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Program Profile Analysis Framework

Abstract:
This paper explores the theoretical basis and past research exploring what helps
adults to learn effectively in the Adult Basic Education (ABE) setting. Information on eleven
ABE-to-college transition programs was compiled through the Adult Transitions
Longitudinal Study (ATLAS) data collection. Statistical analyses of the resulting programlevel variables were conducted to examine their effect on transition course participants’
college outcomes. Four of the twelve variables analyzed were found to significantly impact
the likelihood of participants enrolling in college and successfully earning at least three
credits: 1) whether the program uses grades versus pass/fail marks; 2) whether the
program has a documented student life skills course component; 3) whether the program
assigns participants a mentor (either a staff member or past transition program graduate)
and; 4) whether the transition course teacher(s) provide(s) students with high or low
levels of written feedback on their homework and essays. This evidence may help
transitions programs and educators to understand and emphasize the components of ABEto-college courses that have the most impact on student persistence in higher education.

Introduction:
Over the past 50 years, the American economic landscape has gradually shifted from
being an industrial-based economy to being service and information-based. This change
has permanently altered the job market, increasing the need for more educated and
technologically skilled workers. Yet even before the economic downturn in 2008,
researchers were increasingly indicating that the American landscape of work
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opportunities had changed to demand more from its incumbents. In decades past, a high
school education or GED was typically considered sufficient to enter the workforce and
earn an adequate salary with which to support a family. However, Comings, Reder and Sum
(2001) stated that now, “At least two years of postsecondary education or its equivalent in
vocational training is becoming the minimum qualification for jobs that pay a living wage,
provide basic benefits, and offer a chance for advancement” (p1). They argued that this
trend results from the heightened complexity of the tasks required of workers in entrylevel jobs due to the ever increasing integration of technology into many fields. In turn, this
shift requires would-be employees to master basic reading, writing, math and computer
skills, and to be able to think critically in order to solve problems (Comings et al., 2001).
Another change that has occurred over time is a widening disparity between the
earnings of those with and without higher education. Examining the correlation between a
worker’s salary and his or her education level over a twenty-year period, Carnevale and
Desrochers (2003) found that while the real inflation-adjusted earnings of those with a
high school education or less had decreased substantially since 1980, the earnings of
college graduates had simultaneously increased by 19 percent. The average salary in 2001
for a high school graduate was $29,600 versus $37,100 for an individual with an associate’s
degree, and $52,600 for one with a bachelor’s degree (Carnevale & Desrochers, 2003). The
strong positive correlation between education level and income has been well documented
by researchers, and many students enroll in college with the specific goal of earning more
money. However, since the worldwide economic downturn of 2008, the desire for many to
earn a higher wage has transformed into an imperative to find any job at all.
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The United States has suffered diminished job opportunities for all Americans over
the last few years, cutting across racial and ethnic divides as well as age groups, genders,
and educational background. However, research indicates that the people who have
experienced the most severe reduction in job prospects are those who do not have an
advanced educational degree. At the time of writing this paper, the latest U.S. job report
statistics cited an overall unemployment rate of 8.9 percent. A closer examination of the
specific unemployment rate by educational background revealed a large disparity between
groups; while the unemployment rate for those with a bachelor’s degree or higher was at
4.3 percent, it was at 7.8 percent for those with some college or an associate’s degree, and
at 9.5 percent for those with a high school degree only (“Unemployment rate,” 2011). The
size of this latter demographic is quite substantial. The Community College Research
Center study (2005) used data gathered in the U.S. Census in 2000 to determine that 42
percent of adults in the United States between the ages of 25 and 64 have attained a high
school education or less.
Therefore, in these difficult economic times, the pressure for individuals to improve
their job prospects by attaining higher education is greater even than decades past.
Unfortunately for many adults who wish to improve their socioeconomic status, the
solution is not as straightforward as simply enrolling in college. For a variety of reasons,
many of which are still undetermined, only a small proportion of adult students who enroll
in college go on to earn a certificate, associate’s or bachelor’s degree. One study found that
of all students who began classes in community college in 1995, only 36 percent went on to
earn some form of degree or certificate within six years (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005).
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One possible explanation for this high attrition rate may be that a large number of
enrollees lack the fundamental reading and writing skills necessary to be successful in
college. In 1992, the National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) conducted a literacy
assessment with 26,000 adults ages 16 and over who were selected to represent the
population of the United States. The participants were tested for a one-hour session on
assorted materials that simulated the reading and math skills typically needed and applied
in daily life, such as locating and using information in news stories, transportation
schedules, maps, and graphs. NALS assigned participants to a level between one and five
based on their proficiency with the various tasks. Each level represented a range of skills
and abilities, with Level 1 classified as the lowest proficiency. Those who fell into the Level
1 and 2 ranges were characterized as severely disadvantaged and disadvantaged,
respectively, with regard to the literacy or numeracy demands of daily life. NALS Level 3
was designated as the minimum skill level required for people to be able to successfully
cope with the demands of an entry-level job in a modern day economy. Tasks required at
this level included using a flight schedule to plan travel arrangements and writing a short
letter. Participants scoring at a Level 3 were likely to be reading at a ninth-grade level.
Researchers used participant scores at each level to document a strong positive
relationship between the NALS literacy score and participants’ yearly income, separately
from and in addition to the known positive relationship between educational attainment
and yearly income. Based on the representative sample’s results, NALS estimated that
approximately 34,288,383 adults aged 18 to 64, or 20.1 percent of the population, would
have scored on NALS Level 1 or Level 2 in 1992. A 2002 replication of the study estimated
that this percentage would likely have increased further(Comings et al., 2001).
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At the time of the 1992 study, 17% of students enrolled in degree-seeking higher
education programs scored in the Level 1 and 2 ranges (Comings et al., 2001). This figure
provides at least one potential explanation for the high attrition rate of students enrolled in
community colleges. Perhaps some of them do not have the skills required to be
academically successful. Those students who wish to attend college but are deemed not to
have the requisite skills are usually asked by the enrolling educational institute to take
developmental courses in order to bring any low skills sets up to par. Typically, these
remedial college courses cost money but are non-credit bearing. The student may be asked
to take between one to five such courses depending on his or her entrance exam scores.
Although the idea of a college offering developmental courses seems logical and
harmless, remedial class requirements have sparked a heated debate amongst researchers
for the past few years. One problem is that students sometimes do not realize that their
developmental courses do not count toward their degree requirements. Since students sign
up for these courses through the college system and are required to pay college tuition to
take them, the fact that the courses are non-credit bearing is sometimes unclear. Deil-Amen
and Rosenbaum (2002) noted that, “Students often go for several months, a full semester,
or even a full year without knowing that their remedial courses are not counting toward a
degree or their transfer goals” (p. 260). A larger controversy stems from conflicting
findings on whether enrollment in developmental education courses in itself significantly
decreases a student’s likelihood of graduating from a degree program. Several in-depth
studies have confirmed the finding that students who are required to enroll in
developmental course have higher non-completion rates and take longer to finish college
than do students who do not enroll in such courses (Adelman, 1999; Attewell, Lavin,
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Domina, & Levey, 2006; Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 2005; Calcagno, Crosta, Bailey, &
Jenkins, 2006).
This issue is especially important because developmental education affects a large
number of college students. The number of students reported to enroll in developmental
courses varies broadly depending on the study. Attwell et al. (2006) reported that
approximately 40 percent of traditional undergraduate students are required to take at
least one remedial education course. Much lower figures were cited by Reder (2001),
ranging from 13 percent to 29 percent. Although the exact figure may be unknown, it is
widely accepted by researchers that the figure for non-traditional students’ enrollment in
remedial education is even higher than it is for traditional enrollees. One study found that,
at two-year colleges, 58 percent of students must take at least one developmental course;
of those, 24 percent enroll in three or more developmental courses (Attewell et al., 2006).
The number also fluctuates depending on the state. Florida has a notably high rate of
students who need developmental education. In 1993, 70 percent of incoming Floridian
community college students were required to take at least one developmental course,
resulting in a combined remedial education student expenditure of 53 million dollars that
year (Reder, 2001).
One difficulty in discerning whether development education is beneficial or
pernicious to students is that it is challenging to identify the root cause. Is the problem that
students who need to take a remedial course have low skill levels and therefore are less
likely to graduate, or is it their enrollment in developmental education that affects their
likelihood of success? Adelman (1999, 2004) found that when the quality and difficulty of
students’ high school coursework are used as control variables, remedial course
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enrollment no longer predicts college graduation. In order to confirm this finding, Attwell
et al. (2006) used students’ college transcripts, developmental course enrollment records,
high school transcripts, 12th grade and 8th grade test scores, high school behavioral records
and engagement measures, students’ ethnic background, and family socioeconomic status
to examine college outcomes. After factoring out the effect of high school and family
background on students’ college graduation rates, the effect of remedial course enrollment
for students attending two-year colleges was reduced to non-significance. Factors that
were found to be significant in reducing the likelihood of a student earning a degree at a
two-year institution included low socioeconomic status, poor high school preparation, and
an African-American ethnic background. Only for the four-year college sample was
remedial course enrollment found to decrease the likelihood of earning a degree, by
approximately 6.5 percent, after controlling for high school achievement and family
background (Attwell et al., 2006). These findings suggest that enrollment in developmental
education courses in itself is likely not a major deterrent to students’ graduation prospects
at community colleges. However, there is some indication that the need to enroll in
remedial education classes for the subject of reading is a better predictor of college
graduation rates. Adelman (1998) found that when students need remedial reading class
upon enrollment in college, their odds of completing college are substantially reduced in
comparison with students who need remedial classes in other subjects (as cited in Attwell
et al., 2006, p889).
Developmental coursework in college may not be to blame for the lower rates of
college completion and higher attrition levels of its participants in comparison to other
college students. Perhaps their difficulty stems from lower literacy skills or insufficient
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preparation in high school. Regardless of the reason, there is evidently a need for a subset
of incoming community college students to be provided with some type of refresher
coursework so that they can increase their chance of being successful in college. Moreover,
non-traditional, older incoming students are likely to require even more assistance than
their younger counterparts. Non-traditional students are more likely to take remedial
courses than those who enroll in college soon after completing high school (Attwell et al,
2006). Research also indicates that GED recipients are more likely than high school
graduates to need remedial instruction, specifically in math, a subject posited by some
researchers to be a gatekeeper to student success in college (Gittleman, 2005).
Overall, non-traditional students are less likely to graduate college than traditional
students. Examining the stratification between older and younger enrollees in community
college, one study found that those aged 25 years or older when they first enrolled were 20
percent less likely than those who enrolled in college soon after completing high school to
earn a credential within six years (Community College Research Center, 2005). This
difference may be due to a combination of factors; older students have been out of high
school for a longer period of time and in the interim they may not have maintained the
reading, writing, and mathematic knowledge acquired during school years. Furthermore,
students above the age of 25 are more likely to have children, family, and other work
responsibilities. They may be intimidated by the idea of returning to college after a period
of time away from a formal education system, or they may not possess the study habits and
time management skills necessary to be an effective student, especially with so many added
life responsibilities.
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Identifying this area of need, schools and community organizations developed Adult
Basic Education (ABE) programs for non-traditional students who required additional
support in order to build their literacy skills. Although there are multiple types of ABE
programs, the scope of this paper will be limited to college preparation ABE programs,
specifically the ones funded by the Nellie Mae Educational Foundation. These ABE-toCollege Transition programs are held throughout New England, operating out of
community-based organizations and community colleges. Their primary aim is to bridge
the gap between the skills a student has after earning a GED or completing high school and
the skills a student needs in order to be successful in college. Nellie Mae’s specific project
outcome goals are that, “60 percent of the students enrolled in the college transition
program will successfully complete it and 75 percent of those completing will enroll in
postsecondary education. Each individual transition program is under contract to strive to
meet these goals” (Gittleman, 2005). The programs are somewhat varied in their
curriculum and structure, but the average duration is 15 weeks and they are modeled to
encompass services in the following areas:
1. Academic Subjects: reading, writing, grammar, arithmetic and beginning algebra
2. Personal Skills: time management, study skills, note-taking skills, counseling,
personal support, career advising, computer skills
3. College Skills: financial aid, college culture awareness and vocabulary
Program staff members offer counseling, mentoring, and advising services in an effort to
help participants feel comfortable and supported. Some of the transition programs are
associated with a specific community college or have formed a community partnership
with a college. This partnership allows a few programs to offer students the opportunity to
simultaneously take a college class with their transition cohort, and thus become
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comfortable with college academics at the same time as receiving the structure and support
of the transition course. All transition programs take their students on at least one tour of a
local community college, and most ask representatives of that college to speak with the
students about college entrance requirements, financial aid, and/or student life.
The transition programs differ in their approach to tackling personal skills
acquisition such as stress and time management. Some programs require students to take a
full course devoted to the issue, while others embed lectures or discussion of such topics
into reading and writing academic classes. The transition programs also differ with respect
to their philosophy on homework and grading policies; some programs require students to
take on a heavy workload and grade assignments according to a college-like rubric,
whereas others offer optional homework and hold the course only on a pass/fail basis.
Despite the program variations, all transition programs are designed with the goal to
provide students with enough skills, both academic and personal, and college-related
knowledge to be successful in college. A second goal is to increase students’ academic skills
to the point where they can pass out of the developmental course requirement, in order to
begin earning credit towards a degree immediately upon enrollment (Alamprese, 2005).
The efficacy of these programs is somewhat unknown. Gittleman (2005) performed
an evaluation of the 25 Nellie Mae funded transition programs to gather more information
about program participants and their college outcomes. In order to do this, Gittleman
worked with the evaluation project staff and transition program staff to develop four
standardized forms with which to collect quantitative participant data across programs: a
standard intake form, a graduate survey form, an update form and a dropout form. This
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paperwork was completed by participants and staff members, and collected a variety of
data points including:
•

demographic data

•

reasons for enrolling in the transition program

•

participant self-assessments of college readiness prior to the program and
upon completing the program

