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ABSTRACT

This study obtained data from full-time and part-time faculty at eight member institutions
of the Technical College System of Georgia on the instructional practices they used most often to
engage students in course content. The goal of the study was to determine whether survey
respondents used traditional teacher-centered practices or active and collaborative techniques
associated with the learner-centered paradigm. The survey also collected data on whether survey
participants perceived the instructional practices as being effective in aiding students in
mastering three student learning outcomes situated in the work of Verner, a pioneer in the field
of adult education. Specifically, respondents were asked to evaluate the practices in terms of
their effectiveness in aiding students in acquiring knowledge, in solving problems, and in
performing tasks. Finally, the study sought to establish whether the propensity to use specific
instructional practices was predicted by personal characteristics and situational factors.

Survey results indicate that technical college faculty lectured in the majority of class
sessions; however, survey respondents rated this traditional teacher-centered practice as
somewhat effective in aiding students in mastering the three learning outcomes. On the other

hand, respondents ranked simulation activities and one-on-one discussions between instructors



and individual students as two of the most effective instructional practices in accomplishing the
three student learning outcomes. The data show that the survey respondents used these items in
less than 50% of their class sessions. The employment status and academic discipline of survey
respondents were the two factors that indicated significant differences in levels of use by

subgroups of instructors.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Students turn to community and technical colleges because of the low cost of attendance,
their convenient location, and their historical emphasis on open access. Two-year colleges now
serve nearly one-half of all undergraduates in the United States (American Association of
Community Colleges, 2009; Bailey, 2004a; Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Mclintosh & Rouse, 2009).
The American Association of Community Colleges reports that 6.7 million community and
technical college students were classified as credit-seeking students in the data available in
January 2009. Furthermore, the association notes that 60% of the 6.7 million students attended
on a part-time basis, 39% received some form of financial aid, and the average age of the student
population was 29 years old. Community and technical colleges also enrolled 43% of all
African-Americans and 52% of all Hispanics pursuing a postsecondary education during the data
reporting period (American Association of Community Colleges). The American Association of
Community Colleges also points out that nearly 40% of the two-year college students were the
first generation in their families to pursue a postsecondary credential.

Approximately 5 million adult students over the age of 24 were classified as
undergraduates in all two- and four-year colleges nationally, and a majority of this population
was studying at the nation’s public community and technical colleges (Denham, 2007). Denham
documents that 34.4% of adult students between the ages of 25 and 29 attended two-year

colleges and that percentage increased as the age of students increased. She reports that 41.8% of



all students between the ages of 30 and 39 and 49.1% of those over the age of 40 enrolled in
community and technical colleges rather than at four-year colleges and universities.

Though community and technical colleges enroll significant numbers of students each
year, critics charge that these institutions are ineffective in moving students from matriculation to
graduation. Data on the cohort of first-time, full-time students who began their studies during
Fall 2004 show stark differences in the graduation rates recorded for four-year colleges and
universities and those recorded for community and technical colleges. Nationally, 55% of the
Fall 2004 freshmen cohort of students enrolled in public four-year colleges and universities
graduated within six years, the standard measure used to determine graduation rates for these
institutions (Marks & Diaz, 2009). Public four-year colleges in Georgia recorded an aggregate
six-year graduation rate of 49% (Marks & Diaz). The Southern Regional Education Board
(SREB) reports that only 20% of the Fall 2004 cohort of students enrolled in community and
technical colleges nationally graduated within three years, the standard measure for this segment
of higher education (Marks & Diaz). Only 11% of the 2004 cohort graduated from two-year
liberal arts colleges in Georgia, while 33% graduated from technical colleges in Georgia (Marks
& Diaz).

The graduation data for the Fall 2004 cohort of community and technical college students
was lower than the rate recorded for the Fall 2002 cohort. The SREB reports that the national
graduation rate for the 2002 cohort of first-time, full-time students at two-year colleges was 22%,
while the graduation rate nationally for technical colleges was 55% (Marks, 2007). The Georgia
rates were 15% for liberal arts institutions and 35% for technical colleges (Marks). This drop in
graduation rates takes on added significance in light of the July 2009 announcement by President

Barack Obama of the creation of the American Graduation Initiative. The goal of this $12 billion



initiative is to produce an additional 5 million graduates of community and technical colleges by
2020 (Kellogg & Tomsho, 2009; The White House Office of the Press Secretary, 2009). While
the specific goals may vary because of the nature of American politics, this initiative is
significant because it emphasizes the role that community colleges play in the economic
development of communities and the nation.

Improving Graduation Rates

At the time of this study, reports in the mainstream media and in higher education
periodicals on the American Graduation Initiative indicated that $9 billion of the allocated
money would “be used to award grants through an ‘access and completion’ fund. These grants
are designed to spur community colleges and states to launch programs designed to raise
graduation rates” (Kellogg & Tomsho, 2009, p. 1). This would create a daunting challenge for
community and technical colleges considering the calculations produced by researchers at
Teachers College at Columbia University. Those researchers determined that community and
technical colleges would need to increase graduation rates by 33% each year through 2020 to
meet the goal of the American Graduation Initiative (Fischer, 2009). Community and technical
colleges will need to redouble efforts to reduce the number of students who drop out without
earning a credential if this goal is to be accomplished.

The question of why students drop out of college without earning a credential has been
the focus of much debate for more than 70 years (Raley, 2007; Reason, 2003). The two theories
to receive significant attention from researchers interested in developing an understanding of
why some students persist with their educational endeavors—Astin’s theory of student
involvement and Tinto’s theory of student departure—minimize the role of instructional faculty

in helping students to progress to graduation. Astin’s (1989) theory of student involvement



focuses on “the amount of physical and psychological energy that a student devotes to the
academic experience” (p. 518). This theory is based on the assumption that students who invest
significant time and energy in their collegiate endeavors are more likely to persist than are those
who exert minimum effort (Astin; Berger & Lyon, 2005; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005).

According to the Tinto (1975) model, students enter the college environment in
possession of a number of attributes that strongly influence whether they persist with their
studies. These pre-enrollment attributes regulate the way students interact with and integrate into
the academic environment and the social environment of colleges and universities. These
interactions and the ability to integrate into at least one of these environments influence students’
decisions to prematurely depart college. Tinto (1993) introduced a re-conceptualization of his
theory of student departure in which he integrated the separate social environment and separate
academic environment into a single element in recognition of the fact that students’ experiences
in one of these environments affect their actions and experiences in the other.

Shifting the Focus from Students to Faculty

Community and technical colleges face intense pressure to improve graduation rates
partly in response to the effects of an increasingly globalized economy. Different economic
forecasts released as far back as the late-1980s predicted that most new jobs to be created during
the early part of the twenty-first century would require some form of postsecondary education
below the baccalaureate level (Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 1988;
Shearon & Tollefson, 1989). The Spellings Commission on the Future of Higher Education
(Spellings Commission) predicted that 90% of all new jobs created through 2015 will require
applicants to have completed some postsecondary education (U. S. Department of Education,

2006).



U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings invited government, business, and
education leaders in September 2005 to serve on the Commission on the Future of Higher
Education. She charged the commission members with the responsibility for assessing the
quality of the nation’s higher education system and for issuing recommendations to address
problems uncovered in this assessment (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). The Spellings
Commission took the position that educators and policy makers were more focused on increasing
enrollments, thus paying too little attention to retaining students. This emphasis on continued
growth has resulted in outcomes in which “unacceptable numbers of students fail to complete
their studies at all, while those that graduate don’t learn enough” (U. S. Department of
Education, p. 12).

The Spellings Commission placed the onus of responsibility for improving graduation
rates and learning outcomes on college personnel (U. S. Department of Education, 2006), thus
shifting the focus of retention and graduation away from students’ involvement and integration
into the academy, the central thrust of the two leading theories on why students leave higher
education without earning a credential. The Spellings Commission charged college personnel to
“embrace a culture of continuous innovation and quality improvement by developing new
pedagogies, curricula, and technologies to improve learning” (U. S. Department of Education, p.
25). The Community College Challenge Fund included in the American Graduation Initiative
includes provisions to fund innovative endeavors to improve instruction and student learning
(The White House Office of the Press Secretary, 2009).

Thirty institutions of higher education throughout the nation, including three community
colleges, participated in a project sponsored by the National Center for Academic

Transformation to improve student learning outcomes by redesigning courses to incorporate re-



conceptualized instructional practices such as active and collaborative learning (Twigg, 2005).
Active and collaborative learning are classified as learner-centered strategies (Howell, 2002;
Schuh, 2003; Thomas, 2008; Vega & Tayler, 2005; Wake Technical Community College, 2006).
Hewett (2003) describes this instructional paradigm as “a philosophy of teaching that focuses on
the experiences, backgrounds, talents, interests, capacities, and needs of the students and on the
best practices for enhancing motivation, learning, and achievement for all students” (p. 1).

Faculty who subscribe to the learner-centered paradigm, the development of which is
attributed to psychotherapist Carl Rogers (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998; Merriam &
Caffarella, 1999), use a variety of teaching and learning strategies targeted to the abilities of
individual students in order to achieve desired learning outcomes (Darden & Richardson-Jones,
2003; Feldon, 2005; Hewett, 2003; Krakauer, 2005; Miglietti & Strange, 1998; Moulton, 1992;
Reynolds & Werner, 1993; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003; Totin Meyer, 2002). Verner (1962,
1964) identifies three common learning outcomes associated with the education of adults. First,
instructors provide learning opportunities that enable students to develop their understanding of
subject-matter content (information acquisition). Second, instructors provide opportunities for
students to apply newly acquired knowledge of subject-matter content in order to solve real-
world problems (knowledge application/problem solving). Third, instructors provide students
with opportunities to acquire and develop their proficiency in performing cognitive, verbal, or
manipulative skills (skills performance). Verner (1962) adds that instructors vary their teaching
practices depending on the type of learning outcome they are trying to affect.

Reynolds and Werner (1993) add to the dialogue on learner-centered instruction by
pointing out that the diverse student population common to community and technical colleges

indicate that faculty must vary their teaching practices to accommodate the diverse learning



styles of their students; however, college faculty are still more apt to rely on the traditional
lecture format to deliver course content (Community College Survey of Student Engagement,
2003a; Fink, 2003; Gardiner, n.d.; Leslie & Gappa, 2002; Mourtos & Allen, 2003; Palmer, 2002;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In their seminal work on active learning, Bonwell and Eison
(1991) address why college faculty continue to lecture rather than to embrace change. They
write:

It is necessary first to identify and understanding common barriers to instructional

change, including the powerful influence of educational tradition; faculty self-perceptions

and self-definition of roles; the discomfort and anxiety that change creates; and the
limited incentives for faculty to change....

Perhaps the single greatest barrier of all, however, is the fact that faculty
members’ efforts to employ active learning involve risk—the risks that students will not
participate, use higher-order thinking, or learn sufficient content, that faculty members
will feel a loss of control, lack necessary skills, or be criticized for teaching in
unorthodox ways. (p. 3)

Developing an understanding of what occurs in the college classroom and how college
faculty view alternate instructional strategies represent the first steps that must be undertaken if
change is to occur in the classroom. The Community College Leadership Program at the
University of Texas at Austin administers the Community College Faculty Survey of Student
Engagement (CCFSSE) each year to faculty at two-year colleges throughout the United States
(Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2006a). This instrument measures active
and collaborative learning, student effort, and student-faculty interaction. These limited measures

do not take into account the full scope of instructional practices that two-year faculty use on a



consistent basis to engage students in their educational endeavors. Other instruments uncovered
through an extensive search of the Internet and university library databases also fail to measure
the scope of instructional practices used by college faculty on a regular basis thus the knowledge
base about what actually occurs in the college classroom is incomplete.

Statement of the Problem

Community and technical colleges provide multitudes of students with access to higher
education opportunities each year. Critics, however, cite dismal graduation rates—20% of the
Fall 2004 cohort of first-time, full-time students graduated nationally within three years (Marks
& Diaz, 2009)—to argue that two-year colleges are ineffective. They claim that administrators at
these institutions are more interested in increasing enrollment by bringing in more and more new
students; they give little, if any, attention to the retention of students (U.S. Department of
Education, 2006).

The Spellings Commission on the Future of Higher Education (U.S. Department of
Education, 2006) draws attention to the low graduation rates recorded at community and
technical colleges and places the burden of responsibility for improving these rates on college
personnel. This burden takes on added significance when one considers the pronouncement of
researchers at Teachers College at Columbia University that two-year colleges must increase
graduation rates by 33% each year in order to accomplish the American Graduation Initiative
goal of graduating an additional 5 million students by 2020 (Fischer, 2009). Theories advanced
by Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1989) focus on uncovering the reasons students depart higher
education without earning a credential. Both Tinto’s theory of student departure and Astin’s
theory of student involvement focus on the actions and behaviors of students once they enroll at

colleges and universities in order to identify reasons for early departure (Ibrahim, Rwegasira, &



Taher, 2007; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Even though Tinto (1993) redefined his theory to
place more emphasis on the academic environment, his model still focuses on the actions of
students.

Studies by the Spellings Commission on the Future of Higher Education (U. S.
Department of Education, 2006) and the initiatives guided by the National Center for Academic
Transformation (Twigg, 2005) are shifting attention from student actions to the actions of college
faculty. The Spellings Commission, for example, charges faculty to adopt innovative
pedagogical practices such as those associated with a learner-centered instructional paradigm in
order to engage students more effectively in achieving desired learning outcomes. Verner (1962,
1964) identifies three learning outcomes that are significant when educating adult students. He
states that instructors should focus on aiding students in acquiring information about course
content, in learning to solve problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Verner (1962) adds that
instructors must vary their teaching practices in order to aid students in accomplishing each of
the three learning outcomes.

Despite evidence that learner-centered practices lead to improved student outcomes
(Cabrera, Amavry, Crissman, Terenzini, & Pascarella, 2002; Community College Survey of
Student Engagement, 2003a; Hiltz, Coppola, Rotter, Turoff, & Benbunan-Fich, n.d.; Pascarella
& Terenzini, 2005; Prince, 2004), faculty still tend to use traditional teacher-oriented
instructional practices (Community College Survey of Student Engagement; Gardiner, n.d.;
Leslie & Gappa, 2002; Mourtos & Allen, 2003; Palmer, 2002; Pascarella & Terenzini). The
power of education tradition, the fear of change, the lack of incentives to change, and the other
risks one must encounter when shifting to a new teaching style contribute to the continued

reliance on lectures to engage students (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).



Efforts need to be initiated to identify the types of instructional practices community and
technical college faculty use to engage students in course content and to accomplish desired
learning outcomes. The Community College Faculty of Student Engagement, an instrument
administered annually to study faculty initiatives, focuses on active and collaborative learning,
student effort, and student-faculty interaction (Community College Survey of Student
Engagement, 2004). It does not, however, address the full range of instructional practices that
faculty use on a consistent basis. Other instruments identified in a search of the Internet and
university library databases fail to explore the full range of instructional practices used by two-
year college faculty.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the use of 18 instructional practices by technical
college faculty to accomplish the three learning outcomes of aiding students in acquiring
information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Four research questions

provided the foundation to accomplish the purpose of this study. The research questions

included:

1. To what extent did technical college faculty use the instructional practices to aid
students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform
tasks?

2. How did technical college faculty rate the effectiveness of the instructional

practices in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in

learning to perform tasks?
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3. To what extent did technical college faculty employ instructional practices that
are effective in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and
in learning to perform tasks?

4. Was the propensity to use the instructional practices predicted by personal
characteristics and situational factors?

Significance of the Study

This study focused on identifying the types of instructional practices technical college
faculty used most often during a specific timeframe. It also identified whether faculty members
viewed these techniques as being effective in accomplishing the three learning outcomes of
aiding students to acquire information on course content, to learn to solve problems, and to learn
to perform tasks. College administrators can use this information to develop professional
development initiatives designed to familiarize instructors with a broad array of active and
learning teaching practices. It may also provide the practitioners—the technical college faculty—
with feedback on their preferred teaching practices in relation to the perceived effectiveness of
those practices in accomplishing student learning outcomes. In turn, faculty can use the feedback
to assess how their preferred practices assist or inhibit students in accomplishing desired learning
outcomes.

From a theoretical perspective, the researcher returned to the roots of the scholarship of
adult education by incorporating into the conceptual framework of the technical college research
project the studies by Verner in the early 1960s of the instructional activities of adult education
practitioners. The inclusion of Verner’s seminal work into the current research project provided
the opportunity to analyze whether his concepts are still relevant to the education of adults

almost 50 years later. The researcher associated with the technical college study collapsed two
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conceptual roadmaps advanced by Verner into a single, more cohesive framework to study the
methods, techniques, and devices technical college faculty use on a consistent basis to engage
students in knowledge acquisition, skills development, and knowledge application. This
adaptation of Verner’s work provided the means to develop an instrument to record the extent to
which survey participants used 18 instructional practices and to measure their perceptions of how
effective the various instructional practices were in accomplishing the three student learning
outcomes first introduced by Verner in 1962. This study determined that these student learning
outcomes remain central to technical education in the twenty-first century.
Definitions
. Active learning—*“anything that ‘involves students in doing things and thinking
about the things they are doing’” (Bonwell & Eison, 1991, p. 2).
o Collaborative learning—socially constructed learning actives in which adult

students work in groups to explore solutions to problems.

o Instructional practices—The techniques and devices used on a consistent basis by
instructors.
o Learner-centered paradigm—*a philosophy of teaching that focuses on the

experiences, backgrounds, talents, interests, capacities, and needs of the students
and on the best practices for enhancing motivation, learning, and achievement for
all students” (Hewett, 2003, p. 1).

o Retention—*"the ability of a particular college or university to successfully
graduate the students that initially enroll at that institution” (Berger & Lyon,

2005, p. 3).
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Student involvement—*“the amount of physical and psychological energy that a
student devotes to the academic experience” (Astin, 1989, p. 518).

Two-year colleges—postsecondary institutions that are accredited to award the
associate degree as their highest degree (Cohen & Brawer, 2003); this term is
used interchangeably with community and technical colleges in this document.
The term community college is used to refer to institutions that award associate
degrees and offer transfer courses. The term technical college is used in this
document to refer to postsecondary institutions that mainly award occupational -
technical certificates and offer some occupational-technical associated degrees
that are not designed to transfer to four-year colleges and universities (Marks,

2007).
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Community and technical colleges contribute significantly to the economic advancement

of the United States and of the communities served by these two-year institutions. Community

and technical colleges are responsible for:

Certify[ing] nearly 80 percent of first responders in the United States (police
officers, firefighters, and emergency medical technicians);

Produc[ing] more than 50 percent of new nurses and other health-care workers;
Account[ing] for nearly 40 percent of all foreign undergraduates on American
campuses;

Enroll[ing] 46 percent of all U.S. undergraduates, including 47 percent of
undergraduates who are African American, 46 percent of those who are Asian or
Pacific Islander, and 55 percent and 57 percent, respectively, of Hispanic and
Native American undergraduates;

Award[ing] more than 800,000 associate degrees and certificates annually; and
Prepar[ing] significant numbers of students for transfer to four-year colleges and
universities where they complete bachelor’s degrees. Nationally, half of all
baccalaureate degree recipients have attended community colleges prior to

earning their degrees. (The National Commission on Community Colleges, 2008,

p. 5)
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Despite these successes, community and technical colleges often draw criticism for not
graduating more students. The national graduation rate for the cohort of first-time, full-time
students entering two-year colleges hovers around 21% (Marks, 2007; Marks & Diaz, 2009).
Critics consistently ask why students leave community and technical colleges without earning a
credential.

The study of the retention and graduation of college students is not a new research topic.
The first research projects on this issue were conducted in the 1930s (Raley, 2007; Reason,
2003). Two of the leading theories on why students depart higher education posit that students
who integrate themselves into the academic and social environments of their colleges and
universities are more likely to persist with their educational endeavors (Astin, 1989; Tinto, 1975,
1993). Both theories focus on the motivations, behaviors, and characteristics of students (Astin;
Ibrahim, et al., 2007; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto). Emphasizing student actions and
personal traits minimize the role faculty play in the retention process. Because community and
technical colleges are open access institutions (Cohen & Brawer, 2003), two-year colleges
cannot control for student pre-enrollment traits such as educational preparation and financial
need. On the other hand, instructional personnel is one of the major areas that institutions can
influence (Wallin, 2003) when identifying ways to improve retention and graduation rates;
therefore, retention models need to focus more heavily on instructional activities that are
effective in engaging students in their studies. Pedagogical practices grounded in a learner-
centered paradigm provide an avenue for faculty to become more central to the study of student
persistence to graduation.

The purpose of this study was to explore the use of 18 instructional practices by technical

college faculty to accomplish the three learning outcomes of aiding students in acquiring
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information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Four research questions

provided the foundation to accomplish the purpose of this study. The research questions

included:

1. To what extent did technical college faculty use the instructional practices to aid
students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform
tasks?

2. How did technical college faculty rate the effectiveness of the instructional
practices in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in
learning to perform tasks?

3. To what extent did technical college faculty employ instructional practices that
are effective in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and
in learning to perform tasks?

4. Was the propensity to use the instructional practices predicted by personal

characteristics and situational factors?

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section introduces the characteristics
and at-risk traits of the student population of community and technical colleges throughout the
United States. This discussion provides a foundation to introduce the second section, which
focuses on the different approaches undertaken to understand why some students are successful
in earning a postsecondary credential while others depart the academy early. One approach
focuses on institutional characteristics. The more prominent approach focuses on student
characteristics and student actions. The Astin theory of student involvement and the Tinto theory

of student departure often serve as the theoretical foundation for studies associated with the
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second approach. These theories conceptualize why students may or may not continue with their
postsecondary educational endeavors.

The third section introduces four national surveys that are administered annually in order
to study student engagement at two- and four-year colleges and universities. These surveys are
based on the tenets of the Astin theory of student involvement and the Tinto theory of student
departure in that they measure student involvement and student engagement. This section also
introduces how pedagogical practices of college faculty can influence the level of student
engagement in academic endeavors and the accomplishment of specific student learning
outcomes. It specifically documents how active and collaborative instructional practices can
contribute to the achievement of course competencies and learning outcomes at levels that are
significantly higher than the levels recorded by students who are exposed to traditional
pedagogical practices in which lectures serve as the foci of classroom instruction. The fourth
section incorporates active and collaborative instructional practices into a broader learner-
centered paradigm of instruction. This section contrasts that model with the traditional teacher-
centered paradigm. It concludes with a review of previous research studies that evaluate how
personal characteristics and situational factors affect the types of instructional practices most
often used by two-year college faculty.

Characteristics and At-Risk Traits of Two-Year College Students

Statistics consistently show that nearly one-half of all undergraduates who enroll in the
nation’s higher education system pursue their academic goals through the nation’s network of
community and technical colleges (American Association of Community Colleges, 2007, 2008;
Bailey, 2004a; Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Mclntosh & Rouse, 2009). This student population

includes newly minted high school graduates, as well as adults who use a community and
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technical college education to improve their work skills in order to remain gainfully employed in
an increasingly competitive global economy. Students turn to two-year institutions to pursue
their educational goals because of the institutions’ low cost of attendance, their convenient
locations, and their historical emphasis on open access.

The open access philosophy espoused by community and technical colleges often means
that students are less likely to persist from matriculation to graduation. The Community College
Survey of Student Engagement (2002) reports:

Students entering community and technical colleges are three to four times more likely

than their peers at baccalaureate institutions to reflect the factors that put students most at

risk of not attaining a degree. These factors include delayed entry, part-time enrollment,
full-time employment, financial independence, single parenthood, family dependents, and

underpreparation for college. (p. 1)

Jalomo (2001) adds to this list of at-risk characteristics by including first-generation college
students, non-native English speakers, ethnic minorities, students from middle- and lower-class
backgrounds and working-class backgrounds, and high school dropouts who eventually earn the
general equivalence diploma (GED). These characteristics define what is typically referred to as
non-traditional students (Hamm, 2004; National Center for Educational Statistics, 2003).

The American Federation of Teachers (AFT Higher Education, 2003) finds that the
likelihood that students will drop out of college increases substantially if they possess multiple
characteristics associated with the definition of non-traditional students. The National Center for
Educational Statistics (2003) provides clear-cut evidence to support the arguments posited by the
American Federation of Teachers. Data obtained from the community and technical college

students tracked in the 1996 Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study show that
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nearly 55% of students with no risk factors earned a credential within five years, but that number
dropped to 30% when students had at least one risk factor (National Center for Educational
Statistics).

Data on the 6.7 million credit-seeking students enrolled in the nation’s community and
technical colleges reveal the pervasiveness of the at-risk factors that contribute to lower
persistence and graduation rates: 60% enrolled on a part-time basis, 58% were female, 36% were
minorities; 39% were the first generation to attend college; 17% were single parents; 27% of
full-time students were also employed full time; 50% of full-time students were employed part
time; 50% of part-time students were employed full time; and 33% of part-time students were
employed part time (American Association of Community Colleges, 2009). The social-
demographic characteristics of the 145,900 students who enrolled in the member institutions of
the Technical College System of Georgia during the 2008-2009 academic year mirror that of the
student population of the two-year colleges throughout the United States. The Technical College
System of Georgia (2009) data show that 57.2% of the students attended on a part-time basis,
62.4% were female; 10.0% were single parents, and 48.4% were minorities.

Summary

Convenient locations, low tuition rates, and a history of open access admissions have
contributed to the popularity of community and technical colleges. The student population
includes recent high school graduates and adults returning to the educational arena in order to
obtain the skills needed to function effectively in the global workplace. Students who enroll in
community and technical colleges are less likely than students at four-year colleges and
universities to earn a postsecondary credential. Two-year college students are more likely to

possess one or more traits that inhibit their ability to remain in college long enough to earn a
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credential. These traits characterize what are now commonly known as non-traditional students.
National and state data reveal the socioeconomic characteristics and attendance patterns of
community and technical college students, which confirm the breadth and depth of at-risk patters
in this segment of the higher education milieu.
Understanding Student Retention

State and federal executive officers and legislators are increasing their demands for two-
year colleges to provide a public accounting of their effectiveness in serving those who turn to
these institutions to improve their lives through education (Boggs, 2005). Effectiveness is often
defined in terms of student retention (Roman, 2007). Berger and Lyon (2005) define student
retention as “the ability of a particular college or university to successfully graduate the students
that initially enroll (emphasis added) at that institution” (p. 3), which is reflective of the
continued emphasis of “the traditional postsecondary student who enrolls continuously until
degree completion” (Leinbach & Jenkins, 2008, p. 2). The definition of student retention
advanced by Berger and Lyon casts a negative light on community and technical colleges when
one takes into consideration the fact that only 27.1% of the first-time, full-time students—a
common accountability measure at the local, state, and federal levels—who began their studies at
public community and technical colleges during Fall 2007 had left those institutions prior to their
sophomore year (ACT Inc., 2008a). Data provided by the Southern Regional Education Board
(SREB) (Marks, 2007) show that 52% of the first-time, full-time students who entered two-year
colleges located within the 16 SREB states during Fall 2002 and 50% of those who entered
technical colleges that year in these 16 states had departed higher education within three years
without earning their credentials. The SREB data further document that 42% of the first-time,

full-time students who entered SREB two-year colleges in Fall 2004 and 47% of the first-time,
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full-time students who enrolled in technical colleges had left prior to the start of their sophomore
year. The SREB calculates the first-year persistence rate as the number of students who remain
enrolled at their original institution, as well as those who transfer to other institutions (Marks).
ACT follows the definition advanced by Berger and Lyon when calculating persistence rates.
Institutional Characteristics

Previous research studies on why students leave college without earning a credential have
focused somewhat on institutional characteristics and, more extensively, on student involvement
in their educational endeavors and on student integration into the academic and social
environments of colleges and universities. Hossler (2006), Bailey and Alfonso (2005a), and
others point out that little is known about how institutional programs, policies, practices, and
characteristics contribute to higher-than-expected persistence and graduation rates. Some
researchers look at institutional characteristics such as size and location to determine which type
of institution is more likely to engender student success (Astin & Oseguera, 2005; Bailey, 2004a;
Bean, 2005; Berger & Lyon, 2005; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). Braxton and Lee (2005) provide a
meta-analytical review of various research conducted since the early 1980s to study the
persistence and graduation of college students. Those studies mainly focused on four-year
colleges and universities. This overemphasis on four-year colleges represents a serious problem
because “polices designed to retain 18-year-old students living in dorms are not likely to be as
effective for part-time, working students and especially for adults with families and full-time
jobs” (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005b, p. 8). Furthermore, only 8% of the more than 2,000 articles on
retention research conducted between 1990 and 2003 even referenced two-year institutions

(Bailey & Alfonso).
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Researchers at the Community College Research Center, an affiliate of Teachers College
at Columbia University, developed a model to measure the success of students enrolling in
community and technical colleges (Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins, Kienzl, & Leinbach, 2005). This
model provides an institutional-level analysis in which specific college characteristics such as
size, location, the ratio of part-time to full-time faculty, and whether the college awards more
certificates than associate degrees are used as explanatory variables to study persistence to
graduation at community and technical colleges. The Columbia University scholars used data on
institutional characteristics from the 2002-2003 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) Graduation Rate Survey to develop their model. They point out that “the interpretation
of the variables represents the effect of institutional factors on the likelihood of the average first-
time, full-time (FTFT) degree-seeking community college student to earn a credential (associate
degree or certificate)” (Bailey, Calcagno, et al., p. 1).

Bailey, Calcagno, et al. (2005) found that large enrollment institutions located in urban
areas are less likely to engender success in students than are small enrollment institutions located
in suburban or rural areas. The data set also revealed that colleges in urban areas graduated
students at a rate that was 3.5% lower than the national average, while rural colleges graduated
students at a rate that was 4.0% higher than the national average. The researchers also reported
that large enrollment colleges, which they defined as colleges with more than 2,500 full-time
equivalent (FTE) students, were far more likely to graduate fewer students regardless of whether
these institutions were located in urban, suburban, or rural areas. The large enrollment colleges
typically reported graduation rates that were from 9.0% to 14.0% lower than the graduation rates
of smaller institutions. Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) documented similar results in their

review of studies that focused on four-year colleges and universities.
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The research undertaken by the Columbia University faculty discovered that institutions
serving a large minority population tend to graduate fewer students even after controlling for
other institutional characteristics (Bailey, Calcagno, et al., 2005). They also documented that
institutions that serve a higher number of part-time students tend to graduate fewer students.
Furthermore, institutions with high proportions of female students “lowers the institutional
completion rate primarily when the college also serves a large number of part-time students”
(Bailey, Calcagno, et al., p. 3). Significantly, the Columbia study found that colleges that serve
large numbers of students who are pursuing associate degrees usually record lower graduation
rates if those institutions rely on significant numbers of part-time faculty to deliver instructional
materials.

The 2002-2003 IPEDS data used to develop this model also indicated that colleges that
expend significant amounts of funding on academic support activities tend to record lower
graduation rates, which is directly correlated to the fact that these institutions attract significant
numbers of academically under-prepared or ill-prepared students (Bailey, et al., 2005). The
researchers also point out that students who are eligible for and receive Pell Grant benefits,
which automatically classifies these students as being economically disadvantaged, are less
likely to complete their educational endeavors and earn a credential; therefore, institutions
serving significant numbers of economically disadvantaged students tend to report lower
graduation rates than do those institutions that are located in more affluent areas and who serve
more affluent students. Bailey, Calcagno, et al. also note that institutions that enroll higher
numbers of students who seek certificates tend to record higher graduation rates than do

institutions that serve higher numbers of students who are pursuing associate degrees.
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While Bailey, Calcagno, et al. (2005) focused their research efforts on developing a
model that takes into consideration institutional characteristics such as size and location to
determine what type of college is more likely to engender student success, most scholars have
focused instead on student involvement and integration in the academy in order to explain
student persistence from matriculation to graduation. The research agenda that focuses on
student involvement and integration is based on the logic that what happens to students as they
engage with the collegiate community is more predictive of student persistence than is a singular
focus on individual predispositions or institutional characteristics (Educational Policy Institute,
2006; Tinto, 1993). Sanford and associates pioneered research on student involvement in the
1960s with the publication of The American College: A Psychological and Social Interpretation
of the Higher Learning (Hossler, 2006; Upcraft, Gardner, & Barefoot, 2005).

Retention models and theories grounded in the tenets espoused by Sanford and
associates, including the works of Spady, Astin, Tinto, Bean and Mertzner, and Braxton,
Hirschy, and McClendon (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005a; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Summers, 2003),
hypothesize that success in college is directly related to students being “challenged (provided
with educational experiences that foster learning and personal development) and supported
(provided with a campus climate that helps students learn and develop)” (Upcraft, Gardner, et al.,
2005, p. 11). The theories developed by Astin (1989) and Tinto (1975, 1993) have garnered
significant attention by scholars interested in furthering the knowledge base about student
persistence toward degree completion.

Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement
Astin follows in the path of Sanford in that he uses a psychological lens to view student

involvement (Milem, 1997). Astin (1989) maintains that student involvement represents
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behaviors that contribute to or detract from student success as characterized by persistence and
degree completion. He defines student involvement as “the amount of physical and
psychological energy that a student devotes to the academic experience” (Astin, p. 518). Astin’s
definition is based on the assumption that students who invest significant time and energy in
their educational endeavors are more likely to persist than are those who exert minimum effort
(Astin; Berger & Lyon, 2005; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). Students who spend significant time on
campus interacting with peers and faculty members, pursuing academic endeavors, and
participating in extracurricular social activities are more likely to persist in their educational
endeavors. The primary purpose of the Astin theory of student involvement is to study how
institutional programs and policies influence whether students accomplish desired educational
outcomes (Upcraft, Ishler, & Swing, 2005). Astin adds:

Administrators and faculty members must recognize that virtually every institutional

policy and practice (e.g., class schedules; regulations on class attendance, academic

probation, and participation in honors courses; policies on office hours for faculty,
student orientation, and advising) can affect the way students spend their time and the

amount of effort devoted to academic pursuits. (p. 523)

Astin (1989) developed an input-environment-outcomes model to explain student
involvement in the collegiate environment. This model combines students’ pre-enroliment
characteristics—those characteristics that may inhibit student progress toward degree
completion—and their college activities to predict attrition. These pre-enroliment characteristics
are the input aspects of the Astin model. The environmental aspects of the model look at the
culture, policies, procedures, and practices of the institution and whether those environmental

factors are effective in involving students in the academic and social life of the college (Astin;
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Gumm, 2006; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Townsend, 2006). The
outcomes component simply describes how students have changed when they leave the
institution. This change is derived from the interaction of students with the college environment
(Pascarella & Terenzini). Astin “started with the basic commonsense notion that student success
is a function of who students were before they entered college and what happened to them after
they enrolled” (Ishler & Upcraft, p. 30). Astin’s model assesses change in college students by
comparing their disposition, attitudes, and opinions upon matriculation to the college with their
viewpoints at graduation (Ishler & Upcraft).

The Astin input-environment-outcomes model considers 146 inputs such as the students’
socioeconomic characteristics and educational preparation (Gumm, 2006) and 192 environmental
variables such as the size of the institution (Astin, 1989; Gumm; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Townsend, 2006) to predict student attrition. The model takes into
consideration students’ choices of majors, living arrangements during their college years,
involvement in extracurricular activities, and participation in class activities (Ishler & Upcraft).
While the environment is assigned a permanent role in this model, students must still decide
whether they will become involved—and the extent to which they will become involved—in the
social and academic aspects of the college (Myers, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini). Astin’s model
is based on five hypotheses:

1. Involvement refers to the investment of physical and psychological energy in
various objectives. The objectives may be highly generalized (the student
experience) or highly specific (preparing for a chemistry examination).

2. Regardless of its objective, involvement occurs along a continuum; that is,

different students manifest different degrees of involvement in a given objective,
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and the same student manifests different degrees of involvement in different
objectives at different times.

3. Involvement has both quantitative and qualitative features. The extent of a
student’s involvement in academic work, for instance, can be measured
qualitatively (whether the student reviews and comprehends reading assignments
or simply stares at the textbook and daydreams).

4. The amount of student learning and personal development associated with any
educational program is directly proportional to the quality and quantity of student
involvement in the program.

5. The effectiveness of any educational policy or practice is directly related to the
capacity of that policy or practice to increase student involvement. (Astin, p. 519)

The underlying principle of the Astin model is that students will undergo greater levels of change
if they partake of the various academic and social opportunities afforded them through their
colleges or universities (Pascarella & Terenzini).
Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure

Syracuse University’s Vincent Tinto is widely recognized as the leading scholar on
student involvement as it applies to attrition and persistence (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005b; Braxton
& Hirschy, 2005; Braxton, Hirschy, et al., 2004; Hagedorn, 2005). Braxton, Hirschy, et al. assign
“paradigmatic stature” (p. 7) to Tinto’s theory of student departure because of the frequency with
which this theory is cited by researchers interested in the phenomena of student departure. Tinto
began studying college student retention in the early 1970s and introduced his theory to higher
education scholars in 1975 (Braxton, Hirschy, et al.). The Tinto model is described as a middle

range theory in that it addresses some but not all reasons for why students depart college early
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(Braxton, Hirschy, et al.; McCubbin, 2003; Tinto, 1982). Scholars also use the term
interactionalist to describe how Tinto’s model focuses on students’ interactions with the college
community and environment in order to describe departure decisions (Berger & Lyon, 2005;
Braxton, Hirschy, et al.; Braxton, Milem, & Sullivan, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979).
Researchers note that the Tinto model takes a longitudinal approach to the study of student
persistence and departure (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005; McCubbin; Tinto, 1988). Finally,
McCubbin points out that Tinto is the first researcher to differentiate between academic
dismissal and voluntary withdrawal as forms of departure behavior and to define different levels
of departure: temporary stopout, permanent dropout, or transfer.

Tinto’s 1975 conceptualization. According to Tinto (1975), students’ departure decisions
are based on a longitudinal series of complex interactions with the academic and social
environments of colleges and universities. He notes that academic integration is represented by
the grades students earn in classes and their cognitive development. Tinto adds that grade
performance is a form of structural integration into the academic environment of the institution.
He defines structural integration as “the meeting of certain explicit standards of the academic
system” (p. 104). The concept of intellectual development, on the other hand, represents
students’ normative integration into the college or university. Normative integration is defined as
“an individual’s identification with the beliefs, values, and norms inherent in the academic
system” (Braxton, Hirschy, et al., 2004, p. 8). Students who earn high grades and identify with
the beliefs, values, and norms of the academic system become integrated into that system, and
academic integration contributes to higher levels of commitment to the goal of graduation

(Tinto).
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The social systems of colleges also have distinct beliefs, values, and norms, and the level
of integration into those systems are determined by the level of students’ acceptance of those
beliefs, values, and norms (Braxton, Hirschy, et al., 2004; Tinto, 1975, 1993). Students who find
that their values, beliefs, and norms are incongruent with those of the social environment are
more apt to depart the institution. Isolation from the social system may also contribute to
departure decisions. The concepts of incongruence and isolation are rooted in Durkheim’s theory
of suicide, which postulates that individuals who are inadequately integrated into society and
thus living on the fringes are more likely to commit suicide (Christie & Dinham, 1991).
McCubbin (2003) provides clarification of the linkage between Durkheim’s theory of suicide and
Tinto’s theory of student departure by pointing out:

Tinto asserted that the act of committing suicide was essentially the willful withdrawal of

an individual from existence and was therefore analogous to dropout from higher

education which was the willful withdrawal of an individual from one aspect of society.

While in Durkheim’s model of suicide, the individual is committing suicide because they

are insufficiently integrated into society, Tinto asserts that dropout occurs because the

individual is insufficiently integrated into different aspects of college or university life.

(p.2)

Tinto (1975, 1993) adds that students who find themselves as outcasts from the predominant
culture of the college may still persist if they integrate themselves sufficiently into a subculture
that is congruent with their own morals, beliefs, and values. Furthermore, integration into the
social environment leads to a greater commitment to remain at a particular institution.

This theory of student departure also argues that students’ individual attributes,

backgrounds, and pre-college experiences influence initial involvement in the academic and
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social environments of the college (Tinto, 1975, 1993). Furthermore, these pre-enrollment traits
influence students’ initial commitment to the institution itself and to the goal of graduation
(Pascarella, Duby, & lverson, 1983); however, post-enrollment integration into the social and
academic environments of the institution takes on a more influential role in student decisions to
persist or voluntarily withdraw from their educational endeavors (Tinto, 1993). Students’ initial
commitment to the institution and to the goal of graduation influence initial decisions to persist
with their educational endeavors (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). As students become more
integrated into the social and academic environments of the institution, their commitment to that
institution and to the goal of graduation increases (Braxton, Hirschy, et al., 2004).

Tinto (1988) relies on Van Gennep’s study of the rites of passage to explain how students
become integrated into the academic and social systems of colleges and universities. In order to
become integrated into one community, individuals resign their memberships in the communities
and groups associated with their pre-college lives and enter new communities and groups as
complete strangers (Tinto, 1993). Integration occurs in three stages: separation, transition, and
incorporation (Christie & Dinham, 1991). Individuals begin to reduce the amount of time spent
with members of the pre-college communities and groups during the separation phase. During
this phase, students may experience feelings of isolation and loneliness because they have not
had time to develop support mechanisms in the college environment (Tinto, 1993). Tinto (1993)
adds, “For virtually all students, separation from the past is at least somewhat isolating and
stressful, the pains of parting at least temporarily disorienting. For some it may be so difficult as
to significantly interfere with persistence in college” (p. 96). It is during this phase that
Durkheim’s theory of suicide predicts that students are most likely to withdraw voluntarily from

the institution.
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The transition stage represents the time in which individuals begin to associate with
members of the new communities and groups for which they seek membership. The transition
stage provides students the opportunity to learn the norms and expectations of the new
communities and groups (Tinto, 1988). Tinto (1993) uses the term “normlessness” (p. 93) to
describe this transition because students have not fully discarded the values and beliefs of their
old memberships nor have they fully adopted the norms and expectations of their new
communities and groups. The length of the transition stage depends on the intensity of
incongruence between the norms and expectations of the new communities and the beliefs and
values of the pre-college associations.

The third stage—the incorporation stage—occurs when individuals fully integrate
themselves into the new groups. They fully endorse the beliefs and values of the new groups, and
they begin to interact in new ways with members of the new communities and groups. Tinto
(1988) points out that individuals may still have contact with members of their old communities
and groups, but they do so as members of the college community. The conclusion of the
incorporation stage signifies that students have completed their movement from membership in
pre-college communities and groups to those communities and groups associated with college
life.

Testable propositions of the Tinto model of student departure. The Tinto model of student
departure as it was originally conceptualized includes 13 testable propositions (Braxton, Hirschy,
et al., 2004). Those propositions include:

1. Student entry characteristics affect the level of initial commitment to the

institution.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Student entry characteristics affect the level of initial commitment to the goal of
graduation from college.

Student entry characteristics directly affect the student’s likelihood of persistence
in college.

Initial commitment to the goal of graduation from college affects the level of
academic integration.

Initial commitment to the goal of graduation from college affects the level of
social integration.

Initial commitment to the institution affects the level of social integration.

Initial commitment to the institution affects the level of academic integration.
The greater the degree of academic integration, the greater the level of subsequent
commitment to the goal of graduation from college.

The greater the degree of social integration, the greater the level of subsequent
commitment to the institution.

The initial level of institutional commitment affects the subsequent level of
institutional commitment.

The initial level of commitment to the goal of graduation from college affects the
subsequent level of commitment to the goal of college graduation.

The greater the level of subsequent commitment to the goal of graduation from
college, the greater the likelihood of student persistence in college.

The greater the level of subsequent commitment to the institution, the greater the

likelihood of student persistence in college. (Braxton, Hirschy, et al., pp. 9-10)
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Braxton, Hirschy, et al. (2004) conducted a meta-analysis of various research efforts
undertaken to study Tinto’s theory of student departure. Their analysis found that this theory was
effective in explaining the departure of a traditional student population enrolled at residential
colleges and universities. Empirical studies conducted at two-year colleges found strong support
for proposition 3 (Braxton, Hirschy, et al.), which argues that the entry characteristics of students
directly affect their persistence in college. Five of the 13 propositions—propositions 5, 9, 10, 11,
and 13—explained student departure at residential institutions.

Pascarella et al. (1983) initiated research at a commuter institution to determine whether
“the patterns of influence found in the validation of Tinto’s model at a residential institution
would generalize to a non-residential/commuter setting” (p. 80). Their study found that the
entering background characteristics of students enrolling in commuter institutions affected initial
levels of commitment to the commuter institution (proposition 1) more than the actual
experiences of these students once enrolled in the institutions did (propositions 8 and 9). They
attribute this finding to the fact that commuter institutions provided minimal opportunities for
interaction with faculty and peers. They also found support for proposition 10, which proposes
that initial levels of commitment subsequently influence further commitment to that same
institution. This analysis represents one of the key criticisms directed at the Tinto theory as
originally conceptualized: his theory does not effectively describe departure decisions at
commuter institutions and at community and technical colleges (McCubbin, 2003).

The lack of opportunities for interaction at commuter institutions is a direct result of the
fact that students spend only enough time on campus to attend classes (Borglum & Kubala,
2000). (Only 303 of the 1,177 community and technical colleges in the United States are

classified as residential institutions (American Association of Community Colleges, 2008).)
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Instead of spending time on campus participating in extracurricular social activities, commuter
students must attend to the other demands associated with their lives (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005).
Braxton, Hirschy, et al. (2004) provide a colorful, but accurate description of life at a commuter
institution. They write:

Students hurry to meet their classes and hurry to leave the campus to go to work or to go

home. Thus, many students come and go throughout the day. In urban settings, busses,

trains, and cars come and go from the campus. All forms of comings and goings create a

“buzzing confusion.” The order that exists comes from the daily schedule of classes

meeting at their appointed times. ... Thus, the hurried nature of their campus experiences

reflects well-worn paths between the parking lot and the classroom. (Braxton, Hirschy, et

al., p. 45)

Leaving the institution as soon as classes are over represents commuter students’ need to
balance their academic careers with their responsibilities associated with families and jobs
(Miller, 2005). Often, these students neglect their college obligations when factors external to the
academy take precedence. Furthermore, the overriding need to give external factors priority over
academic endeavors contributes significantly to the probability that students will stop out
temporarily or drop out permanently from college (Bean, 2005). Tinto (1993) describes external
influences as having a pulling effect on students’ abilities to participate in higher education
communities.

