives 
related to developmental education or education in 
general are Next Generation Learning Challenges, the 
Luce Foundation, the Institute of Education Sciences, 
and the Lumina Foundation. Corporate foundations 
like the Walmart Foundation and AT&T Aspire also 
fund educational programs. Additionally, organiza-
tions like the National Association for Developmental 
Education and the National College Learning Center 
Association provide individual scholarships and grants 

for professional development and other training.

Restructure or terminate FYE 100
	 The FYE 100 course does not seem to be help-
ing to improve the academic self-concept of students 
enrolled in two or more developmental courses in 
the first semester of college. Because a major goal of 
this course is teaching students necessary behaviors 
to be successful in higher education, and academic 
self-concept measures students’ beliefs about their own 
academic abilities, there seems to be a disconnect be-
tween the goals of the course and its actual impact on 
students. Therefore, we recommend restructuring or 
terminating the FYE 100 course in favor of provision 
of additional academic resources, such as supplemental 
instruction, tutoring, test preparation, and advising, 
for students enrolled in multiple developmental class-
es. 

Adopt a written mission statement
	 Given the potential for misinterpretation of 
the purpose of developmental education at MMC, the 
College should adopt a written mission statement that 
clearly defines what it means for an underprepared 
student to become prepared. If shared campus-wide, 
such a statement would decrease the opportunity for 
misinterpretations or multiple interpretations of the 
exact purpose of MMC’s program and would allow for 
better public assessment of the program’s success. 

Better define the role of the Chair of the 
Developmental Studies Committee
	 Because there is confusion on campus 
about the content and extent of the DSC Chair’s 
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responsibilities, the College should more clearly define 
the Chair’s official role and ensure that the campus 
is informed of his duties. Additionally, the College 
should either expand his role or establish a director 
position to ensure a higher level of coordination within 
the developmental education program. 

Provide training and professional 
development related to developmental 
education
	 Because many of the developmental faculty felt 
ill prepared when they began teaching in the program, 
MMC should provide training and professional devel-
opment opportunities for both full-time and adjunct 
faculty. During our interviews, the English program 
coordinator said a teaching center was set to open on 
campus in fall 2013 and that she planned to pursue 
providing training to the developmental faculty. Such 
training is essential to ensure that students are ade-
quately prepared for college-level work. 

Offer more accelerated course options
	 Given the widespread desire to see students 
complete the developmental course sequences more 
quickly, the College should develop more accelerated 
developmental course options, particularly in English. 
Mainstreaming upper-level developmental students 
into college-level courses is a particularly promising 
option that could drastically reduce the time it takes 
students to complete developmental and core courses. 

Require multiple measures, including non-
cognitive assessments, for course placement
	 As revealed in our best practices research, 
using multiple measures can enhance students’ course 
placement and in some cases can drastically improve 
their net placement scores (Colorado Community Col-
lege System, 2013; Safran & Visher, 2010; E. Tovar, per-
sonal communication, 11 Feb 2014). As such, MMC 
administrators should include multiple measures in 
students’ overall placement portfolios, including both 
subject test scores and non-cognitive assessments. 

Provide test prep materials & in-person review 
session
	 Because our student interviews, though lim-
ited, revealed that students were unaware of MMC’s 
placement procedures and that they failed to prepare 
for these assessments, we recommend that the College 
send students placement test prep materials in both 
electronic and paper format to improve COMPASS 
scores. Additionally, MMC should give students the 
opportunity to come to campus for an intensive review 
session over the summer prior to taking placement 
exams so they can place into a higher class. 
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Recommendations for Institutional Research at 
MMC
Retention
	 If College administrators are still interested 
in the sub-question “What is the association between 
the First-Year Experience course and developmental 
students’ retention rates?” they could measure it in the 
following way. We recommend they use data from the 
entire population, particularly given the small popula-
tion size. 
	 We recommend isolating students enrolled 
in two or more developmental courses in their first 
semester at Martin Methodist. Divide this group 
into two subgroups: students who did enroll in FYE 
100 and students who attended the college prior to 
the inception of this course. Compute the percent of 
students in each subgroup who were still enrolled at 
the college one year later. Perform a t-test to deter-
mine if the difference between the two percentages is 
significant. If the difference is significant (p<.05), the 
discrepancy between retention rates is most likely not 
due to chance. While other factors may have changed 
simultaneously with the inception of the FYE 100 class, 
at least part of the statistically significant difference 
in retention rates may be due to this class. After com-
pleting this analysis, the College may want to conduct 
the same analysis for students enrolled in one or fewer 
developmental courses to determine whether or not 
changes in retention rates for the students enrolled in 
two or more developmental classes mirror changes in 
retention rates for students enrolled in one or fewer 
developmental classes.

Grade Point Averages
	 If College administrators are still interested 

in the sub-question “What is the association between 
the First-Year Experience course for developmental 
students and their grade point averages?” they could 
measure it in the following way. We recommend they 
use data from the entire population, particularly given 
the small population size. 
	 We recommend isolating students enrolled in 
two or more developmental courses in their first se-
mester at MMC. Divide this group into two subgroups: 
students who did enroll in FYE 100 and students who 
attended the College prior to the inception of this 
course. Compute the students’ grade point averages as 
of the end of their first semester of enrollment. Using 
these grade point averages, compute the mean grade 
point average for each group. Perform a t-test of means 
to determine if the difference between the two averages 
is significant. If the difference is significant (p<.05), 
the discrepancy between averages is most likely not 
due to chance. While other factors may have changed 
simultaneously with the inception of the FYE 100 class, 
at least part of the statistically significant difference 
in grade point averages may be due to this class. After 
completing this analysis, the College may want to 
conduct the same analysis for students enrolled in one 
or fewer developmental courses to determine whether 
or not changes in grade point averages for the students 
enrolled in two or more developmental classes mirror 
changes in grade point averages for students enrolled 
in one or fewer developmental classes.