•

participant self-assessments of perceived obstacles prior to the program and
upon completing the program

•

staff assessment of participants’ college readiness and potential obstacles
upon participants’ completion of the program

•

student drop-out information and reasons for leaving

•

pre- and post-test scores on the Accuplacer

•

attendance hours

One finding of the evaluation was that students’ self-perceptions of their preparedness for
college improved by the end of the transition program. On a scale of one (poor) to four
(excellent), the average student score at the beginning of the program was 2.41 for overall
academic readiness, 2.09 for math, 2.73 for reading, 2.38 for writing, 2.38 for computer
skills, and 2.33 for knowledge about what college will be like. These scores consistently
hovered between the rankings fair and good. By the end of the program, the average
student score was 2.99 for overall academic readiness, 2.70 for math, 3.12 for reading, 2.87
for writing, 2.90 for computer skills, and 3.04 for knowledge about what college will be like
(Gittleman, 2005). Although the increases in scores are not dramatic, the students did feel
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that they were more ready for college than when they enrolled in the program, and
possibly experienced a boost in self-confidence as a result of this impression.
On the other hand, students were also more wary of the obstacles they would have
to overcome in order to make it to college. At the end of the transition program, students
rated perceived logistical barriers to be more significant than they originally expected at
the beginning of the semester. Specifically, participants showed increases on the expected
need for childcare (+.47) and transportation (+.37) as obstacles likely to challenge their
ability to attend college. This shift was hypothesized as being due to students’ realization of
the potential barriers to attending college as a result of participating in the college
awareness segment of the transition program. Fears about the cost of college and difficulty
accessing financial aid were slightly assuaged, (-.14) and (-.16), respectively. Another main
research question was whether or not transition program participants enroll in college at
higher rates than do comparison students. Data collected from the forms showed that 69
percent of program graduates signed up for college or were expected to enroll versus only
27 percent of the comparison group, consisting of GED recipients who were not enrolled in
any ABE programs. Fifty-one percent of the transition program graduates had a high school
diploma rather than a GED, but they had been out of high school for an average of 15 years.
Due to this time lapse between earning a diploma and pursuing higher education, they
were considered similar to GED recipients in that both groups consisted of non-traditional
college enrollees. Researchers thus concluded that the transition programs were
efficacious in promoting students’ successful enrollment in college after participation in a
college transition program (Gittleman, 2005).
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There are two potential problems with the researcher’s conclusions regarding the
efficacy of the Nellie Mae-funded transition programs. One issue is that the evaluation was
conducted over a short period of time, and therefore may not provide an accurate picture
of program participant college enrollment figures. Some students may not be able to enroll
in college immediately upon completing the college transition program due to external
obstacles such as health, financial, or logistical problems. However, with time and
persistence, those same participants may be able to overcome those barriers and enroll in
college. At the same time, using college enrollment figures immediately after graduating
from the college transition program may actually overestimate the number of participants
who go on to take classes in college. Since filling out the college application and financial
aid forms are part of the course curriculum for many of the college transition programs, it
is possible that students complete the enrollment process but then do not actually go on to
attend college classes. Thus, the dependent variable examined should be persistence in
college, or number of courses completed over a period of several years, rather than simply
enrolling in college.
Secondly, Gittleman’s comparison between transition program students and GED
earners who are not enrolled in such a program is poorly conceived. The inferred
assumption behind this comparison is that all people attempting to earn a GED do so with
the intention of using it to go on to college. This supposition is unsound; as obtaining a GED
is believed to increase an individual’s economic earning power, many people pursue the
procurement of a GED as an end in itself (Tyler, 2004). Some people desire to gain the
credential solely for work purposes rather than educational ones; in fact, in 2006 less than
60 percent of GED test-takers stated that they were taking the test in order to further their
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own education (General Education Development Testing Service, 2007). Gittleman’s
comparison is also flawed because the transition program participants self-selected
themselves into the ABE-to-College class, indicating a higher level of motivation than
someone who does not attempt to enroll in college. Finally, slightly more than half of the
transition program students in the Gittleman study are diploma holders rather than GED
earners, making the chosen comparison somewhat nonsensical. Due to the transition
program participants’ stated desire of enrolling in college and the step they took toward
achieving that goal, they should instead be compared to other non-traditional students who
enroll in a college developmental course without taking a college transition or ABE course.
This comparison would allow researchers to identify whether providing a more
comprehensive, free alternative to the non-credit developmental courses required for
would-be college enrollees with low skills actually improves their likelihood of success in
college.
Answering this question is vital if we are to understand what measures can be taken
to help non-traditional students gain the requisite literacy, math, technological, and study
skills necessary to obtain an advanced degree and open the door to socioeconomic status
improvement. To do so, we must be able to accurately assess and compare the various
ABE-to-college transition programs presently in operation that are attempting to help
adults pursue higher education. Beder (1999) asserted that, “Credible measurement of the
outcomes and impacts of adult literacy education is critically important for at least two
reasons: program accountability and program planning and improvement” (p.7). Yet he
argued that many of the evaluations of adult literacy and adult basic education programs
conducted over the prior three decades had failed to provide accurate measurements of

15

Program Profile Analysis Framework

program impacts, focusing instead on inputs and outputs. One problem he routinely
identified in the studies he reviewed is the lack of sound controls for the experimental
design (Beder, 1999). Other writers have less compunction in drawing conclusions based
on the field of research at hand. Goldrick-Rab (2007) stated that, “The majority of empirical
studies find that adult basic education programs are of low quality and have little economic
or educational impact” (p10). Additionally, after controlling for students’ abilities and
characteristics before entering community college, Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) noted
that short-term orientation programs were not found to be related to students’ ultimate
persistence in college (as cited in Bailey & Alfonso, 2005, p. 16).
Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to attempt to verify whether these assertions
are true in regards to the Nellie Mae funded programs, or if it is possible instead that
ineffective adult basic education programs mask effective ones in statistical analyses that
compile transition programs together to measure their combined effect. If it is true that
some transition programs differ with respect to quality of participant outcomes, then what
is it exactly that distinguishes these programs and makes them more efficacious? There is
evidence that program-level factors make a difference in participants’ outcomes. A study of
two ABE programs serving families on welfare found that programs that made a concerted
effort to maintain high-quality services resulted in small but statistically significant test
score increases for its participants. “‘Quality’ factors include[d] the intensive monitoring of
student participation, an ability to adapt program services to client needs, and the intensity
and duration of the program (Goldrick-Rab, 2007, p. 10). Although the factors that may
define “quality” in the case of the ABE-to-college transition programs would likely differ
from those that define ABE programs for welfare beneficiaries, the goal of this paper is to
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attempt to produce at least some preliminary evidence showing that program-level factors
do matter and to discover which program characteristics may be important in increasing
the likelihood of participants’ of success.

Potential significance:
1) Helping transitions programs and educators understand and emphasize the
components of ABE-to-college courses that have the most impact on student persistence in
higher education. 2) Establishing a framework of analysis for the transition program-level
factors, such that they can be accurately analyzed and interpreted when the Year 4 ATLAS
data collection is complete.

Research Question:
Can any program-level factor be identified and used as a reliable predictor of ABEto-college program success in transitioning students to college, as measured by
participants earning a minimum number of college credits by the end of the third year of
the ATLAS study?

Background:
The Adult Transitions Longitudinal Study (ATLAS) is five-year research project that
tracks 227 adults who enrolled in a college preparation course in the fall of 2007 or the
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spring of 2008. These participants were enrolled at 11 different ABE-to-College Transition
Programs, funded by the Nellie Mae Educational Foundation, located throughout New
England. The project is staffed by the principal investigator, Cristine Smith, a professor of
education at the University of Massachusetts, and several graduate students attending the
Center for International Education at the same university. The primary purpose of the
ATLAS study is to measure the educational and economic outcomes of its participant
sample. Specifically, researchers are interested in whether adults enroll in college after
participating in the transition program and if so, whether or not they persist in college or
drop out.
Data collection for the ATLAS study is performed in several ways. The primary
source of information is a yearly survey conducted with the entire ATLAS sample. To date,
there have been three rounds of surveys, each one designed to last between 30 and 70
minutes. The surveys provide quantitative data on multiple facets of the participants’ lives,
including educational status and experience, family life and responsibilities, leisure habits,
work routines, and transition program experiences. There are several other data sources
that provide more in-depth, qualitative information on participant educational experiences
and transition program curriculum and staff. These data sources will be discussed at length
in the methodology section.
Literature Review:
One of the more comprehensive adult literacy program evaluations was the 1968
adult basic education systems study conducted by Greenleigh Associates. This study
examined the effect of participation in a 17-week ABE class on participants’ reading scores.