Tinto’s 1993 reconceptualization. Tinto (1993) addressed the criticism that his theory
overemphasizes traditional college students attending residential colleges and universities by
introducing an updated version of his theory of student departure. His revised model assigns a

greater role to external influences (family, work, and community) that affect persistence and
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recognizes that the social and academic systems of colleges and universities are, by necessity,
interwoven and come together in the classroom setting (Braxton, Hirschy, et al., 2004;
McCubbin, 2003; Tinto). The academic system and the social system of colleges and universities
are no longer conceptualized as separated, distinct processes in the updated version of Tinto’s
theory (McCubbin). Instead, these systems are interwoven because events and activities
experienced in one system affect students’ interactions and experiences in the other system
(Tinto); however, the redesigned theory emphasizes the academic environment as represented by
the classroom over the social setting as characterized by extracurricular activities (Braxton,
Hirschy, et al.; McCubbin; Tinto). Furthermore, Tinto notes that the classroom plays a central
role in integrating the social and academic aspects of the institutions.

Summary

Colleges and universities are judged to be effective if they can retain students from
matriculation until graduation. Community and technical colleges are criticized for their low
retention and graduation rates. Student involvement and its relationship to persistence and
graduation has been the topic of scholarly research efforts dating back to the 1960s. Researchers
at the Community College Research Center at Columbia University in New York City developed
a model to predict which institutional characteristics most often are detrimental to achieving
higher retention and graduation rates.

A second, more popular avenue of research focuses on student traits and levels of student
involvement in the academic and social environments of colleges and universities. Astin’s theory
of student involvement and Tinto’s theory of student departure often serve as the foundation for
students linked to this second avenue of research. Astin developed his input-environment-

outcomes model through a psychological lens. The input component of the Astin model
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represents the pre-enrollment characteristics and traits of students. The environmental factors
focus on institutional characteristics and policies and procedures. The outcomes component of
the Astin model documents how students change as a result of their interactions with the college
environment. While the Astin theory of student involvement accounts for the actions and
practices of instructional faculty within the environmental component of the model, student
actions remain the central focus of this model.

Tinto originally constructed his theory of student departure by viewing the academic
environment and the social environment of colleges and universities as two distinctly separate
entities. The original theory posited that students who successfully integrate themselves into at
least one of these environments are more likely to continue with their educational endeavors.
Tinto used Van Gennep’s study of the rites of passage to explain the integration process and
Durkheim’s theory of suicide to conceptualize the departure process.

Critics of the original version of the Tinto theory charge that it was only effective in
explaining the departure patterns of traditional students who attend predominantly residential
four-year colleges and universities. Tinto introduced a revised model in 1993 that acknowledges
students’ responsibilities external to the academy and combines the academic environment and
the social environment into a cohesive unit. Furthermore, Tinto assigned the classroom a central
role in the integration process in his revised model of student departure.

National Surveys of Student Engagement

Scholars who focus their research on commuter institutions and community and technical
colleges support the notion that the classroom should be the central focus for involving students
in the academic and social systems of these institutions. Tinto (1993) cites 10 research studies

that confirmed that student departure from commuter colleges and universities occurred because
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of academic-related issues rather than because of social issues. Other studies report that up to
90% of all community and technical college students do not participate in any type of campus
social activity (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006; Miller & Bender, 2005), thus all
engagement activities for these students occur within the academic environment. Kuh, Kinzie,
Buckley, et al. point out that students are more likely to persist with their educational endeavors
if they establish relationships within the college environment; therefore, institutions must
implement mechanisms that will enable students to make connections with others on campus.
They provide three recommendations to accomplish this mandate: “make the classroom the locus
of community, structure ways for more commuter students to spend time with classmates, and
involve every student in a meaningful way in some activity or with a positive role model in the
college environment” (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, et al., p. 4). These recommendations serve as the
cornerstone for two annual efforts to assess effective educational practices at colleges and
universities throughout the United States.

George Kuh’s work at the Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research
represents a growing body of research on how student involvement and integration into the
academy affect persistence and student retention. This work is grounded mainly in the works of
Astin and Tinto (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005b). Kuh and his associates developed the
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) in 1999 in order to measure the educational
experiences of students within and outside the classroom (Indiana University for Postsecondary
Research, 2004). They administer the survey each spring to freshmen and seniors at more than
500 four-year colleges and universities. The NSSE provides college administrators with
information on the levels of student engagement in learning-related activities which, in turn,

leads “to the identification of empirically confirmed good practices in undergraduate education
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[that] reflect behaviors by students and institutions that are associated with desired outcomes of
college” (Indiana University for Postsecondary Research, p. 1).

Recognizing that the experiences encountered by students at four-year, predominantly
residential colleges and universities are vastly different from those encountered at two-year
colleges, Kay McClenney and staff at the Community College Leadership Program at The
University of Texas at Austin created the Community College Survey of Student Engagement
(CCSSE) in 2003 (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2006c¢). A total of 316
community and technical colleges participated in the 2008 administration of the CCSSE
(Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2008c). Included in this number are
fourteen institutions located in Georgia, only one of which is a member of the Technical College
System of Georgia (Community College Survey of Student Engagement).

The NSSE and CCSSE are similar in that they both rely on self-reports by students to
measure those practices and associated student behaviors that contribute to student success. Both
surveys provide national benchmarks for institutions to develop comparisons. The NSSE
includes five benchmarks: level of academic challenge, student interactions with faculty
members, supportive campus environments, active and collaborative learning, and enriching
educational experiences (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2007a).

Because of the differences between community and technical colleges and four-year
colleges and universities, McClenney and staff omitted inappropriate items such as the notion
that the typical community and technical college student is a recent high school graduate who
resides on or near campus, and they added items not found on the NSSE (Community College
Survey of Student Engagement, 2006b). The major additions focus on “items pertinent to

technical education, student and academic support services, and student retention” (Community
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College Survey of Student Engagement, 2006b, p. 1). The final benchmarks covered by the two-
year college survey include active and collaborative learning, support for learners, student-
faculty interaction, student effort, and academic challenge (Community College Survey of
Student Engagement, 2006e; McClenney, 2004b).

Kuh and staff piloted a companion faculty survey to the NSSE in 2003 and officially
launched the companion survey the following year (Faculty Survey of Student Engagement,
2007). The Community College Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (CCFSSE), the
companion survey to the CCSSE, debuted during the spring of 2005 after undergoing pilot
testing the preceding year (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2006d).
Community and technical colleges that elect to administer the CCSSE in any given year are
invited to participate in the faculty survey as well. The most recent CCFSSE report shows that
130 of the 376 CCSSE institutions in 2008 also administered the faculty survey (Community
College Survey of Student Engagement, 2008b). Only one two-year college in Georgia—a unit
of the University System of Georgia—participated in the CCFSSE administration in 2008.
Active and Collaborative Learning

Active and collaborative learning serves as the predominant benchmark for both the
National Survey of Student Engagement and the Community College Survey of Student
Engagement. Colleges and universities that are highly effective in retaining students focus on
improving the learning environment by adopting pedagogical practices that engage students
actively in constructing knowledge (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, et al., 2005a). Though both national
surveys treat active and collaborative learning as a single construct, they are actually two
separate, but highly integrated constructs. Students studying active and collaborative learning for

the first time benefit from analyzing them as two distinctly different pedagogical approaches.
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Bonwell and Eison (1991) provide the classic definition of active learning. They describe
this pedagogical approach “as anything that ‘involves students in doing things and thinking about
the things they are doing’” (Bonwell & Eison, p. 2). Active learning strategies involve students
in the learning process by engaging them in activities to develop their skills and abilities to
analyze, synthesize, and evaluate new information against preconceived attitudes and values
(Bonwell & Eison). Examples of active learning strategies include demonstrations, questioning,
discussions, visual-based instruction, writing in class, problem solving, technology enhanced
instruction, learning journals, modeling activities, think-pair-share, learning contracts, active self
assessment, and active observation and feedback (Bonwell & Eison; Darden & Richardson-
Jones, 2003; Silberman, 1996).

In their handbook on collaborative learning techniques, Barkley, Cross, and Major (2005)
point out that this pedagogical approach is based on the idea that “learners must be actively
engaged in learning” (p. 10, emphasis in original). Furthermore, advocates of collaborative
learning practices argue that learning is inherently social in nature and that students experience
deeper learning when they work in groups to explore solutions to problems (Chickering &
Gamson, 1987; Goodsell, Maher, Tinto, Smith, & MacGregor, 1992; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, et
al., 2006; Love & Love, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Cross (2005) notes that college
professors who subscribe to a collaborative learning approach often assign groups of students a
problem. Their task is to research various ways to resolve the problem and then to come to a
consensus on which solution will be the most appropriate. There are no right answers. Examples
of collaborative learning techniques include note-taking pairs, role playing, critical debates,
group investigations, analytical teams, test-taking teams, debates, round robin brainstorming

sessions, think-aloud pair problem solving, structured problems, peer editing, writing in groups,
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peer teaching, supplemental instruction, learning communities, and collaborative writing
(Barkley et al.; Goodsell et al.; Howell, 2002; Nonkukhetkhong, Baldauf, & Moni, 2006;
Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003; Vega & Tayler, 2005).

Bruffee (1995) adds to the knowledge base by pointing out that collaborative learning
strategies are designed for adult learners rather than children and adolescents. He uses the term
collective learning to define socially oriented learning strategies applicable to younger learners.
Bruffee adds that the principle concepts of collective learning and collaborative learning are
identical, but the goals of the learning activities change as students move from adolescence into
adulthood. Both pedagogical approaches view knowledge construction as a social process in
which students work together to actively search for answers to a problem. Adolescent learning
focuses on foundational knowledge—mathematics, reading and writing, and historical facts—
and collective learning strategies provide non-competitive, efficient, and effective avenues to
allow students to “join some of the established learning communities available to them and the
encompassing culture we hold in common” (Bruffee, p. 3). Teachers retain their locus of control
in cooperative learning activities and maintain their positions as subject-matter experts (Barkley
et al., 2005).

Bruffee (1995) also postulates that “collaborative learning is designed to pick up where
cooperative learning leaves off” (p. 5). Collaborative learning activities aim to develop higher
learning skills, including critical thinking and listening skills. This instructional approach also
emphasizes working constructively and productively as a group (Barkley et al., 2005).
Furthermore, teachers serve as facilitators and coaches who focus on developing meaningful
learning experiences through group learning activities (Barkley et al.; Barr & Tagg, 1995; Fried,

2006; Goodsell et al., 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
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Increasing Student Achievement

Proponents of active and collaborative learning strategies spotlight the benefits afforded
to students who are exposed to these instructional techniques. The University of Texas
researchers who are responsible for the annual administration of the Community College Survey
of Student Engagement and the Community College Faculty Survey of Student Engagement
write:

Students learn more when they are actively involved in their education and have

opportunities to think about and apply what they are learning in different settings.

Through collaborating with others to solve problems or to master challenging content,

students develop valuable skills that prepare them to deal with the kinds of situations and

problems they will encounter in the workplace, the community, and their personal lives.

(Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2003a, p. 1)

The Internet provides students with access to a wealth of information to substantiate or
dispute the endorsement of active and collaborative learning issued by the Texas researchers.
Prince (2004) warns, however, about comparing the results of one study with the findings of
another research project because of the extensive variety of active and collaborative learning
strategies available to instructional faculty. To illustrate, Barkley et al. (2005) include 22
strategies in their handbook on collaborative learning strategies, while Silberman (1996)
provides information on 101 active learning strategies in his book on this topic. Because of this
diverseness, Prince urges readers of the different research reports to evaluate the results
independently of one another.

Despite his warning, Prince (2004) acknowledges that the different research projects

undertaken to study active and collaborative learning return remarkably similar outcomes. He
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reports that two different meta-analyses by Johnson, Johnson, and Smith covering 25 research
studies over a span of 90 years and another meta-analysis by Spring and associates covering 43
studies “support the premise that collaboration ‘works’ for promoting a broad range of student
learning outcomes. In particular, collaboration enhances academic achievement, student
attitudes, and student retention” (Prince, p. 5). Likewise, his review of the research on the affects
of active learning on student outcomes underscores the consistency with which active learning
strategies lead to improved performances by students.

The authoritative resource on how college affects students confirms Prince’s findings.
Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) report in How College Affects Students: A Third Decade of
Research that “a substantial amount of both experimental and correlational evidence suggests
that active student involvement in learning has a positive impact on the acquisition of course
content” (p. 101). As to collaborative learning, Pascarella and Terenzini point out that the results
of numerous studies consistently show that instructional techniques associated with this concept
significantly enhance numerous student outcomes.

Three studies illustrate the impact of active and collaborative learning strategies on
student learning outcomes. In a study of 2,050 second-year students randomly selected from the
group of students who participated as incoming freshmen in 1992 in the National Study of
Student Learning, Cabrera et al. (2002) discovered that collaborative learning tactics were the
most important predictors of student gains in the cognitive areas of understanding science and
technology and in the acquisition of advanced analytical skills. They report that collaborative
learning was highly correlated to higher student outcomes associated with the affective measures
of personal development, an appreciation of the arts, and openness to diversity. Cabrera et al.

summarize their finding by writing:
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Collectively, the findings make a compelling case for using cooperative learning
practices both inside and outside the classroom. These techniques harness the ability and
motivation of students towards their personal development, understanding of science and
technology, appreciation for art, analytical skills gain, and openness to diversity. Across
the five cognitive and affective outcomes, cooperative learning practices had the highest
effect, well beyond those attributable to precollege academic ability, gender, ethnicity,
parental education, and academic effort. Hence, collaborative learning is a direct tool that
institutions can implement to bring about critical student development outcomes. (p. 6)
A study of asynchronous learning networks (ALNSs) associated with the virtual classroom
project at the New Jersey Institute of Technology revealed similar results as the Cabrera et al.
study. The New Jersey study covered a three-year period, and it compared outcomes of
undergraduate students enrolled in information systems courses or sections of courses taught in
an online environment with the learning outcomes of students who took those same courses in a
traditional face-to-face format (Hiltz, et al., n.d.). Hiltz et al. found that the outcomes recorded by
the students enrolled in online courses were as good or better as the outcomes achieved by the
students in the face-to-face environment provided the online students engaged in collaborative
learning activities. If the online students simply read materials posted online by the instructors
and other students and if they completed assignments by themselves, the online students
achieved learning outcomes at a lower level than their peers in the traditional classroom setting.
For this reason, the New Jersey study has practical applications for those community and
technical colleges that are investing significantly in human and physical capital in order to
expand the availability of online courses. This study also illustrates how faculty who are well

versed in collaborative learning strategies are assisting online students in achieving their

44



educational objectives at a rate that is consistently higher than what students in more traditional
environments accomplish.

Active learning strategies were the focus of a study involving 141 students enrolled in a
human physiology course at a small university in western Texas (Wilke, 2003). A portion of the
students were enrolled in sections of the course in which the professors used active learning
strategies throughout the semester. The remaining students were enrolled in sections in which
instructors relied on lectures to cover course materials. Students who were enrolled in the active
learning sections “acquired significantly more content knowledge and were significantly more
self-efficacious than students” (Wilke, p. 207) who were enrolled in the traditional lecture-
oriented sections.

Despite the substantial volume of evidence from a century of research, the majority of
college instructors do not use active and collaborative learning activities in their classes. Instead,
they use lectures as their chief instructional technique (Community College Survey of Student
Engagement, 2003a; Gardiner, n.d.; Leslie & Gappa, 2002; Mourtos & Allen, 2003; Palmer,
2002; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Gardiner cites five different studies conducted in the 1980s
and early 1990s that documented the heavy reliance of college instructors on the use of lectures
to communicate course materials. He reports that the researchers of one of those studies
documented that up to 83% of 1,800 faculty members employed at five different types of
institutions used lectures as their primary instructional technique. Furthermore, the researchers
discovered that the dependency on lectures as the principal approach to classroom management
ranged from 73% to 83% when segregating the outcomes by type of institution (Gardiner, n.d.).

A more recent study conducted in 2007 revealed that 70% of the faculty members in the College
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of Engineering at San Jose State University in California lecture for most of the time in each
class session (Mourtos & Allen, 2003, February).

Research focusing on the instructional strategies of community and technical college
faculty documents the pervasiveness of lecture-dominated classes in that segment of higher
education. A review of data collected in the 1999 administration of the National Survey of
Postsecondary Faculty found that 88% of the 89,000 full-time, two-year college faculty who
completed the questionnaire indicated that they lectured for the majority of time in some or all of
their classes (Palmer, 2002). Schuetz’s (2002) review of data collected from more than 1,500
instructors at over 100 community and technical colleges who participated in a 2000 survey by
the Center for the Study of Community Colleges and Cox’s (2003) discussion of a 1999 study by
Grubbs and Associates involving 243 instructors at 32 different two-year institutions validate the
conclusions submitted by Palmer after his analysis of the 1999 data collected from postsecondary
faculty nationally: community and technical college faculty most often use lectures to deliver
course content.

The Community College Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (CCFSSE) paints a
somewhat different picture than that of Palmer (2002), Schuetz (2002), and Cox (2003). Since its
inception, the CCFSSE has consistently shown that only one-third of faculty at two-year colleges
lecture for 50% or more of each class session (Community College Survey of Student
Engagement, 2003a, 2006d, 2007c). Data collected during the pilot administration of this
instrument show that only 30% of the respondents used lectures for 50% or more of the time; the
response rate remained consistent at 31% for the next three administrations of the CCFSSE. Only
35% of the faculty at participating institutions responded to the 2007 questionnaire despite the

fact that community and technical colleges elect to participate in the CCFSSE and its companion
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instrument for students. Many of the institutions elect to participate in the surveys as part of
regional accreditation efforts. In fact, the designers of the two instruments actively promote the
use of the questionnaires by noting in the CCSSE marketing materials that “regional accrediting
associations already are making their institutional members aware of the value of the survey[s] as
part of institutional self-study and quality improvement” (Community College Survey of Student
Engagement, 2008a, p. 1). One could question whether respondents subconsciously select
answers that support institutional efforts to document effective educational practices.
Differentiating By Personal Characteristics and Situational Factors

Simply looking at the aggregate results of surveys on instructional techniques does not
give a complete picture of what occurs in college classrooms. Many research reports differentiate
faculty practices based on personal characteristics and situational factors. The personal
characteristics studied previously include gender (Brawner, Felder, Allen, & Brent, 2001;
Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis, 2001; Lammers & Murphy, 2002; Lindholm,
Szeleny, Hurtado, & Korn, 2005; Singer, 1996; Starbuck, 2003), ethnicity (Bower, 2002; Indiana
University-Purdue University Indianapolis), academic credentials (Bowles, 1982; Cohen &
Outcalt, 2001; Lei, 2007), employment status (Benjamin, 1998; Bowles; Cohen & Outcalt;
Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis; Jacoby, 2006; Keim & Biletzky, 1999; Lei;
Leslie & Gappa, 2002; Outcalt, 2002; Schuetz, 2002), length of teaching experience (Bowles;
Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2006d, 2007b; Indiana University-Purdue
University Indianapolis; Lei; Lindholm et al.; Liu et al.2006; Palmer, 2002), and faculty rank
(Brawner, Felder, et al.2001; Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis; Singer).

The situational factors that have attracted the attention of researchers in the past include

academic discipline (Battersby, 2005; Bowles, 1982; Brawner, Felder, et al.2002; Cohen &
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Outcalt, 2001; Crosling, 2008; Flynn, 2005; Galbraith, 2004; Halpern & Hakel, 2003; Huber,
1999; Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis, 2001; McCollin, 2000; Mourtos &
Allen, 2003; Neumann, 2001; Palmer, 2000, 2002; Portmann & Stick, 2003; Singer, 1996),
institutional type/selectivity of institutions (Brawner, Felder, et al.; Community College Survey
of Student Engagement, 2007b; Gardiner, n.d.; National Survey of Student Engagement, 2006;
Singer), level of courses (Schibik & Harrington, 2004; Singer), class size (Keim & Biletzky,
1999; Lammers & Murphy, 2002; Singer), and teaching loads (Keim & Biletzky; Singer). The
studies that delve into institutional types and the admissions selectivity of colleges and
universities have little application to the current study except when previous research addresses
the instructional practices of faculty at community and technical colleges. Furthermore, the
studies by Singer and Schibik and Harrington on class levels, which compare and contrast the
practices of lower-division faculty (i.e., those who teach freshmen- and sophomore-level classes)
with the strategies most often used by upper division faculty (i.e., instructors of junior- and
senior-level courses), are not germane to the current study.

Gender. Research conducted by Starbuck (2003), Brawner, Felder, et al. (2001), Indiana
University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) (2001), Singer (1996), and Lindholm et al.
(2005), Lammers and Murphy (2002), and Nelson Laird, Garver, and Niskode (2007) found that
male instructors typically lecture for the majority of each class session while female faculty
members are more likely to engage students with active and collaborative learning approaches,
which are classified as learner-centered instructional practices. These findings are consistent with
the scholarly literature that explores how the gender of instructors shapes pedagogical practices
(Starbuck). Starbuck, Brawner et al., IUPUI, Singer, Lammers and Murphy, Nelson Laird et al.,

and Lindholm et al. focus their research efforts on faculty employed at four-year colleges and
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universities. Though the University of Texas researchers responsible for the administration of the
Community College Faculty of Student Engagement report the gender distribution of each year’s
participants, they do not provide information on the differences in instructional practices based
on gender in the annual overview of national results (Community College Survey of Student
Engagement, 2003b, 2006d, 2007c). Furthermore, the Summer 2002 edition of New Directions
for Community Colleges, which focuses on the characteristics, practices, and challenges of
community college faculty, omits any discussion about the influence of gender on pedagogical
practices. Instead, the authors emphasize disciplinary variations (Palmer, 2002), employment
status (Schuetz, 2002), and ethnicity (Bower, 2002). Finally, an extensive Google search, as well
as a search of various university accessible library databases, failed to uncover scholarly articles
on how gender affects the instructional practices used on a consistent basis by community and
technical college faculty.

Ethnicity. Information on how ethnicity influences classroom practices of faculty at two-
year and four-year colleges is rather limited. Bower (2002) reports on the results of a
questionnaire administered to approximately 2,300 faculty at 156 community and technical
colleges by the Center for the Study of Community Colleges at the Graduate School of
Education and Information Studies at the University of California at Los Angeles. She points out
that 10% of the 1,540 instructors who returned the survey instrument identified themselves as
minorities. She adds, “An analysis of the responses using statistical methods shows that in most
respects minority faculty respond to the survey questions similarly to the way nonminority do....
However, some differences do emerge” (Bower, p. 80). With regard to instructional practices,

Bower shows that minority faculty are more apt to participate in interdisciplinary team teaching,
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which is a feature associated with learning communities. These communities are classified as
collaborative learning initiatives by Tinto (2003), O’Banion (1997), and others.

The Office of Information Management and Institutional Research at Indiana University-
Purdue University Indianapolis (2001) issued the results of the 2000 faculty survey in which over
800 professors returned completed questionnaires, Like Bower (2002), the IUPUI research staff
documented that minority faculty members responded similarly to that of nonminority
instructors. They attribute the findings to the fact that the university employed a “relatively small
number of minority faculty” (Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis, p. 1). That
small number and the “large differences in faculty opinions by school [made] it difficult to
identify any systematic differences” (Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis, p. 1).

Whereas 10% of the 1,540 instructors who completed the Center for the Study of
Community Colleges Survey were minorities , Bower (2002) reports that minority faculty
constituted 14.1% of the total instructor population at all community and technical colleges in
the United States in 1998. By the 2005-2006 academic year, that percentage had dropped to 12%
(Marks, 2007). Minority faculty, however, accounted for 14.6% of the faculty employed during
the 2005-2006 academic year at two-year colleges located in the 16 states associated with the
Southern Regional Education Board. In Georgia, minority faculty accounted for 16.8% of the
faculty employed that year in the state’s community and technical colleges (Marks, 2007).

Educational attainment. Studies conducted by Lei (2007) and Cohen and Outcalt (2001)
provide insight into whether the level of educational attainment of community and technical
college faculty influences the teaching practices they use for the majority of their courses and/or
class sessions. Lei administered a survey to 400 randomly selected instructors at two community

colleges located in a western state and obtained a response rate of 45.8%. The survey results
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indicate a significant difference (p < 0.05) in the approaches to classroom instruction taken by
those faculty members who had earned doctoral degrees as opposed to those instructors who had
not earned doctoral degrees. Instructors who had earned doctoral degrees used active and
collaborative learning strategies significantly more than did the other instructors surveyed.
Conversely, instructors who had not earned doctoral degrees relied more heavily on lectures than
did their colleagues who held doctoral degrees.

Lei (2007) reports that the results of his study mirror the results reported by Bowles
(1982), which were derived from data collected in two national surveys administered in 1977 and
1978 by the Center for the Study of Community Colleges. The center administered the two
surveys randomly to faculty at 15 two-year postsecondary institutions throughout the United
States. Center-based researchers issued one of the surveys to 756 faculty members who taught
humanities courses at 175 colleges and the other survey to 1,275 science and social science
instructors at those same institutions. The results uncovered a predisposition of instructors from
the three disciplines who held doctoral degrees to engage students actively and collaborative in
the construction of knowledge. On the other hand, instructors from these academic disciplines
who had not earned a doctoral degree favored lectures, thus assigning students to a passive role
in the learning environment.

The findings reported by Lei (2007) and Bowles (1982) contrast sharply with the results
of a survey administered in 2000 by Cohen and Outcalt (2001) to approximately 2,300
instructors employed at 156 community and technical colleges nationally. Cohen and Outcalt
report that 43.3% of the respondents who held doctoral degrees lectured for the majority of the
time. Only 35.4% of the faculty who held degrees below the doctoral level used lectures

predominately. The authors further point out that faculty members who were seeking their

51



doctoral degrees were slightly less likely to lecture for the majority of the time than were those
instructors who were working on degrees below the doctoral level. According to the survey
results, 36.1% of the doctoral candidates and 36.7% of the instructors seeking degrees below the
doctoral level said they rely predominately on lectures to deliver course content (Cohen &
Outcalt).

The results obtained from faculty members who were pursuing graduate degrees is
important because of the arguments that graduate programs do not include enough opportunities
for students to prepare for the teaching profession (Gaff & Pruitt-Logan, 1998; Kozeracki, 2005).
Gaff and Pruitt-Logan summarize these arguments by writing:

We have never really prepared graduate students to become college professors.

Traditional doctoral study is designed to give graduate students the capacity to conduct

original research. This is a necessary but insufficient condition for faculty success....

Many graduate students, however, acquire no experience in the complex tasks of

teaching: determining proper goals for student learning; designing courses; selecting

learning materials, making assignments, and assessing the achievement of those goals;
understanding and working effectively with diverse students; giving academic and career
advice; and constructing and assessing curricula in the department. Too many of those
who do serve as teaching assistants are given only minor assignments and receive little or

no orientation and mentoring to master these tasks. (p. 77)

Fayne and Ortquist-Ahrens (2006) point out that graduate education prepares students to be
experts in the field, but novices in the classroom.

Employment status. The employment status of community and technical college faculty is

a topic that receives significant attention from researchers interested in identifying the
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instructional strategies used by instructors. Much of this attention is rooted in the continuing
dialog on whether part-time faculty members are as effective as their full-time colleagues. As
late as 1982, it was noted that “no empirical evidence yet exists to support the content that part-
time faculty provide less effective instruction than do full-time staff” (Bowles, 1982, p. 130).
More recent literature presents conflicting information as to how the employment of part-time
faculty members influences student outcomes (Schuetz, 2002). Some authors report that studies
have proven that part-time faculty are just as effective as full-time instructors (Cohen & Brawer,
2003; Schuetz, 2002; Wallin, 2005). Bowles underscores this point by writing, “While the
literature reports a popular perception that part-timers are less committed to teaching than their
full-time colleagues, and teach less well than full-timers, repeated studies ... have found no
differences in teaching quality between full-timers and part-timers” (p. 28).

Critics of the trend to rely more heavily on part-time faculty to fulfill scheduling demands
cite studies that have documented that increased attrition of students directly correlates to the
increased employment of part-time faculty (Benjamin, 1998; Jacoby, 2006; Schibik &
Harrington, 2004). Jacoby notes that the graduation rate at four-year colleges and universities
dropped by an average of 2.7% for each 10.0% increase in the number of part-time faculty used
to teach classes. Schibik and Harrington add that an inverse relationship exists between one-
semester retention rates and the use of part-time faculty to teach developmental, general
education, and introductory discipline-based courses. Jacoby attributes this phenomenon to the
fact that the “part-time or ‘permatemp’ system provides for few incentives to foster rich
interactions between faculty and students, and thus undermines the campus-learning climate” (p.

1085).
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Critics of the “permatemp” system mentioned by Jacoby (2006) also acknowledge that
part-time faculty are less likely to use innovative active and collaborative instructional strategies
(Jacoby; Lei, 2007; Outcalt, 2002); however, studies to document this assertion return mixed
results. An analysis of data collected from 2,000 community and technical college instructors
from 114 institutions who responded to a survey administered by the Center for the Study of
Community Colleges uncovered the fact that faculty members spend nearly two-thirds of their
class time lecturing to students (Leslie & Gappa, 2002). This finding applied regardless of the
employment status of instructors.

A 2000 study involving more than 1,500 faculty members at over 100 community
colleges documented that instructors spent an average of 43% of class time lecturing (Schuetz,
2002). Again, this result applied equally to full-time and part-time instructors. Additional studies
by Cohen and Outcalt (2001), Keim and Biletzky (1999), and Lei (2007) also conclude that
lecturing remained the predominate strategy used by full- and part-time faculty employed at
community and technical colleges throughout the United States. Schuetz (2002) reports,
however, that full-time faculty who responded to the survey she reviewed were more likely to
engage students through the use of active and collaborative instructional strategies. She
documented that 27% of the full-time faculty members and only 10% of part-time instructors
used collaborative strategies, group activities, and team projects to engage students during class
sessions. These results are in contrast to the outcomes of the 1993 National Survey of
Postsecondary Faculty in which it was noted that full-time faculty members at two-year colleges
were less likely than their part-time counterparts to use active and collaborative learning

strategies (Palmer, 2000).
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Length of teaching experience. Studies that focus on the length of teaching experience are
based on the underlying assumption that instructors will alter their instructional approaches as
they gain experience. Kugel (1993) provides a five-stage conceptualization of how faculty
members move from novice lecturers to experts who alter their strategies to accommodate
multiple learning styles. During the first stage, new instructors focus on themselves and their
roles in classrooms. They teach the way they were taught during the time they were students
(Darden & Richardson-Jones, 2003; Flott, 2005; Halpern & Hakel, 2003; Kugel; Michael, 2007;
Portmann & Stick, 2003; Vega & Tayler, 2005). Faculty members operating in the first phase
consider themselves to be subject-matter experts (Kugel) who are responsible for exposing
students to the subject itself (Barr & Fear, 2005; Flynn, 2005; Howell, 2002; Iran-Nejad, 1995;
University of Connecticut, n.d.). They accomplish this objective by spending the majority of
classroom time lecturing to students.

The lecture remains the centerpiece of the instructional strategies used by instructors
operating in the second phase of the Kugel (1993) conceptualization. During this stage, lectures
become crisp, which leads to an increase in the quality and quantity of information
communicated to students. Interestingly, Kugel points out that the quantity and quality of
information retained by students tends to decrease as the quantity and quality of the lecture
increases.

Instructors begin to use a variety of instructional techniques, including active and
collaborative learning strategies, during the third phase (Kugel, 1993). This transition is
undertaken after faculty members realize that students do not learn materials in the same way.
Instead, multiple learning styles exist, which dictates how students sort, process, and use

information they obtain in various learning situations (Cano, Garton, & Raven, 1993).
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Furthermore, students’ learning styles affect the way they respond to specific teaching methods
(D. M. Brown, 2003; Weston & Cranton, 1986). It is during this third stage that instructors began
to realize that students’ role in the knowledge-construction process is more than simply being a
passive recipient of the content transmitted by the lecturer (Kugel). By the fourth stage,
instructors realize that students who actively construct knowledge demonstrate greater levels of
academic achievement. As such, they use active and collaborative learning strategies for the
majority of the time in order to engage students in course content.

The final stage occurs when faculty begin emphasizing strategies that assist students in
becoming independent learners (Kugel, 1993). The terms “self-directed learners” (Candy, 1991;
Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Weimer, 2002), “autonomous learners” (Candy; Weimer), and
“self-regulated learners” (Weimer) are used interchangeably with the term “independent
learners.” Independent learners take responsibility for their learning (Dantec & Jowers, 2007).
Candy defines independent learning “as a process, a method, and a philosophy of education
whereby a learner acquires knowledge by his or her own efforts and develops the ability for
enquiry and critical evaluation” (p. 1). The objective of independent learning is to develop
lifelong learners (Government of Saskatchewan, n.d.; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003), transferable
skills (Candy), critical reflection and critical thinking skills (Schaefer & Zygmont; Weimer), and
problem-solving skills (Schaefer & Zygmont).

A study of graduate teaching assistants at a research-based university provides support
for Kugel’s (1993) five-stage conceptualization of how teachers alter their practices over the
course of their careers. Researchers documented that the longer instructors teach the more likely
they are to use innovative instructional strategies associated with active and collaborative

learning (Liu, et al., 2006). Furthermore, the 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
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documented that new community and technical college faculty approached their responsibilities
differently from their older, more experienced colleagues (Palmer, 2000); however, the 1993
national study returned results that contrast sharply with the findings reported by Liu et al.
Palmer states, “Full-time teachers who were in the same job for 20 or more years were ... less
likely to have required student presentations, to have used computer-assisted instruction, or to
have required students to evaluate each other’s work” (p. 4). The activities cited by Palmer are
examples of active and collaborative learning strategies.

Researchers at the Higher Education Research Institution (HERI) at the University of
California at Los Angeles recorded similar results on the 2004-2005 HERI Faculty Survey to that
of the 1993 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty. Results from the HERI study show that
early-career instructors were more likely to use active and collaborative learning strategies, while
professors who were in the later stages of their teaching careers were more likely to lecture
extensively for most or all of their classes (University of California at Los Angeles Higher
Education Research Institute, 2005). According to the 2004-2005 study, 62% of the advanced-
career faculty lectured for most or all of their classes as compared to 55% of mid-career faculty
and 51% of early-career faculty. Conversely, 57% of the early-career instructors reported that
they used small group exercises in most or all of their classes. Only 47% of mid-career faculty
and 36% of advanced-career professors indicated that they incorporated these types of activities
into their approaches to classroom instructional practices. The 2004-2005 study also shows that
48% of early-career, 44% of mid-career, and 40% of advanced-career faculty required students
to make presentations.

The first three non-pilot administrations of the Community College Faculty Survey of

Student Engagement returned consistent results with regard to whether the length of teaching

57



experience affects how community and technical college faculty approach classroom instruction
(Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2005, 2006d, 2007b). The discussion about
the length of teaching experience and classroom practices in the 2006 overview is, with two
minor exceptions, the same as the information presented in the 2005 and 2007 overviews:
The percent of class time spent on various activities fluctuates quite a bit depending upon
the number of years faculty members have taught.... Instructors in their first year of
teaching most closely parallel instructors who have been in the profession 30-39 years in
terms of how much time is devoted to varying classroom activities. However, those who
have been teaching 1-4 years more closely parallel those who have been teaching 5-19
years [emphasis added] in most instructional categories.

Teachers who have taught 10-19 years were more likely to spend their class time
on teacher-led discussion and small group activities than were teachers in any other
category. In fact, over a third of the teachers in this category reported that they devoted a
minimum of 75% of their class time to small group activities; similarly, a third [emphasis
added] of the instructors in this category reported devoting at least half of their class time
to in-class writing. (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2006d, p. 7)
The two italicized sections in the preceding passage indicate where the 2006 discussion

differs from the 2005 and 2007 CCFSSE overviews. After using the 5-19 years breakdown—the
first emphasized point—in both the 2005 and 2006 overviews, the writers of the 2007 report
changed the category to 5-9 years (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2005,
2006d, 2007b). The second emphasized point highlights the survey results in 2005 that found
that nearly 50% of the respondents assigned in-class writing activities. By the 2007

administration, that percentage had dropped to approximately 25%. Table 2.1 averages the
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CCFSSE results from the first three administrations in order to show how community and
technical college faculty with varying years of teaching experience allocate class time for
specific instructional activities.

Table 2.1

Percentage of Class Time Spent on Various Activities Based on Years of Teaching
Experience: CCFSSE Results

First 1-4 5-9 10-19 20-29 30-39
Year Years Years Years Years Years
Lecture
30-39% 6.0% 20.7% 23.0% 42.5% 14.3% 7.0%
40-49% 5.3% 20.3% 23.3% 29.0% 14.7% 7.3%
50-74% 6.0% 25.7% 24.0% 27.7% 15.3% 7.0%
75-100% 6.3% 21.7% 21.0% 24.3% 16.0% 9.3%
Teacher-Led Discussion
30-39% 5.7% 21.7% 23.7% 28.0% 15.7% 5.7%
40-49% 6.0% 21.3% 24.3% 26.7% 14.7% 6.7%
50-74% 5.3% 21.7% 23.3% 30.3% 13.7% 9.3%
75-100% 7.3% 21.3% 25.3% 24.7% 13.7% 6.0%
Small-Group Activities
30-39% 6.7% 25.0% 24.7% 26.3% 12.0% 4.3%
40-49% 5.7% 24.7% 23.7% 26.3% 12.0% 7.3%
50-74% 7.0% 24.3% 26.7% 25.7% 11.3% 4.7%
75-100% 10.0% 11.7% 19.7% 39.0% 16.3% 3.7%
In-Class Writing
30-39% 5.0% 20.7% 24.0% 28.3% 16.7% 3.7%
40-49% 4.0% 19.7% 24.3% 32.0% 13.0% 6.7%
50-74% 7.3% 15.0% 22.7% 32.7% 14.3% 5.7%
75-100% 3.7% 20.3% 21.7% 20.3% 13.7% 17.0%

Source. Adapted from Community College Survey of Student Engagement (2005, 2006d, 2007b)

Situational Factors

In addition to studying personal characteristics, higher education researchers are also
interested in measuring the effects of situational factors on the teaching practices of faculty
members. Previous research studies have compared the teaching practices of faculty employed at
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different types of institutions and, by extension, institutions with different admissions selectivity
levels (Brawner, et al., 2001; Gardiner, n.d.; Lutzer, Maxwell, & Rodi, 2002; National Survey of
Student Engagement, 2006, 2007b). Other scholars have conducted studies designed to identify
differences in approaches to classroom instruction by faculty who teach introductory courses and
those instructors who teach advanced courses (Schibik & Harrington, 2004; Singer, 1996).
Others delve into how class size (Keim & Biletzky, 1999; Lammers & Murphy, 2002; Singer)
and teaching loads (Keim & Biletzky; Singer) affect classrooms; however, the topic of academic
disciplines attracts the most attention of higher education researchers interested in studying the
effects of institutionally controlled characteristics on instructional practices.

Academic discipline. The level of scholarly interest in the influence of academic
disciplines on teaching practices can be gauged by the number of articles uncovered in Internet
and university library database searches using the phrase “college teaching practices.” Some of
these articles emphasize single disciplines (Brawner, et al., 2001, 2002; Mourtos & Allen, 2003;
Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003), while others compare practices in multiple academic disciplines
(Bowles, 1982; Palmer, 2002; Singer, 1996). The central hypothesis of many of these studies is
that exposure to academic disciplines enculturates students—i.e., future faculty members—to
what is important in the field (Crosling, 2008; Portmann & Stick, 2003; Singer, 1996; Verner,
1964). The traditions surrounding academic disciplines not only dictate what is taught, but how
that information is taught (Battersby, 2005; Crosling; Huber, 1999; Neumann, 2001; Singer).

Huber (1999) describes the traditions associated with academic disciplines as providing
“scholars a ready-made way to imagine and present their work, but also by giving shape to the
problems they choose and the methods they use” (p. 4). This viewpoint often leads to the

conclusion that faculty members mimic the way they were taught during their tenure as college
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students (Flott, 2005; Kiely, Sandmann, & Truluck, 2004; Peer & Martin, 2005; Schaefer &
Zygmont, 2003; Weston & Cranton, 1986), a point also brought out in the discussion on how the
educational levels of faculty members affect approaches to classroom instruction. The
cumulative effect of academic disciplines and their associated traditions is to formatively
influence scholars’ philosophical orientation and conceptualization of their role in instilling those
traditions to the next generation of college students (Singer, 1996). Faculty members’
philosophical orientation represents their “underlying values, beliefs, and theories” (Kiely, et al.,
p. 27) that guide practice. Portmann and Stick (2003) expound on this point by noting that
“faculty members from different disciplinary backgrounds place different emphases on research
and course preparation, focus on unique course objectives and learning outcomes, and most
importantly emphasize different types of learning and subsequently use different types of
teaching and assessment techniques” (p. 520). Clydesdale (2009), a sociology instructor at the
College of New Jersey, presents an interesting angle to this discussion. In writing about the
emergence of a new epistemology, he states:
Back when students held us in awe, sat willingly for lectures, and assigned us the work of
deciding what knowledge was worth knowing, we organized our classes around our
disciplines. We chose what knowledge needed to be conveyed to students in what order.
Now that our students assign us no more authority than anyone else, show no patience for
lectures, and decide what’s worth knowing themselves, we need to reorganize our
classes. We need to teach as if our students were colleagues from another department.
That means determining what our colleagues may already know, building from that
shared knowledge, adapting pre-existing analytic skills, then connecting those fledgling

skills and knowledge to a deeper understanding of the discipline we love. In other words,
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we need to approach our classrooms as public intellectuals eager to share our insights

graciously with a wide audience of fellow citizens. (Clydesdale, p. B8)

Teaching load. Many faculty members opine that large class sizes prevent them from
incorporating active and collaborative learning strategies into their instructional practices
(Barkley, et al., 2005). Massey (2009) reports that colleges and universities have had to increase
class sizes and increase the reliance on adjunct faculty in response to the current economic crises
facing the United States. He reports that one department at a campus he had visited had
witnessed a 33% decline in full-time faculty members over a 10-year period. As a result, “The
department continues to use the same teaching paradigms, so what has had to give is small class
sizes, ... the number of writing assignments (which require grading by faculty members), ... and
other key drivers of quality” (Massey, p. A26).

Research undertaken prior to the onset of the current economic situation consistently
found that faculty who teach larger classes or who teach multiple classes each term tend to use
traditional lecture practices over those practices that are active and collaborative in nature (Keim
& Biletzky, 1999; Lammers & Murphy, 2002; Nelson Laird, et al., 2007; Rust & Peluchette,
2003; Schibik & Harrington, 2004; Singer, 1996). Lammers and Murphy employed students to
observe the teaching practices of instructors in 58 separate classes at an American university.
They found that the amount of class time devoted to lecturing was significantly correlated to the
size of the class. Rust and Peluchette sent surveys to 500 faculty members who were employed
on a full-time basis at colleges and universities throughout the United States. They also report
that instructors who teach larger classes are less likely to engage students in discussion of course

materials.
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Nelson Laird et al. (2007)used data from the 2006 administration of the Faculty Survey
of Student Engagement at 107 four-year colleges and universities to study the effect of class size
on instructional practices. They “estimate that increasing one’s course size by 10 students would
result in 1.3 percent more time being devoted to lecturing (B = .13, p <0.001)” (Nelson Laird, et
al., p. 12). In this same study, Nelson Laird et al. found that instructors tend to increasingly rely
on lecture the more times they teach a course. They also discovered that large teaching loads—
i.e., teaching large numbers of sections each term—reduces the likelihood that instructors will
use active and collaborative instructional strategies. Keim and Biletzky (1999) uncovered similar
results in their study of part-time community college faculty. As Alan Rogers (1986) points out,
instructors who are short on time due to heavy teaching responsibilities “frequently revert to
those teaching methods by which they were themselves taught” (p. 142).

Summary

The theories advanced by Astin and Tinto provide the framework to study college student
retention using the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) at four-year colleges and
universities and the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) at two-year
colleges. The researchers also offer companion faculty surveys; however, participating
institutions may opt out of collecting data from faculty, thus reducing the voice of instructional
faculty on what constitutes effective educational practices.

Though based on the four-year versions, the surveys targeted to students and faculty at
community and technical colleges take into consideration the unique characteristics of these
institutions, while ignoring or eliminating those factors that are only applicable to four-year
colleges and universities. The two-year college surveys recognize that responsibilities outside the

academy compete for the time and energies of students, thus students at community and
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technical colleges are less likely to participate in the social activities associated with college life.
The surveys assess the extent to which faculty members utilize and students engage in active and
collaborative learning strategies, which are separate but closely related constructs. Action-
oriented instructional strategies involve students in the learning process, while collaborative
instructional strategies recognize that effective learning occurs in a social environment. Bruffee
(1995) situates collaborative learning within adult education. He uses the term collective learning
to describe socially-oriented learning activities targeted to and involving adolescents.

An analysis of research to demonstrate the value of active and collaborative learning
consistently documents that students exposed to these instructional strategies achieve higher
levels of academic gains. Research efforts that center on active and collaborative learning often
evaluate teaching practices based on personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, academic
credentials, employment status, length of teaching experience, and faculty rank. Also of interest
to researchers is how situational factors shape instructional practices. Included in these types of
studies are academic disciplines, institutional type and selectivity of institutions, level of courses,
class size, and teaching loads. Studies that focus on personal characteristics and situational
factors return mixed results thus limiting scholars’ understanding of what contributes to faculty
decisions to use active and collaborative learning strategies as opposed to the more traditional
lecture format.

A Shift in Instructional Paradigms

Active and collaborative learning are components of an instructional paradigm that
focuses on the needs and abilities of the students (Barr & Fear, 2005; Crabtree & Sapp, 2003;
Darden & Richardson-Jones, 2003; Henson, 2003; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003; Thomas, 2008;

Totin Meyer, 2002; Weston & Cranton, 1986). This learner-centered philosophy is the polar
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opposite of the teacher-centered paradigm historically associated with the typical college

classroom (Barr & Fear; Barr & Tagg, 1995; Fried, 2006; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, et al. 2005b;
Weimer, 2002). The traditional approach emphasizes the transference of course content and
knowledge (Crosling, 2008; Iran-Nejad, 1995; Knowles, et al., 1998; Schaefer & Zygmont).

Flynn (2005) classifies the traditional instructional paradigm as a German model in which
faculty members remain loyal to the academic discipline; the academic discipline dictates what
information is essential for students to learn. Liu et al. (2006) and K. L. Brown (2003) are less
flattering in their descriptions of this traditional approach to classroom instruction. Liu et al.
view this approach as autocratic and controlling because all power is assigned solely to the
faculty member. Students have no voice in what course content is taught, how the course content
is taught, and when the course content is taught (K. L. Brown; Flott, 2005; Knowles, et al., 1998;
Liu, et al.; Peer & Martin, 2005; Schuh, 2004; Thomas, 2008).

