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Composition in a New Light and a Different Place

Christine Farris

https://​doi​.org/​10​.7330/​9781646422531​.c000a

A kaleidoscope uses angled mirrors to create a symmetrical reflection 
of an object. With each twist, the initial image is disrupted and trans-
formed. New patterns emerge, no two alike. Fragmentation and change 
are built into a kaleidoscope—an apt metaphor for the complex work-
ings of dual enrollment (DE) composition, as its offerings multiply, 
producing new arrangements and challenges.

Over a decade has passed since Kristine Hansen and I published our 
National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) volume, College Credit for 
Writing in High School: The “Taking Care of” Business. It has been almost that 
long since the Conference on College Composition and Communication 
(CCCC) task force I chaired surveyed the membership and authored 
the first 2012 CCCC “Statement on Dual Credit/Concurrent Enrollment 
Composition: Policy and Best Practices,” revised in 2019 as a joint state-
ment with the NCTE, Two-Year College English Association (TYCA), and 
Council of Writing Program Administrators (CWPA).

In that time, the number of dual enrollment partnerships has sky-
rocketed. While some programs originated as alternatives to AP and 
others as jumpstart opportunities, dual enrollment, broadly conceived, 
has been folded into “college and career readiness” initiatives nation-
wide. In efforts to increase college enrollment, lower tuition costs, and 
shorten the pathway to degrees and jobs, more state policymakers have 
mandated that dual enrollment courses be available and/or required 
for high school graduation. Pearson, the textbook and test publisher, 
has launched Accelerated Pathways, brokering access to thousands of 
online dual enrollment courses and providing “success coaching” and 
“transfer assistance.” With this growth has come more responsibilities 
across the high school–college divide and challenges posed by the social 
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x      F oreword    

and economic inequities laid bare by the effects of the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Students are struggling to stay on track, and college enrollments 
have dropped.

Christine Denecker and Casie Moreland’s book examines what the 
twists of the dual enrollment kaleidoscope have wrought. The twenty-
one authors’ findings and conclusions, drawn from DE research and 
practice in a variety of state and institutional settings, move beyond the 
concern most often raised in decades past—whether the high school 
version of composition is correspondingly “rigorous”—to contend 
with the intended and unintended consequences of dual enrollment’s 
rapid growth.

This collection demonstrates how dual enrollment throws into relief 
issues that were there all along: the purpose of first-year writing in the 
liberal arts curriculum and beyond, inequitable access, unfair labor 
practices, and the vexed relationship between high school and college 
English. Authors investigate areas with serious implications for DE’s 
future, including the possibility that dual enrollment courses, imbedded 
in a larger web of inequities, impede rather than facilitate successful 
transition to college (Schneider, chapter 1, this volume).

In the early 1990s, when I became the faculty liaison for composition 
in Indiana University’s Advance College Project, I knew that the aim—a 
mirror image of the campus course in high school—was unrealizable. 
By then I had worked in a variety of programs aimed at bridging disci-
plines, institutions, and grade levels. I learned, often the hard way, that 
these initiatives work best when there is willingness to understand the 
different cultures in which we teach and acknowledgment of the many 
factors that combine, like so many shards of glass in a kaleidoscope, to 
shape students’ writing proficiency and long-term academic success, not 
just acquisition of credits.

In my thirty-year association with dual enrollment, what emerges 
time and again—whether I’m working with DE teachers and students, 
reviewing new DE programs in my state, or reading the chapters in this 
volume—is the indispensability of professional development for high 
school instructors responsible for teaching college writing courses. 
Policymakers committed to low-cost K–16 reforms often disregard differ-
ences in curriculum and expertise across the high school–college divide, 
particularly regarding general education courses like English that “any-
one can teach” and that can be gotten “out of the way” to make room 
for career preparation.

Higher education accreditation organizations are now requiring that 
DE instructors hold master’s degrees or graduate certificates in the 
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content area they teach, a commendable move that should include cov-
erage of tuition. In addition to graduate courses (available online from 
many vendors), partnering postsecondary institutions need to provide 
professional development particular to each dual enrollment course: 
comprehensive, discipline-specific, faculty-led training and mentoring, 
not just generic one-day orientation to DE policies.