18

Program Profile Analysis Framework

Participants were divided into two groups based on their initial reading score on a
standardized reading test. The evaluation does not have a true control group due to the fact
that ABE class drop-outs were used as the comparison group. It cannot be assumed that
class graduates and class drop-outs share the same fundamental characteristics, as the
former group may be more motivated than the latter to improve their skills and abilities.
The evaluation may have been biased by the false control group and the attrition rate of the
experimental group; nonetheless, the results showed that those who participated in the 17week ABE class did not score higher on the test that those who dropped out of the class
after two days or less (Beder, 1999).
It is possible that the subject of reading is too complex to be influenced by any shortterm course. In a study of adults with a GED or high school diploma who were taking a
college transition course, Perin and Greenberg (1993) identified a significant positive
correlation between the number of weeks of instruction and students’ scores on writing
and math tests, yet the correlation between length of program and reading score was not
significant (as cited in Comings, Parella, & Soricone, 1999, p. 15). Similarly, while it would
seem likely that the longer a student remains in an ABE course, the more he or she will
improve in reading skill, in the National Evaluation of Adult Programs, Young, Fleischman,
Fitzgerald, & Morgan, (1994) could not find a significant relationship between participants’
scores on a standardized reading test and the length of time spent in ABE classes (as cited
in Comings, et al., 1999, p. 12). It is unknown how many class hours the 17-week program
consisted of, but it is possible that the number of class hours was insufficient to impact
participants’ scores. Studies performed by Darkenwald (1968) and Sticht (1982) have
found that in order for adults to improve their score on a standardized test by at least one
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grade level equivalent, they need to be in class for approximately 100 hours (as cited in
Comings, et al., 1999, p. 15).
The 1968 ABE study also analyzed the level of teachers’ educational background to
see if it had an effect on participant outcomes. Greenleigh Associates, Inc., (1968),
compared teachers who were high school graduates, college graduates, and certified
teachers to see if their level of education was related to participants’ reading gains. No
significant differences between groups were found. Additionally, the study compared the
type of reading instruction used in the ABE classes, comparing two different reading
systems’ effect on students’ reading score gains; again, no significant results were found.
Interestingly, participants perceived that they had made advances in their reading, writing,
and mathematics ability as evidenced by the significant difference in self-evaluation scores
before and after the program. However, as noted before, this perceived improvement was
not substantiated by their actual scores. In reviewing this study, Beder (1999) notes that
“Of all the evidence presented in this study, the evidence that adult literacy education
produces gains in positive self-image (and similar constructs such as self-confidence and
self-esteem) is the strongest” (p. 78).
Unfortunately, the 1968 evaluation does not proceed to attempt linking gains in selfesteem to any actions that may have been taken by the ABE learners, such as enrolling in an
additional ABE course or in community college. Therefore, it is unknown whether this
internal change may have led to more concrete consequences for participants in the
experimental group. This particular finding may have been more important than the
researchers accredited it in 1968. Indeed, learning theorists Beard and Wilson (2002)
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hypothesized that having self-confidence and the support from others is essential in order
for one to turn his or her life experiences into learning opportunities (as cited in Merriam,
Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2006, p. 165). Albert Bandura (1986) is another theorist who
believed that an individual’s self-efficacy would greatly impact his or her success in
learning. He argued that if students believed themselves capable of performing a task, they
would be able to do that task better (as cited in Comings et al., 1999, p. 7). Using Bandura’s
model to inform ABE program design, Comings et al. (1999) argued that practitioners could
boost students’ self-esteem by providing regular opportunities for success and recognition.
Even small student achievements could be celebrated and noted so that learners could
track their own progress and pause to appreciate their own educational gains. These
theories suggests that the ABE program in the 1968 study successfully helped learners take
that first step toward making further learning gains, despite the fact that they were not
evidenced during the short-term scope of the study.
One study that focused on a more long-term dependent variable was the NSCALL
Persistence Study on ABE students in pre-GED classes. Researchers defined persistence as
“adults staying in programs for as long as they can, engaging in self-directed study when
they must drop out of their programs, and returning to programs as soon as the demands
of their lives allow” (Comings et al., 1999, p. 3). By using persistence as the dependent
variable, researchers made clear that what was valued highest amongst participant
outcomes was not the completion of a certain educational milestone but rather a student’s
continued attempt to keep learning and growing. The study sought to identify which
characteristics of adult learners allow or encourage them to persevere in their educational
journey where others give up the attempt. Participants who were immigrants, over the age
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of 30, or parents of teenagers or grown children were more likely to persist in their
education than others in the study. In addition, adults who indicated that they had
previously enrolled in an ABE or vocational skills course or who had engaged in self-study
were significantly more likely to persist in their education than those who had not. Of these
three types of prior study, adults who had engaged in self-study were found to have the
strongest relationship with persistence. The final significant finding was that adults who
articulated a specific goal for entering the ABE program were more likely to persist than
those who either mentioned no goal or who reported their reason was that they were doing
it for themselves (Comings et al., 1999).
These latter two findings should not be unexpected to those who are familiar with
adult learning theorist Malcom Knowles. In his theory of andragogy, Knowles articulated a
list of principles that he believed should guide any practitioner working in adult education.
Included in this list is the idea that the most powerful motivators for adults come from
within the learner; that is, no adult student will be as motivated by a goal imposed upon
him or her by someone else as he or she will if that goal stems from within. Furthermore,
Knowles argued that adults need to know the reasons behind what they are learning and
why it is important to learn (as cited in Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2006, p. 84).
Thus, the strength of a student’s motivation, but even more so the type of motivation or
goal, will be predictive of success. Beder (1986, 1990) takes a different approach to the
issue of student motivation, constructing a “demand” model based on the economic theory
of supply and demand (as cited in Comings et al., 1999, p. 19). One can infer from his model
that adults will enroll in ABE classes if they believe that the value they will gain from
participation in that program is higher than the cost to them in money, time, or resources.
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If Beder’s model is extrapolated to the participants in the ATLAS study, possible factors
that could influence this cost-benefit analysis include whether they can earn college credit
for participation in transition classes, whether the class schedule is convenient, and how
stimulating the teachers and curriculum are.
Humanist learning theorists took the idea of internal motivation a step further by
stating that a student’s drive will be at its strongest when all learning is a result of selfdirection. This would occur only when a person initiates the learning opportunity and takes
responsibility for all learning taking place. Theorists Mezirow and Brookfield hypothesized
that adults in particular need to engage in critical reflection about the historical,
biographical and cultural reasons for their own needs and wants in order for learning to be
effective. Applying their theories to practice, this suggests that adults who seek out an ABE
course on their own initiative and who use it as a time for reflecting on their own needs
will be more successful. Another theorist who emphasized the role of critical questioning
was Cranton (2002). He advocated for the implementation of adult learning class activities
such as conducting simulations, keeping a journal, and writing life histories (as cited in
Merriam et al., 2006, p. 145). These techniques overlap with recommendations from other
areas of learning theory, such as experiential learning and narrative learning. Journal
writing is also a tool advocated by theorists such as Beard and Wilson (2002) who argue
that addressing inner emotional turbulence is vital if learning is to be sustained (as cited in
Merriam et al., 2006, p. 166). Journals and life history narratives can also be used by ABE
programs as a motivational tool to show participants how far they have come. Some ABE
courses have participants compile a portfolio of all the work that has been done during the
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semester; although this may be an unreliable grading technique, when used as a way to
monitor progress it can be powerful (Comings et al., 1999)
In their Personal Responsibility Orientation Model, Hiemestra and Brockett
advocate that learners should take on as much responsibility as possible for planning,
implementing, and then evaluating the educational experience. Learners must show selfdirection and the organizational skills necessary to assume the roles of both student and
teacher (1994). Garrison (1997) builds on this idea with a collaborative constructivist
perspective, arguing that students must be able to both effectively self-manage and selfmonitor their learning. Doing so requires personal skills such as time-management
techniques, strong study skills, and metacognitive awareness (as cited in Merriam et al.,
2006). These theories suggest that ABE programs that purposefully develop students’ skills
in the areas of personal responsibility and self-management will be more successful. They
also suggest that programs that allow for flexibility in the curricula and self-direction by
the learner will engender more successful outcomes.
Lending support to the idea that promoting students’ study skills will impact their
academic work, the Florida Department of Education (2006) found that students who were
enrolled in a study skills course during their freshman year had improved retention rates
in comparison to students who did not participate. The five-year longitudinal study was
conducted by following a freshman year cohort of 36,123 students enrolled at Florida
colleges. The Student Life Skills (SLS) course is a class that teaches students strategies they
will need to be successful in college, such as time management and financial management.
The class is recommended based on students’ college placement test scores; some of the
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students were required to take the course, whereas other students were only strongly
encouraged. The experimental design of the Florida study is somewhat suspect since the
control group is comprised both of non-participators and SLS drop-outs. Nonetheless, the
study produced such consistently strong results across the comparison categories that they
are worthy of note. For the students who took one remedial course and SLS, 39 percent
were still enrolled or had graduated after five years versus 23 percent of students who took
one remedial course and no SLS class. For students who were required to enroll in
developmental courses in reading, writing, and math and who also took the SLS class, 40
percent were still enrolled in college or had graduated after five years versus 20 percent of
students who took developmental courses in all three areas but had no SLS (Florida
Department of Education, 2006).
In addition to setting requirements regarding the quality of programming and
structure for the transition courses, the Nellie Mae Foundation also set up the expectation
that its programs would have at least a 60 percent participant completion rate (Gittleman,
2005). With an eye to improving retention rates among ABE programs, Tracy-Mumford
(1994) compiled results from several studies to provide recommendations for ABE
program designers. Some of her suggestions, such as stating that the quality of teaching
should be high enough to promote effective learning, are little more than common sense.
However, she does make a couple of valuable, concrete recommendations: 1) that
participant evaluations should be two-ways, evaluating both themselves and the program
components and teaching; 2) that programs should include some non-instructional, fun
activities to provide an opportunity for students to bond with their teachers and each other
(as cited in Comings et al., 1999, p. 25).
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Quigley (1997) also devoted time to studying methods for decreasing student
attrition rates in ABE programs. He set up four different instructional programs for adults
that had a uniform curriculum but that varied in structure. One class had access to an
intensive support team of teachers and counselors, one class was designed to be small in
number, and the final class was provided one-to-one tutoring. The control group was a
standard ABE class. He discovered that the class that had the lowest rate of student dropouts was the class with fewer students. Interestingly, all three interventions had lower
attrition rates than did the control group, the regular class. Another strategy suggested by
Quigley, but not studied in his experimental design, was employing past program graduates
as volunteer mentors or paid staff members (as cited in Comings et al., 1999, p. 26).
Although many of the Nellie Mae-funded programs mentioned employing this strategy at
one point, at the time of the ATLAS study only a few transition programs were still actively
providing participants with a mentor from past years.
Several researchers focus on the importance of providing students with a
substantive orientation at the outset of the program. They advocated that such orientations
should provide clear program expectations, as well as allow students the opportunity to
begin forging bonds with each other and staff members (Comings et al., 1999; Comings &
Soricone, 2006). Comings and Soricone (2006) further developed standards for program
intake procedures by stating that all programs should establish for themselves a specific
target population of students they are trying to reach. The population they intend to serve
should be defined by their instructional goals and needs; to ensure that participants fall
within the skill set of the target population, students’ academic abilities should be assessed
before the orientation phase.
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Using this assessment information, Comings and Soricone (2006) advocated that
programs should place students into classes that have “levels (e.g., beginning, intermediate,
advanced) based on a clear understanding of students’ abilities and needs, avoiding as
much as possible the practice of multilevel classes in which students have profound
differences in skills” (p.11). This recommendation is one of many listed in their 2006 work.
It is of particular note due to the fact that many ATLAS participants stated on their yearly
surveys that they wished their transition program had been separated into instructional
levels. Research supports this participant preference, indicating that mixed levels create a
problematic situation for the classroom instructor. In compiling their observations from 20
adult literacy classrooms, Beder and Medina (2001) stated that the issue of multilevel
classrooms was one of the most common and detrimental to the ABE field. They described
teachers as struggling to teach simultaneously to two very different levels, resulting in
boredom for advanced students and confusion for beginning students (as cited in Comings
& Soricone, 2006, p. 69).
A final aspect of the college transition program that differs by program site is the
class scheduling structure. Some of the programs meet once per day for approximately
eight hours, while other programs are set up such that participants come in on two or more
days for between two and a half to four hours. Balmuth (1987) reviewed several
psychological research studies that showed that the efficacy of learning declined when the
period of study was concentrated into a period of time. This type of study, termed massed
practice, has been found to be a less productive way for individuals to absorb and retain
new material than is learning in that same material in a series of sessions over time, termed
distributed practice (as cited in Comings & Soricone, 2006, p. 64). The full set of guidelines
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and suggestions provided by Comings and Soricone (2006) will not be reproduced here
due to limitations in space, but their treatise should certainly be referred to further by any
practitioner or researcher interested in the subject of ABE program instructional design.

Methodology:
The Adult Transitions Longitudinal Study (ATLAS) is five-year research project that
tracks 227 adults who enrolled in an Adult Basic Education-to-College Transition course in
the fall of 2007 or the spring of 2008. Situated throughout New England, three of these
programs are located in Maine (Rockland, Sumner, and Belfast), one program is in Rhode
Island (Riral), one is in Vermont (Tutorial), two are in New Hampshire (Nashua and Second
Start), three are in Massachusetts (ABCD, X-CEL, and Cape Cod), and one is in Connecticut
(Vernon). Although the transition programs differ on a variety of curricular aspects, they
are unified by a common goal: to prepare and enable adults who already have their high
school diploma or GED to acquire the skills and knowledge needed to enroll in and succeed
in college.
Thus, the primary purpose of the ATLAS study is to measure the educational and
economic outcomes of its participant sample. Specifically, researchers are interested in
whether adults enroll in college after participating in the transition program and if so,
whether or not they persist in college or drop out. Data collection for the ATLAS study is
performed in several ways.
Source of Data

# of Repetitions

Respondents
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ATLAS Survey

3

227

Sub-sample interview

3

24

Life History Narrative

1

15

Staff and Teacher Interviews

1

33

Transition Program Documents
Transition Program Intake and
Exit Forms

1

NA

1

~200

The primary source of information is a yearly survey conducted with the entire ATLAS
sample. To date, there have been three rounds of surveys, each one lasting between 30 and
70 minutes. The surveys provide large amounts of quantitative data and a limited amount
of qualitative data on multiple facets of the participants’ lives, including educational status
and experience, family life and responsibilities, leisure habits, work routines, and transition
program experiences. The first wave of surveys were conducted face to face, but the second
and third waves were conducted either over the phone, in person, or on the computer. A
secondary source of data is provided through supplementary 20 to 30 minute yearly
interviews with a small subset of participants. These participants were chosen at the
beginning of the study, when researchers randomly selected one to two people from each
transition program class to compose the sub-sample interview pool. This group, made up of
24 participants in all, provides more in-depth, detailed descriptions of any educational and
personal experiences that have occurred during the past year. A third source of participant
data comes from hour-long educational life history narratives that are videotaped with a
second subset of the main sample, consisting of 15 participants. This particular source of
data was used in a very limited way for the present write-up, because the majority of the
interview focuses on educational experiences before and after the transition program.
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However, occasionally the participant provided insight during the video recording on their
transition program that could not be found elsewhere.
The fourth and fifth sources of data, both of which are critical for the research in this
paper, comes not from ATLAS participants but rather from the transition programs
themselves. At the beginning of the study in 2007, the 11 cooperating transition-to-college
programs were asked to make all of their staff members available for individual interviews
with an ATLAS researcher. These interviews lasted for approximately one hour and were
conducted using an interview protocol in a 1:1 setting. Two different protocols were
developed and used for the interviews: one for program teachers (See Appendix A), and one
for program staff members (See Appendix B). The interviewer (an ATLAS researcher)
delved into a wide range of questions, beginning with demographic data and progressing to
more in-depth subjects such as the types of educational materials used by the teacher or
the directing practices of the staff member. These interviews were recorded and
subsequently transcribed.
Next, each program was asked to submit any and all program documents and
materials. The documents submitted varied widely by program and included any of the
following items: class hand-outs, syllabi, recruitment materials, schedules, mid-term
evaluations, student records, intake and exit forms, lesson plans, and written summaries.
Some programs provided extensive records and materials but a few others submitted very
little documentation of their program’s curriculum and structure.
Establishing the Discrete Variable Framework

