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Abstract
Student retention poses a major challenge to higthecation in America. Research has
demonstrated colleges that foster student engagdmaea higher retention rates than
colleges that fail to do so. Writing centers atelent services that improve student
engagement and retention. This study focused thmFRall 2013 cohort of
developmental composition students in one Missoammunity college, to determine if
students’ use of the writing center made a posdifference upon student engagement or
successful completion of their course. The studyg designed with a two-pronged
approach to answer four questions. The first qoiestas posed to determine a statistical
difference existed between the retention rateswébpmental composition students
who visited the writing center and students whortbd A Chi-square Goodness of Fit
statistical analysis determined with 95% accuraey & difference did exist. The
remaining questions were posed to obtain studenepgons regarding prospects for
persisting in school, level of engagement withabkege, and effects the writing center
made upon engagement and persistence. Theseomsestre answered with an online
survey employing 19 Likert-scale statements to Wiine student could express level of
agreement; responses were subjected to descrgtalgsis. Student respondents
expressed nearly 100% belief they would persisthool; expressed a high degree of
engagement while claiming they were not engagel thie college; and expressed over
75% belief that the writing center had improvedrteagagement and persistence in
school. These findings suggest writing centersffler a valuable tool for improving
student engagement and persistence. Future stithesd be designed to provide a more
global assessment of what writing centers do amdthey might improve their services.



Table of Contents
ADSITACT. .. e e v
LiSt Of TabIeS. ... oo e e eV
Chapter One: INtrodUCION.......c.uie i e e e e e
Background of the Study.........cccooo il 2
Conceptual Framework....... ... e e 20D
Statement of the Problem.............coo 0 8
Purpose of the Study........c.ccooiiii e a9
Research Questions and Hypotheses..........ccommeeeiviienneen.. .10
Definitions of Key TermS. ..o e e 10
Limitations and ASSUMPLIONS.......c.uiuiitiie it it e eeeaas 12
SUMIMAIY ... ettt e e et e e e et e e e e e et et e e et en e aeaae 12
Chapter Two: Review Of Literature..........cooe oo e e 14
REEENTION. .. e e e e e 15
Engagement...... ..o e 2220
WIHEING CeNEEIS ...t et et e e e e e e e e e e ee 22 2D
TULONNG CeNLEIS....cu ittt e e ee e e 22 26
Writing as a Core COMPELENCY......c.ovvi v i i e e e eaeanns 30
Writing Center Pedagogy.......c.vvvvieiieiie e i ne e ee 00000 32
Chapter Three: MethodolOogy ... ... c.uvuiiriie it it et e e e e e e e 44
Problem and PUrpoSe OVEIVIEW. .. ...ceuie it it e e e e e ee e 45
Research Questions and Hypotheses............ccoviiiiiii i i e e e 45

RESEAICN DBSIgN ... ettt et e e e e e e e e e e 46



Population and Sample.........oooiii 48

NS UM ENEALION . .. e et et ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 48

Student Retention Data..........oveieeie e e e e e e 49

Writing Center Usage Data..........c.ocoveiiiiiiiiiiiicici e e 49
Student SUINVEY Datal......c.o e e e e e s 50

(D1 r- W 00 ] 1[=Te3 1 [0] o PO - 16 |

Data ANAIYSIS. .. ettt e s 54
Retention and Writing Center Usage Data................co oo ivtvemnnnn. 54
Student Perception Data..........coveiiiiiii e 55

SUMMAIY ... et e e e ettt eteeie e eaenen e nemeeen D]
Chapter FOUr: FINAINGS. .. ... e e e e e e e e e e 59
Respondent DemographiCs..........covciiiiiiiiiiiiiiicci i e e e v ieeene ... 60

Effects of Writing Center Usage upon Retention.... v ioiieiiiiiinnn......63

Student Perceptions Regarding Retention.............cccooiii i iiivieee s 69
Student Perceptions Regarding Engagement..............ccco v iiimcumannnns 70
Student Perceptions Regarding Effects of Writimgit@r Visits.................... 71
SUMMABIY ... et et e e et et e e et eme e e et et a e reeaene e e aeenes 74
Chapter Five: Summary and CoNnClUSIONS....... ..ot icciee e e 76
Review Of the StUAY ... e 77
FINAINGS . . e e 79

CONCIUSIONS . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e84
Implications for PractiCe...........cooiiii i e 2. 88
Recommendations for Future Research.........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn .92

\Y



Research Design........c.vviiiiiii i a0 92
InsStrumentation.............cooe i e e .98

Data ColleCtioN. ... ... 101

SUMIMABIY ... ettt e e e e e et et e e et et et et e e e e aeae e aaeeneans 102
APPENIX Aottt e e e e e e aen e e e ee e en ... 108
APPENAIX B oottt e 114
Y 0] 0 1= T [ PPN I I o
REfEIENCES. ... e e, 118

AV - N 2] o

vi



List of Tables
Table 1 Success Rates of Developmental Composition Students............................ 62
Table 2.Goodness of Fit Test for Developmental ComposBitnalent Success Rate’6
Table 3.Goodness of Fit Test for Developmental ComposBituaent Failure Rates68

Table 4. Summary of Responses to Research Question 3..............................74

Vii



Chapter One: Introduction

Administrators and faculty of most institutionshofiher learning in America
agree this nation faces a serious challenge wiilfesit retention and success, or the lack
thereof. Numerous scholars and studies, coastastccovering the past several decades
have detailed the unsatisfactory levels of stugensistence and success. Among those
are Habley, Bloom, and Robbins (2012), who poirtet

Sadly, one out of every three students who enigireheducation in a given fall

term will not return for a second year (ACT, 2018rY approximately 40%

(Tinto, 1993) of all college students will neverrea degree anywhere, at

anytime in their lives. Those percentages havehabged appreciably since the

middle of the twentieth century. (Preface, xiii)

As Farnsworth (2010) demonstrated, the situatiatebavorse for community colleges
than for four-year universities. Mortenson (20f&jnted out, “Persistence rates have
declined most in the least selective institutiofs”46). Most community colleges, being
open admissions institutions, have very few restms on who can enroll.

The economic hardships of the past several dedadescompounded workplace
demand for more applicants with at least an Asse@BArts degree. These challenges
now increasingly influence not only enrollment lmstnation’s higher education
institutions but also the financial viability of lteges and the economic viability of the
United States’s position in a twenty-first centgigbal information-based economy
(Carnevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2010). CarnevaleletZz®10) further stated, “by 2018 there
will be 46.8 million job openings and nearly twartts of these 46.8 million jobssome

63 percentwill require workers with at least some college @tion” (p. 110).



Therefore, “with current college completion ratiesre will be a shortfall of 3 million
individuals with postsecondary degrees” (Carnaegla., 2010, p. 109).

In response to this challenge, educators fromtdoaast, from lvy League
universities to rural community colleges, are sdslng to improve student engagement,
retention, and success (Barkley, 2010; Kuh, Kin3ehuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005;
Tinto, 2012). For instance, one Missouri colleg&titnted a strategic plan, which
identified the institution’s strengths, weaknessggortunities, and threats, thus listing
numerous concerns falling under the auspices adigagmgent, retention, and/or success.
Among those items, the plan’s analysis listed gatly student success rates,
developmental education issues, low performingesits] loss of the “small college feel,”
retention, lack of basic skills, low graduationegtand loss of distinction as a provider of
individual attention (Office of Research and Stgatd®lanning, 2011). Institutional
responses nationwide to such challenges as thesebkan legion, but this study limited
the focus exclusively to the role one Missouri camnity college’s writing center played
in improving the engagement and retention of dgwekental composition students.
Background of the Study

As indicated above, one of the issues aggravétegetention and success
challenge to higher education institutions has libenelatively low level of preparation
a significant percentage of the nation’s high stlgpaduates possess as they enter
college. According to Farnsworth (2010), “Fortyqent of all new college freshmen
require remediation in reading, English, commumdcgtor mathematics. About half of
our undergraduates are now enrolled in communitieges, and 60 percent of this group

requires remediation” (p. 9). Habley et al. (20&@ycurred when they stated, “Data



from ACT suggest that those who are prepared toemttin college constitute only about
one-fourth of the high school graduates who intiengio to college” (p. 235). During
any given school year, “the majority of studentakgres occur between the beginning
of the first year and the beginning of the secoaalry(Habley et al., 2012, p. 386).
Studies showed, if developmental students can pemrséo the end of their first semester,
their odds of completing their course of study tsabout the same as the odds of non-
developmental students (Habley et al., 2012; Ti2@d,2). Retaining developmental
education students constitutes arguably the simgigest concern for community
colleges today because of the sheer numbers invalve their place in the nation’s
economy. Gonzales (2010) cited Melinda Gates, l@Hgerson for the Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation, as saying, “Our research indichtg improving remediation is the
single most important thing community colleges darto increase the number of
students who graduate” (para. 4).

The National Survey of Student Engagement (NS8E)yqKuh et al., 2005) and
a spin-off study of Documenting Effective EducatibRractices (DEEP) schools
identified student engagement as one of the primpegglictors of whether students will
stay in school and succeed. Kuh et al., (2005¢dta

DEEP schools do two things very well. First, thegch students what the

institution values, what successful students dbemr context, and how to take

advantage of the institutional resources for thegrning. We refer to this as

acculturation. Second, they make available whatesits need when they need it,

and have response systems in place to supporitgadarning, and student

success. We call this alignmeimmbaking certain that resources match the



institution’s mission and educational purposes stadents’ abilities and needs.
(p. 110)
These schools considered tutoring in general amtthg/icenters in particular among the
best resources available to address acculturatidrabgnment (Habley et al., 2012; Kuh
et al., 2005). The What Works in Student RetenfidiVISR) survey listed tutoring as
the only measure “with incidence rates of 90% orevaxross institutional types (public,
private, and two-year) and was the only learnirgisé@nce program listed in the top three
in terms of perceived effectiveness across ingtital types” (Habley et al., 2012, p.
270). Referring to writing centers and their platschool culture, Kuh et al. (2005)
stated:
The importance that DEEP schools place on devejogiidents’ writing skills is
illustrated by the fact that all but one has aimgitcenter or organized writing
support program. The presence of such centerpramggams highlights the
importance these colleges and universities placgewrloping and enhancing
students’ written communication skills. . . . Acdimg to students and tutors, the
centers are “relaxed environments” where studearigget both in-person
assistance and online writing consultation. (gp-186)
Theserelaxed environments may well have provided ties to the college whiohtdbuted
to retention independent of actual academic imprearg. Tinto (2012) said, “The
absence of such ties proved to be a predictoraving” (p. 64). Most tutoring services
of any sort would provide such intangible benahtsome students’ opinions (Kostecki

& Bers, 2008; Tinto, 2012), but rather than disaugsutoring in general across the



nation, this study limited its focus specificallydne Missouri community college
writing center.

According to Habley et al., (2012), “Fewer thaiif s all students who earn
bachelor’s degrees do so within six years of higtos| graduation” (p. 231). Schuh et
al. (2011) partially attributed this failure to draate in a timely fashion, or failure to
graduate at all, to an institutional failure to qdately encourage student engagement and
sense of community: “We defirempus climate as the overall ethos or atmosphere of a
college campus, mediated by the extent to whiclviddals feel a sense of safety,
belonging, engagement within the environment, aaldeszas members of a community”
(p- 248). Kuh et al. (2005) examined a wide vgradtcolleges, looked at the various
ways they address the issue of campus climatey&teal their various success rates, and
found, when colleges get students actively engagtdthe school and their own
educations, they derive better retention rates todleges that simply hope for the best.
Furthermore, Kuh et al. (2005) concluded collegestitake deliberate, concrete actions
to make retention central to the institutional nuesas opposed to leaving it at the
periphery. Schuh et al. (2011) went so far agyosehools should “induce or in some
instances require students to participate in a@s/associated with various dimensions
of student success” (p. 260).

According to Liggett, Jordan, and Price (20118jrtg deliberate, concrete action
alone will not suffice. Action must not only letmdesirable outcomes but also be
demonstrable. Liggett et al. (2011) addressed bigmo caused by the business model of
education presently trending in the United Stadegjanding the sorts of quantitative

outcomes-based data that qualitative services, asiglriting centers, find extremely



difficult to provide. Liggett et al. (2011) andhetrs challenged writing centers to take
stock of the full range of methodologies availadhel find the ones which will best serve
the interests of writing centers (Babcock & Thor2(12; Liggett et al., 2011; Schendel
& Macauley, 2012). They provided a large sampleaditional taxonomies, discussed
their relative strengths and weaknesses for uieeimriting center field, and asserted
gualitative assessments of writing centers simplyaot suffice for present demands of
administrators and politicians. Finally, Liggettad (2011) concluded, if writing centers
do not find a way to provide such outcomes-based, dlaey are going to “lose control of
[their] teaching and curriculum” (p. 72).
Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework for this study revolveauad the question of the
effects, if any, writing centers have upon studetgntion, with a particular emphasis
upon what effect writing centers have upon stuéagtigement. Leaders in the field of
student success, including Kuh et al. (2010) amdoT{2012), have researched the
connection between engagement and retention frareraus perspectives during the
past 40 years. Primarily, they have identifieddibans schools can create to enhance
students’ chances of persisting and flourishintheir educations, and they have
determined the more engaged a student is, the likehg he will persist (Kuh et al.,
2010; Tinto, 2012). By using the ideas proposedily et al. (2010), the overarching
guestion became, “Will the presence of a writingteeimprove student retention?”

Studies have used student engagement theory atediapon the assumption that
students engaged with the culture of their respecichools and their own activities, both

academic and extracurricular, persist to complete tlegrees more often than students



not engaged (Kuh et al., 2010). Student engageatsemimatters from an institutional
perspective because schools which create campusements and services conducive
to student engagement will more likely achieve tpghformance (Tinto, 2012). As Kuh
et al. (2010) explained:

The conditions characterizing a supportive campyg@nment represented . . .

include (1) an institutional emphasis on providgtgdents the support they need

for academic and social success, (2) positive wmgriaind social relationships
among different groups, (3) help for students ipig with their nonacademic
responsibilities, and (4) high-quality student tielaships with other students,

faculty, and the institution’s administrative parsel. (p. 241)

Fitzgerald (2014) went a step further to point thet additional value of student tutors as
a valuable and heretofore untapped source of fuas®@arch regarding more effective
pedagogies. The link between student engagemedrdtadent retention comprised one
of the linchpins of this entire study. Given tBatdent engagement influences student
retention, this study sought to explore specificiile role writing center usage may play
in increasing student engagement and by extensmgeasing student retention.

Tinto (2012) specifically listed writing centemiang the support services which
promote student engagement. Moreover, Kuh eR@lL{) believed strongly in the
importance of student support services, which nalude writing centers as catalysts for
student engagement. Kuh et al. (2010) recommemsétlting policy, “encouraging
and even requiring students to participate in eepéal activities such as internships,
practica, and field placements so that students @gierience in applying what they are

learning to real-life situations” (p. 240). Kuhadt (2010) specifically referred to



academic support, personal support, and the impeetaf writing skills as influences
upon students’ prospects for success (pp. 185-86¢se scholars suggested that writing
centers not only help students with one of thedbasademic skills requisite for success
but also provide a social context which encourgugesistence (Kuh et al., 2010; Tinto,
2012). Finally, Lerner (2009) discussed at lertgthvalue of writing centers as labs in
which to develop hands on student-centered pedagdigat both improve learning and
promote engagement.
Statement of the Problem

Babcock and Thonus (2012), Gofine (2012), and Sibélesamd Macauley (2012)
pointed out writing center research for the pagesd decades has relied too heavily
upon anecdote and personal testimony to accoumttat writing centers do. However,
the present climate of accountability and assessdemands the sort of hard research
that more scientific disciplines have traditionallsed, even though such methods do not
readily lend themselves to a valid assessmentegpdist-structuralist orientation of
composition, rhetoric, and writing center pedagofyr instance, Babcock and Thonus
(2012) noted the relative dearth of hard researche field: “In the few evidence-based
studies we uncovered in the writing center literattutorial success has been assessed
through tutor and/or writer satisfaction, good ratgion, writing development, writer
development, good revisions, or better grades andse completion” (p. 152).

However, this approach no longer satisfies, anocBek and Thonus (2012)
called for new research methods more suitablen®second decade of the twenty-first

century:



Our goal is that research will become so much agiahe fabric of writing
center work that all administrative and pedagogieaisions will be founded
upon it. While publishing “how we do things in maw writing center” may
make sense locally, investigating a single resequeastion like this one across
many writing centers will yield more comparable atimlis, more trustworthy
results. This evidence, while never incontrovégtilsan inform our
administrative and tutoring practice in ways thag@@ote and lore simply cannot.
(p. 169)
Briefly stated, writing centers have not effectivebmmunicated what they believe they
do in terms the people who hold the purse strimgtetstand or care about. Therefore,
Babcock and Thonus (2012) challenged writing cepitefessionals to “take our time,
narrowing our topics and selecting our methodolegirefully so that our work is
RAD—replicable, applicable, and data driveand therefore generalizable beyond ‘our’
writing centers” (p. 179). In response to thisligrge by a growing number of writing
center professionals (Babcock & Thonus, 2012; Gof012; Schendel & Macauley,
2012), this research examined the extent to whietwtriting center of a selected
community college in Missouri influenced the engagat and retention of its
developmental students.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the wayshich a writing center at
one Missouri community college addressed the isstissident engagement and, by

extension, student retention. Moreover, this stutyeyed students enrolled in
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developmental composition to obtain their perceystiof the role their writing center
played in their engagement and retention.

Research questions and hypotheses. The following questions guided this study:

1. What difference, if any, is there between thmhber of visits to a community
college writing center and student retention, aasueed by successful completion of a
developmental composition class?

Ho. There is no difference between number of visitsa community college
writing center and student retention, as measuyestibcessful completion of a
developmental composition class.

Ha. There is a difference between number of visits tommunity college
writing center and student retention, as measuyestibcessful completion of a
developmental composition class.

2. What factors related to retention do develapadeeducation composition
students most often report as being influentidhair college experiences?

3. What factors related to engagement do devetopaheducation composition
students most often report as being influentidhair college experiences?

4. What factors regarding the community colleg#img center do
developmental education composition students nftesh oeport as being beneficial in
their college experiences?

Definitions of Key Terms. The following key terms are defined:

Developmental English composition student. For the purpose of this study, any

student who has signed up for or been placed id@valopmental composition course

for any reason.
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Engagement. Essentially, engagement is a state of being metilyamotionally,
intellectually, and socially involved in the culéuof one’s college; integrated into the
community of one’s college and its values. BarK2§10) defined it thus: “the frequency
with which students participate in activities theypresent effective educational practices,
and conceive of it as a pattern of involvement vagety of activities and interactions
both in and out of the classroom and throughoutidest’s college career” (p. 4).

Retention. Habley, Bloom, and Robbins (2012), in a book daigid specifically
to the subject of retention, could offer no conserdefinition of term. Therefore, to
have a meaningful assessment, for the purposéssadtudy, retention will be defined as
having occurred when a developmental compositindesit completes the current
semester without dropping out of or failing hisher developmental composition course.
Although scholars who wish to address the nuantest@ntion can contest this
definition as too simplistic, it is sufficiently spific to allow this study to measure
whether it has occurred.

