
White Paper: Principles of a Texas Developmental Education Credential 
 

1 
 

White Paper:  
Principles of a Professional Development Approach  

to Credentialing in Developmental Education 
 

Eric J. Paulson 
Emily Miller Payne 

Taylor W. Acee 
David C. Caverly 

Russ Hodges 
Jodi Patrick Holschuh 

Selina Vasquez Mireles 
Emily J. Summers 
Sydney Granger 

Jodi Lampi 
William J. Barry 

 
Texas State University – San Marcos 

 
Executive Summary 

 
Brief Research Project Description 

This project involves instructor preparation in general, and issues of credentialing in 
particular, for developmental education (DE) professionals in the state of Texas. Despite the near 
ubiquity of DE coursework in higher education institutions, postsecondary DE instructor 
preparation is—and traditionally has been—typified by a relative lack of formal teacher 
education (Carnegie, 2008; Stahl et al., 1992). While research shows that teachers—
developmental, adult, and K-12—who are trained in instructional strategies for the specific 
populations whom they teach achieve more success in terms of student performance than those 
who lack the specific pedagogical training (Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2003; Darling-Hammond, 
2002; Darling-Hammond, Berry & Thoreson, 2001), agreed-upon criteria for professional 
preparation of DE instructors have not been available. This project provides a research base for 
such criteria in the state of Texas.  

Analysis of the data that stemmed from the mixed-method research studies undertaken in this 
project—a state-wide survey, individual interviews, and focus groups—led to the construction of 
principles for a developmental education credential in Texas. 

This document consists of four main sections: A review of literature, a report of the survey 
research aspect of the project, a report of the interview and focus group research aspects of the 
project, and a conclusion section. Through the comprehensive literature review, we organize and 
understand the terrain of professional development and credentialing standards as they pertain to 
DE. We uncover DE instructors’ (full- and part-time) and DE leaders’ views of a PD approach to 
credentialing DE instructors through a state-wide survey. Through discussions with professionals 
in Texas in focus groups and interviews, we gained an in-depth understanding of credentialing 
issues from their perspective. Finally, in the conclusion section, we present principles of a PD 
model of credentialing based on our research. 
Key Findings  

This project provides a solid research base for a professional development approach to 
credentialing DE instructors. A majority (71%) of Texas developmental educators viewed a 
credential as a benefit to the field, while only 12.5% said it would not be a benefit, and16.5% 
were undecided. Respondents indicated benefits for instructors, students, institution, and the field 
in general. Among the elements endorsed by participants in the three sets of data (survey, focus 
groups, and interviews) and the review of literature are the following: a professional 
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development approach to credentialing must be voluntary, attainable, versatile in topics and 
formats, continuous, renewable, funded by institutions, sustainable, accessible, supportive (as 
opposed to serving as a gatekeeper), and available from a variety of providers.  

DE instructors and administrators who participated in the research for this project evidenced 
knowledge of the DE field and understanding of the temporal and financial constraints facing DE 
professionals who choose to participate in a credential process; however, they were ultimately in 
favor of the type of standardization that a common body of knowledge and skills would help to 
professionalization of the DE field. One primary advantage that a credential would offer, 
according to the respondents in this study, is that of elevating DE to a respected and professional 
field. In short, access to a rigorous DE credential process with a dual focus on content and 
instructional strategies could invigorate the field and make it attractive to a new breed of DE 
professionals who would choose to work with developmental education. 
Key Recommendations   
The research conducted for this project provides a research base for elements of a professional 
development model of credentialing developmental education instructors in Texas. Twelve 
principles emerged from this research. Presented below are summaries of each principle: 

• Principle 1: A DE credential should be voluntary or phased in over time.  
• Principle 2: A credential should take less than 2 years to complete.  
• Principle 3: Credentialing options should be available at a range of times along an 

instructor’s career. 
• Principle 4: Topics to be included in a DE credential should be specific to evidence-

based, theoretically-supported classroom practice at the postsecondary level and 
should support that practice.  

• Principle 5: A credentialing process should entail and include a variety of 
experiences.  

• Principle 6: A credential should tap into instructors’ (or potential instructor’s) current 
and continuous professional development activities where possible.  

• Principle 7: Funding sources for a credential should include institutions and state 
agencies; it should not be left up to the instructor alone.  

• Principle 8: A DE credential should be a form of continuous professional 
development, not serve a gatekeeper function.  

• Principle 9: A DE credential should have as its major function to support instructors’ 
continuous development as professional educators, as opposed to simply being an 
evaluation tool.  

• Principle 10: A DE credential should provide a route for continuous updating of 
professional knowledge which results in greater classroom proficiency.  

• Principle 11: A DE credential should be obtainable for current and prospective 
instructors in a variety of regions and institutional contexts.  

• Principle 12: A DE credential should be available from a wide variety of professional 
development providers.  
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White Paper:  
Principles of a Professional Development Approach  

to Credentialing in Developmental Education 
 

Introduction 
This mixed-methods research project involves instructor preparation in general, and issues of 

credentialing in particular, for developmental education (DE) instructors in the state of Texas. 
Despite the near ubiquity of DE coursework in a wide variety of higher education institutions, 
postsecondary DE instructor preparation is (see Carnegie, 2008), and traditionally has been (see 
Stahl, Simpson, & Hayes, 1992). Teacher training has long been considered to be a significant 
element of quality education programs. Unfortunately, DE teaching requirements have required 
only minimal graduate-level work in the content area or in instructional strategies appropriate for 
the student population (Collins & Bruch, 2000; Stahl, Simpson, & Hayes, 1992). These minimal 
requirements for teacher preparation remain an issue (see Calcagno & Long, 2009).  

In marked contrast to the preparation and professional development (PD) required in many 
fields, preparation for developmental instructors has traditionally been neither widely available 
nor focused on an appropriate (postsecondary) context. For example, graduate preparation 
courses applicable to a general college student population have existed since at least the mid-
1960s, yet there has been a lack of availability for appropriate DE preparation since that time 
(Ahrendt, 1975; Calcagno & Long; Collins & Bruch, 2000; Maxwell, 1966; Stahl, Simpson, & 
Hayes, 1992). Credentialing is one key element of ensuring instructor preparation as well as the 
professionalism of the field (Darling-Hammond, 2002). In general, research shows that 
teachers—developmental, adult, and K-12—who are trained in instructional strategies for the 
specific populations whom they teach achieve more success in terms of student performance than 
those who lack the specific pedagogical training (Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2003; Darling-
Hammond, 2002; Darling-Hammond et al., 2001). However, agreed-upon criteria for 
professional preparation of DE instructors as beneficial for the field, instructor, institution, and 
students have not been available. This project provides a research base for such criteria. The 
premise of this project is based on the idea that greater instructional effectiveness across the field 
will result from a more unified, structured approach to DE instructor preparation that is 
beneficial for the field, instructors, institutions, and—most importantly—for students. 

The overriding purpose of this project was to construct principles for a developmental 
education credential in Texas. Analysis of the data that stemmed from the mixed-method 
research studies undertaken in this project—a state-wide survey, individual interviews, and focus 
groups—led to the construction of principles for a developmental education credential in Texas. 

This document consists of four main sections: a review of literature, a report of the survey 
research aspect of the project, a report of the interview and focus group research aspects of the 
project, and a conclusion section. Through the comprehensive literature review, we organize and 
understand the terrain of professional development and credentialing standards as they pertain to 
DE. We uncover DE instructors’ (full- and part-time) and DE leaders’ views of a PD approach to 
credentialing DE instructors through a statewide survey. Through discussions with professionals 
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in Texas via focus groups and interviews, we gain an in-depth understanding of credentialing 
issues from their perspective. Finally, in the conclusion section, we present principles of a PD 
model of credentialing based on our research. 
 

Review of Literature 
While DE, under various names and configurations, has been a part of higher education for 

centuries (Wyatt, 2003), formal DE and learning assistance initiatives have grown significantly 
in the last several decades (see Casazza & Bauer, 2004; Maxwell, 1966). Formal teacher 
preparation for DE, however, has not kept pace with the proliferation of new and expanded DE 
programs (see Ahrendt, 1975; Eanet, 1983; Maxwell, 1979; Paulson & Armstrong, 2010).  

The lack of formal professional preparation for DE professionals is in stark contrast to the 
need for high quality DE programs currently being discussed in the field. For example, Adelman 
(2004) found that only 30% of college students who needed developmental reading, 41% of 
those who needed developmental math, and 56% of those who needed basic writing would ever 
graduate with a bachelor’s degree compared to 67% of those who did not need DE. Over the last 
decade continued calls for reform in DE have appeared, spurred on by increasing numbers of 
developmental students enrolling in college and rigorous, state-wide statistical studies at two-
year colleges documenting little or no positive retention from DE into college-level classes (e.g., 
Bettinger & Long, 2009; Calcagno & Long, 2009; Martorell & McFarlin, 2010). However, other 
rigorous studies following students who have completed DE have found success in short-term 
outcomes of passing gateway courses but also long-term outcomes of retention to gradation at 
comparable rates (Bailey, Jeong, & Cho, 2010; Boatman & Long, 2010; Caverly, Paulson, & 
Reardon, 2011; Lesik, 2007; Pinkerton, 2010). However, most professionals would agree that 
DE would benefit from improvements in a wide variety of areas and outcome measures. 