30

Program Profile Analysis Framework

Due to the nature of a large longitudinal study with non-permanent staff members,
the program materials were not reviewed until one and a half to two years later in 20092010. At that point, I took notes detailing the documentation provided by the 11 transition
programs, and identified missing areas of information. Over the next year, I contacted
program directors and asked them to submit further materials used by their programs.
Although all the information gathered helped provide insight into the similarities and
differences between transition programs, there was little uniformity of programmatic
submissions. After reviewing the documents again in 2011, I wrote directly to program
directors with questions in an effort to fill any gaps in knowledge about program
curriculum and practices. Next, I made a list of variables suggested for study based on the
literature review and adult education learning theories. After combining data gathered
from staff and teacher interview transcripts, program materials submissions,
correspondence with program directors, participant sub-sample interview transcripts, and
participant comments on their yearly surveys, I refined the list of variables for study based
on the information available.
Due to the diversity of program submissions and the absence of third-party
observations of program classes, I decided to further limit the variables based on whether
they could be verified in at least two sources of data. For example, for the variable,
Computer Class, programs were classified as having either yes or no, based on whether or
not they had a computer course component. If a program was classified as yes, this
designation could have been based on at least two of the following: a program syllabus that
outlines the computer class structure, a sub-sample participant interview in which the
comments on the computer class he or she took through the program, remarks from a
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participant survey explaining how the computer course affected him or her, emails from a
program director explaining what the computer course components entailed, or a staff
interview transcript discussing how the computer class is structured. If a program was
classified as no, this designation could have been based on at least two of the following:
comments from a participant’s yearly survey explaining that one program improvement
would be for the program to have a computer course component, emails from a program
director or staff interview transcripts stating that the program did not include a computer
class, or class syllabus detailing the transition course components that does not mention
any computer course. The program Computer Course variable was easy to decide, but
several other variables, especially those of a curricular nature, presented more ambiguity.
For the variable, Career planning segment, it was difficult to ascertain the exact
degree to which this segment was included. Some programs had a weekly class devoted
solely to the topic and program materials that documented the length of time and types of
assignments conducted in that area. Other programs purported to cover career planning
several times by integrating it into different class subject such as English. Due to the
difficulty ascertaining the exact degree to which this schedule was adhered, it was
necessary to conduct many follow-up questions to staff and participants from programs
where the variable seemed ambiguous. The complete list of discrete variables used in the
subsequent program-level analysis is as follows:
Program-Level Variables for Study (Discrete):
Independent Variable
Scheduling: intensity

Levels
1 day per week
2 days per week
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3 or more days per week
Scheduling: total class hours

Less than 100
More than 100

Scheduling: duration (weeks per/term)

Less than 10
14-15

Grading policy

More than 18
Informal, pass/fail
Letter grades

Feedback level on homework, essays

Low
High

Attendance policy

Mandatory
Non-mandatory

Participant completion status

Graduate
Drop-out

Teacher instructional approach to adult learning

Collaborative/ Team-Based
Traditional

Location of program

Part of community college
Stand-alone

Association with local college

Closely associated
Stand-alone

Mentoring component

Yes
No

Student life skills component (as stated by
director)

Yes
No

Student life skills component (as documented by
this researcher)

Yes
No

Career planning segment

High (9 hours or more)
Medium (3-8 hours)
Low (less than 2 hours)

Computer class

Yes
No

Earn college credit for some class component

Yes
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No

For all of the independent variables listed above, the dependent variable is college
enrollment and attendance subsequent to the transition program. This is defined as the
participant earning at least three college credits and is coded as a dichotomous variable, yes
or no.
The independent variable Scheduling: Intensity was defined as the number of days
per week that a participant was committed, through participation in the transition
program, to attend classes. Some programs set up their schedule such that participants
attended one day per week for eight hours a day, whereas other programs split up their
class schedule into several hours across two to three days. A few programs had optional
Saturday tutoring sessions, but since this was not a required session for all participants it
was not factored into the scheduling: intensity variable.
The variable Scheduling: Total class hours was also calculated based on the total
number of hours of required classes for all participants. This figure includes transition
program orientation and class workshops but not field trips outside of class hours.
The variable Scheduling: Duration (weeks per/term) was defined as the number of
weeks of transition classes per term, excluding vacation weeks such as Thanksgiving break
or spring break.
Grading policy was classified based on whether program teachers and staff scored
participants on a formal rubric and assigned them a letter grade for their class work and
participation, or whether they received No grade or a Pass/Fail mark.
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The variable Feedback level on homework and essays was classified as either high or
low based on two sources of data: 1) program documents submitted in which teachers for
each course write up personal, detailed comments on their students’ progress and
achievements; 2) participant statements during sub-sample interviews or yearly surveys in
which they comment on their teachers’ level of feedback on homework and essays. If I did
not have data from either of these sources for any particular transition program, I had to
conduct follow-up phone calls with program participants. In such as case, I asked at least
two participants for their opinion on the level of staff feedback on their written work to
ensure agreement. No conflicting opinions between participants were found.
One variable that was slightly more challenging was Attendance policy. Programs
were classified as having either a mandatory or non-mandatory policy. Mandatory was
defined as continued participation in the program being contingent on less than two
unexcused absences from class. If the only penalty for missing classes was to lower a
participant’s grade, the program was coded as having a non-mandatory policy due to the
possibility otherwise of confounding the variables Attendance policy and Grading policy.
This variable was surprisingly difficult to code for the programs that did not have program
documents or interview statements explaining their policy. Such cases required me to
follow-up and directly ask program coordinators about their policy of student attendance. I
received several equivocal answers such as “Our attendance policy is mandatory and
students are expected to attend. However, we would never actually ask a participant to
leave.” Implied in this statement is that students might be told they will have to leave the
program if they habitually skip classes. Yet if it is not enforced, how can we know if the
participants actually believe that the policy is mandatory? Perhaps even this same
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statement, made by staff members at different transition programs, would be more or less
convincing depending on the staff member’s personality. For the sake of uniformity, all
such programs were coded as non-mandatory, since the director stated the policy was not
enforced. However, participant comments were given priority in coding a program’s
attendance requirements. In one case, a participant stated in 2008 that she had been asked
to leave the program after missing two classes, even though she felt she had a good reason.
The program director stated (in 2011, answering follow-up questions) that they had a
mandatory policy which was not enforced. I chose to give the participant’s comments
higher weight in coding the program, due to the closer proximity to the year of the
program’s policies of interest (2007-2008). Nonetheless, the challenging nature of coding
this variable likely makes it less scientifically sound than other, more objective variables.
The variable Participant completion status was examined at the individual level and
participants were classified as either Graduates or Drop-outs. Two sources of data were
used to code participant status: transition program records and participants’ statements in
yearly interviews. The program level drop-out rate was examined separately as a
continuous variable.
Another variable that was extremely challenging to code based on the information
at hand was Teacher Instructional Approach to Adult Learning. For this variable, programs
were categorized as having either a Collaborative approach or a Traditional classroom
approach. Teachers with a Collaborative approach described their instruction style as teambased, in which the teacher was one member of a team but not necessarily the leader of
that team. Teachers who used a Traditional approach recounted using instructional
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methods such as teaching at the blackboard and assigning small group work. The reason
this variable was more difficult to sort through was that it was based on one specific
question from teacher and staff member interviews in 2007 and 2008. Unfortunately, not
all teachers answered this question. Furthermore, because of time and scheduling
constraints, observation of all transition courses could not be conducted to verify
instructors’ teaching styles. Participants occasionally spontaneously shared information
regarding their classroom routines during the program, but this question was not
specifically asked in the interview. Therefore, the information gathered to code this
variable was possibly inadequate to expect to find any significant differences. In spite of
this concern, I chose to leave it in the analysis based on my curiosity regarding the validity
of the various adult learning theories that suggest a collaborative approach to teaching may
be more effective.
The variable Location of program had two levels. Either a transition program was
located on a community college campus or it was characterized as a stand-alone program.
If a program was situated on a college main campus or satellite campus, it was coded as
being part of a community college. However, even if the program was associated with a
particular college but was not located next to any other college buildings, it was classified
as being stand-alone.
Some of the ATLAS transition programs had developed close ties with a community
college, but were located off of the actual campus. In order to distinguish between the effect
on participants of the location on a college campus versus the partnership with a college,
another variable, Association with local college, was created. This variable was coded based
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on staff and teacher interviews discussing their relationship with nearby colleges. The
programs that were the easiest to code were those that had their students enroll in a local
college, earning college credit for a class while they were enrolled in the transition
program. Facilitating such a set-up would require cooperation and communication
between staff members at the transition program and the college offering credit to
participants.
The variable Mentoring component was defined as whether transition program
participants were matched up with a staff member or past participant who was supposed
to serve as a role model and guide. The types of mentors varied by program: some
programs used former transition program graduates as mentors, whereas others assigned
their own staff and teachers to be mentors for small groups of students. Due to the limited
number of programs that had a mentoring component, those two types of mentoring
elements were combined into the same level, yes, versus programs that did not have any
mentoring opportunities, classified as no.
The variable Student life skills component was defined as a program including a
curricular element in which student self-monitoring skills are emphasized and explicitly
taught. Examples of these types of skills include time management strategies, note taking,
and study skills. Other activities considered as student life skills instruction could be
budgeting lessons, understanding leadership in the classroom, and communication
exercises for working in student groups. Due to the contradictions I found between staff
member statements and my definition of student life skills (SLS), I decided to separate the
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SLS component into two separate variables: 1) Student life skills component (as stated by
program director); 2) Student life skills component (as documented by this researcher).
For the first variable, programs were coded as yes if the teachers and staff members
stated that they conducted SLS activities with their students. Some of these statements
were made during the 2007-2008 staff interviews, while others were made through
personal communications with me during follow-up in 2011. However, I noted that some of
the statements were inconsistent with the material I expected the SLS component to entail.
For example, one director explained, “The student life skills component was an important
part of our program but it was not separate. It was integrated into everything we did. We
emphasized this from the beginning of the 14-week college prep class when we presented
the syllabi during orientation. We met with students individually to strategize life skills
needed when students came late to college prep classes, when they were absent, when they
turned in assignments late or not at all, when they failed tests, etc.” This statement
indicated to me that the teachers and staff at this program worked with participants on
developing personal responsibility. However, I did not believe that this type of instruction
should be combined for study with programs that provide explicit instruction on SLS
development. Encouraging timeliness is different than teaching time-management, and
discussing the importance of studying is different than teaching study skills.
Therefore, I coded the programs twice: once based solely on the assertion of the
program director as to whether they had a student life skills component, and once based on
the types of statements the directors made about what those activities actually involved. In
order for a program to be coded as yes for this variable, the curriculum had to specifically
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emphasize the students’ acquisition of these skills by allotting a substantive period of time
and effort into teaching these abilities. Some programs that were classified as yes had
entire class periods throughout the semester devoted to this curricular component. Others
had several workshops throughout the semester that were mandatory for students to
attend. Programs classified as no may have taught one or two of SLS components, such as
how to use a daily planner, but did not emphasize it further or allot more than a few hours
to SLS throughout the entire semester. This decision was based on program materials,
syllabi, schedules, teacher and staff interviews, and personal communications with
program directors.
The variable Career planning segment was divided into three levels: 1) high:
programs that spent nine hours or more on career development activities; 2) medium:
programs that spent between three to eight hours on it, and; 3) low: programs that spent
two hours or less on it. Programs classified as high had as many as eight sessions dedicated
solely to participants’ acquisition of skills related to career development, such as resume
writing, learning interviewing skills, mapping out the necessary steps to attaining a desired
career, and presenting details of that career such as typical salary levels and work
schedules. Programs classified as low had little to no structured career planning segment.
Some such programs did often have their participants meet one on one with a student
counselor one to two hours total throughout the semester to discuss what they would like
to do, at which point they received handouts with links to online resources about resume
writing. However, due to the fact that participants were not required to do the planning
element of the Career planning segment, (that is, seek out or acquire further knowledge of
their intended career), such programs were still coded as low. Programs characterized as
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medium did some structured career planning activities with participants, but often
incorporated them into other class activities. For example, during English class participants
would be asked to write one of their essays on their career goals. During computer class,
participants would practice searching career sites online. The medium level programs also
typically structured their career component as the following: administering to the group
some type of personality test, providing some individual counseling to hear what the
participant would like to do, and integrating possibly one or two activities into other
course subjects.
The variable Computer class was coded as yes or no based on whether a program had
a weekly time period allotted to learning computer skills in a computer lab. Programs were
coded as no if they had a one or two-time visit to a computer lab to teach brief computer
skills, since many participants discussed in their yearly survey the need for substantial
time to learn computer skills. Several programs had a two to three hour period weekly
devoted to teaching computer skills, but other programs only vaguely reference some time
spent teaching computer skills. For the latter group, participant comments and ratings on
the yearly survey were used to ascertain whether they had significant class time spent in a
computer lab.
The variable Earn college credit for some class component was defined as yes if the
participants were able to simultaneously earn college credits while enrolled in the
transition program, as organized by the transition program staff. That is, if a few
participants were simultaneously enrolled in college only due to their own efforts, the
program was coded as no. The type of college credit and number of credits earned was not

41

Program Profile Analysis Framework

classified due to the limited number of programs with this feature. Some transition classes
were simultaneously enrolled in a college English class, others a computer class, and others
a leadership class. One transition program was able to give its participants one college
credit simply for participating in the program. The number of college credits earned during
the transition program for those coded as yes ranged from one to three.
Establishing the Continuous Variable Framework
After coding all of the discrete independent variables for program-level analysis, I
began work on a sixth source of data: standardized intake, exit, and drop-out forms
administered by the transition programs at the beginning and end of each semester. These
forms were developed by Gittleman (2005) in an effort to standardize the types of data
being collected at the transition program courses. The intake, exit, and drop-out forms are
provided by the Nellie Mae Foundation and are standardized across programs.
Intake Form
The intake form begins by asking participants to answer some demographic data
and background information and to provide a ranking on a Likert scale of 1 (poor) to 4
(excellent) of how competent they feel in each of the following areas: Overall Academic
Readiness, Math, Reading, Writing Skills, Computer Skills, and Knowledge about what college
will be like. The form also asks participants to rank on a scale of 1 (not at all likely) to 4
(extremely likely) how likely it is that they will face a difficulty with: Needing Childcare,
Needing Transportation, Lack of Financial Aid, Overall Cost of College, Needing to Work to
Pay for Tuition, Health Issues for Self and Others.
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Exit Form
At the conclusion of the semester, every transition program is supposed to give
participants an exit form to fill out on which they rank each of the same categories listed
above. In addition, the participants are asked to name three things they “learned about
college that [they] did not know prior to attending this program.” On the backside of the
form there is a section reserved for a staff member to fill out in privacy that is kept only for
program records and is not submitted to students. This part of the form asks staff members
to record Accuplacer test score data (the college placement test) before and after
participating in the program, as well as to list the total number of hours the participant
attended. Additionally, the staff member is asked to provide a ranking on a Likert scale of 1
(poor) to 4 (excellent) of how capable they perceive the participant to be in each of the
following areas: Motivation, Class Participation, Time Management Skills, Readiness for
College, Likelihood will Succeed. Finally, the staff member fills out a section asking whether
or not (by marking yes or no) any extenuating circumstances are likely to affect the
participant’s likelihood to enroll in and succeed in college: Logistical Issues, Financial Issues,
Psychological Issues, Academic or Learning Disabilities, Language or Immigration Issues,
Health Issues for Self or Others.
Drop-out Form
If a participant has dropped out of the program earlier than expected, the program
staff instead fills out a drop-out form for the participant, stating the date of last class the
student attended, his or her reason(s) given for dropping out, and whether the staff
member anticipates the student will return to the program at a later time.