K. L. Brown (2003) likens the teacher-centered paradigm to a factory. Factories develop
routine processes so that identical products are manufactured at the lowest possible cost. Delaney
(1999) writes, “In the ‘factory’ school, all students [are] grouped chronologically, [are] taught
the same material from the same textbook. ... This system [is] designed to prepare all students in
the same way” (p. 1). Economies of scale are achieved in the factory model of classroom
instruction through the “mass transmission of information” (Paris & Combs, 2000, p. 2), which is
based on the assumption that all students process information at the same rate and in the same
manner (Thomas, 2008). As such, lectures, which Crosling (2008) characterizes as the “one-way
transmission of information” (p. 123), are the predominant mode of delivery of course content
and knowledge of the academic discipline (Barkley, et al., 2005; Darden & Richardson-Jones,

2003; Weston, 1986).
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Instructors assume the active role in the traditional classroom paradigm because of their
responsibility for providing or transmitting content and knowledge (Flynn, 2005; Hewett, 2003,
Howell, 2002; Miglietti & Strange, 1998; Thomas, 2008; Totin Meyer, 2002). In the historical
approach to classroom instruction, faculty members are known as “sage[s] on the stage”
(Krakauer, 2005, p. 186) or “dispenser[s] of knowledge” (Howell, p. 1) who engage in “chalk
and talk” (Nonkukhetkhong, Baldauf, & Moni, 2006, p. 2) and “instruct[ing] and profess[ing]”
(Barr & Fear, 2005, p. 17). Conversely, students are portrayed as empty vessels (Howell;
Thomas), who passively engage in the learning process (Barr & Fear; Knowles et al.1998;
Miglietti & Strange; Nonkukhetkhong et al.; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979; Thomas). The
student-faculty relationship is classified as a “hierarchical model in which those who know teach
those who do not know” (Cross, 2005, p. 5). Astin (1989) describes the historical paradigm as an
orientation in which “the ‘knowledgeable’ professor lectures to the ‘ignorant’ student so that the
student can acquire the same knowledge” (p. 520).

Student success in this environment is based on the ability of students to recall
information presented by the instructor throughout the duration of the academic term (Howell,
2002; Iran-Nejad, 1995; Knowles, et al., 1998; Weston & Cranton, 1986). Assessment practices
provide students the opportunity to demonstrate that they have received and retained the
information presented to them (Weston & Cranton). Rather than engaging in deep learning
activities, students memorize information for the length of time needed to pass an examination or
course; they engage in surface learning (Callahan & Switzer, 2001; Howell; Kuh, Chen, &

Nelson Laird, 2007).
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The Learner-Centered Paradigm

Critics of teacher-centered instructional practices argue that they ignore the individual
differences and unique learning needs and learning styles of each student (Darden & Richardson-
Jones, 2003; Miglietti & Strange, 1998; Wake Technical Community College, 2006). The
passive role assigned to students in the traditional classroom ignores the central tenet of Astin’s
(1989) theory of student involvement: students who actively engage in learning activities are
more likely to persist with their educational endeavors. Furthermore, critics of the traditional
classroom also note that deep learning rather than surface learning—the rote memorization of
information simply to pass a test—occurs when students are actively engaged in learning
endeavors (Battersby, 2005; Howell, 2002; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003; Totin Meyer, 2002).
Finally, the traditional paradigm also overlooks the assertion that learning is a social,
collaborative activity (Crabtree & Sapp, 2003; Henson, 2003; Kiely, et al., 2004; Maypole &
Davies, 2001; Wilson, 1993), an important construct of Tinto’s (1975, 1993) theory of student
departure.

Many faculty at both two-year and four-year colleges are adopting a learner-centered
instructional paradigm in response to these criticisms and shortcomings and in response to the
call by higher education leaders to adopt new, powerful practices to improve learner outcomes
(Clydesdale, 2009; Flynn, 2005; Hewett, 2003; Massey, 2009; Moulton, 1992; Selingo, 2008).
College faculty who adopt a learner-centered philosophy undergo a profound paradigm shift
(Barr & Tagg, 1995), an educational transformation (Showdon, 2005). McPhail (2005) uses the
term “learning revolution” (p. ix) to describe this change. As the name implies, the focus shifts
from the instructor to the learner in a learner-centered approach to classroom instruction

(Henson, 2003; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003).
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A search of the scholarly literature on this alternative to the teacher-centered paradigm
reveals a number of definitions of learner centeredness. Delaney (1999), Henson (2003), Paris
and Combs (2000), and others cite the learner-centeredness definition advanced by McCombs
and Whisler (1997). This all-encompassing definition describes the learner-centered paradigm
as:

The perspective that couples a focus on individual learners (their heredity, experiences,

perspectives, backgrounds, talents, interests, capacities, and needs) with a focus on

learning (the best available knowledge about learning and how it occurs and about
teaching practices that are most effective in promoting the highest levels of motivation,
learning, and achievement for all learners.) This dual focus then informs and drives

educational decision making. (McCombs & Whisler, p. 9)

Other authors and researchers often define this concept simply by paraphrasing the McCombs-
Whisler definition. For instance, Hewett (2003) describes the learner-centered paradigm as “a
philosophy of teaching that focuses on the experiences, backgrounds, talents, interests,
capacities, and needs of the students and on the best practices for enhancing motivation, learning,
and achievement for all students” (p. 1).

Scholars attribute the development of the learner-centered instructional philosophy to
psychotherapist Carl Rogers and his successful experiences with client-centered therapy
practices (Knowles, et al., 1998; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). Adult education scholars have
situated the learner-centered paradigm in a variety of adult education lenses, including
andragogy (Knowles, 1984; Knowles, et al.; McCollin, 2000; Moulton, 1992; Totin Meyer,
2002), pedagogy, (McCollin), cognitivism (Krakauer, 2005), collaboration (Conti, 1985, 2004),

and constructivism (Barr & Fear, 2005; D. M. Brown, 2003; Feldon, 2005; Iran-Nejad, 1995;
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Kuh, Chen, et al., 2007; Liu, et al., 2006; Maypole & Davies, 2001; Nonkukhetkhong et al.,
2006; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003; Schuh, 2003; Wake Technical Community College, 2006;
Weston & Cranton, 1986). Others have studied this paradigm from the perspective of continuous
learning (Miglietti & Strange, 1998), deep learning (Battersby, 2005; Kuh, Chen, et al.),
experiential learning (Howell, 2002; Miglietti & Strange), lifelong learning (Darden &
Richardson-Jones, 2003; Leskes, 2003; Miglietti & Strange; Nonkukhetkhong, et al.; Wake
Technical Community College), and learning how to learn (Crabtree & Sapp, 2003; Darden &
Richardson-Jones; Howell; Nonkukhetkhong, et al.; Schaefer & Zygmont; Totin Meyer).
Feminism (Crabtree & Sapp), philosophy (Henson, 2003), humanistic education philosophy
(Conti, 1985, 2004; Knowles, et al.; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Nuckles, 2000), progressivism
(Conti, 1985, 2004), and psychology (D. M. Brown; Feldon; Henson; Schuh) have also provided
a foundation to explore the tenets of the learner-centered paradigm.

Adult students bring a lifetime of real-world experiences to the classroom setting, and
these experiences shape their worldview. Adult students enroll in postsecondary educational
activities “to learn advanced knowledge in relation to their own meaning structures, their world,
and their future” (Kasworm, Sandmann, & Sissel, 2000, pp. 456-457). Active learning
approaches and collaborative learning strategies emphasize the need for students to construct
meaning by incorporating new information with existing knowledge and beliefs (Bonwell &
Eison, 1991; Goodsell, et al., 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Verner, 1964). Fried (2006)
describes this method as a constructivist epistemology of adult learning. A constructivist
approach to learning “maintains that learning is a process of constructing meaning; it is how

people make sense of their experience” (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999, p. 261).

69



Learning is cumulative in nature from a constructivist prospective (Krakauer, 2005) and
interpretation of new knowledge is based on one’s culture, background, and meaning structures
(Halpern & Hakel, 2003; Kasworm, et al., 2000; Weimer, 2002). The meaning ascribed to new
information is based on life experiences and real-life situations and problems (Imel, 2000). R. M.
Smith (1982) writes that the unique experiences of adults determine how they confront and
interpret new information. Adult learners process new information more effectively when the
new information relates to existing frames of reference (Advanced Technology Environmental
and Education Center, n.d.), and their levels of learning increase significantly when students
connect new information and experiences “with other knowledge they have already mastered”
(Texas Collaborative for Teaching Excellence, 2003, p. 1).

The creation of new knowledge based on life experiences and real-life situations and
problems also highlights another important aspect of active and collaborative learning. Effective
learning “is fundamentally influenced by the context and activity in which it is embedded”
(Goodsell, et al., 1992, p. 10). Merriam and Caffarella (1999) document that the role of the
learning environment—the context within which learning takes place—gained prominence
among adult educators during the decade of the 1990s. They identify two key dimensions of
contextual learning: the structural dimension and the interactive dimension. The structural
dimension focuses on the demographic and cultural backgrounds of students, whereas the
interactive dimension emphasizes the value of social interaction in the learning process
(Caffarella & Merriam, 2000; Hansman, 2001). Bierema and Kiely (2004) use terms and
phrasing such as “social activity” and “relationships among people in shared context” (p. 27) to
describe the situational aspect of learning. Others describe learning as an applied process (Bond,

2005), as being organized around real-world experiences (National Conference of State
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Legislatures, 2002), as fundamentally situated (Wilson, 1993), and as occurring at home, work,
and in a variety of other settings (Blanchard, 2001).

The situational aspect of learning—the situated cognition construct—forever links what
is learned with the context in which the learning activity occurred (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999).
Situated cognition emphasizes the setting in which learning takes place as opposed to other
theories that focus on how adults internally construct meaning (Merriam & Caffarella). For adult
educators, situated cognition is an important concept to remember when designing active and
collaborative learning activities because “knowledge is dynamically co-constructed by adult
examination of ideas within a cultural and group context of knowledge-making, applications, and
actions” (Kasworm, et al., 2000, p. 456).

Balancing power. Flott (2005) provides his readers with an overview of how Creighton
University “is striving to optimize learning” (p. 31) by implementing learner-centered practices
across the entire university. The Creighton approach emphasizes a balancing of power between
faculty members and their students. This balancing of power refers to the fact that faculty
relinquish sole control over the learning process when they adopt a learner-centered philosophy.
Whereas faculty members control what will be taught and how and when it will be taught in the
traditional teacher-centered instructional paradigm, students and professors share responsibility
for developing meaningful learning objectives, learning activities, and assessment measures in a
learner-centered environment (Delaney, 1999; Krakauer, 2005; McCombs & Vakili, 2005;
Miglietti & Strange, 1998; Paris & Combs, 2000; Reynolds, 2000). Earlier in this chapter, the
term collaborative learning was defined as students working together to solve problems and to
develop a knowledge base of subject-matter content. Scholars of the learner-centered paradigm

expand the definition of collaborative learning to incorporate the shared responsibility between
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students and faculty for co-creating learning endeavors (Conti, 2004; McCollin, 2000; Moulton,
1992; Schuh, 2003; Totin Meyer, 2002).

Sharing power or collaborating to co-create learning endeavors underscores the
importance of student-faculty interactions inside and outside the formal classroom boundaries
regardless of whether the classes meet face to face or through electronic means. Tinto (1993)
recognizes the importance of faculty-student collaboration and interaction when he writes about
the applicability of his theory of student departure to the study of why some students leave
college without earning a credential. He points out:

The absence or presence of interactions between faculty and students also serves as a

predictor of institutional rates of departure. That is, it may typify the experience of most

students who go there. Rather than mirror only the experience and perhaps personality of
any one person, it may reflect a wide ethos which influences interactions generally. Thus
it is of little surprise to discover that institutions with low rates of student retention are
those in which students generally report low rates of student-faculty contact. Conversely,
institutions with high rates of retention are most frequently those which are marked by

relatively high incidence (sic) of such interactions. They foster such interactions as a

means of involving students in their intellectual life. (Tinto, pp. 57-58)

The Community College Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (CCFSSE) and the
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE) introduced earlier in this chapter provide a large-
scale picture of faculty perceptions of the level of interaction they have with students
(Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2008d; Faculty Survey of Student
Engagement, 2008). Both surveys include five common items to measure this concept; however,

the survey instruments use different measurement scales. Community and technical college
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faculty responding to the CCFSSE provide the frequency with which they engage in a specific
activity with students. On the other hand, FSSE respondents from four-year colleges and
universities estimate the percentage of students with whom they interact during an academic
term by performing a specific activity.

Data from the 2008 survey administrations show that 61% of the CCFSSE respondents
said that students often or very often used email to communicate with them (Community College
Survey of Student Engagement, 2008d); 59% of the FSSE respondents reported that fewer than
50% of their students used email occasionally to communicate with them (Faculty Survey of
Student Engagement, 2008). Table 2.2 presents the 2008 results of the items used to assess the
levels of faculty-student interactions at community and technical colleges and at four-year
colleges and universities. The CCFSSE data represent the percentage of two-year faculty who
said that their students often or very often engaged in that specific activity, while the FSSE data
show the percentage of faculty at four-year institutions who indicated that fewer than 50% of
students engaged in that activity.

Comparisons between the CCFSSE and its counterpart targeted to faculty at four-year
colleges and universities are difficult to make because of the different measurement scales used
to study levels of faculty-student interactions. Faculty members at four-year colleges were asked
to estimate the percentage of students who engaged in a specific activity at least once or
occasionally. One cannot deduce from the community and technical college data whether faculty
based their responses on the actions of a few students who performed a specific activity multiple
times or on the actions of many students who only performed that activity one or two times.

Comparing the faculty responses on the CCFSSE with their students’ responses on the

Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), the companion survey to the
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Table 2.2

2008 CCFSSE and FSSE Results for Items Measuring Student-Faculty Interactions

ltem CCFSSE® FSSE”
Used email to communicate with faculty members 61% 60%
Discussed grades or assignments with faculty members 71% 71%
Talked about career plans with faculty members 39% 78%
Discussed ideas from readings or class with
faculty members outside of class 30% 85%
Received prompt feedback (written and oral) from
faculty members about their performance 93% 89%°
8CCFSSE results show the percentage of faculty who said that students often or very often engaged in that
activity.

PFSSE results indicate the percentage of faculty who indicated that 50% or fewer of their students
engaged in this activity.

“The designers of the FSSE used a frequency scale to measure this item. The data shown indicate the
percentage of faculty who responded by selecting often or very often.

CCFSSE data (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2008d)

FSSE data (Faculty Survey of Student Engagement, 2008)

CCFSSE, may provide insight into the faculty mindset with regard to the student-faculty
interaction measures. For example, 61% of the faculty who responded to the 2008 survey
reported that their students often or very often used email to communicate with faculty members
(Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2008d). On the other hand, only 48% of
the students who completed the CCSSE in 2008 reported that they often or very often used email
to communicate with their instructors. These findings suggest that fewer students used email
significantly to communicate with their instructors, which led faculty members to overestimate
the number of students who took advantage of this mechanism to interact with their instructors.
Table 2.3, which compares the responses of community and technical college faculty with that of
their students, clearly suggests that faculty overestimated the number of students who often or
very often performed an action classified as a method of student-faculty interaction.

Critics of community and technical colleges point out that these institutions are less

successful in engaging students in effective educational activities which, in turn, leads to lower
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Table 2.3

A Comparison of Faculty and Student Responses of Often or Very Often to Student-Faculty
Interaction Measures Included on the 2008 Editions of the CCFSSE and CCSSE

Item Faculty Students
Used email to communicate with faculty members 61% 48%
Discussed grades or assignments with faculty members 71% 46%
Talked about career plans with faculty members 39% 24%
Discussed ideas from readings or class with

faculty members outside of class 30% 15%
Received prompt feedback (written and oral) from

faculty members about their performance 93% 55%

Source: (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2008d, p. 8)

rates of persistence and graduation (Goldrick-Rab, 2007; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, &
Hayek, 2006; Miller & Bender, 2005). The CCSSE and the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE), the companion student survey to the Faculty Survey of Student
Engagement, provide scholars the opportunity to compare the responses of community and
technical college students with responses of their peers enrolled at four-year colleges and
universities to see the extent to which differences do exist. It should be noted that the Indiana
research team responsible for the annual administration of the NSSE used two separate
questionnaires during 2008 (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2008). One of the NSSE
questionnaires—the BCSSE for beginning students—went to first-year students at participating
four-year colleges and universities, while the other version went to seniors at those same
institutions. Table 2.4 provides readers with the percentage of community and technical college
students, first-year students at four-year colleges and universities, and senior students at those
same four-year institutions who indicated that they often or very often performed a specific

student-faculty interaction activity.
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Table 2.4

A Comparison of Often or Very Often Responses to Student-Faculty Interaction Measures
Included on the 2007 Editions of the CCSSE, BCSSE, and NSSE

Item CCSSE? BCSSE” NSSE®
Used email to communicate

with faculty members 48% NA® NA
Discussed grades or assignments

with faculty members 46% 50% 59%
Talked about career plans

with faculty members 24% 31% 42%

Discussed ideas from readings or

class with faculty members

outside of class 15% 22% 29%
Received prompt feedback (written and

oral) from faculty members about

their performance 55% 56% 64%

*The CCSSE was administered to students at two-year colleges

*The BCSSE was administered to first-year students at four-year colleges and universities

‘The NSSE was administered to fourth-year students at four-year colleges and universities

“The questionnaires targeted to students at four-year colleges and universities did not include this item
Source: CCSSE data (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2008d); BCSSE and NSSE
data (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2008)

One would expect fourth-year students at four-year colleges and universities to score
higher in each of the items designed to measure student-faculty interaction than students in the
other groups because of the central tenet of Tinto’s (1975, 1993) theory of student departure:
first-year students are only beginning the integration process, whereas fourth-year students have
had ample opportunities to become fully integrated into the academic and social environments of
their colleges and universities. Greater integration leads to the likelihood that students will
engage in the types of educationally effective practices associated with the learner-centered
paradigm. Furthermore, the lower scores recorded for the students enrolled in two-year colleges
are consistent with the findings of community and technical college-based research projects
reported on by Astin (1989), Godrick-Rab (2007), Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, et al. (2006), Chang

(2005), Hagedorn, Rodriquez, Fillpot, Maxwell, and Hovecas (2000), Cotten and Wilson (2004).
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Lower levels of interaction between students and faculty at two-year colleges are most often the
result of the fact that these students face competing demands external to their roles as students,
and these external demands limit the time students can spend interacting with faculty (Goldrick-
Rab, 2007).

The information on student-faculty interactions derived from the Community College
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement and the Faculty Survey of Student Engagement, as well
as the companion student questionnaires linked to the faculty survey instruments, document the
mechanisms and methods students employ to interact with their professors. The data from the
instruments do not provide any suggestions on how interactions with faculty affect students. An
Internet search using the phrase “student faculty interaction” indentified multiple studies that
delve into how students are affected by their interactions with their instructors.

The overall consensus of these articles is that collaboration and frequent interaction with
faculty lead to greater involvement and academic development of students (Astin, 1989;
Belcheir, 2003; Gardiner, n.d.; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1975, 1993; Umbach &
Wawrzynski, 2005). Students who interact with faculty inside and outside the classroom are
more likely to express higher levels of satisfaction with their college experiences (Astin; Kuh,
Kinzie, Buckley, et al., 2006), are more motivated (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Kuh, Kinzie,
Buckley, et al.), and are more likely to go beyond meeting the minimum standards set forth by
their instructors (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, et al., 2005b). Student-faculty interactions also influence
students’ educational aspirations (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, et al.). Students devote more time and
energy to educationally purposeful activities and focus more seriously on their academic
progress. Belcheir reports that students earn higher grade point averages in their first academic

term of enrollment if they interact formally and informally with their instructors.
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In a qualitative study involving 106 female and 70 male students at a midsize university
in Southern California, Woodson, Wong, and Wiest (1999) found that students’ academic related
self-concept was significantly related to the amount and quality of their interactions with faculty.
A study involving 1,500 students enrolled in an entry-level engineering design course taught at
the 19 campuses of the Pennsylvania State University system discovered that feedback from
faculty and interaction with instructors increased students’ self-reported gains in a number of key
areas (Bjorklund, Parente, & Sathianathan, 2004). Students participating in the Penn State system
study self-reported higher levels of occupational awareness and engineering design
competencies. They also reported higher gains in their problem solving abilities and
communication skills.

Another study, which involved over 4,500 undergraduate students who completed the
College Student Experience Questionnaire between 1998 and 2001, found that students who
engaged in activities commonly defined as student-faculty interactions reported higher learning
gains (Lundberg & Schreiner, 2004). The researchers determined that the satisfaction and
frequency of interactions with faculty were stronger predictors of learning gains than were
background characteristics such as gender, academic major, first-generation status, and financial
need. This finding was true for all ethnic groups, but was the strongest for African-Americans,
Latinos, and other minority students. This study has significant implications for community and
technical colleges since approximately 50% of all African-Americans and Latinos begin their
postsecondary educational endeavors at two-year institutions (American Association of
Community Colleges, 2007).

A national longitudinal study of undergraduates who entered college in 1994 evaluated

how interactions affected male and female students (Sax, Bryant, & Harper, 2005). Contact with
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faculty outside the classroom led “to better grades, a greater sense of competitiveness, increased
‘status’ orientation, and higher levels of interest in science and the arts for all students, but each
of these associations was significantly stronger among men than women” (Sax, et al., p. 5). Sax
et al. also reinforce the findings of Woodson et al. (1999), Bjorklund et al. (2004), and Lundberg
and Schreiner (2004) in that high quality contact with faculty led to higher levels of academic
gain.

These studies document how the establishment of relationships with faculty benefits
students and, in turn, provide them with the integrative support they need in order to persist with
their educational endeavors. Cross (2005) places the onus of responsibility for encouraging
student-faculty contact squarely within the purview of faculty. She writes:

What we actually know through combining research with experience is that when faculty

show an interest in students, get to know them through informal as well as formal

exchanges, engage in conversations with them, and show interest in their intellectual
development, then students respond with enthusiasm and engagement. We also know that
when faculty take learning seriously, the attitudes of warmth and intellectual engagement
are contagious; they are caught by students and colleagues and the result is a caring

campus that is seriously engaged in learning. (Cross, p. 9)

Centering responsibility. As faculty relinquished sole control over the learning process
during the Creighton University transition to the learner centered paradigm, Flott (2005) points
out that students assumed new responsibilities. As was noted in the Balancing Power section,
students are full partners in the learning process and share in the decision-making process to
decide when learning occurs (Krakauer, 2005; Liu, et al., 2006; Miglietti & Strange, 1998). Their

involvement in the instructional process changes from passive recipients of knowledge
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transmission to active creators of knowledge and understanding (Crosling, 2008; Darden &
Richardson-Jones, 2003; Howell, 2002; Liu, et al., 2006; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003; Thomas,
2008). Students take responsibility for learning (Crabtree & Sapp, 2003; Feldon, 2005; Howell;
Maypole & Davies, 2001; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Miglietti & Strange; Totin Meyer, 2002;
Wake Technical Community College, 2006).

A learner-centered philosophy of instruction empowers students and encourages them to
take risks (Miglietti & Strange, 1998; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003). Students focus on
understanding the underlying principles of phenomena rather than on the rote memorization of
facts (Crosling, 2008; Henson, 2003; Kuh, Chen, et al., 2007). Students also participate in
evaluation activities to determine the level of change that has occurred as a result of participating
in learner-centered instructional activities (D. M. Brown, 2003; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999).
Students who participate in learner-centered activities develop “independence in learning,
creative problem-solving skills, a commitment to life-long learning, and critical thinking”
(Schaefer & Zygmont, p. 238).

Facilitating learning. In relinquishing control of the instructional process, faculty
members also undertake new responsibilities. They must continue to transmit facts as
appropriate, but they must go further by providing opportunities for students to engage actively
in knowledge construction. They must facilitate or promote learning (Flott, 2005). Furthermore,
college faculty who adhere to the learner-centered philosophy address the unique needs of
individual students (Darden & Richardson-Jones, 2003; Feldon, 2005; Henson, 2003; Miglietti &
Strange, 1998; Moulton, 1992). They acknowledge that these unique needs influence students’
approach to learning. As a result, learner-centered practitioners understand that they cannot use a

cookie-cutter approach to classroom instruction (Barr & Fear, 2005). Instead, they rely on a
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variety of instructional activities to accommodate the various ways students approach learning
activities (D. M. Brown, 2003; Galbraith, 2004; Nuckles, 2000); they accommodate the abilities
of all students (Heagney, 2008). The ability to accommodate the unique needs of students by
using a variety of instructional approaches underscores the new role of faculty in a learner-
centered paradigm. Krakauer (2005) writes:

Some instructors may think this new role reduces their importance in the teaching-

learning relationship. In fact, in their new role, they are even more important, because it

takes far greater skill and broad-based knowledge to be a coach and mentor than it does
to be a traditional instructor lecturing to students. In addition to the essential disciplinary
expertise, the learning facilitator must have excellent interpersonal skills to relate to
individual learners, design curricula to maximize learning, understand the learning
process, and evaluate to what degree a student’s learning outcomes have been achieved.

(p. 189)

Rogers (1989, p. 327) uses the terms “facilitative teacher” and “facilitator” to describe how
faculty function in a learner-centered paradigm. Facilitators shift their focus from providing
instruction to producing learning (Henson, 2003; Linck, Mince, & Ebersole, 2005; Totin Meyer,
2002). Facilitative teachers “guide and help students discover the meaning of concepts they are
studying” (D. M. Brown, p. 3).

Verner (1964), a pioneer in the field of adult education, devoted significant attention to
the study of instructional practices of adult education practitioners. He eventually developed two
distinct conceptual frameworks to describe how these practitioners use various instructional
practices to achieve specific learning outcomes. His frameworks are situated within the learner-

centered instructional paradigm. Verner writes:
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1. Learning is an active process and adults prefer to participate actively; therefore,
those techniques which make provisions for active participation will achieve more
learning faster than those that do not.

2. Group learning is more effective than individual learning; therefore, those
techniques based on group participation are more effective that those which
handle individuals as isolated units.

3. Learning that is applied immediately is retained longer and is more subject to
immediate use than that which is not; therefore, techniques must be employed that
encourage the immediate application of new material in a practical way.

4. Learning must be reinforced; therefore, techniques must be used that insure
reinforcement.

5. Learning new materials is facilitated when it is related to what is already known;
therefore, the techniques used should help the adult establish this relationship and
integration of material.

6. The existence of periodic plateaus in the rate of learning necessitates frequent
changes in the nature of the learning task to insure continuous progress; therefore,
techniques should be changed frequently in any given session.

7. Learning is facilitated when the learner is aware of his (sic) progress; therefore,
techniques should be used that provide opportunities for self-appraisal. (pp. 89-
90)

Summary
The traditional approach to classroom instruction centers on the faculty members. They

have complete control of the learning environment. They decide the structure of the course and
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what and when information will be covered throughout the academic term. Faculty members
have the sole responsibility for determining how student knowledge will be assessed. Students
are passive recipients of knowledge transmission, a one-way process from teacher to student, in
this traditional teacher-centered model. Success is measured by students’ ability to recall the
information transmitted.

Faculty who shift to a learner-centered paradigm entrust students with power to share in
decision-making. Students and faculty collaborate to develop meaningful learning objectives,
learning activities, and assessment measures. Student-centered faculty also acknowledge the
diverse backgrounds and abilities that students bring to the learning environment. They utilize a
variety of instructional methods to accommodate this diversity. Faculty responsibility in a
learner-centered paradigm is greatly expanded because of the need to facilitate and guide
students at varying levels of ability. Faculty realize that all students have the ability to learn,
include active and collaborative learning activities to involve students in the learning process,
and take into consideration students’ prior knowledge when structuring the course. Taking into
consideration students’ prior knowledge situates the learner-centered paradigm in a constructivist
lens of adult education theory. Student-centered faculty allow students to decide how they will
involve themselves in accomplishing learning objectives and actively involve students in
assessing learning outcomes and achievements. Students develop their critical thinking and
problem solving skills. They also develop the skills needed to be lifelong learners in an ever-
changing environment.

Chapter Summary
Higher education scholars have spent nearly 80 years trying to understand why some

students never earn a credential. Some of these researchers look at institutional characteristics
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such as location and curriculum mix to identify those factors that contribute to low graduation
rates. Other scholars focus on student traits and whether students become involved in the
academic communities to identify reasons that inhibit persistence to graduation. Community and
technical college students often possess multiple traits that hinder student persistence in higher
education. Furthermore, two-year college students’ responsibilities outside the academy impeded
their ability to become deeply engaged in college.

Two leading theorists on student retention introduced the theory of student involvement
(Astin, 1989) and the theory of student departure (Tinto, 1975, 1993) to explain how traits and
involvement affect college attendance. Astin’s model takes into account a multitude of factors in
an effort to sort out the persistence issue. The Tinto theory, which has garnered a significant
amount of attention by subsequent researchers, analyzes the extent to which students become
involved in the academic environment and social environment of an institution. Critics charge
that the Tinto theory is only effective in explaining departure decisions of the typical college
student—a recent high school graduate who attends classes full-time and lives on or near
campus. Tinto introduced a revision of his theory in the 1990s by combining the previously
separate academic environment and social environment. In this revised model, the classroom
becomes the center of activity.

Scholars at Indiana University and the University of Texas developed national surveys
based on the Tinto and Astin theories. The Indiana effort resulted in the National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE) and its companion Faculty Survey of Student Engagement. These
survey instruments collect data from students and faculty at four-year colleges and universities.
The Texas surveys—the Community College Survey of Student Engagement and the

Community College Faculty Survey of Student Engagement— are an outgrowth of the Indiana
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studies; however, they are adapted to the community and technical college faculty. All four
surveys measure the use of active and collaborative learning strategies, as well as the level of
faculty and student interaction. Additional studies from a variety of sources highlight the extent
to which active and collaborative learning and faculty-student interaction positively influence
student learning.

Active and collaborative learning is a component of a learner-centered instructional
paradigm that is grounded in the constructivist lens of adult education. This instructional
paradigm contrasts sharply with the traditional teacher-centered paradigm in which lecturing is
the primary method for delivering information. Despite overwhelming evidence showing that the
learner-centered instructional paradigm is more effective in developing students’ critical thinking
and problem solving skills, faculty at both the two-year and four-year level are more apt to

lecture than to use strategies associated with learner centeredness.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to explore the use of 18 instructional practices by technical
college faculty to accomplish the three learning outcomes of aiding students in acquiring
information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Four research questions

provided the foundation to accomplish the purpose of this study. The research questions

included:

1. To what extent did technical college faculty use the instructional practices to aid
students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform
tasks?

2. How did technical college faculty rate the effectiveness of the instructional
practices in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in
learning to perform tasks?

3. To what extent did technical college faculty employ instructional practices that
are effective in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and
in learning to perform tasks?

4. Was the propensity to use the instructional practices predicted by personal

characteristics and situational factors?
This chapter focuses on the methodological details that were used to answer these
questions. It is divided into six sections. The first section establishes the conceptual framework

and provides an operational definition of the constructs that were central to this study. The
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second section on instrumentation focuses on the steps that were taken to develop the web-based
questionnaire used to collect data from faculty at eight member institutions of the Technical
College System of Georgia. The third section of this chapter identifies the study population,
while the fourth section provides details on the data collection and data preparation procedures.
Data analysis is the focus of the fifth section. The final section of this chapter discusses the
limitations of the technical college study.
Conceptual Framework

Community and technical colleges are often referred to as teaching institutions (Barr &
Fear, 2005; A. B. Smith, 1994; Van Ast, 1999; Wallin, 2003). Few research efforts, however,
have explored the types of instructional practices commonly used by faculty who teach at two-
year postsecondary institutions in general and technical colleges specifically. This study focused
on identifying the instructional practices used most often by faculty employed at eight associate
degree-granting institutions within the Technical College System of Georgia. For the purposes of
this study, the term instructional practices referred to the techniques and devices used on a
consistent basis by instructors. This study also explored instructor perceptions of the
effectiveness of 18 specific instructional techniques in aiding students in acquiring information,
in solving problems, and in learning to perform tasks.

The conceptual framework for this study was derived directly from the work of Verner
(1962, 1964), a pioneer in the study of the instructional practices of adult education practitioners.
He devoted significant attention to identifying the variety of techniques and devices adult
educators used to accomplish specific learning objectives. His interest in this avenue of research
centered on the fact that “adult education is not bound by any traditional methodological

concept, nor does it attach value to any single process beyond its utility in achieving a learning
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objective efficiently, effectively, and appropriately for the group being educated” (Verner, 1964,
p. 68). Verner developed a schema to classify the methods instructors use to manage the learning
experiences of their students. His conceptualization incorporated three elements, each playing a
distinct role in the educational process. Table 3.1 describes these three elements.

Table 3.1

Elements of Verner’s Instructional Management Process

Element Description

Methods The way students are organized (individually or in groups) while
participating in adult education activities

Techniques The mechanisms faculty use to engage students in learning
activities
Devices The variety of instructional props available to instructors to

enhance learning activities

Source: Verner (1964)

Embedded within Verner’s framework was another conceptual roadmap that focuses on
the techniques employed by adult education practitioners to deliver classroom instruction. Verner
(1964) stipulated that the type of technique used “depends on its appropriateness for the
particular learning task” (p. 75). He identified three types of learning tasks and the techniques
commonly used to accomplish those tasks (see Table 3.2). For the purposes of the technical
college research project, Verner’s two approaches to study instructional practices were
synthesized into one overriding conceptual structure. This synthesis provided a means to study
the combination of methods, techniques, and devices faculty members at the eight technical
colleges used on a regular basis to engender information acquisition, skills development, and
knowledge application among their students. Table 3.3 provides readers with definitions of the

constructs developed by combining Verner’s two distinct, different conceptual frameworks.
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Table 3.2

Purposes of Learning Tasks and the Techniques Commonly Used to Accomplish Those Tasks

Type

Description

To acquire information

To acquire a skill

To apply knowledge

Techniques designed to assist students in acquiring facts, data, and
information expediently and with minimum effort on the part of
the student

Techniques which actively involve students in acquiring and
developing their proficiency in performing cognitive, verbal, or
manipulative skills and abilities

Techniques which actively involve students in applying newly
acquired knowledge to solve problems

Source: Verner (1964)

Table 3.3

Definitions of Practices Guiding the Technical College Study

Construct

Description

Information acquisition

Knowledge application

Skills development

Techniques and devices utilized by instructors to discuss or cover
facts, data, and information with students either individually or in
groups

Techniques and devices utilized by instructors to engage students
individually or in group settings to use intellectual processes in
order to integrate newly acquired knowledge into existing
frameworks in order to solve problems

Techniques and devices utilized by instructors individually and in
groups to develop students’ competencies and proficiencies in
performing tasks

Learner-Centered Instructional Practices

Educational scholars have identified a number of instructional paradigms and associated

practices. This study of technical college faculty specifically focused on indentifying whether

faculty at the eight institutions used instructional practices associated with the learner-centered

paradigm. Instructors who adhere to this paradigm recognize that knowledge is socially
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constructed; therefore, they incorporate active and collaborative instructional activities to involve
students more fully in exploring course content and materials. Learner-centered practitioners also
recognize that personal experience and prior knowledge uniquely shape the way individuals
process new information in relation to existing cognitive frameworks. As such, they develop
learning tasks that are meaningful and relevant to students. The goal of learner-centered
instruction is to develop in students the essential skills associated with lifelong learning in an
ever-changing world: problem solving, critical thinking, and cognitive reasoning. The learner-
centered instructional practices studied in this research project include full-group discussions,
hands-on activities, practical exercises, small-group discussions, one-on-one discussions between
instructors and students, online supplemental instructional materials, simulation activities,
student-led discussions, debates, independent research, case studies, peer tutoring, portfolios, and
capstone projects.

The learner-centered instructional paradigm differs significantly from the teacher-
centered paradigm, which is the pedagogical approach historically associated with college
classrooms (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Fried, 2006; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, et al., 2005b; Weimer, 2002).
Instructional techniques and devices associated with the traditional approach to instruction
emphasize the standardized or uniform delivery of information and knowledge transmission;
instructors rely on lectures as the primary method to convey course content to students (Barkley,
et al., 2005). Followers of the teacher-centered paradigm relegate students to a passive role in the
learning process (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979). The goal of teacher-centered instruction is to
develop students’ knowledge base of subject-matter content; therefore, learning tasks most often

require students to memorize facts, figures, and theories. In addition to lectures, the following
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teacher-centered practices were studied as part of this research project: course textbooks,
multimedia devices, and guest lecturers.
Measuring Instructional Practices

Previous research reports by the Community College Survey of Student Engagement
(2003Db), Gardiner (n.d.), Leslie and Gappa (2002), Mourtos and Allen (2003), Palmer (2002),
Pascarella and Terenzini (2005), and others document that college faculty as a generic entity tend
to adhere to the tenets associated with the teacher-centered paradigm despite the mounting
evidence showing that students are more successful in their academic endeavors when faculty
members approach their instructional responsibilities from a learner-centered perspective. These
findings could be used as the rational to hypothesize that technical college faculty subscribe to
the teacher-centered paradigm, and the instructional practices they use on a consistent basis
reflect their adherence to this traditional approach to teaching. On the other hand, research by
Battersby (2005), Crosling (2008), Lammers and Murphy (2002), Cohen and Outcalt (2001), Lei
(2007), and others document that the use of learner-centered instructional practices becomes
more prominent when college faculty are no longer viewed as a generic entity, but are, instead,
aggregated by a variety of personal characteristics and situational factors. This research project
sought to isolate attributes that predict the types of instructional practices technical college
faculty use on a consistent basis. Figure 3.1 provides a conceptual model to visualize the
phenomena that were explored in this research project.

Instrumentation

The survey instrument used for this research study of full-time and part-time faculty at

eight technical colleges is included as Appendix A of this document. Table 3.4 describes the

steps taken to develop this questionnaire.
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Personal Characteristics
Age
Gender
Ethnicity
Breadth of teaching experience
Educational attainment
Employment status

Use of learner-centered instructional
practices

Situational Factors
e Academic discipline
e C(Class size
e Faculty workload

Figure 3.1: A Conceptualization of the Influence of Personal Characteristics and Situational
Factors on the Propensity of Technical College Faculty to Use Learner-Centered Instructional
Practices
Clarifying the Construct

The most difficult task of the entire dissertation process was the steps taken to identify
and define the constructs that were at the heart of this study. It took several months to
accomplish this task. The initial attempt at clarifying the constructs centered on identifying an

Table 3.4

Survey Instrument Development Process

Clarifying the Construct

Identifying Items to Measure the Construct

Revising the Survey Following the Prospectus Defense
Submitting the IRB Application

Administering the Pilot Survey

Revising the Survey Following the Pilot Administration
Administering the Revised Pilot Survey
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existing survey instrument that could be used without alteration. The goal of this strategy was to
find an instrument that had been proven already to be reliable and valid. This strategy soon
superseded the need to establish a definitive construct for the study.

An extensive search of the Internet and university library databases uncovered several
instruments that potentially could be used to collect data from technical college faculty. After
careful consideration of these instruments, the researcher rejected them because they did not fit
the needs of this research project. While the instruments often included questions to identify the
frequency with which survey respondents used instructional practices, they did not seek to obtain
feedback from respondents on how effective the practices were in accomplishing specific
objectives. The decision to reject the existing survey led the researcher reread the literature
review included as the second chapter of this document. This activity led him to establish learner
centeredness and teacher centeredness as the constructs for the technical college study. The
researcher used qualitative research techniques to code the literature review in order to identify
the chief characteristics of both constructs. He then wove these characteristics together to create
definitions for both learner centeredness and teacher centeredness.

In a follow-up meeting, the methodologist and the researcher engaged in a critique of the
constructs and their definitions. This critique session uncovered the strengths and weaknesses of
these constructs. It also provided the opportunity for the two individuals to discuss the types of
items that would best measure the proposed constructs. This activity led the researcher to
conclude that work was still needed in order to identify a more appropriate construct to guide this
study.

After a three-week hiatus from working on this document, the researcher returned to the

task of identifying and defining the constructs by writing out an earlier version of the purpose
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statement and questions associated with this study. This simple act of copying in longhand a
statement that originally had been drafted more than one year earlier crystallized in the mind of
the researcher that instructional practices was the construct at the core of this study. Another
search of the Internet found two definitions of instructional practices that were merged together
and summarized to create a description of instructional practices (see Appendix B). This
description focused on the three chief components of instructional practices (see Appendix B).
Using the questionnaires uncovered in the first attempt at defining the constructs, the researcher
initiated the task of identifying items to measure the constructs. (A more detailed discussion on
item identification follows in this chapter.) This process eventually led to the creation of the item
pool included as Appendix C of this document. The researcher then developed a preliminary
survey instrument (see Appendix D).

Problems with the constructs and item pool. Problems with the proposed constructs and
item pool were uncovered when the researcher and methodologist met with a panel of doctoral
students from the Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy in the College
of Education at the University of Georgia. This panel was asked to critique the item pool and
preliminary survey instrument. The four panel members were asked to sort the individual items
into the construct categories they felt best described the items. The researcher and methodologist
also participated in this sorting exercise. As the data in Appendix E show, the six participants
unanimously agreed on the categorization of 26 of the 47 items identified to measure the
constructs. Furthermore, they placed each of the 26 items in the same categories that the
researcher had selected prior to the critique session.

On 11 of the items in the original item pool, five of the six panel members were in

agreement about which of the categories best described the items. In all but one instance, the five
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members placed the items in the same categories selected by the researcher prior to the critique
session. For the “homework on textbook activities” item, five of the panel members—including
the researcher—classified this item as a learning task. The one dissenting panel member placed
the item in the assessment method category, which is the category selected by the researcher in
his original appraisal of the item pool. At least two of the panel members disagreed with the
other four members on the remaining 10 items in the item pool. One person could not identify
which category best described the “class participation” item, while another panel member was
undecided on which category to place the “case studies” item.

Following the sorting exercise, panel members provided feedback on the constructs and
item pool. They pointed out that the definition provided for the “presentation techniques and
strategies” construct was not clear. They felt that the word “presentation” suggested actions
taken by instructors; therefore, they found it difficult to place items in which students took an
active role in explaining information in this category. Panel members suggested that the
construct name be changed to “instructional techniques and strategies” in order to clear up some
of the ambiguity.

The doctoral students who participated in the critique session also indicated that the way
the items were written made it difficult to properly categorize them. They also said that some of
the items appeared to focus on two different actions. For example, they said that they could not
decide whether the “demonstrate a concept using a marker board” item was designed to measure
whether instructors demonstrated concepts to students or whether instructors used technology
while teaching. The panel members agreed that the use of media was overshadowing the

cognitive activities that take place in the classroom.
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Redefining the construct. The researcher met with the methodologist a week later to
analyze the feedback received from the panel members who participated in the critique session
and sorting exercise. Both individuals agreed that the conceptual framework proposed for the
technical college study was still weakly defined. The methodologist suggested that the researcher
look at the early work of Knowles as a means to improve and refine the proposed framework. In
his writings, Knowles (1980) referenced the work of Verner when describing the instructional
practices of adult education practitioners. In studying the writings of Verner (1964), the
researcher identified Verner’s two conceptual roadmaps that were discussed in the conceptual
framework section of this chapter. This examination of Verner’s work ultimately led to the
synthesized schema proposed for the technical college study.

Identifying Items to Measure the Construct

The researcher began the process of identifying items to measure the original constructs
as described in Appendix B of this document by compiling a list of elements from survey
instruments located by searching the Internet and university library databases. Six questionnaires
were the source of 595 items. Those six surveys included the Community College Faculty
Survey of Student Engagement (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2007a),
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2006),
Teacher Orientation Questionnaire (Gow & Kember, 1993; Kember & Gow, 1994; Kember &
Kwan, 2000), Approaches to Teaching Inventory (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004; Trigwell, Prosser,
& Waterhouse, 1999), Principles of Adult Learning Scale (Conti, 2004), and Survey of College
Faculty (University of California at Los Angeles Higher Education Research Institute, 2007).
The literature review presented in the second chapter of this document became the focus in the

next activity undertaken to identify potential items for inclusion on an instrument to collect data
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from technical college faculty. The researcher reread that chapter and then added 15 items to the
list being compiled. He identified 52 additional items from textbooks on active learning
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991) and collaborative learning techniques (Barkley, et al., 2005), which are
classified as learner-centered practices.

As Table 3.5 indicates, the researcher had identified 662 potential items for inclusion on
the survey being developed for this research project. In generating this list of items, he entered
the various activities onto a computerized spreadsheet without taking the time to determine
whether new entries were duplicates of items already on the list. The researcher, therefore, began
the process of reducing the item pool by eliminating duplicates, semantic equivalents, and entries
that were not pertinent to higher education. This process of elimination reduced the total item
pool to 267 individual, unduplicated items.

The researcher then eliminated all items that could not be classified as either a teacher-
centered or learner-centered practice. Some items could not be placed within either instructional
paradigm unless detailed information was obtained from the technical college faculty during the
data collection process. For example, a writing exercise may require students to repeat facts as a
means to demonstrate content mastery—a decidedly teacher-centered activity. Conversely,
writing assignments in which students must apply newly acquired knowledge to solve real-world
problems are learner centered by definition. Simply asking whether faculty members assign
writing exercises for students to complete does not adequately measure the teacher centeredness
or the learner centeredness of this particular instructional practice. As Table 3.5 indicates, the
researcher removed 28 items through this process of elimination.

