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ABSTRACT: This article describes the writing studio model as a corequisite option for writ-
ing course acceleration in a post-pandemic era. The authors provide an overview of writing
studio pedagogy and strategies for using the writing studio model to develop a corequisite
support course. They provide results of a research study on a multi-campus initiative to ac-
celerate students to credit-bearing writing with studio support. The article concludes with
suggestions for applying writing studio pedagogy to other types of college literacy courses
beyond corequisite support.
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In our experiences as instructors and literacy program coordinators in
two-year, open-access environments, we’ve worked for decades to identify
and address ways to provide literacy support for students whose needs are
not met in traditional writing classes. We have spent our careers working on
strategies for reducing basic skills coursework through placement processes
and corequisite support and also by working on the complex challenge of
providing equitable literacy support for students who need it. In our com-
munity college teaching experiences, we have worked with thousands of
students whose linguistic, educational, social, and cultural backgrounds
have required us to engage in critically reflective teaching and to constantly
re-envision what it means to be a college writing teacher.
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Initiatives that accelerate students into first-year writing while reducing
or eliminating students’ time in basic literacy skills programs have perma-
nently altered reading and writing instruction at public two-year colleges
and other open-access institutions. Reform movements are also reshaping
curricula and program structures at community colleges and other public
institutions, and they are changing or sometimes even controlling the access
that students do or do not have to postsecondary literacy coursework and
learning support for reading and writing. Some developmental education
reform efforts--including Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) initiatives-
-stem from disciplinary research about student learning that questions
assumptions about college readiness behind the methods used for place-
ment, curriculum, and instruction in basic English skills classes (Adams et
al.; Klausman et al.; Phillips and Giordano, “Developing”; Saxon et al.). But
often developmental education reforms are imposed on writing and literacy
programs by administrative decisions or legislative mandates (Whinnery
and Pomeplia), including the required integration of the highest level of
developmental reading and writing in Texas (Paulson, Overschelde, Wiggins)
and massive statewide placement and developmental reform requirements
in California through AB 705 (California Community Colleges).

These mandates can be austerity measures masquerading as social
justice work, especially when they are imposed on literacy programs and
English Departments without input from faculty or an understanding of the
locally situated needs of a program and the students it serves. For example,
reforms can come from an institutional or state push to reduce the cost of
college or time to degree completion (Dana Center; Bailey et al.) without
providing resources to implement change in ways that support students’
postsecondary literacy development or maintain sustainable workloads for
instructors. Reforms can create inequitable learning environments in which
students are expected to complete first-year writing coursework regardless of
their prior educational experiences or individual literacy needs.

Although the writing studio is one of the earliest versions of a devel-
opmental education reform model, it’s a promising approach to corequisite
support for an age of acceleration (Keller) in which students are expected to
speed up the rate at which they develop postsecondary literacy skills at the
same time that their literacy practices outside of school are rapidly evolving.
The writing studio provides a pathway for faculty to center their teaching
on responding to locally situated student needs even when administrative
mandates require them to reduce or eliminate the time that students spend
in basic or developmental reading and writing courses. The writing studio
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is a corequisite model that college writing and literacy programs might
consider in a post-pandemic age in which many students have experienced
disruptions to their K through 12 and postsecondary education. Because
studio courses are structured in flexible ways that can be adapted to meet
the needs of a wider range of students than those who are accelerated to
first-year writing, they can embed an opportunity for equitable support
across an entire writing program. Although some ALP classes build on studio
pedagogy, writing studios are distinct from other types of writing support
courses because they focus on students’ choices about the writing that they
bring to the corequisite classtoom or online learning space. We encourage
writing programs to expand their definitions of developmental education as
contributing to students’ overall development in all of their courses across
their time in college, re-examine the possibilities of corequisite support,
and also re-imagine how to teach writing beyond a traditional classroom.

In thisarticle, we show how studio pedagogy offers a promising founda-
tion for acceleration in a post-pandemic era with focused attention on equity
and students’ literacy development. We provide an overview of key strategies
for using the writing studio model to develop a corequisite writing support
course. We also describe a program development and research project at a
multi-campus two-year institution that piloted writing studio as a strategy
for accelerating students to credit-bearing writing courses. We conclude with
suggestions for applying writing studio pedagogy to other types of college
literacy courses beyond corequisite support to address literacy challenges
that arose and continue with the COVID-19 pandemic.