43

Program Profile Analysis Framework

One out of eleven programs (ABCD) chose not to administer these forms to their
participants, so their program cannot be analyzed on many of the continuous variables
detailed herein. However, the majority of the forms for participants at the other ten
programs were completed and submitted to ATLAS. Since this data was all in paper format,
each of the variables had to be coded and entered by hand into the computer. Wherever
there was missing data, I contacted program staff and asked for them to search their
records and send us the forms. Occasionally this effort was successful, although some
programs have a much higher percentage of completed records than do others. The
complete list of continuous variables used in the subsequent program-level analysis is as
follows:
Program-Level Variables for Study (Continuous):
Independent Variable
Attendance hours

Level

Dropout rate of program

Program

Program rating by students

Program

Test score gains
a. Reading gain
b. Math gain

Program

Individual

c. Comprehension gains

Program
Program

d. Writing gain

Program

Students’ perceptions of academic gains
a. Reading gain
b. Math gain

Individual
Individual

c.

Individual

Writing gain

d. Overall Readiness gain

Individual

e. Computer Skills gain

Individual

f.

Individual

Knowledge about College gain

Student ratings of program effectiveness

The program helped me to:
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a. Refresh memory

Program

b. Get used to going to school

Program

c.

Program

Improve my writing skills

d. Improve my math skills

Program

e. Improve my computer skills

Program

f.

Program

Improve my study skills

g. Better understand about financial aid

Program

h. Complete the college application process

Program

i.

Clarify my career goals

Program

j.

Build my self confidence

Program

Demographics of class
a.

ELL vs. non-ELL

Program + Session

b.

Age

Program + Session

c.

Gender

Program + Session

d. Ethnicity
Experience of teachers: Years of work in
ABE
Experience of teachers: Academic
background in ABE/literacy

Program + Session
Program
Program

As before, for all of the independent variables listed above, the dependent variable is
college enrollment and attendance subsequent to the transition program. This is defined as
the participant earning at least three college credits and is coded as a dichotomous
variable, yes or no.
The variable Attendance hours was analyzed at the individual level. The program
level analysis of attendance hours was already captured by the discrete variable Total class
hours, which addressed how many class hours were actually offered to the student by the
transition program (more than 100 or less than 100). However, the Attendance hours
variable examined whether the amount of hours a student chose to attend class affected his
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or her likelihood of earning at least three credits in college after completing the transition
program.
Dropout rate of program was compiled at the program level, and was defined as the
percentage of students at the transition program who dropped out of class before the
semester ended.
The variable Program rating by students was created based on participants’
responses on their Year 2 and 3 ATLAS surveys. Students were asked whether they
considered the transition program to have been very helpful, somewhat helpful, somewhat
unhelpful, or very unhelpful. The program score was calculated by summing that program’s
participant scores [1-4] and dividing by the number of respondents for that program,
providing the average score for how helpful a program was across participants. Both
student graduates’ scores and student drop-outs’ scores were included into the compilation
of this variable.
The variable Test score gains was defined as the average point increase in students’
Accuplacer test score between the pre-test (before beginning the transition program) and
the post-test (at the conclusion of the transition program). Since the majority of programs
were unable to conduct a post-test with students who dropped out of the class
prematurely, all student drop-out scores were excluded from study in this variable. Each
subject test variable (math, reading, writing, comprehension) was tested separately, and it
was calculated by summing the difference between pre and post-test scores for all graduate
participants at a given program and divided by the number of graduate participants at that
program to provide an average gain score.
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The variable Students’ perceptions of academic gains was compiled at the individual
level rather than the program level. The program level effectiveness in each subject area
will instead by assessed by the variable Student ratings of program effectiveness. For the
present variable, students’ self-assessment score on the intake form was subtracted from
their self-assessment score on the exit form for each subject area. The resulting score
ranged from [-1 to 3]. Each subject area was tested as separate variable: Reading, Math,
Writing, Overall Readiness, Computer Skills, and Knowledge about College.
The variable Student ratings of program effectiveness was compiled at the program
level and was based solely on participants’ responses on their Year 2 and 3 ATLAS surveys.
In this survey, they were asked to rate their college transition program on 10 facets ranging
from whether they felt they improved their reading and writing skills to whether the
program helped to clarify their career goals. Participants assigned each facet a rating on a
Likert scale of 1 (disagree strongly) to 4 (agree strongly). The program score for each facet
was compiled by summing all of that program’s participant scores and dividing by the
number of respondents for that program. Each of the 10 facets was scored as a separate
variable.
The variable Demographics of class was compiled at the program and session level
together. Each program had two sessions, spring and fall, and the demographic variables
were calculated separately. The ELL vs. non-ELL variable was defined as the number of
English Language Learners versus non-English Language Learners in a transition program
class. This variable was calculated by dividing the number of students who learned English
as a second (or third or fourth) language by the total number of students in a transition
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class. The Age variable was calculating by summing the age of all students in a transition
class and dividing by the total number of students in the class to obtain an average age. The
Gender variable was calculated by dividing the number of women in a transition class by
the total number of students in that class. The calculation methodology for the Ethnicity
variable has not yet been determined, due to high levels of variation between transition
programs. This variable will not be analyzed at present, but will instead by examined at a
later date.
For the variable Experience of teachers: years of work in ABE, I calculated the
percentage of each program’s staff who had worked in the field of Adult Basic Education for
the ranges: Less than four years, Four to seven years, More than seven year. Every staff
member with less than four years of experience was coded as a 0, a staff member with four
to seven years of experience was coded as a 1, and a staff member with more than seven
years of experience was coded as a 2. For each program, staff member experience codes [02] were summed up and divided by the total number of staff members in order to obtain an
average experience level code for the transition program’s staff.
For the variable Experience of teachers: Academic background in ABE/literacy, I
calculated the percentage of each program’s staff who had received a Bachelor of Arts, a
Master’s Degree, or related certification in the field of Adult Basic Education or literacy.
Programs were then assigned a code for each of two categories, Formal training (1) or Little
to no training (0). For each transition program, staff member educational background
codes [0-1] were summed up and divided by the total number of staff members in order to
obtain an average educational level code for the program’s staff.
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The purpose of this thesis is to establish a framework for analysis of the programlevel and program-related characteristics. Since the data for the dependent variable is still
in a preliminary state and will not be complete until the final ATLAS Year 4 survey is
administered, this write-up will not include the statistical analysis of all the above
independent variables. Only a subset of variables will be analyzed at present, in order to
serve as a model of the type of statistical analysis that will be conducted once data
collection is complete. The variables that will be fully analyzed at this time are the program
related features including: Grading policy, Attendance policy, Feedback level on homework
and essays, Location of program, Association of program with local college, Mentoring
component, Student life skills component (as stated by director), Student life skills component
(as documented by this researcher), Career planning segment, Computer class, and Earn
college credit for some class component. These variables will all be analyzed using binomial
logistic regression. This type of statistical analysis was chosen due to the dichotomous
nature of the dependent variable, as well as the fact that I am interested in linking the
above explanatory variables to the odds of transition program participant success.

Results:
Due to limitations in data availability, for the purposes of this paper the scope is
limited to the statistical analysis of variables 11- 22 (See Appendix C for the complete
breakdown of program variables, levels, and divisions). All variables were analyzed using
binary logistic regression. Out of the twelve analyses conducted, four were found to be
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significant. The omnibus test results for the variables analyzed are summarized in the table
below:
Variable
Grading Policy
Feedback level by staff on
homework, essays
Attendance Policy
Teacher Approach to
Instruction
Student Life Skills Class (as
stated by director)
Student Life Skills Class (as
documented by researcher)
Career Planning Segment
Computer Skills Class
Earn College Credit
Location of Transition Program
Association of Transition
Program with a Local College
Mentoring Component

Omnibus Test of Model Coefficient
χ2= 5.059, df=1, p=.025
χ2= 9.700, df=1, p=.002

Significance
sig
sig

χ2= 1.984, df=1, p=.159
χ2= 0.123, df=1, p=.726

ns
ns

χ2= 2.717, df=1, p=.257

ns

χ2=5.094, df=1, p=.024

sig

χ2= .338, df=1, p=.823
χ2= .339, df=1, p=.844
χ2= .659, df=1, p=.417
χ2= 2.983, df=1, p=.225
χ2= 3.289, df=1, p=.070

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

χ2= 5.409, df=1, p=.020

sig

As can be seen from the table above, Grading Policy, Staff Feedback Level, Student Life Skills
Class (as documented by this researcher), and Mentoring Component were all found to be
significant. Their effect sizes and logarithmic odds will be reported herein. The nonsignificant variables’ test results will not be reported further at this point, but instead will
be further examined in the Discussion section of this paper.
The variable Grading Policy had two levels: (0) transition programs that gave their
participants grades [A, B, C, D, F], and; (1) transition programs that either did not assign
participants any formal evaluation marks or that gave participants a passing or failing
grade only. Below can be seen the Wald statistic and significance of slope and intercept for
Grading Policy.
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Variables in the Equation
B
Step 1a

grade_policy
Constant

S.E.

Wald

df

Sig.

Exp(B)

-.646

.289

4.999

1

.025

.524

.443

.195

5.151

1

.023

1.558

As seen above, both the slope and intercept for this variable are significant. The logit b1 = .646, and the corresponding odds ratio (the exponential function, eb) is .524. The odds ratio
is interpreted in such a way that for every increase of one unit in the independent variable,
the odds that the dependent variable will equal 1 increases by a factor of eb. Thus, as the
grading policy for a transition programs shifts from assigning grades to students to having
a policy that does not assign grades, the odds of a participant enrolling in college and
earning at least 3 credits are decreased by approximately half. The odds ratio (eb) is
considered to be a measure of effect size and will be reported here as such, due to the fact
that there is no directly comparable effect size r (a symbol of total variance explained by a
given set of variables in linear regression) for logistic regression. The odds ratio may be
used in the case of logistic regression as a substitution for effect size, because it provides
the ratio of relative importance of the independent variables in terms of its effect on the
dependent variable's odds (C. Wells, personal communication, March 28, 2011).
There were two levels for the variable Staff Feedback Level on Participants’
Homework and Essays: (0) low, and; (1) high. In every case for the transition programs
coded as (0) low, participants specifically complained about the absence of feedback from
their instructors on their written work. The other transition programs were confirmed as
(1) high through phone calls to ATLAS participants from those programs. The results for
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the Wald statistic and significance of slope and intercept for Staff Feedback Level are as
follows:
Variables in the Equation
B
Step 1a

S.E.

Wald

df

Sig.

Exp(B)

staff_feedback

1.061

.349

9.223

1

.002

2.890

Constant

-.661

.308

4.616

1

.032

.516

The Wald statistic for both the slope and intercept for this variable were found to be
significant, as seen in the table above. The slope of the variable was positive, b1 = 1.061, and
the corresponding odds ratio (eb) was 2.890. This indicates that the odds of participants
who attended transition programs where teachers gave their students high levels of
written feedback continuing on to earn three credits or more in college were almost three
times larger than the odds of a participant who attended a low feedback program.
The variable Student Life Skills Class (as documented by the researcher) is a
modification of the original variable Student Life Skills Class. The two levels are: (0)
transition programs that did not have a student life skills (SLS) component, and; (1)
transition programs that had a student life skills class that specifically taught abilities such
as time-management, note-taking, etc. Below can be seen the results for the Student Life
Skills Class (as documented by this researcher) variable:
Variables in the Equation
B
Step 1a

stud_life_skill_documen
ted
Constant

S.E.

Wald

df

Sig.