 Further, to improvements in DE, one area that the field must critically examine is in 
instructional effectiveness. Grubb et al. (2001; 2011a) examined a large group of California two-
year colleges a decade apart and proposed that one of the major factors for the lack of success in 
DE relates to type of instruction. Specifically, the researchers noted that a pedagogy centered on 
decontextualized sub-skill drill and practice underperforms compared to a more constructivist 
approach to classroom instruction (Grubb et al., 2011b). Similarly, Wood (1997) noted that the 
“traditional” model of teaching reading in college—an approach primarily based on behavioristic 
theories of human learning—is still widely used and represented in current college reading 
textbooks, to the detriment of student success. This report’s authors feel that DE professionals 
are among the most committed, engaged, and determined instructors in any field, and are focused 
on their students’ success. Of issue in the field is whether instructors have traditionally had, or 
currently have, access to appropriate professional preparation with which to support their 
instruction (see Calcagno & Long, 2009; Paulson & Armstrong, 2010). The lack of a commonly 
accepted approach to professional preparation for DE professionals must be addressed. 
 
 



White Paper: Principles of a Texas Developmental Education Credential 
 

5 
 

Credentialing 
Built on a theory of credentialization, the sociologist Max Weber (1922/1978 cited in Brown, 

2001) argued that credentialing legitimized a professional’s skills. While a graduate degree is a 
rite of passage into the profession, credentialing can be the process through which we develop 
professionally and document that growth. Several professions successfully credential members 
and renew their credential to ensure knowledge is current. Such “quality assurance” programs 
improve the professional service record in fields such as medicine, accounting, or engineering 
where a consistent, successful delivery of service is vital (e.g., Baldwin, McKenzie, Capwell, & 
Hanson, 2011). Bannier (2008) argues that DE teaching is no less vital for our students.   

Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2007) found middle school teachers’ experience, and regular 
certification (or licensure) had significant, positive effects on students’ achievement for math and 
reading. At the primary and secondary levels of education, substantial evidence has demonstrated 
credentialing in the content area being taught is a major factor in student achievement (Darling-
Hammond, 2002; Darling-Hammond, Berry, & Thoreson, 2001; Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2003). 
Additional evidence by Howell (2011) found that secondary school teachers possessing current 
academic credentials in the subject area they were teaching were significantly less likely to have 
their students placed into DE in college. Equally important, there is evidence that effective 
pedagogy includes teacher and teaching quality as interactive factors in K-12 student 
achievement (Darling-Hammond, Cook, Jaquith, & Hamilton, 2012). Teacher and teaching 
quality were defined as strong, discipline-specific content and pedagogy knowledge, 
understanding learning difficulties, ability to adapt to second language learners, observational 
skills that allow a critical assessment of the success of the lesson based upon the context, and a 
desire to continue to grow as a teacher.  

These elements of teacher and teaching quality are vital at the post-secondary level as well. 
Grubb et al. (2011a) implied that successful DE instructors demonstrated this teacher and 
teaching quality. Many of these successful teachers also had “pedagogical content knowledge” or 
the domain specific nature of teaching that content (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2012). Moreover, 
these teachers for the most part followed a constructivist instructional theory that was student-
centered, conceptual, active, and taught for meaning. In short, as Grubb et al. argued, 
“…improving instruction must be one of the ways to enhance the success of remedial education” 
(p. 53). 
Professional Development 

Teacher and teaching quality in Texas should be able to be fostered and strengthened through 
effective pre-service instruction and in-service PD, which should lead to DE faculty developing 
both high-quality content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge. Jenkins (2011) argues that 
strong faculty and administrator involvement are necessary for PD to be effective. Large-scale, 
national attempts at encouragements to teach from a culture of evidence in the Achieving the 
Dream colleges has been less than effective after five year in terms of student outcomes 
(Rutschow et al., 2011). Other smaller scale reforms in acceleration and contextualization have 
shown greater promise, including the Integrated Basic Education and Skills Training (IBEST) 
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programs in Washington state where adult basic education is integrated into vocational programs 
(Jenkins, 2009), accelerating the integration of developmental writing and freshman composition 
in Baltimore County Community College (Jenkins, Speroni, Belfield, Jaggars, & Edgecombe, 
2010), creating learning communities for collaborative learning and engagement (Zhao & Kuh, 
2004), accelerating the integration of reading and writing in California developmental classes 
(Goen-Salter, 2008) or developmental math (Hern, 2012; Mireles, 2011), and the 
contextualization of reading and writing into content courses (Perin, 2012).  

Assuming that content knowledge is an important aspect of PD, content knowledge can be 
informed by specific standards that exist for developmental reading (International Reading 
Association, 2010), developmental writing (Conference on College Composition and 
Communication, 1989), developmental mathematics (American Mathematical Association of 
Two-Year Colleges (AMATYC), 2006), learning assistance (Council for the Advanced of 
Standards in Higher Education, 2008), technology standards for students, teachers, and 
administrators (International Society for Technology in Education [ISTE], 2012), and the Texas 
College and Career Readiness standards (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2010). 
Content knowledge is also informed by the pedagogical content knowledge that is represented in 
these professional organizations as well as other state standards for developmental instructors 
(e.g., Minnesota State Colleges and Universities system, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c, 2012d; Shulman, 
1987).  

In addition, effective PD builds general pedagogical knowledge of how to teach at the 
college level (Alexander, Karvonen, Ulrich, Davis, & Wade, 2012; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; 
Murray, 1999; Perin, 2012). Integrating effective pedagogical knowledge into the DE classroom 
can have significant impact on achievement and retention (see Cruce, Wolniak, Seifert, & 
Pascarella, 2006; Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2005); Pascarella, Salisbury, & Blaich, 2011).  

The type of PD that is delivered makes a difference as well. Specific components of effective 
PD have been found to be necessary (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Guskey, 
2003) and include promoting active learning, fostering coherence between instruction and 
innovations, addressing the faculty’s individual interests, developing content and pedagogical 
knowledge, and causing changes in teaching practices. Long term PD has been shown to be 
particularly effective if it includes the creation of professional learning communities (Borko, 
2004; Caverly, Peterson, & Mandeville, 1997; Eisenhauer Ebersole, 2008) rather than 
intermediate week-long workshops. Short-term “one shot” workshops have been shown to be 
ineffective (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009). Additionally, 
emerging research has begun to document the effectiveness of online delivery of PD (deWit, 
McFarland, Walker, & Williams, 2012; Hill, 2008). Finally, design research studies—in which 
long-term research and adaptation on PD are used—have been found to be promising (Anderson 
& Shattuck, 2012; Reinking & Bradley, 2008).  

In sum, the literature presented above demonstrates that there is room for improvement in 
DE. Our premise is that supporting and preparing DE instructors is a key part of making those 
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improvements, and that a move toward a PD model of credentialing for the field can be an 
important part of any such initiative.  

 
Survey of Texas DE Professionals 

In order to gather information from a large number of DE professionals throughout Texas, 
we developed and employed a statewide survey. We were interested in respondents’ level of 
support for establishing a credential, their perceptions about the potential benefits and 
drawbacks, and their recommendations about how to effectively develop and implement a 
credentialing process for developmental educators in the state of Texas.  

We had three major research questions regarding data from the online survey:  
1) What are the levels of education and experience of DE professionals in Texas? 
2) What are Texas DE professionals’ views on the usefulness of establishing a 

credential for DE instructors in Texas? 
3) What are Texas DE professionals’ recommendations for how to effectively 

develop and implement a credential for DE instructors in Texas? 
In this section, we describe the survey of DE professionals we undertook.  

Methods 
Survey. Our survey employed a mixed-methods approach. Survey items included both 

closed answer and open answer questions, producing quantitative and qualitative data. The 
survey had 32 items, some of which incorporated “question logic” so that when, for example, 
respondents indicated their position of employment as primarily administrative versus 
instructional, they were given questions specific to their position. However, most questions were 
the same for all respondents. We included items that utilized multiple-choice response options, 
5-point Likert-type response scales, and open-ended response textboxes. For multiple-choice 
items, we often included open-text options associated with choices like “other”; and, depending 
on our goal for the multiple-choice item, we sometimes included options for respondents to 
check all that apply. We administered the survey using SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey, n.d.), an 
electronic, web-based data collection and analysis tool. We include the full survey in Appendix 
A.  

Sample and sampling methods. We aimed the survey at DE professionals working in 
institutions of higher education in the state of Texas. Reflecting the mixed-methods approach we 
employed, we used a purposive sampling method (see Teddlie & Fu, 2007) to recruit survey 
respondents. We first sent invitations to participate to a Texas Higher Education Coordinating 
Board (THECB)-provided list of DEPS (Developmental Education Program Survey) contacts 
and then emailed directly to the entire membership of College Academic Support Programs 
(CASP), a state-level group composed of several state DE organizations in Texas and which also 
comprised our population of interest. Although we feel that a wide variety of DE professionals 
were provided with the opportunity to respond to the survey, it was difficult to assess how 
representative our sample was of the total population of DE professionals across the state of 
Texas since there is no statewide data available on developmental educators specifically. To help 
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incentivize participation, we awarded a limited number of gift certificates (using a random 
drawing) to respondents at the end of the data collection period. A total of 286 DE professionals 
responded to our survey. We provided demographic information for our sample in Table 1 and 
data describing respondents’ positions and their institutions of higher education in Table 2.  
 