The Place of the Writing Studio in Reform Models

Acceleration efforts--both those coming from literacy educators and
those imposed on programs--take on various forms (Schak et al.; Hassel et al.;
Rutschow and Schneide). Strategies include lowering placement cut scores,
reforming placement processes (Klausman et al.), eliminating multiple
levels of developmental and/or language coursework, integrating reading
and writing (Stahl and Armstrong; Saxon et al.), moving students who
would otherwise be placed into developmental reading or writing courses
into credit-bearing composition with corequisite support, and eliminating
developmental education entirely without any support. What all of these
approaches have in common is the idea that some or all students can and
should be moved through a writing, reading, or math program sequence
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more quickly than indicated by standardized test scores or other placement
measures.

The underlying goal of acceleration is educational equity. Our thinking
about equity draws from interdisciplinary scholarship on student success
(e.g., McNair etal.; Suh et al.). For our writing studies work, we use this defini-
tion: “equity in higher education refers to institutional and pedagogical strat-
egies that create equal educational opportunities for all students regardless of
their cultural and social backgrounds. This includes fair treatment, equitable
access to resources, fair assessments of student learning, and support with
learning processes for all students in a classroom, program, or institution”
(Giordano etal. 24). Equity in a writing program doesn’t automatically hap-
pen through students’ presence in a credit-bearing writing course because
of placement reforms or acceleration. In postsecondary literacy programs,
educational equity comes from creating conditions for learning and literacy
development that allow students from diverse educational, social, cultural,
and linguistic backgrounds to thrive in higher education (Suh et al.).

On the surface, acceleration appears to be an equitable approach to
reducing students’ time to degree completion. However, acceleration ini-
tiatives can become inequitable when they make it more challenging for
students to complete credit-bearing coursework or maintain the academic
standing required for access to financial aid or staying in college. Further,
data from multiple studies before the COVID-19 pandemic suggest that de-
velopmental education reform initiatives have minimal impact on degree
completion rates (Edgecombe and Bickerstaff). Therefore, at the institutional
level, effective acceleration programs need to account for students’ literacy
development and learning experiences across multiple years and not just
their initial college semester.

The writing studio is one of the earliest program-level strategies for
supporting educational equity by reimagining how students learn to develop
as college writers. In the 1990s, Rhonda C. Grego and Nancy S. Thompson
(“Repositioning”; “Writing Studio”; Thirdspaces) developed the writing
studio, which became a model for supporting postsecondary writers who
weren’t (and still often aren’t) served by traditional approaches to teaching
basic writing and first-year composition. Unlike some other corequisite
support models that use a more formal structure, a writing studio provides
students with in-the-moment teaching structured around the needs of each
student in a small group workshop setting (e.g. Ritola et al.; Leach et al.).
The studio was a forerunner to other models of corequisite writing support,
including the Accelerated Learning Program (Adams, et al.). The first issue
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of the Basic Writing e-Journal (1999) highlighted the writing studio model
as one of five key approaches to structuring developmental writing courses
(Lalicker). However, the studio model isn’t limited to corequisite support for
acceleration or developmental coursework because it can be used at every
level of a writing program (from non-degree through graduate school) and
also has applications in professional development for postsecondary and
K-12 teachers (Brooke, Coyle, and Walden; Bostock).

The studio model has perhaps received less attention than ALP but
warrants consideration for institutions that are seeking to enhance student
learning through corequisite support while decreasing students’ time to
writing requirement completion. The studio remains a faculty-driven model
that provides intensive individualized literacy instruction and, therefore,
should be considered as part of disciplinary and local responses to policies
that attempt to reshape how writing is delivered and taught, especially at
community colleges and other access-oriented institutions. Compared to
other models for reducing developmental education coursework, writing
studios provide institutions with more flexibility because they focus directly
on each writer’s unique needs across an entire writing program and some-
times in general education courses. Support for writers’ literacy needs is of
particularimportance in open-admissions institutions where students’ needs
are widely varied and in post-pandemic programs where many students have
had disrupted educational experiences.

