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Abstract
Learner-Centered (LC) teaching focuses on shittiegrole of an instructor from a
provider of information to a facilitator of learmgnSeveral Missouri community colleges
have declared themselves LC institutions throughaighe term in their mission
statements and/or strategic goals. Although aioetr demonstrating this commitment,
in the form of a rubric created by Dr. Blumberg@2pexisted, it was not in common use
at the time this study was conducted. Additionalyoid existed on how the traits of LC
instructors differed, if at all, from the traits wfore traditional instructors. This
guantitative, causal-comparative study attempteatitiress these two issues. The survey
instrument used in this study was designed totheteise of LC teaching methods by
faculty using, with permission, Dr. Blumberg's ridst The survey also allowed the
researcher to look for significant differences kestw faculty members’ use of LC
teaching methods and his or her training in pedagegching experience, and academic
discipline. Analysis of results indicated respamdeated themselves at a high level of
transitioning toward LC teaching methods. Respatgi@ho reported receiving training
in pedagogy from professional development (PD) ol outside their employer and
faculty in the field of Oral and Written Communiicat were associated with significantly
more LC teaching methods. Respondents who repoeteiving their training in
pedagogy from employer-provided PD were associatddsignificantly less LC
teaching methods. Notably, no significant differem the use of LC teaching methods
was found among respondents with differing yearteathing experience. These
findings imply changes to PD strategies, curriculamd hiring policies may be the most

effective should an institution wish to increase tise of LC practices by its faculty.
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LEARNER-CENTERED TEACHING

Chapter One: Introduction

Does a college exist to provide instruction optoduce learning? The answer to
this query, first posed by Robert Barr and JohngT@®95) in their seminal articl&yom
Teaching to Learning — A New Paradigm for Undergrai® Educationhas many
implications for an institution of higher educatjonost notably for what happens in its
classrooms. Several community colleges in Missbavie identified their response to this
guestion with the inclusion of the term Learner-teéeed (LC) in their campus mission
and vision statements, strategic goals and inrgatiand advertising materials.
Additionally, a commitment to producing studentrieag is a core component of the
criteria for accreditation of the Higher Learningr@mission (HLC), the accrediting body
for Missouri community colleges (HLC, 2012).

The term LC stands in contrast to the term TeaClartered (TC), as a way of
denoting the fundamental paradigm shift calledridcC teaching. In a traditional TC
classroom, the role of the educator is to be aigenwf knowledge (Blumberg, 2009).

In an LC classroom, the role of the educator ise¢@ facilitator of learning (Weimer,
2013). Learner-Centered teaching focuses on maay from an information delivery
model of education toward a learning experienceaghotleducation (Doyle, 2011).

Learner-Centered teaching is not a one-size-fitsyatlel and does not prescribe
a precise series of actions. Indeed, “Learner-Cedtpractices do not look the same
from school to school, classroom to classroom,tdaday, or even moment to moment
within the same classroom” (McCombs & Miller, 20@9,34). Instead, LC teaching
stipulates a specific mindset be used in the datisiaking process of the educator

(Blumberg, 2009). McCombs and Miller (2009) consadeeducators to be LC when
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“they are attentive to learners and their learmiagds, and when they understand basic
principles of human learning, motivation, developtnend individual differences,
[when] they ‘go with the flow’ and create innovagienvironments that are flexible and
dynamic” ( p. 34).

The LC model of teaching and learning stems frbenltearner-Centered
Psychological Principles (LCP) developed by a faske formed by the American
Psychological Association (APA) in 1997 (Weimer 13D The LCP are a list of 14
cognitive and metacognitive factors, motivationad &ffective factors, developmental
and social factors, and individual difference fastehich holistically define student
learning (Learner-Centered Principles [LCP] Worlo@y, 1997). The LCP Work Group
compiled and distilled findings from over 100 yeafsesearch on learning in the fields
of psychology, education, sociology, and neurolgglto create the LCP (LCP Work
Group, 1997). Since their creation, these primdlave been adopted as best-practices
for facilitating learning by the APA, the Assoctati of American Colleges and
Universities (AACU), the American Educational ResbaAssociation (AERA), the
National Science Foundation (NSF), the NationaleResh Council (NRC), and the
United States (U.S.) Armed Forces (Henson, 200 &mabs & Miller, 2007).

Although LC teaching is considered a best-practe@lence of its use in higher
education is sparse (Wright, 2011). Research-bsiselies on the effects of LC teaching
have typically been isolated to a small numbensfructors in a handful of courses and
disciplines (Doyle, 2011; Matlin, 2002). Within thest five years fewer than 50
academic studies have been published on the suthjeanajority of which studied only

one instructor or one course. This study was desigo address this gap in knowledge
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by determining the degree to which LC teaching meashwere being used by full-time
general education faculty in Missouri communitylegés.
Background of the Study

The concept of Learner-Centeredness can be agplimany different areas of an
institution. The areas include its buildings (€daum, 2011), its policies and
procedures (Cullen, Harris, & Hill, 2012) and itnanistration (Harris & Cullen, 2008a;
McCombs & Miller, 2009). However, the focus of tisisidy was to examine the
application of LC practices by teachers in theassfooms. A brief history of the
contrasting evolutions of teaching and learninthatelementary and secondary level (K-
12) and at the post-secondary level (higher edoicatvill provide a justification of the
need for this study at the higher education level.

The profession of teaching at the K-12 level inlthreted States has its roots in
the common schools of the mid-nineteenth centurgrdale & Patton, 2001). In these
one-room school houses, a teacher was not onlyceeghéo offer an education
encompassing literacy and arithmetic, but to alewigde an example of proper morality
and character to a group of students who typicalhged greatly in their native
languages and abilities (U.S. Department of Stated&u of International Information
Programs, 2012). This tradition of a teacher agbgest matter authority, a skilled
facilitator of learning, and a support structuredaleveloping student persists as an ideal
in K-12 schools to this day (U.S. Department ot&ureau of International
Information Programs, 2012). As such, LC teachimghuds are increasingly common in

elementary and middle school classrooms (SalinasgKlohnson, & Vasil-Miller, 2008).
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The development of teaching as a profession intuieins of higher education in
the United States stands in stark contrast todyléa K-12 paradigm. The first
institutions of post-secondary education in thetethiStates emerged with the founding
of Harvard in 1636 (Schuster, 2001). Faculty as¢hastitutions were considered to be
content experts in the fields of religion and dieaislanguages (U.S. Department of State
Bureau of International Information Programs, 201R)iversity faculty spoke only Latin
and Greek in their classrooms to an audience afgotly privileged white male students
who had passed rigorous standardized entrance eataams (Arendale, 2010a). Faculty
were not expected, in any way, to assist studartsde of the lecture hall (Arendale,
2010a). Activities in these early higher educattassrooms were focused entirely on the
instructor, so it can be assumed little, if any, ib€truction occurred.

The expectation that higher education faculty sthevdrk with students to bridge
academic gaps began to appear with the establigltoharseparate academic department
for learning assistance at the University of Wissonn 1849 (Arendale, 2010a).
However, this task was consistently assigned tdynbired faculty who were not
expected to teach academic content (Arendale, 20EQan today, a separation between
the faculty responsible for teaching students avacleontent and faculty responsible for
teaching students how to learn persists (Aren@&l&0b). It is not expected that a subject
matter expert have any expertise in how to beshtstudents content knowledge
(Matlin, 2002). Indeed, TC approaches charactdngker education today (Blumberg,
2009; Doyle, 2011; Hains & Smith, 2012; Weimer, 2D1

Most experts in the field of LC teaching credit demics Barr and Tagg (1995) as

the first to put forward a call for LC teachingimstitutions of higher education. In their



LEARNER-CENTERED TEACHING 5

watershed articldsrom Teaching to Learning-A New Paradigm for Undadyate
EducationBarr and Tagg (1995) put forth the radical ided fgwest-secondary faculty
members should be evaluated solely in terms oftingent learning he or she produces.
Barr and Tagg's appeal to institutions of highenaation to steer away from the
traditional system which values instructor knowledayer student learning gave rise to a
decade of research on teaching and learning. Budt i&f that research was a paradigm
shift from a TC to a LC approach to teaching (Blemgp 2009).

The essence of LC teaching is for instructors twigle students with the best
learning environments and experiences possiblea @adiagg, 1995). Learner-Centered
teachers carefully examine and reflect on classrpa@utices and attempt to focus all
decisions made on potential impacts on studentgléD@011). As such, the LC teacher
does not spend time deciding what he or she wilhdbe classroom each day, instead he
or she spends time deciding what students wilhl@ad how learning will best be
accomplished (Weimer, 2013). The core conceptdbfdaching practices are based on a
distinct understanding and description of the psees of learning, teaching, and decision
making (Blumberg, 2009).

Conceptual Framework

This study’s overarching purpose was to focus arcational best-practices that
support students as learners. The theoretical fremewhich best supports this
perspective is a pragmatic constructivist approcagmatism is a philosophical
tradition deeply rooted in American culture, whicdn be best understood as standing in
stark contrast to the Platonic, or rationalistditians of Europe (Eisendrath, 2012). First

proposed by Charles Sanders Pierce in 1878, amddaicidated by William James,
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pragmatism proposes that truth is not an absdbutteis instead relational to the
experiences of the observer (Eisendrath, 2012).

A pragmatist places value not in the essence tf,thut in what purpose the
discovery of truth can serve (James, 1907). Wheegavith a philosophical dilemma to
which there could be several possible solutionmagmatist first considers “what
difference would it practically make to anyonehifstnotion rather than that notion were
true?” (James, 1907, Lecture ll, para.3). If nacpeal difference exists between the
alternate solutions, the pragmatist simply considiee alternatives to be synonymous
and deems the argument moot (Eisendrath, 2012pl$imt, a pragmatist is concerned
not with what is true, but what works.

In terms of educational best-practices this study, therefore, concerned with
processes which have demonstrated in actual peactincrease student learning. In
order for a practice to demonstrate an increaséugtent learning, it is imperative that a
precise definition of student learning be agreeshupConstructivism is a pragmatic
approach to providing a definition of learning (Mesws, 2003). Most associated with
the work of developmental psychologist and phildsrpJean Piaget, constructivist
theory posits learning is a mental construct (Sutjr2008). That is, learning is a tangible
thing which happens solely within the mind of tkarher (Brooks, 2006). Constructivists
will declare learning has occurred when the leabn#lds interrelationships among sets
of factual information and applies his or her ustiemding of those interrelationships in
novel contexts (Sutinen, 2008).

A constructivist description of learning as a tdnbgimental structure, or process,

has been supported by modern neurobiological aisalgesearch findings have
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confirmed cognition is correlated to specific chesgn the anatomy and physiology of
neurons in the brain (Doyle, 2011). Additionallgsearch with functional magnetic
imaging has shown neurons in the hippocampus dret &ey areas of the brain
associated with memory and learning only engagefamttionally connect with other
neurons when the learner is actively engaged ifoexyg the surrounding world (Nauert,
2010).

When viewed through a constructivist lens, whiefirtes learning as a practical
activity which occurs within the brain of the learronly when he or she is dynamically
connected with outside world, the need for an etduda control the surroundings of the
learner becomes self-evident (Sutinen, 2008). Hben, does one most realistically
evaluate the traditional learning environment @& $ichool? Most modern analyses of
schools have used some form of a systems appri&aombs & Miller, 2007).
Systems approaches are relational models whicly stutiplex adaptive systems based
not only on the individual elements that contribitehe whole, but on the interactions
between and among those elements (Burns & Knox1)204 their application of a
systems approach to classrooms, McCombs and N2#)7) identified three primary
elements, or domains, which influence student legfrthe organizational, technical, and
personal domains.

From the pragmatic point of view of this studywves important to focus only on
the domain found to have had the greatest demadedtb@neficial impact on student
learning. Some research showed variables in then@gtional domain, specifically,
space utilization, had the most relevance on studaming (Teitelbaum, 2011). Other

research indicated components in the technical dgrepecifically the curriculum
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(Cullen et al., 2012) and the school leadershipiisl& Cullen, 2008a; McCombs &
Miller, 2009), resulted in the greatest increasestiident learning. However, the bulk of
the research indicated influences in the persooalaih, namely teacher quality, led to
the greatest increases in student learning outc¢Btesberg, 2009; Farnsworth, 2010;
Hattie, 2009; McCombs & Miller, 2007; Wayne & Yow)@003). Indeed, in the report,
The Widget Effect: Our National Failure to Acknogde and Act on Differences in
Teacher Effectivenesthe New Teacher Project affirmed “teaching isé¢hsence of
education, and there is almost universal agreearaonng researchers that teachers have
an outsized impact on student performance” (Weglfeexton, Mulhern, & Keeling,
2009, p. 9). This preponderance of evidence stabredtudy in the direction of
investigating teacher traits and practices.