In the next step of the elimination process, the researcher focused on determining whether

the remaining items could be categorized as being either a presentation strategy/technique,
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Table 3.5

Item Pool Development and Refinement Process

Activity

Number of Items

Items taken from existing survey instruments
Items from literature review

Items from textbooks

Total Duplicated Items

Removal of duplicates, semantic equivalents, and items not applicable to
higher education

Removal of items not associated with learner centeredness or teacher
centeredness

Removal of items not associated with one of the chief components of
instructional practices

Removal of items after consultation with methodologist

Final item pool submitted to original critique panel

Addition of items after the development of the Verner-based
conceptual framework
Final item pool submitted to second critique panel

Removal of items based on feedback of second critique panel

Final Item pool included on survey instrument included in prospectus
document

Removal of items following the prospectus defense

Final Item Pool for Pilot Survey

+ 595
+15
+52

662

- 395

- 28

- 126
- 66

47

+ 10

57

-22

35

17

18

learning task, or assessment method, which were the constructs being considered at that time. He

was able to reduce the item pool by an additional 126 items. Once this sorting and elimination

process was completed, the researcher shared the list with the methodologist. After discussing

the 126 items, they were able to eliminate 66 additional items, thus leaving 47 items sorted into

categories (see Appendix C). This is the item pool the researcher submitted to the panel of

doctoral students for their review. As has been noted in this chapter, this critique session led to

the re-evaluation of the conceptual framework to incorporate the work of Verner. Having

established the Verner-based schema, the researcher began reworking the item pool to
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incorporate the feedback of the panel. As Table 3.5 indicates, he added 10 more items to the pool
as a result of the development of the VVerner-based conceptual framework. The original VVerner-
based item pool is included as Appendix F of this document.

The researcher developed a prototype survey using the Verner-based item pool. He began
the development process by consecutively numbering the items as they are listed in Appendix F.
He then used a random numbers table located by searching the Internet to establish the order the
items would appear on the Verner prototype instrument. He created the prototype instrument
using SurveyMonkey®, a survey development and administration website. In addition to
including the item pool, the researcher added questions to collect demographic information and
situational attributes from survey participants.

Critiquing the Verner prototype survey. The researcher and methodologist met to review
the resulting prototype instrument. They decided the next step in the instrumentation process
would focus on critiquing the prototype survey instrument itself. They also agreed to accomplish
this task electronically through SurveyMonkey® using faculty in the School of Education at a
private, specialist degree granting, liberal arts college in the northern part of Georgia. In order to
prepare for this electronic critique session, the researcher inserted an introductory section at the
beginning of the electronic version of the second prototype instrument. He explained what he
needed from the participants of the critique session, the purpose of the dissertation, and the
questions guiding the research project. A prototype of the email invitation the researcher planned
to use for the actual technical college study followed the introductory material. The researcher
also inserted several questions at the end of the instrument in order to obtain feedback from the

education faculty. The second prototype instrument, introductory material, email invitation
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prototype, and follow-up questions for the members of the second critique panel are included in
Appendix G of this document.

Prior to sending the survey to the faculty at the private college, the researcher contacted
two members of his cohort of doctoral program students at the University of Georgia and asked
them to go through the electronic version of the prototype survey and associated information.
Both cohort members teach in the nursing program of a two-year college governed by the Board
of Regents of the University System of Georgia. The researcher specifically selected the nursing
instructors because they are employed at a college outside the technical college system and
because they teach in a program that is similar to many of the life sciences programs offered in
the various technical colleges across the state.

One of the nursing instructors uncovered a problem with the way the researcher coded the
electronic survey to record responses for the different questions. She reported that clicking a
response on one item would remove the check mark of another item if the response to the second
question was in the same column as the response checked for the previous question. The
researcher connected to SurveyMonkey® to determine the problem. He had selected the “Matrix
of Choices (Only One Answer Per Row)” formatting option when creating the prototype
instrument. Having confirmed that there was a problem, the researcher experimented with a
variety of response formats before discovering that the “Rating Scale” format was the one he
needed to use to accomplish the objectives of this study. He changed the response format
throughout the survey.

After correcting the response format problem, the researcher asked the vice president of
academic affairs at the private college to contact faculty members in the School of Education in

order to obtain their agreement to critique the instrument. The vice president provided the
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researcher with the names and email addresses of 10 individuals who volunteered to assist with
this task. The researcher sent an email containing the link to the electronic version of the
prototype questionnaire to the 10 volunteers. They all completed the survey within 24 hours of
receiving the email.

The overwhelming majority of the education faculty stated that the instrument was too
long and that redundancy existed throughout. Both nursing instructors who previewed the
prototype instrument expressed the same concerns. Some of the faculty from the School of
Education also said that the random listing of the items was confusing. Others commented that
the email invitation proposed for the actual study needed to be rewritten to include more
persuasive reasoning for why technical college faculty should take the time to respond to the
invitation to participate in the research project. One professor added that the confidentiality issue
needed to be addressed in the email invitation rather than on the first screen of the electronic
survey.

Through a series of email exchanges and telephone conversations with various panel
members, the researcher slowly revised the prototype questionnaire. A professor with a strong
background in educational methods provided valuable guidance in identifying redundant items
and in helping to reorder the times as a means to reduce the confusion reported by some of the
respondents. The feedback received from these follow-up emails and telephone calls led to the
elimination of 22 items from the survey. Tables 3.6 through 3.8 show the final item pool sorted
by the Verner-based concepts. The feedback received allowed the researcher to develop a
proposed survey instrument to include with the materials submitted as the dissertation prospectus
to the faculty guiding the researcher through the dissertation process. This instrument is included

as Appendix H of this document.
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Table 3.6

Final Survey Items Based on Critique of Verner-Based Prototype Questionnaire: Information
Acquisition

In how many sessions did you do the following to assist students in acquiring facts, data, or
information:

e Use multimedia devices (PowerPoint, smart boards, flip charts, computerized simulators,
etc.)

Led guided discussions on course concepts

Lectured with little or no student participation

Lectured with moderate student participation

Lectured with extensive student participation

Assisted students individually during class

Had guest speakers present course materials

Discussed course concepts with small groups of students during class

Had students explain course materials to each other in class

Had students memorize information

Assigned homework that required students to discuss course materials with each other
online.

For the following items, please indicate the number of courses in which you have done the
following during this term:

e Identified all reading materials students needed for the course

e Provided supplemental instructional materials through an online course management
system

Required students to complete independent research on a topic | assigned them
Required students to complete independent research on topics of their choice
Required students to give oral presentations

Required students to seek additional material on course topics

Required students to prepare projects in which they had to integrate information from
various sources

Revising the Survey after the Prospectus Defense

The prospectus defense uncovered several problems with the prototype questionnaire.
The committee members pointed out that the structure of the first three questions was
problematic because the purposes of the instructional activities were listed in the question stems.
For example, the first question asked respondents to indicate the number of times during the last

10 class sessions across all courses that they had used 11 instructional activities for the purpose
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Table 3.7

Final Survey Items Based on Critique of Verner-Based Prototype Questionnaire: Knowledge
Application

In how many sessions did you have students do the following to solve problems:

Work in small groups

Work on problems where there were several appropriate answers
Use internet-based resources

Use computer applications

Use models

Use case studies

Use supplemental instructional materials

Table 3.8

Final Survey Items Based on Critique of Verner-Based Prototype Questionnaire: Skills
Development

In how many sessions did you have students do the following in order to develop their
proficiency in performing skills or tasks:

Complete hands-on activities

Perform laboratory experiments

Have students teach each other

Compete clinical-based activities

Complete practical exercises

Use computerized simulators

Use computer applications

Other experiential activities

For the following items, please indicate the number of courses in which you have done the
following during this term:

e Assigned a capstone project

e Assigned portfolio projects

of assisting students in acquiring facts, data, or information. One committee member pointed out
that including the purpose in the question stem assumes that respondents will remember the
purpose for which they are to base their answers. The committee members recommended that the

first three questions be restructured by linking the purpose to each of the instructional practices.
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While the first three questions asked researchers to indicate how often they had used a list
of instructional practices during the last 10 class sessions across all the courses they were
teaching that term, the fourth question asked respondents to indicate the number of courses in
which they had used nine instructional practices during the academic term. The members of the
dissertation committee were concerned about whether this question would add any value to the
technical college study. They also questioned whether survey respondents would read the fourth
question closely and respond as desired or would they simply scan the question before
continuing to base their responses on the instructions given in the first three sections of the
questionnaire.

The researcher and methodologist met every other week for three months following the
prospectus defense in order to address the issues identified in the defense session. They decided
to use a series of triplets to determine whether technical college faculty used an instructional
practice to assist students in acquiring information, in solving problems, or in learning to perform
tasks. Table 3.9 provides two examples of the triplets developed by the researcher and
methodologist. The process of writing the triplets led to the reduction of the number of
instructional practices in the final survey instrument. The prototype questionnaire submitted as
part of the prospectus document included 35 instructional practices. The researcher reduced the
item pool to 18 instructional practices by eliminating duplicate items; combining similar items
into broader, more encompassing categories; deleting activities that occur outside the classroom,
laboratory, or clinical setting; and eliminating items idiosyncratic to a single field. The 18 sets of
triplets—one set for each instructional activity—and a set of questions designed to obtain data
about the situational factors and personal characteristics of the survey respondents formed the

questionnaire used in the pilot study associated with this study (Appendix 1).
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Table 3.9

Triplet Examples from the Pilot Survey Instrument

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught during Summer

Quarter. In how many sessions did you have students do the following:

la. Students acquired information on course topics and concepts by engaging in independent
research (Internet-based and library-based) during class time.

1b. Students learned to solve problems by engaging in independent research (Internet-based
and library-based) during class time.

1c. Students learned to perform tasks by engaging in independent research (Internet-based and
library-based) during class time.

2a. Students acquired information on course topics and concepts by working on capstone
projects during class time.

2b. Students learned to solve problems by working on capstone projects during class time.

2c. Students learning to perform tasks by working on capstone projects during class time.

Submitting the IRB Application

Having developed a pilot instrument, the researcher submitted an Institutional Review
Board (IRB) application (Appendix J) to the Human Subjects Office at the University of
Georgia. The researcher sought permission through the IRB application to administer the survey
to faculty at a technical college in northern Georgia that was not identified as one of the eight
institutions to be included in the actual study. The researcher also included in the IRB application
a request for permission to administer the final survey at those eight institutions. He provided
assurances that he would submit an amended IRB application if the pilot administration
uncovered the need to alter the survey instrument.

In a follow-up email (Appendix K), the Institutional Review Board instructed the
researcher to make revisions to the introductory letter that respondents would first access when
logging into SurveyMonkey® to begin filling out the survey. The board requested that the
researcher make the following changes and then to submit a revised copy of the introductory

letter showing the revisions in red ink:
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Include a statement that the study involves research.

Include the following language—Please note that Internet communications are
insecure and there is a limit to the confidentiality that can be guaranteed due to the
technology itself. However, once we receive the completed surveys, we will store
them in a locked cabinet in my office and destroy any contact information we have
by <give date>. If you are not comfortable with the level of confidentiality provided
by the Internet, please feel free to print out a copy of the survey, fill it out by hand,
and mail it to me at the address given below, with no return address on the
envelope.

Describe any benefits to the subject or to others which may reasonably be expected
from the research.

Include the following language at the end of the last sentence in the first
paragraph—without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
Include the following language in the second paragraph—No individually
identifiable information about me, or provide by me during the research, will be

shared with others without my written permission.

Upon submitting a revised cover letter (Appendix L), the researcher received IRB approval to

administer the pilot survey.

Administering the Pilot Survey

Upon receiving approval from the Institutional Review Board, the researcher worked

with the vice president for academic affairs at a technical college in northern Georgia to

administer the pilot test of the instructional practices questionnaire. The vice president provided

the researcher with a list of 118 names and email addresses of the full-time and part-time faculty
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who were teaching courses during Summer Quarter 2009 at that college. The vice president sent
an email to her faculty on Monday, July 20, 2009, encouraging them to participate in the pilot
survey (see Appendix M). Two days later on Wednesday, July 22, 2009, the researcher sent his
first email to invite the faculty to participate in the study (see Appendix N). This email also
provided the potential participants with a link to the pilot survey questionnaire. A total of 42
faculty members responded to the first survey invitation. This translated to a response rate of
35.6%. One week later on Wednesday, July 29, 2009, the researcher sent a follow-up reminder to
the faculty who had not responded to the original email invitation (see Appendix O). Thirty-four
faculty members responded to this invitation. The response rate thus stood at 64.4%. On
Wednesday, August 5, 2009, the researcher sent a final reminder to the last 32 non-respondents
(see Appendix P). In the end, 86 faculty members attempted to complete the pilot instrument,
and one email address was returned as being invalid, which reduced the total potential population
to 117 individuals. The overall response rate for the pilot administration was 73.5% at this point.

The researcher and methodologist met in August 2009 to generate data on the responses
collected during the pilot administration of the survey instrument. They focused on establishing a
response rate of usable surveys. They eliminated the two individuals who opted out of
participating after answering only one question. The researcher and methodologist also
eliminated the individuals who responded that they were not teaching academic program/
learning support courses during summer quarter and those who responded that they were not
teaching at least one class that met in a face-to-face format. This step resulted in the elimination
of 24 respondents, resulting in 60 usable surveys. Since these 24 individuals did not meet the

criteria established for the study, the researcher and methodologist removed their information
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from the list of eligible participants, thus reducing the survey population from 117 to 93
individuals. The adjusted response rate was 65.9%.

Upon eliminating the unusable survey responses, the methodologist taught the researcher
how to use PASW Statistics®, formerly SPSS®, a statistical software package, to generate
frequency statistics (mean and mode) for each of the instructional techniques. The results are
shown in Table 3.10. In evaluating the data, they determined that the instrument was useful in
identifying how often the faculty used the different types of instructional techniques included on
the survey. However, the survey did not uncover the purposes for which faculty used the
different techniques—i.e., to assist students in acquiring knowledge, in learning to solve
problems, or in learning to perform tasks. Respondents provided very similar ratings when asked
to indicate how many times they used a specific instructional technique to accomplish a specific
purpose. These similar ratings were caused either by the response set or by the fact that whether
or not instructors used a particular technique overpowered their ability to discriminate among
purposes—i.e., | used it; therefore, it accomplished all three purposes.

Revising the Survey Instrument Following the Pilot Administration

Based on the survey results, the researcher and methodologist agreed that the pilot
instrument was flawed and thus needed to be redesigned. They redesigned the survey into five
distinct parts. They designed the first part to collect information on how many times instructors
used the 18 different instructional practices during the last 10 class sessions of all courses that
they had taught for the term. The researcher and methodologist designed the second, third, and
fourth sections to collect data on the perceived value of each instructional technique in aiding

students in acquiring information (section 2), solving problems (section 3), and performing tasks
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Table 3.10

Results of Pilot Survey Administration #1

Instructional Technique Purpose Mean | Median
Independent Research (including Information Acquisition 3.18 2.00
internet-based and library-based) Problem Solving 3.10 2.00

Task Performance 3.19 2.00
Capstone Projects Information Acquisition 1.95 .00
Problem Solving 2.03 .00
Task Performance 2.16 .00
Case Studies Information Acquisition 4.17 3.00
Problem Solving 3.95 3.00
Task Performance 3.71 3.00
Full Class/Group Discussion Information Acquisition 7.05 8.50
Problem Solving 6.82 7.50
Task Performance 6.77 7.00
Small Group Discussion Information Acquisition 4.97 5.00
Problem Solving 5.08 5.00
Task Performance 5.12 5.00
Simulation Activities (including Information Acquisition 4.37 3.00
computer simulations) Problem Solving 4.35 3.00
Task Performance 4.45 3.50
Course Texts Information Acquisition 7.43 8.50
Problem Solving 7.15 9.00
Task Performance 6.87 8.00
Debates Information Acquisition 1.90 0.00
Problem Solving 1.90 0.00
Task Performance 1.72 0.00
Lectures Information Acquisition 7.70 9.00
Problem Solving 7.18 8.00
Task Performance 7.02 8.00
Quest Lecturers Information Acquisition 2.07 0.00
Problem Solving 2.02 0.00
Task Performance 2.05 0.00
Hands-on Activities Information Acquisition 6.83 8.00
Problem Solving 7.00 8.00
Task Performance 6.98 8.50
Online Supplemental Course Materials | Information Acquisition 3.33 2.00
Problem Solving 3.08 2.00
Task Performance 2.95 1.00
Portfolios Information Acquisition 2.22 0.00
Problem Solving 2.17 0.00
Task Performance 2.16 0.00
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Table 3.10 (Continued)

Results of Pilot Survey Administration #1

Instructional Technique Purpose Mean | Median
Student-led Discussions Information Acquisition 3.00 2.00
Problem Solving 2.86 2.00

Task Performance 2.58 2.00

Multimedia Devices (including Information Acquisition 5.49 6.00
PowerPoint, smart boards, flip charts, Problem Solving 5.00 5.00
etc). Task Performance 5.10 6.00
Individual Discussions Information Acquisition 5.56 5.00
Problem Solving 5.56 5.00

Task Performance 5.73 6.00

Practical Exercises (including those Information Acquisition 6.69 8.00
performed in clinical, laboratory, Problem Solving 6.81 8.00
experiential, and classroom settings Task Performance 6.78 8.00
Tutoring Each Other Information Acquisition 3.69 3.00
Problem Solving 3.75 3.00

Task Performance 3.78 3.00

(section 5). They designed the fifth section to collect the personal characteristics and situational
factors that were needed to answer the fifth research question guiding this study.
Establishing the Validity of the Technical College Study

Borden and Owens (2001) stress that researchers must document the validity of their
survey instruments; otherwise, reviewers will question the conclusions drawn from the data.
Researchers can use content-related evidence, criterion-related evidence, or construct-related
evidence to establish the validity of a quantitative research instrument (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2003). Fraenkel and Wallen describe the process for establishing content-related evidence as one
in which researchers write definitions of what they want to measure. They provide these
definitions and the proposed survey items to a panel of experts so that these experts can
determine whether those items relate to the definitions. The experts must reject items that do not
relate to any of the definitions. They are also responsible for identifying subject-related areas that
are not adequately covered in the definitions or in the item pool.

110



As was noted earlier in this chapter, the researcher and methodologist met with a panel of
four doctoral students from the Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy at
the College of Education at the University of Georgia to critique the item pool (see Appendix C)
and preliminary survey instrument (see Appendix D). The activities undertaken during this
meeting followed the format described by Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) for using content-related
evidence to establish the validity of the initial survey instrument. The faculty in the School of
Education at the private, specialist degree granting, liberal arts college in the northern part of
Georgia who critiqued the Verner-prototype survey (see Appendix G) also contributed to the
establishment of the validity of the items ultimately included on the technical college survey of
instructional practices. Finally, the researcher obtained feedback about the questionnaire used in
the first pilot study from the doctoral students who served on the original critique panel. Their
input provided additional evidence that the 18 items were valid measures of the instructional
practices typically used by technical college faculty.

Before moving to a discussion on selecting response formats for each of the questions
included on the survey instrument, attention must be given to the concept of survey reliability.
The questionnaire used in this study employs single-item measures. None of the items were
designed to be combined into a summative scale. Consequently, internal consistency reliability
does not pertain to these data; therefore, no coefficients were calculated or reported.

Selecting Response Formats

The selection of the response formats evolved as the researcher developed the original
item pool that was eventually submitted to the four doctoral students who volunteered to critique
the items (see Appendix B). The researcher originally considered using three different four-point

Likert scales on the survey instrument. One scale would be used for each of the chief
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Table 3.11

Suggested Response Format by Chief Component of Instructional Practices

Category (Question) Response Format

Presentation Strategies and Techniques In all class sessions

(How often do you use each of the following presentation In most class sessions

strategies and techniques?) In some class sessions
Never

Learning Tasks In all courses

(Indicate the frequency with which you have students perform  In most courses

the following learning tasks.) In some courses
Never

Assessment Methods Always

(Indicate the frequency with which you use each of the Often

following assessment methods to evaluate student Seldom

performance.) Never

components of instructional practices. Table 3.11 provides readers with the three suggested
scales originally proposed for this study.

The methodologist for this study pointed out that the use of multiple scales eliminates the
possibility of moving an item from one category to another in an effort to improve the strength of
relationships within a component of instructional practices. His reasoning focused on the fact
that a researcher cannot interpret accurately whether a person’s response of “in most class
sessions” from the presentation strategies and techniques scale would translate to “in most
courses” or “often” if the respondent had been asked to use one of the other scales instead in
order to rate the frequency of use. The researcher and methodologist discussed each scale to
determine which one would work best on the instructional practices questionnaire. They quickly
eliminated the scale suggested for the assessment methods component because the measures are
rather nebulous as compared to the two remaining scales. They then pulled items randomly from

the entire pool and looked at whether a college instructor is more likely to use the activity in all
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class sessions or in all courses. They agreed that the response format proposed for the learning
tasks items would provide more flexibility in that it would allow faculty from the eight technical
colleges to determine their responses based on all courses they teach rather than on the class
sessions of a particular course.

The researcher and methodologist also decided to expand the response format from a
four-point to a six-point Likert scale in order to expand the range of scores that can be achieved
on the instructional practices survey instrument. The researcher did not want to use an odd-
numbered scale because it would allow respondents to use the midpoint as a neutral response.
The response format selected for the preliminary survey instrument developed for the first
critique session is shown in Table 3.12.

Table 3.12

Response Scale for Instructional Practices Survey Instrument

Response Value
In all of my courses

In most of my courses
In many of my courses
In some of my courses

In few of my courses
In none of my courses

OFrRLDNWRA~OU

The panel of doctoral students who critiqued the item pool for the first iteration of the
instructional practices survey instrument completed a mock version of the preliminary survey
instrument after they critiqued the item pool (see Appendix D). This exercise provided the
researcher with feedback on the survey instrument itself, as well as on the response scale
selected. The panel members stated that the scale was confusing. They could not decide whether
the response scale referenced class sessions or variety of courses. It was noted that some faculty

may teach five sessions of one course during an academic term, while others may teach one
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session of five courses. After further discussion, one panel member recommended that the
response scale focus on a specific number of class sessions over a specific period of time. In a
follow-up meeting to discuss the feedback received during the critique session, the researcher
and methodologist settled on the response format included in Table 3.13. This format was used
on the prototype questionnaire (Appendix G) submitted to the School of Education faculty for
review and comments.

Table 3.13

Revised Response Scale Format Based on Feedback from First Critique Session

Think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. How many sessions did you use each of
the following instructional techniques and strategies:

All 10

No class

Class

Session 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Sessions

Several of the faculty members in the College of Education still found the wording of the
response scale confusing. Follow-up telephone conversations and emails uncovered that some of
the confusion was a result of the fact that some of the faculty members were only teaching one
course one night a week over an eight-week period during the semester in which they critiqued
the prototype instrument. Some of the panel members also brought up the “class verses course”
issue that was the focus of much debate in the first critique session. Eventually, the research and
panel members from the College of Education developed the following wording to eliminate the
confusion: Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught this term. In
how many sessions did you .... The “No Class Session—All 10 Class Sessions” scale was not

changed.
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When the researcher and methodologist determined that the survey instrument used in the
first pilot study was not sufficient for the technical college study, they elected to divide the
instrument into segments. As was noted earlier, they designed the first section of the instrument
to collect information on usage. Table 3.14 shows the response format selected for that section.
The researcher and methodologist designed the next three sections to collect data on the
perceived effectiveness of the instructional practices in aiding students in achieving the learning
outcomes. Table 3.15 shows the response format selected for those sections.

Table 3.14

Response Scale Format Used on the Second Pilot Survey and Final Survey Instruments to
Measure Faculty Usage of Instructional Techniques

Think of the last 10 class sections across all courses that you have taught during Fall Quarter
2009. In how many sessions did you use the following instructional techniques:

All 10
No class Class
Session 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Sessions

Identifying and Formatting Predictor Variables

The researcher included a number of predictor variables on the prototype questionnaire
submitted to the faculty at the private institution. Several panel members questioned why the
demographic information, especially as related to age, was needed. The researcher responded to
those concerns by citing some of the studies uncovered while developing the literature review for
this document. He pointed out how those studies sought to determine whether demographic
factors predict the way individuals approach their instructional responsibilities.

The predictor variables selected for the technical college study are divided into personal
characteristics and situational factors. The researcher consulted the literature review included in

this document in order to identify the types of situational factors and personal characteristics that
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Table 3.15

Response Scale Format Used on the Second Pilot Survey and Final Survey Instruments to
Measure Effectiveness of Instructional Techniques

How effective are the following instructional techniques in providing students with opportunities
to acquire information on course topics and concepts?

Not Effective Somewhat Effective Quite Effective Very Effective
How effective are the following instructional techniques in providing students with opportunities
to learning to solve problems?

Not Effective Somewhat Effective Quite Effective Very Effective
How effective are the following instructional techniques in providing students with opportunities
to learn to perform tasks?

Not Effective Somewhat Effective Quite Effective Very Effective

scholars analyzed in previous studies on college teaching. He also reviewed reports and journal
articles about those previous studies to ascertain the rational for why those scholars were
interested in determining how a particular variable influenced instructional practices. Table 3.16
indicates the predictor variables and the rationale for including those variables on the prototype
pilot survey instruments and, ultimately, the final questionnaire prepared for this study.
Respondents were asked to enter free-form data for four of the predictor variables (age, gender,
ethnicity, and academic discipline). For example, they were asked to enter the year they were
born as a means to indicate their age. With regard to the remaining variables, respondents were
asked to select the most appropriate response provided. For instance, they were asked to select
either full-time or part-time/adjunct when asked about their employment status at the technical

college.
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Table 3.16

Predictor Variables by Type and Rationale for Their Use

Predictor Variable

Type

Rationale

Academic Discipline

Age

Class Size

Educational
Attainment

Employment Status

Ethnicity

Faculty Workload

Gender

Situational

Personal

Situational

Personal

Personal

Personal

Situational

Personal

Academic disciplines have unique cultures, which shape
instructors’ view on learning and teaching (Portmann &
Stick, 2003; Verner, 1964).

Older instructors are more likely to collaborate with
students through the use of learner-centered instructional
strategies (Davis, 2006).

Instructors believe that larger class sizes limit their
ability to use learner-centered instructional practices
(Bonwell & Eison, 1991).

Graduate programs emphasize the acquisition of subject
knowledge and research skills rather than skills needed to
be effective in the classroom as instructors (Mertz &
McNeely, 1990).

Part-time faculty spend little time on campus and have
limited access to instructional resources; therefore, they
are less likely to use challenging, engaging instructional
practices (Jacoby, 2006).

Cultural differences affect teaching styles. Minorities are
more apt to engage in learner-centered practices (Bower,
2002).

As the number of courses or sections of courses taught by
an instructors increases, the use of learner-centered
teaching practices decreases.

Sex-role stereotypes found in society predict types of
practices commonly used; female instructors are more
likely to use learner-centered practices (Singer, 1996)

Administering the Revised Pilot Survey

After completing the redesign of the pilot instrument, the researcher submitted an

amended IRB application (Appendix Q) to the Human Subjects Office at the University of

Georgia in order to receive approval to use the revised instrument. In this submission, he also
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asked for permission to conduct a second, modified pilot study using the new instrument. Upon
receiving approval from the Human Subjects Office (Appendix R), the researcher administered
the revised instructional practices survey instrument to the faculty of a small technical college in
east central Georgia. Like the institution used for the first pilot study, the technical college in east
central Georgia was not one of the eight colleges identified for the actual dissertation research.

The vice president of academic affairs at this technical college sent out an email
(Appendix S) on Tuesday, September 8, 2009, in order to encourage the instructional faculty to
complete the survey. Two hours later, the researcher sent an email invitation (Appendix T)
asking the 46 full-time and part-time instructors who were teaching classes at that institution
during Summer Quarter 2009 to complete the revised survey instrument. This invitation included
a link to the revised survey instrument. The goal of the second pilot study was to obtain as much
feedback as possible in a very short period of time; therefore, the researcher left the online
survey open for only four days. He did not send follow-up emails to non-respondents. Eight
faculty members returned usable surveys. Though the researcher and methodologist could not
conduct a formal analysis of the data or draw firm conclusions, they did record better variations
in the responses than what was obtained in the first pilot study. Table 3.17 provides frequency
statistics (mean and median) for the results of the second pilot study.

Study Population

All full-time and part-time instructors who taught at least one face-to-face course during
Fall Quarter 2009 at the eight technical colleges selected for this study were invited to complete
the instructional practices questionnaire. By definition, the potential participants included any

instructor who taught at least one face-to-face course that is applicable to one or more of the
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Table 3.17

Results of Pilot Survey Administration #2

Effectiveness in Aiding

Effectiveness in Aiding
with Skills Development

Frequency with Effectiveness in Aiding
of Use Knowledge Acquisition with Problem Solving
Technique Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean
Independent Research 4.75 4.00 2.63 3.00 2.63 3.00 2.13
Capstone Projects 3.75 2.50 2.88 3.00 2.88 3.00 2.63
Case Studies 4.38 4.50 2.75 3.00 2.88 3.00 2.63
Full-Group Discussion 7.38 8.00 3.13 3.00 2.75 3.00 2.25
Small Group 4.38 3.00 2.71 2.00 2.50 2.00 2.00
Discussion
Simulation Activities 5.50 6.00 3.38 3.50 3.25 3.00 3.25
Course Texts 8.25 10.00 2.88 2.55 2.25 2.00 2.50
Debates 1.71 0.00 2.13 2.00 2.13 2.50 1.63
Lectures 8.25 9.50 2.50 2.00 2.25 2.00 2.63
Guest Lecturers 0.50 .00 2.63 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.00
Hands-On Activities 8.75 10.00 3.50 4.00 3.38 3.50 3.63
Online Supplemental 4.25 3.50 2.63 3.00 2.63 3.00 2.50
Course Materials
Course/Program 5.50 6.50 2.25 2.00 2.50 3.00 2.13
Portfolios
Student-Led 3.00 0.00 2.00 2.00 1.88 2.00 2.13
Discussions
Multimedia Devises 7.25 9.00 3.25 3.50 3.14 3.00 2.71
One-on-One 4.38 2.50 3.00 3.00 2.57 3.00 2.88
Discussions
Practical Exercises 7.50 8.50 3.75 4.00 3.50 3.50 3.88
Peer Tutors 1.88 1.50 2.29 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Median
2.00
2.50
3.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
2.50
2.00
4.00
2.50

2.00

2.00

3.00
3.50

4.00
2.00
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technical certificate, diploma, and associate degree programs of study available at these eight
institutions. Instructors who only taught learning support courses were included in the study
population as well because these courses in English, reading, and mathematics assist
underprepared students in developing the competencies they will need in order to be successful
in college-level courses. Because of the nature of online course delivery, instructors who taught
online courses only were excluded from the research project. Furthermore, those employees who
taught only adult literacy, continuing education, economic development, and any other form of
non-credit courses were excluded from the population considered for this study. The researcher
included two questions at the beginning of the survey to identify ineligible participants.
Individuals who answered no to either question were diverted to the end of the survey
instrument.

The decision to include both part-time and full-time faculty in the research project was
based on the fact that community and technical colleges rely extensively on part-time faculty to
provide the number of class sections needed to serve students efficiently. Various research
reports show that part-time faculty account for approximately 65% of the instructional staff at
most public two-year colleges nationally (Outcalt, 2002; Phillippe & Patton, 2000; Wallin,
2005). The average percentage of part-time faculty employed at all institutions within the
Technical College System of Georgia for Fall Quarter 2007 was 67.84% (National Center for
Educational Statistics, 2008). For the eight institutions selected for the study, the average
percentage of part-time faculty for Fall Quarter 2007 was 73.9%, with one institution reporting
that 80.7% of the instructional faculty were employed on a part-time basis (National Center for

Educational Statistics).
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Since the traditional definition of a two-year college includes only those institutions that
hold regional accreditation to award associate degrees (Cohen & Brawer, 2003), the institutions
included in this study have been regionally accredited for more than 15 years to award associate
degrees by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. (It
should be noted that these institutions were the only technical colleges in Georgia to have
achieved regional accreditation for a number of years.) In order to further narrow the institutions,
the researcher only surveyed faculty at the technical colleges that awarded at least 200 associate
degrees during the 2007-2008 academic year. The institutions not included in this study awarded
significantly fewer associate degrees during the 2007-2008 academic year.

Data obtained from the system’s internal data center were used to select the eight
institutions. Table 3.18 shows the number of credentials awarded during the 2007-2008 academic

year at these institutions.

Table 3.18
Credentials Awarded During the 2007-2008 Academic Year By Institution

Technical Associate
Institution Certificates Diplomas Degrees
Institution #1 582 246 265
Institution #2 822 666 286
Institution #3 1,023 452 212
Institution #4 1,078 301 320
Institution #5 527 275 226
Institution #6 1,021 241 237
Institution #7 921 360 221
Institution #8 1,907 249 329

Source: Technical College System of Georgia (2008)

Data Collection Procedures
Data were collected through the use of an online survey created with SurveyMonkey®,
an online survey administration website. Dillman (2007) notes in the 2007 Appendix to his

textbook on survey design and administration that using web-based instruments is no longer
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considered a unique approach to data collection. Web-based methods eliminate the need to print
and mail paper copies of the survey instrument, thus reducing costs and speeding up the data
collection process (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2008). The reduced costs
associated with online survey administrations influenced the researcher’s decision to invite all
full-time and part-time faculty members at the eight technical colleges to participate in the web-
based survey. Using a paper instrument would have necessitated the use of random sampling
techniques to select a portion of the total population for inclusion in the project because the costs
would have been too prohibitive to seek feedback from all instructors. Finally, data entry and
data preparation requirements are greatly reduced because web-based surveys electronically
record data automatically in the format specified by the researcher (U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services).

Obtaining lower response rates is the chief disadvantage associated with using web-based
survey instruments. Acceptable response rates for surveys sent through the U.S. Postal Service
range from 50% to 70%, with a response rate of 70% being defined as very good and a response
rate of 50% being defined as adequate (The University of Texas, 2007). The Texas website
describes a response rate of 30% as being adequate for web-based questionnaires. The results of
two research projects published in 2008 suggest that response rates obtained from web-based
survey administrations may be increasing. The 2008 Nursing Home Survey on Patient Safety
Culture administered by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality achieved a 44%
response rate for the web-administered version (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
2008). A web-based survey of FFA advisors in Georgia administered as part of a doctoral

dissertation returned a response rate of 67.2% (Davis, 2006).
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Survey Administration

The researcher sent emails to the presidents of the eight technical colleges chosen for this
study in July 2009 to seek approval to survey the full-time and part-time faculty employed for
Fall Quarter 2009 at these institutions (see sample email in Appendix U). Each president agreed
to the request and also provided a contact person to obtain names and email addresses of the full-
time and part-time faculty members who were teaching at least one academic course in a face-to-
face format during the quarter. The researcher sent emails to the contacts after the start of the
Fall Quarter 2009 in order to obtain the needed names and addresses. The college contacts
provided the researcher with 2,407 names and email addresses.

The vice presidents of academic affairs at seven of the participating institutions sent
emails to their faculty on Monday, October 26, 2009, in order to announce the study and to
encourage them to participate in this research effort (see sample emails in Appendix V). (The
researcher sent out a similar announcement to the faculty at the institution where he is
employed.) The researcher used SurveyMonkey® to send survey invitations (Appendix W) to the
2,407 names and email addresses in the survey database on Wednesday, October 28, 2009.
SurveyMonkey® automatically inserted a unique code on each email. This code provided a
mechanism to track who had and who had not completed the survey.

It should be noted again that the study was designed to collect data from technical college
faculty who were teaching at least one face-to-face academic course during Fall Quarter 2009.
The first two questions on the survey instrument were designed to filter out those faculty
members who did not meet this criteria. For the purposes of this study, academic courses were
defined as learning support, general education, and program-specific courses that are included in

the technical certificate, diploma, and associate degree programs of study available at the eight

123



institutions. Shortly after the researcher sent out his initial email invitation, he received several
emails from instructors of traditional vocational programs asking why their opinions were not
needed for the study. Further investigation revealed that the vocational instructors interpreted
academic courses as referring to general education and certain associate degree-level courses.
The researcher altered the first question on the survey to reduce the potential that other
instructors would misinterpret the question. The original statement was worded as follows:

o Did you teach any learning support, general education, [or] academic program

courses during Fall Quarter?
The revised sentence was as follows:

o Did you teach any learning support, general education, [or] program-specific

courses (such as ACC, AUT, RAD, etc.) during Fall Quarter?

Shortly after issuing the initial email invitation, the researcher received an email from the
vice president of instructional technology at the researcher’s college announcing that technical
colleges throughout the state were experiencing Internet connectivity problems. Emails from
faculty at the researcher’s home college indicated that they had not been able to complete the
survey because of these connectivity problems. The researcher contacted the SurveyMonkey®
Help Desk to determine whether instructors who had started the survey could re-access the
instrument to continue from the point where they were booted out of the system because of the
connectivity problems. After making the adjustments recommended by the Help Desk staff, the
researcher sent out a follow-up email (Appendix X) to all instructors who had attempted to
complete the survey. The purpose of this follow-up message was to provide instructions on how

to re-access the survey instrument so that they could complete the questionnaire.
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A total of 502 individuals completed the survey by the end of the first week of the data
collection period. This total translated to a response rate of 20.7%. The researcher used
SurveyMonkey® to send out the first follow-up email (Appendix Y) on Wednesday, November
4, 2009, to all those who had not completed the questionnaire by this time. Immediately after
sending out the first follow-up email, the researcher began receiving emails from individuals
indicating that they were either no longer teaching or had never taught before. The researcher
removed the names and email addresses of these individuals so that they would not receive the
final follow-up email. This elimination process reduced the survey database to 2,389 instructors.

The researcher collected responses from 1,062 individuals by the conclusion of the
second week of the data collection period. The response rate thus stood at 44.5%. He sent out the
final email reminder (Appendix Z) to 1,345 non-respondents on Wednesday, November 11,
2009. Included in the final reminder was a notation that the data collection period would end on
Wednesday, November 18, 2009. A total of 1,199 people had submitted surveys by the
conclusion of the data collection period. The unadjusted response rate was 50.2%.

Adjusting the Response Rate

With the data collection period now concluded, the researcher began the process of
establishing the final adjusted response rate. He first reduced the size of the survey database by
removing the contact information associated with non-existent email accounts. Numerous emails
were returned as being undeliverable because of full email boxes throughout the entire data
collection period; therefore, the researcher deleted the contact information for these individuals
as well. An additional 34 individuals opted out of participating in the study without accessing the

study itself. (SurveyMonkey® requires users to include an opt-out link on all emails sent through
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the website.) At the conclusion of this process, the number of individuals remaining in the survey
stood at 2,293. The adjusted response rate was 52.3%.

After adjusting the response rate, the researcher began analyzing the data and found that
361 people had answered no to at least one of the first two questions. By definition, these
individuals were ineligible to participate in the study. Removing these ineligible instructors
reduced the size of the survey population database from 2,293 people to 1,932. The number of
valid survey responses dropped from 1,199 to 838. These changes led to another adjustment of
the response rate. The rate stood at 43.4%.

At this point, the researcher was concerned about the high number of people who had
answered negatively to these filter questions and about the number of emails received after the
release of the first follow-up email from individuals who indicated that they were not instructors.
He decided to download the course schedules from each of the eight institutions in order to
identify whether the original email lists contained others who were not teaching during Fall
Quarter 2009 and to identify those individuals who were teaching online classes only. This
exercise uncovered an additional 511 people who did not meet the criteria established for this
study. Only 1,421 of the original 2,407 people included in the survey population database
originally were teaching at least one face-to-face academic course that term. Reducing the survey
population database necessitated the recalculation of the survey response rate. The newly
adjusted rated was 58.97%.

One final adjustment was needed to account for the removal of the surveys of individuals
who did not answer the majority of the survey questions. The researcher removed 64 surveys as a
result of this exercise, which reduced the number of valid, completed surveys to 744. The final

response rate achieved for this study was 59.0%.
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Personal Traits of Survey Respondents
Table 3.19 provides a summary of the personal characteristics of the faculty who

contributed usable responses to the study. The mean age of the respondents was 48.78, with ages

Table 3.19
Summary of Survey Respondent Characteristics
Variable Value
Age (N = 686) M =48.78, SD = 10.73
Gender (N = 702)
Female 59.8%
Male 40.2%
Race/Ethnicity (N = 687)
White/Caucasian 76.3%
African-American 17.9%
Asian 2.2%
Hispanic 1.3%
Other 2.3%
Teaching Experience at Current College (N=713) M =6.70,SD = 6.76
Total Teaching Experience (N = 701) M =12.91, SD =10.00
Years of Professional Experience (N = 675) M =16.15, SD = 10.72
Highest Degree Earned (N=721)
High School Diploma/GED 0.8%
Technical Certificate of Credit 0.3%
Diploma 3.5%
Associate Degree 8.9%
Bachelor’s Degree 18.7%
Master’s Degree 53.0%
Advanced Professional Degree 6.5%
Doctorate 8.3%
Employment Status (N = 707)
Full-Time 52.3%
Part-Time 47.7%
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ranging from a low of 23 to a high of 76. The overwhelming majority (59.83%) of respondents
were female. Over three-fourths (76.3%) identified themselves as Whites or Caucasians. African-
Americans accounted for 17.9% of the survey participants. Asians accounted for 2.2% of the
respondents and Hispanics accounted for 1.3%.

The employment status of survey participants was divided nearly evenly, with 52.3%
employed on a full-time basis and 47.7% employed as part-time faculty members; however, the
percentage of part-time faculty who responded to the survey instrument was significantly lower
than the number of part-time faculty included in the total survey population. Respondents’ length
of teaching experience at their current technical college ranged between one quarter and 41
years, with a mean of 6.7 years. The average length of total teaching experience was 12.9 years,
with a range between one quarter and 45 years. Their professional work experience ranged from
zero to 46 years, with a mean of 16.2 years.

Finally, 67.8% of those who submitted usable questionnaires held advanced degrees, with
the majority (53.0%) having earned master’s degrees. An additional 8.3% held doctorate degrees
and 6.5% held advanced professional degrees such as jurist doctorates and doctorates of
veterinary medicine. It should be noted that 12.6% of the survey participants reported that the
highest credentials they had earned were equivalent to those available through the technical
colleges included in this study. A total of 8.9% had earned associate degrees, 3.5% had earned
diplomas, and 0.3% had earned technical certificates of credit.

Situational Factors

The situational factors of interest to this study include the academic disciplines in which

the respondents were teaching, the number of classes they were teaching during Fall Quarter

2009, and the sizes of their smallest and largest classes for the term. Table 3.20 provides a
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summary of these characteristics. The researcher designed the survey to allow respondents to
type in their academic disciplines. At the conclusion of the study, he recoded the disciplines into
five broad academic categories—Business, General Education, Learning Support, Life Sciences,
and Technical—basing the classifications on those used at his college. Examples of business
programs included all computer-related disciplines, Administrative Office Technology,
Marketing Management, Paralegal Studies, Culinary Arts, and Interior Design. In this study,

26.4% of the survey respondents indicated that they taught Business-related courses.

Table 3.20
Summary of Institutional Characteristics
Variable Value
Academic Discipline (N = 713)
Business 26.4%
General Education 26.5%
Learning Support 7.4%
Life Sciences 24.8%
Technical and Industrial 24.8%
Number of Classes Taught (N = 716) M =3.60,SD =241
Largest Class Size (N = 717) M =2457,SD =11.19
Smallest Class Size (N = 715) M =15.69, SD = 8.67

General Education faculty comprised over one-fourth (26.5%) of the survey respondents.
Examples of these types of courses included English, psychology, mathematics, art, history,
sociology, and speech. Learning Support faculty accounted for the fewest number of survey
participants. Only 7.43% of the respondents fell into this category. The researcher classified as
Learning Support all instructors who stated that they were teaching at least one developmental
class in English, mathematics, and reading even if they also indicated that they taught other

courses as well.
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Life Sciences faculty accounted for 24.8% of all survey respondents. The researcher
included in this broad category all health-related academic disciplines and all science disciplines,
including anatomy and physiology, biology, medical microbiology, physics, and chemistry.
Technical and Industrial faculty accounted for the remaining 14.9% of survey respondents.
Examples of these programs of study included Air Conditioning Technology, Automotive
Collision Repair, Cosmetology, Drafting Technology, and Electronics Technology.

The survey respondents indicated they were teaching an average of 3.6 classes during
Fall Quarter 2009. The range extended from one class to 23 classes. (Instructors of self-paced
programs of study make available all courses within the program during each academic term.)
Survey participants reported that, on average, 24.57 students were enrolled in their largest class
and an average of 15.69 students were in their smallest class. The largest class reported on the
survey had 101 students in it; the smallest had only one student in it.

Data Preparation and Data Analysis

Using SurveyMonkey® to administer the survey associated with this study of the
instructional practices of technical college faculty greatly simplified the data preparation process.
As survey participants selected their responses, this online tool automatically coded the answers
in a database. SurveyMonkey® also included the name, email, and computer IP address of each
correspondent in the database so that follow-up communications could be initiated if necessary.

At the conclusion of the data collection period, the researcher downloaded the database in
a Microsoft Excel® spreadsheet format. SurveyMonkey® inserted two header rows on the
spreadsheet during the download process. The first header row included the question number.
The second row included the actual questions. The researcher deleted the second header row

before importing the data file into version 18 of PASW Statistics®, formerly SPSS. He then
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removed the files of those respondents who answered no to either of the filter questions inserted
at the beginning of the survey and the files of those instructors who completed a minimal amount
of the questionnaire. (See the section on Establishing Response Rates in this chapter for a
complete description of this process.)
Data Analysis

Using version 18 of PASW Statistics®, the researcher began to analyze the data collected
for this study. To answer the first question guiding the study, he computed the means and
standard deviations for each of the 18 instructional practices before rank ordering the practices
from those that were used the most to those that were used the least. The researcher then recoded
each of the 18 instructional techniques into new variables in order to group faculty members by
their level of usage. Table 3.21 shows the scales used in this recoding process. The researcher
then computed percentages for each of the recoded variables.
Table 3.21

Scale for Recoded Usage Variables

Scale Number of times faculty reported they used a technique
Did not use 0 sessions

Used Rarely 1 to 3 sessions

Used Moderately 4 to 7 sessions

Used Heavily 8 to 9 sessions

Used Always 10 sessions

In planning the data analysis for the second question associated with this study, the
researcher and methodologist decided that faculty members who indicated that they had not used
a particular practice during the period under observation would be excluded from judging the
effectives of that practice in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in
learning to perform skills. The researcher used the Select Cases function in PASW Statistics® to

identify those instructors who used independent research one or more times. He then calculated

131



means and standard deviations for the corresponding effectiveness questions about independent
research. PASW Statistics® omitted the responses of all non-users when calculating the means
and standard deviations. The researcher had to complete the select cases/calculate statistics
process 18 times—once for each instructional technique. After calculating the means and
standard deviations for all 18 techniques, he rank ordered the variables from the most effective to
the least effective in aiding students in acquiring knowledge. He also completed rank-order lists
for how effective the techniques are in aiding students in solving problems and in learning to
perform tasks.