Exp(B)

.690

.308

5.022

1

.025

1.993

-.315

.253

1.550

1

.213

.730
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The slope of the variable was positive, b1 = .690, and the corresponding odds ratio (eb) was
1.993. The intercept was negative but not significant, which means that we cannot predict
with accuracy the exact log odds of a student from a transition program without a student
life skills class going onto college; nonetheless, due to the positive, significant slope of the
variable, we can say that that student is less likely than one from a program with a SLS class
to go to college. The log ratio for the Student Life Skills Class (as documented by the
researcher) indicates that the odds of a student who attended a transition program with an
SLS component to subsequently enroll in college and earn three credits or more was
approximately double the odds of a student who attended a transition program that did not
include this type of instruction.
The variable Mentoring Component had two levels: (0) no mentoring component,
and; (1) mentoring available with either past participants or current staff members. The
results for the Wald statistic and significance of slope and intercept for Mentoring
Component can be seen in the table below:
Variables in the Equation
B
S.E.
Wald
Step 1a

mentoring_comp
Constant

df

Sig.

Exp(B)

.721

.315

5.251

1

.022

2.056

-.074

.172

.185

1

.667

.929

The slope of the Mentoring Component variable was positive, b1 = .721, and the
corresponding odds ratio (eb) was 2.056. The intercept for the variable was negative but
not significant, indicating that we cannot predict the exact log odds of a student from a
transition program without a mentoring component going onto college; nonetheless, due to
the positive, significant slope of the variable, we can say that a student from a program with
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no mentors available is less likely than a student from a program with a mentoring
component to go to college. The log ratio shows that the odds of a student to subsequently
earn three college credits or more after participating in a transition program that set him
or her up with a mentor was approximately double the odds of a student who participated
in a program without a mentoring option.
Finally, transition programs were analyzed individually with respect to their level of
student success in continuing onto college after participating in the course. This type of
analysis is useful to identify the variability that exists from program to program. It also may
help detect whether there are significant differences between program outcomes.
However, a program with higher levels of participant college outcomes should not be
assumed to be more effective than one with lower college outcomes for participants. There
may be differences between the transition course populations or locations that explain
those discrepancies. It must also be noted that these results are not final, as the ATLAS
study is collecting participant data over the span of a four year period, and the present
analysis only encompasses the past three years’ worth of data. Nonetheless, it is a good
predictor of the type of results that may be ultimately expected.
A one-way ANOVA was run using all 11programs. There was a significant difference
between programs overall (that is to say, not all programs were equally successfully with
regards to participant enrollment in college and completion of three credits subsequent to
transition program participation): f=2.019, df=10, p=.034. Thus, the omnibus hypothesis,
that all programs were equal in their college outcomes for participants, was rejected.
However, this omnibus test does not give us any insight into which specific programs were
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particularly successful. The mean rate of participant college outcome
outcomes by program can be
visualized in the graph below:

College Outcome for Participants by Program

100%

Percentage of Students who Completed at Least 3 Credits of College
90%
80%

89%

70%
60%

65%
59%

50%
40%
30%
20%

47%

43%
38%

59%
53%

50%

54%

37%
25%

10%
0%

For the sake of visualization of the four significant variables, the same graph may be seen
below in the same order, but coded by variables.
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College Outcome for Participants by Significant Variable
Percentage of Students who Completed at Least 3 Credits of College
100%
Grades: Graded Program
HF: High Level of Feedback on written work
Ment: Mentoring Component
SLS: Student Life Skills Component

90%
80%

89%

70%
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50%
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HF,
HF
Ment,
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none

none Grades, Grades,
HF, SLS HF,
Ment

SLS

Grades, Grades,
HF, SLS HF,
Ment,
SLS

HF

A limited number of pairwise comparisons were also conducted in order to identify any
significant differences between two specific programs. It would be difficult to control Type
I error rates if all pairwise comparisons were run. Therefore, the highest performing
program, Riral, was used as a control group and all other programs were analyzed in
comparison to it. This method was chosen due to the desire to use a more powerful Type 1
error control, the Dunnet method.
ethod. Due to the fact that, as noted previously, comparing one
program’s participant outcomes against another program does not allow us to draw the
conclusion that either one is more or less effective, the Dunnet method should suffice in
showing the level of disproportion
disproportionality between program outcomes that is necessary in
order for the comparison to be found significant. A one-tailed
tailed Dunnet was conducted to see
which programs had significantly fewer participant college outcomes than did the Riral
program. The output for the Dunnet multiple comparison test may be seen below:
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95%
Confidence
Interval

Mean
Difference (IJ)

Std. Error

(I) Transition
program

(J) Transition
program

ABCD

Riral

-.46032

.21713

.110

.0772

Cape Cod

Riral

-.23889

.15837

.311

.1531

Nashua

Riral

-.51389*

.16748

.010

-.0993

Second Start

Riral

-.63889*

.18166

.002

-.1892

Belfast

Riral

-.41520*

.16033

.038

-.0183

X-CEL

Riral

-.38889

.17370

.086

.0411

Tutorial

Riral

-.52047*

.16033

.006

-.1236

Vernon

Riral

-.29630

.14833

.139

.0709

Sumner

Riral

-.29514

.14362

.125

.0604

Rockland

Riral

-.35556

.17041

.117

.0663

Sig.

Upper Bound

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

This table shows that there were four programs that had were significantly different than
the Riral program: Nashua, Second Start, Belfast, and Tutorial. This indicates that the
difference in participant college outcomes for Nashua in comparison to Riral, for Second
Start in comparison to Riral, for Belfast in comparison to Riral, and for Tutorial in
comparison to Riral were not due to chance alone. Nonetheless, the reader is again
cautioned that Riral should not be assumed to be a better or more effective program than
any of these four other transition programs. This finding will be further interpreted in the
Discussion section.

Discussion:
As presented in the Results Section, out of the twelve variables analyzed, four were
found to be significant. The non-significant variables will be discussed first: Attendance
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Policy, Teacher Approach to Instruction, Student Life Skills Class (as stated by director),
Career Planning Segment, Computer Skills Class, Earn College Credit, Location of Transition
Program, and Association of Transition Program with a Local College. For each of these
variables, there are at least five possibilities as to why they were not found to significantly
impact the college outcomes for participants.
Non-Significant Variables
One possibility is that the measurement used was not an adequate or valid
representation for the variable purported to be studied. This is more likely to have
occurred with variables that are more subjective and thus difficult to measure, such as
Teacher Approach to Instruction. This variable was coded based on teacher and staff
member interviews in which they explained the type of instructional set-up and approach
in the classroom. Some teachers specifically mentioned that they felt they used a team
approach to teaching, whereby the students and the teachers were all equal members
responsible for learning. These types of programs tended to rely heavily on teaching tools
such as journaling and dialogue rather than traditional classroom methods. The other
programs used a more classic approach, where the teachers instruct the class from the
blackboard or divide the students in small groups to solve problems and discuss issues. It is
extremely difficult to know the extent to which the teachers practiced either type of
instruction. It is possible that instruction styles for at least some of the transition program
teachers were a mixture of both. Classroom observations were conducted for only one
third of the transition programs in 2007-2008, due to limitations in ATLAS staff availability,
as the staff members were busy collecting data and signing up participants. Since then,
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several of the transition programs have closed due to a lack of funding, and some others
have had turnover in staff members making even belated classroom observations
impossible. Therefore, for this variable, it is difficult to know if it would have been found
significant if it were instead based on behavioral observations of teacher approach.
Another variable that was surprisingly difficult to determine was Attendance Policy.
Some of the programs had clear requirements regarding participant attendance that were
spelled out in class syllabi or grading rubrics. However, several of the programs made no
reference to any attendance policy in the program materials provided or in the original
staff interviews. In order to determine the variable coding for such programs, I wrote to
teachers and program coordinators and asked them directly what their policy was. Many of
the responses I received indicated that participants were expected to attend every class,
but were not penalized by being asked to leave if they failed to show up for a few classes.
Such programs were coded as Non-mandatory, due to the absence of serious consequences
for non-attendance. However, some of those same programs docked students’ grades based
on non-attendance. Since I did not want to confound the variables Attendance Policy and
Grading Policy, I only coded programs that asked students to leave after a certain number
of class absences as Mandatory. An added difficulty in distinguishing between the two
groups stemmed from the fact that many of the program directors stated that staff
members would always approach students who had unexcused absences to ask them about
their reasons for missing class and discuss the importance of being on-time and present. It
is impossible to know how firm such discussions were and whether students were given
the impression that their attendance was mandatory on pain of losing out on the program,
even if in reality that wouldn’t have been enforced. Therefore, the criteria used to
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determine this variable may not have been an adequate representation of whether a
program’s attendance policy does indeed impact participants’ likelihood of enrolling in
college afterwards and completing at least three credits.
A second potential cause for the non-significance of some of the variables is that it
may be that not enough time has passed yet for the true impact of the transition programs
on participants’ college outcomes to be measured. A large number of ATLAS participants
have significant life obstacles that they must overcome in order to enroll in and persist in
college. The yearly ATLAS survey delves thoroughly into participants’ short and long-term
challenges, and the impact of such hindrances on their college status will be explored in
other papers. Nonetheless, the fact that the population served by the college transition
programs typically faces numerous barriers to enrollment and persistence in college must
be acknowledged such that the program-level variables are not considered in a vacuum.
Amongst many other obstacles, participants have reported in their yearly surveys to be
dealing with financial hardships, health difficulties, full-time or part-time employment on
top of classes, and/or a heavy load of familial obligations including sick parents and young
children for whom they must care. Therefore, while a transition program may be effective
in helping a participant improve their academic skills and gain knowledge about college
requirements, culture, and student success skills, if a participant has limited means and
significant hurdles to enrolling in college, it may take him or her a few years before he or
she can enroll in college. Although the Year 4 ATLAS data is still in the very beginning
stages of data collection (at the time of writing this paper only 33 out of 227 participants
had been interviewed) already there are three students who have changed their college
status from never enrolled to presently enrolled. Therefore, all of the program profile
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variables should be considered as little more than potential predictors of what may
ultimately be found to be significant. Or conversely, they could be interpreted as variables
that were found to be significant in impacting participants’ college outcomes within three
years’ time.
A third possibility for the limited number of statistically significant results is that
there may not have been enough power in the statistical model used due to a limitation in
number of participants. Although the original ATLAS sample of 227 participants should
provide a sufficient number of people to find results, due to the extreme difficulty in
tracking that many participants over a long-term period, the yearly survey has not been
completed with 100 percent participation. The present analysis contains the college
trajectories of 199 participants out of the original 227. Ten of those 199 were not reached
during the third year of data collection, so we only have Year 3 data for a total of 189
participants. It is very likely that some of those 10 people who were only reached in Year 2
(approximately 6-10 months after participating in the college transition program) have
changed their college trajectory from never enrolled to completed at least three credits of
college by now. Fortunately, the missing participants are spread out fairly evenly between
programs, such that the lowest rates of participant non-response for any one program are
73 percent and 78 percent. This does assist to validate the results that have been found so
far, as they should be assumed to be predictive of the missing participants’ college
outcomes. Moreover, for the final year of data collection, there is a high priority for ATLAS
researchers to find as close to 100 percent of the original sample as possible, so that the
issue of power (and attrition) can be resolved in future analyses.
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A fourth and more interesting possibility that might explain the absence of
significance for some variables is that the current analysis did not separate program
participants from program graduates. Due to the limited scope of the present paper, the full
analysis could not be conducted. However, it may well be that some of the variables would
have been found to impact transition program graduates’ outcomes but not transition
program drop-outs’ outcomes (due to the fact that they may have left before the program
could make a significant impact on them). Once the final data collection is complete, the
program profile variables should be analyzed in at least two ways: once with all transition
program participants as conducted at present, and once with only those participants who
successfully completed the transition program. The data could also be analyzed in a third
way to see if any of the program profile variables are significant when analyzed only with
participants who attended at least 80 percent of their transition program’s offered hours.
This would provide us with a more comprehensive understanding of whether the college
transition programs’ differences in structure and curriculum make a significant impact on
all participants’ college outcomes, program graduates’ college outcomes, and on the college
outcomes for participants who attend at least 80 percent of their transition program
classes. If there are differences between the results found in the latter two sets of statistical
analyses, it could provide a new insight into the theory and practice of adult education.
The fifth and last potential reason that some or all of the eight variables were not
found to be significant is that perhaps they simply do not affect participants’ college
outcomes. It may be that they affect some other aspect of participants’ lives, such as their
children’s education or career prospects, without actually impacting their college status.
This is especially possible for variables such as Computer Skills Class, since having
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computer skills likely makes a participant much more comfortable in college but may not
play a role in helping him or her decide whether to pursue college. It is impossible to know
which of the variables were found to be non-significant because they, in fact, do not
contribute towards a participants’ success or non-success in college. Only by eliminating
some of the other potential explanations discussed previously would we be able to make a
more grounded hypothesis about which of the variables fall into this fifth category.
Significant Variables
Out of the twelve variables analyzed, four were found to be significant: Grading
Policy, Student Life Skills Class (as documented by this researcher), Staff Feedback Level on
Participants’ Homework and Essays, and Mentoring Component. Each will be discussed in
turn.
The variable Grading Policy measured the difference between programs that
assigned students grades based on a clear grading rubric and transition programs that used
informal assessment techniques or that did not assign a grade at all. Transition programs
that used a formal grading system did so in order to promote students’ personal
responsibility in their classwork and to simulate the college experience that students will
have in the future. In contrast, programs that preferred to use informal grading procedures
did so because they did not want students to feel pressured or judged during their time in
the transition program. In the Results section, it was shown that participants who attended
a transition program that gave grades were twice as likely as participants who attended a
transition program that did not give grades to continue on to attend college and complete
at least 3 credits of college coursework.
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This result may be quite surprising to transition program staff members who do not
believe grades should be given out in this type of course. After all, many learning theorists
and educators would argue that since these students are adults, they should be intrinsically
motivated by learning itself. However, the act of assigning grades may promote personal
responsibility and a stronger work ethic. The majority of transition programs grades are
based on a combination of attendance, participation, homework, and performance. Most of
the programs that use grades weight attendance and homework much more heavily than
they rate performance. Students may feel more compelled to complete homework in a
timely manner when they know they are being graded. Even though the transition program
grades do not go on a student’s college record, it is a familiar reward system that has been
conditioned to be of value to students after years of participating in the formal schooling
system. Those people who believe strongly that the intrinsic reward of learning should be
enough for any adult student should recognize that grades that do not count towards any
transcript may actually be a type of intrinsic rather than extrinsic incentive. A student who
strives to attain a high grade, even though it does not count, is likely striving for the
satisfaction of achievement and the confirmation by an outside source of his or her
progress. A good grade is recognition by a student’s teachers for a job well done, a
validation of the work he or she has put in, a symbolic pat on the back.
Furthermore, grades are valuable tools for educators in that they provide a measure
of feedback to students that takes into account both effort and ability. As discussed in the
Literature Review, Garrison (1997) argued that in order for students to be successful, they
must be able to self-monitor and self-manage their own learning (as cited in Merriam et al.,
2006). It may be that by awarding students grades that represent their overall performance
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during the transition course, teachers incentivize students to develop stronger personal
skills that assist them to learn effectively. No educator would dispute the idea that learning,
ideally, should be an end in itself. Nonetheless, if grading students is a way to promote
effort and responsibility in the classroom, then they can hardly be an ill-advised
implementation, regardless of whether they are considered to be extrinsic or intrinsic
motivators.
Another variable that was found to be significant was Student Life Skills Class (as
documented by this researcher). This finding was in contrast to the non-significant result for
Student Life Skills Class (as stated by director). The main difference between the set-ups of
these two variables was in the interpretation of whether a program had a sufficient life
skills component. Some programs also had curriculum and syllabi that made it clear that
they did have a substantial life skills piece to the transition course. However, for those
programs where it was unclear, I initially based the variable coding on interviews with the
program directors in which they stated that they did or did not have such a course
component. Nonetheless, it was clear to me that some transition course directors believed
that they were working on student life skills (SLS) when they were actually working on
personal responsibility. These two concepts are related but should be distinguished. An
example is one program director who stated that yes, they had an SLS component to the
transition course but it was integrated throughout the English and math classes rather than
in a class of its own. I asked him what type of activities or lessons the teacher used to work
on such skills and was informed that students were constantly reminded that it was
important to be on time to class, to turn in homework in a timely manner, to be respectful
to the teacher (not to talk to friends during class), and to attend all classes unless the
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teacher was apprised of an absence in advance. The emphasis of this program was on
encouraging students to understand the need for responsibility, a program characteristic I
tried to capture in the variable Attendance Policy. Yet, the variable Student Life Skills
Component attempts to capture something different: the purposeful teaching of the skills
needed for a student to self-monitor and self-manage his or her learning, as discussed by
Garrison (1997) (as cited in Merriam et al., 2006). Programs that explicitly attempted to
improve students’ proficiency in this area worked on activities such as
•