The pragmatic researcher now inquired, which teagpractices had this
evidence revealed to have resulted in the greatdgincement of student learning?
Consistently and overwhelmingly, research findiagserted LC teaching was the answer
to this question (Blumberg, 2009; Doyle, 2011; KHa8nSmith, 2012; McCombs &
Miller, 2007; Salinas et al., 2008; Wang, Myersyé&nes, 2010). Learner-Centered
teaching methods are grounded in the LCP develbpedtask force formed by the APA
in 1997 (Weimer, 2013). The task force compiledlt&® from over 100 years of
research on learning in the fields of psychologlyaation, sociology, and neurobiology
(McCombs & Miller, 2009). The LCP use cognitive, tagnitive, motivational,
effective, developmental, social, and individudfetence factors to comprehensively

define student learning (LCP Work Group, 1997).
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Scrutinizing the model of LC teaching with a pragim lens, the researcher then
needed to find a way to operationalize the precefpt teaching and decision-making.
A method of concretely characterizing a teachezither LC or TC was found in a rubric
created by Blumberg in her 2009 woBeveloping Learner-Centered Teaching: A
Practical Guide for FacultyThis rubric can be used to rank an instructoa @cale from
1 to 4 on his or her use of LC teaching methodartilerg, 2009).

A final pragmatic examination of the focus of thtady leads the reader to ask; of
what practical value is knowledge of the LC scaneany given instructor? First, this
study proposed use-value in the average LC scaa# imfstructors from each community
college as a tool each institution can use as eoustability measure for its internal and
external stakeholders, such as its students, comynand accrediting agencies. Second,
this study proposed use-value in the average L&doo instructors grouped by amount
and type of training in pedagogy, years of teaclixgerience, and academic discipline,
as a tool institutions can use to focus hiring angfofessional development (PD) efforts
to increase the use of LC practices by its faculty.

Statement of the Problem

A review of websites of Missouri community collegesnducted in August,
2013, revealed five of the 12 openly declare théweseas LC institutions. This
commitment is made in various ways. A few instdns include the term learner-
centered, learning-centered, or student-centerbdyhly visible institutional documents,
such as mission statements and/or strategic gdéls.remainder include such terms in
less official documentation, such as college dpsions in advertising materials and

course catalogs. All 12 Missouri community colleges accredited by the HLC and are,
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therefore, required to demonstrate best-practic@samoting student learning (HLC,
2012; National Center for Educational Statistic€EE], 2013).

In the current age of accountability in higher eatien, an institution is
increasingly expected, through its research depantnto provide numeric data to
support any claims it makes and to demonstratatthatets the standards of its
accrediting agency (Basken, 2012; Kanter, 2011gbtmdn, 2013a). No longer does it
suffice to have anecdotal confirmation of an asserdocumented evidence is now
required (21st-Century Commision on the Future @@unity Colleges, 2012; Hains &
Smith, 2012). However, there is no quantitative soea currently in widespread use to
determine the extent to which an institution is IN&ither are there any data regarding
how the demographics of faculty employing LC teaghinethods at community colleges
differ, if at all, from those of faculty employinfC teaching methods.

Without a measure of the use of LC teaching metlhgdss faculty, an institution
has no way of knowing if it is meeting its estalid goal of being LC. According to
Doyle (2011), if an institution wished to inveshe or dollars in increasing the use of LC
teaching methods by its faculty, its efforts woh#llittle more than trial and error
without evidence on how to best direct those eftdPrevious research has suggested
factors, such as training in pedagogy, yearsaifttmg experience, and academic
discipline all influence the extent of an instrutdause of LC teaching methods (Lail,
2009; Matlin, 2002; O’Meara, Terosky, & NeumannQ2)) However, no quantitative

data exist to support this conclusion for commundilege faculty.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was two-fold. First, shedy sought to rate the use of
LC teaching methods by full-time general educatawulty at Missouri community
colleges using Blumberg’s (2009) rubrics. Secohd,study looked for significant
differences between a full-time general educatamulty member’s use of LC teaching
methods and several possibly related elements . eTaetors included the faculty
member’s amount and type of training in pedagoggry of teaching experience, and
academic discipline.

Research questions and hypotheseBhe following research questions guided
the study:

1. Based on Blumberg’s scale, how do full-time genedlcation faculty at
Missouri community colleges rate in regards toubke of LC teaching methods?

2. Based on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time geretatation faculty
member’s use of LC teaching methods significantffedby the faculty member’s
amount and type of training in pedagogy?

H2,: The mean LC score will be statistically equalogsrall groups of full-
time faculty with differing amounts and types ditiing in pedagogy.

H2,: At least one mean LC score will not be statistycaqual across groups of
full-time faculty with differing amounts and typestraining in pedagogy.

3. Based on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time geretatation faculty
member’s use of LC teaching methods significanifiedby the faculty member’s years

of teaching experience?
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H3o: The mean LC score will be statistically equaloasrall groups of full-time
faculty with differing years of teaching experience

H3,: At least one mean LC score will not be statisiyoaqual across groups of
full-time faculty with differing years of teachirexperience.

4. Based on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time geretatation faculty
member’s use of LC teaching methods significantffedby the faculty member’s
academic discipline?

H4,: The mean LC score will be statistically equaloasrall groups of full-time
faculty in differing academic disciplines.

H4,: At least one mean LC score will not be statistycaqual across groups of
full-time faculty in differing academic disciplines
Definitions of Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following temmese defined:

Academic discipline.ln academics, the term discipline refers to a paldr
subject area or branch of education (Inglis & Ae)9). Although the HLC requires a
general education faculty member to have “complatsinificant program of study in
the discipline they will teach” (HLC, 2005, p. hgither the HLC nor any governing
body in the state of Missouri specifically defirnvelsat constitutes an academic discipline.
Therefore, for the purposes of this study, the Kedge areas described by the Missouri
Department of Higher Education (MDHE) in its stat@svgeneral education policy were
used as academic disciplines. By this definitiogdacademic disciplines in this study
were:Oral and Written Communication, Humanities and Firés, Mathematics, Life

and Physical Sciences, Social and Behavioral SesiMDHE, 2005).
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Community college.A community college is a “post-secondary institotibat
offers programs of at least 2 but less than 4 yearstion” (National Governors
Association, 2011, p. 25). Other terms used ingtEccommunity college in the
literature are two-year college, junior colleged @ity college. A list of community
colleges in Missouri was obtained through the MissGommunity College Association
(MCCA) website. For the purposes of this studyyadmmunity colleges categorized as
public, rather than private, independent, or trilbadre considered.

Full-time faculty. Faculty, regardless of any given academic rank sisc
professor, instructor, lecturer, or any equivatentn are “persons identified by the
institution as such and typically those whose ahiéissignments are made for the purpose
of conducting instruction” (NCES, 2012a, searcimtéfaculty). The term full-time is
used to draw a distinction between adjunct or paré-faculty who are hired to fill short
term needs and/or teach on a course-by-course (INGESS, 2012a).

General Education or Gen Ed.This term describes a foundational curriculum
intended to “introduce students to the traditiatatiplines of the arts and sciences”
(MDHE, 2005, section Il A). It should be noted tlathough MDHE mandates each
institution have a standardized general educationotilum designed to address the state
defined curricular goals and institution-level sstntilcompetencies, the decision regarding
which specific courses should comprise this geretatation curriculum is left to
individual institutions (MDHE, 2005).

Learner-Centered (LC). This term describes any reflective teaching method
which focuses on shifting the role of instructoi®m givers of information to

facilitators of student learning or creators ofesvironment for learning” (Blumberg,
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2009, p. 3). This term stands in contrast to the fBeacher-Centered (TGyhich
describes more traditional teaching methods in wthe instructors’ primary focus is on
what the instructor is going to do in the cours¢her than what the students are going to
learn in the course (Blumberg, 2009). Other tersexlun place of LC in the literature are
Student-Centered and Learning-Centered.

Pedagogy.This term describes the act of teaching and/othberetical
foundation that supports the actions teachers(lakdis & Aers, 2009). Pedagogy
encompasses both the knowledge and the skill gatresl for successful instruction
(Inglis & Aers, 2009). Neither the HLC, nor the MBHrequire any training in pedagogy
for post-secondary faculty, other than those wlaaselemic discipline is in education
(HLC, 2005; MDHE, 2005). Therefore, most post-sel@y faculty who receive training
in pedagogy only do so through PD opportunities|(2®09; Matlin, 2002).

Limitations and Assumptions

The following limitations were identified in thisugly:

Population and sample demographicsThe population in this study was limited
to currently-employed full-time general educatiaaulty at community colleges in the
geographic area of Missouri. The sample in thidytuas further limited to members
from this population who chose to respond to theespused for data collection in this
study. The data which would have been collectesh fittese non-responders likely
differed from the data that were collected from thgponders (Fraenkel, Wallen, &
Hyun, 2011). This loss of information may haveadliniced bias into the survey’s results

(Fink, 2003).
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Instrument. The use of a survey for data collection in thigigtwas a limitation.
The survey in this study was self-administeredupesvised, and delivered
electronically. All of these factors may have ledhe exclusion of data from those who
did not respond well to visual stimuli, were nohguuter-savvy, or were not internally
motivated (Borque & Fielder, 2003). Surveys, suslthe instrument in this study, which
rely on self-reporting can also lead to the coitecof unreliable data when a respondent
misunderstands a question, has a poor memory,omsel to intentionally answer
dishonestly (Fink, 2003). The length of this surnegy have posed a limitation as well.
Research has shown increased questionnaire leagth hegative impact on data quality
(larossi, 2008). As the length of the rubric constied by Blumberg (2009) (see
Appendix A) predetermined the greatest part ofiehgth of the survey for this study,
this study’s survey was not shortened to increasa guality. The length of this survey
may have, unfortunately, led respondents to se¢igbward the end of the survey. That
is, respondents may have tired of the survey psoard just picked answers at random
(Barge & Gehlbach, 2011).

Researcher biasBias is defined as a lack of objectivity on thetmdrthe
researcher (Payne & Payne, 2004). If one doesusicsibe to the philosophy of
positivism, then the potential for researcher leidsts to some degree in all research
conducted by humans (Johnson, 2000). As such,sp@ctive source for researcher bias
in this study was the researcher’s personal andeswiz background, which falls within
the positivist perspective. The researcher beliéiveds possible to “observe and

mathematically document phenomenon and use thadadalastablish reliable, valid
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models about how the world works” (Johnson, 20@0ap2). This perceived ability to be
completely objective might have been a potentiates® of an actual lack of objectivity.
Another source of potential researcher bias wasttiearesearcher falls within the
target population of study. At the time of the stutthe researcher was a full-time general
education faculty member employed at a Missourimoomty college. To address this
bias the researcher did not participate in thidystu
The following assumptions were accepted:
1. The demographics of the sample satisfactorily ctfieg the demographics of
the population.
2. Participant responses were offered honestly, with@as, and reasonably
represented the data the researcher attemptedlé¢otco
3. The presumptions of the researcher on the reldtipa$eing studied did not
significantly influence the outcome of the research
Summary
Learner-Centered teaching is a reflective, re$ebased approach to teaching in
which the instructor assumes the role of a coaghentor to facilitate student learning
(Weimer, 2013). Numerous studies have demonstthtedffectiveness of LC teaching
in increasing student learning outcomes (Blumb20@9). The principles on which LC
teaching are based have been accepted as bestgsdnt many preeminent
organizations (Henson, 2003; McCombs & Miller, 2DBibwever, there is no evidence
LC teaching is systematically used in higher edooatlassrooms. This study was
designed to provide a quantitative measure of figeafl LC teaching methods in Missouri

community colleges.
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In Chapter Two, a broad overview of the historeablution of teaching and
learning in institutions of higher education wi# provided. The impacts of LC teaching
methods with a focus on their use in higher edooatlassrooms will then be reviewed.
Finally, the roles community colleges and LC teaghare expected to play in the future
are discussed. These sections should provide arstadding which will establish the
necessity of this study in order to fill the gapcinrent knowledge regarding community

college teaching practices.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

Increasingly, external stakeholders are callinggi@ater accountability in higher
education (Hains & Smith, 2012; Lederman, 2009;diks, 2006). These entities include
accrediting agencies, the U.S. government, andeheral public (21st-Century
Commision on the Future of Community Colleges, 22m & Roksa, 2011; Basken,
2012). Along with this demand has come the expectdhat institutions of higher
education conduct the business of educating stadmsmg evidence-based best-practices
for teaching and learning (HLC, 2012; Kanter, 201Barner-Centered teaching is one
such best practice which has been demonstratedrbgnous studies to increase student
learning (Blumberg, 2009; Doyle, 2011; Weimer, 2013

The results from this study will provide instituti® of higher education,
specifically community colleges in Missouri, witlgaantitative measure of the extent to
which LC teaching methods are being used by fagnlthiose institutions. This measure
could be used as a way for the institution to hislelf accountable to its external
stakeholders. The results from this study will gdsavide Missouri community colleges
with data regarding the faculty traits associatéth the most and least use of LC
teaching methods. These data could be of use usiiog both hiring practices and PD
efforts should an institution wish to increase tise of LC teaching methods by its
faculty.

Three facets of the topic of teaching and learimngommunity college
classrooms are presented in this chapter. Fisstapsis of the evolutioof teaching
and learning in higher education in the United &dtom colonial times to the current

day is given. Emphasis in this section will be phon the emergence and impacts of the
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constructivist teaching paradigm, specifically, t&aching. The purpose of this historical
summary is to illustrate the need for this studgp aseans to potentially merge two
contradictory philosophies higher education inltiited States has struggled to merge
since its inception.