The researcher used the means generated to answer the first two questions associated
with this study in order to create a new database to answer the third question. He used this new
database to generate three scatter plots to visually depict the relationship between the level of use
and the perceived effectiveness of the instructional practices in accomplishing the three students
learning outcomes identified in the conceptual framework section of this chapter. The first scatter
plot focused on levels of use and the perceived effectiveness of the instructional practices in
aiding students in acquiring information on course content and concepts. The second scatter plot
zeroed in on levels of use and the perceived effectiveness of the instructional techniques in
auditing students in learning to solve problems. The third scatter plot visually showed survey
responses for level of use and perceived effectiveness of the techniques in aiding students in
learning to perform tasks.

Finally, one-way variances-of-analysis (one-way ANOVA), linear regression, and
independent samples t-tests provided information on how personal characteristics and situational
factors affected or influenced the types of instructional practices used consistently by technical

college faculty. The logic of the Bonferroni method was employed to determine whether
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differences in the levels of use were significant. The Bonferroni method establishes p < 0.005 as
the conservative standard to determine significant differences on practices (Bland & Altman,
1995; National Institute of Standards and Technology, n.d.)
Limitations of the Study

The chief limitation to the research project is the fact that faculty from only eight
institutions within the Technical College System of Georgia will be asked to complete the
survey. Consequently, the results of this study will only apply to those eight institutions. This
limitation reduces the applicability of the findings to other two-year colleges in Georgia and
throughout the nation. Cautious inferences may be possible, however, for those institutions that
are similar in structure and that have a faculty population similar to the eight institutions

included in this research project.
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CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH FINDINGS

This chapter presents the results of the statistical analysis described in the third chapter of
this document. It is divided into four sections. Separate sections address each of the four research
questions guiding this research project.

Findings Related to Research Question #1

The first research question asked to what extent did technical college faculty use 18
specific instructional practices in order to aid students in acquiring information, in solving
problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Table 4.1 presents the means and standard deviations
for each instructional technique. The practices are rank ordered from the most commonly used
practice to the least used practice. This table also shows usage levels by practice.

As Table 4.1 reveals, faculty at the eight technical colleges indicated that they lectured
8.13 out of 10 class sessions. Over half (52.6%) indicated that they lectured during all 10
sessions. Another 25.3% of the survey respondents said they used lectures moderately—from
four to seven sessions—and 14.9% said they relied heavily (from eight to nine sessions) on
lectures. Only 0.9% said they never lectured during the 10 class sessions, while 4.8% said that
they rarely lectured (from one to three sessions).

Respondents indicated that they often used full-group discussions (M = 7.55 sessions,
SD = 3.25), course textbooks (M = 7.53 sessions, SD = 3.36), multimedia devices (M = 7.42
sessions, SD = 3.42), and hands-on activities (M = 6.64 sessions, SD = 3.49). Over half of the

respondents indicated that they used full-group discussions (52.1%), course textbooks (53.1%),
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Table 4.1

Means and Distributions for Levels of Use

Frequency
Statistics age Levels (Pe age
Rank Did Not | Used Used Used Used
Order Use Rarely | Moderately | Heavily | Always
Instructional of © (1-3 (4-7 (8-9 (10

Technique Mean | M SD | sessions) | sessions) sessions) sessions) | sessions)
Lectures 1 8.13 | 253 0.9 4.8 25.3 14.9 52.6
Full-Group 2 755 | 3.25 5.1 10.2 19.8 12.3 52.1
Discussions
Course Texts 3 7.53 | 3.36 7.3 8.5 18.9 11.4 53.1
Multimedia 4 742 | 3.42 8.4 8.5 20.1 9.9 52.1
Devices
Hands-on 5 6.64 | 3.49 9.3 13.1 24.9 14.6 36.4
Activities
Practical 6 6.29 | 3.82 14.9 13.1 21.8 11.0 38.8
Exercises
Small-Group 7 516 | 3.59 14.5 21.8 30.2 9.8 23.1
Discussions
One-on-One 8 485 | 3.82 17.9 25.9 23.2 6.7 25.3
Discussions
Online 9.5 3.90 | 3.83 32.4 21.8 19.5 7.7 17.5
Supplemental
Materials
Simulation 9.5 3.90 | 3.90 35.4 21.8 19.5 7.7 175
Activities
Student-Led 11 3.68 | 3.67 29.1 29.5 17.4 6.4 15.7
Discussions
Debates 12 331 371 38.5 21.1 18.8 5.0 14.6
Independent 13 3.21 | 3.53 35.8 26.1 20.6 3.3 13.4
Research
Peer Tutors 14 2.79 | 3.35 42.3 23.4 19.2 5.0 9.3
Case Studies 15 2.78 | 3.30 41.9 23.6 19.3 4.8 8.5
Portfolios 16 2.58 | 3.50 50.7 17.9 15.0 4.3 10.6
Capstones 17 1.74 | 2.96 62.7 13.3 12.1 2.9 5.7
Guest 18 0.97 | 2.07 65.9 23.9 4.4 2.0 2.0
Lecturers

and multimedia devices (52.1%) during all class sessions. The number of faculty members who

reported that they assigned hands-on activities in all 10 class sessions was more than 15

percentage points lower than those who indicated they made use in all 10 class sessions of the
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instructional practices already discussed. Only 36.4% of the technical college faculty who
responded to the survey invitation indicated that they assigned hands-on activities in all 10 class
sessions.

The instructional practices used the least by technical college faculty included guest
lecturers (M = 0.97 sessions, SD = 2.07), capstone projects (M = 1.74 sessions, SD = 2.96),
portfolios (M = 2.58 sessions, SD = 3.50), case studies (M = 2.78 sessions, SD = 3.30), and peer
tutors (M = 2.79 sessions, SD = 3.35). The majority (65.9%) of survey respondents indicated that
they did not invite guest lecturers to speak to their students during any of the 10 class sessions.
Also, 62.7% said that they did not provide students with opportunities to work on capstone
projects. Over half (50.7%) of the survey participants reported that they did not require students
to work on portfolios in any of the 10 class sessions. On the other hand, 10.6% of the faculty
members provided opportunities for students to work on portfolios in all 10 class sessions.
Approximately 42% said that they did not provide opportunities for students to tutor each other
in class (42.3%), nor did they assign case studies (41.9%) for students to review during class
time.

Findings Related to Research Question #2
The second research question linked to this research project asked how did technical college
faculty rate the effectiveness of the 18 instructional practices in aiding students in acquiring
information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Survey participants ranked
the effectiveness of each instructional technique using a four-point scale with 1 being not
effective and 4 being very effective. As was explained in the third chapter of this document, the
responses of those survey participants who indicated that they used an instructional technique at

least once were included in the statistical calculations required to answer this question. Tables
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4.2 through 4.4 provide the means and standard deviations to establish the effectiveness of the
instructional techniques in aiding students in acquiring information (Table 4.2), in solving
problems (Table 4.3), and in learning to perform tasks (Table 4.4). The researcher used the mean
scores to rank order the techniques from the most effective to the least effective in each of the
three tables. He also provided the number of responses in each of the tables in order to provide
readers with an indication of the number of respondents who reported that they used the
technique at least once during the 10 sessions.

Table 4.2

Means and Distributions for Effectiveness of Instructional Practices
in Aiding Students in Acquiring Information

Rank Order of
Instructional Technique Mean n M SD
Hands-on Activities 1 676 3.74 0.53
Practical Exercises 2 639 3.65 0.62
One-on-One Discussions 3 613 3.41 0.73
Multimedia Devices 4 681 3.39 0.71
Simulation Activities 5 477 3.32 0.80
Full-Group Discussions 6 714 3.27 0.77
Small-Group Discussions 7 643 3.14 0.80
Lectures 8 735 3.12 0.76
Course Textbooks 9 692 3.09 0.78
Online Supplemental Course Materials 10.5 499 3.04 0.81
Guest Lecturers 10.5 240 3.04 0.81
Case Studies 12 420 3.01 0.79
Peer Tutors 13 429 2.98 0.81
Capstone Projects 14 252 2.94 0.86
Independent Research 15 482 2.84 0.79
Portfolios 16 351 2.73 0.93
Student-Led Discussions 17 512 2.71 0.83
Debates 18 446 2.67 0.83

The survey respondents consistently rated hands-on activities and practical exercises as
the two most effective instructional techniques to accomplish the three student learning outcomes

identified in the conceptual framework of this study. Though hands-on activities topped each of
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Table 4.3

Means and Distributions for Effectiveness of Instructional Practices
in Aiding Students in Solving Problems

Rank Order of
Instructional Technique Means n M SD
Hands-on Activities 1 614 3.69 0.56
Practical Exercises 2 613 3.61 0.62
Simulation Activities 3 456 3.33 0.74
One-on-One Discussions 4 582 3.30 0.77
Small-Group Discussions 5 618 3.10 0.77
Case Studies 6 403 3.05 0.82
Full-Group Discussions 7.5 688 3.04 0.81
Multimedia Devices 7.5 655 3.04 0.88
Peer Tutors 9 408 2.95 0.81
Online Supplemental Course Materials 10.5 475 2.92 0.83
Capstone Projects 10.5 242 2.92 0.93
Independent Research 12 459 2.85 0.84
Lectures 13 704 2.80 0.89
Student-Led Discussions 14 486 2.76 0.84
Course Textbooks 15 663 2.75 0.90
Guest Lecturers 16.5 238 2.72 0.88
Debates 16.5 425 2.72 0.88
Portfolios 18 331 2.66 0.93

the rank-ordered lists, the technical college faculty indicated that this instructional technique was
most effective in assisting students in learning to perform tasks (M = 3.76). The distribution of
responses were more closely clustered around the mean (SD = 0.51) for the task performance
measure than for the other two areas. The survey respondents identified practical exercise as
being more effective in helping students to perform tasks (M = 3.66, SD = 0.62). They gave
almost identical scores (M =3.65, SD = 0.62) to this technique for its effectiveness in helping
students to acquire information on course topics and concepts.

Whereas respondents were in uniform agreement that hands-on activities and practical
exercises were the two instructional techniques best suited to assist students in effectively

accomplishing the three types of student learning outcomes specified in the Verner-based
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Table 4.4

Means and Distributions for Effectiveness of Instructional Practices
in Aiding Students in Learning to Perform Tasks

Rank Order of
Instructional Technique Mean n M SD
Hands-on Activities 1 632 3.76 0.51
Practical Exercises 2 598 3.66 0.62
Simulation Activities 3 441 3.42 0.70
One-on-One Discussions 4 564 3.24 0.76
Multimedia Devices 5 635 3.05 0.86
Peer Tutors 6 402 2.97 0.81
Capstone Projects 7 232 2.96 0.93
Small-Group Discussions 8 597 2.88 0.85
Online Supplemental Course Materials 9 460 2.82 0.85
Case Studies 10 395 2.81 0.86
Full-Group Discussions 11 663 2.79 0.90
Lectures 12.5 684 2.74 0.89
Independent Research 12.5 445 2.74 0.93
Portfolios 14 323 2.72 0.98
Course Textbooks 15 643 2.69 0.86
Student-Led Discussions 16 473 2.66 0.86
Guest Lecturers 17 226 2.60 0.90
Debates 18 416 2.50 0.90

typography, they began to identify differences after that. For example, their responses placed

simulation activities as the third most effective practice in aiding students in solving problems

(M =3.33, SD = 0.74) and in learning to perform tasks (M = 3.42, SD = 0.70). On the other

hand, they placed this instructional practice as the fifth most effective tool on the information

acquisition list (M = 3.32, SD = 0.80). The technical college faculty identified one-on-one

discussions between students and instructors as the third most effective information acquisition

tool (M = 3.41, SD = 0.73). Also of interest is the fact that multimedia devices were rated at the

fourth position on the rank-ordered list for information acquisition (M = 3.39, SD = 0.71) and at

the fifth position on the task performance list (M = 3.05, SD = 0.86), but tied for the seventh

position on the problem solving list (M = 3.04, SD = 0.88).
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Technical college faculty consistently rated debates, student-led discussions, portfolios,
guest lecturers, and course textbooks as the least effective instructional techniques for affecting
the positive accomplishment of the three student learning outcomes. Debates were at the bottom
of the rank-ordered lists for both information acquisition (M = 2.67, SD = 0.83) and task
performance (M = 2.50, SD = 0.90) and next to last for problem solving (M = 2.72, SD = 0.88).
The survey respondents ranked student-led discussions as the second least effective instructional
practice to facilitate knowledge acquisition (M = 2.71, SD = 0.83) and the third least effective for
task performance (M = 2.66, SD = 0.86), but the fifth least effective in aiding students in solving
problems (M = 2.76, SD = 0.84).

Technical college faculty identified portfolios as the least effective instructional
technique in helping students become better problem solvers (M = 2.66, SD = 0.93), the third
least effective in helping students to acquire information on course content and concepts (M =
2.73, SD = 0.93), and the fifth least effective in teaching students to perform tasks (M = 2.72,
SD =0.98). Survey respondents placed guest lecturers as the third least effective technique on
the rank-ordered list for problem solving (M = 2.72, SD = 0.88) and the second least effective on
the task performance list (M = 2.60, SD = 0.90). Guest lecturers, however, were considered to be
somewhat more effective in aiding students in acquiring course information. The survey
participants identified this technique as being the eighth least effective (eleventh most effective)
practice for aiding in knowledge acquisition (M = 3.04, SD = 0.81). Course textbooks, according
to technical college faculty, were the fourth least effective technique in aiding with developing
students’ problem solving skills (M = 2.75, SD = 0.90) and for aiding students in learning to

perform tasks (M = 2.69, SD = 0.86), but the tenth least effective (ninth most effective)
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instructional tool available to instructors to aid in the development of students’ knowledge and
understanding of course content (M = 3.09, SD = 0.78).
Findings Related to Research Question #3

The third question guiding this dissertation research project asked to what extent did
technical college faculty employ instructional practices that are effective in aiding students in
acquiring information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Table 4.5 shows the
PASW Statistics® database the researcher created to answer this question. The first data column
repeats part of Table 4.1. This column includes the mean scores showing how often technical
college faculty used each of the 18 instructional practices. The three remaining data columns in
Table 4.5 show the mean scores representing the effectiveness of each instructional practice in
aiding students in developing the proficiencies associated with each of the VVerner-based learning
outcomes. This information is taken from Tables 4.2 through 4.4.

The researcher used this new database to create scatter plots to visually depict the
relationship between usage levels and the perceived effectiveness of the instructional practice in
aiding students in acquiring information on course content and concepts (Figure 4.1), in learning
to solve problems (Figure 4.2), and in learning to perform tasks (Figure 4.3). Each scatter plot is
divided into four quadrants. Quadrant A on each scatter plot shows those instructional practices
that technical college faculty used extensively, but they rated the practices as being less effective
in accomplishing the student learning outcome. Quadrant B shows the high use, more effective
instructional practices. Quadrant C shows the low use, less effective practices, while Quadrant D
shows the instructional practices that technical college faculty rated as being more effective in
accomplishing the student learning outcome, but they reported that they used these practices less

often.
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Table 4.5

Mean Use Scores and Mean Effectiveness Scores Database

Level of | Information | Problem Task
Use Acquisition | Solving | Performance
Instructional Technique M M M M
Lectures 8.13 3.12 2.80 2.74
Full-Group Discussions 7.55 3.27 3.04 2.79
Course Textbooks 7.53 3.09 2.75 2.69
Multimedia Devices 7.42 3.39 3.04 3.05
Hands-on Activities 6.64 3.74 3.69 3.76
Practical Exercises 6.29 3.65 3.61 3.66
Small-Group Discussions 5.16 3.14 3.10 2.88
One-on-One Discussions 4.85 3.41 3.30 3.24
Online Supplemental Course Materials 3.90 3.04 2.92 2.82
Simulation Activities 3.90 3.32 3.33 3.42
Student-Led Discussions 3.68 2.71 2.76 2.66
Debates 3.31 2.67 2.72 2.50
Independent Research 3.21 2.84 2.85 2.74
Peer Tutors 2.79 2.98 2.95 2.97
Case Studies 2.78 3.01 3.05 2.81
Portfolios 2.58 2.73 2.66 2.72
Capstone Projects 1.74 2.94 2.92 2.96
Guest Lecturers 0.97 3.04 2.72 2.60

Table 4.5 shows that technical college faculty rated hands-on activities and practical
exercises as the two most effective instructional practices in aiding students in acquiring
information on course content and concepts. These ratings, combined with the level-of-use
scores reported by survey respondents, placed these instructional techniques in Quadrant B of the
scatter plot created for the knowledge acquisition student learning outcome (see Figure 4.1). This
quadrant contains the high use/more effective instructional practices. PASW Statistics® also
included full-group discussions and multimedia devices in Quadrant B.

Technical college faculty rated one-on-one discussions between instructors and
individual students as the third most effective instructional practice in aiding students in

obtaining course-specific information; however, they reported that they incorporated this practice
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Figure 4.1: Relationship of Level of Use and Perceived Effectiveness of Instructional Practices in

Aiding Students in Acquiring Information on Course Content and Concepts

into their overall approach to teaching and learning for less than 50% of the time. This

combination placed one-on-one discussions in Quadrant D—the low use/more effective

guadrant—on the knowledge acquisition scatter plot. Simulation activities, which survey

respondents said was the fifth most effective tool in assisting students in successfully

accomplishing the knowledge acquisition student learning outcome, also fell within Quadrant D.
As has been noted, technical college faculty said that they lectured during more than

eight out of ten class sessions, thus making this instructional technique the most used of the 18

practices analyzed in this study. Survey respondents, however, considered this to be a mid-range
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technique for aiding in knowledge acquisition. PASW Statistics® placed this technique in
Quadrant A of Figure 4.1. This quadrant included the items faculty used often, but were rated as
being less effective than the other instructional practices in accomplishing the knowledge
acquisition student learning outcome. Also included in Quadrant A were course textbooks and
small-group discussions. The remaining instructional items were placed in Quadrant C, the low
use, less effective quadrant. Included in this quadrant were case studies, portfolios, online
supplemental course materials, student-led discussions, debates, independent research, peer
tutors, capstone projects, and guest lecturers.

Technical college faculty rated hands-on activities and practical exercises as the two most
effective practices in aiding students in developing their problem solving skills. The combination
of the effectiveness scores and the level-of-use scores placed these two items in Quadrant B of
the problem solving scatter plot (Figure 4.2). Unlike the information acquisition scatter plot
(Figure 4.1), hands-on activities and practical exercises were the only instructional practices to
be inserted into the high use/more effective quadrant (Quadrant B) of the problem solving scatter
plot.

Full-group discussions and multimedia devices, which fell within Quadrant B on the
information acquisition scatter plot, joined lectures, course textbooks, and small-group
discussions in Quadrant A on the problem solving scatter plot because of the effectiveness scores
assigned to these practices by survey respondents. (Lectures, course textbooks, and small-group
discussions fell within this quadrant on the information acquisition scatter plot.) Quadrant A
included the high use/less effective items. Simulation activities and one-on-one discussions
between instructors and individual students were placed in Quadrant D of the problem solving

scatter plot. These items also fell within Quadrant D in Figure 4.1. The items included in
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Figure 4.2: Relationship of Level of Use and Perceived Effectiveness of Instructional Practices in
Aiding Students in Learning to Solve Problems

Quadrant C of the information acquisition scatter plot were also included in this same quadrant
on the problem solving scatter plot.

The placement of the instructional practices in the respective quadrants on the task
performance scatter plot (Figure 4.3) was the same as that of the problem solving graph. The
placement of the individual items only differed in terms of where the instructional items fell on
the effectiveness axis. For example, technical college faculty assigned a higher mean score for

the effectiveness of hands-on activities in aiding students in learning to solve problems (M =
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Figure 4.3: Relationship of Level of Use and Perceived Effectiveness of Instructional Practices in
Aiding Students in Learning to Perform Tasks
3.76) than for the effectiveness of this item in aiding students in developing their problem
solving capabilities (M = 3.69); therefore, this item was plotted further to the right on the
effectiveness axis in Figure 4.3 than on Figure 4.2
Findings Related to Research Question #4

Was the propensity to use the 18 instructional practices predicted by personal

characteristics and situational factors was the focus of the fourth research question. The personal

characteristics evaluated as part of this research project included the age, gender, ethnicity, and
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employment status of those who submitted a usable questionnaire, as well as the highest
academic credential they held at the time of the survey administration. The situational factors
studied included the academic disciplines of the instructors, their workload, and the size of their
largest class.

The researcher conducted independent samples t-tests on faculty disaggregated by
gender, ethnicity, and employment status. He conducted one-way analysis-of-variance (one-way
ANOVA) tests on faculty categorized by the highest credential they had earned and by their
academic discipline. Finally, the researcher used linear regression to analyze how class size,
faculty workload, and age influenced the types of instructional practices used by technical
college instructors. The personal characteristic or situational factor being studied served as the
independent variable for each of the significance tests, while the instructional practice served as
the dependent variable.

The researcher conducted a total of 162 significance tests to develop a response to this
question. Bland and Altman (1995) warn that the likelihood of making Type 1 errors—errors
resulting from rejecting a true null hypothesis—increases as the number of significance tests
conducted increases. Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) point out that researchers can expect to make
a Type 1 error for every 20 significance tests they conduct when the significance level is set at
p < 0.05. Bland and Altman, Gravetter and Wallnau, and Green and Salkind (2003) recommend
that researchers use the logic associated with the Bonferroni method when conducting multiple
significance tests. The National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) (n.d.) describes
this statistical procedure as a “simple method that allows many comparison statements to be
made (or confidence intervals to be constructed) while still assuming an overall confidence

coefficient is maintained” (p. 1). When employing the Bonferroni method, the significance level
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is set at p < 0.005 rather than the more typical p < 0.05 level (Bland & Altman; National Institute
of Standards and Technology).

The National Institute of Standards and Technology (n.d.) points out that the Bonferroni
method applies to significance tests generated using ANOVA statistics and is valid for both
equal and unequal sample sizes. PASW Statistics® includes the Bonferroni method as one of the
post hoc tests available in the one-way ANOVA statistical procedures for when equal variance is
assumed. The researcher used the Bonferroni post hoc test data when he ran one-way ANOVA
tests when determining whether the difference in usage levels were significant. To be consistent,
the researcher applied the logic of the Bonferroni method when he used linear regression and
independent samples t-tests to identify significant differences in classroom instructional
practices. Thus, the researcher applied the conservative p < 0.005 standard when determine
whether differences in levels of use were significant.

Personal Characteristics

As was noted earlier, the researcher conducted independent samples t-tests to determine
whether male survey respondents used instructional practices at different levels than their female
colleagues. Table 4.6 provides the means and standard deviations for male instructors’ and
female instructors’ usage levels for each instructional practice, as well as the results of the
independent samples t-tests. A positive t score indicates that females used the instructional
practice more often than did male instructors; a negative t score indicates that males used the
practice more often.

The independent samples t-tests uncovered one case in which the difference in the level
of use of an instructional practice by females as opposed to males was significant at the p <

0.005 levels. Females (M = 1.15, SD = 2.29) invited guest lecturers (t(686.00) = 3.20, p = 0.001)
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Table 4.6

Independent Samples t-tests Results for Gender

Female Male t-test for Equality
(n =420) (n=282) of Means
Sig.
Instructional Practice M SD M SD t (2-ta?|ed)
Lectures 812 | 243 | 809 | 271 0.16 0.871
Full-Group Discussions 7.78 | 309 | 714 | 349 2.47 0.014
Course Textbooks 769 | 329 | 7.28 | 3.47 1.53 0.127
Multimedia Devices 739 | 344 | 739 | 343 0.01 0.996
Hands-on Activities 6.80 | 3.37 | 6.44 | 3.69 1.31 0.192
Practical Exercises 6.23 | 382 | 6.38 | 3.85 -0.53 0.599
Small-Group Discussions 523 | 357 |5.02 | 3.65 0.78 0.437
One-on-One Discussions 450 | 368 |519 | 3.92 -2.35 0.019
Online Supplemental Course Materials | 3.98 | 3.84 | 3.68 | 3.80 1.01 0.313
Simulation Activities 3.79 | 383 | 390 | 3.98 -0.37 0.713
Student-Led Discussions 362 | 362 | 358 | 3.67 0.14 0.886
Debates 3.03 | 353 | 355 | 387 -1.80 0.072
Independent Research 291 | 338 | 348 | 3.70 -2.08 0.038
Peer Tutors 248 | 307 | 312 | 364 | -244 0.015
Case Studies 262 | 315 | 285 | 3.40 -0.92 0.358
Portfolios 247 | 338 | 249 | 353 -0.06 0.955
Capstone Projects 151 | 268 |190 | 3.23 -1.66 0.098
Guest Lecturers 1.15 | 229 | 068 | 1.54 3.20 0.001

to speak during class more often than did their male colleagues (M = 0.68, SD = 1.54). The

independent samples t-tests did not identify any instances in which male instructors used

instructional practices at levels that were significantly different at the p < 0.005 standard

established for this study.

Ethnicity. The demographic data collected during the survey administration revealed that

76.3% of the respondents who reported their ethnicity identified themselves as Caucasians.

Another 17.9% of the survey participants said that they were African-Americans. The remaining

respondents reported that they were Hispanics, Asian or Pacific Islanders, Native Americans, or

people of mixed race. The population of each of these other ethnic groups was not large enough
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to make valid comparisons. With only two categories to consider, the researcher conducted
independent samples t-tests to determine whether African-American instructors and Caucasian
instructors used the instructional practices at different levels and whether those differences were
statistically significant. Table 4.7 shows the results of the t-tests. A negative t value indicates that
African-American instructors used the instructional practices more often than did Caucasian

faculty members.

Table 4.7
Independent Samples t-tests Results for Ethnicity
African-
Caucasian American t-test for Equality
(n =528) (n=123) of Means
Sig.

Instructional Practice M SD M SD t (2-ta?|ed)
Lectures 796 | 262 | 930 | 1.86 -3.55 0.001
Full-Group Discussions 739 | 332 |7.15 | 3.93 0.37 0.714
Course Textbooks 731 | 347 | 820 | 3.03 -1.26 0.209
Multimedia Devices 720 | 356 | 844 | 272 -1.79 0.074
Hands-on Activities 6.52 | 351 | 7.26 | 355 -1.07 0.284
Practical Exercises 6.20 | 3.82 | 6.56 | 4.34 -0.47 0.639
Small-Group Discussions 486 | 355 |544 | 4.12 -0.82 0.411
One-on-One Discussions 469 | 3.77 | 567 | 4.00 -1.31 0.191
Online Supplemental Course Materials | 3.61 | 3.77 | 489 | 447 | -1.46 0.155
Simulation Activities 382 | 387 |356 |4.24 0.34 0.734
Student-Led Discussions 311 | 341 | 463 | 4.46 -1.74 0.092
Debates 292 | 358 | 315 | 410 | -0.32 0.748
Independent Research 288 | 342 | 419 | 4.13 -1.61 0.119
Peer Tutors 254 | 319 | 381 | 3.69 -2.00 0.046
Case Studies 260 | 315 | 158 | 2.63 1.03 0.628
Portfolios 224 | 330 | 215 | 3.27 0.14 0.887
Capstone Projects 153 | 277 | 200 | 3.66 -0.65 0.518
Guest Lecturers 0.77 | 162 | 0.67 | 1.98 0.31 0.754

African-Americans (M = 9.30, SD = 1.86) reported that they lectured during 1.34 more
sessions than did the Caucasian respondents (M = 7.96, SD = 2.62). Using the logic of the

Bonferroni method as the standard to base decisions, the researcher determined that the results of

150



the t-test were significant, (t(31.66) = -3.55. p = 0.001). The independent samples t-tests did not
reveal any other instance in which the level of use between Caucasian and African-American
instructors was significant at the p <0.005 level.

Employment status. Table 4.8 shows that 370 survey respondents (52.3%) reported that
they were employed full-time at their institutions, while 337 participants (47.7%) reported that
they were employed on a part-time or adjunct basis. Independent samples t-tests were used to
identify differences in levels of use. A negative t value in Table 4.8 indicates that part-time
faculty used the instructional practice more often than did full-time instructors. The independent
samples t-tests uncovered six instances in which the levels of usage by full-time technical college
faculty were significantly higher at the conservative p < 0.005 level; the significance value was
0.000 for three of the six items. Full-time faculty used the following instructional practices at
significantly higher levels than did their part-time colleagues:

o Multimedia devices (t(618.55) = 4.67, p = 0.000);

o Practical exercises (t(699.00) = 4.67, p = 0.000);

o Simulation activities (t(699) = 4.97, p = 0.000);

o Online supplemental course materials ( t(697.00) = 3.22, p = 0.001);

o Hands-on activities ( t(679.00) = 2.96, p = 0.003); and

. Capstone projects ( 1(679.98) = 2.84, p < 0.005).

The independent samples t-tests did not uncover any instance in which adjunct instructors used
instructional practices at levels that were significantly higher (where p < 0.005) than that of full-
time faculty members.

Age. A total of 686 survey participants entered onto the questionnaire the year they were

born. The recalculation of this information into actual ages revealed that the age of respondents
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Table 4.8

Independent Samples t-tests Results for Employment Status

Full Time Part-Time t-test for Equality
(n=370) (n=337) of Means
Sig.
Instructional Practice M SD M SD t (2-ta?|ed)
Lectures 798 | 252 |819 | 255 | -1.12 0.262
Full-Group Discussions 750 | 321 | 747 | 3.39 0.13 0.901
Course Textbooks 755 | 336 | 7.44 | 3.39 0.44 0.658
Multimedia Devices 796 | 291 |6.75 | 3.84 4.67 0.000
Hands-on Activities 700 | 338 | 621 | 361 2.96 0.003
Practical Exercises 6.90 | 351 | 556 | 4.05 4.67 0.000
Small-Group Discussions 510 | 356 | 5.14 | 3.63 -0.14 0.886
One-on-One Discussions 470 | 386 |489 | 374 -0.65 0.513
Online Supplemental Course Materials | 4.28 | 3.79 | 3.36 | 3.77 3.22 0.001
Simulation Activities 448 | 3.88 | 3.05 | 3.73 4.97 0.000
Student-Led Discussions 360 | 351 |357 | 375 0.12 0.908
Debates 331 | 370 | 3.16 | 3.66 0.53 0.599
Independent Research 349 | 359 | 273 | 3.38 0.76 0.264
Peer Tutors 2.78 | 332 | 266 | 3.32 0.47 0.636
Case Studies 312 | 329 | 225 | 314 0.88 0.244
Portfolios 244 | 337 | 256 | 3.58 -0.47 0.638
Capstone Projects 194 | 3.04 |132 | 265 2.84 0.005
Guest Lecturers 113 | 217 | 078 | 191 2.27 0.024

ranged from a low of 23 to a high of 76. The linear regression analysis uncovered only one
instance in which the usage level was significant at the p < 0.005 level (see Table 4.9). The
number of times technical college faculty engaged in one-on-one discussions with students
increased as the age of the instructors increased; however, the r? value indicates that the
differences in age explained only 1.4% of the variance. Although significant, the differences are
not substantively important to this study.

Highest credential held by survey respondents. The final personal characteristic to be
studied as part of this research project was the highest credential held by respondents at the time

of the survey administration. Table 4.10 provides a breakdown of this data. It should be noted
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Table 4.9

Linear Regression Results for Age (n = 686)

Instructional Practice r r’ Sig.

Lectures -0.47 0.002 0.218
Full-Group Discussions -0.82 0.007 0.031
Course Textbooks -0.02 0.000 0.621
Multimedia Devices -0.04 0.001 0.345
Hands-on Discussions 0.01 0.000 0.712
Practical Exercises 0.08 0.007 0.028
Small-Group Discussions -0.05 0.002 0.194
One-on-One Discussions 0.12 0.014 0.005
Online Supplemental Course Materials 0.04 0.002 0.254
Simulation Activities -0.01 0.000 0.885
Student-Led Discussions 0.01 0.000 0.840
Debates 0.00 0.000 0.926
Independent Research 0.06 0.004 0.121
Peer Tutors 0.09 0.009 0.015
Case Studies 0.03 0.001 0.405
Portfolios 0.08 0.006 0.053
Capstone Projects 0.03 0.001 0.396
Guest Lecturers -0.03 0.001 0.449

that the questionnaire also included a high school/GED option and a technical certificate of credit
(TCC) option in the list from which respondents could select the highest credential they held. Six
people indicated that they only held a high school diploma or its equivalent, and two indicated
that they only held a TCC. Because of these low numbers, valid comparisons could not be made;
therefore, these responses were omitted from the analysis.

As a reminder to readers of this document, the researcher employed one-way analysis-of-
variance (one-way ANOVA) tests to identify statistically significant differences. He used this
statistical procedure instead of the independent samples t-test or linear regression because there
were six different credentials to be evaluated. Table 4.10 shows that the one-way ANOVA tests

uncovered six instances in which the difference in levels of use were statistically significant at
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Table 4.10

One-Way ANOVA Results for Highest Credential Earned

Highest Credential Earned

Diploma Associate | Bachelor’s | Master’s | Professional | Doctorate One-way
(n=25) (n=64) (n=64) (n=376) (m = 47) (m =58) ANOVA

Instructional Practice M [SD| M [sSD| M |[sSD| M | sD M SD | M | SD F Sig.
Lectures 835| 257 | 805| 250 | 818 | 226 | 810 | 257 | 7.74| 294 | 816| 254 | 0.27 | 0.929
Full-Group Discussions 824 | 268 | 740 | 347 | 781 | 3.02| 733 | 335| 791 | 329 | 797| 291| 1.07| 0.375
Course Textbooks 784 | 322 | 802| 281 | 782 | 3.13| 7.25| 356 | 749 | 357 | 7.67| 3.24| 1.03| 0.399
Multimedia Devices 760 | 322 | 7.25| 348 | 7.13| 352 | 752 | 335| 6.43| 4.09| 7.74| 3.29| 1.12| 0.346
Hands-on Activities 800 | 269 | 7.75| 296 | 7.28| 3.20| 6.20 | 3.68 | 598 | 3.37| 6.36| 3.54| 4.53| 0.000
Practical Exercises 812 | 277 | 7.73| 3.06 | 692 | 356 | 584 | 397 | 543 | 3.86| 569 | 3.86| 5.67 | 0.000
Small-Group Discussions | 7.48 | 3.23 | 581 | 3.61| 465| 352 | 502 | 361 | 545| 351 | 512| 3.40| 3.29 | 0.006
One-on-One Discussions 540 | 350 | 559 | 3.79| 427 | 387 | 476 | 3.79| 521 | 3.69| 469 | 3.87| 1.33]| 0.251
Online Supplemental 432 | 426 | 415| 380 | 3.16| 3.61| 397 | 382 | 411 | 382 | 419| 413| 124 0.290
Course Materials

Simulation Activities 6.72 | 3.75| 495 | 350 | 440 | 406 | 3.23| 3.72| 349 | 3.79| 2.83| 3.41| 10.39 | 0.000
Student-Led Discussions 6.00 | 3.85| 456 | 3.62| 3.17| 3.37| 349 | 365| 4.00| 3.69| 3.21| 351| 3.76 | 0.002
Debates 462 | 427 | 445| 388 | 2.89| 3.67| 3.03| 352 | 422 | 388 | 284 | 355| 257 | 0.013
Independent Research 548 | 3.73 | 4.00| 3.66 | 2.60| 3.20| 289 | 3.39| 440 | 3.87| 3.53| 3.95| 5,48 | 0.000
Peer Tutors 496 | 382 | 3.17| 362 | 275| 3.18| 249 | 322 | 3.17| 3.39| 2.60| 3.37| 3.00| 0.011
Case Studies 3.67| 391 | 356 | 347 | 274 | 331 | 250 | 3.15| 3.02| 3.37| 250| 3.03| 1.72| 0.129
Portfolios 424 | 406 | 3.21| 3.79| 240 | 3.38| 236 | 245 | 247 | 3.16| 198| 2.85| 222 | 0.051
Capstone Projects 1.79| 349 | 229 | 328 | 208 | 3.20| 145| 2.72| 152 | 241 | 171 | 3.16| 155| 0.171
Guest Lecturers 2.76 | 357 | 1.60| 248 | 1.04| 203| 0.76 | 1.80| 0.63| 159 | 095| 2.16| 6.27 | 0.000
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the p <0.005 level; the significance value was 0.000 for five of the six items. Those six
instructional practices included:

o Hands-on activities (F(5, 690) = 4.53, p = 0.000);

. Practical exercises (F(5, 696) = 5.67, p = 0.000);

o Simulation activities (F(5, 693) = 10.39, p = 0.000);

o Student-led discussions (F(5, 685) = 3.76, p = 0.002);

o Independent research (F(5, 695) = 5.48, p = 0.000); and

o Guest lecturers (F(5, 686) = 6.27, p = 0.000).

The one-way ANOVA tests only indicated where significant differences existed; these
tests did not indicate where the differences were significant (Texas A & M University, 2009).
The researcher conducted post hoc tests to identify the specific differences. As was noted earlier
in this chapter, the Bonferroni method is one of the post hoc tests available with one-way
ANOVA to identify where differences exist between subgroups. It was also noted that this
method is preferred when a large number of significant tests must be conducted to identify
differences that are significant. The researcher used the results of the Bonferroni post hoc tests to
identify where the differences existed for the six items where the one-way ANOVA identified
significant differences at the p < 0.005 level. The Bonferroni post hoc tests conducted to identify
specific differences as applied to hands-on activities, practical exercises, simulation activities,
student-led discussions, independent research, and guest lecturers consistently documented that
the statistically significant differences in approaches to classroom instruction were between
holders of diplomas and associate degrees and those who held four-year and graduate degrees.

Instructors who reported that they graduated from diploma programs at technical colleges

used the following instructional practices at levels that were significantly higher than the usage
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levels reported by faculty members who held doctoral degrees: simulation activities (M
difference = 3.89), student-led discussions (M difference = 2.79), and guest lecturers (M
difference = 1.81). Graduates of diploma programs also used guest lecturers (M difference =
2.13) and simulation activities (M difference = 3.23) more often than did those individuals who
had earned professional degrees. Diploma program graduates also used the following
instructional techniques at levels that were significantly higher than the levels of use recorded for
instructors who held master’s degrees: simulation activities (M difference = 3.49), student-led
discussions (M difference = 2.51), independent research (M difference = 2.59), and guest
lecturers (M difference = 2.00). Finally, instructors who graduated from diploma programs used
student-led discussions (M difference = 2.83), independent research (M difference = 2.88), and
guest lecturers (M difference = 1.72) more often than did those faculty members who had earned
bachelor’s degrees.

Instructors who reported that their highest credential was an associate degree used the
following instructional practices at higher levels than did faculty members who held master’s
degrees: hands-on activities (M difference = 1.55), practical exercises (M difference = 1.90), and
simulation activities (M difference = 2.72). The post hoc tests revealed that holders of associate
degrees incorporated practical exercises and simulation activities at levels that were significantly
higher than what was reported by holders of professional degrees and those who held doctoral
degrees. The mean differences between usage levels by graduates of associate degree programs
and the usage levels of professional degree holders and doctoral program graduates for practical
exercises are as follows: professional degrees (M difference = 2.31) and doctoral degrees (M
difference = 2.04). The differences between these subgroups for simulation exercises are

professional degrees (M difference = 2.46) and doctoral degrees (M difference = 3.12).
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Situational Factors

The situational factors of interest to this study included the academic disciplines of the
survey respondents, their workload, and the size of their largest class. The researcher provided
survey respondents with a blank box to enter their academic discipline. At the conclusion of the
data collection period, the researcher recoded the responses into five broad categories using the
classifications employed at the institution where he works. Respondents who taught at least one
learning support class were grouped in this category regardless of whether they taught other
classes. The researcher then conducted one-way ANOVA tests to determine whether instructors
of the respective categories used the 18 instructional practices at significantly different levels
than did instructors in other categories. Table 4.11 provides the results of those tests. The table
also provides information on the number of survey participants who were recoded into each of
the broad categories.

The one-way ANOVA tests uncovered 12 instances where the differences in the level of
use were significant at the p < 0.005 level. The following instructional practices met these
criteria:

. Multimedia devices (F(5, 752) = 14.69, p = 0.000);

o Hands-on activities (F(5, 748) = 15.16, p = 0.000);

o Practical exercises (F(5, 756) = 15.41, p = 0.000);

o One-on-one discussions between the instructor and students (F(5, 752) = 7.33, p =

0.000);
o Online supplemental course materials (F(5, 751) = 5.16, p = 0.000);
o Simulation activities (F(5, 753) = 25.67, p = 0.000);

. Independent research (F(5, 755) = 10.01, p = 0.000);
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Table 4.11

One-way ANOVA Results for Academic Discipline

Academic Discipline

General Learning Life
Business Education Support Sciences Technical One-way
(n=188) (n=189) (n=53) (n=177) (n =106) ANOVA
Instructional Practice M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD F Sig.

Lectures 798| 2.68 | 823 | 249 | 779 | 276| 846 | 209| 7.66| 2.86| 1.91| 0.09

Full-Group Discussions 754 | 322 | 778 | 316 | 7.79| 334 | 7.33| 329| 719 | 354 | 0.80| 0.548
Course Textbooks 746 | 338 | 7.24| 360 | 820 | 294 | 7.47| 350| 780 | 290, 0.90| 0.484
Multimedia Devices 850 | 256 | 651 | 3.88| 483 | 3.83| 798| 3.05| 7.29| 3.32| 14.69 | 0.000
Hands-on Activities 745| 337 | 5.17| 3.70| 6.23 | 355| 6.39| 3.31| 834 | 241 | 15.16 | 0.000
Practical Exercises 6.77 | 3.74| 469 | 4.02| 521 | 424| 6.60| 3.45| 830 | 252 | 1541 | 0.000
Small-Group Discussions 493 | 3.66 | 514 | 344 | 562 | 3.67| 455| 3.60| 6.23| 354 | 3.32| 0.006
One-on-One Discussions 548 | 3.96 | 461 | 359 | 472 | 3.69| 359 | 3.64| 595| 3.62| 7.33| 0.000
Online Supplemental Course Materials | 4.70 | 400 | 358 | 3.75| 400 | 387 | 288 | 3.42| 450| 3.88| 5.16| 0.000
Simulation Activities 462 | 408 | 1.75| 286 | 244 | 3.64| 414 | 358 | 6.11 | 3.78 | 25.67 | 0.000
Student-Led Discussions 386 | 3.70 | 3.37 | 354 | 358 | 3.64| 3.24| 358| 401 | 3.65| 253 | 0.027
Debates 316 | 3.71 | 344 | 359 | 277 | 3.23| 282 | 3.60| 4.10| 4.06| 2.29| 0.044
Independent Research 430 | 3.78 | 234 | 319 | 249 | 3.23| 249 | 3.15| 4.00| 3.68| 10.01 | 0.000
Peer Tutors 255 | 325 | 275 | 331 | 323| 350| 221| 3.01| 367 | 3.67| 3.41| 0.005
Case Studies 374 | 344 | 139| 249 | 109 | 234 | 327 | 3.27| 3.10| 3.41| 16.10| 0.000
Portfolios 362 | 387 | 1.62| 279 | 271 | 359 | 143| 256 | 3.79| 4.02 | 14.29 | 0.000
Capstone Projects 299 | 360 | 092 | 226 | 046 | 1.04| 101 | 196 | 231 | 3.43| 17.69 | 0.000
Guest Lecturers 093] 193] 041 | 144 | 061 | 1.28| 143 | 249| 1.27| 226 | 5.65| 0.000
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Peer tutors (F(5, 753) = 3.41, p = 0.005);

Case studies (F(5, 746) = 16.10, p = 0.000);
Portfolios (F(5, 748) = 14.29, p = 0.005);

Capstone projects (F(5, 753) = 17.69, p = 0.000): and

Guest lecturers (F(5, 746) = 5.65, p = 0.000).

The Bonferroni post hoc tests revealed only one statistically significant instance in which

faculty who taught business courses used an instructional practice more often than did those who

taught technical program courses. Business faculty reported that they used multimedia devices

more often than did technical program instructors. The mean difference was 1.22 sessions.

Post hoc tests revealed that business instructors used a number of instructional practices

more often than did their peers who taught general education courses, learning support

coursework, and life sciences courses. The Bonferroni post hoc tests revealed that instructors of

business-related programs used the following activities significantly more often than did general

education faculty:

Multimedia devices (M difference = 1.99);
Hands-on activities (M difference = 2.27);
Practical exercises (M difference = 2.08);
Simulation activities (M difference = 2.87);
Independent research (M difference = 1.96);
Case studies (M difference = 2.36);
Portfolios (M difference = 2.01); and

Capstone projects (M difference = 2.07).
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Business faculty used the following instructional practices more often than did those instructors

who taught learning support coursework in English, reading, and mathematics:

Multimedia devices (M difference = 3.68);
Simulation activities (M difference = 2.17);
Independent research (M difference = 1.81);
Case studies (M difference = 2.65); and

Capstone projects (M difference = 2.53).

Finally, business program faculty used the six instructional practices more often than did

instructors in life science programs of study. The differences in levels of use were significant at

the p < 0.005 level. Those six practices were:

Hands-on activities (M difference = 1.06);

One-on-one discussions (M difference = 1.89);

Online supplemental course materials (M difference = 1.82);
Independent research (M difference = 1.81);

Portfolios (M difference = 2.19); and

Capstone projects (M difference = 1.98).

The Bonferroni post hoc test found only one instance in which general education faculty

used an instructional practice more often than did instructors in the other divisions. The post hoc

test showed that general education faculty used multimedia devices at higher levels than what

was reported by instructors of learning support coursework. The mean difference of 1.68 was

statistically significant at the p < 0.005 level.

Life sciences instructors used multimedia devices (M difference = 3.15), simulation

activities (M difference = 1.69), and case studies (M difference = 2.17) at levels that were higher
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than what was reported by learning support instructors. These differences were significant at the

p < 0.005 level. Life sciences also used six instructional practices more often than did general

education faculty. The six items included:

Multimedia devices (M difference = 1.47);
Hands-on activities (M difference = 1.21);
Practical exercises (M difference = 1.91);
Simulation activities (M difference = 2.39);
Case studies (M difference = 1.88); and

Guest lecturers (M difference = 1.02).

The majority of the statistically significant differences in levels of use were found

between instructors of technical programs and instructors in the other four broad categories. Post

hoc tests showed that technical program faculty used practical exercises (M difference = 1.54)

and simulation activities (M difference = 1.50) at higher levels than what was recorded for

business program faculty. Significant differences in usage levels also existed between technical

program faculty and those instructors who taught general education courses.