time-management: how to efficiently organize study time and the activities of
daily life such that all tasks can be accomplished on time

•

study skills: effective note-taking, reading strategies, listening skills in the
classroom

•

classroom leadership: awareness of what good teachers and students do in
the classroom to be effective in leading and working with others

Of course, the application of such skills ought to lead to increased student responsibility,
but the teaching of student life skills is more than just an emphasis on timeliness. Thus, I
decided to run the two variables separately in order to examine whether or not this theory
would be borne out by the data.
In fact, when I combined transition programs together that taught the above student
life skills and programs that preached student responsibility and compared them to
programs that did neither, there were no significant differences found between the two
groups (the variable: Student Life Skills Class (as stated by director)). In contrast, comparing
programs that taught the above student life skills to programs that did not do explicit
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teaching of such abilities, (the variable: Student Life Skills Class (as documented by this
researcher)), there was a significant difference: the odds of a student who attended a
transition program with a structured SLS component to subsequently enroll in college and
earn three credits or more was approximately twice as high the odds of a student who
attended a transition program that did not include this type of instruction.
A similar finding was demonstrated by the Florida Department of Education (2006),
who found that students who were enrolled in a study skills course during their freshman
year had significantly improved retention rates in comparison to students who did not
participate. The SLS class included instruction on time management and financial
management and was recommended for all students who were required to take
developmental courses. For the students who took one remedial course and SLS, 39
percent were still enrolled or had graduated after five years versus only 23 percent of
students who took one remedial course and no SLS class. For students who were required
to enroll in developmental courses in reading, writing, and math and who also took the SLS
class, 40 percent were still enrolled in college or had graduated after five years versus 20
percent of students who took developmental courses in all three areas but had no SLS
(Florida Department of Education, 2006).
Taken in conjunction, these findings lend considerable support to the hypothesis
that programs that dedicate time to the explicit development of the skills that Garrison
(1997) referred to are more effective in promoting student academic success. Humanist
learning theorists such as Mezirow and Brookfield would likely argue that the reason these
skills play such an important role in stimulating student efficacy is that they allow a person
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to increase his or her self-direction. By strengthening the ability that allows an individual
to self-monitor and self-manage his or her learning, it also permits that student to take
ownership of his or her educational journey. In theory, this augmentation in self-direction
would then trigger increased determination and drive for the student to continue learning
in order to attain his or her goal (as cited in Merriam et al., 2006).
The next significant variable, Mentoring Component, was based on whether
programs offered students the extracurricular opportunity to be paired with a teacher or
past student. Many staff members noted that they used to run mentoring programs but
were no longer doing so. Only three transition programs had a mentoring component by
the start of the ATLAS study. Staff members explained that it was extremely difficult to
coordinate the mentoring partnerships. Some students were too timid to contact their
assigned mentors, while others reached out to mentors and made plans, only to be
disappointed when the mentor canceled or forgot to show up. Two programs dealt with
this problem by restructuring their mentoring component so that staff members, rather
than past participants, were the mentors for incoming participants. Since there were fewer
staff members than students, a staff member was assigned three or four individuals to take
under his or her wing. They often met as small groups rather than in pairs, but the staff
member was also available by email and by appointment if the student had any issues or
questions. Only one program paired up past successful participants with new students each
semester. The coordinator at this program explained that she put a great deal of thought
into the partnership, such that a single mother who worked full-time would also be paired
with a single mother who had a job and was in college. Due to the fact that there were so
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few programs that attempted any mentorship pairing, these three programs were
combined for analysis.
The results showed that participants from the three programs that had a mentoring
component were approximately twice as likely to earn at least three college credits in
comparison to participants from programs without mentor partnerships. There are several
theories that could explain this result. Quigley (1997) examined the effect of providing an
ABE class access to a support team of teachers and counselors. Doing so reduced attrition
in the ABE class in comparison to a control ABE class group that did not have this service
available. He also found that providing students with 1:1 tutoring reduced attrition. It is
possible that giving students someone to talk to, ask advice of, and receive counseling
from– someone who can be focused on assisting an individual or only a few people rather
than the whole class– allows a stronger relationship between student and advisor to form.
Furthermore, if the student is hesitant to approach a counselor or teacher and ask for
special consideration or assistance, knowing that this person has been specifically assigned
to help him or her may reduce apprehension. Quigley recommended that former students
should be asked to serve as employees or volunteer mentors in the ABE program. This
strategy allows participants to envision a future in college more easily, as they can see that
someone has been in their shoes and has succeeded in moving his or her education
forward. It also provides a convenient forum for having questions answered that may be
more relevant to the participants’ lives than they are to the teachers’ experiences (as cited
in Comings et al., 1999, p.26).
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The variable, Staff Feedback Level on Participants’ Homework and Essays, compared
programs based on whether students noted that their teacher gave high or low levels of
written feedback on their work. There were only three programs that were categorized as
low feedback programs. For each of those transition programs, students complained that
their teachers did not give their homework and essays back to them in a timely manner (or
sometimes, at all), such that they could not learn from their mistakes and successes. These
comments were mostly made during the in-depth, qualitative interviews conducted with
one or two participants per program, although they were also occasionally stated during
ATLAS survey comment areas. Students who attended programs coded as high feedback
programs tended not to make comments during the interview portion one way or another
regarding their teachers’ level of written feedback. Thus, I found it necessary to contact two
students at each of these eight programs and confirm their impression that teachers
provided substantial and timely written corrections and comments on their submitted
work during the program. Although this may be a post-hoc data collection method, analysis
of this variable revealed clear significance, χ2= 9.700, df=1, p=.002. It therefore seems likely
that there was some difference between the types of feedback offered by these programs
versus the low feedback ones.
The odds ratio for the variable Staff Feedback Level on Participants’ Homework and
Essays revealed that students who attended a program that gave high levels of feedback
were almost three times more likely to attend college and earn at least three credits as
were students who attended a low feedback program. This result is not difficult to explain.
When students work hard on completing classwork and then turn it in to their teacher,
they expect to receive some kind of feedback in return. If they do not, they may assume that
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their teacher does not care about their learning or their work sufficiently enough to spend
the time necessary to review their assignment. This may also encourage participants to
place less value on completing future work accurately and diligently. Similarly to the
discussion regarding programs that do not offer grades, when a student feels that it is not
expected that he or she turn in thoroughly completed, accurate work, homework and other
at-home projects are more likely to become a low priority in comparison to the student’s
other responsibilities. In consequence, if a student spends less time or effort on doing
homework or written assignments, he or she is likely to learn less from the program
overall.
Furthermore, receiving one’s corrected work back from a teacher provides a
significant learning opportunity. Students learn from their mistakes and note down their
successes, storing the information away for future application. Comings et al., (1999)
suggested that having students compile a portfolio of their completed work over the course
of a program can serve as an effective progress-monitoring tool. When participants can
track their progress and improvement in their academic work, this may provide them with
an incentive to keep trying and learning, as well as increase their self-confidence. However,
if teachers do not return work back to students, it is very difficult for the participants to
know whether or not they are improving their skills. Finally, it is possible that teachers
who provide low levels of feedback to their students give the impression that they are not
fully invested in their students’ educational progress. This may make participants feel
disenchanted with the transition program, and this disillusionment may lower their
motivation overall.
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The last type of analysis conducted was at the individual program level, in order to
obtain a measure of each program’s participants’ college outcomes. As noted in the Results
section, a one-way ANOVA revealed that there was a significant difference between the
programs overall, f=2.019, df=10, p=.034. Nonetheless, this finding does not allow us to
assume that any program is better or more effective than another. It is possible that there
are differences between the transition course populations or locations that explain the
individual program discrepancies, even though some pairwise comparisons were found to
be significant. It is also vital for the reader to remember that this data is still preliminary
and may change by the termination of the study.
So far, pairwise comparisons reveal that the participants from the Riral program in
Rhode Island have been significantly more successful than participants at four other
transition programs: Nashua, Second Start, Belfast, and Tutorial. This indicates that the
difference in participant college outcomes for Nashua in comparison to Riral, for Second
Start in comparison to Riral, for Belfast in comparison to Riral, and for Tutorial in
comparison to Riral were not due to chance alone. Despite the fact that we cannot draw the
conclusion that Riral’s participants have succeeded in greater numbers at going to college
due to a more efficacious program design, we can say that Riral’s program structure
incorporates all four program-level variables that were found to be effective. This is likely
to influence the program’s results, lending some credence to the idea that it is not other
factors alone, such as attributes of the Rhode Island location or of its participant pool,
which make it successful. Other pairwise comparisons, for example between the second
highest program and the lowest scoring program, were not conducted due to the need to
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control Type I error rates. Furthermore, it is possible that the rank ordering of the
programs may change by the conclusion of the ATLAS study.
It is interesting to note that there is a general trend of higher efficacy for the
transition programs that included more of the components found in this analysis to be
significant. Perhaps we may conclude that some of the discrepancies between transition
program participant outcomes are due to the significant variables analyzed herein. Or, they
may be attributable to the discrete or continuous variables that have been detailed in the
Methodology section and set up for study, but which have not been analyzed to date. Only
after obtaining a measure of the explained variance of any such significant results will we
know if the list of variables detailed in the present paper is sufficient to identify the
components of a college transition program that may potentially affect participant
outcomes.
It is conceivable that even after the full analysis of the program-level variables is
complete, there may be additional, unidentified factors that seem to affect the level of
success that a transition course experiences. There are several variables that were not
studied in the ATLAS project, such as teacher effectiveness, classroom management,
classroom structure, program management, and levels of staff cooperation and cohesion.
These variables are relatively subjective and would have needed to be observed and coded
by a team of trained educators with demonstrably high rates of inter-observer agreement
(IOA). Many of these variables were purposefully not included in the study design, due to
the fact that the goal of the ATLAS study was not to measure and compare the effectiveness
of individual transition programs, but rather to quantify, to the degree possible, the types
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of factors that help and hinder adults in persisting and college, be they at the individual,
communal, programmatic, or institutional level. Thus, while it is thought-provoking to
compare the various transition program courses in order to attempt to understand what
helps to determine a successful program, ultimately the program-level factors are only a
few of many, many more variables that influence a participant’s ultimate college trajectory.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol for Transition Program Teachers
SCRIPT: Part of the ATLAS study is to understand each program and its staff. In this
interview, we’re going to ask you questions about you as a teacher and your background in
adult education, and about your classroom and approach to teaching. We will also need to
get copies of some of your lesson plans, if any, curriculum or anything else that could help
us understand what happens in your class. This interview should take about 45 minutes to
1 hour. If we still have questions at the end of that time, we can perhaps set up a time to
finish the interview by phone. Thanks in advance for your help. Any questions?
Questions for Teachers
Name, date, time, place
ABOUT YOU AS A TEACHER
1. How many years in total have you been teaching adults in an
adult basic education program? (round to the nearest whole
number)
2. How many years in total have you worked in the field of adult
basic education (in any capacity)?
3. In what different roles have you worked in ABE?
4. What is the primary reason that you became an adult basic
education teacher/practitioner?
5. Was your first teaching experience in the field of adult basic
education?
6. Do you also currently teach in the K-12 system?
7. Were you ever a teacher in the K-12 system?
8. How many years did you teach in K-12?
9. At the present time, how many hours a week do you spend
working in the following roles? (across all your adult basic
education jobs)