Second, a summary of the findings of recent schyotasearch on the impacts of
LC teaching in classrooms in institutions of higaducation is presented. Both positive
and negative and quantitative and qualitative ingadl be considered. Finally, a brief
outline of the goals being set for LC teaching aachmunity colleges in the near future
will be given. Emphasis in this section will begéd on calls to action by governmental
and business entities and the impending shiftemtlakeup of community college faculty
membership.
History of Teaching and Learning in Higher Educati in the United States

When observed through the lens of hindsight, theld@ment of higher
education in the United States can be understooelva$s/ing around two key questions:
who should attend institutions of higher educatermg what purpose should higher
education serve (Arendale, 2010a)? History dematest the varying answers to these
two questions have always been closely tied taé#itgeist of the times and have had a
heavy hand in shaping teaching and learning atumisins of higher education
(Hutcheson, 2011). During certain periods of higtarstitutions of higher education in
the United States served students as a tool of @petion and a means to achieve self-
actualization (Wilhite & Silver, 2005). Throughhetr eras, higher education served the

nation as a tool of indoctrination and as a meamsdduce a particular kind of citizen
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(Wilhite & Silver, 2005). Details of these perioalsd the transitions between these two
extremes are documented in the ensuing sectiofssathapter.

Higher education emerges: 1600s-18004s noted previously, the first
institution of higher education in the United Ssatidarvard, was established in 1636
(Schuster, 2001). The College of William and Manygl éhe Collegiate School, present
day Yale University, followed in 1763 and 1793,pestively (Owens, 2011). The
missions of these early institutions were twofatdinculcate students in the ways of the
church and to preserve traditional English cultamd heritage in the new world (Cremin,
1970). Owens (2011) described the purpose of emucdtiring these colonial times as
“not fundamentally a means by which to produce koilsa@r contributive citizens; rather
as a process of cultural transmission, indoctmggéi future generation with the ideals of
the former” (p. 530).

Faculty at these institutions were male and typidad been trained in England
(Association of Public and Land-Grant Universifia®LU], 2012). University faculty
were considered to be content experts in the figldsligion and classical languages
and, thus, spoke only Latin and Greek in the ctassr(U.S. Department of State Bureau
of International Information Programs, 2012). Alidents receiving a higher education
in colonial times were privileged, white, male stats who had passed rigorous
standardized entrance examinations (Arendale, J0D@aly classroom learning was
highly controlled and consisted of strictly regineshroutines of recitation, scripture
reading, and oral defense of liturgical principlE®rrison, 1935). Teaching methods

were entirely, by its current definition, TC (Bluerg, 2009).
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For a brief time, roughly between 1740 and 1786 ftitus of higher education
shifted away from strictly prescribed religiousiiiag reserved only for the elite (Owens,
2011). Men of status who were involved in the Bmiggmnment movement, such as
Benjamin Franklin and colonial governor of Massa#ts Jonathan Belcher, called for
renovations in the higher education system to alawlents to “study in areas of their
own choice” (Miller, 1976, p. 185). Franklin andI8eer argued the existing methods of
teaching and learning in universities were antigdand did no more than restrain the
newly emerging nation from its potential (Owensl1 2P0 Franklin, in his Bence Dogood
letters went so far as to mock the traditional institui@f higher education, such as
Harvard, by describing them as “temples where tmyrich can enter . . . and where
those who attempted to ascend to knowledge evéyntymle up and contented
themselves with . . . idleness and ignorance” (Amanl722, para. 7).

The institutions which typified this new Enlighteant movement were the
Academy of Philadelphia, today the University ofl&telphia, the College of New
Jersey, Brown University, and Liberty Hall Acade(@wens, 2011). The modern day
concept of a liberal arts education began in thes®nventional institutions. Teaching
and learning here centered on student needs, théethe needs of the community or
church. Independent thinking was emphasized agstsdvere urged to seek their
“natural individual knowledge” (Owens, 2011, p. »3diberty Hall, in fact, had no set
curriculum other than a requirement that gradulagesducated in Greek, Hebrew, and
Latin (Miller, 1976). Teaching in these few innavatinstitutions was, by its current

definition, LC (Blumberg, 2009).



LEARNER-CENTERED TEACHING 22

This counter-traditionalist movement in higher eation continued until the turn
of the century, but rapidly metamorphosed into @irely new educational format
between 1780 and 1800. Fueled by a reassessmigatlitional customs following
America gaining its independence from Britain, #agly framers of the new government,
such as Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Rush, craated educational philosophy,
which they deemed the republican paradigm (OwebiklR Although the new
republican educational paradigm mirrored the Etéigment ideal in its principles of
increased access to education and a more broasiy lwairriculum, it diverged distinctly
in its vision of the purpose of higher educatiorhiM proponents of Enlightenment
model viewed the needs of students as more imgdftan those of the larger
community, proponents of the republican ideal dsdezvery student should “be taught
that he does not belong to himself, but that hpuldic property” (Rush, 1786, para. 5).

The republican ideal viewed higher education asohfor creating a base of
citizens educated with a standard set of principtes/hich the new democracy could
function. These new principles were clarified ipiace of Virginia state legislation
penned by Thomas Jeffersof,Bill for the More General Diffusion of Knowledge,
which established a system of free public schodiimgll children, to be followed by a
competitive and hierarchical system of secondadycntiegiate education for a select
few (Jefferson, 1779). Students who successfullgiariaeir way through the upper tiers
of controlled curriculum would be deemed propewutdigan citizens (Owens, 2011). The
republican government was seen as inseparabletfremducation which supported it

(Webster, 1783). Noah Webster noted, “without ededgeable citizenry, there would
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be no way to ensure power stayed in the handsegbebple” (as cited in Owens, 2011, p.
539).

Both the Enlightenment and republican ideal sotgleischew the traditions of
England. Indeed, together the systems would laeredited with giving rise to the
thinkers who founded the pragmatist philosophy,clviviould stand in contrast to
traditional European Platonic beliefs (Eisendrati.2). From this pragmatist
perspective, the seeds sown by the Enlightenmeatijggm would give rise to the
Constructivist approach to teaching and learningi(®n, 2008). Ultimately, however,
the republican model would remain the primary faatiah of higher education up to the
modern day (Owens, 2011).

Constructivism emerges: 1800s-1950Buring this era the uniquely American
philosophy of pragmatism burgeoned. The Europestition of an ethereal pursuit of
truth for truth’s sake was almost entirely abandbfoe the practical pursuit of what
could be documented to produce results in actugditgendrath, 2012). This focus on the
tangible, rather than the ideal, had drastic ingplans for society as a whole, and
resulted in the founding of the Progressivism mosengiFinkelman, 2000). Progressives
sought to use scientific principles and technigogsmpose rationality and humane
order on the complexities and disorganization oflera life” (Finkelman, 2007, p. 92).

The application of progressive, pragmatic thouglegducation resulted in the
discipline of Constructivism (Sutinen, 2008). Coustivist educators espoused tenants
of what today would be defined as LC teaching megsh@®eVries, 2002). These applied,
real-world principles offered an alternative to thaitional teaching methods

commonly in use and shifted the focus of educatway from indoctrination of the
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student and toward personal fulfillment for thedetmt (Matthews, 2003). Learning was
now viewed as a tangible, measurable outcome andhémipulation of the learning
environment to maximize student learning becamenconplace (Sutinen, 2008). The
seeds of LC teaching, which had been sown duriadptief Enlightenment period, were
now nascent. However, these techniques were natgamgan established institutions of
higher education, now collectively called the Ivgdgues (Hirsch, Kett, & Trefil, 2002).
Instead, they were maturing in novel institutiohgducation, at both the post-secondary
and K-12 levels.

Constructivism in higher education.As the newly founded nation began to
rapidly develop, a “desperate need of techniciaitis tangible applied skills” (Wilhite &
Silver, 2005, p. 46) emerged. Leaders, such asder@sAndrew Jackson, called on
institutions of higher education to fill this neadd create a new middle class of citizens
(Wilhite & Silver, 2005). This middle class woul@éed to be built from the stock of
individuals who were unable to meet the stringelmiasions criteria of the existing vy
Leagues (Arendale, 2010a). Some traditional irtsdis of higher education, such as
New York University in 1830 and the University ofiSfonsin in 1849, initially
addressed this challenge by creating academic jatepp academies, separate from the
regular academic classroom environment (Arend@03).

The function of these academies was to diagnogaeademic deficiencies in
incoming non-traditional students through standaeditesting and then to remediate
those inadequacies through skill and drill typereises (Arendale, 2010b). However,
these academies were soon eliminated at the deafdhd university faculty who feared

accusations of lowered academic rigor and dredukedtigma associated with assisting
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students outside the classroom (Arendale, 201Ak)rder to counteract this trend, the
lvy Leagues made their entrance standards morgstri, resulting in dramatic drops in
enrollment (Arendale, 2010a). Once the vy Leagiepped serving the non-traditional
student population, the federal government intesdesind created two new varieties of
higher education institutions. The shared missidii@se novel institutions was to
provide a practical education to middle class sttelezho would then, in turn, be of
increased usefulness to society (Wilhite & SiN2f105). These new institutions were the
Land-Grant college and the community college.

Passage of thilorrill Act in 1862 established federal financial support afid-
Grant colleges which would “teach such branchdsarhing as are related to agriculture
and the mechanical arts . . . in order to promudiberal and practical education of the
industrial classes in the several pursuits andggsabdns in life” (Morrill Act, 1862, sec.
4). The original legislation, since amended bygbeondMorrill Act in 1890, created one
Land-Grant college in every state and territoryhi@ United States, including the District
of Columbia (APLU, 2012). Land-Grant colleges wdesigned to be distinct from their
lvy League counterparts in several important regidédst and foremost, Land-Grant
colleges were seen as an economic engine for tiennthus high enrollment was
critical to each institutions’ success (Mohr, 2Q09)r this reason, Land-Grant colleges
became the first institutions of higher educatmnautinely admit women, Native
American, and Black students (J. S. Brown, Pendeltdlian, & Adler, 2010).

Learning at Land-Grant colleges focused on indiglthed programs of study
with direct relevance to students’ daily lives (AP2012). Teaching at these institutions

centered on helping students “learn how to leadn’S( Brown et al., 2010, p. 9) and
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included instruction both in the classroom anchimfield (J. S. Brown et al., 2010).
Faculty at Land-Grant colleges were expected toestieir expertise and scientific
research findings not only with enrolled studebts, with the general public in the
communities surrounding and supporting them (Naitidmstitute of Food and
Agriculture, 2013). The passage of thmith-Lever Acin 1914 formalized this practice
by mandating the “giving of instruction and praatidemonstrations of existing or
improved practices or technologies in agricultureand subjects relating thereto to
persons not attending or resident in said [Landa@@olleges” (Smith-Lever Act, 1914,
sec. 2).

Unlike Land-Grant colleges, no single piece of $&gion was tied to the
establishment of the first community colleges ia United States. Instead, the gradual
emergence of the community college began in thig €800s and drew from the
common needs of local communities. An exampledaisbe seen in the creation of the
nation’s first public community college, Joliet JonCollege (Vaughan, 2000).
Established in 1901, the founders of Joliet JuGioltege viewed it as an experimental
post-graduate high school program which would setudents who desired to remain in
the community and pursue a college education (Bad@i0). Joliet Junior College was
housed in the local high school and was staffetigly school teachers, but its
curriculum paralleled the first two years of a fga@ar university degree (Joliet Junior
College, 2012). This novel institution providedd#ats with both higher education
academic content and qualities traditionally resdrfor K-12 schools, such as small
class sizes and close student-faculty relationsggan Association of Community

Colleges [AACC], 2001).
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The vast majority of community colleges in the @ditStates were founded five
to six decades after Joliet Junior College, wittaaerage rate of one community college
being founded per week during the years betweef 488 1960 (AACC, 2001). This
rapid increase in the growth of community collegethis era was driven, perhaps most
significantly, by the passage of tBervicemen’s Readjustment Amttter known as the
Gl Bill, in 1944 (Wilhite & Silver, 2005). This gund-breaking piece of legislation
marked the first instance of provision of federaids for benefits including cash
payments of tuition and living expenses for alfjiddie veterans obtaining a college, high
school, or vocational education (Vaughan, 200Q)roment in all institutions of higher
education grew dramatically as veterans returnaadenioom World War Il (Kim & Rury,
2007). In 1947 alone, veterans using Gl Bill bésefccounted for 49% of college
admissions (U.S. Department of Veterans Affaird,30

Expansion of the community college system was &rthfluenced by théligher
Education in American Democraogport in 1947 (Kim & Rury, 2007). Widely known
as the Truman Commission Report, it relied heawilycreation of a public community
college system as a mechanism to “provide the nmiearadl citizens to be able to pursue
education to their fullest capacity” (Wilhite & 8dr, 2005, p. 47). The Truman
Commission report called for a shift in the purposaigher education from “merely
being an instrument for producing an intellectuaédto a] means by which every
citizen, youth, and adult, is enabled and encouta@@oggs, 2010, p. 2). In order to
meet this goal, the report created a frameworKif@ancial support of the expansion of
the community college system through creation oc&ldaxing districts which would fund

the community colleges within those districts (@ib& Heller, 2010).
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Guided by the principles of greater access to lighecation on which they were
founded, most community colleges were open-enraitrrestitutions with no entrance
standards or requirements (Mellow & Heelan, 20@&mmunity colleges began to
assume the responsibility abandoned by the leaatagemies of the Ivy Leagues;
remediating students ineligible for admission &aittional four year universities
(Arendale, 2010a). Most students enrolled in comitgwcolleges were first generation
college students (Kim & Rury, 2007). The majoofithese students’ secondary
education had not included coursework designeddtiege preparation (Vaughan,
2000).