Table 1:  
Demographic Information for Survey Respondents 
 
Variable Levels of Measurement f Valid % 
Sex    
 Female 191 76.7 
 Male 58 23.3 
Ethnicity    
 white/European American 178 73.9 
 Hispanic/Latino 34 14.1 
 black/African American 19 7.9 
 Asian/Pacific Islander 4 1.7 
 Native American 0 0.0 
 Other 6 2.5 
Age Group    
 20-29 8 3.4 
 30-39 38 15.9 
 40-49 58 24.4 
 50-59 70 29.4 
 60-69 60 25.2 
 70+ 4 1.7 
Degree    
 Associates 0 0.0 
 Bachelors 16 6.4 
 Masters 165 66.0 
 Ed. Specialist 2 <1 
 EdD 24 9.6 
 PhD 43 17.2 
Note. Total sample sizes vary from item to item because some participants did not respond to this 
question. Valid % is of non-missing data. 
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Table 2:  
Employment Information for Survey Respondents and Characteristics of their Institutions 
 
Variable Levels of Measurement f Valid % 
Primary Position   
 Instructor 130 45.5 
 Director/Coordinator 84 29.3 
 Other 72 25.2 
Employment Status   
 Full-time 158 59.2 
 Part-time 37 13.9 
 Other 72 27.0 
Official Teaching Position   
 Developmental Reading Instructor 64 25.8 
 Basic Writing Instructor 45 18.1 
 English as a Second Language Instructor 7 2.8 
 Developmental Mathematics Instructor 56 22.6 
 Developmental Study Skills Instructor 18 7.3 
 First Year Experience Instructor 25 10.1 
 Learning Frameworks Instructor 13 5.2 
 Other 70 28.2 
Campus Type   
 Single campus 2-year college 33 12.3 
 Multi-campus 2-year college 154 57.5 
 4-year college 11 4.1 
 University 65 24.3 
 Other 5 1.9 
Campus Location   
 Urban 118 44.4 
 Suburban 71 26.7 
 Rural 65 24.4 
 Other 12 4.5 
Dev. Ed. Program Structure   
 Centralized 115 42.9 
 De-Centralized 139 51.9 
 Other 14 5.2 
Note. Total sample sizes vary from item to item because some participants did not respond to this 
question. Valid % is of non-missing data. 
 

Note that the total sample size may vary slightly from item to item, because we did not ask 
all respondents to complete each item; using question logic functions on the electronic survey, 
we were able to link some questions to respondents’ previous answers. For example, if 
respondents identified their primary position as instructor, they were then presented with a 
question that asked what classes they taught.  
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Data analysis. For the quantitative data, we conducted basic descriptive statistics using 
SurveyMonkey (Survey Monkey, n.d.). For more complicated quantitative analyses, including 
inferential statistical tests such as analysis of variance (ANOVA), we used SPSS analytic 
software (SPSS Statistics, 2011). To analyze the open-text responses we utilized both 
predetermined and emergent coding, which were then organized into articulated themes (see 
Denzin & Lincoln, 2008; Merriam, 1998). (Further details about the qualitative methods used are 
provided in the Interview and Focus Group Research section of this manuscript.) We selected 
and highlighted survey data most pertinent to our research questions to include in our analyses 
for this report.  
Results: Online Survey 

We organized the results section according to the three research questions outlined 
previously. 

What are the levels of education and experience of developmental educators in Texas? 
Of the 250 respondents who indicated the highest degree they held, 16 (6.4%) held bachelor's 
degrees, 165 (66%) held master's degrees, 24 (9.6%) held EdDs, 43 (17.2%) held PhDs, and two 
(0.8%) held an educational specialist degree. Furthermore, our respondents reported having 
taught an average of 11.71 years (SD = 9.74, N = 260). Finally, of the 286 survey respondents, 
256 (89.5%) indicated that they had engaged in some form of PD in the past year. Examples of 
PD that most respondents chose were 'attending professional conferences,’ 'attending workshops 
on campus by faculty or other on-campus experts,' and 'reading the professional literature.' These 
results suggest that Texas DE professionals have considerable education and experience, and 
tend to engage in ongoing PD.  

What are Texas DE professionals’ views on the usefulness of establishing a credential 
for DE instructors in Texas? A major purpose of our survey research was to examine Texas DE 
professionals’ level of support for and reactions against establishing a credential. The most 
straightforward and telling question we asked participants was: ‘Do you think the field of DE 
would benefit from a PD process of instructor credentialing?’ Respondents were able to choose 
from three options: ‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘Undecided (please explain)’. Of the 248 respondents who 
answered this survey item, 176 (71%) answered 'Yes'; 31 (12.5%) answered ‘No'; and 41 
(16.5%) answered ‘Undecided’ (see Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1. N = 248. Percent of respondents who responded yes, no, and undecided to the following 

question: ‘Do you think the field of DE would benefit from a PD process of instructor credentialing?’ 

Yes  
 71.0% No  

 12.5% 

Undecided 
16.5% 
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As even a cursory glance at the data indicates, a strong majority of respondents felt that a 
credentialing process is beneficial; Chi-square results suggested that significantly more 
respondents chose ‘Yes’ (χ2(2) = 158.67, p < .01). We were also curious as to whether 
respondents’ responses to this item varied based on their primary position at their institutions 
(i.e., instructor, director/coordinator, or other). However, results from Chi-square tests suggested 
that there were no statistically significant differences among these three groups in their responses 
to this item.  

Because of the possibility that respondents might view a credentialing process for DE as 
positive for some stakeholders and negative for other stakeholders, in a subsequent question we 
asked respondents to indicate the potential benefit of a PD process for each of the following (a) 
themselves as an instructor, (b) students in DE, (c) their institution, and (d) the field. Table 3 
shows the mean and standard deviation of respondents’ ratings for each of these stakeholder 
groups (higher scores indicate more of a perceived benefit).  
 
Table 3:  
Responses to the following item: ‘Please rank your perception of the potential benefit of a professional 
development process of instructor credentialing for the following groups’. 
 
Items Mean SD 
Benefit to you as an instructor 4.03abc .940 
Benefit to students in DE 4.29a .891 
Benefit to your institution 4.21b .868 
Benefit to the field 4.30c .855 
Note. N = 243. We used a 5-point Likert-type rating scale from 1 (considerable drawbacks) to 5 
(considerable benefits). Means sharing the same subscripts were significantly different at the p < .01 
level. There were not significant main or interactive effects with the respondents’ primary position 
(instructor, director/coordinator, other). We used repeated measures ANOVA with Bonferroni 
adjustments for multiple comparisons to test statistical significance. 
 

Respondents’ mean ratings of perceived benefits were above 4 for each stakeholder. Since 
we used a 5-point Likert scale, each mean is well above the rating scale mid-point of 3. This 
suggests that on average respondents believed there to be benefits of a credentialing process for 
each stakeholder. However, results from repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) with 
Bonferroni adjustments for multiple comparisons suggested that respondents believed that all 
other stakeholder groups (i.e., students in DE, their institution, and the field) would reap 
significantly stronger benefits than they would personally as an instructor (F (240) = 12.56, p < 
.01, partial η2 = .14; see Table 3). Again, there was not a statistically significant effect of 
respondents’ primary position on respondents’ views towards this item.    

We were also aware that respondents’ level of support for credentialing might vary 
depending on whether we were asking about a voluntary or a mandatory credential. Therefore, 
we included another item that scrutinized this distinction; Table 4 shows the data on this item.  
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Table 4:  
Responses to the following item: ‘To what extent do you support / oppose each of the following related to 
the credentialing of instructors of DE courses’. 
 
Items Mean SD 
Voluntary credential for instructors 3.87a 1.036 
Mandatory credential for newly hired instructors only 3.21a 1.184 
Mandatory credential for newly hired and current instructors 3.01a 1.229 
Note. N = 243. We used a 5-point Likert-type rating scale from 1 (considerable drawbacks) to 5 
(considerable benefits). Means sharing the same subscripts were significantly different at the p < .05 
level, that is, all means are significantly different from one another. There were not significant main or 
interactive effects with the respondents’ primary position (instructor, director/coordinator, other). We 
used repeated measures ANOVA with Bonferroni adjustments for multiple comparisons to test statistical 
significance. 
 

Results from repeated measures ANOVA with Bonferroni adjustments for multiple 
comparisons suggested that DE professionals had significantly different opinions about the three 
forms of credentialing that were targeted (F (240) = 31.77, p < .01, partial η2 = .21). These 
results suggested that DE professionals supported voluntary credentialing over both forms of 
mandatory credentialing. In addition when looking at mandatory credentialing only, DE 
professionals supported mandatory credentialing of newly-hired instructors over mandatory 
credentialing of both newly-hired instructors and current instructors.     

When asked about the duration of time respondents would commit in order to earn a 
voluntary credential, 31% indicated they would commit between 1-2 years, while the next largest 
choice was continuous, followed by 6 months or less. Examples of continuous included “a few 
hours a week”; and “summer sessions with evaluation every two years.” Responses were 
analyzed through a progression of coding that resulted in a number of categories; most responses 
were in terms of numbers so this was a fairly straightforward process of categorization. The 
results of that open-ended question follow: 
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Table 5:  
Responses to the following item: What is the duration of time you would commit to in order to earn a 
voluntary credential as an instructor of a DE course? 
 