Preparation for Subsequent Courses
	 If College administrators are still interested 
in the sub-question “Do students in developmental 
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courses acquire the skills they need to be successful in 
subsequent, credit-bearing courses?” they could mea-
sure it in the following way. We recommend they use 
data from the entire population, particularly given the 
small population size.
	 First, the College must convert the course 
grades to numbers (A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0). Sec-
ond, the College should isolate the students enrolled 
in developmental courses. Next, perform correlation 
analyses comparing the performance of students en-
rolled in the lowest level developmental math course to 
the next level developmental math course and then the 
second developmental math course to the first college 
credit-bearing course. Then the College should per-
form the same analysis for each developmental English 
course and the first credit-bearing English course. The 
extent to which each course’s grades are correlated 
with the next can serve as a proxy for whether or not 
students were prepared for the subsequent course.
	 Next, the College should compare course 
grades in the first credit-bearing English and math 
courses for the population of students who were not 
enrolled in developmental courses to the population of 
students who were. The College can determine average 
grades in each credit-bearing course, and can perform 
a t-test to determine whether or not the difference in 
means is significant. If the difference is significant, it is 
unlikely that students who were required to take devel-
opmental course and students who were not required 
to take developmental courses were similarly prepared.
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Closing Thoughts
	 The goal of this project is to contribute useful 
analysis of and practical recommendations for prac-
tice at Martin Methodist College. The Framework for 
Best Practices in Developmental Education (Appen-
dix X) may be widely applicable to other schools with 
developmental education programs. We hope this is 
a genuine contribution to the greater developmental 
education literature. Our other hope is that the MMC 
students enrolled in developmental courses will be 
more likely to persist to graduation after the imple-
mentation of the above-mentioned recommendations.
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Appendices
Appendix I: Program Impact Theory
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Appendix II: Service Utilization Flowchart
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Appendix III: Organizational Schematic
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Appendix IV: Martin Methodist College Interview Protocols

Current students

Background info
1. Tell me a little about yourself. Where are you from? Is your family still there? Where did you go to high 
school?
2. What kind of classes did you take in high school (college prep, etc.)?
3. What were your grades like in high school?
4. Did you like high school?
5. Why did you come to Martin Methodist?

Student performance
1. What developmental classes are you taking?
2. Do you feel that you were placed in these classes appropriately? (Program organization)
3. Do you think these classes will help you? Why or why not?
4. Do you know which and how many developmental courses you have to take before you enroll in college-level 
math or English courses?
5. What other classes are you taking?
6. Do you enjoy your classes? (Satisfaction)
7. What are your grades like? What do you think your grades will be at the end of the semester?
8. Which classes are your hardest? Why is it (are they) the hardest?
9. Have you missed any of your classes? If so, how often have you missed class? Why do you miss class?

Program organization
1. How much do you know about how developmental education is set up at Martin Methodist? Can you describe 
how it’s set up? For example, how are students placed in developmental classes? How many classes are there? 
Who advises students about which developmental classes they must take?
2. Do you think it’s set up to help you succeed?
3. Do you think it should be set up differently?
4. Is there help that you need that you’re not getting?

Supplemental support
1. Who do you ask for help if you need help with your work?
2. Do you ever ask your professors or classmates for help while in class? Outside of class?
3. Have you ever been to one of your professors’ offices? Why did you go there?
4. How much schoolwork do you do outside of class?
5. Do you have to work hard outside on your school work of class?

First Year Experience
1. Do you find the First Year Experience Learning Strategies class (FYE 100) helpful? Why or why not? What 
parts are most helpful? Least helpful?
2. How often does the class meet? What do you do in the class?

Classroom interaction
1. Tell me about a typical meeting of one of your math or English classes.
2. How often does your professor lecture in front of the class?
3. Does your professor use technology in the classroom? What technology? How does he/she use it?
4. Does your professor encourage students to contribute during class? Do students contribute a lot?
5. Do students work in groups a lot? 
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6. Do students help each other understand the material?

Interaction between faculty & students outside class
1. Do you ever interact with your professors outside of class? If so, when and how much?
2. Do you interact with your classmates outside of class? If so, when and how much?

Satisfaction
1. What expectations did you have about college before you came to Martin?
2. Have your expectations been met? Have your expectations changed?
3. Have you enjoyed your time at Martin so far?
4. If you had it to do over again, would you enroll here?
5. What have you liked most about your classes?
6. What have you liked least?

Self-efficacy
1. Have you faced any challenges in your classes? Has there been material you have had a hard time understand-
ing?
2. How have you handled these situations?
3. Have you found yourself working harder as the semester has progressed?
4. Do you think you can do the work to pass this semester?
5. Do you feel that you are learning the material in your classes? Do you feel that you will be able to master the 
material by the end of the semester?

Outside influences
1. Have you had problems not related to school that have made it difficult for you to go to class or do your 
coursework? Explain.
2. Have your family and friends been supportive of your going to college?

Future plans
1. Do you plan to enroll at Martin Methodist next semester?
2. Do you think you will graduate from Martin?
3. Do you think you will take a semester off?
4. What are your aspirations or plans for the future? Have you made any changes in your plans since enrolling at 
Martin Methodist?

Wrap-up
1. Is there anything you’d like to add that we haven’t discussed?

Developmental faculty

Background info
1. Tell me a little about yourself. Where are you from?
2. How long have you been teaching?
3. How long have you worked at Martin Methodist?
4. What’s your academic background? What degrees do you have and where did you earn them?
5. What classes do you teach?
6. How long have you taught developmental classes?
7. Do you like teaching developmental classes? Do you like working with the students in the classes? Why or why 
not?
8. Do you feel prepared to teach developmental classes? If he or she has been teaching developmental classes for 
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a while: When you first began teaching developmental classes, did you feel prepared to teach them?
9. What steps have you taken (or did you take) to become prepared?
10. Do you now or have you ever taught non-developmental classes?
11. If so, how do the students in the non-developmental classes compare to the students in the developmental 
classes?

Program organization
1. Describe developmental education at Martin Methodist. How is it organized? What theory, if any, undergirds 
the program?
2. Do you think the program is organized appropriately? 
3. Do you think it’s organized to help students succeed?
4. Do you think it should be organized differently?
5. Are there programs at other schools that you like? Have you or would you like to implement parts of those 
programs here?

Professional development
1. What professional groups do you belong to?
2. Do you belong to groups that focus on developmental or remedial education?
3. How often do you attend group meetings and/or conferences? At what level (state, regional, or national)?
4. What professional publications do you read regularly? Do you read publications related to developmental 
education?

Interaction with other faculty
1. Do you meet with other developmental faculty to discuss or coordinate your classes? If so, how often?
2. Do you meet with professors who teach the courses students take immediately after passing your course to 
discuss or coordinate your classes? If so, how often?

First Year Experience
1. Do you think the First Year Experience Learning Strategies class (FYE 100) helps students? Why or why not?
2. Were you teaching here before the FYE seminar was implemented? If so, have you noticed a difference in stu-
dent performance?

Classroom interaction
1. Tell me about a typical meeting of one of your classes. What is the format (mostly lecture, etc.)?
2. Do you use technology in the classroom? What technology do you use? How and how often?
3. Do you encourage students to contribute during class? How so? Do students contribute a lot?
4. Do students work together much during class? Do they help each other?
5. How many graded assignments do you give each semester?
6. When in the semester do students receive their first grade?
7. How do you address it when students are having problems understanding the material?
8. How early in the semester and how do you address the situation of students who are struggling in the class?
9. Do students ever approach you if they are struggling? What do you tell them?