Success. Habley et al. (2012) included “retention, progress] persistence” (p.
52) in their definition of student success. Kokiemd Bers (2008) also included
“persistence to the spring semester” (p. 8) inrtdefinition.

Tutoring. This study focused specifically upon face-to-fam®g-on-one tutoring
of the process of writing.

Writing centers. Free standing tutoring services set up for theiipgurpose

of tutoring students face-to-face, one-on-one egtocess of writing.



12

Limitations and Assumptions

The limitations of this study involved the samgémographic of students
surveyed, the reliability and validity of the supv@nstructed, and the reliability of the
responses. Also, concerning percentage of thasmaced who took time to respond,
some developmental composition students may na had internet access at home
and/or not been savvy to the use of computerso,lthis factor could have possibly
diminished the number of potential respondentsHeronline survey. Furthermore, in a
wider context, this study surveyed only the develeptal composition cohort of one
open admissions two-year community college in Missand, therefore, may not merit
any conclusions which would accurately apply to ather types of schools, regions of
the country, or other demographic cohorts.

Assumptions were choosing the entire cohort oktigapmental composition
students at one college would provide a better gathan a mere random sample,
enough students would respond to the survey to@nrepresentative sample, and the
students who responded would provide reliable nesps. Also, this study assumed
human nature is consistent enough in all timespdaces and assumed the study itself
was replicable enough that applying whatever caiehs reached regarding the group
surveyed in the study would justifiably call forslar studies at other colleges.
Summary

Two of the biggest challenges in American higheroadion are student retention
and student success. Numerous scholars (Barkiag; MHabley et al., 2012; Kuh et al.,
2005; Tinto, 2012) have linked student engagemétht student retention, and they have

included writing centers among student service omg deemed to be effectively
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engaging their students. However, little quantitatesearch has been done regarding
whether writing centers demonstrably relate to estt@ngagement (Babcock & Thonus,
2012). Operating on the logical conclusion tHawriting centers do relate to
engagement, then thelg factorelate to student retention, this study was desigo
determine if any links existed between studentaisewriting center and student
engagement, and therefore between writing centetstdent retention.

Chapter Two will present some of the relevantaegeaddressing the issues
raised in this study. Primarily the research pres@will address the issues of student
retention, student engagement, and writing centéng chapter will also discuss ways in
which the three interact with one another as augesto the actual research to be

discussed afterwards.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

The literature reviewed in this chapter reflects timeoretical framework for this
study, which revolved around the question of wiiigce, if any, writing centers have
upon student retention. Particular emphasis wangio what effect writing centers have
upon student engagement, which in turn affectsestuetention. Leaders in the field of
student success have researched the connectioadrestudent engagement and student
retention voluminously from numerous perspectivesng) the past forty years (Barkley,
2010; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et al., 2005; Tir&#012). Primarily, these scholars have
identified what conditions schools can create toagice students’ chances of persisting
and flourishing in their educations and have deteechthat, the more engaged a student
is, the more likely he or she will be to persistfket al., 2005; Tinto, 2012).
Researchers have not, however, given more thamgasention to how writing centers
at higher education institutions fit into their émg. By simple logic, if writing center
visits bear some relation to student engagemenstadnt engagement improves
student retention, then it follows that writing t&mvisits have some relation to student
retention. The purpose of this study was to detezni writing centers did have any
demonstrable effect upon engagement and/or reterfleerefore, the three areas of
literature reviewed for this study involve Retenti@ngagement, and Writing Centers.
One section of this chapter will discuss each.

From a global perspective, one of the greatedtertges facing American higher
education is finding a way to retain the unaccdpgtilsge number of students enrolling
in college who are ill-prepared to succeed and eguently drop out, usually within the

first year. The literature in the Retention sattieas selected to illuminate this
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challenge. Studies from previous decades have nemabed schools that effectively
promote and increase student engagement consegjtegaih larger numbers of their
students, as is demonstrated in the literatureeveaa in the Engagement section.
Finally, some scholars have suggested writing ceraiee among the most effective
engagement and retention tools in higher educéBoroch, Hope, Smith, Gabriner,
Mery, Johnstone, & Asera, 2010; Griswold, 2003jiR&t004; Reinheimer, &
McKenzie, 2011). However, writing center researslmave pointed out that a
disproportional amount of writing center researal heen qualitative and the field
demands more quantitative assessment to remailevrathe present academic climate.
Some of that research, including research on stejéaks between writing center
usage, student engagement, and student retergimyieéwed in the Writing Centers
section, along with some discussion of basic wgittenter pedagogical best practices.

This study was not directly modeled upon any efwhiting center research
discussed in the literature review because thatreh is mostly qualitative, and there is
not enough suitable quantitative research availaB&her, the Writing Centers section
contains literature suggesting the value of writtegters and demonstrating the need for
such research as this study did implement, inctpdome of the research which has
already been published. Some overlap among these $ections could not be avoided,
but for the purposes of this literature review ytineere kept as discrete from one another
as possible until the Summary and Conclusions iap@r Five.
Retention

The first challenge for anyone wishing to studgngion was to determine what

the term means. Habley et al. (2012), in a bo@kiigally discussing retention, could
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not offer a definition everyone would accept. Tingt problem was that most
institutional definitions “discount the educatiomahievement of students who pursued
and perhaps achieved their educational goals at athtitutions” (Habley et al., 2012,
Preface, xvii), and simple enrollment numbers maiyfairly represent such retention as
is being achieved. Defining attrition, an antonghmetention, as “the condition of being
worn down or ground down by friction,” Habley et §012) offered this definition:
“Retention, then, is a measure of the rate at wimshtutions reduce friction that stands
in the way of a student’s continued enrollment”3p. While the definition of retention
used in the present study may not be ideal, it dffes a concrete outcome which could
be measured.

The driving force behind the furor over retentinrmpost-secondary education is
the increasing demand by the public sector for nrmcp®untability in America’s schools.
Berger, Ramirez, and Lyons (2012) pointed outgmébn rates have been mandated as a
core indicator by accrediting agencies for sometibut most states now review the
retention rates of public institutions, and sonagest even tie resource allocations to such
indicators” (p. 30). Three different administratanterviewed at one Missouri
community college stated improved student retentiaa one of the two most important
issues they faced and they wanted quantitativedi&teonstrating improved retention
(Bishop, S., personal communication, June 27, 2Da®jer, S., personal
communication, November 30, 2012; Perkins, K., @esscommunication, June 28,
2012). The reasons for this concern were not teafithd.

In a disturbing and widely read book entitléchdemically Adrift, Arum and

Roksa (2011) concluded the United States needs meljool reform if it wishes to
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remain viable in the global marketplace. Farnsw{2010) agreed with this assessment,
attributing the challenge to "a growing skills dagtween what the workforce needs and
our level of preparation, . . . changes in the disreconomy, . . . and shifting
demographics” (p. 10). Yet no school can educayestudent who cannot persist to the
completion of his or her course work, and approxatyad0% of all students enrolling in
college for the first time will never earn a degaé@ny sort (Tinto, 2012).

The retention problem is discouraging enough actios spectrum in higher
education, but the numbers for community colleges €ven worse than the overall
norm. Mortenson (2012) pointed out, “institutidhat practice more selective
admissions tend to have higher freshman-to-sophepensistence rates than do colleges
that practice less selective admissions” (p. 444, “@ersistence rates have declined most
at the least selective institutions” (p. 46). Mostmunity colleges are open admissions,
meaning they are not selective at all. Anyone wduo borrow the tuition money can
attend, leading to populations of ill-prepared stug who must be brought up-to-speed
on basic skills such as reading, writing, and nadtthe same time as they are enrolled in
courses which require those skills, in order toehawhance of passing. Tinto (2012)
also stated, “As regards academic support, it isrtumately the case that more than a
few students enter the university insufficientlgpared for the rigors of university study”
(p. 256). Many students find this challenge insamntable, and attrition rates are often
nearly 90% (Boroch et al., 2010, p. 26).

The lack of preparedness for postsecondary stigligs the only challenge
facing many community college students. Borocalet2010) added, “This [lack of

preparedness] is further exacerbated by the fatiniost community college students are
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commuters, contributing to an overall sense ofatisection and isolation” (p. 83).
Astin and Oseguera (2012) agreed: “Having a latoshmuting students detracts from
the institution’s ability to create a climate tlegicourages student engagement with
campus resources, facilities, and personnel” (B).1Zommunity colleges often have no
dormitories, no sports teams, little space on cafipusimply relaxing, and few
extracurricular activities, essentially none of sloeial amenities found on university
campuses that give students a modicum of socgtdiéghe campus community.
Therefore, “intentional efforts by colleges to ax@me this isolation and to encourage
students to identify with the college are importasticles for enhancing students’
intrinsic motivations to persist and succeed” (Bdret al., 2010, p. 83). As a remedy,
referencing the work of Oseguera (2006), PascafE880) and Titus (2006a), Astin and
Oseguera (2012) suggested, “Student retentiors@sealhanced in institutions that have
relatively large expenditures on instruction anddsnic support services and a lower
student faculty ratio and thus more faculty invohent” (p. 123).

Research has demonstrated the importance ofrtesémester to community
college students’ prospects of long-term successo@h et al., 2010). Moreover, a
number of initiatives have been listed as effectiveelping students stay enrolled until
they can be integrated into the college culturatol(2012) listed such academic support
measures as developmental education coursesmitstudy groups, academic support
programs, and supplemental instruction, as wedloggal support in the form of
counseling, mentoring, and ethnic student centengh “provide much-needed support
for individual students and a safe haven for graafptudents who might otherwise find

themselves out of place in a setting where theyatstinct minority” (p. 256).
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Amaury and Crisp (2012) added, “The integratiostatients in classroom
discussions, collaborative learning experienced,stndy groups are all part of an
underlying process affecting the adjustment of estiisi to college, their academic
performance, and their decisions to remain enrabegraduation” (p. 243). Any
measure which can keep students enrolled for at tewe semester is worth providing,
because, if they can make it through that firstesgter, their chances of persisting rise
considerably. For instance, Boroch et al. (201@dche following information from the
Lumina Foundation (2006):

In a study of credential-seeking students at 5SB&nat community colleges who

entered as freshmen in 2002, 86% of students wie placed in and completed

developmental courses in their first term persistetthe second term, whereas
only 57% of those who were placed but elected mettoll in developmental

courses persisted to the second term. (p. 41)

This view was supported by the Achieving the Drdaitmative (Community College
Survey of Student Engagement, 2007) which repofidds study of 27 colleges found
that students who successfully completed any dewedmtal course in their first term of
enrollment were most likely to persist and sucdeewh that point forward than those in
any other student group” (as cited in Boroch et24l10, p. 26). Therefore, finding a way
to hold this particular demographic in place igianty with most community colleges in
America.

Colleges have instituted a plethora of progranssgied to integrate
developmental students into their school commusitidabley et al. (2012) classified

those programs into three clusters: “first-yeangraon programs, academic advising,
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and learning support informed by assessment” (8).2Zhe study focused upon the third
cluster mentioned by Habley et al. (2012), namefyning support, under which
category writing centers fall. Griswold (2003) arged upon this third cluster in a
manner that linked directly with the writing centamponent: “Retention research
demonstrates that positive interaction with indtt&; academic advisors, learning
resource specialists, librarians, tutors (peertloervise) can be associated with student
retention” (p. 278). The positive interaction facwvill be covered in more detail in a
later section, but for now, suffice it to say, réten has been demonstrated as a major
priority in community colleges, and peer tutors mall factor into the equation. This
review will now move on to a discussion of the putpd link between student
engagement and improved retention.
Engagement

This study hypothesized that repeated visits toiing center may influence
student engagement and such visits may therefqyeira the likelihood students will
persist in school. In this section the literattegarding engagement as relating to
retention is presented, segueing into the topenglagement related to learning
communities, of which writing centers are one tyfating the National Survey on
Student Engagement (NSSE) and the Community Cofegeey on Student
Engagement (CCSSE), which attempt to assess stadgagement, Barkley (2010)
defined ‘engagement as the frequency with which students participatadiivities that
represent effective educational practices, andawaof it as a pattern of involvement in

a variety of activities and interactions both irdaut of the classroom” (p. 4).
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The Documenting Effective Educational Practices EPIEstudy (Tinto, 2012) of
high performance schools repeatedly referencedistienal Survey of Student
Engagement, which was predicated upon the assumbiad students who are engaged
with the culture of their respective schools arglrtbwn activities, both academic and
extracurricular, are more likely to persist to cdetipn of their degrees than students
who are not engaged. Kuh et al. (2005) charae@rzsupportive campus environment
as including the following:

an institutional emphasis on providing studentssiingport they need, . . . positive

working and social relationships among differerugs, . . . help for students in

coping with their nonacademic responsibilities, argh-quality student

relationships with other students, faculty, andmamistrative personnel. (p. 241)
This study sought to determine whether writing eesxsupport such engagement criteria
as those mentioned in the NSSE study and, constguemprove retention. Therefore,

a discussion of literature addressing student estgagt and general institutional
programs to foster engagement now follows.

Because of the demonstrated link between studhgysigement and student
retention, scholars have called for institutiongdgort of student engagement.
Discussing the tenets of student engagement, Hatbley. (2012) claimed, “Student
success is more likely to occur when the institufmcuses resources on organizing
learning opportunities and services and encoursigelents to participate in and benefit
from such services” (p. 12). Schuh, et.al. (20h&ntioned engagement measures as an
“obligation of student affairs—providing intrusiveccess-oriented advice and feedback

to steer students toward activities that will ehrtlseir college experiences and increase
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the odds that they will persist in and benefitha tlesired ways from college” (p. 261).
Tinto (2012) agreed that students’ chances to gtarsirease “when they find themselves
in settings that are committed to their succesksl high expectations for their success;
provide needed academic, social, and financial atpprovide frequent feedback; and
actively involve students with other students aaxufty” (p. 260).

Such communities, some scholars have suggestgthe@amotivate students to
accept the values of their college, see themsehitbas the context of the institutional
mission, and thus participate more actively inrtlogin education. For instance,
Morrison and Silverman (2012) (citing Meyer, 19adyued:

If students were integrated into a peer structouae einforced the values of the

school and if they were involved in high ratesndéraction structured around the

appropriate values and act in ways that exemplibhs/alues, students would

take on the values of the school. (p. 70)

These comments emphasized the social aspectsimhaiizing students to the culture of
their respective schools, but other benefits haenlsuggested as well.

Jacobs and Archie (2008) evaluated not only tiseabaspect of student
engagement but also a pedagogical aspect: “Thedearactive engagement, which is
part of the experiential learning process, as a&lhe relationships developed and
nurtured through experiential education are likelyositively and significantly influence
a learner’s sense of community” (p. 284). Pomer&2M06) supported this view:

The connections between student learning and stedgiagement are crucial:

learning requires the learner to be engaged agtimghe process of learning. In

adopting this concept of learning, student affanafessionals need to plan and
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design out-of-classroom experiences that direeligte to identified learning

outcomes. (p. 181)

Boroch et al. (2010) added the following specifcipgogical applications of student
engagement principles to instruction: “individualibn, learning styles, collaboration,
critical thinking, and classroom assessment” (). Barkley (2010) summarized the
pedagogical value of engagement, postulating thi&hmorative learning aligns with the
idea “that knowledge is socially constructed ratihen discovered” (p. 26). Educators
from the social science areas have frequently egfftis accept this holistic model of
learning, considering it too unscientific, which kea quantitative studies such as this one
critically important in the current climate of teiven, outcomes-based education
(Babcock & Thonus, 2012; Schendel & Macauley, 2012)

Pomerantz (2006) provided an itemized list of gagaent concerns as they
pertain to a more holistic instruction, which vl discussed in light of writing center
pedagogy in the next section:

(a) learning is preeminent; (b) learning requiretsom on the part of the learner

and results in change to that learner; (c) simylpes of learning occur throughout

campus, both inside and outside the classroonthéde types of learning can be
identified and articulated as learning outcomfsst(ldents engage in a series of
behaviors in the process of achieving those legrauticomes; and (g) student
affairs interventions can be crafted to optimize dpportunities for students to

engage in these behaviors. (p. 181)

Thus far, this review has focused mostly upon garesrgagement and pedagogical

issues. The review will now shift to a more spedaliscussion of learning communities
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as engagement practices, which will then leadreveew of the research on writing
centers as learning communities.

Communities of any sort, including learning comiies, are intricate webs of
relationships, and any discussion of learning comtias must consider interpersonal
relationships. For instance, Gallagher (2011)résdehat teaching and learning are “acts
and arts of engagement, and they succeed or faéileostrength ofelationships” (p.

463). Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder (2002) empledsihe value to contemporary
society, which has devolved away from traditioneighborhood experience of instituting
communities, both in the workplace and in the sthyaghich prepare students for the
workplace and allow such relationships to flouri$Perhaps some of the appeal of
communities of practice is that they are an avehtsigh which we can recover some of
our lost sense of community” (p. 74). Barkley (@ptpined, “Building learning
communities that help students feel connectedtteerahan isolated or alienated from
the teacher and their classmates addresses aiasicational human need to be a part
of a social community” (p. 25). In summary, thisdy considered the influence of
writing centers upon engagement from both a spaedpective and a pedagogical
perspective.

The scholarship reviewed has postulated that emigstgelents perform and
persist in school better than non-engaged studéntseover, researchers have presented
learning communities of various sorts as effectieans of promoting student
engagement. This review will now shift toward trext section, which discusses writing
centers as potential agents for engagement. Sathalh(2011) advocated replacing an

instructional paradigm with a learning paradignwimich “educators encourage students
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to become active, engaged, reflective partnersaming and codesign with students
active learning environments that they will usatbieve specific learning outcomes” (p.
390-91). This brings the review to a discussiothefuse of peers within proposed
learning communities.

Boroch et al. (2010) maintained, “Collaborativarleng is based on social
cognitive theories suggesting that students’ legyican be facilitated and enhanced by
connectivity to peers” (p. 74). Kuh et al. (200&nt so far as to claim the benefits
accrue to all parties involved:

Using talented students in paraprofessional rodesbieen encouraged for decades

but we have not seen such widespread effectivefusem as we did at DEEP

institutions. Not only do paraprofessionals stigicecious institutional resources
further to reach more students, but paraprofesldhamselves typically benefit

in numerous ways from the experience. (p. 280)

Peer tutors in writing centers fit under the rulmi¢peers” and “students in
paraprofessional roles.” Therefore, discussioroaie of the research on writing centers
regarding student retention and student engageienésented.

Writing Centers

Recommending measures to promote student engagehdn (2012) said,
“Institutions should ensure that all first-yeardstats have the experience of learning in
community with others” (p. 123). Writing centemr®ypide one option for those seeking a
learning community. The literature reviewed irstBection is organized into three
general subgroups, though there was a good dealeofap between those groups, as has

occurred between this section and the previousosescbn retention and engagement.
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The three subgroups discussed next, all of whictofad into this study, are tutoring
centers in general, the importance of writing asr@ competency for all college
students, and writing center pedagogy.

Tutoring centers. Referring to the National Survey of Student Eregagnt, Kuh
et al. (2010) asserted that it identifies the fwlltg:

clusters [of] broad categories that represent ingmbistudent behaviors and

institutional factors. . . . the clusters are gWdl of academic challenge, (2) active

and collaborative learning, (3) student-facultyenaiction, (4) supportive campus

environment, and (5) enriching educational expegen (pp. 173-74)

Educators have long claimed writing centers addsash requirements, and research
should more accurately determine whether these hualigtic desired benefits have
accrued from the presence of writing centers. Ttkeature reviewed next focuses upon
writing centers which employ best practices inttipeofession by addressing the clusters
identified by Kuh et al. (2010).