The writing studio can also be an effective alternative at smaller
campuses and institutions that lack the funding or institutional support
to implement a fully developed ALP program. A carefully structured studio
program can potentially be more cost effective compared to ALP because
classes can be offered for fewer credits and require less staffing compared
to the Community College of Baltimore County three-credit ALP model. A
studio can also reduce students’ number of non-degree credits from three to
one. An underlying assumption behind the ALP model is that students need
more classroom time when they are accelerated to a credit-bearing course
(Adams et al.). In contrast, the writing studio often operates under the idea
that students can receive individual and collaborative support with their
writing projects with fewer credits but more focused time in class. Depending
on how they are structured, studio courses can be offered for college credit.
Studio courses also offer students, faculty, and programs more flexibility
in scheduling because learners can be enrolled in any section of a writing
course or in different courses.
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Studio courses can potentially help faculty push back against imposed
legislative and administrative mandates for developmental education
reforms by offering both faculty and students more control over how writ-
ing is taught and how students learn (e.g., Ritola et al.). Although faculty
usually don’t have the power to eliminate mandates, the writing studio
can help them ensure that their teaching practices reflect student learning
needs within a local context and in a particular course section. The studio
model questions and reimagines the spaces in which postsecondary literacy
learning takes place. As Chandler and Sutton note in the introduction to The
Writing Studio Sampler: Stories About Change, “[Studio] was designed to create a
means to study relationships between learning and institutional contexts; to
challenge the discourses, structures, and material circumstances which create
and maintain those contexts; and to support all stakeholders in learning to
navigate those contexts and discourses” (5). Writing studio pedagogy offers
program coordinators, instructors, and students’ agency over the content
and structure of a writing course. When faced with mandates to eliminate
developmental education courses or accelerate students, programs can use
the writing studio as a flexible strategy for supporting students’ postsecond-
ary literacy development.

Writing Studio Pedagogy

Like other types of studios in higher education, writing studios are
spaces for collective learning, individual practice, application, and creation
under the guidance of an expert. Studio writing courses take place in sites
of in-person or online learning spaces outside traditional classrooms. Stu-
dents meet in a small writing community of peers with an instructor who
facilitates discussions, workshop activities, and instruction based on the
writing projects that individual students bring to the studio session. Grego
and Thompson explain that the “Writing Studio attaches to an existing
course or academic pursuit, a one-hour-per-week workshop, where students
bring their work, sometimes to ‘work on it’ but more often to present the
work and obtain feedback so that they can go away and work on it further”
(Thirdspaces 8). Drawing from Bill Macaulay, Grego and Thompson describe
the interactive setting for studio writing courses and programs: “a studio
learning environment is one where activities of production are undertaken
individually but in a place where others are working and discussing their
work simultaneously, where teachers provide, along with other students,
guidance, suggestions, input” (Thirdspaces 7).
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Writing studio courses normally don’t have a set curriculum or planned
class periods. Rather, instructors do in-the-moment teaching by adapting
their instruction and workshop activities according to the unique needs of
each writer at a particular point in the semester based on the self-selected
writing process work and completed drafts that students bring to a studio
session. The studio approach emphasizes a student’s own literacy goals as
they emerge and develop throughout a course and sometimes over more
than one semester. In a studio setting, students learn about how to identify
and develop their own goals as college writers and readers, which is crucial
for students who are inexperienced with self-assessing their literacy and
learning needs. The CCCC and CWPA Joint Statement in Response to the CO-
VID-19 Pandemic identifies reflection as a crucial component of pandemic
erawriting instruction: “Invite reflection through which writers identify and
articulate a relationship between class-related activities, their development
of a particular composition, and their development as writers, generally.”
With support from an instructor who facilitates studio activities, students
reflect on what they want and need at a particular point in the semester in
one or more courses taken concurrently with the studio, which helps them
work toward making independent decisions about their learning and devel-
opment as college readers and writers.

The writing studio can be a flexible learning space for students who
need support with learning how to collaborate with others, along with stu-
dents who need facilitated help with making their own literacy choices. In
Teaching Across Cultural Strengths, Chavez and Federline make a case for college
classrooms that support students from both individuated and integrated (or
collective) learning cultures. They argue that “To learn most completely, itis
critical to study, reflect, and process both individually and collectively” (16).
An effective writing studio can guide students through the process of both
individual and collective learning with time to work on literacy processes
that draw from both types of learning, including individual and shared
process work, private and collective revision, and self-reflection and peer
review. Meeting a student’s individual learning needs does not automatically
mean individualized work because most students need time and practice to
develop collaborative (or integrated) learning skills. At the same time, studio
pedagogy can help students learn how to become more self-directed and do
the types of process work for a literacy project that instructors expect them
to do on their own.

The following chart outlines differences between a writing studio and a
traditional writing classroom or a corequisite course in which the instructor
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Table 1. Comparison of Lecture/Discussion and Writing Studio

Lecture/Discussion Writing
Course

Writing Studio

The instructor plans for each
class period ahead of time.

As a group (and sometimes indi-
vidually), students decide what
to work on during a class period
through instructor facilitation.

The instructor selects discussion
topics.

Students choose discussion topics
in consultation with the instruc-
tor.

All students typically study the
same topics.