Supplemental support
1. Is there somewhere else on campus where students can go to get help? Who provides the help?
2. Do you think the help provided is beneficial? Do you think it’s enough?
3. Do you have recommendations for improvement?

Interaction between faculty & students outside class
1. Do you ever interact with your students outside of class? If so, when and how much?
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2. Do you encourage students to study together outside of class?
3. How often do students visit you during office hours?

Wrap-up
1. Is there anything you’d like to add that we haven’t discussed?

Faculty teaching subsequent courses

Background info
1. Tell me a little about yourself. Where are you from?
2. How long have you been teaching?
3. How long have you worked at Martin Methodist?
4. What’s your academic background? What degrees do you have and where did you earn them?
5. What classes do you teach?
6. Do you now or have you ever taught developmental classes?
7. If so, how do the students in the developmental classes compare to the students in the non-developmental 
classes?
8. Do you like working with students who have taken developmental classes? Why or why not?
9. Do you feel prepared to teach them? What steps have you taken to become prepared to teach them?

Program organization
1. How much do you know about how developmental education is organized at Martin Methodist?
2. Do you think the program is organized appropriately? 
3. Do you think it’s organized to help students succeed?
4. Do you think it should be organized differently?
5. Do you know of developmental programs at other schools that you like?

Student performance
1. How have students who have successfully completed developmental classes performed in your class(es)?
2. How do they compare to students who have not taken developmental classes? Do they perform as well? Is 
there any difference in how they interact with you or other students in class?

Interaction between faculty & students outside class
1. Do you ever interact with your students outside of class? If so, when and how much?
2. Is there any difference in the amount you interact outside of class with students who have taken developmental 
classes and those who have not?
3. Do you encourage students to study together outside of class?

Professional development
1. What professional groups do you belong to?
2. Do you or have you ever belonged to groups that focus on developmental or remedial education?
3. Have you ever attended meetings or conferences related to developmental education? At what level (state, 
regional, or national)?
4. What professional publications do you read regularly? Do you read publications related to developmental 
education?

Interaction with developmental faculty
1. Do you meet with developmental faculty to discuss or coordinate your classes? If so, how often?

First Year Experience
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1. Do you think the First Year Experience Learning Strategies class (FYE 100) helps students? Why or why not?
2. Were you teaching here before the FYE seminar was implemented? If so, have you noticed a difference in stu-
dent performance?

Wrap-up
1. Is there anything you’d like to add that we haven’t discussed?

First-Year Experience Director

Background info
1. Tell me a little about yourself. Where are you from?
2. How long have you been teaching?
3. How long have you worked at Martin Methodist?
4. What’s your academic background? What degrees do you have and where did you earn them?
5. Do you or have you taught classes besides the FYE Learning Strategies course? If so, which ones?
6. If he/she has taught non-developmental courses: How do the students in the non-developmental classes com-
pare to the students in the developmental classes? 
7. Do you like working with students who have taken developmental classes? Why or why not?
8. Do you feel prepared to teach them? What steps have you taken to become prepared to teach them?

Program organization
1. Describe developmental education at Martin Methodist. How is it organized? What theory, if any, undergirds 
the program?
2. How does the FYE course fit in this organization?
3. Do you think the program is organized appropriately? 
4. Do you think it’s organized to help students succeed?
5. Do you think it should be organized differently?
6. Are there programs at other schools that you like? Have you or would you like to implement parts of those 
programs here?

First Year Experience
1. How did the FYE course come about? What’s the reasoning behind it?
2. Describe the overall course.
3. Tell me about a typical class meeting.
4. Do you use technology in the classroom? What technology do you use? How and how often?
5. Do you think the course helps students? Why or why not?
6. What have been the results of the course? Has there been a difference in student performance in their other 
courses?
7. Have you implemented any changes to the course since its inception?

Interaction between faculty & students outside class
1. Do you ever interact with your students outside of class? If so, when and how much?
2. Do you encourage students to study together outside of class?

Supplemental support
1. Is there somewhere else on campus where students can go to get help?
2. Is there ongoing support after students complete the FYE course?

Professional development
1. What professional groups do you belong to?
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2. Do you or have you ever belonged to groups that focus on developmental or remedial education?
3. Have you ever attended meetings or conferences related to developmental education? At what level (state, 
regional, or national)?
4. What professional publications do you read regularly? Do you read publications related to developmental 
education?

Wrap-up
1. Is there anything you’d like to add that we haven’t discussed?

Developmental Assessment Coordinator

Background info
1. Tell me a little about yourself. Where are you from?
2. How long have you worked at Martin Methodist?
3. What’s your academic background? What degrees do you have and where did you earn them?
4. What are your duties as developmental assessment coordinator? Do you have other positions or roles at Mar-
tin Methodist?
5. How long have you been assessment coordinator?
6. Do you interact with students? If so, in what capacity?

Assessment
1. Describe the assessment process.
2. How have assessment results been put to use?
3. What trends have you observed since you’ve been assessing the program?
4. Has the program changed since you’ve been assessing it? If so, how?

Program organization
1. Describe developmental education at Martin Methodist. How is it organized? What theory, if any, undergirds 
the program?
2. Do you think the program is organized appropriately? 
3. Do you think it’s organized to help students succeed?
4. Do you think it should be organized differently?
5. Are there programs at other schools that you like? Have you seen or would you like to see parts of those pro-
grams implemented here?

Wrap-up
1. Is there anything you’d like to add that we haven’t discussed?
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Appendix V: College Student Survey
College Student Survey

Martin Methodist College

We are interested in your experiences as students at Martin Methodist College. Your responses are strictly
confidential and will not be shown to others.

ID Code: Please write the first two letters of the name of the first elementary
school you attended and the last four digits of your phone number.

1. Listed below are a number of statements concerning school-related attitudes. Rate each item as it
pertains to you personally, and base your ratings on how you feel most of the time. Please respond to
each item independently, and do not be influenced by your previous choices.

A. Being a student is a very rewarding
experience.

Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4

B. If I try hard enough, I will be able to get
good grades.

1 2 3 4

C. Most of the time my efforts in school are
rewarded.

1 2 3 4

D. No matter how hard I try I do not do well in
school.

1 2 3 4

E. I often expect to do poorly on exams. 1 2 3 4

F. All in all, I feel I am a capable student. 1 2 3 4

G. I do well in my courses given the amount
of time I dedicate to studying.

1 2 3 4

H. My parents are not satisfied with my
grades.

1 2 3 4

I. Others view me as intelligent. 1 2 3 4

J. Most courses are very easy for me. 1 2 3 4

K. I sometimes feel like dropping out of
school.

1 2 3 4

L. Most of my classmates do better in school
than I do.

1 2 3 4

M. Most of my instructors think that I am a
good student.

1 2 3 4

N. At times I feel college is too difficult for
me.

1 2 3 4

O. All in all, I am proud of my grades in
college.

1 2 3 4

P. Most of the time while taking a test I feel
confident.

1 2 3 4

Q. I feel capable of helping others with their
class work.

1 2 3 4

R. I feel teachers' standards are too high for
me.

1 2 3 4
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S. It is hard for me to keep up with my class
work.

Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4

T. I am satisfied with the class assignments
that I turn in.

1 2 3 4

U. At times I feel like a failure. 1 2 3 4

V. I feel I do not study enough before a test. 1 2 3 4

W. Most exams are easy for me. 1 2 3 4

X. I have doubts that I will do well in my
major.

1 2 3 4

Y. For me, studying hard pays off. 1 2 3 4

Z. I have a hard time getting through school. 1 2 3 4

AA. I am good at scheduling my study time. 1 2 3 4

BB. I have a fairly clear sense of my
academic goals.

1 2 3 4

CC. I'd like to be a much better student than I
am now.

1 2 3 4

DD. I often get discouraged about school. 1 2 3 4

EE. I enjoy doing my homework. 1 2 3 4

FF. I consider myself a very good student. 1 2 3 4

GG. I usually get the grades I deserve in my
courses.

1 2 3 4

HH. I do not study as much as I should. 1 2 3 4

II. I usually feel on top of my work by finals
week.

1 2 3 4

JJ. Others consider me a good student. 1 2 3 4

KK. I feel that I am better than the average
college student.

1 2 3 4

LL. In most of the courses, I feel that my
classmates are better prepared than I am.

1 2 3 4

MM. I feel that I do not have the necessary
abilities for certain courses in my major.

1 2 3 4

NN. I have poor study habits. 1 2 3 4
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2. How confident are you about doing each of the behaviors listed below? Mark the response that best
represents your confidence level.

A. Taking well-organized notes during a
lecture.

Not at all
confident

Somewhat
confident Neutral Confident Very confident

1 2 3 4 5

B. Participating in a class discussion. 1 2 3 4 5

C. Answering a question in a large class. 1 2 3 4 5

D. Answering a question in a small class. 1 2 3 4 5

E. Taking "objective" tests
(multiple-choice, T-F, matching)

1 2 3 4 5

F. Taking essay tests. 1 2 3 4 5

G. Writing a high quality term paper. 1 2 3 4 5

H. Listening carefully during a lecture on a
difficult topic.

1 2 3 4 5

I. Tutoring another student. 1 2 3 4 5

J. Explaining a concept to another student. 1 2 3 4 5

K. Asking a professor in class to review a
concept you don't understand.

1 2 3 4 5

L. Earning good marks in most courses. 1 2 3 4 5

M. Studying enough to understand content
thoroughly.

1 2 3 4 5

N. Running for student government office. 1 2 3 4 5

O. Participating in extracurricular events
(sports, clubs).

1 2 3 4 5

P. Making professors respect you. 1 2 3 4 5

Q. Attending class regularly. 1 2 3 4 5

R. Attending class consistently in a dull
course.

1 2 3 4 5

S. Making a professor think you're paying
attention in class.

1 2 3 4 5

T. Understanding most ideas you read in
your texts.

1 2 3 4 5

U. Understanding most ideas presented in
class.

1 2 3 4 5

V. Performing simple math computations. 1 2 3 4 5

W. Using a computer. 1 2 3 4 5
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X. Mastering most content in a math
course.

Not at all
confident

Somewhat
confident Neutral Confident Very confident

1 2 3 4 5

Y. Talking to a professor privately to get to
know him or her.

1 2 3 4 5

Z. Relating course content to material in
other courses.

1 2 3 4 5

AA. Challenging a professor's opinion in
class.

1 2 3 4 5

BB. Applying lecture content to a
laboratory session.

1 2 3 4 5

CC. Making good use of the library. 1 2 3 4 5

DD. Getting good grades. 1 2 3 4 5

EE. Spreading out studying instead of
cramming.

1 2 3 4 5

FF. Understanding difficult passages in
textbooks.

1 2 3 4 5

GG. Mastering content in a course you're
not interested in.

1 2 3 4 5

We are interested in your current level of engagement. Please mark the response that best represents
your answer.

3. Rate the quality of relationships you have with other students in your classes.

Very Poor Poor Average Above Average Excellent

1 2 3 4 5

4. Rate the quality of relationships you have with faculty members.

Very Poor Poor Average Above Average Excellent

1 2 3 4 5

5. How much time each week do you spend preparing for class?

Less than 2 hours 2-4 hours 4-6 hours More than 6 hours

1 2 3 4

6. What percentage of your total assignments require group work?

Less than 10% 10-25% 25-50% More than 50%

1 2 3 4



-62-

8. Please mark how much of a problem the following are during your current degree program.

A. Do you spend time with other students
who have different racial/ethnic or religious
backgrounds than you?

Not at all Small extent Moderate extent Major extent

1 2 3 4

B. To what extent does your coursework
emphasize applying theories or concepts to
practical situations?

1 2 3 4

C. To what extent do you contribute to class
discussions?

1 2 3 4

D. To what extent have you discussed ideas
from your readings or classes with others
outside of class?

1 2 3 4

7. Please mark the extent to which you engage in each of the following endeavors.

A. Transportation (parking, access to public
transportation, etc.)

No problem at
all Small problem

Moderate
problem Major problem

1 2 3 4

B. Family responsibilities (e.g., child or
parent care)

1 2 3 4

C. Job-related responsibilities 1 2 3 4

D. Cost of tuition and other education-related
expenses

1 2 3 4

E. Social life 1 2 3 4

9. Please mark your future plans.

A. How likely are you to enroll next
semester?

Not likely at all Somewhat likely Likely Verly likely

1 2 3 4

B. How likely are you to graduate from this
college?

1 2 3 4

C. How likely are you to take a semester off
from Martin Methodist?

1 2 3 4

10. Why did you enroll in this college? (mark all that apply)
Convenient location

To obtain a promotion at work

Personal growth

To get a college degree

To further my existing knowledge

The college has a good reputation

My guidance counselor/teacher recommended this college

A family member recommended this college

I was offered financial aid/scholarships

Other _____________________________

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10



-63-

11. With what racial or ethnic group do you identify?
White/Caucasian

Black/African-American

Latino/Latina

Asian/Pacific Islander

Native American/Alaska Native

Multiple Races/Biracial

Other

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. What is your gender?
Male

Female

1

2

13. What is your age?
18

19

20

21

22

23

24 or older

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. What is your current marital status?
Single

Married

Divorced

Widowed

1

2

3

4

15. How many children do you have?
0

1-2

3-4

More than 4

1

2

3

4

16. Do you work?
No

Yes, part-time, on campus

Yes, full-time, on campus

Yes, part-time, off campus

Yes, full-time, off campus

1

2

3

4

5

In the space provided below, please feel free to provide any comments.
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Survey Script (pre-survey)

Martin Methodist College is involved in a research project about developmental education and retention and 
departure among freshmen at Martin Methodist College. This project involves surveying students about their 
experiences as freshmen at Martin Methodist. Today we are administering a beginning of the semester survey. 
Participation is voluntary and will have no impact on your grades or status with the College.

