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The Studio Model
Developmental students register for a three-credit college-level course where they are 
mixed with an equal or greater number of college-level students. In addition, they 
register for a one-hour studio course with students from a variety of other courses 
requiring writing. At each studio session students present drafts, they are working on 
and receive feedback from other students, much as art students do in an art studio.

Figure 2: The Studio Model

Tutoring Model
All students are enrolled in a credit level course. Developmental support is offered 
through the Writing Center or a computer lab. At its best, this model makes use 
of materials developed by the writing faculty and/or tutors trained so they are 
aware of the curriculum and requirements in the first year composition class. Many 
schools report a lack of student visits to the computer lab or Writing Center if such 
visits are not required.

Figure 3: The Tutoring Model
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Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) Model 
Ten developmental students join an equal or larger number of college-ready 
students in a 3-hour per week ALP section of the credit-level course. The 
students who are not yet college ready also register for an ALP developmental 
section for an additional 3 hours per week. At some schools, the support class 
meets for fewer than three hours per week. At other schools the support class 
is taught by a different instructor.

Figure 4: ALP Model

Seven Characteristics of Effective Corequisite Courses
Based on the focus groups and student surveys I conducted from 2008 
through 2012 and on conversations over the past eleven years with corequi-
site writing faculty I have worked with in colleges across the country, I have 
identified seven tasks that corequisite programs need to address in order to 
improve student success. These seven tasks are listed below and for each I have 
spelled out the features of corequisite models that address the task.

Task 1: The model must effectively address the non-cognitive issues that 
cause so many students to drop out.

Features:

•	 Faculty development like that described earlier is provided to pre-
pare instructors to address these issues. 

•	 Class size is small enough for faculty to really know their students. 
At CCBC, our class size for the corequisite course is ten. Many 
schools are having similar success with a class size of twelve, but 
schools with larger class sizes report difficulties. 
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•	 Classes meet for enough time to allow non-cognitive issues to be 
addressed. Traditional developmental writing courses require three 
hours a week to teach writing alone. Corequisite courses cover 
equivalent writing material but have added responsibility for ad-
dressing reading and non-cognitive issues. It appears that offering a 
corequisite course for fewer than three hours per week would pro-
duce reduced success rates.

Task 2: The model must confirm for students that they are college mate-
rial and that they belong in college. Under traditional, prerequisite models, 
students, who too often arrive in college with doubts about whether they are 
“college material,” whether they belong in college, are told, too often based 
on a questionable instrument like Compass or Accuplacer, receive the mes-
sage that we are also not sure they belong in college. They are barred from 
taking a college-level course and instead are required to prove they are “col-
lege material” by passing a developmental class that feels more like seventh 
grade than college. This experience only exacerbates any insecurities students 
arrive with. 

Under a corequisite model, developmental students receive a very different 
message. They are placed into a college-level writing class and told that they 
will be supported by a corequisite class to make sure they can succeed.

Feature: 

•	 Students are enrolled in the college-level writing course. 

Task 3: The model must shorten the pipeline through which students must 
pass in order to pass the credit-level writing course.

Features: 

•	 Students are able to complete their college-level writing course and 
their developmental work in one semester. 

•	 Reading and writing are integrated into one course.

Task 4: The stigma students feel when identified as needing extra support 
must be mitigated.

Features: 

•	 Corequisite students are in the college-level course along with stu-
dents evaluated as college-ready. 

•	 In the corequisite course, students are reading college-level texts and 
writing college-level essays.
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Task 5: The model should strengthen students’ attachment to the college, 
their sense that they belong.

Features: 

•	 Students are in a small cohort that spends considerable time 
together. 

•	 In class, they are frequently working in groups enhancing the bond-
ing that improves attachment.

Task 6: The model must encourage and support faculty in adopting more 
effective pedagogy.

Feature: 

•	 Instructors are provided with rigorous faculty development oppor-
tunities to assist them with any aspect of corequisite teaching that 
they are not comfortable with. This may include, for example, inte-
grating reading and writing, active learning/group work, addressing 
non-cognitive issues.

Task 7: The model must support students as they struggle with challenges in 
the credit-level writing course.

Features: 

•	 Corequisite sections have small class size.
•	 Corequisite sections meet enough hours per week to address read-

ing, writing, and non-cognitive issues.
•	 Corequisite sections are taught by the same instructor as the paired 

credit section.

Based on the seven tasks listed above, I have developed the following checklist 
which could be useful as English departments attempt to decide on which of 
the corequisite models is both feasible and robust. In the first column, I have 
indicated which of the above tasks is addressed by each feature. In the second 
column are listed the features I identified as necessary to accomplish each 
task, in the third column are suggestions for scoring models for each feature, 
and in the fourth column is a place to record the score.
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Table 2: Checklist for Evaluating the Robustness of Corequisite Models

Task characteristics
supported by
each feature

Feature Scoring Score

2, 3, 4 students are enrolled in the 
college-level writing course

yes = 4
no = 0

4

students are not required to do 
work that feels like a repeat 
of 7th grade work (backward 
curriculum design from the 
composition class) 

0 to 4

3, 6 integrated reading and writing, at 
least in the coreq class

both 101 and 
coreq = 4

coreq only = 3
none = 0

4 coreq students are in a 101 class 
with 101-level students

yes = 4
no = 0

5, 6
active learning employed 
frequently, at least in the coreq 
class

frequently in 
both 101 & 
coreq = 4

less frequently 
in both = 3

frequently in 
coreq only 
= 2

infrequently 
in coreq = 1

none = 0

5 coreq students in a cohort that 
spends extended time together

6 hours/
week (101 + 
coreq) = 4

5 hours/
week (101 + 
coreq) = 3

4 hours/
week (101 + 
coreq) = 2

coreq students 
meet 
together only 
in 101 = 0
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Task characteristics
supported by
each feature

Feature Scoring Score

1, 5, 7 small class size for coreq class 
<13 = 4
14-15 = 3
>15 = 0

1, 6

faculty development provided to 
help instructors feel comfortable 
with the logistics and the 
pedagogy of a corequisite model

instructors 
well prepared 
= 4

instructors 
somewhat 
prepared = 3

instructors 
not prepared 
= 0

7 same instructor for both classes yes = 4
no = 0

7
coreq section meets for enough 
time to address reading, writing, 
and non-cognitive issues

3 hours = 4
2 hours = 3
1 hour = 1
0 hours, 
students 
referred to 
tutoring = 0

Evaluating the robustness of various models under consideration may help 
faculty to reach consensus, and it may also help in negotiations with their 
administrations, which, in some cases, may be pushing the adoption of a less 
expensive or less disruptive model. It should be extremely helpful in these 
negotiations for English faculty to be able to demonstrate that the model they 
prefer is more robust and will produce stronger results.

Many schools today are in the process of adopting a corequisite model 
either because they are convinced doing so will help their students succeed 
or because of a top-down mandate or, sometimes, both. Usually, the faculty 
working on this major innovation are doing so while they are still expected to 
perform all or most of their regular responsibilities. As they attempt to read the 
scholarship, attend conferences, examine data, find time to meet, discuss, reach 
consensus, and then convince their colleagues of their decision, they are still 
teaching classes, grading papers, and serving on committees. It is a daunting 
task. It requires a serious commitment of time and energy. But our students 
deserve nothing less. Doubling the percentage of students who are successful 
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will have an important impact on our students’ lives and on our society as well. 
Our commitments to social justice and equity leave us no option.
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