Students choose and focus on lit-
eracy topics and strategies based
on their own needs with guidance
from the instructor.

All students complete the same
homework assignments.

Each student selects and completes
homework assignments based on
an individual learning plan and
their needs as college writers at a
particular moment in time.

Process work usually focuses
on a single assignment that all
students work on.

Process work emerges from stu-
dents’ varied college writing proj-
ects based on their individual
choices.

Students usually receive a sched-
ule at the beginning of the se-
mester.

Students help create the schedule
for most activities. The instructor
might schedule due dates for a few
major assignments (for example,
midterm and final reflections).

Grades are often based on an
evaluation of a student’s writ-
ing.

Grades are usually based on self-
assessment and completion of
course activities.
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preplans lessons and assignments. We both use versions of this chart in our
programs to help instructors understand how studio teaching differs from
other types of literacy learning coursework.

The structure for a writing studio can vary across programs and instruc-
tors, depending on the purpose of the course, the relationship between the
course and a writing or literacy program, and the needs of the students that
itserves. It’simportant to note that some ALP classrooms and programs draw
from studio pedagogy, but studio teaching isn’t inherently a part of ALP,
especially in programs in which instructors prepare lectures, predetermined
classroom activities, and assignments.

We have taughtin and coordinated studio programs at different college
campuses. All have had small studio class sizes ranging from four to eleven
students, depending on funding and placement practices. For example, Gior-
dano taughtawriting studio course at the University of Wisconsin Marathon
County with a format that followed the faculty development training that
we provided to instructors across our state (Phillips and Giordano, “Develop-
ing”). She worked with students who were accelerated from a developmental
course to first-year writing through multiple measures placement. The classes
met at a designated table in the campus writing center. Students started the
class by reporting on their work from the previous week and previewing their
upcoming writing assignments from other courses (for example, first-year
writing research proposals or a political science article analysis). The class
worked together to determine activities that they would individually and
collectively work on during the studio workshop time.

Students then spent about 35 minutes of active work time with activi-
ties varying across the semester, depending on their writing projects and
processes. Activities for a typical class period included one-on-one work
with the instructor; small group collaborative activities and peer review;
individual planning, drafting, or research time; whole class peer review;
and reflective writing or self-assessments. Writing center tutors sometimes
provided additional support or helped students identify work that they could
do in the writing center after class. Students typically worked on first-year
writing course assignments but had the freedom to select any work from
their college courses. At the end of the class period, the entire group met
together as a group. Students recorded their learning in a digital studio
journal and created a plan for the upcoming week, which provided students
with accountability and gave them a to-do list of literacy tasks to complete
for their studio homework.
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We have adapted this basic writing studio structure to different con-
texts based on students’ literacy needs at institutions. For example, Phillips
now coordinates a bridge program at the University of Wisconsin Milwau-
kee where the writing studio sections include up to 11 students who are all
enrolled in the same first-year writing course (although not in the same
sections). Most students are from communities that have traditionally been
underrepresented in or excluded from higher education, and this program
gives them an opportunity to enroll directly into degree credit courses. At
a different Wisconsin campus, Giordano taught studio sections for second
language writers after campus funding was eliminated for ESL courses. Each
class period included mini lessons on language learning topics identified by
the students through discussions about their own writing, linguistic expe-
riences, and challenges adapting to the culture of higher education in the
United States. The individualized approach of the writing studio created a
learning space in which students from varying levels of proficiency in English
could participate and learn. During the pandemic, Phillips has coordinated
asynchronous sections in Wisconsin built around online discussion boards.
Finally, at Salt Lake Community College, Giordano teaches synchronous
online writing studio sections for returning adult learners who can’t attend
in person classes on campus. Students submit work ahead of time through
an online discussion board, which allows the class to view and interact with
each other’s work. Students engage in activities through Zoom to discuss
and work on their writing.

The characteristics of the writing studio that we describe distinguish
it from other types of writing and corequisite courses in three important
ways: 1) teaching strategies emphasize students’ agency as writers; 2) the
instructor creates flexible in-the-moment learning opportunities; and 3)
the instructor provides formative assessment and feedback for the purpose
of supporting students’ goals as writers rather than assessment for grading.
In a corequisite writing studio, an instructor can move entirely away from
grading the quality of students’ work and instead simply assess and provide
feedback on their postsecondary literacy development for a project and across
a course. The instructor also moves away from a lecture-discussion format
or pre-planned workshops to facilitating learning based on issues that arise
from students’ questions and literacy choices. As Maske and Garret note in
“Studio Bricolage,” a writing studio teacher must embody a “collaborative
learner, guide, or facilitator” (58). However, taking on these roles as a studio
instructor often requires instructors to make significant adjustments to not
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only their teaching but their thinking about the varied ways in which col-
lege writers learn.