Duration of Time % 
More Than 2 Years   6.3 
1-2 Years 31.3 
6 Months or Less 11.4 
6 Weeks or Less   5.0 
12 Hours or Less   7.2 
More than 12 Hours   4.0 
Continuous 12.3 
Not Sure   9.6 
None   5.9 
Other   6.8 

 
We asked several other questions that were open-ended only, in order to provide respondents 

with the opportunity to describe benefits and drawbacks of credentialing without having to 
choose between set answer choices. To analyze the open-text responses, we utilized both 
predetermined and emergent coding which were then organized into articulated themes (see 
Denzin & Lincoln, 2008; Merriam, 1998). One of the open-ended items asked for respondents’ 
thoughts on the benefits of credentialing for DE instructors. Most of the open-ended responses fit 
into seven different broad categories, noted in Table 6 below. The largest category was “creates 
better instructors,” and 26.5% of respondents noted this as a benefit of a credential. The next 
largest group, 25.2%, observed that a credential would either provide instructors with new 
knowledge or create new knowledge for the field. Examples of this type of response include the 
following: 

• Provides the instructors a better understanding of DE  
• Provides specific instruction for DE and best practices  
• Provides current information on the most effective research-based practices 
• Results in a DE faculty more knowledgeable of current issues, strategies, and models 
Responses related to building credibility for the field accounted for 18.7% of the responses. 

Table 6 illustrates the breakdown of responses: 
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Table 6:  
Responses to the following item: What do you believe are the benefits of creating a credential for 
instructors of DE courses? 
 
Benefit Type % 
Builds Credibility 18.7 
Creates Consistency/Sets Standards 18.7 
Creates Better Instructors 26.5 
Creates Accountability   3.0 
Provides/Creates New Knowledge 25.2 
Unsure   6.5 
No Benefits   1.3 
  

Likewise, we explicitly asked respondents to note the drawbacks of a credential. Themes 
centered on issues of cost, time, hiring, and policy; Table 7 presents the major themes and some 
specific examples from respondents. In terms of cost, the typical concerns were about who would 
fund it and where the money would come from, especially in terms of whether would be the 
individual’s or institution’s responsibility to cover the cost of a credential. For issues of time, the 
concerns included how faculty with an already-demanding course load would have time to 
complete a credential, which corresponded to practical questions about how long the process 
would take. In terms of hiring, respondents’ concerns included difficulty of finding qualified 
faculty if a credential was necessary for hiring requirements and whether current faculty would 
balk at any kind of credentialing initiatives. Interestingly, respondents also wondered whether 
future teachers would not be interested in DE if there were professionalization initiatives like 
some kind of credentialing process involved. In terms of policy, the typical concerns were 
whether legislators would value credentialing and whether it would add more layers of 
bureaucracy to determining an instructor’s qualifications to teach in DE. 
 
Table 7:  
Responses to the following item: What do you believe are the drawbacks of creating a credential for 
instructors of DE courses? 
Drawback Type %   
Funding Concerns 17.94 
Time concerns  17.28 
Gatekeeping concerns 13.29 
Lack of authenticity or trust in the process 12.29 
Potential for excessive top down foci of credential 11.30 
Do not need / already have a credential   5.65 
Process/Policy Concerns   5.65 
No Concerns   4.65 
Other or N/A 11.96 
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These data, taken together, suggest that the field of active DE professionals in Texas (i.e., 
those participating in CASP and statewide list serves) see various needs for and benefits to 
establishing a credential. The data also suggest a trend toward Texas DE professionals 
supporting a voluntary professional development approach to credentialing DE instructors. Over 
half of the Texas DE professionals we surveyed also reported that they were willing to invest a 
substantial portion of time to credentialing endeavors. 

What are Texas DE professionals’ recommendations about how to effectively develop 
and implement a credential for DE instructors in Texas? We asked respondents to indicate 
for which instructional areas they believed a credentialing process would be appropriate. Over 
two-thirds of respondents checked DE Mathematics, DE Writing, and DE Reading. A majority of 
respondents checked English as a Second Language (ESL), but there was not a majority of 
support for the other areas: Study Skills, Learning Frameworks, and First-Year Experience (see 
Table 8).  

 
Table 8:  
Responses to the following item: ‘Which instructional areas should be targeted for an instructor 
credential (check all that apply)?’ 
 
Answer Options (abbreviated) Checked Box 
 f % 
DE Mathematics 179 71.0 
DE Writing  177 70.2 
DE Reading  176 69.8 
English as a Second Language  150 59.5 
Study Skills  105 41.7 
Learning Frameworks  94 37.3 
First-Year Experience  89 35.3 
None of the above 31 12.3 
Note. N = 250 
 

These data suggest that DE professionals were most supportive of credentialing for 
traditional forms of DE (reading, writing, and math) and that some support offering a credential 
for ESL instructors. While ESL is not by definition a DE area, many instructors have had 
experience teaching combinations of ESL, developmental reading, basic writing, and 
developmental mathematics. In addition, professional qualifications for teaching ESL/EFL are 
already widely available within the second language acquisition field. 

We also asked respondents to indicate at what point in an instructor’s education and 
employment a credential should be offered. We provided them with three options (during 
graduate education, during employment, as well as only during employment and never during 
graduate education) and asked them to rate how much the agreed/disagreed with each approach 
(see Table 9).  
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Table 9:  
Responses to the following item: ‘Please rate how much you agree/disagree with the following items.’ 
 
Items  Mean SD 
Credentialing options should be available for current instructors of DE 
courses. 

3.95a .901 

Credentialing options should be available as part of a graduate degree 
program. 

3.83b .965 

Credentialing should only take place after an instructor is hired and not be 
included as part of students’ graduate education program. 

2.67ab 1.004 

Note. N = 248. We used a 5-point Likert-type rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Means sharing the same subscripts were significantly different at the p < .01 level. There were not 
significant main or interactive effects with the respondents’ primary position (instructor, 
director/coordinator, other). We used repeated measures ANOVA with Bonferroni adjustments for 
multiple comparisons to test statistical significance. 

 
Using repeated measures ANOVA with Bonferroni adjustments for multiple comparisons we 

tested for differences in respondents’ levels of agreement/disagreement for each approach and 
found a statistically significant effect (F (246) = 103.92, p < .01, η2 = .46). The results suggest 
that respondents support offering credentialing during graduate education and during 
employment. They were not in favor of offering credentialing only after an instructor is hired and 
not as part of a students’ graduate education.  

We also surveyed DE professionals’ recommendations about what topics should be included 
in an instructor credential as well as what activities should be included. We provided respondents 
with a list of topics and activities and asked them to rate their level of agreement/disagreement 
with including them as part of a credential. In addition, we provided them with options to write 
in their own ideas about what topics and activities should be included. Table 10 displays data on 
possible credentialing topics.  
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Table 10:  
Responses to the following item: ‘Please rate how important you believe each of the following topics are 
for a credential for instructors of DE.’ 
Possible Topics Mean SD 
Knowledge in a particular content area (e.g., literacy, mathematics) 4.66 .668 
Practices in DE 4.54 .761 
Student learning theories 4.36 .876 
Instruction in a particular content area 4.36 .797 
Student learning in a particular content area 4.34 .842 
Curriculum in a particular content area 4.29 .812 
General instruction theories 4.09 .854 
Theories in DE 4.04 .959 
General curriculum theories 3.87 .949 
Note. N = 244. We used a 5-point Likert-type rating scale from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very 
important).  

 
Note that the lowest average response was 3.87 (well above the mid-point of 3 in the Likert 

scale of 1-5), indicating that on average respondents reported that all topic areas were important 
to address. The top five topics that received the most support were:  

1. Knowledge in a particular content area (e.g., literacy, mathematics);  
2. Practices in DE;  
3. Student learning theories;  
4. Instruction in a particular content area;  
5. Student learning in a particular content area. 

Table 11 shows data on possible credentialing activities.  
Table 11:  
Responses to the following item: ‘Please rate much you agree/disagree with including each of the 
following components as part of a credential.’ 
Possible Topics Mean SD 
Attend a professional conference 4.07   .868 
Complete a series of professional development workshops 3.90   .906 
Gain a required level of experience using technology 3.83   .876 
Gain a required amount of teaching experience 3.83   .998 
Earn satisfactory peer evaluations 3.81   .813 
Complete an apprenticeship  3.75   .954 
Earn satisfactory student evaluations 3.67   .971 
Complete a series of graduate-level courses 3.64   .997 
Complete a teaching internship 3.49 1.019 
Produce a teaching portfolio 3.27 1.014 
Produce a scholarly work  2.94 1.157 
Pass a standardized test 2.68 1.160 
Note. N = 237. We used a 5-point Likert-type rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  
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On average, respondents were slightly in favor (i.e., mean scores were above the midpoint of 
the scale) of all but two of the activities listed. These two activities were ‘produce a scholarly 
work,’ and ‘pass a standardized test’. The top five activities that received the most support were:  

1. Attend professional conference; 
2. Complete a series of professional development workshops;  
3. Gain a required level of experience using technology;  
4. Gain a required amount of teaching experience; 
5. Earn satisfactory peer evaluations. 

 Finally, we also asked respondents about who should fund credentialing for instructors of 
DE. Institutions were most often cited as a funding source (70.2%) followed by state 
governmental organization (50%), followed by instructors (30.6), and lastly other (9.5%) (see 
Table 12).  