Please complete the survey in pencil. If you do not have a pencil, I have one that you may use.

Thank you for your time and participation.

Survey Script (post-survey)

Martin Methodist College is involved in a research project about developmental education and retention and 
departure among freshmen at Martin Methodist College. This project involves surveying students about their ex-
periences as freshmen at Martin Methodist. Today we are administering a follow-up survey to one that you may 
have taken at the beginning of the semester. Participation is voluntary and will have no impact on your grades or 
status with the College.

Please complete the survey in pencil. If you do not have a pencil, I have one that you may use.

Thank you for your time and participation.

Appendix VI: Survey Administration Scripts
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Appendix VII: MMC’s Developmental Courses

ENG 097 Reading Strategies 3 hours institutional credit
This course is designed to introduce students to the various strategies of successful college-level reading, includ-
ing improved comprehension, speed, and vocabulary. Students who place in ENG 097 will be required to suc-
cessfully complete the course before enrolling in sophomore-level literature classes. Fall and Spring

ENG 099,100 Developmental Writing I and II 3 hours institutional credit
This two-semester course is designed to introduce students to the various strategies of successful college-level 
expository writing. Course instruction includes punctuation, grammar, mechanics, essay structure, and topic de-
velopment. Course placement is determined by ability level as indicated by test scores. A student placed in Basic 
Writing (ENG 099 or ENG 100) must successfully complete ENG 100 in order to advance to ENG 101 Composi-
tion I. Fall and Spring.

MAT 099 Developmental Mathematics 3 hours institutional credit
This is a one-semester developmental course which includes a study of whole numbers, fractions, decimals, per- 
cents, ratio and proportion, units of measure, geometry, basic statistics, and an introduction to algebra. Calcu-
lators of any kind are not permitted in this course. The use of a calculator or any computational device on any 
assignment or test in this course will be considered academic dishonesty and a violation of the Honor Code. Fall

MAT 100 Elementary Algebra 3 hours institutional credit
This is a one-semester developmental course designed especially for those students with less than one year of 
high school algebra. This course consists of the traditional topics in a beginning algebra course. Students may use 
this course as a preparatory course for entrance into Mathematics 111. This course is not open to students with 
one or more years of high school algebra and does not meet the mathematics requirement for graduation. Cal-
culators of any kind are not permitted in this course. The use of a calculator or any computational device on any 
assignment or test in this course will be considered academic dishonesty and a violation of the Honor Code. Fall

FYE 100 Learning Strategies 3 hours credit
This course is designed to introduce students to the various strategies of successful college-level learning includ-
ing generating questions from lecture notes, test preparation, time and task management, critical thinking skills, 
learning different types of information, writing, research, and public speaking. Fall and Spring
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ENG 101, 102 Composition I & II 3 hours credit each
This two-semester course focuses on the conventions of standard written English. Parallel reading will be as- 
signed. Research and analytical skills will be emphasized in the spring. Fall and Spring

MAT 111,112 Introductory College Mathematics 3 hours credit each
This is a two-semester course which includes the study of many of the topics in intermediate algebra. The first 
semester includes a study of properties of real numbers, sets, exponents and roots, linear equations and inequal-
ities, the Cartesian Coordinate System, systems of linear equations, polynomial functions, graphing, Cramer’s 
Rule, and factoring. The second semester includes the study of rational expressions and equations, complex 
numbers, Quadratic equations and inequalities, the conic sections, exponential and logarithmic functions, arith-
metic and geometric sequences. Emphasis is placed on problem-solving skills necessary for entrance into college 
algebra. Prerequisites: One year of high school algebra and one year of geometry or satisfactory completion of 
MAT 100; MAT 111 or permission of the instructor is a prerequisite for MAT 112 Fall and Spring

MAT 115 College Algebra Recitation 2 hours credit
This course will provide students with immediate help and reinforcement for College Algebra (MAT 131). The 
focus will be on working through examples and doing problems individually and in groups, as well as providing 
another place for students to ask questions and have concepts clarified. Students should expect additional work 
in this course separate from MAT 131. Students enrolled in this course must successfully complete MAT 115 
in order to pass MAT 131. Prerequisite: Successful completion of MAT111 or the equivalent Pass/Fail Fall and 
Spring

MAT 131 College Algebra 3 hours credit
This course includes the study of functions and their graphs, linear equations and inequalities, linear curve fit-
ting, mathematical modeling applied to functions, polynomial and rational functions, and exponential and loga-
rithmic functions. The graphing calculator is required and is used extensively in this course. Students enrolled in 
ESL 105 or MAT 115 concurrently with MAT 131 must successfully complete that course in order to pass MAT 
131. Prerequisites: Two years of high school algebra and one year of geometry, satisfactory completion of Math 
112, or current enrollment in MAT 115 Fall and Spring

MAT 171 Introduction to Modern Mathematics 3 hours credit
This course will introduce students to a variety of topics in modern and contemporary mathematics. The topics 
will be presented in a more conceptual, rather than computational, way when appropriate. The course will cover 
approximately 4 topics chosen based on the instructor’s and the class’s interests. Possible topics include infinity, 
voting theory, fair division, graph theory, fractals, geometry, logic, probability and counting, cryptography, and 
mathematics found in nature, art, and music. This course is intended for students not majoring in science or 
mathematics. Prerequisites: Two years of high school algebra and one year of geometry or satisfactory comple-
tion of Math 111 Fall and Spring

MAT 211 Math Concepts 3 hours credit
This is a liberal arts math course. Topics include fundamentals of problem solving, sets, symbolic logic, intro-
ductory probability and statistics, the number systems, informal geometry, linear and quadratic equations, and 
graphing techniques. Basic graphing calculator functions are considered. Prerequisite: MAT 112 or ACT math 
score of at least 19, or COMPASS Algebra score of at least 45 Fall

MAT 231 Statistics 3 hours credit
This course includes descriptive statistics, probability, and statistical inference with mean, standard deviation, 
variances, ANOVA, regression and correlation analysis, chi-square, T-test, and nonparametrics. Prerequisites: 

Appendix VIII: MMC’s Subsequent Courses
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Two years of high school algebra and one year of geometry or satisfactory completion of MAT111 Fall and 
Spring