Technical program faculty used the following instructional practices more often than did

general education faculty:

Hands-on activities (M difference = 3.17);
Practical exercises (M difference = 3.61);
Simulation activities (M difference = 4.37);
Independent research (M difference = 1.66);
Case studies (M difference = 1.71);

Portfolios (M difference = 2.17);
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Capstone projects (M difference = 1.40); and

Guest lecturers (M difference = 0.86).

Technical program instructors also used six instructional practices at higher levels than

what were reported for those who indicated that they taught learning support courses. In each

instance, the differences in the levels of use were significant at the p < 0.005 level. The six

instructional techniques in this category included:

Multimedia devices (M difference = 2.46);
Hands-on activities (M difference = 2.11);
Practical exercises (M difference = 3.09);
Simulation activities (M difference = 3.67);
Case studies (M difference = 2.00); and

Capstone projects (M difference = 1.85).

Finally, technical college instructors used the following practices at statistically significant

higher levels than did instructors in the life sciences fields:

Hands-on activities (M difference = 1.96);

One-on-one discussions (M difference = 2.36);

Online supplemental course materials (M difference = 1.62);
Simulation activities (M difference = 1.98);

Independent research (M difference = 1.51);

Peer tutors (M difference = 1.46);

Portfolios (M difference = 2.36); and

Capstone projects (M difference = 1.31).
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Faculty workload. Faculty workload strictly focused on the number of classes/courses
instructors were teaching during the data collection period. Faculty workload did not incorporate
the myriad responsibilities of faculty. Workload did not take into consideration faculty members’
advisement responsibilities, committee responsibilities, or accreditation responsibilities. The
number of classes taught by technical college faculty ranged from a minimum of 1 class to a
maximum of 23 classes. To some readers, the maximum number of classes taught by some
technical college faculty members may seem excessive; however, it is not unusual for technical
program instructors to use individualized formats that allow students to progress through the
sequence of courses at their own pace. Every course within the program of study is included on
the schedule of classes each academic term. The instructor may work with a student who is
taking his or her first course, another student who is midway through the sequence of courses,
and a third student who is taking the last course needed to graduate from the program. On paper,
it appears that the instructor is teaching every course associated with that particular program. In
actuality, however, the instructor may be teaching only a few courses that term.

The researcher used linear regression to determine whether increases in faculty workload
affected the types of instructional practices technical college faculty used. The results of these
analyses are presented in Table 4.12. The regression analysis uncovered eight instances in which
the differences in usage levels were significant at the p < 0.005 level. Instructors incorporated
each of the eight instructional practices into their overall approach to classroom instruction more
often as their workload increased. The eight items meeting these criteria included:

. Hands-on activities (r = 0.13, p = 0.001);

o Practical exercises (r = 0.13, p = 0.001);

. Online supplemental course materials (r = 0.16, p = 0.000);
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Table 4.12

Linear Regression Results for Faculty Workload (n = 715)

Instructional Practice r 2 Sig.

Lectures -0.47 0.002 0.21

Full-Group Discussions -0.16 0.000 0.665
Course Textbooks 0.60 0.004 0.111
Multimedia Devices 0.04 0.002 0.287
Hands-on Activities 0.13 0.016 0.001
Practical Exercises 0.13 0.017 0.001
Small-Group Discussions 0.10 0.010 0.007
One-on-One Discussions 0.10 0.010 0.008
Online Supplemental Course Materials 0.16 0.026 0.000
Simulation Activities 0.14 0.018 0.000
Student-Led Discussions 0.10 0.010 0.007
Debates 0.06 0.003 0.118
Independent Research 0.17 0.030 0.000
Peer Tutors 0.11 0.013 0.003
Case Studies 0.13 0.017 0.001
Portfolios 0.10 0.011 0.006
Capstone Projects 0.18 0.031 0.000
Guest Lecturers 0.05 0.003 0.169

o Simulation activities (r = 0.14, p = 0.000);

o Independent research (r = 0.17, p = 0.000);

o Peer tutors (r =0.11, p = 0.003);

o Case studies (r = 0.13, p = 0.001); and

o Capstone projects (r = 0.18, p = 0.000)

Class size. The final situational factor studied as part of this research project focused on
the size of instructors’ largest class. Frequency statistics show that the size of classes ranged
from a minimum of 1 student to a maximum of 101 students. (Classes with only one student in
them tended to be those associated with individualized instructional techniques.) The researcher
used linear regression to identify whether class size affected usage levels of instructional

practices and whether those differences were significant. Table 4.13 shows only three instances
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in which the differences usage levels were significant at the p = 0.005 level. Those practices
included multimedia devices (r = 0.10, p = 0.005), hands-on activities (r =-0.12, p = 0.001), and
practical exercises (r = -0.11, p = 0.002). The negative r values indicate that the level of use of

the instructional practice decreased as the size of the classes increased.

Table 4.13
Linear Regression Results for Class Size (n = 717)
Instructional Practice r r’ Sig.
Lectures 0.07 | 0.006 | 0.048
Full-Group Discussions -0.04 | 0.002 | 0.235
Course Textbooks -0.01 | 0.000 | 0.807
Multimedia Devices 0.10 | 0.010 | 0.005
Hands-on Discussions -0.12 | 0.015 | 0.001
Practical Exercises -0.11 | 0.013 | 0.002
Small-Group Discussions 0.00 | 0.000 | 0.923
One-on-One Discussions -0.08 | 0.006 | 0.037
Online Supplemental Course Materials 0.07 | 0.005 | 0.054
Simulation Activities -0.10 | 0.011 | 0.006
Student-Led Discussions -0.00 | 0.000 | 0.954
Debates 0.01 | 0.000 | 0.762
Independent Research -0.06 | 0.003 | 0.144
Peer Tutors -0.05 | 0.002 | 0.155
Case Studies -0.05 | 0.003 | 0.155
Portfolios -0.06 | 0.004 | 0.090
Capstone Projects -0.09 | 0.007 | 0.026
Guest Lecturers -0.07 | 0.005 | 0.058
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

This chapter begins with an overview of the study, which begins by restating the purpose
and the questions that guided this research project. The introductory information presented at the
beginning of this chapter is followed by a summary of the conceptual framework, the
development of the questionnaire, the selection of the survey population, the administration of
the survey, and the statistical procedures used to analyze the data. The overview and introductory
information serves as the foundation to summarize and discuss the findings. This chapter also
includes a discussion about how the findings should shape practice in the future. The concluding
section of this chapter offers suggestions about future research initiatives.

The purpose of this study was to explore the use of 18 instructional practices by technical
college faculty to accomplish the three learning outcomes of aiding students in acquiring
information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform tasks. Four research questions
provided the foundation to accomplish the purpose of this study. The research questions
included:

1. To what extent did technical college faculty use the instructional practices to aid
students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in learning to perform
tasks?

2. How did technical college faculty rate the effectiveness of the instructional practices
in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in learning to

perform tasks?
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3. To what extent did technical college faculty employ instructional practices that are
effective in aiding students in acquiring information, in solving problems, and in
learning to perform tasks?

4. Was the propensity to use the instructional practices predicted by personal
characteristics and situational factors?

Cooley Verner’s (1962, 1964) observations of the instructional practices used by adult
education practitioners in the 1960s provided the conceptual framework for this study. Verner
indentified three purposes of adult education and three elements of the instructional management
process employed by adult education teachers. Combining the three purposes and three elements
created the overriding conceptual structure for this study. The synthesized conceptual framework
focused on the techniques, devices, and methods technical college faculty incorporate into their
overall approach to classroom management in order to aid students in acquiring information on
course content and concepts (information acquisition), in learning to solve problems (knowledge
application), and in learning to perform tasks (skill development).

The 18 instructional practices included on the survey questionnaire were derived from a
comprehensive review of the scholarly literature on active and collaborative learning and on the
student-centered and teacher-centered approaches to teaching and learning, as well as an in-depth
evaluation of existing survey instruments designed to measure instructional activities and student
and faculty interactions. These reviews identified 662 activities for possible inclusion on the
proposed technical college faculty survey. A process of elimination and a series of critique
sessions with advanced doctoral students in adult education and College of Education faculty at a
private liberal arts college led to the creation of a final item pool containing the 18 instructional

practices included on the technical college faculty survey.
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The 18 items were incorporated into a prototype survey instrument. This prototype
consisted of a series of triplet questions. Each triplet was designed to measure how often faculty
used a particular practice to aid with knowledge acquisition (the first triplet), to aid in knowledge
application and problem solving (the second triplet), and to aid in skills development and task
performance (the third triplet). Upon receiving approval from the university’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB), the researcher administered the prototype survey instrument to full- and
part-time faculty at a technical college located in the northeastern section of Georgia. The pilot
administration uncovered a major flaw with the triplet design. The instrument successfully
identified variances in how often survey respondents used each of the 18 instructional practices,
but it did not identify distinctions between how often respondents used each practice to address
each of the three student learning outcomes identified in the conceptual framework of this
research study.

This discovery of a flawed survey design led to a major revision of the instrument. The
revised questionnaire included a section to collect data on how often technical college faculty
used each of the 18 instructional practices during a specific period of time. The next three
sections of the revised questionnaire collected information about instructors’ opinions of how
effectively each instructional practice addressed the three student learning outcomes. Each of
these sections focused specifically on one of the learning outcomes. The final section of the
revised questionnaire was inserted to collect information about the personal characteristics and
situational factors needed to answer the fourth question associated with this study. Following the
creation of the revised instrument, the researcher submitted a revised IRB application seeking

approval to conduct a second pilot study at a technical college in the east central section of
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Georgia. This pilot revealed that the new version of the survey questionnaire functioned as
envisioned.

The actual survey administration occurred over a four-week period during Fall Quarter
2009 using SurveyMonkey®, an Internet-based survey design and data collection tool. Using an
online tool greatly reduced the cost of administering the questionnaire; therefore, all full- and
part-time faculty—rather than a representative sampling—at eight members institutions of the
Technical College System of Georgia were invited to participate in the study. The eight
institutions were selected for two reasons: (a) each institution held regional accreditation to
award associate degrees and (b) each institution graduated more than 200 students from associate
degree programs during the 2007-2008 academic year.

Faculty received up to four emails related to the study during the survey administration
period. The first email, which was sent by a senior administrator at each institution, outlined the
significance of the study and provided encouragement for the faculty to complete and submit a
questionnaire. Two days later all faculty received an email from the researcher inviting them to
participate in the study. This email invitation included a web link to the survey instrument. Two
follow-up emails were sent to all non-respondents at seven-day increments following the release
of the email invitation from the researcher. At the conclusion of the data collection period, 1,119
people had submitted surveys, which yielded a response rate of 50.2%. A series of adjustments to
remove ineligible participants from the overall survey population and to remove incomplete
surveys reduced the number of usable questionnaires to 744. The removal of ineligible
participants from the overall population, however, led to an increase in the response rate. The

final adjusted response rate was 54.5%.
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Establishing the final response rate provided the basis to run statistical procedures and to
analyze data in order to answer the four questions associated with this research project. In
relation to the first question, frequency statistics (means and standard deviations) provided the
data needed to rank order the practices from those used the most to those used the least.
Recoding the survey responses to this first question provided information on the percentage of
technical college faculty who always used the practices in all ten class sessions and those who
used them heavily (in eight to nine session), moderately (in four to seven sessions), and rarely (in
one to three sessions), as well as those who never used a particular practice.

Three sets of frequency statistics were generated to answer the second research question,
which asked respondents to evaluate the effectiveness of each instructional practice in
accomplishing each of the three student learning outcomes identified in the conceptual
framework for this study. One set of frequency statistics specifically focused on the effectiveness
of each of the 18 instructional techniques in aiding students in acquiring information on course
content and concepts. A second set of statistics explored the perceived effectiveness of the
individual teaching practices in aiding students in learning to apply newly acquired knowledge to
solve problems, while the third data set analyzed the effectiveness of the items in aiding students
in learning to perform tasks. Only the responses of individuals who said they used a practice at
least once were included in the calculation of the means and standard deviations.

The four sets of means generated to answer the first two questions formed a new database
that was then used to answer the third question, which sought to identify the extent to which
technical college faculty used those practices they perceived to be effective in helping students to
master the three student learning outcomes. The new database allowed for the creation of three

scatter plots. The statistical software package used in this research study divided the scatter plots
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into four quadrants. The software program placed each instructional practice into one of the
quadrants by using a combination of the mean score for level of use and the mean score for the
perceived effectiveness of the instructional technique in accomplishing the student learning
outcome. This sorting process visually identified the high use/more effective practices, low
use/more effective practices, low use/less effective practices, and high use/less effective
practices.

Significance tests, including independent samples t-tests, one-way analysis-of-variance
(one-way ANOVA), and linear regression, were used to generate the data needed to answer the
fourth question associated with this research project. This question sought to identify whether the
propensity to use the 18 instructional practices was predicted by personal characteristics and
situational factors. In the end, 162 significance tests were generated to answer this question.
Because of this large number of tests, the logic associated Bonferroni method, a post hoc test
associated with ANOVA statistical procedures, was used to reduce the probability of making
Type | errors by rejecting the null hypothesis when, in fact, the differences were not significant.
The Bonferroni method flags as significant those differences at the p < 0.005 level. For
consistency, this level of significance was applied to the results of independent samples t-tests
and linear regression, as well as for the one-way ANOVA tests.

Summary of the Findings

Technical college faculty lectured an average of slightly more than eight out of ten class
sessions, thus making lectures the most used of the 18 teaching practices included on the survey
questionnaire. Overall, 92.8% of the respondents said they lectured for four or more class
sessions, with over half (52.6%) of these respondents indicating that they lectured during all 10

of the class sessions used as the unit of analysis for this study. In additional to lectures, the
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teaching practices used most often by technical college faculty included full-group discussions
(second), course textbooks (third), multimedia devices (fourth), and hands-on activities (fifth).
The five least used instructional techniques included peer tutors (fourteenth), case studies
(fifteenth), portfolios (sixteenth), capstone projects (seventeenth) and guest lecturers
(eighteenth).

Survey respondents determined that hands-on activities (first) and practical exercises
(second) were the most effective teaching activities for achieving each of the three student
learning outcomes. For both instructional techniques, respondents’ mean scores were highest for
the skills development (task performance) outcome and lowest for the knowledge application
(problem solving) learning outcome, but the range of scores was minimal. Mean scores for the
perceived effectiveness of hands-on activities in achieving the three student learning outcomes
ranged from 3.69 to 3.74 on a four-point scale. For practical exercises, the mean scores ranged
from 3.61 to 3.65 on a four-point scale. Mean scores recorded for simulation activities and one-
on-one discussions between instructors and individual students placed these techniques as two of
the five most effective practices in accomplishing each of the three student learning outcomes,
but their rank order varied. Faculty effectiveness ratings for multimedia devices placed this
teaching practice in the top five techniques for both the knowledge acquisition and task
performance learning outcomes, but this practice was replaced by small-group discussions as one
of the top five techniques that were effective in accomplishing the problem-solving outcome.

Figure 5.1 summarizes the results uncovered to answer the third research question. The
order of the instructional practices is based on the mean effectiveness scores for that particular
learning outcome; teaching techniques with higher mean scores are listed first. For example,

survey respondents assigned a higher mean score to one-on-discussions between the instructor
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and individual students for the information learning outcome; therefore, this practice is listed

ahead of simulation activities for the information acquisition column in Quadrant D of Figure

5.1.

More Effective

Less Effective

Quadrant A Quadrant B
Information  Problem Task Information  Problem Task
Acquisition Solving Performance | Acquisition  Solving Performance
e Small-Group e Small-Group e Multimedia e Hands-on e Hands-on e Hands-on
Discussion Discussion Devices Activities Activities Activities
P ¢ Lectures e Full-Group e Small-Group |e Practical e Practical e Practical
8 e Course Discussion Discussion Exercises Exercises Exercises
= Textbooks e Multimedia e Full-Group e Multimedia
2 Devices Discussion Devices
L e Lectures e Lectures o Full-Group
e Course e Course Discussions
Textbooks Textbooks
Quadrant C Quadrant D
Information  Problem Task Information  Problem Task
Acquisition Solving Performance | Acquisition  Solving Performance
e Online e Case Studies e Peer Tutors e One-on-One e Simulation e Simulation
Supplemental e Peer Tutors e Capstone Discussion Activities Activities
Course e Online Projects e Simulation e One-on- e One-on-One
Materials Supplemental e Online Activities One Discussion
o Guest Course Supplemental Discussion
Lecturers Materials Course
3l © Case Studies e Capstone Materials
N o Peer Tutors Projects e Case Studies
% e Capstone ¢ Independent e Independent
- Projects Research Research
e Independent e Student-Led e Portfolios
Research Discussions e Student-Led
e Portfolios o Guest Discussions
e Student-Led Lecturers e Guest
Discussions e Debates Lecturers
e Debates o Portfolios e Debates

Figure 5.1: Relationship Between the Use Means Scores and Perceived Effectiveness Means
Scores for Three Student Learning Outcomes
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Significance tests conducted in an effort to answer the fourth research question found that
the age, gender, and ethnicity of survey respondents had little influence on how often technical
college faculty used the various instructional practices. The significance tests identified one
instructional practice for each of these personal characteristics in which the differences in the
levels of use among subgroups of respondents were significant at the p < 0.005 level. Linear
regression showed that the likelihood that technical college faculty would engage in one-on-one
discussions with students increased as the age of the instructors increased. Individual samples t-
tests found that female faculty members invited outside speakers to lecture to students more
often than did male instructors. Finally, independent samples t-tests found that African-American
instructors lectured more often than did their Caucasian colleagues.

Two personal characteristics—the employment status and the highest credential held by
survey participants—and two situation factors—the academic discipline of instructors and their
teaching workload—accounted for the majority of the significant differences identified while
answering this fourth question. The significance tests found that the differences in the levels of
use for six instructional practices were significant at the p < 0.005 level when comparing survey
respondents subdivided by their employment status (full-time or part-time). Significant
differences at the p < 0.005 level were recorded for 12 of the 18 instructional practices when
analyzing faculty subdivided by their academic discipline and by their teaching workload.

Discussion of the Findings

The third chapter of this document argues that the results of previous research studies
conducted or reported on by the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (2003b),
Gardiner (n.d.), Leslie and Gappa (2002), Pascarella and Terenzini (2005), and others would

suggest that technical college faculty as a generic entity adhere to the tenets of the teacher-
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centered paradigm and its reliance on the lecture as the chief instructional practice used by the
adherents of this paradigm. The frequency statistics generated to answer the first research
question associated with this study confirmed that technical college faculty lectured for more
than 8 out of 10 class sessions, thus making the lecture the main instructional practice used by
technical college faculty.

The linear regression tests used to identify whether faculty workload influenced the types
of practices used by technical college faculty returned interesting results. For the purposes of this
study, faculty workload was defined simply as the number of courses individuals taught during
Fall Quarter 2009. This definition did not incorporate the variety of activities in which faculty
members are engaged in on a daily basis. Blaum and Deitrich (2000) report that instructional
faculty must invest more time and resources when using the active and collaborative learning
practices associated with the learner-centered paradigm. One would reason, therefore, that
instructors would revert back to the use of lectures in more class sessions as their instructional
workload increased. The faculty who responded to the technical college questionnaire indicated
that their reliance on lectures actually decreased as the size of their workload increased.
Furthermore, they reported that they engaged students in full-group discussions less often as their
workload increased. Neither of these findings were significant at the p < 0.005 level.

The regression analysis identified eight practices that technical college faculty used more
often as their workload increased. These increases were significant at the p < 0.005 level. As
workloads increased, technical college faculty provided more class time for students to
participate in a variety of active and collaborative activities, including time to work on hands-on
activities, practical exercises, and simulation activities. They also provided more class time for

students to tutor each other on course topics, to work on capstone projects, to analyze case
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studies, to conduct independent research, and to review supplemental course materials posted
online. One possible explanation for these results is the fact that employment rules and
regulations limit the number of course sections an individual can teach in a given quarter and still
be classified as a part-time employee of the institution. Full-time technical college instructors,
therefore, carry a heavier teaching load than what is required of their part-time colleagues. As
will be discussed later in this section, previous research has documented that part-time
instructors lecture more often than their full-time peers.

Whereas linear regression showed that instructors who carried heavier teaching loads
tended to lecture less often than did those with smaller teaching loads, this same finding did not
apply when evaluating teaching practices based on the number of students enrolled in a course.
Respondents of the current study were asked how many students were enrolled in their largest
class. The information obtained from that question was used to analyze the effect of class size on
teaching practices. Linear regression showed that instructors increased their use of lectures as the
size of classes increased; however, the differences in the levels of use were not significant at the
p < 0.005 level. The data did reveal that instructors increased their use of multimedia devices as
the sizes of their classes increased, but they decreased the number of opportunities they provided
students to be involved in hands-on activities and practical exercises as class size grew. The
differences in the level of use of multimedia devices, hands-on activities, and practical exercises
were significant at the p < 0.005 level. Further investigation of the data is needed to determine if
the larger classes were associated with certain academic disciplines such as general education or
if larger classes were reserved for courses in which theory and concepts were covered and, if so,

did faculty tend to lecture more often in those situations than in smaller classes which might have
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been devoted to aiding students in learning to apply the newly acquired theoretical foundation to
solving problems and performing tasks.

Another avenue of research looks at whether the academic credentials held by faculty
members affect the propensity of individuals to engage in learner-centered or teacher-centered
instructional activities. Lei (2007) and Bowles (1982) discovered that community and technical
college faculty who held doctorate degrees were more apt to use active and collaborative
learning strategies to engage students in course content and concepts. Cohen and Outcalt (2001)
uncovered the opposite in their 2000 study of faculty employed at 156 two-year colleges
throughout the United States. The current study of faculty at eight institutions within the
Technical College System of Georgia returned results more in line with the findings of Cohen
and Outcalt: technical college faculty who held graduate degrees lectured more often than did
those who held diplomas, associate degrees, or bachelor’s degrees. Technical college instructors
who had not earned a graduate-level credential were more likely to engage students in debates,
hands-on activities, practical exercise, simulation activities, and student-led discussions, which
are classified as active and collaborative student-centered teaching practices.

Kozeracki (2005) and Gaff and Pruitt-Logan (1998) attribute the use of the more
traditional teacher-centered instructional practices by holders of graduate degrees to the idea that
graduate-level education is more concerned with preparing students to conduct original research
rather than to be effective college instructors. The rationale used by Kozeracki and Gaff and
Pruitt-Logan is consistent with the notion that the way instructors approach their teaching
responsibilities often mirror that of their own college professors. The issue of how instructors’
teaching styles are influenced by their own experiences as college students has attracted the

attention of numerous researchers, including Neumann (2001), Mourtos and Allen (2003),
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Schaefer and Zygmont (2003), Schuh (2003), Portmann and Stick (2003), Singer (1996),
Battersby (2005), and Crosling (2008). This avenue of research hypothesizes that students are
enculturated into the academic discipline, and this enculturation process reveals the theories and
concepts that must be taught, as well as how they must be taught (Battersby; Crosling; Neumann;
Schuh; Singer).

Of all the personal characteristics and situational factors analyzed as part of the current
study, the academic disciplines of the survey respondents accounted for the greatest number of
significant differences (at the p < 0.005 level) in how often technical college faculty used the
various instructional techniques. The one-way analysis-of-variances (one-way ANOVA) tests
identified 12 instructional practices in which levels of use were significant when survey
respondents were aggregated by the broad academic disciplines of business, general education,
learning support, life sciences, and technical. Post-hoc tests conducted to find where the
differences existed documented that faculty of technical programs of study incorporated the 12
practices into their overall approaches to classroom management more often than did faculty in
at least one other academic discipline. Technical program faculty engaged students in individual
discussions, required students to access online supplemental course materials, and provided
opportunities for students to tutor each other during class time more often than did faculty who
taught in the life sciences fields. Furthermore, post hoc tests showed that instructors in technical
fields assigned practical exercises and simulation activities during class sessions more often than
did those survey respondents who were grouped into the four remaining academic disciplines.
Technical program faculty also provided students with opportunities during class to perform
hands-on activities and to work on capstone projects at levels that were significantly higher than

what was reported by faculty who taught general education, learning support, and life sciences
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courses. The technical college study reinforced previous research studies that have proven that
academic discipline influences classroom teaching practices.

The technical fields consist of what many educators would classify as traditional
vocational-technical school programs. Examples of these programs include Air Conditioning
Technology, Automotive Collision Repair, Automotive Technology, Cosmetology, Electrical
Construction and Maintenance, and Plumbing. Advanced academic degrees are, for the most
part, not prevalent among instructors of technical disciplines. Only 20 of the 104 survey
respondents (19.2%) who identified themselves as instructors in technical fields reported that
they held a graduate degree. It should be noted that 49.0% of instructors in technical disciplines
said that they held either a diploma or associate degree. On the other hand, 82.9% of business
faculty, 93.6% of general education instructors, 69.8% of those who were classified as learning
support instructors, and 57.7% of life sciences faculty reported that they had earned graduate
degrees. While these statistics support previous research where it was documented that holders of
graduate degrees approached their instructional responsibilities differently than did faculty who
had, at the maximum, earned a baccalaureate degree, one must question whether these results are
more reflective of the nature of these programs rather than the academic credentials held by the
instructors of these programs.

One final area requiring an in-depth analysis of the results is that of the employment
status of survey respondents. Part-time or adjunct faculty are now in the majority at community
and technical colleges. Banachowski (1997) reports that part-time faculty accounted for 38.5% of
the instructional staff employed at two-year colleges in 1962. By 1993, the percentage of part-
time faculty stood at 65%. Today, the percentage of part-time faculty is even higher. In preparing

his institution’s Fifth-Year Interim Report for the Commission on Colleges of the Southern
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Association of Colleges and Schools (D. J. Smith, 2009), the researcher associated with this
current study found that the part-time faculty accounted for 73.7% of the instructional staff at his
institution for Fall Quarter 2007. The percentage of part-time faculty teaching during Fall
Quarter 2007 at the eight technical colleges at the center of this study was 73.9%. To determine
whether the statistics for his institution and for the eight institutions included in this study were
out of line with similar institutions, the researcher generated a peer comparison using data
submitted to the Integrated Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS). The researcher programmed
the IPEDS system to select as a comparison group all associate degree-granting institutions
located in the states that border Georgia. He further narrowed the search parameters by limiting
the comparison group to those institutions that enrolled between 3,000 and 4,999 students during
Fall Quarter 2007. IPEDS included 24 institutions in the comparison group. The percentage of
part-time faculty was 67.2% at these 24 institutions (D. J. Smith, 2009).

These statistics are important in light of the research by Jacoby (2006) that shows that
graduation rates decreased by an average of 2.6% for each 10% increase in the number of part-
time faculty employed by community and technical colleges. Jaegar and Eagan (2009) identified
similar findings. They report that “a 10% increase in overall exposure to part-time faculty
members resulted in a 1% reduction in the students’ likelihood of completing an associate’s (sic)
degree at a community college” (Jaegar & Eagan, p. 9).

Banachowski (1997) argues, however, that the use of part-time faculty can benefit
students enrolled at two-year institutions because they bring a different, more contextually based
background to the classroom environment. Banachowski does not shy away from highlighting
the disadvantages associated with employing part-time faculty at community and technical

colleges. Chief among these disadvantages is the fact that previous “research suggest that part-
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timers rely on traditional pedagogy” (Banachowski, p. 1). The findings of this current study of
technical college faculty reinforces this fact. Significance tests revealed that part-time faculty
used multimedia devices, practical exercises, simulation activities, online supplemental course
materials, hands-on activities, and capstone projects at lower levels than full-time faculty. The
differences in levels of use were significant at the conservative p < 0.005 level.
Implications for Practice

The enculturation process described in the discussion section on academic disciplines
stresses that college instructors base their approaches to teaching on their own experiences as
college students. Instructors do not use techniques to which they have little or no exposure;
therefore, professional development activities must show how different activities can be
incorporated easily and effectively into classroom management practices. As Cabrera and La
Nasa (2002) note, “the use of innovative teaching techniques presumes specialized knowledge on
the part of faculty that only constant training and substantial experience can provide” (p. 21).
Based on the results of this study, college administrators responsible for planning professional
development programs should identify educational activities that allow faculty members the
opportunity to explore how they can incorporate simulation activities and one-on-one discussions
between themselves and individual students more often into their overall approach to classroom
management. As Figure 5.1 indicates, these two instructional practices were not used that often
by technical college faculty even though they rated these practices as being more effective in
accomplishing the three student learning outcomes identified in the conceptual framework of the
current study. Previous research activities and scholarly publications on active and collaborative
learning demonstrated the value and benefits of several instructional practices that technical

college faculty rated as being less effective in accomplishing the three student learning
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outcomes. The college-based professional development activities should address the value and
benefits of these activities along with ways to incorporate the practices into their approaches to
classroom instruction.

Implications for Future Research

Technical college instructors who responded to this study pointed out that some
instructional practices, including several that, by definition, are classified as active and
collaborative instructional techniques, are more effective than others in accomplishing the three
student learning outcomes incorporated into the conceptual framework of this study. However,
instructors reported that they did not utilize these practices as often as they used more traditional
teacher-centered practices. A follow-up qualitative study would provide the opportunity to
uncover the reasons why instructors do not incorporate those practices they consider to be more
effective into their classroom management practices on a more consistent basis. The results of
the qualitative study combined with the results of this quantitative study would provide those
who create professional development programs with a wealth of information to incorporate into
future learning opportunities for instructors at these eight institutions.

One must also question whether the findings of the current study would have been
different had the researcher selected another group of institutions for inclusion in this study. As
was noted in the methodology section of this document, the eight technical colleges selected for
this study had achieved regional accreditation from the Commission on Colleges of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools. Achieving this level of accreditation signifies that
institutions have met certain standards of good practice. Accreditation standards include
guidelines regarding the credentials faculty must hold in order to teach at the postsecondary

level. The Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (2005)
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guidelines specify that instructors teaching general education courses and courses designed for
transfer to baccalaureate degree programs must hold the minimum of a master’s degree with 18
or more semester hours of coursework in the academic discipline. The Commission on Colleges
standards also specify that associate degree courses not designed to transfer to a four-year
program must be taught by instructors who hold an associate degree and have “demonstrated
competencies in the teaching discipline” (p. 54).

Not all of the institutions in the Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG) have met
the Commission on Colleges standards; therefore, they do not hold regional accreditation as an
associate degree-granting college. One of the reasons for this failure to achieve this level of
accreditation is the fact that faculty have not acquired the academic credentials specified by the
Commission. Additional research is needed to determine whether faculty at the institutions yet to
achieve regional accreditation incorporate instructional techniques into their overall classroom
management practices at levels that are different than those for corresponding groups of faculty
aggregated by academic discipline and by the highest credential earned. Comparisons should
also look at whether instructors at associate degree-granting institutions approach their
instructional responsibilities differently than from how their colleagues at non-accredited
institutions teach the same subject matter.

The technical colleges selected for this study and their sister institutions in the Technical
College System of Georgia differ from community and technical colleges in other states because
the missions of the Georgia institutions focus on providing the educational foundation students
need to enter the workforce; those missions do not incorporate the transfer component. Instead,
the transfer function falls within the purview of the two-year institutions governed by the Board

of Regents of the University System of Georgia. Future research studies should utilize the survey
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instrument developed for this project to explore whether faculty who teach at transfer-oriented
two-year colleges in Georgia approach their classroom management responsibilities differently
than do their colleagues in the Technical College System of Georgia. This type of study would
also provide the opportunity to identify whether faculty at transfer-oriented colleges differed in
their opinion as to how effective the 18 instructional practices are in aiding students in
accomplishing the three Verner-based student learning outcomes.

The survey instrument needs to be tested in different settings, including comprehensive
community and technical colleges outside Georgia and at public and private four-year colleges
and universities, to observe differences in approaches to classroom instruction and to identify
differences in perceptions on how effective these practices are in accomplishing student learning
outcomes. Expanding into new arenas will test whether the Verner-based conceptual framework
extends to different types of institutions or whether its usefulness in explaining phenomena is
confined to the technical college setting where knowledge acquisition, task performance, and
knowledge application are essential in preparing students for entry into the workforce.

This research project was originally intended to focus on the retention of students;
however, the literature on prevailing theories of student departure focused on students’ academic
preparation and demographic background in order to identify the factors that suggest early
departure. As an employee of an open-door institution, the researcher quickly realized that these
types of institutions cannot screen out prospective students who possess the characteristics that
lead to early departure. This realization led the researcher to study the instructional practices
employed by technical college faculty to determine whether faculty use those practices that
research has shown to be effective in engaging students in the academic studies, in aiding

students in mastering student learning outcomes at greater levels, and in leading to deep learning
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rather than rote memorization. Students who are actively involved in educational endeavors are
much more likely to graduate.

This research project, however, still has implications on student retention. Cravatta
(1997), ACT, Inc. (2008b), and others show that the largest group of students depart higher
education between their freshman and sophomore years. Keeping in mind that previous studies
have shown that an increase in the employment of part-time faculty reduces the likelihood that
students with persist and eventually graduate, it is important to note that “on average, students
earned 48% of their credit hours in courses taught by part-time faculty members during their 1%
(sic) year of enrollment. ... The results suggest that an increase of 10% in the 1%-year (sic)
proportion of credits earned in courses taught by part-time faculty members resulted in students
becoming 1% less likely to earn an associate’s (sic) degree” (Jaegar & Egan, 2009, pp. 7-8). The
Fifth-Year Interim Report prepared by the researcher for his institution included statistics
showing that 78% of the general education course sections and 83% of the learning support
courses offered were taught by part-time faculty. Most students complete these courses during
their first year of enrollment. Future studies need to look at the attrition rates of these courses to
see if there are significant differences in departure rates from courses taught by part-time faculty,
as compared to those taught by full-time faculty. Likewise, future research also needs to evaluate
attrition rates by academic discipline, by class size, and by other personal characteristics and
situational factors discussed in this paper. These research efforts will add breadth and richness to
the understanding of how the use of teaching practices influence student achievement, as well as
student persistence to graduation.

The discussion section in this chapter also touched on a number of other topics for future

research. Critics of lectures and the teacher-centered paradigm charge that this instructional
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practice and its associated pedagogical paradigm relegate students to a passive role in the
learning process (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Chickering and Gamson (1987) argue that
effective learning occurs when instructors actively engage students in classroom activities. These
authors issued a seminal article on good practices in undergraduate education in 1987, and it
continues to influence scholarly research on teaching and learning more than 20 years later.
Chickering and Gamson identified seven cornerstones of effective undergraduate practices. They
state that effective undergraduate practices:

1. Encourage contact between students and faculty.

2. Develop reciprocity and cooperation among students.

3. Encourage active learning.

4. Give prompt feedback.

5. Emphasize time on task.

6. Communicate high expectations.

7. Respect diverse talents and ways of learning. (Chickering & Gamson, p. 1)

Taken at face value, the instructional practice (lectures) used most often by technical college
faculty does not incorporate these cornerstones of effectiveness; however, additional research is
needed to confirm or dispute this statement.

Drummond (2002) provides guidance on how lectures can be effective in “present[ing]
new information orally to fit differences in learners” (p. 1). Drummond’s suggestions include
several supporting activities used in conjunction with lectures that moves beyond the “sage on
the stage” (Krakauer, 2005, p. 186) characterization of lectures to a more comprehensive practice
that is more closely aligned with the seven cornerstones of effective undergraduate teaching

practices advanced by Chickering and Gamson in 1987. Drummond states that these supporting
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practices require instructors to lecture for approximately 10 to 15 minutes before pausing to
actively engaging students by asking them to respond to question, by having them talk to each
other about what was just said, or by having them to quietly reflect on what was said during the
lecture. Observations of technical college instructors’ approaches to lectures or additional survey
questions designed to uncover whether faculty members use supporting practices to enhance
their lectures are needed in order to develop a complete understanding of how the instructors
utilize lectures on a daily basis.

Future research initiatives should also seek to identify the percentage of time instructors
use each of the instructional practices during class sessions. Furthermore, efforts should also
focus on identifying how often instructors use the different techniques to accomplish each of the
three student learning outcomes identified in the conceptual framework of this study. Finally,
further investigation of the data collected in this study is needed in order to determine if larger
classes are associated with certain academic disciplines and whether larger classes are devoted to
theory and foundation knowledge as opposed to knowledge application and task performance
activities.

Conclusion

This study of full-time and part-time faculty at eight member institutions of the Technical
College System of Georgia was grounded in the pioneering work of Verner. He introduced two
conceptual roadmaps in the early 1960s to explain how adult education practitioners approached
their teaching responsibilities. The research for this current project collapsed the two roadmaps
into a single, more concise conceptual framework to record the extent to which technical college
faculty used 18 instructional practices and to measure the effectiveness of those techniques in

accomplishing the three learning outcomes Verner first addressed in the early 1960s. This study
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confirmed that the student learning outcomes of knowledge acquisition, knowledge application,
and skill development are still relevant to the education of adults almost 50 years later.

This research project was guided by four questions. The first question sought to identify
the instructional practices used most often by technical college faculty. The survey results
revealed that faculty members most often approach their instructional responsibilities from the
traditional teacher-centered instructional paradigm. This fact is illustrated by the prolific use of
lectures as reported by survey respondents. Technical college faculty reported that they lectured
on average eight out of ten class sessions.

The second research question sought to identify whether survey respondents considered
these instructional practices to be effective tools to accomplish the three Verner-based student
learning outcomes. The survey respondents consistently ranked practical exercises, hands-on
activities, simulation activities, and one-on-one discussions between instructors and individual
students as the four activities that are most effective in accomplishing the three learning
outcomes. By definition, these practices are characterized as active and collaborative learning
techniques.

The third research question focused on determining whether technical college faculty
consistently used the instructional practices they deemed to be highly effective in accomplishing
the student learning outcomes. The results were incongruent in many instances. For example, the
respondents reported that lecturing was not an effective means to engender student acquisition of
the learning outcomes, but as has been noted, the respondents used this instructional technique
more often than the others included on the list. Additional examples of the incongruence between
usage and perceived effectiveness involve simulation activities and one-on-one discussions

between instructors and students. Technical college faculty reported that they rarely used these
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highly rated practices. Technical college faculty also rated several instructional techniques as
being less effective in accomplishing student learning outcomes. Their perceptions are in direct
contrast to previous research studies that have demonstrated how these tools can enhance student
performance in the classroom. Again, further studies are needed to determine the cause of these
inconsistencies. Developing a better understanding why faculty do not use some practices that
they consider to be highly effective and why they rated some practices as less effective (which is
counter to previous research) provides the means to develop targeted activities to aid instructors
in learning to use effective learning techniques more consistently in their daily approach to
classroom management.

Finally, the fourth research question guiding this study sought to identify whether the
propensity to use specific instructional practices was predicted by personal characteristics and
situational factors. Significance tests conducted on the data collected from technical college
faculty revealed that the personal characteristics of gender, ethnicity, and age provided minimal
explanation why faculty members used certain practices. Likewise, the situational factors of class
size and faculty workload provided minimal explanation as well. The personal characteristics of
employment status (full-time/part-time) and educational attainment of the survey respondents, as
well as the situational factor of academic discipline, provided the richest details about the
propensity to use specific instructional practices. Full-time faculty members were more apt to
incorporate active and collaborative instructional techniques into classroom management
practices, while part-time faculty tended to lecture more often than did their full-time peers. The
results of this study differed from other studies since technical college instructors who held
doctorates lectured more often than did those who held undergraduate degrees, including

diplomas, associate degrees, and bachelor’s degrees. Finally, instructors of technical programs
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such as Air Conditioning Technology and Cosmetology used active and collaborative learning
strategies more frequently than did their colleagues who taught courses in business, general
education, learning support, and life sciences.

This study introduced a revised theory of instructional practices derived from the work in
the 1960s by Verner. It also introduced a new survey instrument to measure how often
instructors use 18 specific instructional techniques. The researcher for this project selected those
18 techniques based on an in-depth review of other survey instruments and a thorough evaluation
of higher education publications on active and collaborative learning and the learner-centered
paradigm of classroom instruction. The list of instructional practices is not exhaustive. Rather,
the list reflects the types of practices employed by faculty in the technical college setting.
Researchers interested in developing an understanding of the approaches used by faculty at their
institutions should add or subtract instructional techniques to accurately reflect what is occurring
in their institutions. Furthermore, the survey instrument used in this study could easily be
adapted to obtain student input on how often their instructors use specific types of instructional
practices and to assess students’ opinions of how effective the instructional techniques are in
aiding them in acquiring knowledge of course content, in learning to apply newly acquired
knowledge to the solving of problems, and in learning to perform tasks. A combination of data
collected from faculty and from students can provide a rich source of information to triage

roadblocks to student success.
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Thank you for your willingness to compiete this oniine survey. This research study s
designed to measure the nstructional practices of faculty members who teach at least one
face-to-face academic program course at a member insttution of the Technical College
System of Georgia. We hope you will take a few minutes to contribute to this study. The
ontine survey will only take approcomately 15 minutes to complete. We beteve the results of
the study wiil be invaluable o both new teachers and experienced teachers. We will use the
results to icentify the instructional techniques used most often by our faculty, to Icentify
best prachices, and to uncover professional development opportunities for current and future
faculty members. Your involvement In this research stucy Is volurtary, and you may choose
not to particpate or to stop at any tme without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherase entitied,

Your participatian in this survey will remain conficential. The survey software automatically
tracks responses so0 that we can send up to two reminders to participants who have not
returned the questionnairg. As 5000 25 we collect the cata and 25 500n a5 we share the
executive sumimary with survey particpants, we will destroy cur mailing list so that no one
will be abie to determine the names of peopie who completed the guestionnaires. FPlexse
note that Internet communications are insecure and there Is a limit to the confidentiaity
that can be guaranteed due to the technology tsei. However, once we recelve the
completed surveys, we will store them In 2 locked cabinet in the assodate professor's office
and destray any contact information that we have by January 15, 2010. If you are not
comfortable wth the level of confidentiaity provided by the Intermnet, please feel free to
print out a copy of the survey, fill it out by hand, and mall it to the doctoral student at the
acdress given below, weh no return adéress on the envelope. When we publish our findings,
we will report Information based upon groups, not ndividua®ks. Furthermore, no Individually
identifiable formation about erher of us or provided by ws dunng the research will be
shared with others without our written permission,

If you have any questions about this research project, please contact either of us at the
emall listed balow. Questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant should
be directed to the Chaimperson, Universty of Georgla Insttutional Review Board, 612 Boyd
GSRC, Athens, Georgla 30602-7411; telephone (706) 542-3195. The emall acdress =
imSugd edy.

Dr. Desna Wallin

Assodiate Professor

Department of Ufelong Learming, Admunistration, and Policy
The Universty of Georgia

(706) S83-8098

dwallin ooy

and

Damie! 1. Smith

Vice Prasident for Instititional Effectivencss
Athens Technical College

B00 U.S. Highway 29 North

Athens, Georgia 30601

and

Doctoral Studert

Department of Uifelong Learming, Admunistration, and Policy
The Universty of Georgla

(706) 155-508%

dsmith@athenstech.edu
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Types of Course Taught

* Did you teach any learning support, general education,
program-specific courses (such as ACC, AUT, RAD, atc.)
during Fall Quarter?

() rus
o
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* Did you teach any face-to-face classes during Fall Quarter?

() e
Dm
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Instructional Technigues You Use

In this guestionnaire, we have icentified 18 dfferent instructional techniques often used by colege
mstructors. 'We ame Interested in baming how often you have used each technigue during the last 10
dass sessions across all courses that you have taught this quarter,

Important: We reaiize that faculty engage students In course content by assigning owt-of-class
activities that students must complete on their own. Our focus, however, Is on 18 specfic Instructional
technigues that ocour In the dassroomyiaboratory/clnical setting.

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught

during Fall Quarter. In how many sessions did you use the following
instructional techniques:
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Information Acquisition

One of the purposes of Instruction & to provide students with opportunities to develop their knowiedge
and uncerstanding of course concepts. In this section, you will be rating cach of the 18 Instructional
technigues for its value In providing students with opportunities to acguire information on course topics
and concepts,

For the purposes of thes study, Information acquisition techniques refer o the
techrigques utilized by Instructors to disousss or cover facts, data, and information with
students echer inchvidually or i groups.

How effective are the following instructional techniques in providing
students with opportunities to acquire information on course topics and

concepts?

Not Bfective O TRl  ilte Hfective Very Effactive
e

19 Indepanzert Ressarz® [internet-Dasez ang Lisrary
Dased)

30, Capatone Frojects

31 Cass Stadias

22, Tl O Grosg Dincusalons

22 Sl Group Dlecusaisne

24. Simulstor Activities {Indadng Computar
Slimulaticne)

25 Course Taxta

2% Daketms

37 Lactures

20 Goest Lectirern/Guest Speskens

3% PMands-On Activities

3. On-Lina Suzplemental Cosrsa Matarals
31. Course Paortfuime

32 Stodem-Les Discusaicns

33, Multimedis Devices (Incleding PawerPoint, Soart
Bosrds, Fip Charta, etz |

34 Indivizusl Decsasiors Setwesr Instroctsr and
Studenta

3% Practical Exercisas [Inciuding Thaas Performes In
Chirical Latarstary, Exseclential, ans Clasarson
Settings)

35 Tatarng fech Other

O O 0000000000 00000 O
O O 0 000000000 00000 Of
O O 0 000000000 OOOO0 O
O OO0 000000000 OOCO0 O
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Solving Problems

Another purpose of nstruction IS o provide students with opportunities to develop abliities to solve
compiex problems they will encounter i the workcforce. In this secton, you wil be rating edch of the 18
mstructional techniques for it vatiue in providing students with cpportunities to soive problems.

For the purposes of thes study, problem solving techniques refer to the technigues
utilized by instrucors to engage students Inchvidually or in group settings o use Intellectual
processes in order to integrate newly acguired knowlecge nto existing frameworks in order
to soive problems.

How effective are the following instructional techniques in providing

students with opportunities to learn to solve problems?
Zomewnet

oo EMective

Quite Mffactive Very Effective

37. Irdepeanczer! Hassarch [Intemet-Dases ans LBrary-
Dased|

3L Capatome Prajects

29 Cass Studies

40, &l Clssa)Growg Discusalons
41 Small Gezup Discussions

42, Simulstios Activities |Isciuding Camputar
Sirylations)

43, Course Taxts

&4 Debaisr

45 Lectures

48 Goanrt Lectorem/Gosst Soankers

47, Mande-On Aztivilies

4L On-Lne Supglementsl Cosrve Matarials
&%, Cosrse Tortfuilos

50, Student-les Dbscussions

35 MuBRmedizs Devicas (Indading PoserPont, Smart
Doargs, Flg Cherts, etc )

33, Irdivicun! Decessors BDetwesr Insirocter and
Students

53 Practical Exercises (Incluging Thoam Tearfarmes In
Clizical, Labaratary, Exgecientisl, ant Clsssrscm
Settinga|

54. Totaring Lach Other

O OO0 O000OO0OCO OO0 O ;
O O 0000000000 OOOOO O

© O COCO0OCOCO OCOO0 O
© OO0 OC0000OOCO OO0000 O
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Skill Development

Finally, a third purpose of intruction I5 to provide students with cpportunities to develop their sidlis to
perform tasks encounter in the workforce. In this section, you will be rating each of the 18 instructional
technigues for £5 valua In proviading students with opportunities to perform asks.