Barkley (2010) mentioned three engagement meastriest match the pedagogy
of many writing centers offering one-on-one tutgrifProviding students with high-
guality assessment and feedback, helping studeiksvielop metacognitive skills, and
empowering students as partners in the learninggssoare three approaches to helping
students work in their optimal challenge zone”3p). In a properly performed tutorial,
the assessment is immediate, the Socratic quesgigrused by the tutor to the student
demands a metacognitive response, and the stuglantactive participant in the
instruction (Boroch, 2010). Moreover, many studergnsider the one-on-one

arrangement of tutorials more user-friendly thaougrclassroom instruction. Rossini
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(2002), as cited in Boroch, (2010), added, “Writargl reading centers can promote
literacy skills by providing opportunities to pragt skills in a safe and supportive
environment, promoting community and social leagmmodels, emphasizing process
development, and supporting instruction” (p. 60).

Furthermore, Perin (2004) pointed out an additidreadefit: “In their scope and
variety of services, college learning centers confto one of O’Banion’s (1997) six
principles of the ideal ‘learning college,’ the dahility of a variety of learning options”
(p. 560). Classroom instruction is designed ferehtire class, and even when small
group work is used, classroom logistics demanddhatyone stay on essentially the
same schedule and the same skills set, which mapagmot fit the needs of any given
individual student (Perin, 2004). In a one-on-tuterial, the task and pace of work can
be custom designed to the student’s needs andecahamged whenever it is deemed not
to be working effectively (Perin, 2004).

Also of importance, Tinto (2012) made the conrmetspecifically concerning the
student demographic that largely composes the dpwetntal composition cohort in
community colleges: “Students who were mentore@imxbetter integrated both
socially and academically, and more committed toieg their degree. Mentoring is
especially important for low-income, first-geneaoaticollege studentsas well as for
academically underprepared entrantqp. 28). Amplifying upon this, Tinto (2012)
postulated writing centers can “serve as secum@ykble ports of entry, enabling them to
develop cognitive maps of the academic and soeayjgaphy of the campus...They
also provide a place where students can ‘let theirdown’ and restore their emotional

energy....” (p. 29). Referencing voluminous previoesearch, Griswold (2003) came to
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the same conclusion regarding the importance ofihg to developmental education
students: “Similarly, data from the National StuafyDevelopmental Education
demonstrate that the presence of well-trained subamong the most significant
elements related to student success in remedigtgres)” (p. 279). This remedial
student profile is most likely to appear in the dgmaphic makeup of community
colleges, giving added importance to the reseaacted out in this study.

One public relations problem that writing centgedtors sometimes face with
faculty suggests an already perceived link betwerimg center usage and student
retention. Research conducted by Perin (2004)dptirhe center provided assistance to
students who enrolled in remedial courses. A dgrakntal education instructor noted
that students who used the learning center hadrijgtsistence rates but sometimes
received an inappropriate amount of help with ceassignments” (pp. 576-77).
Faculties commonly make this charge, and someuictstrs even discourage students
from using the writing center because instructoastwthe students to “do their own
work.” This criticism may confirm that instructobglieve students who use the writing
center do better than students would without therials. With proper training, tutors
help students improve students’ writing skills waith doing their work for them.

Student retention and student engagement hawadglieeen discussed in the first
two sections of this chapter. Now, this reviewifatus upon the literature dealing
specifically with the influence of tutoring uporote two critical areas of interest. It will
focus first upon retention and then upon engagement

Very little research exists statistically demoasirg that tutoring significantly

improves grades of large populations of studeHitswever, tutoring does seem to
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improve retention. Reinheimer and McKenzie (20d&jmed, “tutoring had a significant
impact on retention, but not on GPA or on timedkest a major” (p. 22). Griswold
(2003) reached the same conclusion: “In an exterskamination of survey data
supplied by more than 900 institutions, Beal an@IN©980) found that peer tutoring is
considered to be one of the most effective retargitorts reported” (p. 279). Not only
have researchers noted a connection between tytanich retention, but they have also
suggested that at least one of the reasons foeffieist is the increased level of student
engagement, possibly resulting from the studeetationship with a tutor (Reinheimer
& McKenzie, 2011).

Discussing the poor retention prospects of stiwe@hb have no declared major,
Reinheimer and McKenzie (2011) mentioned the vafuetoring in providing those
students with a connection to the school in theabs of any departmental links that a
student with a declared major would have: “Sincdaatared students lack a major, this
type of environment provides the undeclared studgthtthe opportunity to engage in
substantive peer interactions, which might not e occur” (p. 25). Kostecki and
Bers (2008) also noted the interpersonal, socialevim addition to subject knowledge
gained: “tutoring may also link a student with seme who cares. This feeling of
connection can be a crucial factor affecting stisleexperiences at a college, making
them feel at home and encouraging persistencel2p.

Because of the critical importance of promotinglstit engagement until students
can establish a feeling of being a part of thellege, Reinheimer and McKenzie (2011)

recommended that faculty should promote tutorirecgjeally for that reason:
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Tutoring has been shown to enhance the undeclawddrds’ possibility of
becoming more academically and socially integratecbfessors and
administrators working with undeclared studentsugthhencourage students to
seek tutoring, thereby assisting students to becuoore academically and
socially integrated into the fabric of higher eduma Tutoring should be one of
the key programs utilized to help change the futdnetention rates, and by
making the most of tutoring programs, we may s@atize significant changes in
retention rates across more college and univecaiypuses. (p. 34)
Thus far, this review has focused upon literatuseuksing the importance of tutoring in
all disciplines. It will now shift to a discussiaf literature emphasizing the particular
importance of writing skills in a student’s prosggecf persisting in school and then
continue to the part writing centers play in tha¢dfic field of study.

Writing as a core competency. Even in the second decade of the 21st century,
reading, writing, and math remain three of the dakills required to succeed in college,
and the lack of any one of those skills jeopardasstudent’s chances of persisting.
Many students fail in college directly because @dmpwriting skills. Cleary (2012)
pointed out, “more adults could be retained throtiggir first year if they received
writing instruction that responded to their indival needs” (p. 373). There are limits to
how much individualized instruction and one-on-tinge a classroom instructor can give
a student, and perhaps the most obvious beneditytort of tutoring is this

individualized approach.
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Referencing several researchers in the field ofpmmsition and rhetoric, Cleary
(2012) addressed several of the problems facedimyinity college students and
developmental education students in particular:

Anna Zajacova, Scott Lynch, and Thomas Espensladelfthat nontraditional

students at CUNY ranked “writing term papers” astiost stressful of twenty-

seven tasks., where [s]tress has generally been found to hanegative

influence on GPA and on staying enrolled.Adults just returning to school have

substantially higher anxiety about school in gelhand writing in particular than
younger students...Gretchen Starks showed that adult women atad rur
community college “felt writing was a barrier tcethability to continue in

college... (p. 365)

These are precisely the students most likely tp dnt of a community college, often
because of a sense of being inadequate to theengalbf acquiring the knowledge
needed to persist. Discussing this aspect of tieterSchmidt and Alexander (2012)
concluded, “Writing centers are increasing studerters’ beliefs about what and how
they can perform as writers, which is being introgbliin this study as writerly self-
efficacy” (p. 1). Schendel and Macauley (2012) midmdesame point: “Research has
shown that students’ writing success is affectethieyr self-confidence (self-efficacy)”
(p- 149). Among other items of inquiry, this stusbught to answer these scholars’
guestion about the potential effects of tutoringmupelf-efficacy.

Kuh et al. (2010) believed strongly enough in stutcsupport services, which
include writing centers, that they recommended asmtter of policy, “encouraging and

even requiring students to participate in exper@agtivities such as internships,
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practica, and field placements so that students @gierience in applying what they are
learning to real-life situations” (p. 240). Thetlaars referred not only to academic
support and personal support but also specificalthe importance of writing skills in a
student’s prospects for success:

The presence of such centers and programs highligatimportance these

colleges and universities place on developing aridecing students’ written

communication skills . . . . The centers are ‘rethenvironments’ where students
can get both in-person assistance and online grgamsultation. (Kuh et al.,

2010, p. 185-86).

Bergmann (2010) has also written about writing eenspecifically as sites of
engagement. Briefly stated, these authors sughydste writing centers not only help
students with one of the basic academic skills issigufor success but also provide a
social context that encourages persistence.

Writing center pedagogy. Writing center pedagogy is experiential and pssce
based. According to Bird (2012), educators neéddetink our view of learning” (p. 2)
regarding writing center practice. Bird (2012) bypesized that, “If we view learning
strictly in the sense of gaining a product (a wgtskill or concept), we limit the learning
potential almost as much as we did when we focoseatbn-directive strategies” (p. 2).
Bird (2012) found that writing center best practicé Socratic hands-on learning
promote deep learning, as opposed to mere assonilat some certain sets of discrete
skills, and concluded that educators need to fatalibetter writing skills, better essays,

and better general thinking processes. This staislgd whether such pedagogy relates in
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any way to student engagement and, by extensiotiest retention among
developmental composition students in one Missocammunity college.

Student engagement and retention are influenced different perspectives,
many of which writing centers address. Referenamgerous scholars discussing the
various benefits of writing centers, Griswold (2D8&ted:

Such programs integrate best practices for retentwiting centers contribute to

making their campuses ‘involving’ by providing assible learning experiences

outside the classroom; they are firmly groundethenacademic discipline of
composition...; they enhance the campus environnagrgtéidents by providing
interaction with campus representatives, that, evbding less formal and

evaluative than the classroom..., nonetheless foowscademics. (pp. 279-80)
Moreover, the benefits of a writing center arelimoited to composition courses, at least
concerning retention. Referring to a writing certbat had previously served only the
English Department, Perin (2004) observed, “Thrsise appeared to improve the
retention rate for these classes, in which dropoatrred as the work became harder”
(pp. 576-77). A significant part of the value afitimg centers, besides the instruction,
appears to be the human connection. Thonus (2i#&rved, “Student A reasoned that
the differences between her tutors and her ingiruceated ‘a comfort zone’ in tutorials.
The relaxed atmosphere was ‘not unprofessionalitsuess professional [than talking to
a professor], more on a friendship basis™ (p. 126)

Several researchers used the term motivation imegeably with the term
engagement, one of the key ideas dealt with indtiidy. Referencing one of the top

motivational theorists in the world in relationwaiting centers, Robinson (2009) said
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“Rather, our goal in writing centers instead coloédto move students towards being
more intrinsically motivated.; to have them write and make knowledge throughr the
writing however they can, in order to achieve thtsinsic motivation” (p. 71). This
entails a dual concept central to writing centatgmogy, that of Higher Order Concerns
(HOCSs) versus Lower Order Concerns (LOCs) (Robin206Q9). HOCs are the more
global issues involved in writing: thesis, orgai@a, content development, logic,
coherence (Robinson, 2009). Composition theoaigtse that these issues should be
dealt with first, and then, once the basic struetfrthe piece of writing is in place, the
writer can deal with the LOCs: spelling, grammamgtuation, word choice, style
(Robinson, 2009). Ironically, most students, ameha instructors, focus upon the LOCs
first, one of the most common mistakes inexperidnegters make (Robinson, 2009).
This brings the review to the metacognitive valtievoting center tutorials.

One of the greatest benefits both to studentginmgriskills acquisition and to the
overall educational prospects offered by writingtees is the process-based approach to
composition, as opposed to the product-based agiptbat many first time visitors enter
with. Referring to this, Robinson (2009) stated:

Writing centers will be more effective, then, if wan help students integrate their

desire to undertake a task with their own self-emtions. Encouraging this shift

is particularly important in helping students mdr@m a focus on surface
concerns to one on invention and textual engageménth is what instructors
generally reward in writing classes. Writing cesfeherefore, are useful spaces
for...basic writers in particular, if they can provideemue where students can

ask for help with those areas of the writing preasit might be more identified
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with the sel-finding something to write about, engaging with aeyeloping

upon someone else’s ideas, and, importantly, segamgmar and language as

something more integrated with a student’s senseeotity as a writer, an

academic... (p. 78)
Given the emphasis upon LOCs at the expense of HOK<12 education, many
postsecondary students come in with excessive ocofigesentence level issues, to the
detriment of the critical thought exhibited in theiriting (Robinson, 2009). This issue
cannot be resolved in a single one-hour tutoridictvleads to one of the key issues of
this study. The real benefits of visiting the wgt center do not begin to accrue until a
student has attended multiple times (Robinson, ROUBerefore, this review will now
move on to the literature discussing multiple gisit

Research has shown that the engagement, reteatidrskills acquisition benefits
increase after the student has been tutored thre®ie times. Robinson (2009)
observed, “Helping students to move towards inicinsotivation brings them closer to
admission to the mainstream academic culture,dotake that kind of progress, they
must come to the writing center multiple times” 8P). Reinheimer and McKenzie
(2011) added, “The interpretation of this statigdithat student who requests tutoring is
more than 2.7 times as likely to be retained as@desit who does not request tutoring”
(p. 32)

A major aspect of a student’s sense of self-efficavolves around being
engaged with the actual content of his or her weplecifically with the higher order
concerns, as opposed to mere surface level coegstrRobinson (2009) made the point

thus:
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The single-session students confirm the impressianwhen students first come
to York's Writing Center, they are seeking helphwlfilling the demands that
we would associate with an external LOC: . . . @h& from the other end of the
spectrum, however, show that when students retutimet Writing Center for
multiple sessions, they shift from the left- to tight-hand side of the intrinsic
motivation spectrum, from low to high. (p. 84)
The goal is to motivate students to make this smftheir own by employing a non-
directive Socratic method, and it does not happesne visit. Therefore, it is critically
important to promote an ongoing relationship wita student, which not only yields the
desired academic results but also provides theestugith a human connection which
may make the difference in whether he or she gemsischool.

One final observation in this section leads diyeit one of the key questions of
this study, namely whether any statistically demi@ie relationship exists among
number of tutorials and student engagement andtrete Speaking of multiple visits to
the writing center, Robinson (2009) maintained:

After repeated sessions at the writing center,esttglexpand their definition of

what successful writing means, and, moreover, biase the skills to take

advantage of their tutor’s help with the types oitiwg task that this expanded
view entails....the threshold for students to stiaking to work on those areas of
their writing that we have identified as being imsically motivated, with an

internal LOC, is three sessions. (p. 85)

In summary, the literature reviewed in this chapi@s focused upon three basic

components of this study: student retention, studegagement, and writing centers.
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Much of the research in those three areas overdaqustightfully so, given the purpose of
this study, which sought to determine whether theye as integrally related as some of
the aforementioned scholars have suggested. Equitposes of coherence, this review
has attempted to separate the three as much ablp@ssl to consider each separately
before re-synthesizing them in the research andnhéysis of that research. However,
decades of research, as illustrated by this sarappgorts the contention that there may
be a link between student use of a writing cesteident engagement, and student
retention, certainly enough to merit the studyiedrout herein.

The remainder of this chapter is focused upon [gasature regarding research in
the writing center profession to provide a samplprevious research and, by contrast,
suggest some of the future needs in writing camtszarch.This portion of the review
surveys literature regarding previous researchpastulating what sort of evidence
might satisfactorily demonstrate a writing centewdue to its various constituencies,
such as administrators, faculty, students, anadn@munity at large. These are hard
guestions, and Altbach, Gumport, and Berdahl (2@tityessed the difficulty thus:

Complex learning outcomes are extremely difficalidentify, to agree on and

then assign priorities, and to communicate to gowent officials and the public.

... First, it is essential to translate goals irtlevant and agreed-upon outcomes.

An even more complicated task is to devise meédstermining the extent to

which students have attained these outcomes.9jp. 7
Even Farnsworth (2010), calling for more rigoroasessment of teaching and learning
across the educational spectrum, conceded, “Qa#andt(statistical) studies are often

guite good at telling us what is happening, buttnotsuccessful at telling us why” (p.
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160). For this reason, methodology was one ofthst crucial components of this
study.

Discussing the need for more cohesion in the rekdéerature, Gofine (2012)
provided general parameters for how this might dreed “While investigators currently
develop isolated lines of research, a more effe@pproach might be for researchers to
collectively focus on a small number of issues Hratof common concern to the
majority of writing centers” (p. 47). Then she egkbed the “limited validity” of “most
assessments employed by writing center adminisg'aémd suggested:

The collective focus of scholars might address pinedblem by concentrating on

developing assessments of high validity. . . . bfsmixed methods for these

assessments might respond to scholars’ calls foe@sed use of quantitative

methods within this field. (Gofine, 2012, p. 47)

Altbach et al. (2011) stated colleges need to implet “processes that are compatible
not only with the character of colleges and unii®s, but also with the complex
political and professional judgments faculty anstitlmtional administrators must make to
maintain and achieve a quality academic program8%). This emphasizes the
importance of choosing assessment methods spdlgifiadored to the institution a
writing center serves and leads directly to onthefkey challenges with conducting
accurate, pragmatic research.

Writing centers, academically speaking, deal wamposition skills, and the
field of composition teaching as a whole has héficdity over the years assessing
whether instruction was taking place because vgrigra holistic skill as opposed to a set

of memory items that can be measured by a starmdardest. Jones (2001) pointed out:
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Although hard, concrete evidence for its efficacgybe minimal, the testimony
of students who report more ease and self-confelanit the process of writing,
who ask more concise and more pointed questioagdhr tutors and editors
whose work shows greater refinement; and the psofeswvho find it easier to
focus on the content of students’ work when it @enfocused and better
organized, serve to validate the importance ofnth#ng center on campuses and
online. (p. 18)
As has been pointed out previously, some anecdwuidénce exists from qualitative
surveys of students claiming they have benefittethfbeing tutored; however, the few
guantitative studies which have attempted to detnatesthe truth of those claims have
generally been unsatisfactory by current accemséarch standards.

In a much-quoted essay, entitled “Choosing BearsehMy (2001), Lerner
discussed a previous quantitative analysis resgaojact demonstrating that tutorials
did improve student writing, only to retract thaioh four years later with an essay
admitting that his research methodology had remtex@ccurate results. Bredtmann,
Crede, and Otten, (2011) addressed the issue thus:

In contrast to qualitative findings of WcR [writirggnter] participation, which

were based on students’ course evaluations atjastio be very effective, our

guantitative analyses could not find a significaffiect of WcR visitation on

students’ writing ability, as measured by theirttem examination grades. . . .

This finding underlines the need of educationditasons to also rely on

guantitative methods for evaluation purposes, aditative methods may be

biased by unobserved and unconsidered factors2#1l)
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These quantitative methods being called for, if/thee to have value, will demand some
sort of quantifiable skills sets to be measurestudents’ writing and then compared and
contrasted in the writing of students before andratitoring takes place. Thus, the key
guestion becomes what to measure in a skill, sasfriging, which would readily lend
itself to quantitative analysis. Bredtmann ef{2011) pointed out the biggest challenge
for researchers seeking to design meaningful rekearthis field: “The main problem of
evaluation of policies is the differentiation ofroelation and causality” (p. 8).