Teaching and learning in community college classr®mirrored teaching and
learning in the Land-Grant colleges. Activitiesravgypically hands-on, and involved
learning in both the classroom and in laboratadiesigned to closely resemble vocational
settings (AACC, 2001). Generally, faculty at flidg community colleges were drawn
from K-12 schools or from disillusioned facultyfatir year institutions (Lail, 2009).
Thus, the founding core of community college faghiad either a strong desire to teach,
rather than research, or a strong pedagogical bagkd in what today would be deemed
LC practices (Lail, 2009). Indeed, many researcicezdit the successes of community
colleges directly to the unique attributes of comityucollege faculty (Berry, Hammons,
& Denny, 2001; Boggs, 2010).

Constructivism in K-12. Constructivism in the K-12 educational system i& th
United States has its roots in the Progressivismement of the late {9and early 28
century (DeVries, 2002). Progressivism was a brobdked reform movement targeted

at the middle class, formed in response to the nmakgtion and urbanization of society
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(Harriby, 1999). In terms of education, Progresshiekers considered an early
education as compulsory experience for all childregardless of the economic or social
status of the child’s parents (Harriby, 1999). Prognts of progressivism sought to
expand and improve public education through sdiergducational research as a means
to address the “alarming disparities in wealth eoldition” (Finkelman, 2000. p. 91) of
the newly emerging middle class. Led by John Deweggressive educators opposed the
growing national trend, typified by the divergenssions of the Land-Grant Colleges
and the Ivy Leagues, which called for a distingtasation between an academic
education for the elite few and a narrow vocatidrahing for the remaining masses
(John Dewey Project, 2003).

Before Dewey’s influences, teaching and learning-h2 schools closely
mirrored teaching and learning in the Ivy Leagtesth an emphasis on moral training,
standardization, and classroom drill” (Mondale &tten, 2001, p. 35). By its current
definition, these early classrooms could be vieagdlmost entirely TC (Blumberg,
2009). Dewey regarded such drill-and-recitationhods with disdain, describing
schools which used them as “unnatural instituticositrary to human nature” (Benson,
Harkavy, & Puckett, 2007, p. 27). Dewey’s choiceha term, unnatural, epitomizes the
constructivist assumptions about teaching and iegnvhich were:

Humans have a natural proclivity for learning whislthe result of the Darwinian

process of natural selection; there is a specditer of interfering with these

natural tendencies, the result being that learaxggeriences should emulate those

believed to occur naturally. (Matthews, 2003, 3). 5
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Constructivist educational theories broke new gdoand significantly altered
both the physical environment of classrooms andhtteities taking place within them
(Mondale & Patton, 2001). Providing an organizediemment and context for a child to
use his or her own natural problem solving absgitieas now at the core of teaching and
learning (Matthews, 2003). Nowhere, perhaps, wasntlore evident than in the
approximately 100 Montessori schools which flouedlbetween 1911 and the start of
World War Il (American Montessori Society, 201#merican Montessori schools were
a transplantation of the Children’s Houses founoie®laria Montessori in Italy at the
turn of the century (Whitescarver, 2010). The Mestei Method of teaching evolved
from both Montessori’s diverse background in medcipsychology, pedagogy, and
anthropology and her Progressive drive to sciealify evaluate and treat social ills
(Rappaport, 2001). Montessori first applied hechéag methods, with great success, in
the education of children deemed deficient andnaday the Italian government (Seldin,
2010). Dubbed “Montessori’'s miracle children” (Wdstarver, 2010, p. 18), these 8-
year-olds, previously viewed as uneducable, wele talpass state proficiency tests after
spending a short time under Montessori’'s tutel&ppaport, 2001).

Classrooms in Montessori’s schools, called preparettonments, were
engineered to be radically different than classreamtraditional schools (Whitescarver
& Cossentino, 2008). Montessori’'s prepared envirents were the first to extensively
utilize child-sized versions of everyday items,tsas tables and chairs and were built
with windows, sinks, and cabinets closer to therflim make it feasible for the children
using them to be self-sufficient (Seldin, 2010)isTteflected the learning focus of the

Montessori Method, which centered “on allowing dhéin to engage in work voluntarily,
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at their own pace, and emphasized hands-on aesVitRappaport, 2001, p. 452). The
actions of teachers employing the Montessori Methiete also profoundly different than
those of teachers in traditional classrooms (Wbéeger & Cossentino, 2008). In her
book, The Absorbent MindMontessori defined her vision of the role of teacher by
stating, “The teacher’s task is not to talk, buptepare and arrange a series of motives
for cultural activity in a special environment m&dethe child” (Montessori, 1949, p.
22). She further elucidated this role by descrilimgroutine of a teacher in the prepared
environment in this way; “The teacher moves quiatiput, goes to any child who calls
her, supervising operations in such a way that a@yeho needs her finds her at his
elbow, and whoever does not need her is not rerdintiber existence” (Montesori,
1912, pp. 347-348). Teaching in the Montessori Meétwas, by its current definition, the
embodiment of LC teaching (Blumberg, 2009).

While Montessori principally influenced teachiagd learning in primary
classrooms, John Dewey had arguably the greafest @ secondary classrooms of any
educator in history (Henson, 2003; Matthews, 20@33wey'’s far-reaching influence
grew out of the unique school he founded in 18%B@University of Chicago (Mondale
& Patton, 2001). Originally called the UniversiEjementary School, by 1900 this
institution was given the more familiar title okthaboratory School (Harms &
DePencier, 1996). Due to its close associatioh thi¢ University of Chicago, the
documented success stories from this original Latiooy School quickly spread through
academic circles and triggered a proliferationaddratory schools throughout the United

States (DePencier, 1996). By the 1950s there aygpeoximately 200 laboratory schools
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(King & Van Til, 1987), with one or more laboratasghools in each state (Henson,
2003). These laboratory schools served studeets fagir to 13 (DePencier, 1996).
Dewey, in a set of beliefs he developed to guidesticcessors, described what
teaching and learning should look like in a labonaschool:
Students begin learning by experimentation and Idpviaterests in traditional
subjects to help them gather information. Studargspart of a social group in
which everyone learns to help each other. Studshdsld be challenged to use
their creativity to arrive at individual solutiots problems. The student, not the
lesson, is the center of the teacher’s attentiaah estudent has individual
strengths which should be cultivated and grownrifi$a& DePencier, 1996, p. 4)
Dewey described the curriculum which emerged ftbese principles as two-
dimensional, accentuating the distinctions of thaldesponsibilities of the educator to
set up constructive activities for the students tandgically organize bodies of subject
matter to facilitate a progressively more complagerstanding by the students (Tanner,
1991). Educators in laboratory schools needed &xqplertise in academic content and in
the principles of developmental psychology andriesy theory in order to set up
activities which would allow students to naturaligcover the content knowledge the
educator intended them to find (Harms & DePendi886). Modern day Dewey
advocate, Noam Chomsky, explained this approatéeiching by using a phrase
attributed to Wilhelm von Humboldt; “teaching iyilag out a string along which the
student can progress in his own way through disgoaed exploration” (Chomsky,

2012, 24:39).
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As little training had been needed to conducttieehanical and repetitive
exercises common to most K-12 classrooms pridnigotime, the profession of teaching
at the secondary level was “held in generally I@deem” (Harms & DePencier, 1996, p.
3) and few institutions dedicated to teacher trajrexisted. However, because teaching
at a laboratory school required more skill tharn jofrmation delivery, Dewey, by
necessity, became a pioneer in the field of teattharing as well. Laboratory schools
became training facilities for educators who werteriested in improving their classroom
performance through the scientific study of pedggdtarms & DePencier, 1996). Thus,
it can be said the laboratory schools providedidgurrent definition, an LC experience
for both students and educators alike (Blumber§920

At this point in United States history, obtainiagrimary or elementary level
education was “becoming accepted as a right raliaer a privilege” (Wilhite & Silver,
2005, p. 47). By 1918, all states required childdieattend elementary school (Wise,
2008). However, enrollment in public secondaryost, although mandated by law in
many individual states, was not growing at the spate (High School Leadership
Summit, 2003). Prior to the 1870s, the few highost$ in existence were private
institutions focused solely on preparation for éimérance requirements to the lvy
Leagues, and thus a high school education was di@we luxury necessary only for
upper-income families. But, after an 1874 Michigiate Supreme Court ruling allowed
for the levying of taxes to support public high sals, the number of public high schools
increased substantially, and by 1912 all stateselsgablished public high schools (Tyler,
1981). The advent of child labor and truancy lawsr the next decades substantially

augmented enrollment numbers in public high sch@idiigh School Leadership Summit,
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2003). By 1940, 73% of American youths of eligiblge were enrolled in high school
(Goldin, 2008).

Teaching and learning at public high schools wangily shaped byrhe Cardinal
Principles of Secondary Educati¢High School Leadership Summit, 2003). More often
referred to as the Cardinal Principles, these tlues were written in 1918 by the
Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary Bagaa group appointed by the
National Education Association (Graves, 2010). Tlaedinal Principles declared the
primary focus of high schools should be “healtkizenship, and worthy home-
membership and, only secondarily, command of fureddeal processes” (Kliebard, 1986.
p. 50). Although these concepts could have beenpreted and implemented to align
with the student-centered principles of Dewey dr@Rrogressives, the concepts, in
practice, were construed and administered in a déigrent manner (Graves, 2010).

Public high schools, which had briefly served asiintions of vocational training,
much like the Land-Grant colleges, came to be aEghas institutions of naturalization
to the American way of life as the number of ermdlimmigrant students increased
(Boyer, 1983). In the new public high schools ther an academic nor a vocational
curriculum was considered appropriate because stadents were viewed as fit neither
for the professions or the trades” (High Schooldazahip Summit, 2003, p. 3). The term
coined to describe the curriculum that accompattiechew focus at these schools was
general studies (Boyer, 1983). As the generalissuclrriculum was focused neither on
job-readiness nor academic-readiness, it came &s$mciated with a culture of loose
academic standards (Wise, 2008). The high schqmreence became increasingly

focused on establishing social traditions, suctiFasglay night football and senior prom”
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(High School Leadership Summit, 2003, p. 3). Timplasis was on producing a fairly
standardized product without requiring too muchknam either the part of the student or
the educator (Boyer, 1983).

Despite the emergence of non-LC principles in Eghools, at the end of this era, the
public perception of the purpose of education hanly shifted to what would now be
considered to be an LC perspective (Blumberg, 2008Jeed, a report by the President’s
Committee on Education Beyond the High Schooluiy df 1957, stated education’s
cardinal function was:

to develop human beings of high character, of agewas heart and independent

mind, who can transmit and enrich our society’sliattual, cultural and spiritual

heritage, who can advance mankind’s eternal qoestuth and beauty and who

leave the world a better place than they foun(pp. 16-17)

But, the launch of the satellite Sputnik by the iBolJnion on October 4, 1957
drastically changed the trajectory of teaching l@adning in all institutions of education
in the United States (High School Leadership Sumd@®3; Hutcheson, 2011). Sputnik
aroused public fear that the United States hadrfddehind the rest of the world, and in a
panicked response, the majority of the blame widsslguarely on the field of education
(Tyler, 1981). Consequently, the next decadesasaunprecedented public and
legislative focus on strengthening academic rigat @nsuring the nation’s dominant role
in an increasingly global society and economy (Heson, 2011).

Counter-Constructivist movement: 1960s-current dayTeaching and learning
in current day K-12 and higher education institasigtill bear the markings of the era

immediately following the launch of Sputnik (Flattat al., 2007). During this era the



LEARNER-CENTERED TEACHING 36

constructivist-led shift toward the use of, whatag would be called LC principles, was
abruptly abandoned in favor of traditional TC agmioes (Freire, 1970). Many experts
point to the passage of the National Defense ot&tilon Act (NDEA) in 1958 as the

first hallmark of this change (Bankston Ill, 200¥jlhite & Silver, 2005). Drafted in a
panicked response to Sputnik, the NDEA authorihedspending of an unprecedented
amount of federal dollars to support the teachiihgcence and mathematics as a means
to fight the threat of Communism (Bankston Ill, 201  Although a portion of the
NDEA dollars were spent on teacher training, tragning was solely content-related and
provided instructors with no knowledge of pedagogiearning theory (Arendale,
2010a). The majority of the NDEA funds, over ditil dollars, were spent on what
were called course content improvement projectéefT$981). Most of these projects
centered on providing training in scientific andhrical fields for students deemed
academically capable, with the end goal of creatim@lite generation of scientists who
could fight the totalitarian threat posed by theigts (Jolly, 2009). Students deemed to
not be academically capable, according to an isangly narrow and standardized
definition of the term, were now tracked away fracademic paths (Arendale, 2010a,;
High School Leadership Summit, 2003).