I have been fortunate to work with an established forty-year-old dual 
enrollment program. Indiana University partners with 170 high schools 
across Indiana and four other states. It is accredited by the National 
Alliance of Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships (NACEP), which it 
helped found in 1999. The program subsidizes DE composition teach-
ers’ participation in a week-long summer seminar (with available gradu-
ate course credit) that familiarizes them with a required sequence of 
assignments focused on analysis of texts typical of disciplines across the 
curriculum. During the week, presentations by veteran DE teachers go 
a long way to assure teachers that they and their students can handle 
the curriculum.

In emphasizing collaboration over “re-education,” annual review 
days for all DE composition teachers have become mini-conferences, 
featuring sessions led by experienced DE teachers who share successful 
classroom strategies and innovative approaches to reading and writ-
ing assignments.

Teachers often report that their experience with dual enrollment has 
changed the way they teach their other English courses. Many have told 
me how they incorporate source-based analysis and argument in their 
ninth through eleventh grade classes. As several authors in this volume 
suggest, we should not wait until the end of high school to introduce 
skills and habits of mind that ease the transition to college-level work. 
Furthermore, DE need not be the only venue in which high school 
and college English faculty collaborate on a coherent reading and writ-
ing curriculum.

To that end, in the last decade I’ve been involved in several profes-
sional development projects not connected to DE. In two summer 
school sessions, I arranged clusters of graduate and undergraduate 
courses that brought together high school teachers, English TAs, and 
pre-service education majors to read the same texts, design writing 
assignments, respond to student papers, and research pedagogical issues 
while they taught, tutored, and observed composition classes.

I also co-directed a two-year project with ninth through eleventh 
grade English and history teachers in high schools the state had identi-
fied as “underperforming,” based on the low number of college-bound 
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graduates. In tandem with Common Core revisions to state standards 
for English/language arts, we designed pairings of literary and “infor-
mational” nonfiction texts that raised compelling questions addressed 
in a series of low-stakes writing tasks (Farris). Local collaborations of this 
sort, I believe, can benefit teachers and students as much as, if not more 
than, pushing college back into high school.

While comparability studies of college admission and completion 
and studies of writing proficiency are built into the justification for 
and continuation of DE programs, I hope that the proliferation of dual 
enrollment in a multitude of settings continues to prompt scholarship 
specific to composition studies, to which, as Denecker and Moreland argue, 
the field as a whole must pay attention.

I hope to see more teacher accounts and formal studies that explore, 
for instance, how younger students respond to aspects of the curriculum 
that differentiate college from high school, such as analysis and evalu-
ation of ideas in difficult texts. I want to know more about how dual 
enrollment teachers revise their traditional role from that of broker for 
college standards they think lie ahead to that of facilitator of inquiry 
in the here and now of a college course. Such investigations matter in 
efforts to generate more state and institutional support, not just for 
unfettered expansion of dual enrollment but for the development of 
quality instruction that meets student needs for the long game, particu-
larly if dual enrollment is replacing other first-year support programs 
on campus.

As the CCCC Policy Statement and David Jolliffe (xii) suggested a 
decade ago, the fact that more students begin college with first-year com-
position completed calls for a different sort of advanced writing course 
or at least transition-to-college workshops. The field needs to more fully 
acknowledge these changes in college culture, and our journals and 
conferences need to make successful models available as, like it or not, 
college credit for writing in high school becomes the new normal.
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Introduction
T H E  D U A L  E N R O L L M E N T 
K A L E I D O S C O P E

Christine Denecker and Casie Moreland

https://​doi​.org/​10​.7330/​9781646422531​.c000b

To be honest, we are not entirely sure how we feel about dual enrollment 
(DE). That might seem like an odd confession given that DE is the focus 
of much of our scholarly and professional efforts. On the one hand, we 
see in DE the promise of academic and social access for marginalized 
students, as well as the opportunity to re-envision and reinvigorate 
secondary education. Ideally, we see in DE the possibility of achieving 
a robust K–16+ continuum where instructors work collaboratively across 
artificial boundaries of high school and college to provide engaging, 
challenging, and relevant learning opportunities that will enrich lives, 
economies, and communities. On the other hand, we also see the 
potential for DE to contribute to political pandering, watered-down cur-
riculum, credits for dollars, and “turf wars” as universities feel forced 
to cede courses to their secondary counterparts. Simply put, DE and 
the responses it evokes are complicated. Its perceived as well as actual 
repercussions vary as much as its names (e.g., Dual Credit, Concurrent 
Enrollment, Early College High School), its modes of delivery (at the 
college, online, in the high school), and those who teach it (college 
professors, adjunct instructors, high school teachers). To be clear, DE 
should not be confused with Advanced Placement (AP) or International 
Baccalaureate (IB), which also deliver college-level curricula. The differ-
ence is that (at least conceptually) DE courses are actual college courses, 
not just “college-level” courses.