 
Table 12:  
Responses to the following item: ‘Who should fund credentialing for current instructors of DE course? 
(Check all that apply)’ 
 
Funding Source Checked Box 
 f % 
Instructors 77 30.6 
Instructors’ Institutions 177 70.2 
State Governmental Organization 126 50.0 
Other (please specify) 24   9.5 
Note. N = 252.  
 

These data suggest that DE instructors might expect funding to support their credentialing. 
Without adequate funding from institutions and the state, it might be difficult to get instructors to 
participate.  

Indeed, with the rapidly changing structure of and approaches to DE (e.g., accelerated DE 
programs funded through THECB, moves to centralize DE) and with an increasing need to more 
effectively serve rapidly increasing numbers of students entering higher education who are 
underprepared, such intensive ongoing professional development will likely continue to be 
necessary to help guide DE instructors to integrate their rich prior knowledge and experience 
with new and developing theory, research, and innovations that are being developed by 
researchers, practitioners, and policy-makers in the field of DE. 

In sum, Texas DE professionals have an abundance of ideas and views about how to develop 
and implement credentialing effectively for DE instructors in Texas. Data from this survey 
suggest that, overall, they are in support of creating an instructor credential for instructors of DE 
reading, writing, mathematics courses and that such credentialing should be offered both to 
prospective DE instructors during graduate school and to current DE instructors as professional 
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development. The data also suggest that it will be important to put into place funding from 
institutions and the state in order to support credentialing for instructors.   

 
Interview and Focus Group Research 

Methods 
Interview and focus group guiding questions. The following questions/prompts guided the 

interview and focus group sessions: 
1. Tell us your experiences about your experiences in working in DE. 
2. What kind of professional development activities have you taken part in during the last 

academic year? 
3. Do you think the field of DE would benefit from a professional development process of 

instructor credentialing? 
4. What would the ideal credentialing process look like? What should “count” toward 

credentialing?  
5. What are the minimum degree requirements to teach at your institution? Are there any 

other requirements?  
Analysis approach. The qualitative inputs occurred in three areas: (a) the open-ended survey 

responses, (b) the focus groups, and (c) the interviews. Our initial analyses pulled from Denzin 
and Lincoln (2008), Merriam (1998), Seidman (1991), Weiss (1994), and Yin (2003). In the 
initial analyses we developed and employed predetermined and emergent coding, which we later 
organized into articulated themes. Then, to deepen our findings, we utilized Miles and 
Huberman’s (1994) matrices approaches to test the initial and emergent hypotheses, refined our 
analyses, and triangulated our findings across the three distinct types of qualitative data sources. 
Throughout each of these three qualitative areas of the study we engaged formal and proven 
measures to increase the reliability and validity of our findings. These techniques included 
utilizing normed and validated protocols, employing digital audio recordings of participants’ 
responses, constructing verbatim transcriptions, masking participants’ identities to reduce bias, 
engaging separate interview and analysis teams with at least two experienced researchers in each 
team, the ongoing use of triangulation, and conducting initial and intermittent inter-rater 
reliability measures.  

Sample. The purposive selection of interview and focus group participants ranged from 
administrators to practitioners, all DE professionals in Texas who had completed the survey (see 
Survey of Texas DE Professionals in an appendix to this manuscript). At the time of interview, 
half of the respondents had DE-aligned licenses or certificates while the other half did not hold 
any licenses or certificates.   
Results 

Experiences with DE by position. Typically, participants who primarily identified as 
instructors of DE courses described a more complete history in the field than participants who 
identified themselves as administrators. For example, Terri1, an instructor who also coordinates 
                                                           
1 All names are pseudonyms. 
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DE at her college, explained she started working with DE students as an assistant at her 
university when she was an undergraduate. These longitudinal, multirole experiences typified 
DE instructor participants’ responses. In contrast, only two of the participants serving as 
administrators elaborated on DE backgrounds further back than their current position. An 
example of an exception to the administrator’s limited scope of comment was Dean who 
explained he worked in ESL for 30 years prior to becoming an academic dean. This is 
noteworthy because he reported that his history is not specifically in the field of DE. All other 
administrators only presented the length of time they have served in their current position.  

Recent professional development (PD) activities. There was a wide range of professional 
development activities that interview and focus group participants completed during the current 
year. Participants’ PD activities, organized from more to less formal included graduate study, 
sabbatical, trainings (AVID, critical thinking), conferences (CASP, CRLA, NADE, TCCTA, 
CCBC, Achieving the Dream, SI and advising conferences, webinars), visiting experts, lunch 
and learns, group book study, mentoring, and collegial exchange. In addition, many participants 
mentioned actions and activities such as staff meetings, presenting at conferences, multicultural 
curriculum development, and training teaching assistants (TAs). We mention these other 
academic experiences within the PD category because the participants constructed these 
activities as PD.  

Professional development benefits and constraints, based on PD experiences in the past 
academic year (2011-2012). Participants offered ample feedback to gain an initial understanding 
of the PD terrain. Not surprisingly, funding was a key determinant in respondents’ PD 
experiences. Content-based PD, and narrower PD trainings that were more specific to the 
participants’ DE role-related opportunities along with ease of geographic access to PD also 
strongly influenced the majority of participants’ responses regarding the PD landscape.  

Availability of funding. Participants cited lack of funding as the primary limitation for not 
engaging in professional development. Several participants mentioned conferences they would 
have liked to have attended and even accepted proposals that they had to forego because a lack 
of adequate funding prevented their participation. Steve provided such an example, saying, “I 
was accepted to present at [specific conference] but I didn’t have funding for it.” In contrast, 
some participants reported that some state-level grants made limited professional development 
possible. For the majority of participants, there was a direct link between the quality and amount 
of PD and sufficient funding to support these PD efforts.  

Content-related or area-specific PD. Many participants described their PD experiences 
related to conferences or trainings aligned to a specific content. Examples included integrated 
writing and reading, acceleration, critical reading, technology, distance learning, and 
supplemental instruction,  

Geographic access. Participants described PD opportunities as occurring in a variety of 
locations. The location of the PD was an important aspect of PD for at least half of the 
participants. When a college or university program held in-house PD opportunities, they 
typically invited experts to present onsite. For example, Madeline replied to the PD prompt by 
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saying, “[Our college] brought experts in the field of Ed. Psych. to come speak to the faculty 
about positive mindset when tackling a problem such as math.” According to participants, 
institutions of higher education (IHEs) often held PD in-house in more informal ways like the 
“book study groups” held at Lara’s institution or “monthly professional development meetings 
for the whole writing program that sometimes focus on DE issues” at Jada’s institution. Focus 
group and interview respondents also reported participating in PD through webinars. CASP was 
noted by participants as the most popular in-state conference, while some participants indicated 
traveling across the country for PD-related conferences.  

Helpful and non-helpful aspects of PD. Based on the responses from the participants, 
helpful PD fell into four main areas: (1) information from practitioners; (2) information from 
experts; (3) informal-based settings; and (4) practical-based applications. Participants typically 
found external experts unhelpful because (a) they often do not know the needs of the local 
colleges and (b) participants do not like to participate in PD when they feel that they know more 
than an invited speaker. Exact PD fit was also an issue, as participants found many PD materials 
to be either too general or too specific, leaving out faculty who are not specialized in the content 
while not being specific enough to help those within the specialized content areas. Lack of PD 
follow-up was also a concern.  

Five characteristics of ideal PD. According to participants, the ideal PD would (a) be readily 
available and up-to-date, (b) be sustainable, (c) be focused on specific areas (integrated reading 
and writing was noted), (d) highlight mentoring and teaching observations, and (e) involve the 
entire institutions of higher education (IHE) faculty.  

One: Readily available and up-to-date PD. Participants sought opportunities for those who 
couldn’t make it to PD/conferences to still be a part of the ongoing DE discussion. In 
participants’ words, this meant they would be “able to go back to webinars at any time.” “See a 
place we could all go to for information…perhaps an online resource, forum for discussion” 
utilize “TED-talk type of series so those who can’t go can hear and share from anywhere.” 

Two: Sustainable PD. Participants envisioned sustainable PD to include (a) inviting speakers 
to an IHE, (b) working over the network to enable affordable PD such as allowing more faculty 
to attend PD with invited speakers covering a wider and broader audience, (c) taking PD ideas 
within the IHE context, trying them out, and reconvening for further discussion, and (d) 
preferring in-state PD to focus more on local issues and contextualizing and tailoring PD to IHE-
specific issues. Participants’ desire for conference and PD follow up was a common part of 
sustainability.  

Three: PD that integrates new state-mandated policies. Several participants noted PD that 
would involve support for state-mandated policies—such as the new integrated reading and 
writing initiatives—would be helpful. Examples of participant comments included, “Given the 
changes in Integrated Reading and Writing that are coming, I would like to see some PD in 
writing if that’s going to be expected of us”, including “more things about accelerated learning, 
combining reading and writing, and distance learning,” “developing a whole new syllabus for 
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DE reading, math, and writing and aligning syllabus with college level courses instead of to 
textbooks” and simply, “PD on integrated reading and writing”.  