Addressing this challenge, Babcock and ThonusZp6ffered one suggestion for
guantifying the value of writing center tutorialfih applied to this study:

Smith compared two sections of a basic writing sedaught by one private-

college instructor. One of her research questiaans ‘Do mandatory writing

center visits in developmental college writing g®s improve retention rates?’

(p. 26). Data collection included quantitative sw@&s (pass/fail rates, one-

semester and one-year retention rates). (p. 88)

While this approach did not measure the actualivgiitt did at least measure whether
students’ academic careers were being influenced.

In a study similar to that of Babcock and Thor231Q), Kostecki and Bers
(2008) found that tutoring does influence retentidie results indicate that tutoring
does matter: a student who obtained tutoring wésirhes as likely to successfully
complete a course after controlling for the effexftsace/ethnicity, gender, or course
placements” (p. 10). They also found that tutohiag a positive effect upon whether
students will return the following semester: “Agdilne results indicate that tutoring does

matter. A student who obtained tutoring was 2788 as likely to persist to the spring
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semester after controlling for the effects of rati@icity or course placements”
(Kostecki & Bers, 2008, pp. 10-11). These exampliestrate there have been
guantifiable studies done in the field, but more meeded, and this present study
proposed to add to the scholarship.

Schmidt and Alexander (2012) offered yet anothesgective for seeking
guantitative data regarding writing centers, orsg Keys directly into the student
engagement issue: “Self-efficacy offers a quamiaassessment avenue that is
replicable, causal, and sustainable in writing eenéand, as a longitudinal measure, is
exclusive to writing centers” (p. 2). The studengagement questions in the survey
designed for this study were deliberately compdeaedeasure precisely this aspect of
tutorials’ effects upon students.

Addressing the difficulty of quantifying results students’ writing, Gofine
(2012) offered the following suggestion taken frpravious research in the field: “Some
investigators examine the development of a clientiing by quantifying the quality of
the writing before and after writing center tut@riand then using statistics to analyze the
data...” (p. 44). This sort of research would inwlaoking at student writing samples,
which would entail an additional and highly compt®mponent in the research. While
the present study addressed writing improvemetitardescriptive analysis, it did so in
terms of students’ perceptions about their impromeinas opposed to any quantifiable
improvement in their writing. This leads to a pbksproblem, pointed out by Gofine
(2012): “Bredtman, Crede, and Otten’s Quantitatiaé (the grades that students
received on assignments that were discussed dwritigg center tutorials) indicated

that tutorials had no effect on student outcompp’ (8-19). Then, she immediately
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followed, “However, the findings from these datatradict their findings from the
qualitative data, which indicated strong studetistction with writing center tutorials”
(Gofine, 2012, p. 44). Yet the students’ percepimay nonetheless have value insofar
as a perception of progress might encourage arsttal@ersist, even when there is no
statistically demonstrable improvement in the wugti

This review concludes with two pieces of literatdiscussing the importance of
finding a way to do meaningful, useful researchudhloe efficacy of writing centers.
Barkley (2010) observed:

Authentic assessment aims to be realistic, whicama¢he task reproduces the

ways and the contexts in which a person’s knowledgkabilities are “tested” in

real-world situations. This typically involves teident “doing” the subject.

Instead of reciting, restating, or replicating thgh demonstration what he or she

was taught or what is already known, the studestibi@arry out the kind of

exploration and work that constitutes “doing” theaipline. (p. 29)
Carrying out acceptable quantitative research oh skills as Barkley discussed in terms
administrators, politicians, and business leadédisaacept has proven prohibitively
difficult over the decades, and this study attemiptemeasure factors which are valued,
namely retention and engagement, in a manner thad de quantitatively demonstrated.

World-renowned learning organization scholar P8emnge (1990), in his classic
book, The Fifth Discipline, noted the danger of oversimplifying assessmet#ria in the
name of appearing scientific:

Because service quality is intangible, there is@ng tendency to manage service

businesses by focusing on what is most tangibleh a8 numbers of customers
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served, costs of providing the service, and reveigeaerated. But focusing on

what'’s easily measured leads to “looking good withweing good”--to having

measurable performance indicators that are acdepgabnot providing quality

service. Work gets done but at a steadily podesrdard of quality, by servers

who are increasingly overworked, underpaid, ancetiaghpreciated. (p. 333)
Therefore, studies, ideally, should provide plesftguantitative data which truly
measures whether writing centers provide the holsnefits they claim to provide as
well as providing means to improve those benefits.

In the next chapter is a discussion of the metloanodesigned for this study.
The purpose of this study, as well as the reseguelstions and hypotheses are presented.
Instrumentation, the data collection procedured,staps to analyze the data are

explained.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Community college administrators often cite studetention as one of the two
most important issues they face, and they wanttgative data demonstrating improved
retention. Research in higher education acrosadhen reflects the same concern and
has shown student engagement to be one of the méj@nces upon retention (Barkley,
2010; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et al. 2005; Tindd2). Therefore, experiential
influences, such as writing centers which can fpbg&nprove student engagement,
should interest higher education institutions. [@wpng this proposition, Jacobs and
Archie (2008) pointed out:

If experiential education methods and programsasaist universities with their

retention efforts, this may help to bring positregognition and regard to

experiential education. The learner’s active eegagnt, which is part of the

experiential learning process, as well as theicglahips developed and nurtured

through experiential education are likely to pesity and significantly influence

a learner’s sense of community. (p. 284)
Numerous studies have shown, when students argemgath their education and
integrated into the culture of their school, theyd to be more motivated to succeed and
more likely to stay in school and pass their cosi{@arkley, 2010; Habley et al., 2012;
Kuh et al., 2005; Tinto 2012).

This study was designed to determine whether tiitengy center serving one
community college in Missouri was influencing stoti engagement with the academic
culture of their school and consequently improvisgtudents’ retention rates. Driscoll

and Perdue (2012) pointed out, “Most of what hanhmublished as research in WCJ
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[The Writing Center Journal] is not replicable, aggregable, and data supppiteather
words, it does not meet the test of what otheriplises define as evidence-based
research” (p. 35). Therefore, to address thisgyeed deficiency in quantitative research,
the present study employed a quantitative methodgoesearch design. This chapter
describes the study’s general overall method.
Problem and Purpose Overview

The purpose of this study was to learn if writimgnters have an impact on
supporting student retention and engagement. Bath, Crede, and Otten (2011)
stated, “Evaluation design for educational prograhmsuld rely both on quantitative
methods, which allow the measurement of effectissnand qualitative feedback
providing valuable insights into student attitudesl explanations for possible
ineffectiveness” (p. 21). Writing center researsh8abcock and Thonus (2012),
Driscoll and Perdue (2012), and Schendel and Magg@i012), have also called for
more quantitative methods in writing center schsilgr. Retention, engagement, and
writing center usage data from one college padiong in this study were included.
Research Questions and Hypotheses

This study proposed to address the following qoestand hypotheses in hopes
of determining whether student usage of a colleging center influenced engagement
and/or retention.

1. What difference, if any, is there between the nuntb@isits to a community
college writing center and student retention, aasueed by successful completion of a

developmental composition class?
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Ho. There is no difference between number of visitsa community college
writing center and student retention, as measuyestibcessful completion of a
developmental composition class.

Ha. There is a difference between number of visits tommunity college
writing center and student retention, as measuyestibcessful completion of a
developmental composition class.

2. What factors related to retention do develapadeeducation composition
students most often report as being influentidgh&ir college experiences?

3. What factors related to engagement do devetopaheducation composition
students most often report as being influentidgh&ir college experiences?

4. What factors regarding the community colleg#img center do
developmental education composition students nftesh oeport as being beneficial in
their college experiences?

Research Design

Much of the research on composition and writingtees carried out during the
past four decades has been gualitative researdtlynamecdotal testimonials,
ethnographic studies, and case histories (Babcoth@us, 2012; Driscoll & Perdue,
2012; Schendel & Macauley, 2012). Given the curcémate in higher education and
the resulting demand for more accountability andngitative research in all fields, many
of the constituencies to whom writing center dioestmust answer are refusing to accept
those qualitative studies of the past and are ddmgmore quantifiable methodologies.
Such demands have been noted by researchersfieltteeof composition, rhetoric, and

writing centers, and this study attempted to redgorthose demands. Employing
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research methodologies discussed by Bluman (2@k8swell (2009), Fink (2009), and
Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun (2012), this study upeahtitative methods, reflecting
current research and practice in the field of highdhication, targeting an entire cohort of
developmental composition students at one communoitgge. Quantitative methods
used here responded to the critique of such writerger scholars as Babcock and
Thonus (2012), Driscoll and Perdue (2012), and Sdéleand Macauley (2012), who
have called for replicable, aggregable, and datedrguantitative research. Specifically,
this study collected, presented, and analyzed gatwe retention data collected from
the campus Institutional Research (IR) Office, duiative writing center usage data, and
guantitative survey data from an online survey &egendix A).

In current academic circles, retention is defimedarious ways. For this study’s
purposes, retention was defined as having occuvhesh a student completes and passes
his or her developmental composition course, whltdwed retention to be quantifiably
measured. This study measured engagement by empldgscriptive analysis of
guantifiable survey questions designed to indieastudent’s perceived self-engagement
as suggested by Paine, Gonyea, Anderson, and A{Z08). Schendel and Macauley
(2012) recommended the following:

A smart move for writing centers would be to ada@¢PA [Council of Writing

Program Administrators] outcomes to our local cet#ethen cross-check our

assessment results against the data many of dituiizgs are already collecting

via the NSSE more generally, but particularly frima twenty-seven NSSE-WPA
consortium questions which you can read abouteaCionsortium for the Study

of Writing in College Website. (p. 97)
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However, neither the actual NSSE-WPA exam noressiits would serve the purposes of
this study because the exam was administeredaondom sample of students from the
general student population; therefore, this stusBdua custom-designed online survey
sent to the entire cohort of developmental compmositudents at one school.
Population and Sample

The population for this study included studentsommunity colleges in
Missouri who were enrolled in developmental composi The sample student
population from the two-year community collegehe study consisted of all students
enrolled in developmental composition classes duitie fall 2013 semester, totaling
1,234 individuals. The subject studefusthis study were not a random sample; instead,
the online survey was sent to every developmewtalposition student at the college
during the semester when it was administered.resibondents were surveyed
anonymously to protect their privacy and the prwattheir institution. The IR Office
compiled the information needed for this study. rétiver, usage data were gathered
from the writing center records which logged ewsjt of every student who used the
service. Student population data retrieved weparsged into three groups based upon
the number of times, if any, the students visitezlwriting center to observe what
patterns appeared.
Instrumentation

The driving rationale behind this study’s instrurtaion was to learn what
Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) described as thegfiatient,” or lack thereof, between
the writing center’s desired outcomes and actutdaues of promoting student

engagement and student retention. Data consi$tbde® basic components: (1) the
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college’s Institutional Research (IR) data on studetention; (2) the writing center’s
data which record student use of the service; @hddta from an online survey
instrument sent to all developmental compositiarents of the college being studied.
Each component is briefly described below.

Student retention data. The first component of this study employed shide
retention data collected from the college’s IR €dfdetailing how many developmental
composition students enrolled in and satisfactardgnpleted their course. As mentioned
earlier, 1,234 students were enrolled in develogal@@mposition courses for the Fall
2013 semester. After final grades were assignddecorded early in the Spring 2014
semester, the IR Office provided a complete andrate record of all developmental
composition students’ course grades.

Developmental composition courses were assigneplsipass/fail grades by the
college English Department; a 70% or higher totsised, and a 69% or lower total
failed. Each grade for each student was recorgiledduglent ID number, which allowed a
match to be made with the ID numbers recording remobvisits made to the writing
center while maintaining each student’'s anonym{dnce the numbers had been matched
for the purposes of the study, the ID numbers wémeinated and were in no way used to
identify any individual. The pass/fail totals we@mpared for each of three groups:
students who never visited the writing center, shitsl who visited the writing center one
to two times, and students who visited the writbegter three or more times. These
groups will be discussed in the next section.

Writing center usage data. The second component of this study involved

retrieving data detailing which students were tetioin the writing center during the
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semester being studied. Writing center data weyeyped from the online record
keeping program used by the writing center at gnéi@pating college. Information
tracked in this program included every visit magleebery student, the date every visit
took place, and the duration of every tutorialudgint names were not used; rather, ID
numbers were used to match student visitors weir tutcomes for their developmental
composition courses. Again, student anonymity stastly protected in every phase of
this study. Only data for developmental composigstudents were collected. Those data
were separated into three groups: students wha nesred the writing center, students
who visited the writing center one to two timesg atudents who visited the writing
center three or more times.

Student survey data. Finally, an online student survey measured student
perceptions regarding their chances of persistirgghool, their level of engagement, and
the effects of being tutored in the writing cenipon the previous two factors. As a
general summary, the instrument for this quantigasitudy consisted of an online survey,
modeled upon and adapted from the Counsel of VgrRrogram Administrators (WPA)
and the National Survey of Student Engagement (N&®Bsortium for the Study of
Writing in College Survey (Paine et al., 2008), @@mmunity College Survey of Student
Engagement (CCSSE) survey, and the Classroom Saf\&ydent Engagement
(CLASSE). The survey consisted of 19 question#) thie first ten questions collecting
responses regarding the students’ perceived chah@essisting in their courses as well
as perceived engagement with the culture of thadiege. The tenth question in this
series asked whether the student had visited thimgvcenter during the semester in

guestion, and if so, how many times.
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Specifically, the first part of the survey conetsbf nine Likert-scale questions
designed to determine students’ perceptions of espects for persisting in school and
engagement with the community of their school. d8tis were asked whether they
expected to complete all of their courses with sspgy grade, including their
developmental composition course, and expectedrtlen courses at their present
college or another college next semester and caenttieir two-year degree or transfer to
a four-year college within the next three years.

Students were also asked whether they were areatiémber of at least one
student organization or activity group affiliate@wtheir college, indicating whether
they considered themselves actively engaged wélttitture of their college and
considered themselves motivated to succeed ingeoi@d go on to a successful career.
Finally, students were asked whether they weresssgmal speaking terms with at least
one of their professors or college administrataside of the actual classroom and
believed the faculty and administration of theil@ge were sincerely concerned about
them as individuals. These Likert-scale questiwese answereskrongly agree, agree,
disagree, Or strongly disagree t0 prohibit respondents from taking the neutradaife
option in a five-option scale, thus forcing theleda tip to either the positive or negative
side with each individual respondent, an optiongested by Fink (2009).

The tenth question of the first section asked hwamy times the student had been
tutored in the writing center during the currenngsster. The question had three options
for an answerzero times, one to two times, andthree or more times. If the student
answered that he or she had never been tutorée mriting center, the survey was

finished. If the student answered that he or slteldeen to the writing center one or
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more times, a second series of questions appeaesisting of nine additional
guestions.

The second section of the survey was designecesuane students’ perceptions
of what role the writing center had played in thegagement and retention. These items
asked whether being tutored in the writing centet made them feel more connected to
and more engaged with the community of their ca@le§tudents were also asked
whether being tutored in the writing center hadnowed their chances of persisting in
school, raised their overall grade point averaggroved their grade in developmental
composition, enhanced their general writing skifigardless of course outcomes, or
strengthened their general study skills regarddéseurse outcomes. Finally, students
were asked whether being tutored in the writingeehad improved their confidence as
a student, helped them develop skills which thayaapply to their general education,
or encouraged them to participate more in class with the first section of this survey,
this Likert-scale portion offered the following Bsponse optionstrongly agree, agree,
disagree, strongly disagree.

The survey was field tested in April 2013, at whiiche it was emailed to 22
students with a cover letter requesting that thesper the questions, write any questions
or concerns they might have regarding the claffityhe questions, and leave their
responses, unsigned, at a predetermined locatithinvthe following week. Based upon
respondents’ comments, minor revisions were madeetovording and clarity of two
guestions, after which the survey was determindzktadequate for the purposes for

which it was designed.
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Data Collection

Following Institutional Review Board (IRB) approvakee Appendix B) of the
study by Lindenwood University and the participgtoollege, early during the Fall 2013
semester, data were collected from the collegeffiR&identifying every developmental
composition student at the college. Student engageand perceptions of the impact of
writing center usage were measured by administexisigrvey to all developmental
composition students enrolled in the Fall of 20E&st, near midterm, before midterm
grades were released, every cohort member eniall@dievelopmental composition
course at the college received an invitation tdigaate in the online survey described
above. By this time, a number of student respotsdead visited their writing center, and
a number had not visited the center, which alloae@xamination of how those who had
received tutoring and those who had not receiveating compared and/or contrasted.
Second, every student on the list was matchedistlor her final grade for Fall 2013.

The survey administered, composed by the authtii®ktudy, adapted key
criteria outlined in current research in the fiefdcomposition education for the specific
needs of the target test group. The simpler asigfahe process of taking a survey, the
more likely students would respond. Therefore siinvey instrument was designed to be
as thorough and yet concise as possible in the®fdrmat discussed previously. If even
a modest percentage of students responded, it vpoaldde a large enough data base to
provide meaningful results.

Since this study proposed to survey all develemqiad composition students,

many of whom would have never visited the writirgier, a few logistical

considerations determined the make-up of the ttesttime of administration of the test,
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and the follow-up research beyond the test. Itaedsrmined the survey needed to be
conducted before late semester attrition and tred @rop date, yet late enough in the
semester that students would have had time to eltoogsit the writing center and
receive tutoring. Therefore, since this survey s@sducted only once, it was
administered near mid-term.

After the semester ended, the actual retentiocooogés were requested from the
IR Office to measure in conjunction with the enmaint data collected. Concurrently,
writing center usage data were collected from #rger’s online data- base, and students
were grouped by use or non-use of the writing agéntetoring services to measure what,
if any, differences between the groups appeared.IRhdata and writing center usage
data detailing number of student visits and studetention were handled objectively and
with anonymity. The final data at the end of tkengster indicated whether each
developmental composition student successfully detag his or her developmental
composition course during the semester.
Data Analysis

Once collected, all data were analyzed in two sEisst, student retention data
and student writing center usage data collectea tite college IR Office were
statistically analyzed. Second, the student péimepdata collected from the online
survey were analyzed using descriptive analysis.

Retention and writing center usage data. After all data were collected, the
information was coded and placed into three gro(fgsstudents who never visited the
writing center, (2) students who visited the wugticenter one to two times, and (3)

students who visited the writing center three orertones. The actual writing center
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usage and retention information was completelyaoudirately harvested from the
writing center’s online session tracking progrand #re retention records available from
the school’s IR Office. Data analysis of the wgticenter usage and student retention
numbers took the form of an analysis of variancRQVA) Chi-square Goodness of Fit
test, as elucidated by Bluman, (2010), CreswellD@, Fink, (2009), and Fraenkel,
Wallen, and Hyun (2012). The test sought a conftdanterval of .05, in other words a
95% accuracy regarding any possible differencesdmt number of writing center visits
and pass/fail rates in developmental compositians®s. The ANOVA Chi-square
Goodness of Fit test measured how many studentsdaxh group passed their
developmental composition course and measured whttare was any statistical
difference between the number of visits to theingitenter and pass/fail rates. This
measure was simplified by the fact that the devalamtal composition courses at the
college being studied were simply pass/fail, passd70% or higher and fail being 69%
or lower.