In terms of first-year composition (FYC), DE has the complexity of 
a kaleidoscope’s refractions: it is here, there, and everywhere. And as 
it grows, DE is blurring, or to borrow from Christie Toth, making more 
“porous” those theoretical and physical spaces between high school and 
college education. That statement stands—not as an alarmist’s view but 
as a fact. Those of us who work with or in DE FYC bear witness to the 
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steady migration of college composition courses into the high school 
experience. In Kristine Hansen and Christine Farris’s 2010 edited col-
lection, College Credit for Writing in High School, Miles McCrimmon asks: 
“What if college-level writing truly extended its territoriality into high 
school” (222)? Ten years later, McCrimmon’s question is no longer a 
“what if.” DE FYC is happening. What is missing is the intentionality 
behind McCrimmon’s question. In other words, what if composition 
studies took a more proactive role in shaping the DE FYC narrative?

The September 2020 special issue of Teaching English in the Two-
Year College is a good step in that direction; however, the decade-long 
gap between major publications such as College Credit for Writing in 
High School (which is not solely about DE) and the 2020 “Dual Credit 
Programs” issue of TETYC suggests that DE FYC conversations continue 
to remain marginal among writing program administrators (WPAs) 
and English department chairs. That is not to say that other studies 
and manuscripts on DE are nonexistent; a list of “relevant research” 
in the field accompanies the Conference on College Composition 
and Communication’s (CCCC’s) “Joint Position Statement on Dual 
Enrollment in Composition.” A closer look at that list, though, reveals 
that of the thirty-seven manuscripts included, just ten focus on DE 
composition—the rest are broader and more generalized in scope. 
Similarly, just six DE composition presentations were part of the 2019 
CCCC program (one of those presentations was eventually canceled); 
likewise, the proposal for a 2019 DE composition workshop was rejected 
and a subsequent workshop was accepted then dis-invited when COVID 
concerns caused the 2021 conference to be scaled back. Considering 
Joyce Locke Carter’s remarks in 2016 that “it’s not hard to imagine a 
world where FYC no longer takes place in college” (384), those of us 
living DE composition daily have, frankly, hoped for more engagement 
from the field.

We believe that those in DE FYC spaces should not be the only ones 
discussing DE’s impact on composition studies: the field cannot actively 
shape the narrative if it does not participate in the conversation. DE, 
with its many facets, serves to hyper-illuminate struggles, inconsisten-
cies, and ongoing challenges within FYC. It disrupts long-held beliefs of 
who should take and who should teach college writing. It forces us to 
reflect on the place of writing instruction within the academy and the 
purposes as well as the value of first-year composition. Most important, 
DE forces the field into the uncomfortable position of acknowledging 
other ways of defining and carrying out college composition instruction. 
These refracted images merge to form the DE “kaleidoscope.” Just as 
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kaleidoscopes reconfigure objects in their view, so too does DE change 
our “vision” of FYC. This edited collection serves as a starting point for 
elevating the voices of those doing DE work—those who historicize, 
legitimize, scrutinize, critically analyze, align, and assess DE composi-
tion. It serves as a call for readers to recognize that DE FYC conversa-
tions are, in fact, FYC conversations that affect the entire field.