FYE 101 First Year Experience Seminar 1 hour credit
FYE 101 is the beginning of an overall educational journey resulting in individuals who have learned to learn 
and to think about their world in intentional, constructive, critical, and reflective ways. The course provides stu-
dents access to knowledge and skills that will make them more successful in college and encourage them to seek 
fulfilling lives of continued learning. Course content includes learning and study skills, test-taking skills, time 
management skills, and life skills (service, career choices, health and wellness, diversity, relationships, handling 
stress, personal safety, and finances). Students are encouraged to explore their potentials; to develop tolerance 
and respect for others; to build stronger interpersonal relationships; and to formulate a greater sense of self-iden-
tity, self-achievement, and civic responsibility. Fall and Spring
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Appendix IX: MMC’s Course Placement Procedures (from the College catalog, p. 42-43)

Students who enter the College with basic deficiencies in reading, writing, mathematical or study skills may be 
required to take classes designed to help them overcome these deficiencies and to prepare them to succeed in 
college-level composition or mathematics courses. These courses do not count towards graduation requirements 
and the grades earned are not included in the grade point average (GPA).

ACT scores and/or placement scores (COMPASS) for first-year students shall be evaluated to determine place-
ment in reading, writing and mathematics classes. Placement in writing classes shall also be determined through 
a diagnostic essay administered and evaluated by members of the English faculty. Should a student dispute his/
her placement in one of these classes, the objection must be submitted in writing to the Program Coordinator for 
English within one week of the placement, upon which time a second diagnostic essay shall be scheduled. This 
essay will be evaluated by three independent members of the English faculty. Final placement in ENG 099 or 
ENG 100 is mandatory. A student placed in a Developmental Reading, Writing, or Mathematics class at any level 
must successfully complete the sequence of developmental courses before advancing to a college-level class in 
those academic areas.

ACT scores in English for placement in writing classes shall be as follows:
14 and below 	 Placement in ENG 099
15-18		  Placement in ENG 100
19-24		  Placement in ENG 101
25 and above	 Recommended placement in ENG 111

COMPASS Score Range for MMC Writing Placement
65 or below	 Placement in ENG 099
66–79		  Placement in ENG 100
80 or above	 Placement in ENG 101

ACT scores for reading placement are as follows:
17 or below	 Placement in Reading Strategies, or if no ACT score, a score of 75 or below on the COMPASS 
		  placement test.

COMPASS Score Range for MMC Reading Placement
75 or below	 Placement in ENG 097
75 or above	 No developmental requirement

ACT scores for Mathematics placement are as follows:
1-14	 Developmental Math 099
15-16	 Beginning Algebra Math 100
17-18	 Introduction to College Math 111/112
19-36	 College Algebra Math 131, 171, 231 or higher

COMPASS Score Range for MMC Mathematics Placement
Pre algebra		  1 - 29	 Math 099
			   30-100	Math 100
Algebra		  1 - 35	 Math 100
			   36 – 49	Math 111
			   50-100	Math 131, 171, or 231
College Algebra	 1-50 	 Math 131, 171, or 231 
			   51-100	Math 141
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Appendix X: Framework for Best Practices in Developmental Education

 
 

 
 
 

1- No 
evidence of 
this practice 

2- Minimal 
evidence of 
this practice 

3- Some 
evidence of 
this practice 

4- Satisfactory 
evidence of 
this practice 

5- Consistent 
and 
exemplary 
evidence of 
this practice 

C
os

t 

Costs are less than 1.2% of 
total budget     X 

Cost per FTE is lower than 
cost per FTE for other 
academic programs 

     

Cost per FTE is less than 
$6360     X 

Program does not operate 
at a loss      

Cost reduction efforts in 
place (including 
computerized instruction 
and partnerships with local 
high schools)  

X     

Use of grant funding to 
offset costs X     

St
ru

ct
ur

e 

Stated institutional 
commitment & clearly 
defined mission statement 

  X   

Centralized or highly 
coordinated program  X    

Collaboration among 
faculty & between support 
services personnel & 
instructors 

  X   

Alignment between & 
among developmental & 
non-developmental 
courses 

  X   
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Ongoing, systematic 
program evaluation  X    

Adjunct faculty integrated 
within the program & 
college community 

 X    

Professional development 
& other training offered to 
faculty 

 X    

Comprehensive support 
services provided     X 

Students offered 
accelerated options for 
completing developmental 
coursework 

 X    

Pl
ac

em
en

t 

Multiple measures (test 
scores and non-cognitive 
questions) used to 
determine course 
placement 

X     

Placement exam questions 
match coursework 
competencies 

X     

Materials emphasizing 
importance of placement 
and suggesting test prep 
sent to students from the 
College 

X     

Offer co-requisite learning 
support courses for 
students near the cut-off 
score 

 X    

Assessment for placement 
is mandatory   X   
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Appendix XI: Best Practice Institutions

Institution Individual Contacted Reason Selected 
Middle Tennessee State 
University 

Marva Lucas, Linda Clark The University adopted an 
approach that mainstreams 
underprepared students into 
special sections of college-level 
courses that include additional 
content and academic supports, 
thus reducing time to completion 
of general education 
requirements. 

Jackson State Community 
College 

Betty Frost, Bobby Smith The College has been noted for its 
success in reducing costs 
associated with developmental 
education and simultaneously 
increasing retention of 
developmental students using a 
computer-based approach. 

North Carolina State Board of 
Community Colleges 

Karen Yerby The Board recently adopted a 
multiple measures approach to 
placement for developmental 
courses. 

University of Texas at Austin Larry Abraham The New Mathways initiative has 
received national attention for its 
approach to providing relevant, 
challenging, field-specific 
mathematics content, including 
developmental math. 

Arizona State University Scott Surgent, Fabio Milner The Knewton mathematics 
program was featured in an article 
in Scientific American for its 
individualized approach to 
teaching developmental and non-
developmental math. 

The Community College of 
Denver 

Nancy Story The College has implemented an 
Accuplacer program, including 
workshops, test prep, and testing, 
to ensure students are 
appropriately placed in 
developmental or non-
developmental courses. 

Santa Monica College Esau Tovar The College has won awards for 
its test preparation materials for 
placement testing. 
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Appendix XII: Student Resource Center Effectiveness Report from MMC

To: Dr. James Murrell 
From: B.J. Keeton, Lisa James, and Austin King 
Date: October 2013 
Re: SRC Effectiveness (Spring 2012 and AY 2012-13) 
 
Introduction 
The Student Resource Center has been tracking usage and effectiveness using TutorTrac since 
2010. However, over the past three academic years, new versions of the software have become 
available, and each version uses a dramatically different tracking database. Because of these 
changes and data loss during upgrades, we are limited to Spring 2012 and AY 2012-13 to judge 
effectiveness. 
Because of the data loss and upgrade issues with TutorTrac, the MMC IT department has written 
a custom in-house tracking software called TutorCal which should be implemented in Spring 
2014. Because of the integrated nature of TutorCal with SONISweb, data loss and 
incompatibility should be non-issues once the transition takes place. 
 