Student perceptions data. The information gleaned from the online survey
measured each group according to student perceptictheir engagement, perceptions
of their prospects of persisting, and perceptidnstat role the writing center had played
in their academic performance. This portion usestdptive analysis employing
percentage comparisons. This portion of the aiglyas completed after the surveys
were collected, while waiting for the end of thenester, at which time the retention data
from the IR Office became available.

As with any conceivable survey instrument, theérumaent employed for this

study contained both limitations and assumptioffser having been field-tested with a
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sample group of student tutors and modified acogigj it may validly and reliably
measure the perceived engagement and perceiveaoeptedor retention of those who
took the survey, but no one can assume with 100%iogy that students’ stated
perceptions were accurate. Past research (G&@rie), for instance, has shown that
some students believed their visits to the writtegter improved their prospects for
success when in reality there was no quantifiabigemce that their grades had been
influenced in any way by those visits. For thepgmses of this study, student perceptions,
whether those perceptions matched retention statist not, were subjected to
descriptive analysis.

The first research question statistically analytrexitotal course completion rates
of three separate groups: all developmental cortipasstudents who never visited the
writing center, all developmental composition stusevho visited the writing center one
to two times, and all developmental compositiordehis who visited the writing center
three or more times. Collection of these datandidrequire student participation. The
IR Office of the school being studied simply maithiegose data with the writing center
usage data collected through its facility usagénssoke and noted what patterns emerged.
These data were not collected until the semestieiadly ended in order to derive the
complete outcomes data and writing center usagefdatll developmental composition
students.

The next three research questions were answeedikert-scale online survey,
composed by the author of this study. The inforomatollected therein was subjected
not to statistical analysis but rather to desargoinalysis using percentile frequencies of

responses to each question. The study measueldbmponents: what the students
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perceived regarding their prospects for persistvitat the students perceived regarding
their personal engagement with the culture of tbellege, and whether the students
believed the writing center enhanced or otherwnfleenced their engagement and
prospects of persisting, as opposed to being marather manifestation of success
habits which an already engaged student would dpwah his or her own. Those
responses were examined, as a supplement, alorigsidetual writing center usage and
course retention statistics gathered independentlye survey.

Summary

A major concern in writing center research during past several decades has
been that, given the holistic, post-structuratisialitative nature of writing center
pedagogy, it does not lend itself to the sortsuarditative research which administrators
tend to prefer; and therefore, little satisfactquantitative research has been done. The
purpose of this study was to provide rudimentargmiiative data which would explore
whether writing centers bring value to their collegmission. Specifically, this study
aimed to determine whether a writing center in cor@munity college in Missouri in
some way influenced student engagement and, bypsrte student retention among
developmental composition students.

The research design for this study employed qiaivie data regarding
engagement and retention among developmental catimpostudents and whether they
had ever been tutored in the writing center anslp jfhow many times. The retention and
writing center usage data were collected by th©tfte and writing center’s usage data
from the college being studied. These data webpgested to an ANOVA Chi-square

Goodness of Fit test seeking a .05 confidencewualerAlso, an online Likert-scale
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survey sent to all developmental composition sttglahthe target community college
gathered information regarding student perceptaribeir engagement, perceptions of
their prospects of persisting, and perceptionsiutvinfluence their usage of the writing
center had upon them. These data were subjectistuiptive analysis employing

percentages.
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Chapter Four: Findings

The purpose of this study was to determine if aegasarable difference existed
between student usage of a community college writenter and the engagement and/or
retention of developmental composition studentsnat Missouri community college.
Numerous scholars and studies during the pastaed¥ecades have detailed the
unsatisfactory levels of student persistence andess. Habley et al. (2012) pointed out,
“approximately 40%...of all college students willver earn a degree anywhere, at any
time in their lives” (Preface, xiii). Farnswortd(Q10) noted the situation bodes worse for
community colleges than for four-year universitiddortenson (2012) asserted,
“Persistence rates have declined most in the gedsttive institutions” (p. 46).
Furthermore, Carnevale et al. (2010) stated “by820&re will be 46.8 million job
openings and nearly two-thirds of these 46.8 nmiljimbs—some 63 percenwill require
workers with at least some college education” f2)1 Therefore, “with current college
completion rates there will be a shortfall of 3lmait individuals with postsecondary
degrees” (Carnavale et al., 2010, p. 109).

In response to this challenge, educators acressdtion are working to improve
student engagement, retention, and success (Ba#dé&®; Kuh et al., 2005; Tinto,
2012). For instance, one Missouri community calétstituted a strategic plan, which
identified the institution’s strengths, weaknessggortunities, and threats, thus listing
numerous concerns falling under the auspices dgsgent, retention, and/or success
(Office of Research Strategic Planning, 2011). Amthose items, the plan’s analysis
listed specifically student success rates, devetopah education issues, low performing

students, loss of the “small college feel,” retentilack of basic skills, low graduation
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rates, and loss of distinction as a provider ohiaial attention (Office of Research and
Strategic Planning, 2011). Institutional responsgsonwide to such challenges as these
have been numerous, but the focus of this studyiiwgted exclusively to the role one
Missouri community college’s writing center play@dmproving the engagement and
retention of developmental composition students.

This study was designed to address four questmdstermine whether student
usage of a college writing center influenced engeage and/or retention by collecting
multiple sources of data from different data pooising and immediately following one
semester. First, the original total enrollmenalbdevelopmental composition students
for the Fall 2013 semester was collected by thiegels Institutional Research office,
followed by the tally of those students who dropgezicourse before completion of the
semester. At the end of the term, the pass/fé dare collected for all students who
finished the course. In addition, the writing @@nisage data were collected for all
students enrolled in developmental compositiomefall of 2013 in order to statistically
measure if writing center usage influenced in a@y ¥heir course retention rates. At
mid-term, an online Likert-scale student survey ws&st to all developmental
composition students who were still enrolled tacbtheir views regarding their
perceived prospects for persisting, their levedrmjagement, and the effects their usage
of the writing center may have had upon them.

Respondent Demographics

At the beginning of the Fall 2013 semester atstiitgect college, 1,234 students

were enrolled in one of the 40 developmental contiposcourses offered. By the final

drop date, 987 students remained. The 247 studdmsvithdrew from their
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developmental composition course before the fiagltd drop represented 20% of the
total number of students. After final grades we@rded by the college’s Institutional
Research office, student outcomes were talliedtlaga matched by student identification
number with the number of times each student hsitked the writing center during that
semester. Data regarding number of visits to thiéng center were provided by the
TutorTrac program used by the center to recordsabe of the service.

Seven hundred forty-four students, or 60%, padseid developmental
composition course in the fall of 2013, with 154tludse students (21%) visiting the
writing center at least one time. Seventy-one grof the students who made at least
one visit to the writing center passed their depelental composition class. Eighty-
eight percent of the total number of students oally enrolled in developmental
composition classes never visited the writing cenféne 490 students who enrolled for
the Fall 2013 semester but did not complete theseoand pass included the 247 students
who withdrew before the final drop date for the setar. One of the most interesting
pieces of information garnered in this process avdg 11 of the 247 students who
dropped the course by the drop date had visiteathimg center. Statistical analysis of
the data will be discussed in the next sectiorbld'a provides more specific

demographic information:
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Table 1

Success Rates of Developmental Composition Students

Number of Visits Pass Not Pass

Total

Zero 634 (59%) 446 (41%)

1080

1-2 64 (74%) 22 (26%) 86
3+ 46 (68%) 22 (32%) 68
Total Students Enrolled 744 (60%) 490 (40%)*

1234

Note. The Not Pass column total includes students whppkd the course before the
drop date.

A statistical analysis was conducted on the datadsearch question one to
determine whether a measurable difference existegdden the number of visits to the
campus writing center and the pass/fail rates agetdevelopmental composition
students enrolled in the fall of 2013. The statadtanalysis was simplified by the fact
that developmental composition classes are designeallect only a pass or fail score.
At this institution, a 70% cumulative average issidered a passing grade and any
percentage below 70% is deemed a failing graderdi to college English
Department policy.

Developmental composition grades are not usedltolede a student’s overall
grade point average at the college, but studerk wams creditable acknowledgement
when feedback is given as follows: NA indicatesshelent’s work was considered an A,
NB translates to a B, and NC denotes a grade i@y of these grades signifies the
student passed the coursework and is eligible rtollen a credit bearing English
composition course. Likewise, grades below the @84k are explained in this manner:

an ND grade means D, NP means Not Pass (in othelswl), | denotes incomplete, and
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W means the student withdrew. If any of these fpades were earned, the student
received a failure notice and was not eligibleatketa regular English composition
course. For the purposes of this study, ND, NBr, W also means that the student was
not retained.

In regard to the number of visits to the writingne, 154 students visited the
writing center at least one time. Of the 154 stislevho visited, 110 passed
developmental composition, representing a 71% tietenate. Eighty-six students
visited the writing center 1-2 times during thedithey were enrolled in developmental
composition. Seventy-four percent of these 86eaitslpassed their developmental
composition class. A total of 68 students vistteel writing center three or more times,
and 46 received a passing grade in developmentabasition, representing a 68%
retention rate. Over half of the students enraitedll sections of developmental
composition (51%) never visited the writing cerliat nevertheless passed their
coursework. Only 11 students who visited the wgtcenter at least once withdrew from
the course, representing less than 1% of the total.

This final number may offer the best argument thsits to the writing center
positively influence a student’s engagement anggeots for retention. While these
percentages taken in tandem suggest a positiveeimfe of writing center visits upon
student retention, it was necessary to determiaestatistically significant difference
between number of writing center visits and studetgntion exists. Therefore, the data
were subjected to an ANOVA statistical analysigcsfcally a Chi-square Goodness of
Fit test (Bluman, 2010), which will be discussedha next section.

Effects of Writing Center Usage upon Retention
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The first questionWhat relationship, if any, is there between the number of visits
to a community college writing center and student retention, as measured by successful
completion of a developmental composition class?) was analyzed by using an Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) Chi-square Goodness of Fit statatassessment, according to the
principles outlined in Bluman (2010) and Fraenk#égllen, and Hyun (2012). The null
hypothesis for Research Question One stated nioresaip existed between number of
Vvisits to a community college writing center anddgnt retention, as measured by
successful completion of a developmental compaostitlass. The alternative hypothesis
posited a relationship did exist between numbetisifs to a community college writing
center and student retention, as measured by sfatesmpletion of a developmental
composition class.

To determine if the data from the number of vititshe college writing center
were statistically significant, the Chi-square Goesk of Fit (Bluman, 2010) was used
because two factors were involved: student retardial writing center usage. In this
analysis, the comparison of passing grades that avpected to be obtained by
developmental composition students were compareddsing grades students were
observed to have obtained. A critical value of 5.991 ate®ickes of freedom would have
to be reached to be considered statistically siamt (Bluman, 2010). The result of the
analysis, 9.843, was greater than the necessa@§ v&lue. The-value obtained,
0.007288, is lower than the .05 level necessadetermine a significant difference
between the visits to the college writing centett atudents enrolled in developmental

composition classes.
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The analysis suggests a difference exists betéteenumber of visits to a
community college writing center and students beetgined in developmental
composition classes. The confidence interval 07288 implies, with more than 95%
accuracy, that a difference exists between visithé writing center and students
enrolled in developmental education courses. Tinese visits could be seen as a
contributor to successful completion of developraeoadbmposition classes and could be
an indicator of an intervention to increase retantbecause as Habley et al. (2012)
discussed in detail, there is no satisfactory cetecmeasure of what constitutes retention
in any long-term sense. However, staying enraheshd passing a developmental
composition course indicates a positive step towardpletion of a degree program.

With the results of the analysis being significahgé null hypothesis, stating no
relationship exists between the number of visita tmmmunity college writing center
and student retention, as measured by successfydletion of a developmental
composition class, was rejected. It can safelgdmeluded that writing center usage did
differ from non-usage with regard to student ratenin the developmental composition
cohort at the participating college during the R8lL3 semester.

It is important to look at each group collectivalyd separately from each other.
More specifically, the Goodness of Fit test (Blum2d10) demonstrated the largest
difference in success rates occurred between swddmo visited the writing center 1-2
times and students who never visited the writingteeat all, as illustrated by 2.7692
obtained by the students who visited the writingtee1-2 times, which is higher than the
results of 0.4439 obtained by students who didvisit at all. Another large difference

occurred between students who visited the writergter 1-2 times and students who
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visited three or more times, as illustrated bydhme 2.7692 number, which again is
higher than the 0.6098 results obtained for stigdehb made three or more visits to the
writing center. Finally, the number for those whsited three or more times is slightly
more than 25% higher than the number for those néwer visited.

Comparison of pass-rate percentages also suggpststive difference that
writing center visits made. The overall expectadgrate was 60%; however, students
who never visited the writing center had a 59% pats 1% lower than expected.
Students who visited the writing center 1-2 timad B 74% pass rate, 14% higher than
the expected pass rate. Finally, students whtedishe writing center three or more
times had a 68% pass rate, 8% higher than the tegpass rate. Therefore, any way the
numbers are compared, the same conclusion appedifserence did exist between pass
rates for developmental composition students wkited the writing center and students
who did not visit the writing center. Table 2 pides information from the statistical
analysis:

Table 2
Goodness of Fit Test for Developmental ComposBimaent Success Rates

Pass Rates per Number of Visits

Total rge/isits 1-2 Visits Jsits
Observed (O) Pass Rates 634 (59%) 64 (74%) 46 (68%)

744

Expected (E) Pass Rates 648 (60%) 52 (60%) 41 (60%)

741

O-E -14 12 5

(O-E)"2 196 144 25

(O-E)"2/E 196/6483025 144/52=2.7692 25/41=0.6098
3.6815

Note. X "2 =9.843 > 5.991p =0.007288 < 0.0df =2
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In order to further compare outcomes of students wsited the writing center with
students who did not visit, the failure rates wads® compared. As would be expected,
the Goodness of Fit test (Bluman, 2010) also detnates the largest difference in
failure rates occurred between students who visitedvriting center 1-2 times and
students who never visited the writing center ktaal illustrated by 4.2353 obtained by
the students who visited the writing center 1-2esimwhich is much higher than the
results of 0.6737 obtained by students who didvisat at all. Another difference
occurred between students who visited the writiergter 1-2 times and students who
visited three or more times, as illustrated byghme 4.2353 number, which again is
higher than the 0.9259 results obtained for stigdehb made three or more visits to the
writing center. Finally, the number for those whsited three or more times is slightly
more than 20% higher than the number for those néwer visited.

Comparison of pass-rate percentages also demtassth@ positive difference
writing center visits made. These percentagesh@ebverse of the pass rates. The
overall expected fail rate was 40%; however, sttglemmo never visited the writing
center had a 41% fail rate, 1% higher than expecg&tddents who visited the writing
center 1-2 times had a 26% fail rate, 14% lowen ti@ expected fail rate. Finally,
students who visited the writing center three orartones had a 32% fail rate, 8% lower
than the expected fail rate, again suggestingsvisithe writing center did improve pass
rates for developmental composition students. Talgeovides information from that

comparison:
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Table 3
Goodness of Fit Test for Developmental ComposBituaent Failure Rates

Failure Rates per Number of Visits

Total rgeVvisits 1-2 Visits Jhisits
Observed (O) Failure Rates 446 (41%) 22 (26%) 22 (32%)

490

Expected (E) Failure Rates 429 (40%) 34 (40%) 27 (40%)

490

O-E 17 12 5

(O-E)"2 289 144 25

(O-E)*2/E 289/4P06737 144/34=4.2353 25/27=0.9259
5.8349

Note.X " 2 =9.843 > 5.991p = 0.007288 < 0.05df =2

The final three research questions regarded theipants’ perceptions about
their persistence in school, their opinion of tHeiwrel of engagement with the college
community, and if, in their experience, the writicgnter influenced their retention and
engagement. These data were collected by pregationline Likert-scale survey to
1,167 developmental composition students who wdtesrolled after mid-term in the
Fall 2013 semester. One reminder email was sehetstudents two weeks after the
initial survey, and the window was officially clakeix weeks before the end of the
semester. At this time a total of 36 studentsreagonded, which represents
approximately 3% of the target group. While masponses would have been desirable,
this is not terribly surprising, considering prafEsals in the business of surveying note
responses to online surveys can run as low as gffreate (Petchenik & Watermolen,

2011). Responses to the survey were tallied aatyzed using descriptive analysis
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employing percentages (Fraenkel et al. 2012). rékelts of the analysis will be
discussed in the following section.
Student Perceptions Regarding Retention

The second research question, regarding studestséptions of their prospects
for persisting in schooliXhat factors related to retention do developmental education
composition students most often report as being influential in their college experiences?)
was answered by using responses from four of theegujuestions to which the students
could express their level of agreement with sonpeetsof their expectations regarding
whether they would continue in their educationtosg agreement with all or most of
these statements would suggest high expectatiocsndihuing.

The first statement, “I expect to complete all of courses with a passing grade
this semester,” generated a positive response%f&the respondents marking strongly
agree or agree. The next question, “I expect $3 pay ENG 040 or ENG 050 course this
semester,” also collected positive feedback, witoDf respondents stating they
strongly agreed or agreed with expectations ofipgsbeir English course during the
semester. When offered a third statement, “| eiximelbe enrolled for courses at my
present college or another college next seme4$4#4 of the respondents strongly
agreed, 3% agreed, 3% disagreed, and 0% strorgdgmied with the question. Students
who responded to the fourth and final statememhisfsection were again positive in
their responses when presented with the stateffi@expect to complete my two-year
degree or transfer to a four-year college withim rilext three years.” Seventy-nine
percent strongly agreed, 12% agreed, 3% disagaeeld6% strongly disagreed. In

summary, of the four statements in this sectioarmdigg students’ perceptions of their
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prospects for persisting in school, all statemesdgived higher than 90% positive
response. Taken in tandem with one another, tlesgp®nses suggest that this group of
respondents strongly expected to complete theirseswof study.

Student Perceptions Regarding Engagement

The third question, regarding students’ percegtiointheir engagement with the
culture of their schoolifhat factors related to engagement do developmental education
composition students most often report as being influential in their college experiences?)
was answered by using responses from five of theeguquestions to which the students
could express their level of agreement with sonpeetsof their expectations regarding
their personal engagement with the community of ttalege because of the link Tinto
(2012) observed between student engagement anehstiedention. Strong agreement
with all or most of these statements would suggdsgh level of engagement.

The first statement, “I am an active member déast one club, student
organization, study group, or activity group a#fied with my college,” elicited the
following response: 12% strongly agreed, 6% agraé#ly disagreed, and 45% strongly
disagreed. The next survey item was, “I considgseti actively engaged with the
community of my college,” to which 18% of the 33pendents strongly agreed, 24%
agreed, 24% disagreed, and 33% strongly disagréedthe third statement, “I consider
myself highly motivated to succeed in college andg to a successful career,” 88%
strongly agreed, 12% agreed, 0% disagreed, andr@¥gdy disagreed. To the fourth
statement, “I am on personal speaking terms withaat one professor or college
administrator not involving a class | am taking8%8 strongly agreed, 12% agreed, 21%

disagreed, and 29% strongly disagreed. Finalgpoadents were shown a fifth
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statement: “I believe the faculty and administnated my college are sincerely concerned
about me as an individual,” to which 52% stronglyesed, 21% agreed, 24% disagreed,
and 3% strongly disagreed.