For those new to the DE FYC conversation, it may be surprising 
to note that as early as 1937, the University of Chicago admitted high 
school sophomores to college in a unique program meant “to acceler-
ate the educational process” (College in High School, Expanding 5). 
College writing in particular has been available as a DE choice since the 
first formalized program began in 1955, which is explored more deeply 
in Moreland’s The Impossible Plan: A History of Dual Enrollment in an Era 
of White Complacency. Three years earlier, the Ford Foundation’s Fund for 
the Advancement of Education sponsored an “Advanced Standing” pro-
gram at Kenyon College in Ohio (Jones), which eventually became the 
first Advanced Placement (AP) program; however, as other institutions 
developed their own Advanced Standing programs, DE emerged as an 
alternative choice (Radcliffe et al. 19). By the mid-1960s, Simon’s Rock, 
a Massachusetts women’s school, merged the junior and senior years of 
high school with the first two years of college; successful students gradu-
ated with both high school diplomas and associate’s degrees (College in 
High School, Expanding 5). This “middle-college” concept grew in the 
New York region in the 1970s, and by the 1980s, dual enrollment “began 
to take shape and expand” with Minnesota leading the way (6). Helen 
J. Estes published the first scholarly manuscript on DE programs in 
1959, but thirty years passed before any serious academic attention was 
given to DE writing instruction. It wasn’t until 1991 that the field would 
take a critical look at DE’s impact on composition. That year, in Writing 
Program Administrators articles, David E. Schwalm called dual enrollment 
“a threat to our student’s chances of developing college-level literacy” 
(51), and Michael J. Vivion suggested increased scrutiny of DE writing 
courses (56–57).

It would be another twenty years (2010) before Hansen and Farris’s 
groundbreaking collection in which Chris Anson argued that DE 
options were “already firmly established in the U.S. educational system 
and are growing in popularity” (247). As of 2021, all states offered some 
form of DE (Kelley and Rowland Woods n.p.). A recent longitudinal 
study by the US Department of Education estimates that about 34 per-
cent, or one-third, of all American high school students participate in 
dual enrollment options (Shivji and Wilson 1). According to Katherine 
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Mangan, “The number of part-time students under 18 enrolled in 
community colleges nearly doubled” from 2007 to 2017, and “most of 
those were students enrolled in high school” (n.p.). On average, nearly 
15 percent of all current incoming community college students are dual 
enrolled: this from a 2017 Community College Research Center study 
(Fink et al. 1). And while the numbers are rising in two-year institutions, 
the college-in-high-school trend is also impacting four-year institutions, 
resulting in “declining enrollments in first-year courses in core sub-
jects” (Mangan n.p.). Furthermore, if Texas can serve as a barometer 
for national DE growth, then we should all take notice. In a fifteen-year 
span (2000–2015), the number of high school students participating in 
dual enrollment rose 650 percent (College in High School, Unlocking 
6). Admittedly, this increase in participation reflects the Texas state 
mandate that all high schools provide twelve credit hours of college to 
high school students. However, the approach in Texas is not unique, 
as at least “twelve states require all high schools and eligible postsec-
ondary public institutions to provide dual enrollment opportunities” 
(Education Commission of the States n.p.). And in 2019, eighteen gov-
ernors included earning college credit while in high school as part of 
their annual addresses (College in High School, Unlocking 4). In some 
states, students have the opportunity to graduate from high school 
with an associate degree or job-related certification at little or no cost 
(Barshay n.p.).

Statistics do not exist on the numbers of students enrolled in DE 
worldwide. However, DE stretches beyond US borders. Organizations 
such as the International Partnership of Education Research and 
Communication (IPERC) match American higher education institu-
tions with international high schools to provide dual enrollment oppor-
tunities around the globe. For example, St. Louis University partners 
with IPERC to provide an Advanced College Credit Pathway (AACP) for 
international students. Through this pathway, students “earn transfer-
able college credits while attending high school in their home country” 
(IPERC n.p.).