Using a Studio for Flexible Writing Support

Studio courses can potentially provide a flexible way for faculty to
develop a corequisite support course for either faculty-driven reforms or
administrative mandates. For example, a writing studio can be used outside
of an acceleration initiative and developmental education reforms to provide
support to students’ whose literacy needs aren’t met in a traditional class-
room, especially those whose educational pathways have been and continue
to be altered by pandemic disruptions.

The flexibility to change program structures and teaching practices
based on local student needs has become increasingly importantin the pan-
demic era. The CCCC and CWPA Joint Statement in Response to the COVID-19
Pandemic emphasizes that flexibility is a crucial component of pandemic

pedagogy:

Writers, teachers, and students all use flexibility in their roles. We
draw here from the definition of flexibility found in the Frame-
work for Success in Postsecondary Writing: ‘the ability to adapt to
situations, expectations, or demand.’” In periods of crisis, flexibil-
ity is even more important in order to adapt to rapidly changing
circumstances. We encourage habits of mind on the part of both
students and instructors (and program decision-makers) that will
make it possible for everyone learning in a virtual classroom to do
their best work.

The flexibility to “adapt to rapidly changing circumstances” is the founda-
tion of the in-the-moment teaching of studio courses. The studio model
questions and reimagines the spaces in which postsecondary learning takes
place. As Chandler and Sutton note, “[Studio] was designed to create a means
to study relationships between learning and institutional contexts; to chal-
lenge the discourses, structures, and material circumstances which create
and maintain those contexts; and to support all stakeholders in learning
to navigate those contexts and discourses” (5). In other words, the writing
studio model provides postsecondary literacy programs with a framework
for writing instruction that they can adapt to their local contexts and to im-
mediate, constantly evolving student needs at a particular moment in time.
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The flexibility of studio teaching allows instructors to shift away from
a gatekeeping function that often accompanies assessment in traditional
writing courses toward formative assessment for the purpose of supporting
students’ literacy development. The studio’s emphasis on a writing teacher
as facilitator or guide normally requires instructors to rethink the purpose
of college writing assessment (Grego and Thompson, “Writing Studio”). In
a responsive, student-centered studio learning space, assessment becomes
a tool for providing feedback, learning about students’ needs, responding
to students requests for feedback and support, and engaging in critically
reflective self-assessment of teaching practices.

The pandemic has also revealed disparities in students’ access to
and experiences with technology. Individualized instruction in a writing
studio supports literacy in a digital age for students who have experienced
inequities in their access to technology. The global pandemic has further
accelerated therate at which college students are required to use technology
asatool forlearning and a delivery mechanism for their educational experi-
ences, while also creating potential barriers to college preparation in K-12
schools. For example, the 2022 National Assessment of Educational Progress
recorded the largest decline in fourth and eighth grade reading scores in
three decades (NCES). We teach students who have never used computers or
email, and they are enrolled in writing courses with students who had iPads
or Chromebooks provided by their high schools to use throughout their
secondary education. Some community college students come from rural
or urban communities with internet deserts. For example, we have taught
students who live in neighborhoods with neither broadband internet access
nor reliable cell phone service. We also teach students with disabilities who
are still learning to use assistive technology for writing. Studios provide stu-
dents with opportunities for guided practice using technologies for college
learning while also helping students with advanced digital literacy skills
work on other ways to develop their writing.

In addition to pedagogical adaptability, the writing studio model also
offers programs promising options for post-pandemic flexibility in how they
structure corequisite support. When programs have limited resources, the
writing studio model can be a flexible way to develop a corequisite program
in combination with acceleration through changes to placement. Before the
University of Wisconsin System restructured its two-year institution and
merged campuses with four-year universities (Phillips and Giordano, “Messy
Processes”; Sullivan), we coordinated the writing and developmental Eng-
lish programs for 13 open-admissions campuses, which included both very
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small rural campuses and larger urban campuses plus an online program.
Each campus adapted the studio model to reflect local student populations
and workplace realities. Our studio program had a level of flexibility that
benefited our open-admissions campuses with limited funding, locally
situated constraints, and widely diverse student communities. For example,
our smaller rural campuses had different student populations, budget prob-
lems, and staffing concerns in comparison to our larger urban campuses.
Implementing a variable credit course that was not tied to a particular class
or instructor was less logistically difficult to implement and less expensive
in comparison to enrolling all students for three corequisite credits that
matched accompanying designated sections of first-year writing. Campuses
that served refugee communities and/or international students were able to
offer second language writing studio sections and/or increase the number of
studio credit hours for some students. Because we had students who some-
times took two years to complete first-year writing, we eventually offered
an intermediate writing studio course on some campuses, which provided
a second year of support for students as they worked toward completing
general education writing requirements for an associate degree. Campuses
were able to adapt their studio programs over time based on locally situated
student community needs.