General acceptance of the notion students coulddmtified as academically
capable through scores on standardized testshandrily these few students could
benefit from an elite education, paved the wayeftransition toward what several
educational historians have called the ivory toideal in institutions of higher education
(Jolly, 2009; O’'Meara et al., 2009; Wilhite & Silv&005). The ivory tower ideal

describes an educational setting in which “disogispecific knowledge was to be
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pursued for its own sake, independent of socialgaiidical implications and civic
obligations” (Wilhite & Silver, 2005, p. 47). Ukk their progressive predecessors,
advocates of the ivory tower ideal held the vielattnot everyone should have a
bachelor’s degree” (Hutcheson, 2011, p. 57). Rnodity divergent from the model on
which the Land-Grant colleges had been founded,ttudel of education, also deemed
the German model, began to redefine the purposesmofiing and learning at all
institutions of higher education (Hutcheson, 201The German model of education
espoused a positivist perspective and champiotididiaterested pursuit of truth”
(O’'Boyle, 1983, p. 1). This philosophy of educataltered the role of the teacher,
primarily, to that of a researcher, with the actazching now relegated to secondary
importance (Wilhite & Silver, 2005).

As the job duties and responsibilities of educashifted, so did students’ view of
the benefits a post-secondary education could geovA student in the 1960s typically
identified his or her goal in higher education asg to learn more about life, whereas a
student in the 1970s typically identified his or geal as being to get a better job
(Stadtman, 1980). This paralleled the emerging/\aésociety in which education came
to be defined as the means to ensure the domiakenoithe United States in a global
economy, rather than an instrument to provide deaoycand equality for its citizens
(Hutcheson, 2011). Teaching and learning in iastihs of higher learning had begun to
shift back to traditional TC methods (Wilhite & &ir, 2005).

Hutcheson (2011) designated the publicatioA dfation at Riskin 1983, as a
second key turning point in the counter-construstimovement in education. The

authors of this report, the National CommissiorEaellence in Education, were
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appointed by Secretary of Education Terrell Bellatidress “widespread public
perception that something is seriously remiss meolucation system” (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, p.THe report asserted that, despite
the infusion of substantial funding through ledisla, such as the NDEA, the United
States was still losing its preeminence in thermdaBonal economy (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Taid a devastating impact on public
perception of the educational system (Hutchesoh]1R0The findings of thé& Nation at
Riskreport were widely publicized and ushered in anddrcritical public appraisals of
higher education (O’Meara et al., 2009).

Scathing critiques of both faculty and studentseaammmon. In his 1988 book,
Profscam: Professors and the Demise of Higher Etloggauthor Charles Sykes
described higher education faculty as “overpaidiegquely underworked . . .
unapproachable, uncommunicative, unavailableand.[as having] distorted university
curriculum to accommodate their own narrow andselhterests rather than the
interests of their students” (p. 5). TAeNation at Riskeport described students as
“scientifically and technologically illiterate” (Nimnal Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983, p. 9). It went on to predict ttfa the first time in the history of our
country, the educational skills of one generatidglhiwot surpass, will not equal, will not
even approach, those of their parents” (Nationah@assion on Excellence in Education,
1983, p. 9).

Lack of public trust in the ability of educationaktitutions to produce expected
results led to urgent calls from numerous pargsash the public, the popular press, state

and federal legislators, and accrediting bodiaseftucational institutions to employ only
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well-defined research based best-practices in teg@nd to provide all external
stakeholders with data from measurable outcomdsd¢ament student learning (Hains &
Smith, 2012; Lederman, 2013a). Many authoritieégafo a single piece of legislation,
theNo Child Left Behind AINCLB), as characterizing this era in educatigpjdally
called the era of accountability (High School Laatig@ Summit, 2003). First passed in
2001, this legislation was the first to directlylifederal funding of K-12 institutions to
student performance measures on high-stakes sthreldtests (Dee & Jacob, 2010).
Although there is no legislation analogous in sclup”CLB for post-secondary
institutions, by 1994 more than 16 states had Somme of a performance indicator tied
to state funding of higher education (Leveille, 800In the 1990s, accrediting agencies,
such as the HLC, began requiring evidence of tseesyatic collection and use of student
outcome data as a criteria for an institutions icor®d accreditation (HLC, 2012). The
HLC encapsulated this process with the use of thieralla term, assessment, and began
offering an Assessment Academy “designed to basditution-wide commitment to
assessment of student learning” (HLC, n.d., para. 1

The transition to the type of educational systenctvicould produce the required
assessment measures on an institution-wide saaledfanstitutions of higher education
to adopt a business-based model of operations ichvthe focus was primarily on “the
bottom line” (Leveille, 2006, p. 6). The resultsvan industrial-age approach to
education, in which students were viewed as woratstheir achievements as products
(McCombs & Miller, 2009). In this environment, edional activities with outcomes
which could be easily assessed were favored, amdefl) over those with outcomes that

were less tangible (Lederman, 2013a). In ternteathing and learning, this led to a
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“narrowing of the curriculum to exclude lifelongalming skills, and an emphasis on
testing and quantifying student achievement indsisiils such as reading and math, and
practicing a one-size-fits-all curricula” (McCom&saMiller, 2009, p. 2). It is perhaps no
surprise, then, faculty began to overwhelminglyniifg themselves as content experts
and lecturers, rather than professional educa@iddara et al., 2009; Wise, 2008).

Unfortunately, this focus on positivism and accaibitty did not result in the
gains in educational outcomes which had been htigedn 2006, a commission
appointed by Secretary of Education Margaret Smlipublished its findings in a report
titled, A Test of Leadership: Charting the Future of U.&her Education(The
Secretary of Education’s Commission on the Fut@itdigher Education, 2006). This
report, widely known as the Spellings Report, ndtexte were still “unacceptable
numbers of college graduates enter[ing] the woddavithout the skills employers say
they need” (p. vii). The Spellings Report also Iptibed findings from the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)clwimoted the United States had
fallen to the rank of 12among major industrialized countries in higherazdion
attainment (The Secretary of Education’s Commissiothe Future of Higher
Education, 2006).

These findings were reaffirmed with the 2011 pudilmn, Academically Adrift:
Limited Learning on College Campug@sum & Roksa, 2011)The authors of this
report noted 45% of undergraduates demonstratetgndicant improvement in skills,
such as critical thinking, complex reasoning, amiing in their first two years of college
(Arum & Roksa, 2011). This report also made ndtepalated OECD data which now

placed the United States in the rank of Ithigher education attainment (Arum &
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Roksa, 2011). Although the validity of the concturs ofAcademically Adrifivere soon
challenged due to their heavy reliance on a singasure of student learning, the impact
of the findings on the public perception of higleducation remained intact (Lederman,
2013b).

The findings of reports such AsNation at RislandAcademically Adrifted a
few in higher education to call for a return to stactivist-based LC educational
practices (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Blumberg, 2009; Dogel1; Weimer, 2013). In their
1995 articleFrom Teaching to Learning — A New Paradigm for Ungdaduate
Education,Robert Barr and John Tagg were the first to propogest-secondary faculty
should be evaluated solely in terms of the stutdarhing he or she produces. Barr and
Tagg (1995) challenged both fellow academics ardymeral public to alter their
perception of college as “an institution that exist provide instruction” (p. 1), and to
instead view colleges as “an institution that eistproduce learning” (p. 1). Their
appeal to institutions of higher education to stegay from a traditional system which
values instructor knowledge over student learniagegise to a body of research which
resulted in a framework for teaching called LC teag (Blumberg, 2009; Weimer,
2013).

However, these few calls for a shift to a LC pagadhave gone largely
unheralded. Teaching and learning in institutiohisigher education today can be
characterized as almost entirely TC (Blumberg, 20i8/le, 2011; Hains & Smith,
2012; Weimer, 2013). The majority of faculty irsiitutions of higher education still

have little training in pedagogy and learning tlyeail, 2009). Most faculty describe
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their teaching style as simply an imitation of teaching style they were exposed to in
their higher education coursework (Doyle, 2011).
Classroom Impacts of Learner-Centered Teaching

The predominance of TC teaching practices accdontse limited number of
studies conducted within the last five years doautimg the use of LC teaching practices
in classrooms in institutions of higher educatidrhis section of the literature review
will summarize the findings of these few reseamgborts. First, this section will present
study findings which have documented gains in gtiable student outcomes. Next,
qualitative findings of the positive impacts of t€aching on student and instructor
perceptions will be examined. This section wigrhlconclude with evidences of
potentially negative impacts of LC teaching.

It should be noted, only studies specifically sé#ntified by their authors as LC
were reviewed. This is consistent with the presegpt_C teaching as expressed by
Blumberg (2009), who described LC teaching not sgexific series of prescribed
actions, but instead as a specific mindset usétkeinecision making process of the
educator. Doyle (2011) concurred, asserting LCHiga requires an intentionality of
action, rather than a mimicking of actions perfodnbg others. This approach is also
consistent with the conclusions reached by Poliouk Finkelstein (2008) and Andrews,
Leonard, Colgrove, and Kalinowski (2011), all ofanh have observed the majority of
research studies which have found positive outcdnoes LC teaching strategies have
been conducted by faculty with expertise in th&lfef educational research.

Andrews et al. (2011) found these unique faculigvtha rich and nuanced

understanding of teaching and learning” (p. 1yaéd hot common to most traditional
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faculty. This suggests “[LC teaching strategieshsas] active learning as designed and
implemented by typical college . . . instructorsymsaperficially resemble active learning
used by education researchers, but lacks the cotistst elements necessary for
improving learning” (Andrews et al., 2011, p. Ihdeed, Pollock and Finkelstein (2008)
found “faculty involved in, or informed by physieslucation research consistently post
higher student learning gains than less-informedltg’ (p. 1). This was echoed in
results of the study conducted by Andrews et &1(2, which found an instructors’ use
of strategies consistent with LC teaching was sebaiated with learning gains if the
instructor had no training in educational research.

Positive impacts on quantifiable student outcomesn a 2008 study conducted
by Walker, Cotner, Baepler, and Decker, a largéogipcourse was divided into two
sub-sections; one subsection which relied heavilgrup-work as an LC strategy and
one subsection which utilized only traditional Técture presentations. Walker et al.
(2008) found significantly different gains in meesle student outcomes between the
two sub-sections. These included a 3.2% increas®al percentage of points earned
and a higher attendance rate in the LC sub-seasaompared to the TC sub-section
(Walker et al., 2008). The LC sub-section was &smd to have a lower failure rate,
with only one student earning less than 40% forcth@&se; as compared to 11 students
earning less than 40% for the course in the TCsadtion (Walker et al., 2008).

Similar outcomes have been found on scores of hamkeassignments in classes
utilizing LC teaching methods. In their 2010 stughl and Venette compared student
performance on a standardized speech outline assigiracross three different

universities. Instructors at one of the univeesithad received extensive training in a
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particular learning theory and self-identified asg LC teaching methods, whereas
instructors at the other two universities self-mpd teaching in a traditional TC style.
Kahl and Venette (2010) found the average scorsttatents taught by instructors using
LC teaching methods ranged from a C+ to a B-, wdsetke average score for students
taught by instructors using traditional teachinghmes was an F. Comparable increases
in homework or assignment scores after use of aChimg methods were observed in a
volleyball course in a study by Vande Broek, Baélaessens, Feys, and Ceux (2011)
and in a history of textiles course in a study lmz&r and Marcketti (2008).

Yadav, Subedi, Lundberg, and Bunting (2011) meaktire effects of the
incorporation of an LC strategy called Problem-basearning (PBL) into an electrical
engineering course. Students in different sectafribe same course were taught a
course concept using differing methods of deliverther PBL or a traditional TC
lecture. The method of content delivery was theiiched between sections for the next
course concept taught. This within-subjects A-BBAlesign was repeated over four
topics. Yadav et al. (2011) found students’ leagrgains were two-fold higher for
concepts taught using the PBL as measured by tegtipost-test method.

Learner-Centered teaching methods have also bezmumted to increase
students’ final exam grades by several resear¢f@asci, Dantas, Williams, & Kemm,
2009; Pucha & Utschig, 2012). Armbruster, Pai@hnon, and Weiss (2009)
determined there was an increase in the averagkesftam score from an 85% to a 91%
after a re-design of an undergraduate biology @wtsich included LC strategies, such
as a focus on a thematic presentation of coursiegband use of PBL during lecture.

An analysis of scores on individual questions ftbm final exam revealed passing scores
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on questions, rating at the highest level of Bla®taxonomy, increased from 15-18% in
previous semesters to 25% after the redesign (Arstér et al., 2009). Notably, these
types of results have been documented even wharsioo of LC strategies results in
less direct coverage of course content during ¢lass (Luckie et al., 2012).

All of the studies discussed to this point haveoaigled only short-term learning
gains as measured by instruments administerednatitiei course in which LC teaching
methods were used. However, analogous gains gitlenm learning associated with the
use of LC teaching methods have also been docutheAteard (2009) confirmed
students taught using LC methods in at least odengnaduate course outscored both
their institutional and state peers on a state-wtdadardized cumulative test given to
pre-service teachers. Similar results were docteddoy Derting and Ebert-May (2010)
and Luckie et al. (2012).