The recent rapid expansion of DE should come as no surprise, since 
DE is marketed as a way “to reduce time needed to get a degree, save 
money on college costs, and prepare students for collegiate success” 
(Thompson n.p.). In addition, research demonstrates positive impacts 
on college enrollment and degree completion among students who 
participate in DE (College in High School, Recommendations 1). However, 
DE as a whole lacks consistency in its design, management, and delivery 
(Fink et al.; Speroni; Education Commission of the States; Weissman). 
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Variance exists among states regarding eligibility for student participa-
tion, with widely differing parameters for age, grade level, and grade 
point average. Likewise, the cost of DE (and who bears that cost) dif-
fers per state, as do mandates regarding professional development of 
instructors and accreditation (Fink et al.; Education Commission of 
the States). Recorded accounts of current disparities in enrollment 
for students of color also exist, which counters proponents’ claims of 
DE as a way to grant college access for “all” (Moreland and Miller). In 
2019, the National Center for Education Statistics reported a higher 
number of white and Asian students with college-educated parents tak-
ing DE courses as compared to their peer groups (Shivji and Wilson 1). 
Similarly, in 2018, the US Department of Education’s Office for Civil 
Rights revealed disparity in enrollment, with higher numbers among 
white students as compared to African American and Latino students 
(Fink n.p.). Granted, NACEP provides best practices for when DE deliv-
ery is in the high school setting and advocates “prioritizing equity in 
dual enrollment” (NACEP n.p.). Still, just 131 programs are accredited 
nationally (“NACEP Accredited Programs” n.p.). Furthermore, when it 
comes to DE composition, research demonstrates that “much variation 
is evident particularly in regard to who is responsible for oversight and 
what oversight entails” (Stancliff et al. 3, original emphasis). And while 
equity and oversight in DE programs need not be mutually exclusive, 
the former becomes an even heavier lift when the latter is not in place.

The confounding aspects of who is responsible for DE FYC and what 
oversight requires, coupled with the dearth of DE FYC scholarship, is 
where we (Chris and Casie) found ourselves when writing our disserta-
tions: Chris in 2007 and Casie in 2018. Chris’s decade of teaching high 
school English before transitioning to postsecondary writing instruction 
had a marked impact on her entrance into the academy and DE com-
position work in particular. Since the initial courses she taught in her 
faculty position were on-campus DE writing courses (then called Post-
Secondary Enrollment Options), she was, to borrow from Katie McWain, 
concurrently “inhabiting high school and college discourse communi-
ties” (421). In many ways, like her students, she was transitioning from 
high school to college writing instruction in real time. Furthermore, 
as she simultaneously worked on her PhD, she found herself living out 
much of what she was reading in volume 1 of Patrick Sullivan and Howard 
Tinberg’s What Is “College-Level” Writing? Like Merrill Davies, she had to 
acknowledge moments of high school teaching when she had been 
“Whistling in the Dark.” During faculty meetings, her mantra was that of 
Peter Kittle: “It’s Not the High School Teachers’ Fault.” And “Bam,” the 
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title of Amanda Winalski’s contribution to Sullivan and Tinberg’s collec-
tion, best summed up her experience moving from high school to col-
lege writing instruction. In short, like Winalski, she “had to reevaluate 
[her] definition of a successful college writer” (307). The experience 
led to her dissertation, “Toward Seamless Transition? Dual Enrollment 
and the Composition Classroom.” During her research, Chris relied 
heavily on experience, the language of the secondary/postsecondary 
writing “divide,” generalized DE scholarship, and Rhonda Catron’s 
2001 dissertation, “Dual Credit English: Program History, Review, and 
Recommendations,” due to the gap in DE composition research.

For her part, Casie began teaching DE FYC as an adjunct faculty 
member in 2011. Without teacher training, Casie sought scholarship 
pertaining to best practices for dual enrollment FYC, as she quickly 
found that teaching writing in a high school setting can be quite differ-
ent from teaching FYC on a college campus. In a search for scholarship 
that might support her teaching efforts, she found fewer than thirty 
sources, eleven of which were in Hansen and Farris’s landmark collec-
tion. Fast forward to 2016. Casie began working on her dissertation, a 
project that questioned the historical origins of DE within the context 
of the Civil Rights Movement and the Brown v. Board of Education I and 
II rulings of 1954 and 1955: where did the programs begin? Why did 
they begin? Who were the programs intended to serve? Who benefited 
monetarily? What were the gateways and barriers to participation among 
students? While Casie found that dual enrollment writing courses had 
been available for what is now over sixty years, DE composition had 
never been the focus of historical narratives in rhetoric and composition 
studies. Some composition historians (Thomas P. Miller, Nan Johnson, 
James Berlin, Robert Connors, and others) make nods to the develop-
ment of Advanced Placement courses, the Committee of Ten (set to 
standardize the high school curriculum), and other details that certainly 
influenced the eventual development of DE FYC; however, DE composi-
tion as its own entity is absent from our field’s history. Thus, as Casie 
wrote her dissertation, she found herself facing a difficult task: entering 
a conversation with huge gaps.