Evidence of effectiveness 
In 2011, the SRC revised its original outcomes based on previous effectiveness data. The revised 
(and current) changes are as follows. Please note that all of this report’s data and interpretation 
are based on these outcomes. 
 

 65% of students taking developmental courses in writing, mathematics, and reading who 
use the SRC’s tutoring services will obtain a grade of “C” or better 

 70%of students taking general education core requirement courses who use the SRC’s 
tutoring services will obtain a grade of “C” or higher 

 
Effectiveness Interpretation 
2010-11 Overall average for all courses: 65% 
2010-11 Average for developmental courses:  71% 
2010-11 Average for core courses: 63% 
2010-11 Average for all English courses: 72% 
2010-11 Average for all Math courses: 57% 
 
Spring 2012 Overall average for all courses: 86% (21% increase from 2010) 
Spring 2012 Average for developmental courses:  71% (no change from 2010) 
Spring 2012 Average for core courses: 84% (23% increase from 2010) 
Spring 2012 Average for all English courses:81% (9% increase from 2010) 
Spring 2012 Average for all Math courses: 73% (16% increase from 2010) 
 
2012-13 Overall average for all courses: 78% 
2012-13 Average for developmental courses:  80% 
2012-13 Average for core courses: 77% 
2012-13 Average for all English courses: 100% 
2012-13 Average for all Math courses: 70% 
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Spring 2012 Percent. Compare to 2010-11 
BIO111 50% Down 
BIO112 67% N/A 
CHE111 N/A N/A 
CHE112 100% Up 
ENG097 N/A N/A 
ENG099 60% Down 
ENG100 67% Same 
ENG101 100% Up 
ENG102 80% Up 
ENG111H N/A N/A 
ENG112H 100% N/A 
HIS111 N/A N/A 
HIS112 100% N/A 
HIS201 100% Up 
HIS202 63% N/A 
MAT099 N/A N/A 
MAT100 29% Down 
MAT111 100% Up 
MAT112 100% Up 
MAT131 65% Up 
MIS210 N/A N/A 
MIS220 N/A N/A 
PHY101 N/A N/A 
PHY102 N/A N/A 
REL101 100% Same 
REL102 100% Up 
 

AY 2012-13 Percentag
e 

Compare to 2010-
11 

BIO111 75% Down 
BIO112 100% N/A 
CHE111 33% Same 
CHE112 0% N/A 
ENG097 100% Same 
ENG099 100% Up 
ENG100 100% Up 
ENG101 100% Same 
ENG102 100% N/A 
ENG111H N/A N/A 
ENG112H N/A N/A 
HIS111 80% Up 

HIS112 80% N/A 
HIS201 50% Down 
HIS202 89% N/A 
MAT099 67% Up 
MAT100 46% Down 
MAT111 65% Up 
MAT112 86% Up 
MAT131 85% Up 
MIS210 67% N/A 
MIS220 N/A N/A 
PHY101 N/A N/A 
PHY102 100% Same 
REL101 75% Down 
REL102 75% Down 
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We are pleased to note a much increased rate of student success since AY 2010-11 (from 65% to 
78/86%). We were not happy with the just-above-minimum rates of success in 2010, so the SRC 
administration sat down and devised a strategy to increase effectiveness over the next few years. 
 
Our primary change came in with the increase of staff and a restructuring of the SRC 
administration. We felt that it was necessary to hire more core tutors (math and English) with 
faculty recommendations. When that was done in late 2011/early 2012, we began to far exceed 
our stated outcomes. Notably in English, when we achieved 100% effectiveness with tutored 
students making a C or higher in tracked English courses in AY 2012-13—including 
developmental courses, which are notorious for a high failure rate among students. 
 
In addition, the advent of a major in mathematics at MMC has allowed for the expansion of our 
mathematics tutoring staff, and we believe having CRLA-trained math majors is what has led to 
the significant increase in reaching our stated outcomes in math. (It should also be noted that 
developmental/core English and Math courses make up approximately 80% of our total tutoring 
sessions, which is why our emphasis is placed so heavily on them.) 
 
Proposed and Implemented changes to the SRC 
 
In 2011, we used our usage data to determine the following list of necessary changes to the SRC.  

 move peak-time tutoring sessions/testing to an adjacent lab 
 use the main SRC lab for computer use/study space 
 propose a new structure for SRC staffing 
 continue upgrading computers in both labs 
 pilot electronic textbooks (to save space and streamline/expand the collection of available 

texts) 
Upon implementation, we have seen success in 4 of the 5 points. When peak-time tutoring was 
moved to an adjacent lab, our return visits for tutoring dropped approximately 40%. We spoke 
with tutors and students in private and found out that the separation from the main lab made 
students feel uncomfortable and isolated; therefore, we immediately moved those sessions back 
to our main lab and continue to use that space for computer use and study space, as well. 
 
Electronic Textbooks: 
Most of the textbooks used on the MMC campus are able to be accessed through various 
computer and tablet apps such as CourseSmart. SRC administration has spoken with our 
textbook representatives at CourseSmart, and they have approved our center’s access for student 
use of desk copies of ebooks while within our center.  
We can log in a student using our ID and add almost any book they need to our collection. 
Limited printing is available within the software, but most students simply use the textbooks for 
their assignments in the lab. We do not allow them to leave the center with the iPads, nor do we 
give them access to the password—such precautions allow us to make sure the student body of 
MMC does not have unlimited free textbooks, which is against the nature of our deal with 
CourseSmart. 
In addition, 2013 has brought the fulfillment of electronic textbooks in the SRC, with roughly up 
to a dozen students coming into the SRC each week to utilize ebooks on either our computers or 
iPads. 
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Supplemental Instruction: 
The Student Resource Center has piloted Supplemental Instruction courses (in which a tutor 
attends classes as a student, works with the instructor, works with students to complete all 
assignments, and hosts study sessions for the students enrolled for credit in the class) across the 
mathematics department at MMC. Students have been given a survey at the beginning and at the 
end of the course, and the SRC administration has taken that data and used it to alter the SI 
program to where we feel it will be the most beneficial to the students who need assistance. 
Classes were chosen to host an SI tutor based on demand, instructor request, and tutor 
availability. There have been piloted SI tutors placed in Math for Management and College 
Algebra courses, and after taking student comments into consideration, the SRC has begun 
placing students in Precalculus as well as expanding the SI program into General Biology. 
Of those surveyed, 70% reported they attended SI study sessions because they didn’t understand 
the topic, 40% wanted feedback on their work, 20% were falling behind in the class, and 40% 
didn’t perform as well on a previous exam as they had wanted. In addition, 100% of students 
who filled out an end-of-class survey reported making higher grades on assignments and 
exams after study sessions. In addition, 81% of students who attended an SI study session or a 
one-on-one tutoring session with their SI leader passed the class with a C or higher. 
Given that this is a pilot program and we had no precedent regarding SI student outcomes, we 
feel as though our SI program is highly effective. It surpasses our expectations for general 
education core tutoring (70%), which we consider a sufficient baseline for the Supplemental 
Instruction program and justifies our continued expansion of putting SI leaders in new 
disciplines such as History and Biology (and other general education core classes as requested).  
With the increased focus on SI leaders, the SRC is in the beginning stages of SI leader training. 
We intend to model the training program on our existing Tutoring Practicum class (TUT 100), 
but SI training will probably not be an officially offered course. We hope that by giving structure 
and interdisciplinary training to the SI leaders, both students and instructors will see them as 
another, more legitimized resource for the courses. 
 