Luckie et al. (2012) looked for correlations betwesposure to LC teaching
methods in undergraduate coursework and scordseoM¢dical College Admission Test
(MCAT). Results from the Luckie et al. (2012) spishowed students with LC
coursework in an undergraduate biology course haal/arage MCAT score of 64.73%
as compared to an average MCAT score of 53.48%&r non-LC peers. Derting and
Ebert-May (2010) were careful to note the persistasf similar long-term gains as
measured by a Biology Field Test given to seniewen when no short-term learning
gains were documented within the course in whichté&thing methods were used. This
observation led Derting and Ebert-May (2010) toatode the inclusion inquiry-based
LC teaching strategies in undergraduate biologysssiallowed students to “learn to

learn science . . . which, in turn, influenced thearning in subsequent courses” (p. 1).
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Perhaps the most striking evidence of long-terrmieg gains associated with
LC teaching methods came from a 2008 study by &zt al. In this study students in
several different sections of an introductory p®yoby course were asked to volunteer to
take the final exam for the course a second time,semester after completing the course
(Salinas et al., 2008). Although a decline in ssowvas observed across all sections of
the course, the degree of decline was significatiffgerent for some sections (Salinas et
al., 2008). A comparison of the sections withldeest decline against the use of LC
methods by the instructors of these sections, whathbeen previously determined by
the researchers using two standardized instrumeavsaled a strong correlation (Salinas
et al., 2008). Although students taught by LCrunstors initially had an average lower
score on the final exam, students taught by LGuesbtrs showed only an 8% decline as
compared to a 30% decline in their peers upon ¢altia exam a semester later (Salinas
et al., 2008).

All of the studies discussed to this point have destrated the benefits of LC
teaching on student outcomes, but have done sorisidering the student population in
each study as a whole. Three recent studies eliecile marked benefits of LC teaching
for a specific subset of students; at-risk or l@vfprming students. Gauci et al. (2009)
studied an undergraduate physiology class in wsiictients were allowed to voluntarily
use a clicker system during lecture. Analysisatadyathered from final exam scores
showed among students entering the course witlgtades in pre-requisite classes,
those who voluntarily participated in the clickgstem earned significantly higher scores
on the final exam as compared to their peers wladi voluntarily participate in the

clicker system (Gauci et al., 2009).
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As discussed previously, comparative data collebie@alker et al. (2008)
revealed fewer low grades in a sub-section of alergraduate biology course
redesigned to be more LC. A comparison of the gydistribution for the two sub-
sections revealed the TC sub-section to have agiwahge of grades, stronger negative
skewing, and a larger SD [standard deviation]” (M&alet al., 2008, p. 3). Based on the
assumption that grade distribution between thesmim sections should be expected to
not be significantly different, this supports thenclusion that students at the lower end
of the grade distribution benefitted the most fritn@ inclusion of the LC strategy
(Walker et al., 2008). Perhaps the most strikegults came from a 2012 study by
Boretz which showed a marked benefit to at-riskistus from interventions employing
LC methods. Placement in an LC-based success apkas an intervention due to low
GPA and poor attendance at mid-semester was slwdectease the academic success
gap between privileged and non-privileged studéota 32% to 18% by the end of the
semester (Boretz, 2012). Of the students atteralnigcompleting the workshop, 75%
remained eligible to enroll in college-level cowgser the upcoming semester (Boretz,
2012).

Positive student and instructor perceptionsAnalysis of data collected from
studies on perceptions of LC teaching revealed battients and instructors have a
consistently positive perception of the use of e&ching (Ahn & Class, 2011;
Annerstedt, Garza, Huang-Devoss, Lindh, & RydmaéK,0; Boretz, 2012; Durso, 2011;
Lewis, Shaw, & Freeman, 2010; Luckie et al., 208&lter, Pang, & Sharma, 2009;
Tyma, 2009; C. Walker, 2009; Wohlfarth et al., 2008 review of studies conducted in

this area showed responses to qualitative assetsnmegarding the impact of LC
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teaching methods tended to fall into four categori€hese were general enjoyment of
the process, feelings about the amount or typailegmwhich occurred because of the
process, overall effectiveness or satisfaction withcourse, and feelings of increased
motivation and enthusiasm for teaching or learifgnbruster et al., 2009; Avard,
2009; Gauci et al., 2009; Hains & Smith, 2012; Keahyy 2009; Marcketti, 2011; Pucha
& Utschig, 2012; Schiller, 2009; Shibley, Dunbary$lwiec, & Dunbar, 2008; Tamim et
al., 2008; Wang et al., 2010). Each of these lvglconsidered in turn in the following
paragraphs.

Results from numerous studies indicated studentsttesimply enjoy courses
employing LC strategies (Ahn & Class, 2011; Schjlg009). A 2010 study by
Annerstedt, Garza, Huang-DeVoss, Lindh, and Rydreadmined the effect of
implementing PBL in an upper division biomecharuosrse. Annerstedt et al. (2010)
noted 78% of students surveyed at the end of tbesedliked the design of the course
and were enthusiastic about the student-centeqgwaqgh [which was used]” (p. 117).
Students in a 2008 study by Shibley, Dunbar, Myigibjyand Dunbar stated the
incorporation of popular literature as an alteweto traditional textbooks in upper
division biology coursework made “learning abotie]subject] more fun and
interesting” (p. 58).

A 2008 study conducted by Wohlfarth et al. was giesil to determine what
specific aspects of a course students found measprable when the course was taught
using LC methods. Wohlfarth et al. (2008) gathetethiled student perceptions of LC
teaching in graduate level psychology courses. negpeled comments taken directly

from students in this study showed students “rdiédgythe power shift” (Wohlfarth et al.,
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2008, p. 4) that occurred when the instructor cglished appropriate key course
decisions to students. One student commented Eheweas the “first time | was treated
like a competent and intelligent person who cowddrbsted with her own learning
experience” (Wohlfarth et al., 2008, p. 4). Enj@mhof the feeling of empowerment
was also expressed by students in the Hains antth $20i12) study of the use of LC
strategies in an undergraduate agriculture educatass. One student declared she liked
the LC method employed in the class because ivaticher and her classmates “to get
our hands dirty” (Hains & Smith, 2012, p. 363). ddlner student in this study expressed
this feeling by stating the LC teaching methodda#d us to take responsibility for our
own learning and realize that if we weren’t happthvwomething it was as much our
responsibility as it was any of our professors”iftda& Smith, 2012, p. 369).

Students tended to characterize their learning@unses taught using LC as
deeper and more pragmatic and believed they watlédremember what they had
learned (Boretz, 2012; Hains & Smith, 2012; Martk@011). In the Annerstedt et al.
(2010) study, 81% of students indicated they fedythad learned more, were able to
connect the learning to life skills they would et in a course with a different format,
and believed they would remember what they haché&zhrComparable opinions were
documented in the Ahn and Class (2011) study, ichvbne student stated she “came
through this [LC] exercise amazingly equipped teetthe midterm exam, understanding
the course material much more deeply and withfardint perspective than previously”
(p- 274). Interestingly, a consistent phrasing used in two separate studies when
students were asked to reflect on the learningegiim courses which contained LC

elements. Students in two separate and unrelaidebs stated the LC strategy employed
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had “made [them] think outside the box” (Lewis, #h& Freeman, 2010, p. 53; Pucha
& Utschig, 2012, p. 29). Lewis et al. (2010) stdlihe effects of the use of an LC
strategy called a creative exercise in undergradcta¢mistry courses. Pucha and
Utschig (2012) studied the effects of using PBL pedr-assisted learning in freshmen
engineering courses.

In addition to fostering a positive students peticepof their own learning,
results of several studies revealed inclusion ohh€thods increased students’
satisfaction with a course, students’ perceptidiisacher effectiveness, and students’
perceptions on the effectiveness of the course buster et al., 2009; Luckie et al.,
2012; Salter et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2010; Wanttifet al., 2008). In his 2009 study,
Kennedy observed the effect of introducing in-cldsbates as a LC teaching strategy.
As measured by student surveys, Kennedy (2009)edaakL0% increase in student
satisfaction with teaching methods in the courser atudents participated in debates.
This increase was despite an initially low favoligbrating of debates as an in-class
activity at the beginning of the semester (Kenn&d9).

Walker’'s 2009 study documented student perceptbtize use of long structured
case studies as an LC strategy in a policy studyseo Results from an end of the
semester survey revealed 100% of the students tfa@adethod as either generally or
extremely effective at getting value out of therhéag experience, and 98.4% rated the
method as either generally or extremely effectiveeaeloping and understanding of key
concepts of the course (Walker, 2009). Simile®B%o of students in the Luckie et al.
(2012) study gave positive reviews regarding tloegase of inquiry-based activities in an

undergraduate biology course. Perhaps most canelage the results from a 2008 study
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by Tamim et al. which looked for predictive cortedas between several elements of
course design, such as use of technology and g8igemnceptions of course
effectiveness. Regression analysis of the datated the three course elements most
predictive of perceived course effectiveness wieose most closely aligned with the
APA’s LCP (Tamim et al., 2008).

The fourth, and final, area of research data reggrithe positive impacts of LC
teaching methods described the impacts of theagegtes on the motivation and morale
of students and instructors. The majority of firgh in this area of research revealed
increases in motivation and engagement for botthestis and instructors participating in
coursework utilizing LC methods (Ahn & Class, 20Ahnerstedt et al., 2010;
Armbruster et al., 2009; Durso, 2011; Gauci et20Q9; Tyma, 2009). Two studies in
particular, those by Gauci et al. (2009) and byrd\@009), characterize the increases in
motivation seen in students when LC teaching metland used. Instructors in the
Gauci et al. (2009) study noted increased studemtarsion in subject matter. Avard
(2009) recorded marked changes in the attitudstuoients regarding the subject matter
in her Earth Science course after use of LC metlogiies, as indicated by a shift from
27 students reporting they liked science at thenoegg of the course to 55 students
reporting they liked science by the end of the seurAvard (2009) considered this to be
an especially important finding for a course desjto educate pre-service teachers,
remarking, “by changing the attitude of prospecte@&chers toward science, they, in turn,
may be more likely to teach more science in thein alassrooms” (p. 28).

Several studies document the increases in motivainal job satisfaction seen in

instructors when LC teaching methods are usedruictsrs in the study conducted by
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Pucha and Utschig (2012) described the teachindemnding experience using LC
techniques as more enjoyable. Instructors intindysconducted by Shibley et al. (2008)
declared themselves to be better teachers aslaottheir inclusion of popular literature
as a tool to increase student understanding oseatontent. Increases in job fulfillment
described by instructors in the Lewis et al. (204@})e attributed to the ability the
creative exercise technique afforded them to quicéntify and correct student
misconceptions regarding subject matter in theenailstry course.

In the Annerstedt et al. (2010) study, one instuascribed her increased
gratification with her work to the atypical demaradd C teaching. This teacher stated,
“With problem based learning | am constantly chalieg myself to respond to the
guestions posed by creative minds. It is infigit@lore challenging as an educator”
(Annerstedt et al., 2010, p. 117). Two studiesreéed positive gains in job attributes
outside of the area of teaching responsibilitieenvhC methods were employed. Salter
et al. (2009) documented an increase in scholaolkysuch as publication and
presentations, following PD sessions focused oorpuarating LC teaching methods into
online courses. Marcketti (2011) remarked the utdtr’s body of knowledge had
widened with the research and findings studentsetlirn for their student choice projects
in a history of dress course.

Potential negative impacts Although most of the findings regarding the imsac
of LC teaching were positive in nature, there wareugh documented negative impacts
to justify a review of these findings. Study papants most frequently chronicled
negative impacts during the early stages of implaat@n of the LC strategy. Students

tended to express frustration or anxiety due th tddirect instruction (Ahn & Class,



LEARNER-CENTERED TEACHING 53

2011; Annerstedt et al., 2010; Tyma, 2009; Walkef9). Students also worried about
the amount of work the alternative teaching stnateguld require of them (Armbruster
et al., 2009; Hains & Smith, 2012; Shibley et 2008; Wohlfarth et al., 2008).

Initially, instructors tended to express hesitabithe prospect of sharing power
or becoming partners with students (Ahn & Clas4,122M@urso, 2011; Hains & Smith,
2012; Hora & Holden, 2012; Tyma, 2009). As LC taag methods were employed,
instructors then communicated frustration and lesiphess regarding student reactions.
A typical example came from an instructor in thenAtnd Class (2011) study who noted
one student “at a complete loss for the first 18utes of the [LC] activity” (p. 276).
Later, the same student confronted the instructar moted the “student was physically
upset, using a harsh tone in his questions analilaghed face” (Ahn & Class, 2011, p.
275).