To be fair, the field’s national organizations—National Council of 
Teachers of English (NCTE), Council of Writing Program Administrators 
(CWPA), and Conference of College Composition and Communication 
(CCCC)—have all issued statements on the preparation and support 
of dual enrollment writing instructors, specifically in regard to teacher 
qualifications, discipline-specific training, ongoing professional devel-
opment, and site visits. These statements certainly equate to “action” 
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versus a “call” if put into practice. But that is a big if. As much as these 
statements have the best intentions, no evidence or assurance exists that 
the guidelines they contain are being integrated among the already 
labor-intensive responsibilities of teaching and administering writing 
instruction. So we are left to ask: who is carrying out DE FYC training, 
professional development, and oversight? Where this work is being 
done, how are these faculty being compensated, supported, and even 
trained themselves? Is the field ready to take the next step of profession-
alizing DE FYC by “lobbying for monetary compensation .  .  . and pro-
tecting them [DE instructors] from exploitation” (Denecker, “Closing” 
83)? Are we ready to include the voices of DE instructors “in disciplinary 
conversations at institutional and national levels” (83)?

For us, the marginalization of DE FYC is indicative of the position-
ality of those who most often carry out the work: community college 
instructors, high school teachers, contingent faculty, and teaching 
assistants—voices not often central to academic conversations in our 
field. Their perspectives, like variegated patterns in a kaleidoscopic 
lens, shift the shape and the reality of DE FYC. It is in examining the 
reconfigured shards of their perceptions that a new amalgamated pic-
ture of first-year writing emerges. Thus, we open this collection with the 
argument that DE first-year composition courses must be viewed from 
diverse vantage points to assemble a clearer picture of DE’s current and 
future impact on composition studies.

OV E RV I E W  O F  C H A P T E R S

In section one, Perspectives of the “Gap”: Theorizing the Divide, 
authors explore the long-held tensions between high school and college 
writing and use DE as a vehicle for questioning the ways the gap has 
been perpetuated, mythologized, bridged, and sustained. In chapter 1, 
Barbara Schneider utilizes a social justice lens to scrutinize whether DE 
is truly closing the gap among socioeconomic groups through equitable 
composition offerings. She concludes that educators, politicians, and 
taxpayers may be better served to reconsider DE and shift the focus away 
from DE to improvements that might benefit all students early in their 
education (pre-K) instead of some students during later levels of learning 
(secondary schools).

For their part, Amy Lueck and Brice Nordquist trace and theorize the 
high school–college “gap” in their chapter. Specifically, the authors use 
the lens of DE to consider how the historical and perpetual rearticula-
tion of secondary/postsecondary relations extends into current debates 
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regarding DE FYC where scholars argue for the need to work across the 
divide, warn against the proliferation of DE, or claim the impossibility of 
bridging the high school–college writing gap. Within these complex and 
often conflicted discussions, the authors argue, the divide is re-inscribed 
on all sides.

In chapter 3, Joseph Jones reflects chronologically on the historical, 
curricular, material, and political spaces between school and college. In 
doing so, Jones demonstrates how Arthur Applebee’s explanation of the 
“common school” is reprised through DE FYC and argues that college 
English has “long imposed” itself on high school English. Furthermore, 
Jones contends that while dual enrollment certainly manifests new itera-
tions of the high school–college divide, DE also creates opportunities 
for genuine secondary/postsecondary collaboration.

In section two, Perspectives of Alignment: Building High School– 
College Partnerships, contributors investigate the unique types of pro-
fessional development used to support and align the work of DE FYC 
faculty in their various spaces of instruction. In chapter 4, Katie McWain, 
Jackie Hoermann-Elliott, and Jennifer Hadley discuss the “careful 
tightrope walk” of DE observations. The authors—who hail from both 
secondary (Hadley) and postsecondary institutions (McWain and 
Hoermann-Elliott)—argue that site observations grounded in shared 
goals can be productive tools for supporting cross-level collaboration in 
DE partnerships and for examining the ways postsecondary knowledge 
has historically held privilege over secondary knowledge. By drawing on 
experiences in a state and institutional context, McWain and her col-
leagues posit that site observations provide a means whereby WPAs and 
other DE administrators might better understand and even ameliorate 
the problematic optics of DE partnerships.