Writing Studio as Corequisite Support for Acceleration: A Case
Study

To demonstrate how the writing studio model can be a flexible ap-
proach to student success through corequisite support, we share results
from a University of Wisconsin System initiative to accelerate students to
credit-bearing courses with corequisite support. Our efforts focused on using
multiple measures placement to move students into first-year writing with
studio support (Hassel and Giordano; Phillips and Giordano, “Developing”).
One key difference for our program in comparison to some corequisite mod-
els was that we offered writing studio courses through advising for students
who would benefit from supplemental support in first-year writing for rea-
sons other than acceleration (e.g., Garret). Additional students who weren’t
required to take a corequisite were able to self-select the studio.

Our research indicates that individualized support through the
writing studio was an essential part of success for the students we accelerated.
In 2016, we collected data from five pilot campuses within our institution,
which included a mix of small rural and larger urban locations. On those
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campuses, 450 students placed into developmental writing based on their
state system placement test scores. One student was successfully accelerated
to English 102 (the core research course) and received an A grade. One-third
(or 150) were accelerated to credit-bearing composition (English 101) through
multiple measures placement. The following chart describes the courses that
accelerated students chose to take:

Table 2. Students’ Placement Choices

Enrollment Choice Number of Students
First-Year Writing 109
Developmental or L2 Writing 17
No writing course 23

The results for students who were accelerated to credit-bearing writing were
somewhat better than our typical annual course completion rates for students
with direct English 101 placements (about 70% or sometimes slightly higher):

Table 3. Completion Outcomes for Accelerated Students

First-Year Writing Outcome Number of Students

Completion with required grade 84 (77%)
of C or higher

Completion with a C- or D grade 6 (6%)

Withdrawal from the course 23 (21%)

Failing grade 0

The following year, our institutional research office helped us collect
data from all campuses with a studio program. This research included writ-
ing course outcomes for students who were accelerated to first-year writing,
plus students who took a studio with another writing course in their first
college semester. Students who took a studio course concurrently with
developmental education usually had significantly low standardized test
scores (for example, single digit ACT scores), low high school grades (D and
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Table 4. Outcomes for Writing Studio Students

First Composition Writing # of Successful
Course Taken Studio Students | Completion
Coenroll- of Writing
ment Course
ENG 098 No 583 62%
(Developmental
Writing) Yes 191 85%
Total 774 68%
ENG 101 No 1793 70%
(First-Degree
Credit Course) Yes 360 89%
Total 2153 73%
ENG 102 No 1300 74%
(Core Writing
Requirement) Yes 122 94%
Total 1422 76%

F grades in English), or significant gaps in their education. Students who
enrolled in the studio with a second semester writing course (English 102)
typically had significant learning needs, or they were returning adults with
high test scores who had been away from school for many years. The results
indicated that students who completed a studio course had a significantly
higher course completion rate compared to their peers.

For us, the most compelling part of these findings is that students
with multiple placement measures indicating that they might struggle to
complete a degree-credit writing course and who had thus enrolled in a
studio course had higher success rates in those credit-bearing courses than
students who placed directly into those courses without the added studio
course. Despite our successes in increasing writing program completion rates
for most students in our studio program, we encountered a few challenges
in implementing corequisite courses across our institution. Disaggregated
institutional data showed that part-time students had lower writing program

47



Joanne Baird Giordano and Cassandra Phillips

completion rates even after we implemented placement changes and writ-
ing studio support. We weren’t able to develop an effective way to provide
part-time students with the same level of corequisite support as students
who were on campus full-time although the studio course was effective for
part-time students enrolled in it.