Four: PD that highlights mentoring and teaching observations. Participants would find a DE 
PD support system that centers on mentoring and in-field observations useful. Some respondents 
suggested that adjuncts might learn a lot by being mentored by an expert, and that everyone—
adjuncts and experienced teachers—could continue to improve their instruction by having on-
going feedback from teaching observations. Example of participant comments in this area 
included, “Bring in more shadowing, adjuncts watching others teach,” the need for 
“opportunities where experts help out novice teachers, and “more people to visit my classroom 
and provide feedback, even though I’m an experienced teacher.” 

Five: PD that involves the entire IHE faculty. Participants wanted PD to bring DE faculty 
together across disciplines, including all faculty regardless of their rank, role, or FTE percentage. 
Participant comments suggested that similar efforts are occurring across academic areas without 
coordination and that PD could benefit DE even more if it helped to unite current ideas for 
furthering student success. Joining efforts would allow better communication and suggestions for 
improving DE from a variety of contexts. Comments in this area included, “I think what will 
work well is having faculty get together to address some of the same issues everyone was dealing 
with. Involve both associate and full time faculty,” “Get those in literacy education and 
education departments, who are doing parallel tracks, and get them to work together,” and, “I’d 
love to see more interdisciplinary opportunities in which we’re talking about developmental 
issues in a variety of contexts.” 

Credentialing benefits. The core benefits of credentialing, according to participants, would 
establish (a) a shared DE identity, (b) professional legitimacy, (c) qualified instructor indicators, 
and (d) increased student engagement via up-to-date instruction.  

A shared DE identity. Interview and focus group participants reported that credentialing 
would help create a more established field of DE. A common theme, in one participant’s words 
was that “credentialing would be helpful to them [IHEs] to come to an internal understanding 
that DE is a field and many of our faculty members don’t see that.” Another participant 
commented, “At our institution, teachers that do developmental also do college level courses and 
even though they do a good job with developmental, they don’t understand the differences.”  

Professional legitimacy. Some participants indicated that credentialing would improve the 
professional legitimacy of the DE field. Several participant comments supported this theme, such 
as, “I think credentialing would offer some respectability because administrators could say they 
have qualifications when they hire new employees and give out changes in salaries.” “I think the 
problem with DE is the mindset that’s the simplest job there is and you can pull someone off the 
street to do it.” “We have been through the process of knowing what we do but since we don’t 
have the certification someone can just say we don’t know what we’re doing so in that sense I 
think it will be beneficial.” “I think credentialing is key to the professionalism of the field.” And, 
“It would support department chairs because too often out in the community they are like ‘it’s 
just DE so anyone can do that.” 
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Qualified instructor indicators. Support of credentialing asserted that it would legitimize 
credential individuals as quality DE professionals. Comments ranged from a protective attitude 
toward practitioners toward more administrative-centered outlooks. The following quote 
exemplified the grass roots reasoning, “I think it would help those without masters in DE 
because it would give them more of the knowledge they need to teach students.” The following 
participant quote typified the administrative end of the response spectrum: “I think credentialing 
would be a good way to have a pool of certified professionals.” The following quote was more 
directly stated, acknowledging the administrative hiring role: “From an administrator point of 
view it would get me close to not just qualified but interested instructors involved in PD.”  

Increased student engagement via up-to-date instruction. Many participants communicated 
that credentialing could benefit to the students. An example of this comment in a participant’s 
own words is, “Students would benefit because the instructors would be up-to-date.”  

Credentialing drawbacks. Participants perceived the primary drawbacks to credentialing as: 
(a) gatekeepers, (b) attrition due to a long, convoluted, or overly rigorous process, (c) K-12 
parallels could lower IHE faculty prestige, and (d) lack of specificity or purpose. 

Gatekeepers. The concern that a credential would act as a gatekeeper centered on targets 
ranging from those already in the field and part-time DE professionals to new, yet-to-be-
identified DE instructors. Some participants had personalized fears about finding and/or 
maintaining DE work while completing credentialing, such as, “I think there might be a barrier 
to employment like not being able to get a job before [completing] this process.” Other 
respondents repositioned their gatekeeping unease toward the size and growth of the overall DE 
field. For example, “My concern is if we have this additional credentialing, how many people are 
actually going to have it? Would it then be an undue hardship for that person who may or may 
not know they want to get into DE to get that and what missed opportunities we miss waiting for 
that to happen?” However, the majority of the gatekeeping concerns fell into middle ground 
“what if” uncertainties such as, “I don’t think it [credentialing] should bar someone from getting 
into the profession. If that were the case, I would never have been a developmental instructor.”  

Attrition due to a long, convoluted, or overly rigorous process. Related to, but distinctly 
different from, gatekeeping comments were concerns specific to the rigor and time involved in 
completing a credentialing process. Unlike the participants who saw credentialing as a natural, 
healthy, and ongoing aspect of professionalism, some participants envisioned credentialing as an 
expanse of (ever-growing) hurdles to navigate before one could/would be accepted into some 
sort of DE in-group. These participants discussed investments of time, money, and resources as 
potential drawbacks or even barriers to credentialing. Typical comments within this theme 
included, “I do share some of the same concerns like flexibility and difficulty in finding 
associates that would want to go through the process.” “I don’t think it has to be inaccessible to 
be rigorous. I think you can have both [accessibility and rigor].”  

K-12 parallels could lower IHE faculty prestige. A common complaint about credentialing 
is that it would too closely resemble the K-12 system and as a result, make the DE field lose 
credibility. This is a noteworthy theme because while it was prevalent in some open-ended 
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survey responses, fewer focus group and interview participants reported this as a drawback. As 
an example, one participant comments, “I also don’t know if making credentialing for DE 
educators, instead of enhancing their status, wouldn’t work against us in lowering our status 
because it makes us look like K-12 teachers.”  

Lack of specificity or purpose. Participants identified a lack of specifics about the 
credentialing process as a key drawback. Many participants admitted that they responded with 
uncertainty about credentialing due to a sheer lack of information. Others subtly questioned the 
need for credentialing veiled within a lack of specificity argument. When questioned, a few 
respondents directly objected to credentialing serving any useful purpose. For example, “I see a 
‘why bother?’ kind of concern. … Maybe its arrogance on my part but it seems like we do great 
without the credentialing.”  

THECB involvement in credentialing. Participants had mixed feelings about the THECB’s 
involvement in credentialing ranging from viewing it as validation to a more common response 
of uncertainty. Funding issues and concerns typically surfaced in tandem with any mention of the 
THECB. More often than not, participants seemed unsure of the purpose of that kind of 
involvement. Some responses indicated a preference for independence, such as, “As we all know 
the board [THECB] does get a little out of control sometimes so we should have this process as 
voluntary as a start.” Other respondents hedged a bit more toward an affirmation of THECB 
involvement, saying, “I don’t know to what degree but yes.” While the majority of respondents, 
again, expressed the need for increased clarification and information, they were willing to posit 
their own understanding and questions in lieu of extensive information. An example of such a 
response was, “I guess I need to know what they would do exactly. Would they be telling us 
what the credential would be? I’m uncomfortable in putting credentialing with public education 
requirements.” On the other hand, some participants saw THECB involvement as helpful to the 
validity of the credential. For example, “If done correctly it would benefit standing behind it so it 
would give it its importance.” Others merely accepted the gravity of the THECB role in such 
affirmations offering responses such as, “I think it would be important because for better or 
worse, they drive us.” Funding was a prevalent concern when asked about THECB involvement 
in credentialing. Participants reported that the involvement of the THECB ought to be in helping 
to fund IHE credentialing efforts with comments like, “I do think the state should support the 
funding for some of the funding.” 

Visions of the ideal credentialing process. The ideal credentialing process would allow for 
(a) balance and equity among general, content, and content-pedagogy routes, (b) a wide range of 
timelines ranging from six weeks up to a year to complete, alongside ongoing options for 
continual growth, (c) professional support, not “being schooled,” (d) professional and geographic 
accessibility, such as webinars or summer options, (e) multiple formats including, face-to-face, 
hybrid, and online, and (f) a certificate option. There were suggestions to have a credential that 
would allow for general DE knowledge to familiarize people to the field alongside the desire to 
have the option to specialize within content fields (mathematics, writing, reading, and learning 
support) to increase their skills within their specializations. Furthermore, there was a large 
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response in favor of motivation, attendance, and dyslexia-related PD. Suggestions regarding 
timeframe ranged from six weeks up to a year in length. Many participants commented that they 
do not want credentialing to make people feel like they are back in school. They suggested 
ongoing training, similar to other certifications (18 hours), within a local college setting to 
provide continuous and accessibly training, even for rural areas. In terms of format, feedback 
varied from tradition face-to-face models, to hybrid courses, to online opportunities. Some 
participants suggested two different credentialing tracks—one for administrators and another 
track for instructors. 

According to participants, credentialing activities should consider and include: (a) 
shadowing, (b) practicum opportunities, (c) adjuncts observing veterans, (d) mentorships within 
and across IHEs, (e) portfolios, (f) ongoing, cumulative projects, (g) IHE field trips and tours or 
videos, and (h) written reflections on professional improvement. Some participants felt past 
workshops, courses, PD hours or conferences, feedback on internships, and teaching experiences 
should not count as credentialing.  