Some of the concerns from instructors were noteédeatonclusion of the course
in which LC strategies had been implemented. liestrs remarked on the large amount
of time and work required by the strategies (Matitk2011; Tyma, 2009). An instructor
in the Wang et al. (2010) study on the impact wideo-capture software program as an
LC strategy in a golf course described feeling ‘foxieelmed by the responsibilities” (p.
355) required by the LC teaching method. Otherusors lamented the lack of time
left in class to cover required material (Pucha &dbig, 2012; Wohlfarth et al., 2008).
Schumacher and Kennedy (2008) noted instructortemmgnting group work in
undergraduate introductory business math courses anxious and concerned about not

having been able to cover all required materiaihftbe assigned text.
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While these negative impacts should not be consttigivial, it should be noted
the majority of these concerns were reported bgysparticipants to have been
ameliorated by the end of the studies (Ahn & Cla84,1; Durso, 2011; Shibley et al.,
2008; Tyma, 2009; Wohlfarth et al., 2008). An rastor who had initially described
being nervous and uncomfortable in the Hains andS{2012) study, by the end of the
study reported being able to “see the beauty optheess and delivery in its organic
form. | now understand that this course was muokemaducational than | first believed”
(p- 369). A student in the Hains and Smith (2Gst83ly who had recounted a sense of
dread regarding the LC experience expressed haglit® at the end of the study by
stating the experience was “monumental and songethat | never would have gained
from a classroom” (p. 367).

There were, however, a few unresolved or permamegdtive impacts found
among study results. These include both detrinheffiects to students and instructors
employing LC teaching methods. In the study by Yeetaal. (2011) in which students
were taught consecutive concepts in an electriogineering course with alternating LC
and non-LC strategies, students conveyed feelieg larned less about the course
concepts taught using LC strategies. Similarlydshts taught using LC strategies in the
study conducted by Walker et al. (2008) reportedirig less confident about their
understanding of course material than their peéis mad been taught using traditional
TC methods. Walker et al. (2008) also found studmtmgs of instructors were lower in
the sub-sections of the undergraduate biology eowrsch had been taught using LC
strategies. Harris and Cullen (2008b) stated, ditexh to the impact LC strategies can

have on student-based evaluations, use of LC gtesteuring a classroom observation
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will result in a poor evaluation outcome if the kazdion tool is not based on LC
principles. Although one study has addressed tinegacts, these issues remain largely
unresolved (Frick, Chadha, Watson, & Zlatkovskal, ®0

Finally, two studies called attention to potenétiical dilemmas introduced with
the adoption of LC strategies. The use of thaiglronline world, Second Life, in the
study by Schiller (2009) introduced students tot&mtial harm and unexpected
incidents” (p. 378) because the instructor hadordrol over the content or individuals
outside of the virtual course environment. Theegigntial learning course designed by
students in the Hains and Smith (2012) study ine@lan off-campus trip in which
students camped for 12 days in close quarteranmote areas. The instructor of this
course noted uneasiness about providing adequagevssion during these experiences
in light of the fact two of the students in the siwere dating and two were under the
legal drinking age (Hains & Smith, 2012). Althougleould be argued these dilemmas
were unique to the strategies selected by thes@iatsrs, an instructor adopting LC
teaching technique should be aware of these patessues.
The Future of Community Colleges and Learner-Centezd Teaching

Many influential voices are now calling upon comntyolleges to become the
principle avenue through which undereducated Araesawill be provided with skills
and knowledge for the future (21st-Century Commmsa the Future of Community
Colleges, 2012; Alliance for Excellent Educatiof12; AACC, 2010; Boggs, 2010;
Kelderman, 2011). Indeed, in a 2009 speech intioduhis American Graduation
Initiative, President Barack Obama definitively eeped his vision of the role

community colleges would play in the future:
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Now is the time to build a firmer, stronger fouridatfor growth that will not

only withstand future economic storms, but one k®dps us thrive and compete

in a global economy. It's time to reform our comntyrolleges so that they

provide Americans of all ages a chance to learrskiiss and knowledge
necessary to compete for the jobs of the futurke (White House Office of Press

Secretary, 2009, p. 1)

Typically, the skills and knowledge the presidesferences are identified by
experts as including problem-solving skills, calithinking skills, the ability to
synthesize and evaluate information from varietgairces, and the ability to shift
seamlessly from one task to another (Alliance focelent Education, 2012; Boggs,
2010; National Leadership Council for Liberal Ediima and America’s Promise, 2007).
In its Degree Qualifications Profilehe Lumina Foundation specifically delineate fiv
basic areas of learning that institutions of higkducation should provide in order for
students to be successful in the future (LuminanBation, 2011). Only one of the five
refers to content-based knowledge, while the remgifour areas focus solely on
integration and application of knowledge (Luminaifdation, 2011). These process-
oriented, rather than product-oriented, goals ghigatisely with the tenets of LC
teaching (Blumberg, 2009; Weimer, 2013).

Other prominent organizations have echoed thegerts call for increased
community college enrollment, but go a step furted call specifically for LC teaching
in community colleges. In its recommendations, 2 Century Commission on the
Future of Community Colleges calls for communityl@ges to “change their institutional

characteristics..from a focus on teaching a focus on learning” (). The Alliance for
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Excellence in Education (2012) calls for a shifbth a teacher-centric culture to one that
supports learner-centered instruction” (p. 1). i€glly, community colleges’ reputation
for reducing barriers to post-secondary educasanh as access and cost is credited with
the increased media and public focus on commupitgges in the last decade (Boggs,
2010). There are currently 986 public communitfeges in the United States (AACC,
2012). Enrollment data from the fall semester diR86howed these public two-year
institutions served just over seven million studen¢presenting approximately 47% of
the total enrollment in public post-secondary tugibns (NCES, 2012b). Data from the
2011-12 academic year showed the average in-diattazlemic year price of attendance
of a two-year institution was $2,912 compared tithdistrict cost of attendance of a
four-year institution at $7,228 (NCES, 2012c).

A shift to LC teaching in community colleges, ifoitcurs, could not only be
anticipated to benefit students, but to providesgdgb community college faculty as well.
As described previously, LC teaching has been dsirated to increase faculty
engagement in the teaching process (Annerstedlt @040; Lewis et al., 2010;
Marcketti, 2011; Pucha & Utschig, 2012; Salterlgt2009; Shibley et al., 2008). This
will be of singular importance as the membershipahmunity college faculty begins to
change. Generally, faculty at the fledgling commuoolleges of the 1950s and 1960s
were drawn from K-12 schools and had a strong paglagl background in LC practices
(Lail, 2009). However, most of these faculty aitber approaching retirement or have
retired (Berry et al., 2001). The new core of camity college faculty is composed
primarily of individuals who had never intendedaork in the field of education, and

therefore, have little, if any, training in pedagdgail, 2009). Researchers have
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suggested this change in demographic will havegatnee effect on the learner-
centeredness of community college teaching pragteeen in light of a greater
institutional commitments to LC practices (DeVrige02; Evelyn, 2001; Matthews,
2003).

Summary

In this review of literature, the influences ofyiag historical and social
philosophies on the principles and goals of higitkrcation in the United States have
been chronicled. The contexts in which higher ationo has functioned can be seen to
have fluctuated between two extremes, educatingeos versus educating technicians
(Wilhite & Silver, 2005). Some have argued thetcadictory measures taken to serve
these contrasting ideals are the source of theepeat dysfunction in educational
systems today (Bankston Ill, 2011; Wise, 2008).wewer, others have deemed the
description of these ideals as incongruent aslag‘fdichotomy” (Wilhite & Silver, 2005,
p. 1), and insist higher education need not cheaes in this debate.

Indeed, in accordance with the pragmatist persgeof this study, Cantor (1997)
proposed these seemingly disparate ends can balg&chieved using the same means.
Cantor (1997) suggested institutions of higher atlan set the following objectives;
“Increase understanding of learning theories amphitive development, meet the needs
of nontraditional learners with diverse learningdalities . . . and, critique current
methods of cognitive evaluation” (p. 17). A reviesveals these proposed objectives to
be entirely aligned with the principles of LC teaxh This suggests LC teaching should
be an effective way for institutions of higher edticn to fulfill multiple missions while

continuing to effectively serve multiple constiteess. Thus, the findings of this study
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could be a valuable tool for community collegeskgepa means to reach the goals they
are expected to meet in the approaching decades.

The upcoming chapters will present specific detaiigshe research carried out in
this study. Chapter Three will introduce the melttlogy, population and sample, data
collection strategy, and data analysis tools. @wdpour will provide an analysis of the
data which were collected. Finally, Chapter Fiuk present conclusions drawn from
the findings of the study and provide pragmaticgasgions for implementing changes

based on these findings.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Learner-Centered teaching methods shift the prirf@ays of the instructor away
from being a provider of content and toward becayaracilitator of student learning
(Weimer, 2013). As enumerated in Chapter Two, appbn of LC teaching methods has
been shown to increase many different types ofestuldarning outcomes by numerous
studies (Armbruster et al., 2009; Avard, 2009; Bngr2012; Derting & Ebert-May, 2010;
Gauci et al., 2009; Kahl & Venette, 2010; Kozar &idketti, 2008; Luckie et al., 2012;
Pucha & Utschig, 2012; Salinas et al., 2008; Vaaaeek et al., 2011; Walker et al.,
2008; Yadav et al., 2011). These findings havanstitutions to make commitments to
an LC approach in an effort to ensure student ssc@eVries, 2002; Evelyn, 2001,
Matthews, 2003). This has been especially trubercommunity college setting, where
students are increasingly underprepared for taditicurriculum (Lail, 2009).

This chapter will briefly reconsider the problendesssed by this study. The
research questions and hypotheses that guidedal&ation and analysis will be
reviewed. The bulk of this chapter is dedicatedrtwviding a comprehensive rationale
for and description of the methodology employethm study. Also included in this
chapter is a description of the population and sarsfudied along with a detailed
depiction of instrument design, data collectiord data analysis used in this study.
Problem and Purpose Overview

As noted in Chapter One, there is no standardizedtifative measure currently
used to determine the extent to which an institutsoLC. This can potentially be
problematic in the current era of increased denfandccountability and transparency in

public institutions (Basken, 2012; Hains & SmitB,12; Kanter, 2011; Lederman,
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2013a). Without a measure of the use of LC pragtmeits faculty, an institution has no
way of knowing if it is meeting its established goabeing LC (Blumberg & Pontiggia,
2011). Nor does it have a means to systematiedilyess any lack of LC practices in its
faculty (Doyle, 2011).

This study had two main goals. First, this studgrapted to rate full-time general
education faculty at Missouri community collegesegards to their use of LC teaching
methods. Second, the study looked for significhifiérences between the use of LC
teaching methods by full-time general educationltganembers at these institutions and
three possibly related elements. These three eksnmestiuded the faculty member’s
amount and type of training in pedagogy, yeargathing experience, and academic
discipline.

Research questions and hypotheseBhe following research questions guided
the study:

1. Based on Blumberg’s scale, how do full-time genedalcation faculty at
Missouri community colleges rate in regards toubke of LC teaching methods?

2. Based on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time geretatation faculty
member’s use of LC teaching methods significantffedby the faculty member’s
amount and type of training in pedagogy?

H2,: The mean LC score will be statistically equalogsrall groups of full-
time faculty with differing amounts and types ditiing in pedagogy.

H2,: At least one mean LC score will not be statistycaqual across groups of
full-time faculty with differing amounts and typestraining in pedagogy.

3. Based on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time geretatation faculty
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member’s use of LC teaching methods significanifiedby the faculty member’s years
of teaching experience?

H3o: The mean LC score will be statistically equaloasrall groups of full-time
faculty with differing years of teaching experience

H3.: At least one mean LC score will not be statistycaqual across groups of
full-time faculty with differing years of teachirexperience.

4. Based on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time geretatation faculty
member’s use of LC teaching methods significanifiedby the faculty member’s
academic discipline?

H4,: The mean LC score will be statistically equaloasrall groups of full-time
faculty in differing academic disciplines.

H4,: At least one mean LC score will not be statistycaqual across groups of
full-time faculty in differing academic disciplines
Research Design

This study was quantitative in nature. Traditiopadicholarly work in the field of
education has been qualitative, or descriptiveaiture (Doyle, 2011). However, the
current impetus is for greater amounts of quamgatesearch on teaching and learning
(Weimer, 2006). The purpose of the study was nonterstand the motivations of the
faculty involved in the study, but instead to “ddish a factual reality” (Fraenkel,
Wallen, & Hyun, 2011, p. 15) that could be geneedito a larger population for later
use. As this study was the first of its kind, itsasgppropriate to use a quantitative tool,
such as a survey, to gain a broader perspectitreeagsue which could be used to inform

later research (Creswell, 2013).
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This study aimed to draw comparisons between iddals, a task for which
either correlational or causal-comparative quatitikaapproaches could be used
(Johnson, 2001). However, due to the inabilityhaf tesearcher to directly manipulate
the independent variables under study, namely struictor's amount and type of training
in pedagogy, years of teaching experience, andeatadliscipline, it was most
appropriate for this study to be causal-comparatiwgesign (Bluman, 2010). Stated
more specifically, this study had to be a causatjgarative study as it sought to
“measure differences between groups that werereated by the researcher” (Cohen,
2001, p. 8). Furthermore, the study was causalpewative in design as some of the data
collected, as described in further detail in thearping data analysis instrumentation
section, were categorical, rather than numerioahature (Fraenkel et al., 2011; Johnson,
2001).
Population and Sample

The target population for this study was full-tigeeneral education faculty
members currently teaching at Missouri communityeges. A calculation of the total
number of full-time faculty at Missouri communitglteges shows this population to be
1,1546 (NCES, 2013). However, the number of tii@selty who can be considered
general education faculty could not be directhcuakdted. Recent research on this
population indicated the population size to be apipnately 800 (O’Connor, 2013).