In summary, most of the students who responddéidetsurvey did not consider
themselves actively engaged with the communityeirtcollege. However, at the same
time, 100% of respondents rated themselves asyhmgbtivated to succeed in their
studies, 50% were on speaking terms with at leastfaculty member or administrator
outside of classroom interaction, and 73% belidhatlthe faculty and administration of
their college were sincerely concerned about themdividuals. These findings taken
together present contradictions: namely, they ssighat the respondents considered
themselves un-engaged with the community of tha@lege, while at the same time
revealing themselves to be self-motivated and ezdjagth other members of the college
community. These findings will be discussed maitly/fin the next chapter.

Student Perceptions Regarding Effects of Writing Center Visits

The fourth and final questiomfat factors regarding the community college
writing center do developmental education composition students most often report as
being beneficial in their college experiences?) regarded students’ perceptions of their
college writing center and its effects upon theigagement with the culture of their
school and prospects for persisting. This questias answered by using responses from
nine survey questions. Students could expressltwEl of agreement with an aspect of
their perceptions regarding the writing center améhfluence upon their engagement
and retention. This question was included becalifee observations of numerous

scholars (Barkley, 2010; Habley et al., 2012; Kuhlg2005; Tinto, 2012) who have
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linked student engagement with student retentiehiacluded writing centers among
student service programs deemed to be effectivedg@ng students. Strong agreement
with all or most of these statements would suggédsgh level of influence.

Because students who had never visited the wraemger would be unable to
present an opinion, the first question in the sectliscussing the writing center was
designed to screen out students who had not takefthis campus service. If students
indicated they had never been to the writing cenlher students reached their completion
point of the survey. If participants indicatedyttiead used the writing center at least
once, a final set of questions was provided integddo gain feedback on the students’
experiences with their writing center experienc@sly nine (25%) of the 36 total
students taking the survey had visited the campigg center.

The first statement, “Being tutored in the writiognter has made me feel more
connected to, more engaged with, the college contgnuam a part of,” derived the
following response: 44% strongly agreed, 44% agréggdisagreed, and 11% strongly
disagreed. For the second statement, “Being tdtoréhe writing center has improved
my chances of persisting in school,” 56% of theem@spondents strongly agreed, 33%
agreed, 0% disagreed, and 11% strongly disagrééten offered a third statement,
“Being tutored in the writing center has improveg averall grade point average,” 88%
of the participants agreed with this assertionis Blatement was followed by a fourth:
“Being tutored in the writing center has improveg grade in my ENG 040 or ENG 050
course.” For this statement, 44% strongly agr88ey agreed, 11% disagreed, and 11%
strongly disagreed. The fifth statement was “Beurtgred in the writing center has

improved my writing skills regardless of courseammes.” Forty-four percent strongly
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agreed, 44% agreed, 0% disagreed, and 11% strdisglgreed. For the sixth statement,
“Being tutored in the writing center has improvey general study skills regardless of
course outcomes,” 33% strongly agreed, 44% agfe¥d, disagreed, and 11% strongly
disagreed.

Next, the respondents were shown a seventh statefBeing tutored in the
writing center has improved my confidence as aesttjtito which 67% strongly agreed,
22% agreed, 0% disagreed, and 11% strongly disdgréee eighth statement was
“Being tutored in the writing center has helpedaegelop skills which | can apply to my
general education.” Fifty-six percent stronglyesgt, 33% agreed, 0% disagreed, and
11% strongly disagreed. Finally, the survey codetlwith a ninth statement: “Being
tutored in the writing center has helped encouragdo participate more in class.” For
this statement, 67% strongly agreed, 22% agreed]if&greed, and 11% strongly
disagreed.

Therefore, for the nine statements measuring styaErceptions of the effect
their writing center visits had upon their engagetrand prospects for persisting in
school, at least 77% agreed with two of the states&8% agreed with three of the
statements, and 89% agreed with four of the statesné his demonstrates a perception
that the writing center had improved respondermnigagement with their college and

prospects for persisting in school. Table 4 prestrese results in more detail.
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Table 4
Summary of Responses to Research Question 3

Reported Effects of Being Tutored in the Writing Center

SA A D SD

Made me feel more engaged with the community college 44% 44% 0%
11%

Improved my chances of persisting in school 56% 33% 0%
11%

Improved my overall grade point average 44% 44% 0% 11%

Improved my grade in ENG 040 or ENG 050 44% 33% 11% 11%

Improved my writing skills regardless of course outcomes 44% 44% 0% 11%
Improved my general study skills regardless of course outcomes 33% 44% 11%

11%

Improved my confidence as a student 67% 22% 0%
11%

Helped me develop skills | can apply to my general education 56% 33% 0%
11%

Helped encourage me to participate more in class 67% 22% 0% 11%

Note. SA = strongly agree, A = agree, D = disagree=3rongly disagree

Summary

A higher percentage of students who visitedihigng center successfully
completed their developmental composition coursas the percentage of students who
never visited the writing center. Moreover, the@WA Chi-square Goodness of Fit
statistical analysis of the retention data on dgwalental composition students who had
visited the writing center, as opposed to those hdmbnot, demonstrated within the
proposed .05 confidence level that visits to thiimg center influenced retention of
developmental composition students, as measuredrypletion of the course with a
passing grade. In regard to the online surveylenhlarger sample of student responses

would have been preferable, 90% of the 36 studehtsresponded to the survey
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guestions regarding retention prospects expectpedds their developmental composition
courses, complete their two-year degree, and/diragntheir studies at a four-year
college. Concerning engagement, over 50% of thigaredents did not consider
themselves engaged with the community of theirega| though most were on speaking
terms with at least one faculty member or admiatstroutside of classroom interaction.
More than half of the respondents believed thelfaeund administration sincerely cared
about them as individuals, and considered themsélighly motivated to succeed in
school.

Overall, 89% of the students who indicated they Wiaited the writing center at
least once expressed a perception that being tuiorthe writing center had benefitted
them. However, 11% strongly disagreed with allerstatements regarding the effects of
the writing center upon his or her career as aestudThis will be discussed in more
detail in the final chapter.

In Chapter Five, the findings of the study andatosions are discussed.
Implications for practice are presented. Thenpmamendations for future research in
student engagement and retention, as they relaed@re influenced by writing centers,

are provided for consideration.
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Chapter Five: Summary and Conclusions

The three major elements of this study were stugsattion, student
engagement, and the effects of writing center us@ge the two previous factors among
developmental composition students in one Missoammunity college. Administrators
and faculty of institutions of higher learning im#&rica agree this nation faces a serious
challenge with student retention and success,elaitk thereof, and the situation is
worse for community colleges than for four-yearvensities because of the relatively
low level of preparation a significant percentafi¢ghe nation’s post-secondary students
possess as they enter college (Carnevale et 4D, Zarnsworth, 2010; Habley et al.,
2012; Mortenson, 2012). Numerous scholars (Bark6¢0; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et
al., 2005; Tinto, 2012) have linked student engag@nwith student retention and have
included writing centers among student service mg deemed to be effectively
engaging their students. However, little quantitatesearch has been done regarding
whether writing centers demonstrably relate to sti@ngagement (Babcock & Thonus,
2012). If writing centers do relate to engagemtr@n logically speaking, writing center
services must relate to student retention as well.

Therefore, this study was designed to determiaeyflinks existed between
student use of a writing center and student engagerand consequently between

writing centers and student retention, in one Misscommunity college. This chapter
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briefly reviews the conceptual framework of thedstuhow the study was conducted, and
the findings discussed in Chapter Four. In addjtaonclusions drawn from the
students’ results, along with implications for gree and recommendations for future
studies, are offered.

Review of the Study

Kuh et al. (2005) found, when colleges get stuslastively engaged with the
school they attend, those students derive bettentien rates than colleges that fail to
foster engagement. Scholars further conclude@gedl must take deliberate, concrete
actions to make retention central to the institngiamission, as opposed to leaving it at
the periphery (Liggett et al., 2011). Accordinghese authors, taking deliberate,
concrete action must not only lead to desirableaues, but outcomes must also be
demonstrable (Liggett et al., 2011). These schalaaiienged writing centers to take
stock of the full range of methodologies availadhel find the ones which will best serve
the interests of writing centers (Babcock & Thor2(12; Liggett et al., 2011; Schendel
& Macauley, 2012).

The conceptual framework for this study revolveauad Tinto’s (2012) theory
of student retention and Habley et al.’s (2012)kweith student engagement. The link
between these two theories comprised one of tiepins of this entire study. Given
that student engagement influences student reteritics study was undertaken to
determine if the services offered at a college asmwariting center had any impact on
student engagement, thus supporting student reteratind to explore specifically what

role writing center usage played. By using theaglproposed by Kuh et al. (2010), the
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overarching question became, “Will student use wfiing center improve student
retention?”

Babcock and Thonus (2012), Gofine (2012), as weBehendel and Macauley
(2012) pointed out writing center research forphst several decades has relied heavily
upon anecdote and personal testimony to accouttiéowork writing centers do.
Therefore, the problem, from a writing center pecdje, is that writing centers have not
effectively communicated the results achieved iargiative terms. Babcock and
Thonus (2012) challenged writing center profesdmt@*...take our time, narrowing our
topics and selecting our methodologies carefullthsd our work is RAB-replicable,
applicable, and data driveiand therefore generalizable beyond ‘our’ writingteges” (p.
179). In response to this challenge by writingteeprofessionals (Babcock & Thonus,
2012; Gofine, 2012; Schendel & Macauley, 2012) #tudy was designed to be
guantitative in nature, thus filling a void in thierature available by moving away from
the qualitative realm that has an extensive extgtémregards to data collected about
college writing centers. Instead, this study quatitiely examined the extent to which
the writing center of one selected community caleagMissouri influenced the
engagement and retention of its developmental stade

After obtaining IRB permission from Lindenwood Warsity and the subject
college, a two-pronged approach designed to anfweresearch questions was
employed. The first question involved a statidtaraalysis to determine if a
demonstrable link between student use of a writengter and student retention existed.
In the fall of 2013, 1,234 students were enrolledme of the 40 developmental

composition courses offered at the college. Aterftnal drop date, 987 students were
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still enrolled. After final grades were recordedtbe institutional research office of the
college, all student outcomes were tallied and thatched by student identification
number with the number of times each student hsited the college’s writing center
during that semester. Data regarding number abwis the writing center were provided
by the TutorTrac program used by the center torceath usage of the service. At the
end of the semester, 744 students had passediéweilopmental composition course,
and a total of 154 students had visited the writiegter at least once.

The final three questions involved a descriptivalgsis of student responses to a
19-item online survey. The survey contained stat@sregarding three general sets of
information: students’ perceptions of their prodpaxf persisting in school, students’
engagement with the community of their school, stadlents’ use of the writing center
and its effects upon their engagement and prosfacpersisting in school. Respondents
were offered the options to strongly agree, agteagree, or strongly disagree with these
19 items.

Findings

The first research question, regarding actual detiom of the coursel{hat
difference, if any, is there between the number of visits to a community college writing
center and student retention, as measured by successful completion of a developmental
composition class?) was investigated using a Chi-square Goodnessdtistical
assessment (Bluman, 2010). The findings demoesitiastatistical difference existed
between number of visits to the writing center #ralpass/fail rates of those
developmental composition students. Analysis efdata was simplified by the fact that

developmental composition courses are pass owitila 70% cumulative average being
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deemed a passing grade and anything below the @@%lative average being
considered a failing grade, as per college Endbispartment policy (Course Abstract,
ENG 050, Fall 2013). Therefore, every studentddnd grouped into one of two clearly
delineated categories: those who were eligiblentolkin a regular composition course
and those who were not eligible. For the purpaséiis study, each category also
denoted whether the student was retained or nainext. These categories allowed for
an unambiguous number, not confused by studentgnahsferred to another school,
who were simply taking one semester of coursesudpplemental training, or who never
intended to pursue a complete degree in one unbredguence.

As mentioned earlier, the fall semester develogal@omposition courses
originally had an enrollment of 1,234 students.tBg final drop date, 987 students
remained, and 154 developmental composition stgdesited the writing center at least
one time. Of the students who visited the campusngrcenter, 86 students visited one
or two times, and the remainder, 68 students,eddiiree or more times. Seventy-one
percent of the students who visited the writingteepassed their developmental
composition course. A total of 634 students eetbih the fall of 2013 developmental
composition courses never visited the writing cerliat nevertheless passdéour
hundred forty-six students never visited the wgtaenter and failed their developmental
composition course. Only 11 students who visitexwriting center at least one time
withdrew from the course, representing less tharol #fe total number of students.

For the purposes of this study, a student wastedidve been retained if he or
she stayed enrolled in his or her developmentalpomition class and passed the class,

regardless of what options the student pursudteatampletion of the course. A simple
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comparison of course completion percentages sugggsisitive influence of writing
center visits upon a student’s retention prospeStsidents who were never tutored had a
1% lower retention rate than the entire group. édoer, students who were tutored one
or two times had a 14% higher rate of retentiom tie entire cohort and a 15% higher
rate than those who were never tutored. Studelnéswere tutored three or more times
had an 8% higher rate of retention than the entitert and a 9% higher rate than those
who were never tutored.

Interestingly, students who were tutored three orentimes also had a 6% lower
rate of retention than those who had been tutonédane or two times. While these
percentages taken together suggest a positiveemfkiof writing center visits upon
student retention, this study asked if there wstatstically significant difference
between number of writing center visits and studetantion. Therefore, the data were
subjected to a statistical analysis.

Perhaps most interesting, of the 490 studentsfailed their developmental
composition course, 446 students never visiteautiting center, indicating that 91% of
students who never visited the writing center thildhe 247 students who withdrew
from their developmental composition course betheefinal day to drop represent 20%
of this number. Ninety-nine percent of student®wiithdrew from their developmental
composition course never visited the writing cerd@d that number may offer the best
argument that visits to the writing center coulgigeely influence a student’s
engagement and prospects for retention. Whil@é#neentages addressing students who
have not taken advantage of this college campuwsceesuggest a positive influence of

writing center visits upon student retention, the-€quare Goodness of Fit test showed
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an actual significant difference between pass ailddtes and number of visits to the
writing center. This statistical test was significat 9.843, greater than the critical value
of 5.991, at an alpha =.05 and 2 degrees of freedimep-value obtained was 0.007288,
which is lower than .05, indicating a statisticalgnificant difference between the
populations of students. Thus, the null hypothetibe study was rejected.

The findings for question number twol{hat factors related to retention do
developmental education composition students most often report as being influential in
their college experiences?”’) were derived from descriptive analysis, and thdihgs
suggest high expectations by students regardingghespects of persisting in their
education. As a preliminary note, questions nuntlverand number three received only
36 responses from the 1,176 students who recelneedrtline survey; therefore, the
breadth of the data collected was not nearly aadbas had been hoped (Fink, 2009).

The findings regarding student perceptions ofrthespects for persisting in
school were collected from responses to four Likedle statements on the survey, to
which the student could express level of agreem@werall, 90% of the respondents
expected to complete all of their courses with sspgy grade that semester including
their ENG 040 or ENG 050 course. Ninety-sevengarof the students surveyed
expected to be enrolled for courses at their ptassiege or another college during the
next semester. Finally, 91% of the respondente&rp to complete their two-year
degree or transfer to a four-year college withim rilext three years. None of the
statements had lower than a 90% positive resp@useding students’ perceptions of
their prospects for persisting in school, and takgether, these responses suggest this

group of respondents overwhelmingly expected topieta their courses of study.
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The findings for question number threé8ihat factors related to engagement do
developmental education composition students most often report as being influential in
their college experiences?”’) were derived from responses to five Likert-scsgements
on the survey, to which the student could expregs| lof agreement. These data were
also subjected to descriptive analysis rather #tatistical analysis. Only 18% of
respondents were an active member of at leastlabgstudent organization, study
group, or activity group affiliated with their cethe; and only 42% considered themselves
actively engaged with the community of their colegnterestingly, however, 100%
considered themselves highly motivated to succeedliege and go on to a successful
career; and 50% of respondents claimed to be @opal speaking terms with at least
one professor or college administrator not invajvanclass they were taking. Moreover,
73% believed the faculty and administration of tlvellege were sincerely concerned
about them as an individual.

The findings for the fourth and final questiofi(hat factors regarding the
community college writing center do developmental education composition students most
often report as being beneficial in their college experiences?”’) were derived from
responses to nine Likert-scale statements on tiveguo which the student could
express level of agreement. These data were altgected to descriptive analysis. Only
those who had visited the writing center at least ttme were shown these statements on
the survey. Of the 36 total students taking theeyy only nine (25%) had ever visited
the writing center, making this a considerably demadample group than desired (Fink,

2009).



84

Of the nine respondents, 88% claimed being tutorelke writing center had
made them feel more connected to and more engaigjedtveir college community.
These same respondents also believed being tutotked writing center had improved
their chances of persisting in school, had impro¥eit overall grade point average, and
had improved their writing skills regardless of csrioutcomes. Seventy-seven percent
of respondents asserted being tutored in the \gridemter had improved their grade in
their ENG 040 or ENG 050 course. The sixth statdrethis section of the survey,
“Being tutored in the writing center has improvey general study skills regardless of
course outcomes,” generated 77% agreement. Erghéypercent claimed being tutored
in the writing center had improved their confidemsea student and had helped them
develop skills which they could apply to their gerleeducation.” Finally, 89% of the
respondents believed being tutored in the writieigter had helped encourage them to
participate more in class.

In summary, most student respondents believed tilh@ in the writing center
had improved their engagement with the school andgects for continuing their
studies. Of the nine students who had visited the writingtee at least once, one student
consistently strongly disagreed with all nine stagats regarding the effects of the
writing center upon his or her career as a studeliotwever, while the response rate was
smaller than anticipated, the overall numbers ftberresponses that were offered
suggest an overwhelming perception that being édtar the writing center had been of
benefit.

Conclusions
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The findings in this study strongly suggest the osa community college writing
center by its developmental composition studemspesitively influence those students’
prospects for persisting in their courses of studyich is in alignment with suggestions
previously offered by scholars (Griswold, 2003; teuki & Bers, 2008; Perin, 2004;
Reinheimer & McKenzie, 2011; Robinson, 2009). ®higinal goal was first to seek
statistical demonstration that visits to writingnte&rs improved retention of students, as
called for by numerous previous researchers (Ahleal., 2011; Babcock & Thonus,
2012; Barkley, 2010; Bredtmann et al., 2011; Faorglw 2010; Gofine, 2012; Lerner,
2001; Schmidt & Alexander, 2012). The statistaadlysis of writing center usage and
retention data in this study, based upon methdasitbom Bluman (2010), Creswell,
(2009), Fink (2009), and Fraenkel et al. (2012mdestrated a statistical difference
between students who visited the writing center stndents who did not visit.

Next, three questions were designed to explore $tadents perceived their
prospects for persisting in school; what studeptsgived about their level of
engagement with the culture of their school; andlfy, what effects students perceived
their visits to the writing center to have had uplogir engagement and retention. As for
student perceptions regarding prospects of pargistngagement, and the effects of
writing center usage upon the previous two factaifew gaps in the scaffolding occur.
First, a larger number of student responses toiiiae survey would have been
desirable (Fink, 2009). Unfortunately, one mayuplaly assume that the small group
who did respond to the survey were among the mugaged students of the entire

cohort, rendering the representational accuraaynalcsive. However, as scholars
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(Archer, 2008; Petchenik & Watermolen, 2011) havmfed out, online survey response
rates sometimes run as low as a 2% return rate.