Voluntary or mandatory credentialing? Responses split regarding voluntary and 
mandatory credentialing. Concerns about mandatory credentialing included attrition as well as 
lack of funding, motivation, and buy-in. On balance, many respondents felt these were 
acceptable risks if mandatory routes brought about a rise in quality and assurances of credentials. 
One participant shared, “It’s very threatening to have it mandatory all of a sudden; that puts your 
job at stake and people don’t go through it with an open mind. Kind of like our students going to 
class, something they have to do.” Other participants offered, “If everything is paid and it’s 
exciting rather than mandatory I think you would get a greater turnout.” Typical responses 
included, “I think it would have to be mandatory to do it, but at that point we would still lose 
some people.” The most common sentiment was finding some middle ground between voluntary 
and mandatory, such as, “I think it would be voluntary on part of the individual but maybe 
mandatory for the university that there has to be some sort of training on a new hire so it’s given 
to the faculty” or “I think without knowing the design, I would have to say voluntary but maybe 
phased into mandatory.” Many respondents were torn between what they thought would happen 
and their fear of the unintended consequences that may come with mandatory credentialing. For 
example, “I think part of me would say mandatory because I would know not just anyone is 
hired. I know it wouldn’t slide because it would be hard to do. I think it’s intrusive. I think you 
can do it in terms of voluntary and over time it will be more pressured to do it. More institutions 
saying they aren’t going to hire anyone without it, well it makes them take it because it’s harder 
to get a job.”  

Current IHE DE requirements. Participants envisioned requirements in one of two ways, 
by degree or by position. In terms of degree requirements, seven respondents indicated that a 
bachelor’s degree was the minimum they needed to teach DE classes. Of those seven, three also 
added that a master’s degree is preferred even though it is not required. Four respondents said 
that a bachelor’s, plus 18 graduate hours in the field or discipline is the required IHE’s minimum. 
Four respondents said that a master’s degree with hours in the discipline is required as a 
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minimum. In terms of position or content area participants said that an adjunct requires a 
bachelor’s degree. For math, participants indicate a DE instructor needs 18 graduate hours, or a 
master’s degree plus 15 hours “under the belt.” Participants said full-time faculty positions 
require a master’s or master’s with a certain number of hours in the disciplines. Some 
participants indicated that full-time faculty need a doctoral degree. Responses for DE positions 
ranged from no requirements to a bachelor’s degree to a bachelor’s degree plus graduate hours, 
to a master’s degree to a master’s plus additional graduate hours. 

 
Conclusion 

A major goal of this project was to survey opinions, perceptions, and recommendations of 
DE professionals across the state of Texas about aspects of a professional development process 
of credentialing for instructors of DE courses. We collected and analyzed data that centered on 
respondents’ level of support for establishing a credential, their perceptions about the potential 
benefits and drawbacks, and their recommendations about how to effectively develop and 
implement a credentialing process for developmental educators in the state of Texas. In addition 
to a comprehensive  review of the literature, we employed three approaches to collecting data 
germane to our project’s goals: (a) a statewide survey of DE professionals, (b) in-depth 
discussions with focus groups, and (c) thorough, semi-structured interviews with participants. 
The results from those studies were presented in this report. In this section, we summarize the 
research findings by constructing a series of principles for initiating a credentialing model for DE 
in Texas. 

 
Principles of a credentialing model for DE in Texas 

Two major foci of this research project included the benefits and drawbacks of credentialing 
as perceived by Texas DE professionals and what such a credential should include. A majority 
(71%) of Texas developmental educators viewed a credential as a benefit to the field, while only 
12.5% said it would not be a benefit (16.5% were undecided). Respondents indicated benefits for 
every aspect of the field: instructors, students, institution, and the field in general. Given that 
understanding by the field, it is appropriate to consider what such a credential should include. 
This section delineates principles of a DE credential as suggested by the current research project. 

• Principle 1: A DE credential should be voluntary or phased in over time. DE 
professionals who took part in our project supported voluntary credentialing over 
mandatory credentialing. 
 
• Principle 2: A credential should take less than 2 years to complete. Of the DE 
professionals who took part in our project, 38% said they could commit between 1-2 
years, with the next highest group, 16.1%, willing to commit up to 6 months. 
 
• Principle 3: Credentialing options should be available at a range of times along an 
instructor’s career, including during instructors’ graduate degree work and throughout 
their career as a practicing instructor. 
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• Principle 4: Topics to be included in a DE credential should be specific to 
evidence-based, theoretically-supported classroom practice at the postsecondary level and 
should support that practice. DE professionals who took part in our project supported the 
following topics as part of a credentialing process (topics are listed in order of preference, 
from highest to lowest): 

o Knowledge in a particular content area (e.g., literacy, mathematics) 
o Practices in DE 
o Student learning theories 
o Instruction in a particular content area 
o Student learning in a particular content area 
o Curriculum in a particular content area 
o General instruction theories 
o Theories in DE 
o General curriculum theories 

In addition, there were several mentions of new initiatives (such as integrated reading and 
writing, or non-course-based options) mandated by THECB or the legislature  

 
• Principle 5: A credentialing process should entail and include a variety of 
experiences. DE professionals who took part in our project foregrounded the following 
components as useful aspects of a credentialing process (components are listed in order 
of preference, from highest to lowest): 

o Attend a professional conference 
o Complete a series of professional development workshops 
o Gain a required level of experience using technology 
o Earn satisfactory peer evaluations 
o Gain a required amount of teaching experience 
o Complete an apprenticeship  
o Earn satisfactory student evaluations 
o Complete a series of graduate-level courses 
o Complete a teaching internship 
o Produce a teaching portfolio 

 
• Principle 6: A credential should tap into instructors’ (or potential instructor’s) 
current and continuous professional development activities where possible. At least half 
of the DE professionals who took part in our project have taken part in each of the 
following elements of professional development: 

o Attending professional conferences 
o Attending workshops on campus by faculty or other on-campus experts 
o Reading the professional literature  
o Regular meetings with DE faculty 
o Attending workshops on campus by outside experts 
o Presenting at professional conferences 

In addition, other elements that were highlighted in the focus groups and interviews 
include: 

o Graduate study appropriate to DE 
o Sabbatical projects appropriate to DE 
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o Ongoing trainings (AVID, critical thinking) 
o Informal professional development like book study, brown bags, and other 

collegial exchange appropriate to that institution’s context 
o Mentoring  

 
• Principle 7: Funding sources for a credential should include institutions and state 
agencies; it should not be left up to the instructor alone. DE professionals who took part 
in our project appeared to support a mix of funding sources that included the individual, 
the institution, and the credential granting agency. 
 
• Principle 8: A DE credential should be a form of continuous professional 
development, not serve a gatekeeper function. A credential should be a route for entering 
and succeeding in the profession, not a barrier to entry. However, it should also allow 
instructors to demonstrate to administrators a high level of classroom expertise and 
professionalism. 
 
• Principle 9: A DE credential should have as its major function to support 
instructors’ continuous development as professional educators, as opposed to simply 
being an evaluation tool. For example, respondents rated the use of an assessment as part 
of a credentialing process very low.  
 
• Principle 10: A DE credential should provide a route for continuous updating of 
professional knowledge, which results in greater classroom proficiency. A credential 
should include the ability for instructors to demonstrate their renewal of expertise in 
particular areas. A theme that emerged in our research was one of the sustainability of 
professional development initiatives that lead to credentialing. 
 
• Principle 11: A DE credential should be obtainable for current and prospective 
instructors in a variety of regions and institutional contexts. Potential barriers like 
distance, time, availability, and cost should all be considered. As the focus groups and 
interviews revealed, the location of the PD was an important aspect of PD for at least half 
of the participants. 
 
• Principle 12: A DE credential should be available not from a single provider, but 
rather from a wide variety of professional development providers including professional 
organizations, conferences, universities, state and regional centers, and approved others.  

 
As the principles outlined in this section demonstrate, there is a solid research base for a 

professional development approach to credentialing DE instructors. Most professionals in the 
field agree that there is room for improvement in many areas of DE instruction. A professional 
development process of credentialing that employs the research-based principles outlined in this 
section can provide the vehicle for that improvement. Among the elements endorsed in the three 
sets of data (survey, focus groups, and interviews) are the following: voluntary, attainable, 
versatile in topics and formats, continuous, renewable, funded by institutions, sustainable, 
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accessible, supportive (as opposed to serving as a gatekeeper), and available from a variety of 
providers.  