Although we both moved on to different positions after we conducted
this research, we continue to work on developing placement processes and
writing studio courses that support the changing needs of college students
and new higher education realities. During the pandemic, Giordano worked
with colleagues to develop a writing studio program as part of an institu-
tional acceleration initiative centered on guided self-placement. Participat-
ing faculty had to rethink how to structure corequisite support within the
context of changed conditions for teaching and learning, which led to the
creation of online instructor training, a course development shell to reduce
faculty workload, and livestream videoconference course options. Program
faculty are still working toward developing a sustainable program within
the constraints of our institutional advising and placement practices. Dur-
ing the pandemic, Phillips also developed online instructor training and
online writing studio shells for students who needed corequisite support
but required more flexibility. Our experiences have taught us that devel-
oping an effective corequisite program that addresses barriers to writing
course completion and degree attainment is a process that requires ongo-
ing professional engagement, assessment, critical reflection, and revision.
Ways for developing writing studio programs need to evolve with changing
local circumstances. In both of our programs, instructors are still very much
learning how to teach students and support their literacy development in
the aftermath of the pandemic.

The Potential of Applying Writing Studio Principles for Post-
Pandemic Realities

Several years later, our experiences co-coordinating our program in
Wisconsin have continued to be extremely helpful as we adapt pedagogical
practices and cocurricular support to new professional environments that
have evolved because of the pandemic. One valuable part of our work has
been learning how to translate writing studio pedagogy into different con-
texts. Doing so, we think, has the potential to reach all students, including
those who need additional support developing college-level literacies.
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The writing studio has been a model for teaching and learning that
we have adapted in varied ways across different programs, course structures,
and student success initiatives. Writing studio pedagogy creates flexible
classroom and online learning spaces that allow instructors to quickly re-
spond to both the broad range of literacy experiences that students bring
to college and the rapidly evolving ways in which students use literacy
both inside and outside of school. We have learned that we can use studio
teaching even when a writing studio isn’t available as an enrollment option
for students. Principles from writing studio teaching offer postsecondary
literacy educators strategies for providing students with equitable and in-
clusive learning support both within a designated corequisite program and
independently in their own classrooms or online learning environments.
These principles include moving away from instructor-driven pedagogy
and centering teaching on students’ individual literacy needs at moments
in time and then adapting teaching practices as those needs evolve across a
course. As instructors consider how pandemic education has changed their
students’ learning needs, they can shift their thinking away from predeter-
mined ideas about what students should do and know as college readers and
writers. Instead, instructors can focus teaching on where diverse students
are in their postsecondary literacy development, including what students
are saying about their own experiences with college writing.

Instructors and program coordinators are exploring ways to support
student readers and writers in a post-pandemic era in which members of our
profession are increasingly questioning traditional approaches to teaching
and assessing writing. As part of the process of reimagining how to support
students in an age of acceleration and pandemic disruptions, literacy educa-
tors might consider flexible ways to adapt the writing studio beyond coreq-
uisite support. Perhaps the most important takeaway that we have learned
with studio teaching is that all of our community college writers benefit from
sustained, individualized support for reading and writing across all of their
time in a writing program and not just in a first-semester corequisite course.

In an evolving teaching and learning environment, we offer five
examples of how writing instructors might draw from studio teaching to
reimagine and change their work as literacy educators beyond corequisite
courses:

Use a studio approach to structuring workshops for first-year and sophomore
writing courses. We both draw from studio teaching to organize in-class writ-
ing workshops for our credit-bearing writing courses. Although we have
used this approach for many years, we've strengthened how we use writing
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studio pedagogy because students’ literacy needs are widely varied in our
credit-bearing courses as we emerge from the pandemic. We ask students
to plan out their requests for feedback in class (or online at home) before a
writing workshop. Students identify the issues that they want to discuss and
the questions that they would like to ask their groups. During the workshop,
students work with partners or small groups to share their process writing
and/or completed drafts based on their requests for feedback. At the end of
the workshop, students have time to discuss issues that came up during the
workshop with the entire class. They also have time to create a post-workshop
plan and to-do list of writing process activities to complete during the next
stage of their projects like they would at the end of a writing studio session.
Integrate studio pedagogy into a developmental writing or integrated reading
andwriting course. We use studio teaching in a more intensive way in develop-
mental courses. Because we work at institutions where students are acceler-
ated to first-year writing through placement, the students who remain in our
basic skills courses typically have intensive learning needs or are returning
after years away from school. In our face-to-face courses, we incorporate ele-
ments of in-the-moment studio teaching into many class periods (Giordano).
We reserve flexible time for students to receive individualized instructor
help with their writing while students work in small groups to discuss their
literacy experiences and share their work. Workshop activities are flexible
enough that students who are at earlier stages of a project can work with
peers who have fully developed drafts. This approach to writing instruction
has been especially important for us as students return to our campuses after
the pandemic with very different high school experiences from previous
groups of students--and as they continue to miss class because of ongoing
medical and employment issues linked to the pandemic. Our classrooms
also become sites of writing production that are similar to a writing studio
to help students work toward completing planning, researching, and draft-
ing. We use reflective activities that help students identify their own needs
as writers and then plan for the work that they will do at home after class.
Create hybrid courses with online learning and in person studio sessions.
Giordano developed an emergency integrated reading and writing program
during the pandemic. Students completed online learning activities and
reading discussions. They then met in person for thirty minutes a week in
a very small writing studio group (with limited enrollment because of pan-
demic restrictions). Some instructors who used this model for emergency
pandemic teaching continue offering regular studio time during their in-
person classes. In her current hybrid writing courses, Giordano’s students
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engage in regular in-class workshops that mirror her teaching practices for
studio courses, and they also participate in additional asynchronous online
workshops and discussions.