The students who did respond to the survey coreidieir prospects of
persisting in their education to be good. Ove@0b of the respondents expected to
complete all of their courses with a passing gidéng the Fall 2013 semester,
including their ENG 040 or ENG 050 course. Ninséxen percent expected to be
enrolled for courses at their present college otlaar college during the following
semester. Finally, 91% of the students who respdrcpected to complete their two-
year degree or transfer to a four-year collegeiwitiie next three years. None of these
statements had lower than a 90% positive resp@gseding students’ perceptions of
their prospects for persisting in school, and takgether, these responses suggest this
group of respondents overwhelmingly expected topdeta their courses of study. These
responses positively answer the concerns abourtti@teraised in the works of Amaury
and Crisp (2012), Barkley (2010), Berger et al1@20 Boroch et al. (2010), Farnsworth
(2010), Griswold (2003), Habley et al. (2012), Jecand Archie (2008), Kuh et al.
(2010), Mortenson (2012), and Tinto (2012).

Student perceptions of self-engagement with t@lege community, however,
were ambivalent. If previous research linking statdengagement with student retention
(Barkley, 2010; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et al.1@0Tinto, 2012) is correct, researchers
would have to accept the high level of student etgi®ons of persisting previously
mentioned would entail a high level of engagementtiose same students. Researchers
could further plausibly assume a greater levelngfagement than students claimed to

perceive based upon the fact they took the tintegpond to a survey on behalf of the
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college, were on speaking terms with at least analfy member or administrator outside
of the classroom, and believed the faculty and athtnation were concerned about them
as individuals.

However, student responses to the engagement guestearly indicate they did
not consider themselves to be engaged with the aomynof their college. These
claims about respondents’ lack of engagement neay §tom the college’s lack of
services rather than actual engagement on theptre student (Barkley, 2010; Berger
et al., 2012; Mortenson, 2012). As another pobsipperhaps the survey statements
were worded too narrowly to collect accurate measof student engagement, and future
researchers might consider more directive statesnent

However, at the same time, 100% of the studentisarstudy considered
themselves highly motivated to succeed in theiists which included 50% interacting
personally with at least one faculty member or adstiator on campus outside of
classroom interaction and 73% with a feeling otene caring on the part of faculty and
administration of their college. Scholars (Barkl2§10; Berger et al. 2012; Griswold,
2003; Jacobs & Archie, 2008) list such factorsnagartant engagement indicators.
These contradictory responses taken together naigaite more about student self-
perception than about the school itself. Studentgptions of being highly motivated to
succeed, upon second thought, may have belongeslwitbr Question Two regarding
prospects of persisting in school. This informatabso indicates students did have some
level of engagement with the community of the ag@l¢Kuh et al., 2010; Tinto, 2012),

even though survey results suggest otherwise.
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If student perceptions of not being engaged agtdakive from not perceiving
any services or activities with which to be engagedould render the presence and
environment of the writing center as a criticaltlyportant portal for promoting student
engagement (Davis, 2006; North, 1984). The pdggibif students not perceiving a
campus culture with which to be engaged (Amauryr&i; 2012; Barkley, 2010;
Boroch et al., 2010; Griswold, 2003; Jacobs & Aegl#008) gains credence from
students’ positive responses regarding the writergter, which was apparently perceived
as a valuable student service. The lowest pergergasitive answer for any of the nine
guestions regarding the effects of the writing eenfpon their engagement and prospects
for persisting in school was 77%, and several ehigh as 89%. This high percentage
of responses would lead scholars in the field tes@ter these respondents engaged and
more likely to persist (Amaury & Crisp, 2012; Bazl 2010; Berger et al. 2012; Habley
et al., 2012; Jacobs & Archie, 2008; Kuh et al1@0dTinto, 2012). Briefly stated, the
descriptive analysis of the online survey respossggests that developmental
composition students who responded to the sunpelieve the writing center
influenced their engagement and chances of peargistischool, a perception supported
by the actual improvement in retention numberscihvas statistically demonstrated
within a .05 confidence level.
Implications for Practice

The apparent inconsistency between student pévoegitengagement and
evidence of engagement need not come as a surgrse,these students were commuter
students attending a community college with no dtames, no athletic teams, no Greek

fraternities or sororities, no intramural sportsg aery few clubs or extracurricular
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organizations and activities, the very things nered by Barkley (2010), Habley et al.
(2012), Kuh et al. (2010), and Tinto (2012) asdaxthat promote retention. The
participating college did not offer much a studemtld be engaged with outside of
classroom instruction. Simply serving as a plaben students could go for a
comforting atmosphere may have constituted patti@fvriting center’s value to the
community in addition to the tutoring service ofdrthere (Geller et al., 2007; Schuh et
al., 2011). The casual, collegial atmosphere @wmhting center may have done as much
to foster engagement and retention as the academpport (Davis, 2006). In any event,
by their own reckoning, these students did notlsemselves as being members of any
sort of campus culture.

Ultimately, writing centers are student servicesefspaces employing the best
practices of metacognitive process-based lear8nglkstein, 2011) in which students
can negotiate the process of solving problems tirdhe act of writing in the presence
of a student peer tutor (Davis, 2006; Geller, Eedicondon, Carroll & Boquet, 2007;
North, 1984). Writing centers are real life mastégions of a true portal into academia
for anyone who would like to work on any aspecany writing project for any audience,
and as such, are especially valuable for the pestanfinds the college atmosphere
foreign and intimidating, as so many developmetdahposition students do in
community colleges (Davis, 2006; North, 1984).

Writing centers are emphatically not mere editosgvices or proofreading
services for assigned essays, as many of the omiefl think (Brooks, 1995). One of
the clichés of the writing center business is “thegke better writers, not better papers”

(North, 1984, p. 69). The free coffee, free prigtservice, and free computers to work
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on in a comfortable environment are often as ingrdrto commuter students in a
community college environment as the actual insitondn the process of writing and
critical thinking and problem solving (Davis, 20@Beller et al., 2007; Jones, 2001;
Kostecki & Bers, 2008; Robinson, 2009).

Writing centers offer a safe haven for open inqintg ideas and into expression
of those ideas; as such, they offer students & pldiere they can become engaged, in the
most literal sense of the word, and thereby enh#raiechances of persisting in school
(Kuh, et al., 2010; Perin, 2004; Pomerantz, 20@bus et al., 2011). As the voluminous
research in the field discussed throughout thisattation has demonstrated, the more
engaged a student is, by whatever means, the kehg he or she is to remain a part of
the college community he belongs to (Barkley, 2@&xnevale et al., 2010; Farnsworth,
2010; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et al., 2005; Mostam 2012; Tinto, 2012). Writing
centers are faced with the challenge of gettingrikesage out so more people can
experience the services offered therein and penmsgatudents to buy into a more long-
term process-based approach to composition. €hdslfull circle to the single major
critical implication for practice: the challengeadsigning and implementing the kinds of
research that will satisfactorily demonstrate takig of writing centers to the students,
faculty, administration, and community who demandrgifiable proof that all of these
alleged results do accrue from the presence oingrdenters and a student centered
approach to education.

Writing centers provide an integral componenthef student services
constellation of a college, and most teachers dndrastrators who accurately

understand what function these centers serve alimeestiably support the service
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(Adler-Kassner, 2008; Geller et al., 2007; Grisw@d@03; Kostecki & Bers, 2008;
Reinheimer & McKenzie, 2011). Arguably, the mastical implication for practice
during the past 40 years has been communicatitigetetudents, faculty, and
administration of the college community preciselyatvwriting centers do (Babcock &
Thonus, 2012; Gofine, 2012; Schendel & Macauley},230 The most common
misconception is that they fix papers, or even wpfig students. Writing centers do not
fix anything. On the contrary, North (1984) spakevhat he called the “new” writing
center thus:

It represents the marriage of what are arguablyvtieemost powerful

contemporary perspectives on teaching writingt,fitgat writing is most usefully

viewed as a process; and second, that writingaarineed to be student-

centered. This new writing center, then, defingprovince not in terms of some

curriculum, but in terms of the writers it servép. 69)
A few of the primary goals for addressing this reigeption are to cultivate ongoing
relationships with the students who come in fophtd get those students to come in on a
regular basis, and to train those students hovgeéahe service in order to learn the
process of generating and polishing whatever tgbésxt they need for any given
assignment (Davis, 2006; Robinson, 2009; Schenddb&auley, 2012). These goals
cannot be accomplished in one session.

The second most important implication for practece improve the pedagogy.
For all the talk of improving instruction and betserving students’ needs, much research
is carried out, as previously mentioned, for assess purposes geared more toward

validation and protection of services in questioant actual improvement of their
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pedagogies (Babcock & Thonus, 2012; Gofine, 20E2nér, 2001; Schendel &
Macauley, 2012). In the best of all possible werlgésearch would not only validate
what is being done well but would also identify whauld be done better and provide
guidance in specifically how to improve the seriBabcock & Thonus, 2012; Gofine,
2012; Kostecki & Bers, 2008; Lerner, 2001; Reinhaii®& McKenzie, 2011; Schendel &
Macauley, 2012). The following sections will recm@nd possible research designs,
procedures, and data collection methods that ntigtier accomplish the above stated
goals.
Recommendations for Future Research

The most important result accruing from this stuelyards recommendations for
future research. As has been discussed at lemgutevious chapters, questions arise in
writing center circles regarding how to design agsk studies that will provide
guantitative data accurately demonstrating whatamaes writing centers accomplish
(Babcock & Thonus, 2012; Gofine, 2012; Lerner, 208dhendel & Macauley, 2012).
Writing center professionals profess the benefitheir services to the people who take
advantage of those services, but the priority @dministrators, politicians, and the
public who pay for these services is the questiomnhat quantifiable outcomes accrue;
and the desired outcomes are student retentioswawess (Barkley, 2010; Carnevale et
al., 2010; Farnsworth, 2010; Habley et al., 201@h et al., 2005; Mortenson, 2012;
Pomerantz, 2006; Schuh et al., 2011; Tinto, 20E2dm a purely pragmatic point of
view, writing centers are valued according to hogll\they help students “succeed,”
which is invariably measured by whether those sitglénish their classes, pass those

classes, and flourish at the next level (Babcockn&nus, 2012; Barkley, 2010; Gofine,
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2012; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et al., 2010; Ley2€01; Schendel & Macauley, 2012;
Tinto, 2012).

Research design. At the most simple quantitative level, it woul€lp if writing
center professionals could demonstrate statisgitiadit students who visit their college
writing center have a greater chance of persistintgeir composition classes in
proportion to the number of times they have beéoréd. This study has demonstrated
that a statistical difference existed in the growps were enrolled in a developmental
composition class and visited one college writiegter. So many circumstances may
cloud the raw numbers thakentifying subgroupsvithin the study might provide a more
accurate picture of what truly results from beiatpted in a writing center (Babcock &
Thonus, 2012; Gallagher, 2011; Gofine, 2012; Lerk@01; Schendel & Macauley,
2012). For instance, exploring demographics ahdrdtactors, such as the relative ages
of the students, the number of years since devedopghcomposition students had last
attended school, gender, financial condition, rastatus, whether or not students had
children, and whether or not the student was alsikivwwg full-time or part-time might
reveal influences upon their behaviors, perceptiand use, or lack of use, of the writing
center.

Finally, native language skill in English might leelveen a factor; English as a
Second Language (ESL) is an entire subfield irntelaehing of composition. Any of
these factors might have influenced behaviors aadlts (Barkley, 2010; Farnsworth,
2010; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et al., 2005; Mostam 2012; Pomerantz, 2006; Schuh et
al., 2011; Tinto, 2012). Future researchers miglitit worthwhile to isolate any of the

previously mentioned subgroups of students, orrettad design studies similar to this
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one in order to determine what differences migipeap among those groups and, more
importantly, how to better serve those groups.

Furthermore, though this study was designed thegajuantitative data, operating
on the premise that writing center research hadsed too much upon qualitative
research during previous decades, future studidsl c@vertheless still profitably be
designed to gather qualitative data to supplententrieaning of the quantitative data in
various mixed methods configurations (Creswell,2@nk, 2009; Merriam, 2009). A
gualitative case study could be designed for thdestts who came to the writing center
three or more times (the very students whom rekeasavould intuitively think should
derive the most benefits) yet who in the presardysexhibited a higher failure rate when
compared to those who visited the writing centdy once or twice. A case study could
provide perceptions of why students who use angitienter service three or more times
over a course of several months derive no bermfith as making better grades in
developmental composition and yet continue to Wstwriting center. Additional
guestions could be designed to determine if théestuwas actually gaining benefits but
simply not rapidly enough to pass the course antbbated as a success. A mixed
methods study might be designed to collect studemtographic information suggested
above that might help explain why the desired tesukre not obtained. Perhaps the
student spoke English as a second language or lgasner with special needs or simply
had too many other personal obligations that prexcethe student from making what
would be expected as normal progress.

A mixed methods study with a qualitative follow-tgpthe quantitative results

would permit future researchers to gather infororafrom the students themselves
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(Creswell, 2009; Fink, 2009; Merriam, 2009). FHwstance, a survey could be designed
(whether by mail or online) in which the studentiicbprovide feedback regarding why
being tutored in the writing center had not ledtiecess. Other options for this group
would be to offer an end-of-the-semester surveyiairto course and instructor surveys
or even request face-to face interviews to sddicilents’ thoughts about the writing
center service. Questions could solicit informatout the students’ experiences in the
tutorials, what specifically students felt had weakand had not worked, and if for
whatever reason students felt the writing centerfaded to adequately assist them
(Liggett & Price, 2011; Neff, 2002).

Condaro (2014) listed the following possible betsedif student session summary
responses: “just in time” data for course revis@may to make conferences more
productive; source material for extra credit; aabat for frank in-class discussions about
writing; and source material for a course wiki ontirg development (p. 4). Moreover,
as another viable perspective on this approaclerakscholars (Mackiewicz &
Thompson, 2013; Thompson & Mackiewicz; 2014; Thoam&Vhyte, Shannon, Muse,
Miller, Chappell, & Whigham, 2009; Tienken, Goldge& DiRocco, 2010) discussed
how a study of codified types of questions tutails during tutoring conferences could
shed light upon what is happening in the sessi@nhgestions could be listed and then
codified by methods outlined by Saladana (2012)taed analyzed for possible patterns
and results.

Similarly, mixed methods studies could be desigimeghther both quantitative
and qualitative data for students who came to thieng center only one time and did not

experience success. This mixed methods study dmuttesigned to determine scenarios
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of why they did not return. Future research megkb be designed to alleviate specific
incidents, misuse, or misconceptions under whiagbestts visited the writing center. For
instance, some students might have come in litepadt before the essay was due to be
turned in, thinking they could have it edited farface level errors and then felt what
they had wanted to happen did not happen. Othdests might have been
overwhelmed by the assignment at hand and unalitets upon the tutoring help
available. Yet other students might have beemsaorrigibly below requisite skill level
that, even in spite of real progress, it was nough to pass the assignment, and then
considered it pointless to come back for anothtritng session. Perhaps, the tutor on a
particular day might have simply done an ineffeefjeb with the tutorial, or real

progress was made, but the student’s teacher assgggrade that the student did not feel
compensated him or her for the effort put in duting tutorial. Finally, some students’
general writing skills might have been good enotmgbucceed through most of the
semester without feeling the need to use the seritil a big term paper at the end of
the semester and then the students came in teetpetvith MLA or APA format.

These are a few scenarios that might lead to usedelarch. For instance, an
online survey listing such scenarios as those aboukl be sent to all students who had
visited the writing center only once, allowing stk to check any of the scenarios that
applied to their situation, along with a comment far any additional comments. Such
research would offer a valuable tool for improviyah the pedagogy and promotion of
the writing center.

Future research studies might isolate these sosremnd survey complete cohorts

about their perceptions of what transpired durhmrtvisit to the writing center and how
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they might have been oriented into better andezanke of the service. A thorough list
could be made and another online survey sent mnaHtime visitors; or if a more
gualitative mixed methods approach were desiragelstudents could be contacted and
asked if they would be willing to be interviewedéato-face about their experience and
share their thoughts about the service they redei@nce again, if it turned out that the
service had not, for whatever reason, adequatetyviatever legitimate expectations
students might have held regarding the servicewtiteng center staff would know

where to begin improving the service (Babcock & iling, 2012; Gallagher, 2011;
Gofine, 2012; Schendel & Macauley, 2012).

Another future research recommendation would bedeease the volume of data
by designing a study with institutional supportuenng all students to respond to a
survey, identify the students who had used theigeand felt they had benefited from
the tutoring, and then survey those students ragate specific benefits they felt they
had derived. This study was an attempt to gamneln data, but the group of respondents
was disappointingly low for any sort of global carssons. This study would have been
considerably stronger and more useful with a higasponse rate for the survey designed
to answer Question Two, Question Three, and Quesiar, though such low response
rates have been noted in past studies (Archer,; Z€t8henik & Watermolen, 2011).

If there were enough responses to the survey arse tlesponses, on the one
hand, accurately identified ways in which the sagvn truth had failed to satisfy student
needs, the staff would know what improvements ngéédd®e implemented in the
service. If, on the other hand, the responsestetsig¢hat the students had simply failed

in whatever way to do their parts, it would provalstarting place for future initiatives
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for helping students bridge the gap between wherg are and where they need to be by
properly using the service. One possibility wolbédto require students to answer an
online survey in the college website before beiagmtted to access their grades, which
would almost certainly lead to a much higher resgamate.

On a similar note, the body of data for evaluatiging centers could be
expanded by increasing the geographical reachecduhvey. For instance, the survey
used in this study could be sent to every commusatiege in any selected state or
region, or every community college in the nationtfat matter, leading to a larger
geographical sample. Another option would be ftecbretention data on the entire
student body of the patrticipating college, runshee statistical analysis used in this
study, and survey every student who had visitedwtiting center, regardless of what
course the student had taken.

Instrumentation. Another possible quantitative research angleccaddress the
possibility of thepost hoc ergo propter hoc logical fallacy. Perhaps engaged students are
more likely to use a writing center (and other klde services) in the first place, as
opposed to visiting the writing center and themfeiomehow influenced to become
more engaged, while unengaged students would heteer visiting the center, or if
they did visit, would never truly engage with tlmor and the pedagogy (Barkley, 2010;
Farnsworth, 2010; Habley et al., 2012; Kuh et2005; Morrison & Silverman, 2012;
Pomerantz, 2006; Schuh et al., 2011; Tinto, 20T2).address this possibility, perhaps
some sort of pre-semester/ post-semester quaveitaigagement survey such as the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (@&E)Rould be administered to

every student during student orientation beforesémaester began. Then during the
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semester or at the end of the semester, the engagghts could be compared with the
unengaged students and see if any differencesideméfiable. In order to do this,
students taking the original engagement survey evbalranked from high engagement
to low engagement. When their retention numberg wellected, the retention numbers
could be statistically measured to see if thereevegry differences between the students
who exhibited high engagement at the beginningthose who exhibited low
engagement at the beginning. Perhaps there weutlifferent levels of engagement
between those groups with regard to their useefittiting center. It would be
interesting to see if the engagement levels roskapped or even stayed the same
among the various groups depending upon their Lideavriting center.