For the purposes of this study, shill developmaent technigues refer to the techniques
utilized by Instructors Incividually and in in group settings to develop stucents’ competencies

and profickencies In performing tasks.

How effective are the following instructional techniques in providing
students with opportunities to learn to perform tasks.

Aot Mffecve 2 ;:’ Quits Mective Vary Effactive

55 Irdepandurt Ressarch [Intermet-Oeaes ans Lisrery:
Daned)

Capatone Projects
Caws Stadn

9%

S5 Pl Qesw/Grose Diacussions

2% Sal! Group Discussizne

0. Simyiston Activities [lecudng Camputar
Simylatizna)

61 Course Tazts

6. Debetus

63 Lecturas

04 Comnt Lectoreon/Cusst Speaan

G5 Pands-On Actisities

68 On-Line Supglemental Courasm Meterials

Cowrse Partfolias
Student-Lasz Discussizns

Mutimedis Devices [Incleding Pawerfolnt, Sovart

Boards, Plig Charts, etz )

0. Isdividyel Oxcoasinta Betweer Instroctar and
Students

71 Praztical £xercoas (Indusing Theae Pearfarmed in
Chrical, Ladarstary, Erperiential, end Clansrson
Setbinga)

T2 Tataring Lach Other

-

O 00000000000 00000 O
O O 0000000000 0O000 Of

O OO0 0000COO00 OO0O0O O
O OO O0O0CCOO00 OOOCO O
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

This final section s desigried to coliect informaticn about wou and vour teaching emvironiment. IE
contains 14 questions. Plesse remember that the guestonnaire is confidental and there will be o
atternpt made to dentify vou indrvidually; however, we will nesd to be able to describe the sample

population from which we necensed data.

73. In which program do you teach? (If you teach general education
Icuurses, please identify the specific subject.)

74. How many classes are you teaching this term?
|

75. How many students are in your largest class this term?
|

76. How many students are in your smallest dass this term?
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Demographis and Collegef Course Characteristics

77. What is your employment status at this college?

l::::l Foll-tims Faculty mambsr

|:::I Part-tima or sffuncd fecuEy mambar

78. How many years have you taught courses at this college?
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79. Please indicate the different levels in which you have taught? (Please
check all that apply.)

D Zaczndary Schezal |Middls ar kigh mckazl]
D Ancther tec-yuar collsgs

D Fzur-yaar c=llsga ar unkaraky

D Nan-cedE coursas Far @ collsgs ar enlvereity

D Prafussiznel devslopmect coursas =ifersd by & business, isdusiry, =r organizetizn othar hee o callags ar

unikearaiby

80. How many years have you taught (at this college and at all other
institutions)?
|

81. How many years of professional experience do you have in this field?
(For example, nursing instructors would indicate the number of years
they worked in a health care setting such as a hospital or doctor's
office. Please do not include the years as an instructor in this total.)
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

82. What is the highest credential that you have earned?
O Migh achzo! Sipkma /\GED

O Techmicsl Cartificate of Crast

(@ET

O Assocists Dagres

O Baztaler's Degree

() mastars Dagres

O Advarced Trofessionsl Dagres (1O, O.VM. )

() osctarate

83. What degree are you currently working on?
() were

O Migh achzei Siphama )GED

(D Technical Contificate of Crezt

O Oigpizma

O Azsocista Dagres

O Bectaiirs Degree

O Mastar's Dagres

O Adverced Frafasaionsl Deagres (1.D., D.V.N.)

O i
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

85. What is your gender?
|

86. What is your race/ethnicity?
|

87. In what year were you bom?
|
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This cmpletes our sareey. We would like to thank you for @iang time Fromi your besy schesube: to
respond tooour sunvey. We will send all survey participants an executhse summany of our Bndings.
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APPENDIX B
DEFINITIONS OF INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES AND ITS CHIEF COMPONENTS AS
SUBMITTED TO THE ORIGINAL CRITIQUE PANEL COMPOSED OF ADVANCED
DOCTORAL STUDENTS
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Instructional practices are defined as the presentation strategies and techniques, learning tasks,
and assessment methods utilized on a consistent basis by instructors (Federal Way Public

Schools, 2008; National Center for Educational Statistics, 1999)

Definition of the Chief Components of Instructional Practices

Component Name Definition

Presentation Strategies and Techniques The manner or method by which course content and
material are delivered

Learning Tasks Assignments designed to develop and expand
students’ knowledge and understanding of course
content and materials

Assessment Methods The tools used to measure the extent to which

students expand their knowledge and understanding
of course content and materials
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APPENDIX C
FINAL ITEM POOL ORIGINALLY SUBMITTED
FOR REVIEW BY FIRST CRITIQUE PANEL
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Final Item Pool Sorted by Chief Categories of Instructional Practices

Category

Items

Presentation Strategies
and techniques

Learning Tasks

Lecture

Facilitate class discussions on course topics
Demonstrate a concept using multimedia

Demonstrate a concept using a marker board
Demonstrate a concept using an overhead projector
Work with individual students during class

Have guest presenters

Work with small groups of students during class

Use PowerPoint to support lectures

Ask open-ended questions to encourage class discussion
Post supplemental instructional materials in an electronic
medium (listserv, Internet, etc.)

Have students explain course materials to each other
during class

Have students tutor each other during class

Use textbooks as sole source of course content

Complete hands-on activities during class

Complete group tasks during class

Give oral reports

Complete assignments using instructional-aided software
Complete group projects outside of class

Prepare projects that require the integration of information
from various sources

Support opinions with logical arguments

Memorize information

Apply concepts to solve real-world problems

Apply newly acquired knowledge to new situations
Analyze the basic elements of an idea

Seek alternative solutions to a problem

Use knowledge to perform a new skill

Complete problems where there are several appropriate
answers

Complete problems where there are several appropriate
ways to solve the problems

242



Assessment Methods

Oral quizzes

Multiple choice exams

Essay exams in which students support ideas with logical
thought

Essay exams in which students repeat knowledge learned
during lectures

True/false exams

Short-answer exams

Student portfolios demonstrating achievement of course
competencies

Class participation

Homework on textbook activities

Performance on projects

Performance on practical exercises

Student evaluations of their own work

Student evaluations of the work of other students

Case studies

Independent research on a topic

Capstone projects

Laboratory experiments

Laboratory notebooks
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APPENDIX D
PRELIMINARY SURVEY SUBMITTED TO FIRST CRITIQUE PANEL
(REDUCED FORMAT)
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| 1. Presentation Techniques and Strategies
1. How often do you use each of the following presentation strategies and

techniques?

In none of my In few of my In some of my In many of my iIn most of my In all of my
courses courses courses courses COUrses courses

Have guest presenteérs

Ask open-ended
questions to encourage
class discussion

Work with small groups of
students during class

Use PowerPoint to support
lectures

Have students tutor each
other during class
Demonstrate 8 concept
using an overhead
projector

Demaonstrate a concept
using &8 marker board

Use textbooks as sole
source of course content
Demonstrate a concept
using muitimedia

Work with individual
students during class

Lecture

Facllitate class discussions
on course topics

Have studants explain
course materials to each
other during class

Post suppiemental
Instructional materials in
an electronic medium
(listsery, Internet, otc,)

Q QOO0 OO DO
O O0O0OOO0OO0OO0 OOOO 00
O OO0OO0OOOO OOOO 00
© OO0O0O00O000 OO0 OO
QO O000000 OO0 00
O O00OOCO0 OO OO0




{ 2. Learning Tasks

1. Indicate the frequency with which you have students perform the following
learning tasks.

In none af my In few of my In some of my In many of my In most of my in all of my
courses courses courses courses courses courses

Complete hands-on
activities during class
Complete group tasks
during class
Complete probiems where
there are saveral
appropriate answers
Use knowledge to perform
& new skill

O

Give aral reports

Complete assignments
using Instructional-aided
software

Support opinions with
logical arguments
Complete problems where
there are several
appropriste ways to solve
the problems

Analyze the basic
elements of an idea
Memarize information
Apply newly acquired
knowledge to new
situations

Seek aiternative solutions
to & prablem

Complete group projects
outside of class

Apply concepts to solve
real-world problems
Frepare projects that
require the integration of
information from various
sources

OCOO0O OO0 00O 00O 00O
O000O OO OO 00O 00O
O0O00O OO0 OO 00O 00O
OC0O00O OO OO 00O 00O
OCO0OO0OO0O OO OO OO0 000

OO0 OO OO0 00O 0O

246



i 3. Assessment Methods :

1. Indicate the frequency with which you use each of the following assessment
methods to evaluate student performance.

In none of my In few of my In some of my In many of my In most of my In all of my
courses courses courses COUrses COurses courses

Laboratory notebooks

©]0)

Case studies
Performance on practical
exercises

Student portfolios
demonstrating
achievement of course
competencias

Essay exams In which
students support ideas
with logical thought

Capstone projects

Independent research on
a topic
Multiple cholce exams

Laboratory experiments

Oral quizzes

Essay exams in which
students repeat
knowledge learned
throughout the course
Performance on projects
Homework an textbook
activities

Short-answer axams

True/false exams

Student evaluations of the
work of other students
Student evaluations of
their own work

Class participation

OO0OO00O00O0 OOOO0O0O0 O 0000
0000000 O00O0O0O0 O 0000
OCO0O00O0O0O0 OO00O00O O 00

O O0OO00O00O0 OO00O0OO O 0000
O O0OO00O000 O00O0O0 O 0000
OO0O0000O0 OO00O0O0 O 0000
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APPENDIX E
RESULTS OF CRITIQUE PANEL SORTING EXERCISE
PERFORMED ON ORIGINAL ITEM POOL
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Sort Exercise Results

Original
Classification | Presentation | Learning | Assessment
by Strategies Tasks Methods
Item Researcher (PS) (LT) (AM) Unranked
01. Have students explain PS 3 3
course materials to each
other during class
02. Complete problems where LT 6
there are several appropriate
ways to solve the problems
03. Demonstrate a concept using PS 6
a marker board
04. Have students tutor each PS 3 3
other during class
05. Independent research on a LT 6
topic
06. Use knowledge to perform a LT 3 3
new skill
07. Work with individual PS 5 1
students during class
08. Essay exams in which AM 1 5
students support ideas with
logical thought
09. Performance on projects AM 1 5
10. Use PowerPoint to support PS 6
lectures
11. Work with small groups of PS 6
students during class
12. Class participation AM 1 2 2 1
13. Have guest presenters PS 6
14. Homework on textbook AM 5 1
activities
15. Essay exams in which
students repeat knowledge AM 6
learned during lectures
16. Laboratory experiments AM 1 4 1
17. Seek alternative solutions to LT 6
a problem
18. Complete problems where LT 5 1
there are several appropriate
answers
19. Use textbooks as sole source PS 6
of course content
20. Student portfolios
demonstrating achievement AM 6
of course competencies
21. Apply newly acquired LT 4 2
knowledge to new situations
22. Facilitate class discussions PS 6
on course topics
23. Apply concepts to solve LT 5 1
real-world problems
24. Demonstrate a concept using PS 6
multimedia
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Sort Exercise Results

Original
Classification | Presentation | Learning | Assessment
by Strategies Tasks Methods
Item Researcher (PS) (LT) (AM) Unranked
25. Analyze the basic elements LT 6
of an idea
26. Oral quizzes AM 6
27. Laboratory notebooks AM 2 4
28. Student evaluations of the AM 1 5
work of other students
29. Multiple choice exams AM 6
30. Memorize information LT 6
31. Capstone projects AM 1 5
32. True/false exams AM 6
33. Post supplemental
instructional materials in an PS 6
electronic medium (listserv,
Internet, etc.)
34. Complete group tasks during LT 6
class
35. Complete group projects LT 6
outside of class
36. Lecture PS 6
37. Complete group projects LT 6
outside of class
38. Performance on practical AM 1 5
exercises
39. Give oral reports LT 4 2
40. Complete hands-on LT 1 5
activities during class
41. Student evaluations of their AM 2 4
own work
42. Complete assignments using LT 1 5
instructional-aided software
43. Case studies AM 2 3 1
44. Prepare projects that require
the integration of LT 6
information from various
sources
45. Demonstrate a concept using PS 6
an overhead projector
46. Short-answer exams AM 6
47. Ask open-ended questions to PS 6
encourage class discussion
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APPENDIX F

ITEM POOL BASED ON THE WORK OF VERNER
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Original Item Pool based on Verner Conceptual Framework: Information Acquisition

e | assigned reading assignments from the course text.

e | discussed course concepts with small groups of students during class.

o | facilitated class discussions on course topics.

e | had guest presenters teach a concept.

e | lectured extensively during class.

e | lectured with no student participation.

e | lectured with voluntary student participation.

e | provided students with the reading materials they needed for class sessions

e | provided supplemental instructional materials through an online course management
system.

o | referenced case studies during class discussions.

e | tutored students individually during class on course concepts.

e | used a marker board to demonstrate a concept during class.

e | used an overhead projector to demonstrate a concept during class.

e | used audiovisual medial to demonstrate a concept during class.

e | used computer applications to demonstrate a concept during class.

e | used computer simulations to demonstrate a concept during class.

e | used PowerPoint while discussing a concept during class.

e | visually demonstrated a concept during class.

e Students discussed course materials online.

e Students explained course materials to each other in class.

e Students had to memorize information.

e Students had to seek out additional materials on class topics.

e Students participated in debates on course topics.

e Students participated in learning communities.

e Students tutored each other during class.
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Original Item Pool based on Verner Conceptual Framework: Knowledge Application

Students completed activities in which they had to support ideas with logical thought.
Students completed experiential activities to solve problems.

Students completed hands-on activities during class to solve problems.

Students completed independent research on a topic | assigned them.

Students completed independent research on a topic of their choice.

Students completed laboratory experiments to solve problems.

Students completed practical exercises during class to solve problems.

Students completed problems in which they were several appropriate ways to solve the
problems.

Students completed problems where there were several appropriate answers.
Students participated in debates to identify ways to solve problems.

Students prepared projects in which they integrated information from various sources.
Students sought alternative solutions to problems.

Students used audiovisual medial to solve problems.

Students used case studies to solve problems.

Students used computer applications to solve problems.

Students used computer simulations to solve problems.

Students used instructional-aided software to solve problems.

Students used models to solve problems.

Students used newly acquired knowledge to solve problems.

Students used supplemental instructional materials to solve problems.

Students used texts to solve problems.

Students worked in small groups to solve problems.

Students worked on capstone projects designed to solve problems.

I worked individually with students to help them solve problems.
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Original Item Pool based on Verner Conceptual Framework: Skills Development

| worked individually with students in class to develop their ability to perform specific
tasks.

Students completed clinical-based activities in order to develop their skills.
Students completed experiential activities in order to develop their skills.
Students completed hands-on activities during class to learn to perform tasks
Students completed laboratory experiments in order to develop their skills.
Students completed portfolio projects to demonstrate their ability to perform skills.
Students completed practical exercises during class to learn to perform tasks.
Students completed text-based exercises to develop their skills.

Students participated in supplemental instructional activities to perform tasks.
Students tutored each other on how to perform tasks.

Students used audiovisual media to learn to perform tasks.

Students used computer applications to perform tasks.

Students used computer simulations to perform tasks.

Students used instructional software to perform tasks.

Students used marker boards to perform tasks.

Students used models to perform tasks.

Students used newly acquired knowledge to perform tasks.

Students used texts to learn to perform tasks.

Students worked in small groups to solve problems.

Students worked on capstone projects designed to help them solve problems
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APPENDIX G
PROTOTYPE SURVEY INSTRUMENT PREPARED FOR SECOND CRITIQUE PANEL
COMPOSED OF FACULTY MEMBERS FROM THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION AT A
PRIVATE LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE IN THE NORTHERN PART OF GEORGIA

(REDUCED FORMAT)
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Introduction

Thanks for taking time to review my survey for me. 1 would like for you to take the survey as if you were submitting
it in a real collection process. As you go through, please lock to see if items need to be added, if items are unclear,
and if items are duplicated, At the end of the survey, I've added a section for you to add your critique of the
Instrument.

I've provided below the purpose and research questions guiding this research project. Hopefully, this information will
help you critique the survey itself,

The purpose of this study Is to develop a better understanding of the specific types of instructional practices used
by faculty at eight institutions within the Technical College System of Georgia. The following research guestions will
provide the foundation to accomplish this broad purpose,

1. To what extent do technical college faculty use specific instructional practices?
2. To what extent do the practices that are used by technlcal college faculty demonstrate learner centeredness?

3. Is the propensity to use learner-centered instructional practices predicted by situational factors and personal
characteristics?

Befare we get to the survey, I've drafted the initial letter that will be sent to survey participants. I would like your
feedback on the ietter,

Agaln, thanks for your time.

Dan
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Initial Letter that I will send out

Teaching is both an art and a science, and college faculty approach their instructional responsibilities from a variety
of instructional lenses. Numerous studies have focused on the instructional practices of college faculty.
Unfortunately, the majority of those studies have focused on the activities of faculty in four-year colleges and
university,

We are conducting a study of all full- and part-time faculty at eight institutions within the Technical College System
of Georgia in order to develop a better understanding of the specific types of instructional practices they use on &
consistent basis. Your institution was one of the eight Institutions selected for this study, We are contacting those
Instructors who taught at least one face-to-face learning support, general education, or academic program course
during Spring Quarter 2008.

The questionnaire consists of 57 items designed to identify your teaching practices. It also contains 18 questions
describing your professional background. You should be able to complete the questionnaire In less than 20 minutes,
This link will take you to the online survey.

We believe this study is very Impartant, and your response will be extremaly helpful. If you have any questions or
concerns, please feel free to contact us at the emall addresses below. Thank you for your input.

Sincerely,

Daniel 1, Smith

Doctoral Candidate

Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

smitd882@uga.edu

Desna Wallin

Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

dwallin@uga.edu

Thomas Valentine

Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

tvnj@uga.edu

Does this letter sufficiently describe the study and make you want to take the survey
itself.
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This is the welcome page that survey participants will see when they

click ...

Thank you for your willingness to complete this survey, It is designed to measure the instructional practices of
faculty members who teach at least one face-to-face academic program course at a member institution of the
Technical College System of Georgia. It should take approximately 15 minutes to complete this online survey. Your
involvement in this study is voluntary, and you may choose not to participate or to stop at any time,

Your participation in this survey will remain confidential. The results of the study may be published, but your name
will not be used. In fact, the published resuits will be presented In agaregate form. Your identity will not be
associated with your responses in any published format. Furthermore, there are no know risks or discomforts
associated with this survey.

If you have any questions about this research project, please contact Dr. Desna Wallin, professor of Lifelong
Leamning, Administration, and Policy, Her email address is dwallin@uga.edu, Questions or concerns about your rights
as a research participant should be directed to the Chairperson, University of Georgia Institutional Review Board, 612
Boyd GSRC, Athens, Georgla 30602-7411; teiephone (706) 542-3199. The email address is irb@uga.edu,

By clicking to continue this survey, you are agreeing to participated in this research project. Thank you for your
conslideration,

Respectfully,

Daniel ). Smith

Doctoral Candidate

Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy
smitd822@uga.edu

(706) 355-5085
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Section One

* Did you teach any learning support, general education, or academic program courses
during the term?

OYO'
O
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Section One

Think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. In how many sessions did you do
the following:

All
No class d‘:’o
gessions
sessions

O =
Q -

O O

Q «
QO =

01. [ used & multimedia & O ©O O ©

devices (PowerPoint, smart
boards, flip charts, models,
computer simuiations, etc.)
to demanstrate a concept
during class.

02. 1 lectured with voluntary
student participation,

03. T tutored students
Individually during class on
COUrsa concepts,

04. I referenced case
studies during class
discussions.

05. 1 had guest presenters
teach a concept.

6. 1 provided students
with the reading materials
they needed for class
SA88I0N8,

07. 1 facilitated class
discussions on course
toplcs,

08. 1 lectured extensively
during class.

O0C 00 © 00
OO 00 O 00
OO OO0 O 00
OO 00O O 00
O O OO O 00
OO0 OO0 O 0O
OO0 OO0 O 00
OO 00O O 00
OO 00O O 00
OO OO0 O 00
O O OO O 00
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Think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. In how many sessions did you do
the following:

Ka cless ey
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 class
sesslans sessions
09, I discussed course O O O O O o O O O O O

concepts with small groups

of students during class.

10. | provided O
supplementa! instructional
materials through an online
course management
system.

11. 1 assigned reading
assignments from the
course text,

12. T workad individually
with students in class to
develop their ability to
perform specific tasks

13, 1 lectured with no
student participation.

14, 1 warked indivigually
with students during class
to help them solve
prablems,

O O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

OO0 0O O
OO0 0O O
OO0 O O
OO0 O O
OO0 O O
OO0 O O
OO0 O O
O O O
0O O O
O O O
O O O
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Again think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. In how many sessions did
you have students do the following:

All
No class : 54
sessions class
sessions

15. Students compieted
hands-an activities during
class to selve protiems,
16. Students used models
to solve problems.

17, Students tutored each
other on now to perform
tasks

18, Students worked in
small graups to soive
problems.

15, Students completed
fabaoratery experiments in
order to develop thair
skills,

20. Studants used newly
acquired knowledge to
solve prodlems

21, Students participated in
learning communities.

22, Students completed
probiems where there were
several appropriate
answers,

®)

OO0 O O O 0O O
OO0 O O O 00O O
OO0 O O 0O 00 Q~
OO0 O O O 00 O«
OO0 O O O 00O O -
OO0 O O O OO0 O =~
OO0 O O O OO0 O -
OO0 0 O O 00 O =
OO O O O OO0 O -
0O O O O 00O O -
O O O O 00
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Again think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. In how many sessions did
you have students do the following:

All 10
No class 9 :
sessions class
sessions

15. Students compieted
hands-an activities during
class to solve protlems,
16. Students used models
to solve problems.

17, Students tutored each
other en how to perform
tasks

18, Stucents worked in
small groups to soive
problems,

15, Students completed
faboratory experiments in
order to develop thair
skills,

20. Studants used newly
acquired knowledge ta
solve problems

21, Students participated in
learning communities.

22, Students completed
probiems where there were
several appropriate
answers,

®)

OO0 O O O 00O O
OO0 O O O 00 O
OO0 O O O 00O O~
OO0 O O O 00 O«
OO0 O O O 00O O -
OO0 O O O OO0 O =~
OO0 O O O OO0 O -
OO0 O O O 00O O -~
OO0 O O O OO O -
O O O O 00O O
O O O O 0O
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Section Two

Again think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. In how many sessions did
you have students do the following:

All 10
o class
class
sessions :
sassians
23. Students used o O

audiovisual media to leam
to perform tasks,

24, Studants completed
dinical-based activities n
crder to develop their
skills,

25, Students explained
course materials to each
other in class,

26. Students participated In
supplemental Instructional
activities to learn ta
perform tasks.

27, Students worked on
capstone projects designed
te solve problems,

28, Students used texts to
solve problems,

29, Students used
computer applications to
solve problems.

30. Students compieted
practical exercises during
class ta fearn to parform
tasks.

31, Students completed
expariential activities to
solve problems.

O O 00O O OO0 O

O OO0 O OO0 OO0
Q Q0 @ DO B -
O O0O0O O OO 0O 0«
O OO0 0O OO OO0-
O OO0 O OO OO~
O O0O0O0O0O OO O0O0O-
O 000 O OO0 0O 0O-~
O 0000 OO OO0-
O OO0 O OO 0O O0-
O O 00O 0O OO0 O
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Again think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. In how many sessions did
you have students do the following:

1
No class AR 20
2 class
sessions 1
sessions
32. Students used O O

Instructional-slded software
to perform tasks.

33, Students used
computer simutations to
solve problems,

34. Stucents used
computer applications to
parform tasks.

35, Students completad
ingependent research on
topics I assigned them,
36. Students used models
to perform tosks.

37. Students sought
alternative solutians to
probiems,

38. Students completed
problams in which there
were several appropriata
ways to solve the
problems.

35, Students used
computer simulations to
perform tasks.

40. Students used
Instructional-aided software
to solve problems.

O OO O O O

O Q0 0O O O © *~
O OO O O OO0
000 @ O Q ©w
O 00O O O O O -
O 00 Q G @ O
O OO O O O O-
O OO0 O O O O~
O OO0 O O O O -
O 000 QG Q @«
QO 00 0 O O

O O
O O
O O
0. 6
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
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Section Two

Think of the last 10 class sessions you taught. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

Al 10
No ctass
9 class
session
sessions

41. Students used texts to
lesrn to perform tasks,

42, Students completed
independent research on &
topic of their choice.

43, Students compicted
actiyities in which they had
to support ideas with logical
thought.

44, Students completed
hands-on activities during
class to learn to perfarm
tasks

45, Students discussed
course materials online,

46. Students worked in
small groups to perform
specific tasks,

47. Students participated in
debates on course topics
guring class,

48. Students prepared
projects in which they
Integrated information from
various sources.

45. Students had to seek
out additional materials on
class toplcs.

O OO0 00 O 0O 00
©C OO0 00 O O 00
O 0 000 O O 00-»~
O OO0 00O O O 00«
O @0 60 O O DO -
O O 000 O O 00~
O OO0 00O O O O00-
O Q0000 G 0O 09«
O 0 0 00 O 0O 0Q-=
O O O 00 O 0O 00
O O O 00O O 0O 00
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Section Two

Again think of the last 10 class sessions that you taught. In how many sessions did
you have students do the following:

All
No class i
class
sessions
sesslons
50, Students completed O O

practical exerclses during
class to solve problems,
51. Students completed
portfolio projects to
demonstrate their ability to
perform skills

52, Students used case
studies 1o solve problems.
53. Students had to
memorize information,

54. Students worked on
capstane projects to
demonstrate their ability to
perfarm tasks.

55, Students used
supplemantal instructional
materials to solve
problems,

56. Students completed
textbook exercises to
deveiop their skills,

57, Students used
sudiovisual mecia to selve
problems.

OO O 000 O
OO O 000 0 O
OO0 O 00O O 0O~
OO0 O 000 O O =«
O O 00O O O-
OO O 000 O O -
OO0 O OO0 0O O-
OO0 O 00O 0O O+
OO O 000 O O -
OO0 O OO0 0O 0O-
OO O 000 O
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Section Three

The following questions will focus on personal characteristics and situational factors.

58. In what year were you born?
{ |

59. What is your gender?

{ |

60. What is your race/ethnicity?

[ J

61. What is the name of the technical college where you teach?
[ |

62. In which program do you teach? (If you teach general education courses, please
identify the specific subject.)
[ 1

63. What is your employment status?

o Full-tima faculity member

O Part-time {adjunct) faculty member
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Section Three

64. What is the average size of the classes you teach?
[ |

65. How many students are in your smallest class?
B ]

66. How many students are in your largest class?

[ 1

67. How many classes are you teaching this term?
[ J
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Section Three

68. Please indicate the different levels in which you have taught? (Please check all
that apply.)

[[] secancary sehool (middie or nigh scnocl)

[[] anather two-year cottege

D Four-year college or univarsity

D Non-credit courses for 2 coflege or university

D Professional development courses offered by 2 business, Industry, or organization other than a coliege or university

69. What is the highest credential that you have earned?
O High schosl diploma/GED

O Technical Certificate of Credit

O oipioma

O Assoaciate Degree

(O sacheior's vegree

O Master's Degree

O Advanced Professional Degren (J.D., D.V.M.)

O Doctorate

70. What degree are you currently working on?
O None

O High school giploma/GED

o Technical Cortificate of Credit

O Diploma

O Assocliate Degree

O Bachelor's Degree

O Master's Degree

(O Advances profassional Degree (1.0., D.VM.)

O Doctorate
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Section Three

71, Indicate the other duties for which you are responsible. (Check all that apply.)
[ roaram chair

D Adviser of a Student Drganization

[[] cheir of o catiege committee

[ 1estructor for exoeriential-based course

D Other (please specify)

-

72. How many years have you taught courses at this college?
[ ]

73. How many years have you taught (at this college and at all other
institutions/businesses)?
[ ]
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Section Three

74. How many years of professional experience do you have in this field? (Do not
include the time you have taught courses in this field.)

]

[

75. Please indicate the types of courses you are teaching this term. (Check ali that
apply.)

D Learning Support
D General Education
D Introductory Program Courses

D Adgvanced Program Courses
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Thank you for your time!

Would you like a summary of the research findings?

O ves
O No
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Comments

You've finished the survey. Now I need you to provide comments.

Did the survey adequately cover the purpose as described earlier?

-

What should be deleted from the survey?

-~

v

What should be added to the survey?

-

-

What feedback would you like to provide?

-
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APPENDIX H
PROTOTYPE SURVEY INSTRUMENT SUBMITTED
WITH PROSPECTUS DOCUMENT

(REDUCED FORMAT)
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Thank you for your willingness to complete this survey, It |s designed to measure the instructional practices of
faculty members who teach at least one face-to-face academic program course at a member instituticn of the
Technical College System of Georgia. It should take approximately 20 minutes to complete this online survey. Your
Involvement in this study is voluntary, and you may cheose not to participate or to stop at any time.

Your participation in this survey will remain confidential. The results of the study may be published, but your name
will not be used. In fact, the published results will be presented in aggregate form, Your identity will not be
associated with your responses In any published format. Furthermore, there are no known risks or discomforts
assoclated with this survey.

If you have any questions about this research project, please contact me at the emall address below or Dr. Desna
Wallin, Professor of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy, at dwallln@uga.edu. Questions or concerns about
your rights as a research participant should be directed to the Chairperson, University of Georgia Institutional Review
Board, 612 Boyd GSRC, Athens, Geargia 30602-7411; telephone (706) 542-3199. The emall address is iro@uga.edu.

By clicking to continue this survey, you are agreeing to participated in this research project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Respectfully,

Daniel J. Smith

Doctoral Candidate

Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy
smitd822@uga.edu

(706) 355-5085
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Types of Course Taught

* Did you teach any face-to-face classes during the term?

O Yes
O

* Did you teach any learning support, general education, or academic program courses
during the term?

O Yes
O o

277



Knowledge Acquisition

data, or information:

No Class
Session

01, Used multimadia O
devices (PowerPoint, smart
boards, fiip charts,
computerized simulators,
etc.)

02. Led guided discussions
on course concepts

D3, Lectured with littie or no
student participation

D4. Lactured with moderate
student participation

05, Lectured with axtensive
student participation

D6. Assisted students
Individually during clyss
D7. Had guest speakers
present course materials
DB, Discussed course
concapts with small groups
af studants during class
09, Had students explain
course materials to each
other In dass

10, Had students
memaorize information

11. Assigned homework
that required students to
discuss course materials
with each other onfine

O QO OO0
OO O OO0OO0O0OO0O0O

O

O »

Q0 O DOQOO 00
OO0 O OOO0OO0OO0O0O0
OO0 O O0OOO0OOO0O0O

Q »

O s

QO =

00 O ODOQOOO0
00 O 0000000

O =

O -~

OO0 O OOO0OO0O00O0
Q0 O 0000000
OO0 O OOO0O0O00O0
OO O OOO0OO0O0O0O0

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught this term.
In how many sessions did you do the following to assist students in acquiring facts,

O =

Sessions

O O
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Problem Solving Ac

The next section focuses on instructional activities that require students to solve problems.
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Problem Solving Activities

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught this term.

In how many sessions did you have students do the following to solve problems:
All 10
g Class
Sessions

No Class
Session

S
o
~

12. Work in smail groups

13. Work on probiems
whero there waere several
appropriate answers

14. Use Internet-based
resources

15, Use compulter
applications

16, Use models

17, Use case studles

OO0 OO 00O
000 OO 0O
OO0 OO 0O =~
OO0 OO 0O =«
OO0 OO 0O
OO0 00 OO0 »
OO0 OO OO
OO0 0O 0O
OO0 OO OO0 -
OO0 OO 0O
OO0 OO 0O

18, Use supplemental
instructional materisls




Performing Skills or Tasks

The next section focuses on Instructional activities that help students learn to perform tasks.
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Performing Skills or Tasks

Again think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught this
term. In how many sessions did you have students do the following in order to
develop their proficiency in performing skills or tasks:

LURT
No Class
Class
Session
Sessions

19. Complete hands-on
activities

20, Perform laboratary
experiments

21, Have students teach
each other

22, Complete clinical-based
activities

23, Complete practical
exercises

24. Use computerized
simulators

25. Use computer
applications

26. Other experiential
activities

QO QOO0

O000000O0

O000OQ000 =
O0O0O0O0OO0O0O0 =«
QOO0 00 Q0
QOO0 OO0 «
Q00 OO0 *
QOO0 0000 -
O0000O00O0 -
Q0000000 -
O000000O0

(Please specify the types of ather expenantial activities used)
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Course Projects

For the following items, please indicate the number of courses in which you have
done the following during this term:

5 or More
Courses

O
O

No Courses 1 Course Z Courses 3 Courses 4 Courses

27. ldentified 2ll reading O O O o

materials students

needed for the course

28. Pravided O O O O
supplemental Instructional
materials through an
online course
managemant system

29, Assigned a capstone
project

30, Required students to
complete independent
research on a topic |
assigned them

31, Required students to
complete Independent
research on topics of their
choica

32, Required studaents to
prepare projects in which
they hod to integrate
information from various
sources

33. Assigneg portfolio
projects

34. Required students to
give aral prasentations
35. Required students to
senk additional material
on course topics

O O 0O
O O 0O
& @ @0
C O 00
© O 0O O O
O O 0O

00O
OO0
O
000
00
ONOR®
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

The following questions will focus on personal characteristics and situational factors.

36. What is your gender?
[ ]

37. What is your race/ethnicity?
L |

38. In what year were you born?
L |

39. In which program do you teach? (If you teach general education courses, please
identify the specific subject.)

[ 1
40. What is your employment status?

O Full-time faculty membaes

O Part-time or adjunct faculty membaer
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

41. How many students are in your smallest class this term?
| B

42. How many students are in your largest class this term?

[ |

43. How many classes are you teaching this term?
[ ]

44, Please indicate the different levels in which you have taught? (Please check all
that apply.)

D Secondary School (Middle ar high school)
D Another two-year college

D Four-year college or university

D Non-credit courses for @ coliaga or university

D Professional development coursas offered by a business, Iindustry, or organization other than a cellege or university

285




Demographics and College/Course Characteistics

45, What is the highest credential that you have earned?
(O High sencol dipiomasGen

O Technical Certificate of Credit

O Diglema

O Associate Degree

(O Bachetor's Dagres

O Master's Degree

O Advanced Professional Degree {J.0., D.V.M.)

O Doctorate

46. What degree are you currently working on?
O Nane

O High schoal diploma/GED

O Technical Certificate of Credit

O Diploma

O Associate Degree

O Bachelor's Degree

O Master's Degree

O Advanced Professional Degree (J.0,, D.V.M.)

O Doctorate
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

47. Indicate the other duties for which you are responsible. (Check all that apply.)

D Program Chair

D Adviser of 8 Student Organization
D Chair of 3 College Committes

D Instructor far experiential-based course

D Other (please specify)

-

48. How many years have you taught courses at this college?
[ |

49. How many years have you taught (at this college and at all other
institutions/businesses)?

| ]
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

50. How many years of professional experience do you have in this field? (Do not
include the time you have taught courses in this field.)

1= J

51. Please indicate the types of courses you are teaching this term. (Check all that
apply.)

D Leaming Support

D Genaral Education
D Introductory Program Courses

D Advanced Pragram Courses
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Thank you for your time!

Would you like a summary of the results of this study?

QO ves

O No

If so, please enter your name here.
L |

Also, please enter your email address.
== |

289



Thank you for your timel
Would you like a summary of the results of this study?
O ves

O we

If so, please enter your name here.

C ]
Also, please enter your email address.
C —d
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APPENDIX |

SURVEY INSTRUMENT USED IN FIRST PILOT STUDY
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Thank you for your wilingness to compiete this anline survey. This research study 5
designed to measure the nstructional practices of faculty members who teach at least one
face-to-face academic program course at 3 member instution of the Technical Coliege
System of Georgla, We hope you will take 3 few minutes to contribute to this study. The
ontine survey will only take approxamately 15 minutes to complete. We beleve the resuits of
the study will be Invaluabie to both new teachers and experienced teachers. We will use the
results to icentify the instructional techniques used most often by ouwr faculty, to icentity
best practices, and to uncover professional development opportunities for current and future
facuity members. Your involvement In this reseanch study IS woluntary, and you may choose
not to participate or to stop at any tme without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
othernse entitiec,

Your participation in this survey will remasn conficential. The survey software automatically
tracks responses 50 that we can send up to two reminders to participants who have not
retumed the questionnaire. As soon as we collect the cata and as 500N a5 we share the
exocutive sSummarny with survey particpants, we will cestroy cur mailing list 5o that no one
will be abie to ceterming the names of peopie who completed the guestionnaires. Flease
note that Intermet communications are insecure and there Is 2 limit to the confidentiality
that can be guarantead due to the technology itsel. Mowever, once we receive the
completed surveys, we will store them In 3 locked cabinet in the associate professor's office
and destroy any contact information that we have by January 15, 2010. If you are not
comfortable with the level of confidentialty provided by the Intermnet, please feel free to
peint out a copy of the survey, fll it out by hand, and mall It to the doctoral student at the
acdress given below, with no return address on the anveiope. When we pubiish our findings,
we will report Information based upon groups, not ndividuas. Furthermore, no Individually
Idertifiable information about ekher of us or provided by us dunng the research will be
shared with others without our written permission.

If you have any questions about this research praject, ploase contact either of us at the
emall listed bolow. Questions or concerns about your rights as a research partiaipant should
be directed to the Chairpersan, Universty of Georgla Insttutional Review Board, 612 Soyd
GSRC, Athers, Georgla 30602-7411; telephone (706) 542-3195. The emall acdress &=
Imeuoa ey,

Dr. Desna Wallin

Assodiate Professor

Department of Lifelong Learning, Admunistration, and Folicy
The University of Georgla

(708) S83-8038

dwallin ocu

and

Danial ). Smith

Vice President for Instmutional Effectivencess
Athens Technical Coliege

B00 U.S. Highway 29 North

Athens, Georpia 30601
and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Admungstration, and Folicy
The Untversty of Georgla

(705) 155-508%

dsmith@athean adu
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* Did you teach any learning support, general education, or academic
program courses during Summer Quarter?

I:::I Tan
|::| M
* Did you teach any face-to-face dasses during Summer Quarter?

) ves
O
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Instructional Practices

Most technical college facuity approach their instructional responsibliities with three broad purposes in
mind:

« to allow students o acguire Information On Course topics and concepts.
« to allow students to leam to scive problems,
+ 0 alow students to Searn to perform tasks.

In thes questionnaire, we have Gentifiec 18 diferent Instructhional methods. We are interested in leaming
how often you have used each method to accomplish each of the three purposes isted above Wa
have listed each method on 3 separate page n order to allow you to make appropriate compartsons.,

Important: We realize that facuity engage students In course cortent by assigning out-of-class
actvities that students must compiete on their own. Cur focus, however, I5 on 18 specfic iInstructional
techniques that occur In the dassroom/laboratory/clinical setting.

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught
during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have students do
the following:

N

No Cax =
Sas < ?
dei 8 3 3 s L} L] L : Class
Sexwizne

cumas 0 000000000 O

CiEweww ) 0 O O O O O O O O O
cicawmaimne ) OO O O O O OO0 OO
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Instructional Practices

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught
during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have students do
the following:

Ni1Q
No Cans
Sassizn : 3 3 4 o £ ? 1 L] Cluss

Ssamzng

e e QO OO O O 0 O ()

sayrse tapice end
sancagts By wurking sn
cagmtone profecty dering
shans time,

LR mdeanendt OO0 KOG © O QOGO

working sa caputone
Arojects 2uring cleas
Urra.

e & O T OICR S OO OO CHEEC)

warking on capurons
Arojects suring ciess
time,
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have

taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No T
Zannizn

nmas 3000000000 O

ssurse fzpics end

czacwpts &y enalysing
case stucliey dering closs
tme.

e 0O 00 @G O O 0 O @0

Mmalyzing cese stvdies
Suring cless Uma.

s Xm0 00 OO0 OO OO0

wnatyzing crme studas
Surng class tirma

2 3 - 5 s 7 1 v Class
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have
taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No Cans
Saniza

e s Ly IS ORI YO OINCONIC /)

::nabbthﬂhem
cmmememe 3 0O O OO OO0 OO O O
ccmmsme O OO O O OO OO0 OO

3 3 - - t 7 3 ° Clann
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the /ast 10 class sessions across all courses that you have
taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No Clans
Zanizn

e CERCI OO RCESC OO

scysired Information :n

ScuTee topice and

concwpts by angaging in

amel group Secaeions

Suring claas tina,

* 30 Stadents lsamed

et @ 0O 0O WO O W 00 0
enpaging in amal¥ growp

dacucdons during dess

1ime.

sichumtsimned () (Y O) O O O O O O O O

1o parform tasks oy

3 3 - > L ? L L Class

npaging tn mwal grow
dacuasone during e
me.
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the /ast 10 class sessions across all courses that you have
taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No Danx
Zanizn

Nl 10
3 3 - S e ? L] ] Clazs
Seaniany

e e OO O O O O 00 OO0

ol
Smmem 0 00O 0000000 O
S 00 OO0 O OO0 00O O
st
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Instructional Practices

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught

during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have students do
the following:

%o Chamx onbet
: 3 - S s 7 ] 9 Class
Sasaizn

Sexpians

Abireranitio s s @@ @l i ey (8 Heyell (8 9 el e,

<ogree txgiza end
szncagts ty resdisg or
refarring to course fasty
Suriag class Sima.

R mieee 0} (O O B 0 OO D D © O

meading or rafurring tn

counse feoly during Smes
timre

e 3 O 0 00O OO0 000 O

resdng or referring to
cowne teats 2unng Slass
tire
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Copy of page: Instructional Practices

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught

during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have students do
the following:

- N2
e L 2 3 - 3 e 7 2 2 Ciw

Senslzn 2 -

Seanizna

cwmes 3 00 00 00000 O

cTurse tzpica end

cncepts by perticizating
N ashatss Saring class
tire

st O O @ 0 OO 0 O 0 O

participating In debetes
Suring clasx tine

a0 00 O O OO0 OO OO

participating in Jdeletes
Surmg cless Bioe.
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have

taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

Ne Caxs
Zesxizn

nmen 3 000000000 O0

czurse tapics end
sancagta through the
Soctures | provided dering
clens titve.

- me—— B 0O @ C QRO DO

thruugh the lactures [

provided durng cless
tire

* 9C. Studests learses O O O O O O O () O O O

1= parform tasks
thraugh the lactures |
provtiad dirng cless
tUme.

3 3 - S s ? bl L) Class
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have

taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No Clams
Saniza

S et VAR ) O IR R PO U C R Yt )

agras tzgica enc
teocapts throsgh
Fresmstatoons mede by
sveat lachurerx 2uring
class time,

o C OO0 00000000

problams trrzupt
presestations made by
gueat \acturery during
chean time,

* 10C. Stedents 0 8 (& (@ col (8) (B (& {eyel @

lsamed tz perform
tazks throogh
Sresectationn mede by
gvent \actoers sunng
class time.

r 3 - s e 7 a ] Class
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the Jast 10 class sessions across all courses that you have
taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No T
Sansizn

NS
2 3 - s L | 7 L] 9 Class
Sexsizne

e e o RS CY S XSO BRCYE OO IO

searse txgice and
zzacasts oy parforming
Ponde-on ativDex Surng
clesa time,

plieoss g e O 0O 00000 00

predlems by parfarming

Soncs o aZmDex Surng
clean time,

Snemma OO OO Y O OF OF 6 01O

tasks By perfarming
Sondw or activDex Sarng
claax time,
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the /ast 10 class sessions across all courses that you have
taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No Cams
Zanizn

NI
3 3 - -] H 7 A 9 Clam
Sexniznne

L e e A X O R C RO YOS OO

coGree ta3pics sad
cancapts by readisg or
referning to onlee
suoplemenial cogne
medterets ZUnng cless
tima,

(pwee Q0 OO0 0 OCO0OO00O0O0

problems Sy reading or
raferting to ondve
npplemends! coore
matarinin 25ring Class
time.

xmaes 0 OO 0O OO0O0O0O0O

tanks Dy resding o
raferring to onlce
aupplemanial coone
melenas Tunng clees
tima.
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Instructional Practices

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught

during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have students do
the following:

No Oam "8
= 3 s 3 < 3 L 4 '4 aq 9 Class
Zanizn

Sexpizne

cmmes 0 0000000000

course topizs end
centagts By warking an
coume povition during
cigax time,

e O 0O 000000000

problems by working ar
couwne povthiox during

tieax time,

e 13C, Stadents (¥ O IO OO O 0y O 0O 0O

isarned iz parform
tasks oy wark ng n
cowme poviteiox dering
claax time
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Instructional Practices

Think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have taught

during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have students do
the following:

NLID

Mo Dan 1

2 2 3 “ z L ? e ° Claan

Zaniza &
Sesmizos

cwmen 000000000 O

courass tapics end

cancagts throegh

atudest ol DwouErsos

furng clets Sime

e 4L, Studants

VI I O OO0 0 0O O 0O O 0 O O
problams thecugh

studest-lad Jucowcas

furing class tima

Dwen 00 000000000

lsared tz parform
tashs throcgh studant-
AaZ ducumsions 2uring
clans time,
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the /ast 10 class sessions across all courses that you have
taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No Oam
Sansizn

NI 10
3 3 - L L 7 a 9 Clans
Sexnizne

cmmen 00 OO0 00000 O0

coyrse bepics and
czncapts by veng
muanadie devices
{mcading Fowerfomt,
amert boards, Mg cherts,
et | during class tme
e 15D Studants
emmes 0000000 O0QO 0
problems 2y using
mutmelle devices
{acadng Powerfoint,
amert boardy, M9 charty
efc ) during claxs tima

o 15C. Stadents 3O 20O O 0 Q) =Gn ) O 1)

lsamed =2 parform
tasks Sy eaing
muanadie Jevices
(o Powerfomt,
amert boards, Mg cherts,
etc | 2urtng class tme
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Instructional Practices
Again, think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have

taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

No Cam
Zannizn

Al 1D
2 3 - S [ ? a 9 Class
Sexnizne

e O ) oilo-aiie e ajile:

seurse tzovoe end

cencagts thraegh
lncnddue! thussions with
me durng =aas time

sy 0 0000000 0 0

problama trozugt
acndaue’ decuswions with
me during class Ume

L O8O O ORI £ SO O SO C)

tashs througt ndwioue'
Sacumons with me
Suring clesx Eime
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the last 10 class sessions across all courses that you have
taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

Mo Can
Zaniza

N0
4 2 3 - s s ? q 9 Claan
Sanizog

cmmen 0000000000

csurse tapica end
csocapts by perfarming
pracztice’ exvarcees
(aclacing Some partormaed
M s, Imbovatovy,
cxparmsOal, ant
clamoom settngs)
Suring cless tima

Srieussg O 0000000 O0O0

probleme by parfarming
ezt exercaes
{ecdadiog Showe performed
I A, mbovatovy,
cxparmcos), avdt
clzmroom astngs)
Suring class tine

caees 0 000 O O0O0OO0OO0O0O0

tasks by parforming
praciiconl evercess
(acadivg o parformed
W chncal, mboratoey,
experacos! andt
Sesroom setdings)
Surng clsaxz Bme
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Instructional Practices

Again, think of the Jast 10 class sessions across all courses that you have

taught during Summer Quarter. In how many sessions did you have
students do the following:

Ne Cas
Seaxizn

S e G Y C IR C P LA PR OIS PR Y )

czuree tapice end

szncagts by fSutiving eech
other 2uring claes time,

s rpagress O 0O 000000000

problams oy utorng
ot offher during s
Ume

e O8O 0O S0 OO OO0 O O

tasks Ty Laoving sech
other 2urihg class time,

3 3 - S s ? bl 9 Class
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

This section s designed o oollect informabion abowt you and your easching ermvironmeent. Flease
remeEmiber that the guesticonnaime & confidential and there will be atbempt made o dentsy you

individually; howeser, we will meed to be able to describe the sample: population From which we reoeived
data.