DE instructors and administrators who participated in the research for this project evidenced 
knowledge of the DE field and understanding of the temporal and financial constraints facing DE 
professionals who choose to participate in a credential process; however, they were ultimately in 
favor of the type of standardization that a common body of knowledge and skills would help to 
professionalization of the DE field. The primary advantage that a credential would offer, 
according to the respondents in this study, is that of elevating DE to a respected and professional 
field. In short, access to a rigorous DE credential process with a dual focus on content and 
instructional strategies could invigorate the field and make it attractive to a new breed of DE 
professionals who would choose to work with developmental education. 
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Survey Questions 
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey

1. Which of the following choices best describes your primary position in your 
institution?

2. Please describe your administrative position in the text box below:

 

3. How many total years have you held an administrative position in a developmental 
education context?

4. Which of the following courses do you help to administrate / direct / coordinate? (Check 
all that apply)

5. Do you also hold a teaching position?

 
1. Position in Your Institution

*

 
2. Administrative Experience

55

66

Enter the total number of years you have held an administrative position 
in a developmental education context in the text box to the right:

 

Instructor in a Developmental Education related area
 

nmlkj

Director or Coordinator of a Developmental Education Course, or Administrator of / within a Developmental Education Related Area
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify)
 

 
nmlkj

Developmental Reading
 

gfedc

Basic Writing
 

gfedc

English as a Second Language
 

gfedc

Developmental Mathematics
 

gfedc

Developmental Study Skills
 

gfedc

First Year Experience
 

gfedc

Learning Frameworks
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey

6. Which of the following best describes your official teaching position?

7. Which of the following best describes your employment status:

8. Which of the following courses have you taught at a postsecondary institution? (Check 
all that apply):

3. Teaching Context

Developmental Reading Instructor
 

gfedc

Basic Writing Instructor
 

gfedc

English as a Second Language Instructor
 

gfedc

Developmental Mathematics Instructor
 

gfedc

Developmental Study Skills Instructor
 

gfedc

First Year Experience Instructor
 

gfedc

Learning Frameworks Instructor
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc

FullTime Instructor (Tenured)
 

nmlkj

FullTime Instructor (Tenuretrack)
 

nmlkj

FullTime Instructor (No option for tenure at my institution)
 

nmlkj

PartTime Instructor
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify)
 

 
nmlkj

Developmental Reading Course
 

gfedc

Basic Writing Course
 

gfedc

English as a Second Language Course
 

gfedc

Developmental Mathematics Course
 

gfedc

Developmental Study Skills Course
 

gfedc

First Year Experience Course
 

gfedc

Learning Frameworks Course
 

gfedc

Other (please list all that you teach)
 

 

gfedc

55

66

Other 

Other 

Undecided 
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey

9. How many total years have you taught developmental education?

10. In what educational settings have you worked? (Check all that apply)

11. Which of the following best describes your institution:

Enter the total number of years you have taught developmental 
education in the text box to the right:

 
4. Educational Settings

 
5. College Context

Preschool
 

gfedc

Elementary School
 

gfedc

Middle School
 

gfedc

High School
 

gfedc

Public 2Year College
 

gfedc

Private 2Year College
 

gfedc

Public 4Year College or University
 

gfedc

Private 4Year College or University
 

gfedc

Adult Educational Programs
 

gfedc

Military
 

gfedc

Other (please list other educational settings in which you have taught )
 

 

gfedc

55

66

Single campus 2year college
 

nmlkj

Multicampus 2year college
 

nmlkj

4year college
 

nmlkj

University
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify)
 

 
nmlkj
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey
12. Would you describe the location of your college as urban, suburban, or rural?

13. Which of the following best describes the type of program in which you work?

14. Check any of the following for which you have, or have had in the past, a license or 
certificate to teach:

15. If you hold a community college license or certificate please specify the following:

 
6. Licenses and Certificates

 
7. License Information

What is the licensing/certification agency?

What year did you receive the license/certificate?

 
8. Institutional Requirements

Urban
 

nmlkj

Suburban
 

nmlkj

Rural
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify)
 

 
nmlkj

Centralized Developmental Program (developmental courses are housed within the same academic unit; for example reading, basic 

writing, etc. are in a single department or under the same "roof" ) 

nmlkj

Decentralized Developmental Program (while there are developmental courses, they are spread out across campus; for example, basic 

writing is housed with English/Composition, reading is housed with Education, etc.) 

nmlkj

Other (please specify)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66

Community College
 

gfedc

High School
 

gfedc

Middle School
 

gfedc

Elementary School
 

gfedc

Preschool
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc

Other 
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey

16. What is the minimum degree needed to teach courses in areas related to 
developmental education at your college? 

17. In addition to a minimum degree needed to teach courses in areas related to 
developmental education at your college, is there a minimum amount of coursework in 
specific content areas that is required?

18. Is a certificate or license of any kind required to teach courses in areas related to 
developmental education at your college?

 
9. Professional Development

Associate's
 

nmlkj

Bachelor's
 

nmlkj

Master's
 

nmlkj

Doctorate
 

nmlkj

Other (please specify)
 

 
nmlkj

No
 

gfedc

If yes, please check here and describe that coursework (# of credits, content area, etc.)
 

 

gfedc

55

66

No
 

gfedc

If yes, please check here and describe the certificate/license needed
 

 

gfedc

55

66
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey
19. Which of the following professional development activities have you taken part in 
during the last year? (Check all that apply)

 
10. Credentialing Components

Attending professional conferences
 

gfedc

Presenting at professional conferences
 

gfedc

Reading the professional literature (journals, books, etc.)
 

gfedc

Attending workshops on campus by faculty or other oncampus experts
 

gfedc

Attending workshops on campus by outside experts
 

gfedc

Providing workshops on campus
 

gfedc

Providing workshops in the community/other colleges
 

gfedc

Brown bag sharing sessions
 

gfedc

Peer reviewed teaching
 

gfedc

Observations of teaching
 

gfedc

Peer mentoring
 

gfedc

Faculty retreats with a focus on pedagogy
 

gfedc

Teaching portfolios
 

gfedc

Documents pertaining to contract renewal (e.g., Retention, Promotion, and Tenure processes)
 

gfedc

Enrolling in creditbearing graduate courses
 

gfedc

Enrolling in noncreditbearing professional development courses
 

gfedc

Progress toward obtaining further graduate or other university degrees
 

gfedc

Regular meetings with developmental education faculty
 

gfedc

Regular meetings with nondevelopmental education faculty
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 

gfedc

55

66
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey
20. Please rate how much you agree/disagree with including each of the following 
components as part of a credential for instructors of developmental education courses. 

21. Please rate how important you believe each of the following topics are for a credential 
for instructors of developmental education. 

Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly 
Agree

Complete an apprenticeship (e.g., working with an experienced instructor) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Complete a teaching internship nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Gain a required amount of teaching experience nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Earn satisfactory student evaluations nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Earn satisfactory peer evaluations nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Attend a professional conference in developmental education or a related field nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Pass a standardized test nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Complete a series of graduatelevel courses nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Complete a series of professional development workshops nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Produce a teaching portfolio nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Produce a scholarly work (conference presentations, article writing, etc.) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Gain a required level of experience using technology nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
11. Topics and Areas of Credentialing

Not at all 
important

A little 
important

Somewhat 
important

Fairly 
important

Very 
important

Theories in developmental education nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Practices in developmental education nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

General curriculum theories nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

General instruction theories nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Student learning theories nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Knowledge in a particular content area (e.g., literacy, mathematics) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Curriculum in a particular content area nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Instruction in a particular content area nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Student learning in a particular content area nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Other (please specify) 

Other topics you believe are important to include (please specify) 
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey
22. For which instructional areas do you believe a credentialing process is appropriate? 
(Check all that apply)

23. Please rate how much you agree/disagree with the following items.

24. Who should fund credentialing for current instructors of developmental education 
course? (Check all that apply)

 
12. Credentialing Options and Funding

Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly 
Agree

Credentialing options should be available for current instructors of developmental 
education courses.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Credentialing options should be available as part of a graduate degree program. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Credentialing should only take place after an instructor is hired and not be included as 
part of students’ graduate education program.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
13. Credentialing for Developmental Education Instructors

Instructors of developmental education reading courses
 

gfedc

Instructors of developmental education writing courses
 

gfedc

Instructors of developmental education mathematics courses
 

gfedc

Instructors of developmental study skills courses
 

gfedc

Instructors of firstyear experience courses
 

gfedc

Instructors of learning frameworks courses
 

gfedc

Instructors of English as a Second Language courses
 

gfedc

None of the above
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc

Instructors
 

gfedc

Instructors’ institutions
 

gfedc

State governmental organization
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc
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Dev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential SurveyDev Ed Credential Survey
25. Do you think the field of developmental education would benefit from a professional 
development process of instructor credentialing?

26. Please answer the following questions by typing your response in the textbox.

27. Please rank your perception of the potential benefit of a professional development 
process of instructor credentialing for the following groups:

28. To what extent do you support / oppose each of the following related to the 
credentialing of instructors of developmental education courses:

What do you believe are the benefits of creating a credential for 
instructors of developmental education courses?

What do you believe are the drawbacks of creating a credential for 
instructors of developmental education courses?

What is the duration of time you would commit to in order to earn a 
voluntary credential as an instructor of a developmental education 
course?

Considerable 
drawbacks

Some drawbacks Neutral/no effect Some benefits
Considerable 

benefits

Benefit to you as an instructor nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Benefit to students in developmental 
eduction

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Benefit to your institution nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Benefit to the field nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Strongly 
Oppose

Oppose Neutral Support
Strongly 
Support

Voluntary credential for instructors nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Mandatory credential for newly hired instructors only nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Mandatory credential for newly hired and current instructors nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No credentialing of any kind for instructors nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
14. Instructor Demographics

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj

Undecided (please explain)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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29. Gender

30. Please select one of the choices below that corresponds to your age range:

31. Ethnicity

32. Please indicate the highest degree you hold.

33. Please provide your email address below if you would like to be entered into the 
drawing for a $250 gift certificate. (Your email address will be entered into the drawing, but 
all your responses to the survey will remain anonymous.)

 

Age

Age 6

Highest degree earned:

Highest degree 6

 
15. Email & Drawing

Male
 

nmlkj

Female
 

nmlkj

Asian/Pacific Islander
 

nmlkj

black/African American
 

nmlkj

Hispanic/Latino
 

nmlkj

Native American
 

nmlkj

white/European American
 

nmlkj

Other
 

 
nmlkj
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