Staffing 
Regarding the proposed new structure for SRC staffing, a tutor coordinator/administrative 
assistant was hired in 2013 to supplement the Director and Assistant Director and to meet the 
increased demand in the limited space available. The current tutor coordinator is a graduate of 
MMC and worked in the SRC for three years before being hired on as staff; the coordinator’s 
primary job is tutoring, but other duties are assigned as center usage dictates. 
 
When SRC tutoring was split between two labs, we increased our number of work study students 
to accommodate staffing both locations. However, despite the separate lab for tutoring being 
unsuccessful, we have kept more work study students to handle increased traffic flow into the 
main lab and to make sure every student who comes to us for help gets what he or she needs. The 
extra staffing has allowed us to accommodate more students in a more efficient manner, which 
has led to increased success in exceeding our expected outcomes as a center. 
 
Conclusions 
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The Student Resource Center has made significant improvements in its effectiveness since AY 
2010-11. By analyzing the data from our previous effectiveness report, we were able to make 
changes in the SRC staffing, policies, and procedures. 
By hiring additional staff in both administrative areas and discipline-specific tutoring, we have 
dramatically increased our success in achieving our outcomes, as well as our daily service usage. 
More students than ever are coming into the SRC for assistance, and our data shows that we are 
increasingly able to accommodate them in an efficient and effective manner.  
If growth continues along the same trajectory, the SRC will need a larger budget and a larger 
space to accommodate demand. However, as the split-lab experiment did not prove fruitful, it 
will be necessary to find a single larger space rather than multiple spaces that are together in 
name only. Increased usage and staff also necessitates a larger budget, which will need to be 
addressed before the beginning of the next academic year (2014-15). We do not take budget 
requests lightly, and we also understand there are serious space issues at MMC. However, our 
effectiveness data proves that the SRC is highly effective at promoting success among the 
student population, and it is the administration’s collective opinion that continued growth and 
effectiveness are only possible through the expansion of services and facilities. 
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Appendix XIII: Best Practice Interview Protocols

Background questions
1. How long has your institution had a developmental education program?
2. What developmental courses do you offer?
3. What’s your role?
	 How long have you been at the institution?
	 How long have you been in your current role?

Structure
1. Is developmental education a priority at your institution? If it is, how is this communicated (i.e., is there 
consistency between institutional goals and the goals of developmental education? Is developmental education 
featured prominently in the college catalog? Is developmental education considered an institution-wide responsi-
bility? Do members of the campus community who aren’t involved with developmental education still consider it 
to be important? Is developmental education part of the institution’s long range planning?)?
2. Is there a clearly defined mission statement for developmental education at your institution?
3. Is your developmental education program centralized in one department or are the courses housed in their 
respective disciplines?
	 If it’s not centralized, is there any type of overall coordination for developmental education (e.g., all 
developmental faculty/instructors meet regularly; there are common goals and objectives for all developmental 
courses and services; etc.)?
	 Is there a developmental education coordinator or administrator?
4. Does your developmental education program employ adjunct faculty?
	 Who teaches the majority of your developmental classes (adjuncts or full-time faculty)?
	 How much are adjunct instructors paid at this institution? (Costs)
5. What support services (both academic and personal intervention) are offered to students in your developmen-
tal education program?
6. How are support services organized and/or integrated within the developmental ed program?
	 How are they staffed and funded?
	 If there’s a central developmental education department, are support services part of this department?
7. Do developmental education faculty & instructors regularly collaborate with each other?
 	 Do they collaborate with those who teach subsequent courses?
	 Do they collaborate with support services personnel?
8. Are developmental courses aligned?
	 Do they align with college-level courses?
9. How do you evaluate your developmental education program?
	 Is evaluation ongoing?
10. How involved are adjuncts in developing courses and assessing the program?
	 How integrated are adjuncts in the program and the college community as a whole?
11. What type of training is offered to new developmental ed faculty?
12. What opportunities and resources are available for professional development for existing faculty?
	 Are these opportunities and resources available for adjuncts, too? 
13. Do you offer accelerated options for students to complete developmental coursework?
14. What role does technology play in the overall structure of your developmental education program? 

Assessment & Placement
1. Describe your institution’s policy on assessing students for placement in developmental courses. For example:
	 How are students identified for assessment?
	 What methods do you use to assess students?
	 Is assessment mandatory?
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2. How do you notify students about your assessment methods?
	 If you use a placement exam, do you advise students to prepare for the exam?
	 If so, do you provide material or other help for them to prepare?
	 Do students seem to understand the significance of the placement exam?
3. Does your placement exam test competencies identified in developmental coursework?
4. What are your guidelines for placing students in developmental courses?
	 Is placement mandatory?
5. Are students notified of their scores and of whether they are close to the cutoff?
	 Is any support (such as tutoring or a co-requisite learning support class) offered for students who are 
close to the placement score cutoff and want to enroll in the higher course?

Costs
1.How is developmental education funded at your institution?
	 Have you ever sought and/or received grant funding for your program?
	 If so, do you regularly pursue grant funding?
2. Has your institution made any efforts to reduce costs associated with developmental education?
	 If yes, what have you done?
	 Were the efforts successful?
3. Has your institution made any investments in resources specifically for developmental education (i.e., desig-
nated computer labs, tutoring, other student services, etc.)?
4. Do you know the average cost per student for developmental education at your institution?
	 If yes, what is it?
	 If no, how many students are in your developmental education program?
	 How much is your total annual budget for developmental education?
5. What is the maximum number of students assigned to developmental courses?
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