19, In which program do you teach? (If you teach general education
courses, please identify the specific subject.)
|

20. Please indicate the types of courses you are teaching this term. {Check
all that apply.)

D Lasrning Soppart

D Ganarsl Educatizn
D Irkmdecdtzry Progmim Coorsss

D Advanced Pragmem Caursas
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

21. How many cdasses are you teaching this term?

22. How many students are in your largest class this term?

23, How many students are in your smallest class this term?
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Demographics and College/ Course Characteristics

24, Indicate the other duties for which you are responsible. {Chedk all that
apply.)

D Program Chalr

D dAdyvisor al @ Student Drgmnizstizn
D Chuir all m Callsgs CommElas

D Iratruchar Por axparsnbel -basssd czures

D Oither [plasss spacify ]
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Demographis and College/ Course Characteristics

25, What is your employment status at this college?

l:::l Folk-tims Pfaculty mambar

|::I Part-tima or s2fun=t facuEy mambar

26. How many years have you taught courses at this college?
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

27. Please indicate the different levels in which you have taught? (Please
check all that apply.)

D Saczndary Schzal |Middle ar kigh sckazl]

D Ancther twz-Fuar collsgs

D Fzur-gaar czilage ar unkearsky

D Nan-osdE coursas Far 8 collsgs ar onlvsreity

D Prafumsizne devslapmect coursas offarsd by & buzsiness, iedusiry, or crganksfizn cthar then o callage ar

unkearsty

28. How many years have you taught (at this college and at all other
institutions)?

|
29. How many years of professional experience do you have in this field?
{ Do not include the time you have taught courses in this fizld. )
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

30. What is the highest credential that you have earned?
O High scheel Siplame/GED

O Technical Cartificate of Cresit

@@Lt

O Asmacists Dagres

O Becsalzr's Dugree

O Mextnr s Degres

o Adwarced Professionel Degrea (1.0, DV M)

O Osctorate

O Migh scheo! siploma/GED
O Techmcal Certificate of Creat
O Diplo=a

O Aasociats Degres

O Bacrwizr n Dugren

O Mawinr s Degras

O Advarced Frofamsione! Dagrea (1O, DVM, |

O Dactorate
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Demographics and College/Course Characteristics

32. What is your gender?
|

33. What is your race/sethnicity?
|

34, In what year were you born?
|
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This completes our sureey. We would like to thank vou for mking time from your busy schesule to
respand tooour survey. We will send all survey participants an executhve surmmary of our fndings.
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APPENDIX J
INSTITUTION REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION

(REDUCED FORMAT)
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Check One

Human Subjects Office
New Application: [ University of Georgia
Resubmission*: [ | Revision [ (41l changes must be highlighted) 612 Bovd GSRC
Athens, GA 30602-7411
*NOTE: A new application is required every five years. (706) 542-319¢0
IRB APPLICATION
MATL 2 COPIES OF APPLICATION TO ABOVE ADDRESS
(Checkomey Dr. [ Mr. [J Ms [J (ChockOmey Dr. [] Mr. [ Ms. [
(Check Onsy Faculty [ Undergraduate (] Graduate[] (Choei Oney Faculty [] Undergraduate [] Graduate [X]
| Desma Wallin _Xoxx-Xx-7463 Daniel J. South 8101152800
Prinapal Investigator UGAID - last 10 digits only Co-Investizator UGA ID - last 10 dazits
Lifslonz Education, Administrarion. And Policy/River's Lifelong Education, Administration, and PolicyRiver's
| Crossins e _Crossinz
Department, Building and + Four Department, Buiding and + Four
(Include departmens even if iving off campus or out of town)
" 275 Bedford Dx -
Maihing Address (if you prefer not to recesve mal in dept) %@%@&(ﬁmpﬂenﬁtom&tﬁh&p&)
706-583-8098 S
| dwalinzuza adu isnmh&admn;tech.edu
Phone Number () E-Mal (REQUIRED) Phone Number (5) E-Mal
**Signature of Principal Investigator Signature of Co-Investizator (use additional cover
skeets for more than one Co-Invesagator)
TGA Faculty Lifslong
Advisor: Educaton/River's
Dr. Desmy Walln Crossinz dwallinguga.edu 705-383-8008
Name Department, Blde+ Four  E-Mal (REQUIRED) one ¥
**Signature: UGA ID - last
Date: 10 digits only _JOOC-I0(-7443
**Your signamre indicates that you have read the human subjects guidelines and accept responsidility for the
research described mn this applicadon.
If fanded:
¥ =Sponsored Programs Proposal® Name of Funding Agency
***RBy listing @ propesal number, you agree that this application matches the grant applicaton and that you have
disclosed all financial confTicts of interest (see O6a)

RESFARCH-  Ihe Use of Leamer-Centerad Instructional Practices by Faculfy at Eight Associate Degree-Granting Technical

Colieges in a Southeastern American State
] 30 R STARTDATE
APPROVAL IS GRANTED ONLY FOR 1 YEAR AT A TIME
CHECK ALL THAT APPLY:

Investigational New Drug[ ]  Exceptions to/waivers of Federal regulations[ ]
If yes to the above, provide defails:

Data Sets[ ] Existing Bodily Fluids'Tissues[ ] RP Pool | Deception[ ]
REFF (vaw) 307 Pagenumbar ]
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Dlegal Activities[ ] Mimors[ ]  Moderate Exercise[ ]  Audio/ Video taping[ ]
MRIEEG/ECG/NIRS/Ulirasound/ Blood Drawl_] X-RAY/DEXA[] Pregnant Women Prisoners[]
HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH APPLICATION

INSTRUCTIONS:
1. Type responses to all 11 questions (all parts) listed below (12 pt. font only).
2. Do not answer any question with “see attachments” or “not applicable”.
3. Submit original plus one copy to the Human Subjects Office.
4. We will contact you via email {f changes are reguired. Allow 4-6 weeks.

(=)

IMPORTANT: Before completing this application, please determine if the project is a
research project. Check the federal definition of research at
http://www.ovpr.uga eduo/fags’hio.html=7 or call the Human Subjects office at 542-3199. The
IRB only reviews research projects.

PROBLEM ABSTRACT: Srare rationale and research guestion or hypothesis (why is this study
important and what do you expect to learn?).

The purpose of this study is to develop & better understanding the specific types of instructional
practices used by faculty at eight institutions within the Technical College System of Georgia. The
following research questions will provide the foundation to accomplish this broad purpose:

To what extent do technical college faculty use specific instuctional practices?

To what extent do the practices that are used by technical college faculty demonstrate leamer
centeredness?

Is the propensity to use learner-centered mstmctionsl practices predicted by simational factors and
personal characteristics?

This study will expand the theoretical knowledge of the instructional pracuces of college faculty at
the two-year college level in general and at technical colleges specifically. The study will provide
information on the level of use by participaang faculty in the area of effective educational practices
associzted with the learner-centered paradigm. It will focus on messuring the instructional practices
that engender information acquisition, knowledge applicaton, and skills development that technical
college faculty use on a consistent basis. This assessment with benchmark current practices so that
the leadership at these eight technical colleges can develop and implement strategies to transition
from a twraditional mstructional paradigm to that of a learner-centered model. The ead result will
provide leverage to increase the retention and graduation rates of the eight mstitutions mdennfied
for inclusion in this smdy.

RESEARCH DESIGN: Idennfy specific factors or variables, condifions or groups and any
control conditions in your study. Indicate the number of research participants assigned to each
condirion or group, and describe plans for data analysis.

This application 1s to cover both a pilot administration of the anached survey mnstument. as well as
the actual collection of data from faculty at eight technical colleges. The smdent researcher will
admimister the pilot survey to faculty at a tachnical college not inclndad in the actual smady. The
pilot administration will follow the procedures listed below. This pilot administration is designed to
test the reliability of the survey instrument and to venfy that the data collection and datz analysis
procedures are fimctoning as planned. The stdent researcher will provide the Human Subjects
Office with a revised survey instrument prior to the acmal study if it 15 determinad that changes
must be made 1o order to unprove the working of the items included on the insoument itself

Online survey sofrware will be used to collect data from all full-time and par-time faculty
employed at the pilot insamtion. as well as the eight instimtions included in the actusl study. While

IRBFF (www) 307 Page oumbar
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control conditions will oot be used, survey participamts will be asked a opumber of questions to
establish the demographic profile of the swrvey participants. They will also be asked to provide
details to establizsh specific simational charactenstics.

The survey will azk faculty members to provide information on their academic discipline, the
mumber of stodeats enrolled in their largest and smalles classes they are teaching during the survey
collection period, the oomber of classes they are teaching during the survey college peried, and the
typelevel of courses taught (leaming support, general educaton infroductory subject-matter
courses, advanced subject-matter courses) during the data collection peried.

The survey will also ask paricipants to indicate the year they were bom (in order to establish their
aga), their gender, sthnicity, length of teaching expenence, breadih of teaching experience (ie.
high school, technical college, commmmity college, four-year umiversity, etc_), lewvel of educatonal
attainment (bachelor's, master's, specialist, doctorate), profzssional expenence in the Seld, and
employmment status (full-time or part-tdme).

Means and frequences will be caloculated to measure the specific instuctionsl practiones used on a
consistent basis (guastion one listed in the problem abstract). These statistics will be generated for
the item pool as a2 whole, as well as for each of the leaming objecdves (information acquisition,
knowledge application, and skills development) discussed in the problem absiract sectiom of this
application

Weighted scores will be generated nsed 3 panel of professors, advanced doctoral students, and
graduates of the doctoral program of the Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and
Policy in the College of Education at the University of Georgia. Establishing the weighted scores
will take place concummently with the pilot survey administration. A copy of the survey that will be
used to establish weighted scores is attached as an appendix to this document.

Weighted means will be calculated to determine the extent to which the practices of techmical
college faculty demoastate leamer cenferedness (the focus of gueston two presented m the
problem absizact section of this document). High scores will indicate that faculty members most
often use leamer-centered instuctional practices, while low scores will indicats that they nse
tradifional teachercentered practices for the majonity of the time.

Bivaniate anslysis procedures will be performed in order to prowide insight inte whether the
propensity fo use leamer-ceniered instructional practices is predicted by simationzl factors and
personal charactenistics (the focus of queston three). Again, statistics will be generated for the itemn
poal as a whole, as well as for each subsection (mformation acquisition, koowledze acquisition,
ckills development). The specific stafistical analysis used will depend on the level of measure of the
predictor varable. Simple regression analysis will be used to measure confinmous items such as
age. T-tests will be used to smdy the affect of dichotomous predictor warables. Amnalysis of
wariance will be used fo analyze categorical vaniables with more than two values.

Exploratory mode]l tumilding using multiple regression analysis will be used o identify how
sifuational factors and personal charactenstics combine fo influence the nse by technical college
faculty of teacher-centered and leamer-centered instmoctiomal practices. Again, this statistical
analysis will be performed for the itemn pool as a whole, as well as for each individuzl subset.

ERESEARCH SUBJECTS:
a. Lt maximum number af subjects 4,000, rargeved age grenp 15 Tears Or Older jthis
must be specified in vears) and rargeted gender Wale and Female;

EEFF (www) 307 Page mumbar 3

323



k. Method af selechion and recruimment - lisy inclusion and excinsion criteria. Describe the
recruiimeny procedures (inclnding all follow-ups).

The student ressarcher is working with the wvice presidents of academic affairs at the pilot
instimtion and at each of the eight institations included in the actwal stody fo obtain email
addresses of all full- and par-time faculty members who teach at least one face-to-face course
that is applicable to the technical certification. diplomsa, or associzte degres programs offered
at these institntions. Alse included in this list are those instmactors who teach only learning
support conrses because these fype of courses are remediston type courses that prepare
stadents to be successil in their college-level courses. Excloded from this list will be faculty
who teach online clzsses only or who teach adult edwcation. continning edacation, and other
types of non-credit courses offered at these instimiions.

For the pilot adminictration, the stodent researcher will ask the vice president of academic
affairs at the pilot insomtion o notify the faculny that the swrvey instmument will be sent to
them within two days and to encourage them to complste the mstrument. The stodemt
researcher will send an email throwgh Sarveyhionkey to thess faculty members. The goal is to
obtain responses from at least 30 to 50 employees. Other than to send an antomatically
zenerated thank vou email to those who take the tme to complete the mrvey instrument, the
sudent researcher will not send amy follow-up letters/emails to the faculty at the pilot
instimition

For the actual stody involving the eight technical collepes salected for the acmal smdy. the
vice presidents of academic affairs will be asked to end an email to all eligible facalty at their
instimtions to encourage them to participats in thiz smdy. Twe days later the stodemt
researcher will send an email through SurveyMonkey to the participants. This email message
will ask the paricipants to complste the survey. SurveyhMonkey will send sutomatic thank
yvou emails fo faculty who complete the survey Instaument.

The smdant researcher will send a follow-up email approximately two weeks later to those
participants who have not completed the survey at that time. SorveyMonkey will send
sutomatic thank you emails to those who complete the survey a: a result of receiving the
lettar at their mailing addresses. The researcher will send a3 final follow-up email to non-
respondents approximately ten days afier be sends the lefter to the mailing addresses. Facualtoy
who complete the survey at this point will recaive an awtomatically generated thank vou
email.

c. The acevity deseribed in this application mvolves arorher nstiturion (e g school,
university, hospital, erc.) andior another conntry_ Yes[] No[ ]

1" ves, provide the followmmg desails:

1) Name of imstitation: MNorh Georgiz Techmical Collegs (Pilot Instifution), Athens
Technical Callege (# 11, Augusta Technical College (53], Central Georgia Technical Collage
(#4), Chattshooches Technical College (#4), Columbus Technical College (#3), DeEsalb
Technical College (25), Griffin Technical Collage (#7), and Geinnest Technical Collegs (23]
1) Counnty and state: Habersham  Georgia (Pilot Institution); Clarke, Georgia (21);
Bichmond, Georzia (#2); Bibb, Georgia (23); Cobb, Georgia (24); Muscogee, Georgia (#5);
DreEall (26); Spalding, Georgia (27); and Gwinnett, Georgia (73)

3) Country: Umnited Statas
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4) Written letter of authorization (on official lerterhead only)/ IRB approval:
Attached: [

Pending: [ ]

d. I's there any working relationship benveen the researcher and the subjects?

Yes[] No[T]. I yes, explain.

The smdent researcher serves as the vice president for insututional effactiveness at Athens
Techmcal College.

e. Describe any incentives (payment, gifts, extra credit).

Extra credit cannot be offered unless there are egual non-research options available.
No payment, gifts, or extra cradit will be given to participants.

PROCEDURES: Srate in chronelogical order what a subject is expected to do and what the
researcher will do during the interaction. Indicate time commirment for each research acnivity.
Awnd detail any follow-up.

The email mvitaton from the student researcher will contain a hyperlink that participants can click
on to go directly to the survey instrument.

Upon accessing the survey mstrument they will Sad a brief introductory statement. After reading
the statement. they will be asked to click enter.

They will then work their way through the survey instmunent.

After completing and submitting the online survey mstument, they will recaive a thank you smail
that is automatcally generated by Survey Monkey.

Duraetion of participation in the stndy: The survey will be open for one month. Monrhs

No. of testing/training sessions: Participants oaly need to complete the survey one time. Length of
each session: Approximately 15 minutes

Start Date:

Submit a MUA from Biosgfery: Anache
If you are exempted from obtaining a MUA by Biosafety, explain why?

Total amonnt of blood draw for study: ml Blood draw for each session: mil
MATERIALS: Iremize all guestionnairesAnstruments/equipment and attach copies with the
corresponding numbers written on them.

1. Technical College Survey of Teaching Practices

2. Sample email to be sent by vice presidents of academic affairs

3. Invitation email to be sent by student researcher

4. Follow-up lerter to be sent by smdent researcher to mailing addresses

3. Final follow-up email to be sent by smdent researcher.

6. Weighted Scores Survey

7. Weighted Scores Survey Invitatnon Email

Check all other materials that apply and are attached:
Interview protocol[ | Debriefing Statement] | Recruitment flvers or advertisements[ |
Consent/Assent forms[ |

If no consent documents are artached, justify omission under 0. §

RISK: Derail risks to a subject as a result of data collection and as a direct result of the research
and your plans to minimize them and the availability and Iimits of treatment for sustained
physical or emotional injuries.
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NOTE: REPORT INCIDENTS CAUSING DISCOMFORT., STRESS OR HARM TO THE
IRB IMMEDIATELY!
a. CURRENT RISK: Describe any psychological, social, legal, economic or physical
discomfort, stress or harm that might occur as a result of participanion in research. How
will these be held to the absolute minimum?
Survey participants should not encounter any risks in completing the survey instrument.

Is there a financial conflict of nterest (see UGA COI policy)? Yes[ ] No[X]
If ves, does this pose any risk to the subjects?

b. FUTURE RISK: How are research participants to be protecred from porentially harmful
Jurmre use of the data collected in this project? Describe your plans to maintain
confidennality, inclnding removing idenrifiers, and state who will have access fo the data
and in what role. Justify retention of idenfifying informartion on any data or forms.

DO NOT ANSWER THIS QUESTION WITH “NOT APPLICABLE™!
Anonymous[ | Confidentiall{ Public[ | Check one only and explain below.
SurveyMonkey automatically oracks who has'has not responded to the survey instrument. The
researcher will subscribe to the confidennality polices of the University of Georgia. He will
explain the confidenaality policies in his invitanon email to participants (See attachment
3ovitation email). The introductory page of the survey also reiterates the confidentiality
informaton He will also provide a link to allow participants to opt out of pamicipating in the
survey. The identifying information will allow the researcher to generate aggregate data by
mstitution should admimstrators at the respective msntunons requast this mformation. In no
circumstance, will data on individusls be released to these adminisrations.

Audio-taping[ ]  Video-taping[ ]
If taping, how will tapes be securely stored, who will have access to the tapes, will they be
pubiicly disseminated and when will they be erased or destroyed? Jusejfy retention.

BENEFIT: Srate the benefits to individuals and humankind. Potennial benefits of the research
shouid onrweigh risks associated with research participanon.
a. Identify benefits of the research for participants, ¢.g. educanonal benefiss:
The survey will hopefully encourage faculty to think zbout how their mstructional practices
affect the level of leamung in their classrooms. The results of the survey instmuments can be
used to develop and mplement professional development programs desigmed to transition
faculty members fom the traditonal teacher-centered paradizm to the leammer-centersd
paradizm.

b. Identyfy any potennial berefits of this research for humankind in gemeral, e.g. advance
our kmowledge of some phenomenon or help solve a practical problem.

This assessment with benchmark cwrent practices so that the leadership at these eight
technical colleges can develop and implement strategies to transition from a traditional
paradizm o that of 2 learner-centered model. The end resuldt wall provide leverage to increase
the retenton and graduation rates of the eight instiutions indentified for inclusion in this
study.
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10.

11.

CONSENT PROCESS:

a. Detail how legally effective informed consent will be obtained from all research parficipants
and, when applicable, from parent(s) or guardian(s).

The student researcher included a consent form at the beginning of the survey instrument.
Participants must click on the "I agree” link in order to access the actual survey instument. This
Iink will serve as a "signed” consent form.

Will subjects sign a consent form? Yes[{ No[ ]

If No, request for waiver of signed consent — Ye

Justify the reguest, including an assurance that risk to the participant will be minimal. Also
submir the consent script or cover letter that will be used in lien of a form.

b. Deception Yes[ | No[X]

If yes, describe the decepdon, why it is necessary, and how yon will debrief them. The consent
Jorm should include the following statement: “In order to make this study a valid one, some
informaron abont my participation will be withheld unnl completion of the study.”

VULNERABLE PARTICIPANTS: Yes[ | No[X]

Minors|_| Prisoners| | Pregnant women/fetuses| | Elderly[ |

Immigrants/non-English speakersD Mentally/Physically ilcapa(itatedD Others[:] List
below.

Oudline procedures to obtain their consenvassent to participate. Describe the procedures to be
used to minimize risk to these vulnerable subjects.

ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES: Yes[ | No[XJ
If ves, explain how subjects will be protected.

NOTE: Some ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES must be reported, e.g. child abuse.
STUDENTS

This applicanon is being submitted for :

Undergraduate Honors Thesis[]

Masters Applied Project, Thesis or Exit Exam Research[ ]
Doctoral Dissertation Research[X]

Has the student’s thesis/dissertation committee approved this research? Yes{3{ No[ ]

The IRB recommends submission for IRB review only gfter the appropniate commitiees have
conducted the necessary scientific review and approved the research proposal.
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TECHNICAL COLLEGE

TCSG

SYSTEM OF GEORGIA

Sonny Perdue Ronald W, Jackson
Governor Commissioner
April 2, 2009
IMr. Dan Smith
Vice President, Institutional Effectiveness
Athens Technical College

800 U.S. Highway 29 North
Athens, GA 30601-1500

Dear Mr, Smith:
The Research Office of the Technical College System of Georgia has reviewed your plan
of study for your dissertation research. You have permission to conduct a survey of

faculty based on the plan of study that was submitted to our office.

Once you receive official IRB approval, please send us a copy of the documentation for
our files. Let me know if you need our assistance in disseminating the survey.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions,

Sincerely, ;

Sandra Kinney

Research Manager

cc: Andrew Dollar

1800 Century Place  Suite 400 Atlanta, Georgia 30345 404.679.1600
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INSTITUTION REVIEW BOARD EMAIL REGARDING
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From: Larie Sylte [mailto:Isylte@uga.edu]
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2009 4:50 PM
To: dwallin@uga.edu

Cc: Smith, Dan

Subject: IRB Review- Wallin

TITLE OF STUDY: The Use of Learner-Centered Instructional Practices by Faculty at Eight
Associate Degree-Granting Technical Colleges in a Southeastern American State
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dr. Desna Wallin

Dear Dr. Wallin,

Your above-titled human subjects application has been reviewed by the IRB. There are some
modifications/additional information needed in order to complete the review, and before approval can be
granted. Please address the following:

A. Consent Form- Welcome Online-
1. Please include a statement that the study involves research.

2. Please add the following language- Please note that Internet communications are insecure and there is a
limit to the confidentiality that can be guaranteed due to the technology itself. However, once we receive
the completed surveys, we will store them in a locked cabinet in my office and destroy any contact
information that we have by <give date>. If you are not comfortable with the level of confidentiality
provided by the Internet, please feel free to print out a copy of the survey, fill it out by hand, and mail it to
me at the address given below, with no return address on the envelope.

3. Please describe any benefits to the subject or to others which may reasonably be expected from the
research.

4. 1st paragraph, last sentence- Please add "without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are other wise
entitled."

5. 2nd paragraph- Please include- "No individually-identifiable information about me, or provided by me
during the research, will be shared with others without my written permission."

Please send me the revised documents (with the revisions highlighted or all CAPS) as an e-mail
attachment. Please do not resend all your documents associated with the above study; this fills up the
email inbox. Please e-mail revisions by July 9th. Thank you, and if you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me.

Regards,

LaRie Sylte, M.H.A, M.A., CIP
Human Subjects Office
University of Georgia
www.ovpr.uga.edu/hso/
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Welcome

Thank you for your willingness to complete this online survey. This research study is
designed to measure the Instructicnal practices of faculty members who teach at least one
face-to-face academic program course at a member institution of the Technical College
System of Georgla. We hope you will take a few minutes to contribute to this study. The
online survey will only take approximately 15 minutes to complete. We believe the results of
the study will be Invaluable to both new teachers and experienced teachers, We will use the
results to identify the instructional techniques used most often by our faculty, to identify
best practices, and to uncover professional development opportunities for current and future
faculty members. Your Involvement in this research study is voluntary, and you may choose
not to participate or to stop at any time without penaity or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitied.

Your participation in this survey will remain confidential. The survey software automaticaily
tracks responses so that we can send up to two reminders to participants who have not
returmed the gquestionnaire, As soon as we collect the data and as 5000 as we share the
executive summary with survey participants, we will destroy our mailing st so that no one
will be able to determine the names of people who completed the questionnaires. Please
note that Internet communications are insecure and there i a limit to the confidentiality
that can be guaranteed due to the technology Itself. However, once we receive the
completed surveys, we will store them In a locked cabinet In the associate professoc’s office
and destroy any contact Iinformation that we have by January 15, 2010, If you are not
comfortzble with the level of confidentiality provided by the Internet, please feel free to
print out & copy of the survey, fill It out by hand, and mail it to the doctoral student at the
address given below, with no returmn address on the envelope. When we publish our findings,
we will report information based upon groups, not Individuals, Furthermore, no individually
Identifiatde information about either of us or provided by us during the research will be
shared with others without our written permission.

1T you have any questions about this research project, please contact either of us at the
email listed below. Questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant should
be directad to the Chairperson, University of Georgla Institutional Review Board, 612 Boyd
GSRC, Athens, Georgla 30602-7411; telephone {706) 542-3195. The emall address is
leb®ugs edy.

Dr. Desna Wallin

Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Leaming, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgla

(706) 583-8058

dwallindyga edudwallin@®uga. edu

and

Danlel 3, Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective
Athens Technical College

B00 U.S. Highway 29 North

Athens, Georgla 30601

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Leaming, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgla

(706) 355-5085
dsmith@athenstech edu
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From: Vicki Nichols [mailto:vnichols@northgatech.edu]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2009 7:48 AM

To: Clarkesville Faculty; Blairsville Faculty; Currahee Faculty
Cc: Executive Team

Subject: Research Survey

In a few days, you will receive an email invitation to participate in a research study being
conducted by the Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy at the
University of Georgia. The purpose of this study is to develop an understanding of the
instructional practices of technical college faculty.

| encourage you to take a few minutes to complete the online survey connected with the UGA
study. The research team will use the results to identify the instructional techniques used most
often by our faculty, to identify best practices, and to uncover professional development
opportunities for current and future faculty members.

| believe this study is very important. Your response will be extremely helpful to the UGA
research team as they study why technical college faculty are so successful in helping their
students achieve their educational and career goals.

Thank you for taking time to participate in this research project.
Vicki

Vice President for Academic Affairs

NORTH GEORGIA TECHNICAL COLLEGE
1500 Hwy. 197 N.

Clarkesville, GA 30523

706/754-7790 (office)

vnichols@northgatech.edu
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Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:
Subjec

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

Survey of Instructional Practices
Dear [FirstName]:

The Technical College System of Georgia is a crucial part of our state’s effort to
provide educational opportunities to its citizens. The mission of the technical colleges
Is to provide our citizens with a high quality technical education that will enable
graduates to excel in the workplace. You -- as an instructor -- are integral to the
success of the colleges and to the success of those individuals who turn to these
institutions to accomplish their educational and career goals.

There are many effective ways to teach, and each instructor has her or his own
teaching styles and preferences; however, we do not have a very good understanding
of the most common and effective strategies used by technical college faculty. | am
currently conducting a study that will help us find out what those strategies are. In this
study, we are asking a selected group of faculty how they approach their teaching
responsibilities. Specifically, we are interested in finding out the specific strategies
they use and what purposes they are trying to accomplish when they use a particular
strategy.

I hope you will take a few minutes to contribute to this study. The online survey will
only take approximately 15 minutes to complete. We believe the results of the study
will be invaluable to both new teachers and experienced teachers. You can access the
survey by clicking on this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx .

Once the study is complete, we will share the results of this survey with everyone who
participated in the study, as well as with each college president and with staff at the
Technical College System of Georgia.

In closing, thank you for taking 15 minutes of your valuable time to participate in this
important study. If you have questions, please contact us by the email address or
telephone numbers listed below.

Respectfully,

Dr. Desna Wallin
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Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) (706) 583-8098

dwallin@uga.edu

and

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective

Athens Technical College

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 355-5085

dsmith@athenstech.edu

P.S. You may select not to participate in the survey by clicking this link
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx .

337


javascript:void(null);

APPENDIX O

FIRST FOLLOW-UP REMINDER FROM RESEARCHER

TO FACULTY AT FIRST PILOT INSTITUTION

338



Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:
Subjec

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

We Have Not Heard From You
Dear [FirstName]:

Last week you received an email describing an important study we are engaged in at
the University of Georgia. You are only one of a select group of faculty from across

the system whom we are asking to participate; therefore, your opinions are important
to us.

As we pointed out in our previous email, technical college faculty members are
integral to the success of their colleges and to their graduates. Our study is designed to
identify the instructional strategies commonly used by faculty to prepare their students
for their future career opportunities.

I hope you will find the 15 minutes necessary to complete this survey! You can access
the online questionnaire by clicking this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx .

Respectfully,

Dr. Desna Wallin

Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 583-8098

dwallin@uga.edu

and

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective

Athens Technical College

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
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The University of Georgia
(706) 355-5085
dsmith@athenstech.edu

P.S. You may select not to participate in the survey by clicking this link
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx .
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Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:
Subjec

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

Final Reminder
Dear [FirstName]:

We are about to wrap up our study of the instructional practices of faculty within the
Technical College System of Georgia.

As a vice president at Athens Technical College, I fully understand the demands
placed on our faculty and how hard it is for them to find 15 minutes in their busy
schedules. However, I truly believe that the results of this study will be worth the time
it takes to complete the questionnaire. You can access the questionnaire by clicking
on this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx .

As noted before, I will send an executive summary of the survey results to all survey
participants. | want to thank you in advance for taking time to respond to this study.

Respectfully,

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective

Athens Technical College

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 355-5085

dsmith@athenstech.edu

P.S. You may select not to participate in the survey by clicking this link
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx .
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Instisutional Review Board Phone: 706-542-3199
Human Subjects Office Fax: 706-542.33460

612 Boyd GSRC - T Yo Email: irb@vga.ed
Athons. GA 30602.7411 I'he University of Georgia e ibpaed

IRE CONTINUING REVIEW/AMENDMENT FORM

Principal Investigator (Pl): Dr. Desna Wallin

Co-Principal Investigator {Required, if co-Pl Is a student}: Daniel J. Smith

Title of Study: The Use of Learner-Centered Instructional Practices by Faculty at
Project #: 2009-10957-0 Eight Associate Degree-Granting Technical Colleges in a Southeastern American

PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS

(Use the text boxes for explanation/additional information or attach a separate cover leiter.)

', Have you shr'ed dch collechon for "lIS reseauh pvoled" ]
How many ioml pcmcnpcnh hcvo b«n occruod sinc thg m m of fho nsoorch
2 || project? (Note: This corresponds o the number of individuals who gave consent; this number 86

should include withdrawals but actual number of withdrawals is reported in #7 below.)

3 Do you plan to continue to recruit participants for this research project? (If you answered K
YES, please skip to Question #16.) -

O

If you answered NO to question #3, do you plan to continue to collect data with
previously recruited participants?

previously collected data that is individually-identifiable?

L]
5 If you answered NO to questions #3 and #4 above, do you plan to continue to analyze ]
L]

6 Have there been any complaints about the research since the protocol was approved by
the IRB? If YES, please provide complete information on the complaints macde.

Have any participants withdrawn, dropped out, or were lost to follow-up from

- participation since the protocol was last approved by the IRB? If YES, please indicate the
number and provide detailed information/reason(s). 2 — Both answered one question
and then selected the option to leave the online survey.

O (&t

=

Have there been any adverse events or unanticipated problems involving risks to the

8 || participants or others since the protocol was last approved by the IRB? If YES, please ] =
contact the IRB office immediately to request an adverse event/incident report form.
Heave there been any changes to the study population? If YES, please explain changes.

9 We want to add a pilot administration at a second institution. The original IRB proposal = ]
called for one pilot administration before actual data collection. We need to add
approximately 50 faculty members at the second pilot institution to the study population

10 Have the procedures changed in any way since the protocol was last approved by the M X

IRB? If YES, please explain.

Have any materials or instruments changed in any way since the protocol was last
approved by the IRB? If YES, please explain.  The original insturment asked instructors
to indicate the number of times they had used an instructional technique to assist
students in acquiring knowledge, to assist students in developing problem solving skills,
11 || and to assist students in learning to perform tasks. We recorded wide variety in the types ]
of techniques used, but no differentiation in how they used those techniques. The revised
instrument asks respondents to rate the effectiveness of each of the techniques in
assisting students to acquiring knowledge, develop their problem solving skills, and
develop their ability to perform faks.

Have changes in the scienfific literature, or interim experience with this or related studies,
12 || changed your assessment of potential risks or benefits to study participants? If YES, ] X
please explain and attach any relevant literature.

Have the consent documents changed in any way since the protocol was last approved

13 by the IRB? If YES, please explain and attach copy of the revised document(s).

A clean copy of the current version of the consent document(s) must be submitted with B
14 || the request to continue if you plan to recruit new participants, or if a revised consent &
document is necessary as a result of an amendment. Have you attached a clean copy of
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your current consent document(s)?

Have there been any changes to the members of the research team (e.g., change in Pl;
15 | addition/deletion of co-investigators)? If YES, please describe personnel change(s).
Note: All new personnel must complete the CITI training.

O

Principal Investigator's Signature:

For electronic submission, a check in this box is acceplable as a signature: | |

Date: 2 Sept

2009

Imporant: If research octivities swobeng hamen particpeonts will continue five yeors Oftes the ariginel TRB approval, plecse solinil o new RE Application
for initiol review, Exceplions: If the ressurch iy permamently closed 10 the enrollmen of new wbjecn, all paricipants havs completed oll ressardh-relared
Interventions, and the researdh will remain active anly for long-tenn follow-up of wibjects; or if the remaining rewsarch odivities are limited 10 onalysis of

Individually-identitiable private information.
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From: Larie Sylte [mailto:Isylte@uga.edu]
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 1:25 PM
To: dwallin@uga.edu

Cc: Smith, Dan

Subject: IRB Approval- Amendment- Wallin

PROJECT NUMBER: 2009-10957-1

TITLE OF STUDY: The Use of Learner-Centered Instructional Practices by Faculty at Eight
Associate Degree-Granting Technical Colleges in a Southeastern American State
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dr. Desna Wallin

Dear Dr. Wallin,

Please be informed that the University of Georgia Institutional Review Board (IRB) has
reviewed and approved your request for modifications to the above-titled human subjects
proposal. It was determined that the amendment request continues to meet the criteria for exempt
(administrative) review procedures.

You may now begin to implement the amendment. Your approval packet will be sent via campus
mail.

Please be reminded that any changes to this research protocol must receive prior review and
approval from the IRB. Any unanticipated problems must be reported to the IRB immediately.
The principal investigator is also responsible for maintaining all applicable protocol records
(regardless of media type) for at least three (3) years after completion of the study (i.e., copy of
approved protocol, raw data, amendments, correspondence, and other pertinent documents). You
are requested to notify the Human Subjects Office if your study is completed or terminated.

Good luck with your study, and please feel free to contact us if you have any questions. Please
use the IRB number and title in all communications regarding this study.

Regards,
LaRie Sylte, M.H.A, M.A., CIP
Human Subjects Office

University of Georgia
www.ovpr.uga.edu/hso/
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From: Erica Harden [mailto:eharden@sandersvilletech.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2009 8:31 AM

To: Smith, Dan

Subject: RE:

Later this morning you will receive an email invitation to survey being piloted
as part of the dissertation research being conducted by a colleague at Athens
Technical College. The purpose of this study is to develop an understanding of
the instructional practices of technical college faculty. I encourage you to take
a few minutes to complete the online survey. The survey is designed to identify
the instructional techniques used most often by our faculty, to identify best
practices, and to uncover professional development opportunities for current and
future faculty members.

Thank you for taking time to participate in this research project.
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Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:
Subjec

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

Survey of Instructional Techniques
Dear [FirstName]:

The Technical College System of Georgia is a crucial part of our state’s effort to
provide educational opportunities to its citizens. The mission of the technical colleges
Is to provide our citizens with a high quality technical education that will enable
graduates to excel in the workplace. You -- as an instructor -- are integral to the
success of the colleges and to the success of those individuals who turn to these
institutions to accomplish their educational and career goals.

There are many effective ways to teach, and each instructor has her or his own
teaching styles and preferences; however, we do not have a very good understanding
of the most common and effective strategies used by technical college faculty. | am
currently conducting a study that will help us find out what those strategies are. In this
study, we are asking a selected group of faculty how they approach their teaching
responsibilities. Specifically, we are interested in finding out the specific strategies
they use and what purposes they are trying to accomplish when they use a particular
strategy.

I hope you will take a few minutes to contribute to this study. The online survey will
only take approximately 15 minutes to complete. We believe the results of the study
will be invaluable to both new teachers and experienced teachers. You can access the
survey by clicking on this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx .

Once the study is complete, we will share the results of this survey with everyone who
participated in the study, as well as with each college president and with staff at the
Technical College System of Georgia.

In closing, thank you for taking 15 minutes of your valuable time to participate in this
important study. If you have questions, please contact us by the email address or
telephone numbers listed below.

Respectfully,

Dr. Desna Wallin
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Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) (706) 583-8098

dwallin@uga.edu

and

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective

Athens Technical College

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 355-5085

dsmith@athenstech.edu

P.S. You may select not to participate in the survey by clicking this link
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx .
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----- Original Message-----

From: Smith, Dan

Sent: Monday, July 13, 2009 7:11 PM
To: sbartels@GwinnettTech.edu
Subject: Dissertation Help

Hi Sharon -

It has been awhile since I've seen you. Hope your summer is going well and that
you are getting to enjoy a nice trip to somewhere!

I’m writing you today to ask for a favor. I am at the point in my doctoral
program where I can now officially conduct my research. I am studying the
instructional practices of technical college faculty at the eight TSCG colleges
that awarded more than 200 associate degrees in the 2007-2008 academic year. I
want to identify the specific practices used most often, as well as to identify
how faculty members use those practices. Do they use the practices to develop
students’ knowledge acquisition abilities, their knowledge application/problem
solving abilities, or their abilities to perform specific tasks or skills?

With your permission, I would like to administer the survey to the full-time and
adjunct faculty at Gwinnett Technical College. I will use an online survey
instrument to collect data; therefore, I would need to obtain names/email
addresses of your entire faculty. I plan to administer the survey in late October
or early November; therefore, I will need your Fall instructional roster. I would
need a contact person to obtain this information, and I would need a contact on
your IT staff to make sure that the survey will get through the email filters. I
would also like to have you or your vice president for academic affairs to send
out an email two days before data collection begins to encourage your faculty to
participate. I will provide a draft of that email as we get closer to the data
collection phase.

I have obtained the necessary approvals from the Technical College System of
Georgia, and I have had my IRB proposal approved by the Human Subjects Office at
the University of Georgia. I will follow all established procedures for ensuring
that individuals cannot be identified. Those assurances are listed on the first
screen of the online survey tool.

I hope that I can use the faculty at Gwinnett Tech. Please email or call me if
you have questions. I will provide you with an executive summary of the results.
My major professor also wants to publish our aggregate results in an appropriate
journal.

Thanks

Dan

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effectiveness
Athens Technical College

800 U.S. Highway 29 North
Athens, GA 30606
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From: Wentworth, Craig [mailto:crw@centralgatech.edu]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 9:37 AM

To: CGTC ( Faculty )

Cc: Smith, Dan

Subject: Assistance needed in doctoral dissertation research study
Importance: High

To Credit Faculty,

One of our colleagues, Mr. Dan Smith, VP for Institutional Effectiveness at Athens Technical
College, is requesting your assistance in participating in a survey for his doctoral dissertation
research study. We would appreciate your prompt response and help.

In a few days, you will receive an email invitation to participate in a research study being
conducted by the Department of Lifelong Education, Administration, and Policy at the
University of Georgia. The purpose of this study is to develop an understanding of the
instructional practices of technical college faculty.

| encourage you to take a few minutes to complete the online survey connected with the UGA
study. The research team will use the results to identify the instructional techniques used most
often by our faculty, to identify best practices, and to uncover professional development
opportunities for current and future faculty members.

| believe this study is very important. Your response will be extremely helpful to the UGA
research team as they study why technical college faculty are so successful in helping their
students achieve their educational and career goals.

Thank you for taking time to participate in this research project.

Craig R. Wentworth, Ed.D.

Vice President for Academic Affairs
Central Georgia Technical College
3300 Macon Tech Drive

Macon, GA 31206

Phone: (478)757-3510

Fax: (478)757-3672

357



APPENDIX W

SURVEY INVITATION TO FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME

FACULTY AT EIGHT TECHNICAL COLLEGES

358



Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:
Subjec

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

Instructional Practices of Technical College Faculty Survey
Dear [FirstName]:

The Technical College System of Georgia is a crucial part of our state’s effort to
provide educational opportunities to its citizens. The mission of the technical colleges
Is to provide our citizens with a high quality technical education that will enable
graduates to excel in the workplace. You -- as an instructor -- are integral to the
success of the colleges and to the success of those individuals who turn to these
institutions to accomplish their educational and career goals.

There are many effective ways to teach, and each instructor has her or his own
teaching styles and preferences; however, we do not have a very good understanding
of the most common and effective strategies used by technical college faculty. | am
currently conducting a study that will help us find out what those strategies are. In this
study, we are asking a selected group of faculty how they approach their teaching
responsibilities. Specifically, we are interested in finding out the specific strategies
they use and what purposes they are trying to accomplish when they use a particular
strategy.

I hope you will take a few minutes to contribute to this study. The online survey will
only take approximately 15 minutes to complete. We believe the results of the study
will be invaluable to both new teachers and experienced teachers. You can access the
survey by clicking on this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx .

Once the study is complete, we will share the results of this survey with everyone who
participated in the study, as well as with each college president and with staff at the
Technical College System of Georgia.

In closing, thank you for taking 15 minutes of your valuable time to participate in this
important study. If you have questions, please contact us by the email address or
telephone numbers listed below.

Respectfully,

Dr. Desna Wallin
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Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) (706) 583-8098

dwallin@uga.edu

and

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective

Athens Technical College

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 355-5085

dsmith@athenstech.edu

P.S. You may select not to participate in the survey by clicking this link
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx .
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Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:
Subjec

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

Internet Connections and the Technical College Survey
Dear [FirstName]:

Thank you for taking time to complete the Teaching Practices of Technical College
Faculty survey that | sent to you yesterday.

I understand that several colleges were experiencing connectivity problems with their
Internet servers. Several people have emailed me and said that they lost connection
while in the middle of completing the survey instrument because of these connectivity
problems. If this happened to you, | would like to ask you to attempt to complete the
survey again using this link:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx

Again thank you for your participation.
Respectfully,

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effectiveness
Athens Technical College

706-355-5085

dsmith@athenstech.edu

Opt Out Link: http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:
Subjec

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

We Have Not Heard From You Regarding the Instructional Practices Survey
Dear [FirstName]:

Last week you received an email describing an important study we are engaged in at
the University of Georgia. You are only one of a select group of faculty from across
the Technical College System of Georgia whom we are asking to participate;
therefore, your opinions are important to us.

As we pointed out in our previous email, technical college faculty members are
integral to the success of their colleges and to their graduates. Our study is designed to
identify the instructional strategies commonly used by faculty to prepare their students
for their future career opportunities.

I hope you will find the 15 minutes necessary to complete this survey! You can access
the online questionnaire by clicking this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx .

Respectfully,

Dr. Desna Wallin

Associate Professor

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 583-8098

dwallin@uga.edu

and

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective

Athens Technical College

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 355-5085
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dsmith@athenstech.edu

P.S. You may select not to participate in the survey by clicking this link
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx .
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Message Preview

Below is a preview of your message based on the first recipient in your list ([Email])

To:

From:

Subjec
t:

Body:

[Email]
dsmith@athenstech.edu

Final Reminder Regarding Instructional Practices Survey
Dear [FirstName]:

We are about to wrap up our study of the instructional practices of faculty within the
Technical College System of Georgia.

As a vice president at Athens Technical College, I fully understand the demands
placed on our faculty and how hard it is for them to find 15 minutes in their busy
schedules. However, I truly believe that the results of this study will be worth the time
it takes to complete the questionnaire. You can access the questionnaire by clicking on
this link http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx .

As noted before, | will send an executive summary of the survey results to all survey
participants. | want to thank you in advance for taking time to respond to this study.

Respectfully,

Daniel J. Smith

Vice President for Institutional Effective

Athens Technical College

and

Doctoral Student

Department of Lifelong Learning, Administration, and Policy
The University of Georgia

(706) 355-5085

dsmith@athenstech.edu

P.S. You may select not to participate in the survey by clicking this link
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx .
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