Melanie Burdick and Jane Greer’s chapter 5 builds on the previous 
work of both Denecker and McWain to explore the ways DE teachers 
respond to professional development opportunities. Their work—a 
mixed method study of surveys and focus groups with high school 
teachers—includes narratives that demonstrate how secondary teachers 
navigate a complex landscape of professional development opportuni-
ties in search of support for the DE writing instruction they are charged 
with providing. Burdick and Greer’s findings support literature that calls 
for increased theoretical and pedagogical training for DE teachers who 
are left to navigate the differences between the demands of high school 
English and those of college writing.

Scott Campbell follows with an exploration of how DE FYC has the 
potential to shift what defines composition as a field “even beyond” high 
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school contexts. Campbell uses assemblage theory to analyze the unique 
positions of contingent DE faculty and argues that academic contingency 
(or edge labor) is a factor of curricular drift and de-territorialization. In 
questioning the “elasticity” of FYC, Campbell claims that DE can help 
describe FYC, not just deliver it. He urges those in the field to recognize 
that the teachers of DE FYC, like most contingent faculty, pursue goals 
and define productivity in ways that make use of, but are not subsumed 
by, expectations of their tenure-line counterparts.

In chapter 7, Annie S. Mendenhall and David Gehler describe 
the perspectives of college DE faculty who work in high schools and 
examine how these instructors face material and social challenges to 
meet the student learning outcomes (SLOs) of DE FYC. According 
to Mendenhall and Gehler, the challenges these instructors face may 
have less to do with their knowledge of high school spaces and more 
to do with the sense of isolation they feel in carrying out DE FYC work. 
Likewise, since traveling DE faculty operate in college and high school 
spaces simultaneously, their experiences provide general insight into 
trends reshaping FYC instruction.

In section three, Perspectives of Legitimacy: Is DE FYC Really FYC?, 
authors provide various viewpoints on the legitimacy and repercussions 
of DE as a way to earn credit for college writing. Dominic Ashby and Jill 
Parrott’s work presents a fresh discussion of issues of equivalency versus 
identicality of DE FYC and probes stereotypically held perceptions and 
biases about dual enrollment. They base their claims on a comparative 
analysis of aggregated assessment data from traditional and DE writing 
courses derived from a region in Kentucky that includes seven of the 
thirty most poverty-stricken counties in the United States. The authors 
argue that DE writing courses embedded at high schools cannot possibly 
provide an identical experience to that which occurs on college campuses. 
However, they go on to say that DE FYC could provide an equivalent edu-
cational experience based on quality instruction, rigor, and outcomes.

In chapter 9, Miles McCrimmon provides examples of how DE is 
often devalued and utilizes the success of Reynolds Advance College 
Academies (J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College) to advocate for 
DE composition programs. McCrimmon details surveys from DE alumni 
and argues that the relocation of FYC into high school spaces should be 
embraced instead of feared, as the move might serve to expand compo-
sition’s reach and influence.

In chapter 10, Tyler Branson considers how DE policies fit into 
the broader public discourse about education in the United States. 
Using a policy lens, Branson details findings from his research as a 
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participant-observer in an urban Ohio DE composition classroom. 
There, he found that instructors and students engage in complex day-to-
day rhetorical negotiations to navigate, enforce, and often resist DE 
policies in meaningful ways.

Cornelia Paraskevas and Leigh Graziano outline legislation and 
review the details of the Willamette Promise—one of Oregon’s regional 
dual enrollment programs—in their contribution. Offering replicable 
practices for DE FYC programs that ensure equity for teachers and 
students, the authors suggest taking a social justice approach to DE 
through the use of a proficiency-based assessment model for college 
writing to ensure equity.