One possible qualitative study for a future data survey suggested by Schendel
and Macauley (2012) in which students would be symd, as the tutorial is coming to a
close, regarding what tutees have accomplisheagltiie tutorial. For instance, students
could be asked by the tutor to give feedback raggrhe tutoring session: to list two
things they accomplished in the tutorial and thevie two specific demonstrations of
what they learned. Then students could indicatat\wiey would work on between then
and the next tutoring session and, finally, whayttvould like to work on during the
next tutoring session. The benefits could be nooger Such an approach would render
on-the-spot feedback regarding what was accomplisiAd¢so, it would motivate the
student to take ownership of his or her own wort promote the process-based
approach that writing center professionals considécal to any real long-term benefits
(Babcock & Thonus, 2012; Gofine, 2012; Lerner, 200drth, 1984; Schendel &

Macauley, 2012). Furthermore, it would promotenagoing tutorial relationship which
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would render the sorts of engagement and retebgoefits engagement and retention
specialists desire (Barkley, 2010; Farnsworth, 2@4#llagher, 2011; Habley et al., 2012;
Kuh et al., 2005; Morrison & Silverman, 2012; Poardr, 2006; Schuh et al., 2011,
Tinto, 2012).

As an effective follow-up, a copy of this sessiomsnary could be sent to inform
the teacher what transpired in the tutorial sorhg&he could better help the student
connect the learning from the tutorial to the alasm instruction. If enough of these
relationships were cultivated through this on-thetsesearch approach, descriptive
analysis of future cohorts might demonstrate taygwee’s satisfaction that visits to the
writing center did indeed promote the engagemedtratention of the students who took
advantage of the service. Moreover, this appreamhid lend itself to the much-coveted
“alignment” of outcomes, pedagogy, and assessmsaiissed by Anderson and
Krathwohl (2001).

Finally, the big data option will likely be thettue of writing center research, as
it already is for such corporate and governmentiestas the NBA, Google, Wal-Matrt,
Amazon, the United States Government, and evegtabitiost certainly education
(Mayer-Schonberger & Cukier, 2013). As previousigntioned in this study, the online
survey did not collect the desired number of respsrirom students who had visited the
writing center. The school studied in this pieteesearch has used the TutorTrac record
system for several years now, and the college bpsdtl student outcomes records from
the beginning. It is now possible to go back savgears, and into perpetuity, and
harvest all student demographics and retentioroougs for every student at the school

and measure those against any desired configuratifactors, including number of
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visits to the writing center, or any other senvicethat matter, as was done in this study,
and get a much more global picture of whatevetiggiahip exists.

Moreover, those student groups could be arrangexhpyesired demographic
measure, as discussed earlier, if such informatere desired. In their much lauded, and
in many ways disturbing booRjg Data (2013), Mayer-Schonberger and Cukier pointed
out how government agencies and multi-national @@ons now have access to such a
prodigiously enormous quantity of raw data thaythe longer need statistical cause and
effect demonstration to accurately predict evernduture trends as where the HIN1
virus will break out based upon google searchdg sheer quantity of data allows them
to use correlation without bothering with cause afidct proofs and still know with
uncanny degrees of certainly they will be corrésthile there is plenty not to like about
such procedures, they almost certainly will be usestlucation, and writing centers
could profitably measure their level of effectiveaavith such procedures by simply
gathering all of the data already available inrtkdeita banks and studying it from more
creative angles: student’s age, ethnicity, preegaleducation, number of years since last
taking classes, marital status, course load, ecertast scores, psychological profile, or
any other student services they may or may not haed, to name only a few obvious
options.

Data collection. Quantitative data will continue to be collectedtavas in this
study, and qualitative data such as was collectgust studies the author chose not to
use will continue to be collected by others. Etimaphies, case studies, student
testimonies, and surveys of every description hmeen the common currency of writing

center research for the past four decades, and thilscontinue to be used in the future
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(Babcock & Thonus, 2012; Gallagher, 2011; Gofir®,2 Lerner, 2001; North, 1984;
Schendel & Macauley, 2012). However, those metloggles, as useful as they have
been in many ways, will have to be supplementdaderfuture with the sorts of
guantitative methodologies, such as the statistéicalysis used to answer Question #1 in
this study. As mentioned earlier, those quantigatiata collection methods will employ
present and future technologies which will allow tiollection and parsing of previously
unthinkable quantities of data. What changes atfres and pedagogies those studies
will mandate remain to be seen.

As for more qualitative mixed method studies, gitlee malleable human nature
of tutoring, scholars will still need to design eatudies, ethnographic studies, student
surveys at the time of the tutorial, and more iptbestudent surveys later in the semester
or even during the following semester (Babcock &iiilis, 2012; Collins, 2010;
Gallagher, 2011; Gofine, 2012; Lerner, 2001; Litv8, 2010; Merriam, 2009; Neff,
2002; North, 1984; Schendel & Macauley, 2012). &bwmer, surveys will need to be
designed for the instructors of those studentsterchine if the instructors perceive any
differences between the performance of studentsuskd the service and students who
did not use it. Finally, for those scholars wifjito face the Promethean logistics of
doing such a study, students could be located toréee years after graduation, or
leaving school without graduating, to survey thieoughts about the service and its
impact upon them after entering their careers.

Summary
The major elements of this study revolved arodnedissues of student

engagement with their college communities, studeteintion, the effects of student
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engagement upon student retention, and the efbécise Missouri community college
writing center upon the engagement and retentiats afevelopmental composition
students (Amaury & Crisp, 2012; Carnevale et &1® Farnsworth, 2010; Fowler &
Boylan, 2010; Habley et al., 2012; Mortenson, 2012judent retention, or rather the
lack of acceptable student retention, has beeriifaghas arguably the greatest present
challenge to American higher education (Hersh &fdet 2005; Lumina Longitudinal
Study, 2009). Research dating back more than dsyes demonstrated, the more
engaged a student is with the college communitgrighe is a part of, the more likely he
or she is to complete a course of study and talegeee (Amaury & Crisp, 2012,
Carnevale et al., 2010; Farnsworth, 2010; Fowl&ad¥lan, 2010; Habley et al., 2012;
Mortenson, 2012). Given this conclusion, the adrdoncept of the present study was
that any factor which improves student engagementdvde facto improve student
retention (Barkley, 2010; Boroch, 2010; Jacobs &Me, 2008; Kuh, et al., 2005;
Morrison & Silverman, 2012; Perin, 2004; Pomera@t)6; Schuh et al., 2011; Tinto,
2012). Moreover, the study posited that writingtees might arguably improve student
engagement, thereby improving student retention.

Writing center research dating back to its begigaihas relied mostly upon
gualitative research designs, primarily case sgjdithnographic studies, and anecdotal
evidence which some present educational leadedtsrfadequate to account for the
benefits writing centers provide (Babcock & Thon2@12; Collins, 2010; Gallagher,
2011; Gofine, 2012; Lerner, 2001; Liu & Yin, 20Merriam, 2009; Neff, 2002; North,
1984; Schendel & Macauley, 2012). Moreover, thatinely few quantitative studies

carried out have garnered generally unsatisfactsylts (Lerner, 2001). Writing center
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research specialists for the past several yeas tfaallenged writing center professionals
to design quantitative studies that will answerrbeds of the early twenty-first century:
namely, whether writing centers improve studentstimg skills, student’s grades,
students’ engagement, and students’ retention @=&b& Thonus, 2012; Gallagher,
2011; Liu & Yin, 2010; Schendel & Macauley, 2012).

In an attempt to answer these scholars’ challenpesstudy was designed to
employ quantitative research to determine whetimemtriting center of one Missouri
community college had improved student retentioormgits developmental composition
students and/or whether those students perceiwethtimence of their visits to the
writing center upon their engagement with the comitywof their college or their
prospects of persisting in their courses of stiglyrgan, 2010; Fink 2009; Fraenkel et
al., 2012).

Research Question One was answered by trackingptiree pass/fail rates of
every developmental composition student enrollethénsubject college during the Fall
2013 semester and then matching those rates vathuimber of visits every student paid
to the college writing center as recorded by thefirac program the center employed
to track usage. At the end of the semester, thegeds institutional research (IR) office
separated all students into three discreet graipdents who had never visited the
writing center, students who had visited the wgtaenter one or two times, and students
who had visited the writing center three or moneets. Next, these data were subjected
to statistical analysis, specifically an ANOVA Gdguare Goodness of Fit test in an
attempt to determine if a statistical differencested in student retention rates according

to number of visits to the writing center. The lgas demonstrated within the desired
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.05 confidence level that a difference did existatention rates among the following
groups: the group who never visited the writingteerthe group who visited the writing
center 1-2 times, and the group who visited théingricenter three or more times
(Bluman, 2010; Creswell, 2009; Fink, 2009; Fraerdtadl., 2012). Therefore, the null
hypothesis, that writing centers had no influengerustudent retention, was rejected,;
and the alternate hypothesis, that writing cerdetdave an influence upon student
retention, was accepted.

Data for Questions Two, Three, and Four were ggadiby an online Likert-
scale survey sent to the 1,167 developmental coitqpostudents who were still
enrolled in those courses on 7 October 2013 (Weekaf the sixteen-week semester),
when the college’s Institutional Research officetsmit the survey. These responses
were evaluated by descriptive analysis employinggrgages (Creswell, 2009; Fink,
2009; Fraenkel et al., 2012). The second questyarding students’ perceptions of
their prospects for persisting in school, was amed/éy responses to four Likert-scale
statements on the survey, to which the studendoexpress level of agreement. Not one
of these statements had lower than a 90% posgsgonse regarding students’
perceptions of their prospects for persisting imost, suggesting this group of
respondents expected to complete their coursesidy.s

The third question, regarding students’ percegtioiitheir engagement with the
culture of their school, was answered by respotwsésge Likert-scale statements on the
survey, to which the student could express levelgseement. Fewer than 50% of these
students considered themselves actively engagédimatcommunity of their college.

However, 100% of them considered themselves higidiivated to succeed in their
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studies, 50% of them were on speaking terms witbast one faculty member or
administrator outside of classroom interaction, @8% believed the faculty and
administration of their college was sincerely caned about them as an individual.
These response percentages suggest the studenty) thhey perceived themselves to be
unengaged with the community of their college, haye been more engaged than they
realized. Trying to get a more thorough and adeypacture of how engaged students
are, as opposed to their perceptions, and deterghimhat such a disconnect might mean
would make for a potentially valuable future study,suggested earlier.

The fourth question, regarding students’ percegtiof their college writing
center and its effects upon their engagement Welctlture of their school and prospects
for persisting, was answered by responses to nkextkscale statements on the survey,
to which the student could express level of agregm€&he numbers suggest an
overwhelming perception that being tutored in thigtimg center had benefitted the
students who had visited there in every aspediaf academic performance. Positive
responses to the nine statements ran from 77% dwhend of the scale to 89% at the
high end.

This leads full circle to the challenge of designand implementing the kinds of
research that will satisfactorily demonstrate wgtcenters’ value to the constituencies
that demand some sort of quantifiable proof th&ualale benefits do accrue from the
presence of writing centers (Babcock & Thonus, 2@&ine, 2012; Lerner, 2001;
Schendel & Macauley, 2012). The most importantltex this study regards
recommendations for future research. The priavith administrators, politicians, and

the public who pay for these services is the qaesif what they get for their money;



107

and what they want is student retention and sud&szskley, 2010; Habley et al., 2012;
Kuh et al., 2010; Tinto, 2012). From a purely pnagic point of view, writing centers

will be valued according to how well they help stats “succeed,” which is invariably
measured by whether those students finish thessely pass those classes, and flourish at
the next level (Babcock & Thonus, 2012; Barkleyl@0Gofine, 2012; Habley et al.,

2012; Kuh et al., 2010; Lerner, 2001; Schendel &dey, 2012; Tinto, 2012).

The suggested research procedures listed preyimight accomplish the
previously stated goals of not only validating wisabeing done well but also identifying
what could be done better and provide guidanceegifically how to improve the
service: in summary, bigger collections of datanfmre comprehensive quantitative
studies, procedures designed to get better respatesefrom students, mixed methods
studies to supplement quantitative data with gat data, and more creative surveys,
whether face to face or online (Babcock & Thonud, 2 Creswell, 2009; Fink, 2009;
Gofine, 2012; Merriam, 2009; Schendel & Macaule312).

In conclusion, this study does give credence ecstiggestion that developmental
composition students of one Missouri communityegd benefitted from being tutored
there. However, more global and persuasive evelemmuld be desirable, and moving
forward it will be necessary to design better aratarguantitatively convincing studies
to both demonstrate the value these centers loitigeir schools and to improve upon
what is already being done. As Grutsch McKinnéA@® discussed in her latest book,
writing center professionals will have to re-concetize what they do, how they operate,
how they measure outcomes, and how they presestthie if they are to remain viable

in contemporary education. ldeally, future studiesild find a way to collect survey
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responses from all students and to collect thoggoreses over a period of several
concurrent school years and perhaps from a widagrgehic range in order to get a
more comprehensive survey group, which will provad®ore substantial base to
improve pedagogical outcomes.

Appendix A

Invitation Letter
7 October 2013

Study Title: The Effects of Writing Centers Upore tBingagement and Retention of
Developmental Composition Students in One MissGammunity College

Dear Student,

| am currently enrolled in the doctoral progranhigher education leadership at
Lindenwood University, St. Charles, MO. As a parthis program, | am conducting a
research study, and | would like to invite you &otgipate in an online student survey.

In this study, | am seeking to determine whatny,aeffects student use of the college’s
writing center has upon student engagement andti@te If you choose to participate,
you will be asked to answer 19 questions in thechttd survey. These questions will
involve your perceptions about your personal engeage with this college, your
perceptions about your prospects for persistingpur education, and (if you have been
tutored in the writing center) your perceptions@hehat influence the writing center has
had upon your personal engagement and prospegietsisting.

The attached online survey should take no morefiliario ten minutes to complete.
Participation in this survey is completely volugtaand if you should feel uncomfortable
at any time in answering any or all of the questjgrou do not have to answer.
Moreover, whether you choose to participate or metjll in no way influence your
privacy, your grade, or your status as a studetititollege. Although you will not
benefit directly from participating in this studye hope that others in the writing center
field and this college will benefit by being abtelietter serve future college students in
reaching their desired goals because of your hdlpreover, the results of this study will
be provided to participants who express an intenegbtaining those results.

Participation is confidential. Results will be reded only by student ID number and will
not be matched with anyone’s name. Survey infaonawill be kept in a secure

location. The results of the study may be publistiegresented at professional meetings,
but your identity will not be revealed. Particigatiis anonymous, which means that no
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one outside of the research team will know younidig or your individual answers.
Those will be grouped with the numbers and answkevery ENG 040 and ENG 050
student enrolled for Fall 2013 who chooses to pigdie.

| will be happy to answer any questions you mayetatyout the study. You may contact
me at (417) 447-8225 or balld@otc.edu or my facattyisor, (Dr. Sherry DeVore,
(417)-881-0009 or sdevore@lindenwood.edu) if yovehany questions. You may also
ask questions of or state concerns regarding yauicgpation to the Lindenwood
Institutional Review Board (IRB) by contacting Dann Weitzel, Vice President for
Academic Affairs at (636) 949-4846.

If you would like to participate, please click dretsurvey below and answer the 19
guestions. By doing so, you are consenting to lyaue responses considered in this
study.

Thank you for considering this opportunity to hakplearn how we can better serve the
students of this college in their educational piissu

Sincerely,

David E. Ball
Lindenwood University Doctoral Student
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Student Perception Survey

Please take this student perception survey offéhiadollowing four options:

strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree

Students’ Expectations Regarding Retention

1. | expect to complete all of my courses with aspas grade this semester:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

2. | expect to pass my ENG 040 or ENG 050 coursesinigester:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

3. | expect to be enrolled for courses at my presellege or another college next
semester: strongly agree, agree, disagree, ghyn

disagree.

4. | expect to complete my two-year degree orsfieno a four-year college within the

next three years:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

Students’ Perceptions Regarding Engagement
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5. I'am an active member of at least one clulglesttiorganization, study group, or

activity group affiliated with my college:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

6. | consider myself actively engaged with the ocamity of my college:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

7. 1 consider myself highly motivated to succeedallege and go on to a successful

career: strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree.

8. I am on personal speaking terms with at leastpyofessor or college administrator

not involving a class | am taking:

strongly agree, agree, aglise, strongly disagree.

9. | believe the faculty and administration of noflege are sincerely concerned about

me as an individual:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

10. Please indicate the number of times you haea lbutored in your college’s writing

center this semester:

zero times, 1-2 times, 3 or more times.

The Writing Center

1. Being tutored in the writing center has made ne rfi@ore connected to, more

engaged with, the college community | am a part of:
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strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

2. Being tutored in the writing center has improwey chances of persisting in school:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

3. Being tutored in the writing center has improveg overall grade point average:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

4. Being tutored in the writing center has improvey grade in my ENG 040 or ENG

050 course:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

5. Being tutored in the writing center has improwey writing skills regardless of

course outcomes:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

6. Being tutored in the writing center has improvey general study skills regardless of

course outcomes:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

7. Being tutored in the writing center has improwey confidence as a student:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.
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8. Being tutored in the writing center has helpeddeeelop skills which | can apply to

my general education:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.

9. Being tutored in the writing center has helpedoemage me to participate more in

class:

strongly agree, agree, sadree, strongly disagree.
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Appendix C

Lindenwood University
School of Education

209 S. Kingshighway
St. Charles, Missouri 63301

Permission Letter from Institution

Drate: July 25, 2013

e ]

1 am conducting a research study, titled The Effects of Writing Centers upon the
Engagement and Retention of Developmental Compasition Studerscs in Ome Missonri
Community College, in partial fulfillment of the requircment for a doctoral degree at
Lindenwood University.

The purpose of this rescarch is 1o determine iff there is any statistical correlation between
writing center usage and retention for developmental composition studénts and 1o
survey developmental composition students’ perceptions regarding engagemsent,
prospects of persisting, and the part writing cenlers may have played in their
academic carcers.

1 am secking your permission as the Principal Investigator in this study to contact the
developmental composition studenits at your institution who may be interested in
partisipating in this study.

Participation in the study is compiciely voluntary. The participants may decline to lake
the anonymous online survey without penalty. The identity of the participants andl the
institution will remain confidential and anonymous in the dissentation or any fuhre
publications of this study.

Please do not hesitate o contact me with any questions or concerns about partici pation in

the study. A copy of this letter and your written consent should be retained by you for
future reference.

Sincerely,

_ Dawid & Calt
David E. Ball

Doctoral Candidate

Lindenwood University
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Permission Form

l, t permission for the developmental composition students of
0 be e d regarding participation in the
study, The Effects of Writing Centers upon the Engagement and Retention of
Developmenial Composition Students in One Missouri Community College, by David .
Ball.

By signing this permission form, | understand that the following safeguards are in
place to protect those who choose o participate:

1. The participants may decline to participate the study without penalty.

2, The identity of the panticipants and the institution will remain confidential and
anonymous in the disscrtation or any future publications of this study.

1 have read the information above, and any questions that T have posed have been
answged to my satisfaction.

7-25-/2

Date
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