Incorporate studio components into a synchronous online course. Giordano
uses writing studio activities in some class periods of first-year and sopho-
more courses that meet virtually through Zoom. Students complete online
asynchronous writing process activities to prepare for in-class workshops.
They also share their work online before class with the expectation that dif-
ferent learners will be at different stages of a project during a virtual Zoom
workshop. Class members identify the issues that they would like to work
on together or in small groups for a virtual workshop while students who are
absent complete alternative online activities. In first-year writing, Giordano
frequently reserves thelast fifteen to twenty minutes of class for open-ended
workshop time, and students who want help with writing projects stay online
to discuss their work, receive help with project planning, and work through
challenges with completing writing process activities.

Adapt elements of the writing studio to asynchronous online courses (with
limitations). We both regularly teach online writing courses, which are the
most challenging learning spaces to incorporate studio teaching methods
even as increasing numbers of students are selecting online courses (Weiss-
man). In-the-moment teaching is difficult to implement when students
are accessing the course site at different moments across a week. However,
we have retained elements of studio teaching in our asynchronous courses.
For example, we ask students to make requests for feedback so that online
workshops are driven by students’ concerns and their needs as writers at a
specific week in the course (in contrast to instructor-driven ideas about what
should happen in an online workshop style discussion). We also normalize
the idea that different writers will bring different work to online workshops.
Some students have essay planning or emerging ideas while others have
complete drafts. When students can’t participate in a workshop with their
peers, we offer alternative experiences for receiving feedback and interacting
with other writers through a writing center or instructor conference. We give
students multiple opportunities to reflect on their literacy experiences and
checkin with usabout their needs at varying times across a course. We don'’t
pretend that our asynchronous workshops and student support make our
online courses writing studios. However, our experiences with writing studio
teaching have fundamentally transformed how we think about online learn-
ing spaces and the diverse individual and collective work that students can
do to develop as postsecondary learners while working on writing projects.
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A writing studio disrupts traditional conceptions of how writing is
taught and learned in higher education, which is both a benefit and a chal-
lenge. Some of the challenges that we have experienced in developing writing
studio programs include figuring out placement mechanisms, working with
advisors in labor-intensive ways, seeking funding for program coordination
and faculty development, helping students understand the purpose of the
course, training faculty on new ways of teaching, and helping teachers and
administrators understand differences between the studio and classroom
teaching or writing center work. Barriers to creating and maintaining a
corequisite studio program are often locally situated within the constraints
of aninstitution and writing program. Developing a studio program requires
cooperation from and collaboration with institutional administrators, advi-
sors, and campus support staff. Further, a writing studio isn’t automatically
equitable if the instructor doesn’t understand and apply the disciplinary
theory and practice that create a framework for implementing an equitable
studio program. An instructor needs to use inclusive teaching practices
that remove barriers to college learning and help them work toward degree
attainment. Developing and maintaining equitable and inclusive teaching
practices takes time and consistent effort.

The future of equity in writing pedagogy requires flexibility and
adaptability due to changing mandates, enrollments, and other educational
shifts. Responding to students’ needs at particular moments in time can be a
strategy for reducing inequities that students experience when their literacy
and educational backgrounds aren’t aligned with traditional expectations
for what happens in a college writing classroom. The writing studio model
offers an inclusive approach to student-centered literacy support that can be
applied to multiple contexts at institutions with students who have diverse
educational experiences and learning needs. As literacy educators, we can’t
let controversies about developmental education get in the way of inter-
rogating critical issues related to students’ literacy. Nor can we ignore the
permanent changes to writing programs and higher education that emerged
from the COVID-19 pandemic. We invite literacy educators to reimagine
writing courses as learning spaces centered on developing students’ agency
and also as opportunities to learn from students’ literacy experiences.
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