In section four, Perspectives of Student Success: DE FYC for All?, con-
tributors utilize the DE FYC lens to interrogate DE’s claims of access for 
all from various vantage points, including state, historical, and student 
perspectives. Nancy Knowles opens this section by providing a different 
perspective from the other side of the state of Oregon. Instead of sim-
ply defining DE “success” as student matriculation to college (as some 
scholars do), Knowles teases out the complexity of this claim by exam-
ining the results of Oregon’s Eastern Promise. Her findings—which 
demonstrate low pass rates among DE writers—contrast with DE success 
narratives in which high school students flourish in DE spaces and then 
matriculate to college. Knowles’s research leads her to argue that since 
DE programs are not going away and success is not always apparent, it is 
especially important that rhetoric and composition studies engage with 
DE FYC conversations.

In chapter 13, Erin D. Scott-Stewart focuses on DE students’ feelings 
about themselves as writers. Using a mixed methods approach, Scott-
Stewart provides evidence of how former DE students experience FYC 
curriculum. Specifically, she measures DE students’ self-efficacy in writ-
ing as compared to peers from other credit pathways. Ultimately, her 
findings suggest a relationship between race/ethnicity on performance 
in DE writing courses.

Finally, Anna Bogen explores the defensive posture of those in the 
field regarding DE FYC. Bogen posits that the defensive approach is 
an untenable one, as scholars have yet to truly define FYC as a larger 
entity. She then gives voice to the struggles of high school DE FYC teach-
ers as they grapple with perceptions of professional legitimacy among 
their postsecondary writing instructor peers. With a focus on notions 
of “shame” and “blame,” Bogen uses community college DE student 
responses to demonstrate how students are often caught in the middle 
of the college writing debate.
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As the chapters in this edited collection demonstrate, DE FYC is 
complicated and variegated. The DE FYC conversation has surprisingly 
deep roots and even deeper gaps. It is a conversation that continues 
to evolve. It is a conversation that warrants attention. As colleges vie 
for student enrollment, DE has become grounds for recruitment. In 
fact, the Education Advisory Board (EAB) lists dual enrollment first 
on its recommendations for “How to Retain and Recruit Six Student 
Populations” and advises community colleges in particular to “capitalize 
on the double-edged sword of dual enrollment” (Hussak n.p., original empha-
sis). EAB even highlights the tactic of one college that has made “dual 
enrollment part of the default curriculum for all local high school stu-
dents” (n.p.). As previously mentioned, in some states, DE students are 
graduating from high school with associate degrees (“Record Number”; 
Kimberling). To that point, the University of North Georgia reported 
a record number of DE students earning associate degrees in May 
2020—a 42 percent increase from 2019 (Devine). In Illinois, the Illinois 
Articulation Initiative (IAI) assures that associate degrees earned by DE 
students are transferable to public and private schools within the IAI 
consortium (Kimberling). Spokane Community College in Washington 
has also seen growth in DE thanks to a 2019 state law that aligns “high 
school courses with a technology pathway in college” (Ashford n.p.). 
The result? High school students pursue an associate of applied science 
degree, which includes an English course (not college composition) 
“geared to concepts on the job” (n.p.). Similarly, career-tech models 
are expanding across New York, New Jersey, Texas, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, Colorado, and Illinois (College in High 
School, Expanding 3).

Alongside these recruitment efforts, the COVID-19 pandemic stands 
to impact DE growth as well. Uncertainty about high school content 
delivery, the availability of extracurricular activities, and fears of “falling 
behind” educationally may drive high school students to pursue dual 
enrollment opportunities (Ashford n.p.; Kimberling n.p.). According 
to the American Association of Community Colleges, Montgomery 
College (Maryland)—which was already “aggressively recruiting” DE 
participants—saw a 300  percent increase in dual enrollment for fall 
2020 as compared to fall 2019 (Ashford n.p.). In terms of summer 2020 
numbers, Austin Community College’s (Texas) DE enrollment rose 
28 percent. At Cuyahoga Community College (Ohio), the increase was 
20 percent, and Tallahassee Community College (Florida) saw a 71 per-
cent jump (n.p.). In effect, what may have begun as a subtle paradig-
matic shift in education has now intensified.
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So where does that leave us? Just as kaleidoscopes reconfigure an 
image from multiple perspectives, DE FYC provides composition studies 
with reflecting images of what first-year writing was, is, and can be. As 
a field, it is our responsibility to examine the refractions, intensify the 
conversations, and take ownership of the DE FYC narrative.
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