10. To what extent would you say that working in adult education
and literacy is your long-term career?

11. What would be your primary reason for leaving the field of
adult basic education?
12. What is your age?

Teacher Response

a Teacher/tutor*: ___ ___
hours per week *Including
prep time;
b. counselor ____ hours per
week;
c. administrator/director ___
hours per week;
d. staff developer __ hours
per week
e. other ___ hours per week
Not at all
Completely committed to
this as career
4
1
2
3
5
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13. What is your gender?
14. What is your race or ethnicity?
15. Which of the following are available to you as part of your adult Paid prep time: paid
education job?
professional development
release time:
paid sick days,
paid vacation days,
retirement contribution
from program,
personal days,
medical/health insurance,
dental insurance,
life insurance
16. What is the highest level of formal education you completed?
17. What was your major subject or area of concentration in the
highest level of formal education you completed?
18. How many undergraduate- or graduate-level courses in adult
education, adult basic education, adult literacy or English to
Speakers of Other Languages have you completed?
ABOUT THE CLASS ROOM
19. How long have you been a teacher in this or any other
transition program?
20. Why did you decide to teach in the college prep/transition
program component?
21. What is your job title?
22. Tell me about your main job responsibilities.
23. What decisions do you make on your own?
24. Who is the typical learner in your program? Describe three
learners.
25. What kinds of reading, writing and math activities happen
during academic classes?
26. How would you describe your approach to reading
instruction?
27. How would you describe your approach to writing
instruction?
28. How would you describe your approach to math instruction?
29. How do you decide on any given day of class what goals,
materials, and activities to use?
30. What is your approach to instructional grouping? (students
work mostly individually, in small groups, in pairs, in whole
group, a mix of all…?)
31. What is your approach to developing a community or cohort
within your classroom?
32. What do you do when you make a mistake? Can you give me
an example?
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33. What will I get in this program that I wouldn't get in another
transition program?
34. Name three things you think are really important to do as a
teacher in a transition program
35. Name three things you think make a transition program
successful
36. Name three things you would improve about your transition
program
37. How would you describe your approach to developing lifeskills (independence, responsibility, etc.)? (personal autonomy)
(operational competence)
38. How would you describe your approach to developing college
success skills (getting to class, completing assignments on time,
etc.)?
39. Can you give me an example of how building reading, writing,
math and computer skills to college-level happens (academic
competence)
40. Can you give me an example of how planning is stressed:
explaining a big-picture approach or outlook; requiring students
to develop their own systems; requiring students to build a
work-plan and career plan (instrumental autonomy)
41. Can you give me an example of how you build students’ ideas
of their ability to be successful: providing role models;
community support and peer pressure to develop a "can-do"
attitude (self-efficacy)
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol for Transition Program Staff
SCRIPT: Part of the ATLAS study is to understand each program and its staff. In this
interview, we’re going to ask you questions about you as a staff member and your
background in adult education, and about the program itself. We will also need to get
copies of some of your records (college information session agenda, seminars, etc.) This
interview should take about 45 minutes to 1 hour. If we still have questions at the end of
that time, we can perhaps set up a time to finish the interview by phone. Thanks in
advance for your help. Any questions?

Program data: Questions for Other Program Staff (non-teachers)
Name, date, time, place
ABOUT YOU AS A Staff member
42. How many years in total have you worked in the field of adult
basic education (in any capacity)?
43. In what different roles have you worked in ABE?
44. What is the primary reason that you became an adult basic
education practitioner?
45. Do you also currently teach in the K-12 system?
46. Were you ever a teacher in the K-12 system?
47. How many years did you teach in K-12?
48. At the present time, how many hours a week do you spend
working in the following roles? (across all your adult basic
education jobs)

49. To what extent would you say that working in adult education
and literacy is your long-term career?

50. What would be your primary reason for leaving the field of adult
basic education?
51. What is your age?
52. What is your gender?

Program Staff Response

a Teacher/tutor*:
___hours per week
*Including prep time;
b. counselor __ hours per
week;
c. administrator/director
______ hours per week;
d. staff developer ______
hours for per week;
e. other ___x hours per
week
Not at all to
Completely
committed to this as
career
5
1
2
3
4
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53. What is your race or ethnicity?
54. Which of the following are available to you through your adult
education job?

55. What is the highest level of formal education you completed?
56. What was your major subject or area of concentration in the
highest level of formal education you completed?
57. How many undergraduate- or graduate-level courses in adult
education, adult basic education, adult literacy or English to
Speakers of Other Languages have you completed?
58. How long have you been a ________ in this or any other transition
program?
59. Why did you decide to work in the college prep/transition
program component?
60. What is your job title?
61. Tell me about your main job responsibilities.
62. What decisions do you make on your own?
ABOUT THE TRANSITION SERVICES
63. Who is the typical learner in your program? Describe three
learners.
64. Say I am a potential learner in your community. How do I first
hear about your program?
65. How do I find out more about your program?
66. How do I get into your program? What are the requirements?
67. What happens during my intake?
68. What happens between intake and the start of classes?
69. How am I introduced to the components of the program
(mentoring, counseling, academic classes, etc.?)
70. What happens during my counseling activities?
71. What happens during my mentoring activities?
72. What is your approach to developing a community or cohort
within the program?
73. What will I get in this program that I wouldn't get in another
transition program?
74. Name three things you think are really important to do as a
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Paid prep time:
paid professional
development release
time:
paid sick days:
paid vacation days:
retirement contribution
from program:
personal days:
medical/health
insurance:
dental insurance:
life insurance:
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___________ in a transition program?
75. Name three things you think make a transition program
successful
76. Name three things you would improve about your transition
program
77. How would you describe your approach to developing life-skills
(independence, responsibility, etc.)? (personal autonomy)
(operational competence)
78. How would you describe your approach to developing college
success skills (getting to class, completing assignments on time,
etc.)?
79. Can you give me an example of how building reading, writing,
math and computer skills to college-level happens (academic
competence)
80. Can you give me an example of how planning is stressed:
explaining a big-picture approach or outlook; requiring students to
develop their own systems; requiring students to build a work-plan
and career plan (instrumental autonomy)
81. Can you give me an example of how you build students’ ideas of
their ability to be successful: providing role models; community
support and peer pressure to develop a "can-do" attitude (selfefficacy)
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Appendix C: Variables of Study for Program Profile
1. Attendance hours
a. Individual, continuous
b. Program capacity
2. Dropout rate of program
a. Intake/exit forms
b. Wave 2, 3 data
3. Dropouts vs. graduates
a. Intake/exit forms
b. Wave 2, 3 data
4. Rating by students of how much liked it
a. Wave 2, 3
5. Test score gains as predictor of program success?
a. Program percentage (of participants that have test score gains)
6. Students’ perceptions of academic gains as predictor of own success?
a. Reading gain
b. Math gain
c. Other gains
7. Demographics of class
a. ESL vs. non-ESL
b. Age
c. Gender
d. Ethnicity
8. Scheduling: intensity
a. 1 day/week: Belfast, Rockland, Sumner
b. 2 days/week: ABCD, Tutorial, X-CEL, Second Start, Nashua
c. 3+days/week: Riral, Vernon, Cape Cod
9. Scheduling: Total class hours
a. 195 hours- Tutorial
b. 160 hours- Riral
c. 135 hours- Cape Cod
d. 131.25 hours- Belfast
e. 126 hours- ABCD (need to investigate this to confirm)
f. 120 hours- Rockland
g. 112 hours- Sumner spring; fall= 96 hours
h. 90 hours- Nashua
i. 90 hours- Second Start
j. 90 hours- Vernon
k. 84 hours-X CEL
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10. Scheduling: duration (weeks per/term)
a. Sumner-14 spring, fall 12
b. X-Cel-14
c. Nashua-15
d. Belfast- 15
e. Rockland- 15
f. Vernon-15
g. Second Start-15
h. Cape Cod-15
i. Riral-16
j. ABCD-19
k. Tutorial-30
11. Grading policy
a. Grades: Vernon, Riral, Belfast, X-CEL, Sumner, ABCD
b. Informal, pass/fail: Rockland, Tutorial, Cape Cod, Nashua, Second Start
12. Feedback level on homework, essays
a. Low: Nashua, Tutorial, Second Start
b. High: Belfast, Sumner, Rockland, Riral, X-CEL, Vernon, ABCD, Cape Cod
13. Attendance policy
a. Mandatory: Riral, Belfast, Rockland, Vernon, Cape Cod, ABCD, Tutorial
b. Non-mandatory (but expected): X-CEL, Nashua, Second Start, Sumner
14. Teacher Instructional Approach to Adult Learning
a. Collaborative approach (team, dialogue)- Belfast, Tutorial, Vernon, Rockland,
Sumner
b. Traditional approach (group instruction, +pairs)- Cape Cod, Riral, Nashua,
ABCD, Second Start, X-CEL
15. Association of program with local college
a. Associated with community college- Riral, Belfast, Sumner, Tutorial, Cape
Cod, Rockland, Vernon, Nashua
b. Stand-alone: X-CEL, ABCD, Second Start
16. Location of program
a. Stand-alone: X-CEL, ABCD, Second Start, Vernon, Nashua
b. Satellite: Rockland, Sumner
c. College: Cape Cod, Tutorial, Riral, Belfast
17. Mentoring component
a. Yes: Riral, Sumner, X-Cel
b. No: Vernon, Belfast, Second Start, Nashua, Rockland, ABCD, Cape Cod,
Tutorial
18. Student life skills (according to staff interviews)
a. Yes: Sumner, Tutorial, Cape Cod, Riral, Nashua, Belfast, Vernon, X-CEL
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b. No: Rockland, ABCD, Second Start
19. Student life skills (my opinion: based on materials, comments)
a. Yes: Sumner, Tutorial, Cape Cod, Riral, Belfast, Vernon
b. No: Rockland, ABCD, Second Start, Nashua, X-CEL
20. Career planning segment
a. Yes (9+): Riral, Tutorial, Belfast
b. Medium (3-8): Nashua, Sumner, X-CEL
c. No(2 or less): ABCD, Rockland, Vernon, Cape Cod, Second Start
21. Computer class
a. Yes: Sumner, Rockland, Cape Cod, Belfast, Second Start
b. No: X-CEL, Riral, ABCD, Nashua, Vernon, Tutorial
22. Earn college credit for some component
a. Yes: Cape Cod, Tutorial, Riral, Nashua,
b. No: ABCD, Rockland, Vernon, Belfast, Sumner, Second Start, X-Cel
23. Experience of teachers: years in Adult Education
a. More than 7 years:
i. Belfast (33%),
ii. Tutorial (100%)
iii. Cape Cod (66%)
iv. Riral(100%)
v. Vernon (50%)
vi. ABCD (25%)
vii. Rockland (33%)
viii. Sumner (40%)
ix. Second Start (33%)
b. Between 4 and 7 years:
i. Vernon (25%)
ii. ABCD (25%)
iii. Rockland (33%)
iv. Second Start (33%)
v. Sumner (60%)
c. Less than 4 years:
i. Belfast (66%)
ii. Cape Cod (33%)
iii. Vernon (25%)
iv. ABCD (50%)
v. Second Start (33%)
vi. Rockland (33%)
d. NA: X-CEL, Nashua
24. Experience of teachers: Academic preparation in Adult Ed or Literacy/ Instruction

86

Program Profile Analysis Framework

a. Formal training:
i. Tutorial (66%)
ii. Cape Cod (33%)
iii. Riral (33%)
iv. Vernon (25%)
v. Rockland (33%)
vi. Second Start (33%)
b. Little to no training:
i. X-CEL (50%)
ii. Belfast (3)
iii. Tutorial (33%)
iv. Cape Cod (66%)
v. Riral (50%)
vi. Vernon (75%)
vii. ABCD (75%)
viii. Second Start (66%)
ix. Rockland (66%)
x. Sumner (100%)
c. NA: X-CEL &Nashua
25. Possible Variable for Future Study: Orientation
26. Possible Variable for Future Study: Levels of Placement
27. Possible Variable for Future Study: Intake requirements
28. Possible Variable for Future Study: Tutorial Availability
*Curriculum (applied or academic based)- not enough information to be studied
*College exploration component- not enough information to be studied
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