There were no sampling methods employed to eskathliessample from this
population. Instead, the number of faculty who ehtmsrespond to the survey determined
the size of the sample. A review of literature ptindata collection indicated the

researcher could have expected between a 20-30% rette (Cook, Heath, &
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Thompson, 2000; Fink, 2003). It was estimated tth@tsample size for this study would
be between 160 and 240 respondents.
Instrumentation

Instrument rationale. The data collection tool utilized for this studysea self-
administered, unsupervised, electronic survey quasiire (Fink, 2003; Fraenkel et al.,
2011). The selection of this particular type aftranment was dictated by several aspects
of the study design. First, a survey was the raogable tool for collecting data from a
large sample covering a wide geographic area (2083). A survey was also the most
fitting instrument for describing characteristidsacsample, such as teaching methods,
amount and type of training in pedagogy, yeargatlhing experience, and academic
discipline (Fraenkel et al., 2011). Finally, in erdor the analysis of data collected in this
study to be of use in answering the research auresstit was imperative participants
answer the questions honestly. The ability to rena@onymous promotes truthfulness in
replies, and a survey is appropriate for allowiegpondents this anonymity (Bluman,
2010).

Instrument construction. The survey in this study consisted of 34 questions,
grouped by topic (see Appendix B). The questionénfirst group were filtering
guestions, which served to ensure each potenspbredent truly fell within the target
population. The first filtering question asked eae$pondent to indicate his or her
informed consent for participation in the studye®econd filtering question affirmed
each respondent was currently employed as a fa#-faculty member at a Missouri
community college and did teach general educatomses at that college. The

placement of these relatively simple questiondatstart of the survey instrument was
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consistent with survey design principles to pronsaterey completion (Fink, 2003;
larossi, 2008). For both filtering questions, sp@nse of “no” directed the respondent
away from the remainder of the survey.

The second group included questions taken, witm@sion, from the rubrics
created by Blumberg (2009) in her teReveloping Learner-Centered Teaching: A
Practical Guide for Faculty Each of these 29 questions functioned to opmralize the
teaching method employed by the respondents. Wéasssaccomplished by asking each
respondent to rate him or herself on a distinceeaspf teaching, such as use of open-
ended assignments or use of formative assessmiemi¢Brg, 2009). For each question,
the respondent’s answer choices were weighted iog lassociated with a score from 1-
4. A score of 4 for a given question indicatedréspondent employed an LC approach
in regards to the particular aspect of teachingeusdrutiny in that question. A score of
1 for a given question indicated the respondenaged in a TC approach. Scores of 2
and 3 indicated the respondent to be transitiotomgrd LC approaches.

The rubric developed by Blumberg (2009) was orijynatended to be used by
an outside observer to determine the LC status afidividual course based first, on
examination of written course materials, such dalsiyand secondly, from follow-up
classroom observations or instructor interviewstts research asked an instructor to
directly evaluate his or her own teaching, BlumEtseayiginal criteria were, with
permission, slightly altered. The wording of thesgtions was changed from third-
person to first-person. Phrasing was also modifsten necessary, to change the criteria

from statements to questions. The order of thiesifahe rating choices, 1 through 4,
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was consistent among all 29 questions in ordeedage respondent confusion
(SurveyMonkey, 2008).

Using direction provided by previous similar resdarand guidance from Dr.
Blumberg, the third and final grouping of questiovess developed by the researcher to
create a profile of each respondent (Blumberg &tiggra, 2011; P. Blumberg, personal
communication, October 10, 2012). Previous re$elaacl indicated amount and type of
training in pedagogy, years of teaching experieand,academic discipline would have
had the greatest impact on a faculty member’s tegahethods (Lail, 2009; Matlin,
2002; O’Meara et al., 2009). The profile questionthis study inquired into these three
areas. Phrasing of these researcher-originatetipfeuthoice and rating scale-type
guestions was prudently devised to stand up tedheus criteria for best-practices in
closed-ended question construction set forth iditeeture (Fink, 2003; Fraenkel et al.,
2011; larossi, 2008). The question regarding tepardent’s place of employment,
potentially the most sensitive, was purposely pdeatethe end of the survey with the
intent to prevent respondent bias in answeringeaguiestions regarding preferred
teaching methods and to ensure each respondendiegdate exposure to the survey to
build trust in the purpose of the survey (Fink, 20@&rossi, 2008). To further this trust,
respondents were reminded the names of indivichstituitions would not be identified in
the publication of the research findings.

All guestions in this survey were presented pritgan a closed-ended format in
an effort to standardize the data collection pre¢esaenkel et al., 2011). However, all
guestions also had a response choice of “otheghasption for each question with a

corresponding entry field for free text respon3dss was designed to ensure each
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respondent felt his or her true response couldb@tunicated and collected in an
attempt to prevent respondent frustration (Fraeakal., 2011). For the purpose of data
analysis, each free response given by a respomdeninterpreted by the researcher, with
the assistance of notes provided by Dr. Blumbetgeinscoring rubrics, into the most
appropriate closed-ended response for each questpossible. If answers were unable
to be coded, no score was assigned.

The appearance and overall format of the surveyument was optimized for
maximum response rate through the use of onlinevaoé provided by SurveyMonkey.
Literature suggested questions with cluttered fatimgand an unappealing visual layout
in a survey decrease response rates (Fraenke] 20al). The use of third-party survey
software available to individuals, such as Survegkty, should have minimized any
response bias that may have emerged had softwallatde only to specific institutions,
such as Remark, been used (Borque & Fielder, 2003).

Field testing. The survey was field tested, or pilot tested, lmpfy members at
one Missouri community college who did not fall it the target population for the
study, either due to employment status or acaddisaipline. The faculty chosen were
an appropriate pilot group for this study as thagt hcademic backgrounds and
classroom experiences analogous to the target giopul The pilot version of the survey
was administered to 10 respondents (Fink, 2003).

The pilot version of the survey included three sepyntary questions in addition
to those described previously (see Appendix C)sémseipplementary questions were
open-ended and designed to allow the pilot respgisde communicate opinions and

inquiries about the primary survey questions ardstirvey instructions to the researcher.
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The researcher used this information to refinedadfy the survey before it was used
for data collection (Fraenkel et al., 2011). Adatitally, pilot respondents were asked to
report the time it took to complete the survey. @laerage completion time of the pilot
respondents was used by the researcher in credtemintroductory email invitation to
participants (see Appendix D) and in the final \@rf the survey.

Instrument reliability and validity . In order for conclusions of quality to be
drawn from the data gathered from this resear&hirtstrument used to collect the data
needed to be both reliable and valid (Fraenkel.e2@11). Although reliability and
validity are not wholly discrete aspects of reskatioey are defined independently of one
another. Reliability refers to the repeatabilityconsistency of results, whereas validity is
concerned with the integrity of the results (Brym2012). A reliable instrument will
give consistent results from one administratiothtonext (Fraenkel et al., 2011). A valid
instrument will give results that accurately angrapriately address the question
investigated by the research (Seltman, 2013).

Blumberg'’s rubrics, as written, have been fieldddsand revised for six years to
ensure content and construct validity (Blumberg&®ygia, 2011). The adaptation of
Blumberg’s rubric criteria into rating-scale quess with weighted answer choices and
the use of these scaled scores in reviews of conaserials by outside observers was
established to be reliable through inter-rateat®lity scores as measured by the
Concordance Correlation Coefficient (Blumberg & Bgagia, 2011). However, as this
study represented a novel use of Blumberg’s ruptiesreliability and validity of this

particular approach needed to be reestablished.
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The reliability of the survey instrument in thisidy was determined through the
test-retest method during the field test. All prlespondents were asked to take the
survey twice, with at least a two day time framengen each attempt (Marx, Menezes,
Horovitz, Jones, & Warren, 2003). The correlatietmieen the numeric responses for
each respondent for each administration was caeuilasing the correlation tool in the
Data Analysis Add-In for Microsoft Excel. This wasnsidered to be the reliability
coefficient, or Pearsonis for this instrument (Webb, Shavelson, & Hae2€l06). The
reliability coefficient of this instrument was .83enerally, an instrument that scores a
reliability coefficient of .70 or greater is consréd to be acceptable for research
purposes (Fraenkel et al., 2011).

Determination of instrument validity was less gghaforward than establishment
of instrument reliability. There was no single mexf evidence that could be used to
determine validity, as there are numerous factdmglwinfluence this aspect of
experimental design (Fraenkel et al., 2011). Seit(@@13) considered five potential
threats to a study’s validity; internal validitygrestruct validity, external validity, type |
error, and power. There is no numeric cut-off vdtwreconcluding if a study is
acceptable in terms of validity. Instead, a stuggrojected to be either high or low in
terms of each aspect of validity, a judgment madedrefully considering the measures
taken by the researcher to minimize each potethtiaht.

A study with high internal validity will provide ambiguous evidence of a clear
causal relationship between two or more varialffeadnkel et al., 2011). Studies which
are experimental in design, with measures, suchrafom assignment to treatment

groups, use of control groups, and blinded proasjurave the highest internal validity
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(Seltman, 2013). Causal conclusions can be draswm fuch experimental studies
(Fraenkel et al., 2011). Studies which do not eyphese strict protocols are
observational, rather than experimental in desagid, have low internal validity. In that
this study was observational, rather than experialeih had low internal validity. As
such, the researcher was not able to draw causelusions, but instead was only be able
to make statements about the association of thablas under study (Seltman, 2013).

Construct validity considers whether or not measuoe values, from an
instrument genuinely represent the concepts undenmation (Fraenkel et al., 2011).
An instrument with high construct validity will havmeasures which correlate highly
with measures from a previously well-establishesdriiment, a so-called gold standard,
for the concept being investigated (Seltman, 20A8)he time this study was conducted,
the rubric presented by Blumberg (2009) in her b@mveloping Learner-Centered
Teaching: A Practical Guide for Facultwas the only quantitative instrument available
to determine the extent of LC teaching in a coulsethis study directly used, with
permission, Blumberg'’s rubrics, it was nearly ideaitto the exemplary criterion for
measuring this concept. This survey, therefore,tgll construct validity.

The external validity of this study was also higternal validity refers to the
“generalizability or transferability” (Fraenkel &k, 2011, p. 565) of a study’s results.
Evaluation of external validity demands the researconsider the feasibility of
extending and applying the findings of the reseanclexpanding spheres of subjects
who might be similar to your subjects” (Seltmanl120p. 202). The absence of a
sampling method in this study should have increas¢ernal validity. The sample should

have been representative of the larger populagimgistudied because no participants
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were excluded by design. It follows that the numtdgrarticipants largely determined
the external validity of this study. A high respemate would have suggested high
external validity, whereas a high non-responsewatéld have implied low external
validity (Seltman, 2013). However, as external anternal validity are inversely related,
even prior to data collection, this study couldobgjected to have high external validity
due to its low internal validity (Berg & Latin, 200

Both type | error and power are related to thestteal analyses used to interpret
the data obtained in the study. A type | error esauhen a researcher rejects a null
hypothesisilp) that is actually true (Bluman, 2010). There wasvay to completely
eliminate the potential of making a type | erroel(8&an, 2013). In this study the
probability of making a type | error was reducedchgposing an appropriate level of
significance, on, in all statistical tests used. In this studyyas set at .05; therefore, the
probability rejecting a truklpwas limited to 5% or less.

The power of a study refers to the likelihood tesearcher will make a type II
error (Seltman, 2013). A type Il error occurs wiaeresearcher fails to rejectg that is
actually false (Bluman, 2010). This study hadtreédy high power as the power of a
study increases with the study’s sample size (Byr2@10; Seltman, 2013).
Additionally, power is inversely related to varibtlyi specifically measurement
variability, environmental variability, and subjectsubject variability (Seltman, 2013).
The high reliability of the instrument, as discubgeeviously, should have ensured low
measurement variability. The standardized deliveeghod and survey formatting

should have reduced environmental variability. $hared academic and professional
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backgrounds of potential participants in this staguld have decreased subject-to-
subject variability. Therefore, this study shousd/é had high power.

Data analysis instrumentation.Data, in the form of responses collected from
this study’s survey, represented two statisticaksyof variables, or levels of
measurement; nominal categorical and discrete gaawne. Data collected from the
guestions regarding amount and type of trainingadagogy, number of years teaching
experience, and academic discipline were considewetdnal categorical variables. It
was appropriate to consider each of these varia@seominal and categorical for this
study as the data collected fell into mutually escle categories, or answer choices, for
each trait (Bluman, 2010). It should be noted #ittough data collected on the number
of years of teaching experience could have fitdéinition of a quantitative variable, as
only six categories, or levels, of years were pnesias possible responses in this study’s
survey, it was most fitting to treat this variabke categorical (Bluman, 2010). The
decision to present these answers as categoriesiadein an effort to maintain a
standardized format throughout the survey, a keydamtaining certain aspects of
validity (Seltman, 2013).

The answer choices a respondent was presentduefguestion regarding amount
and type of training in pedagogy wenane at all, a little through college coursework fo
my degree(s), a little through professional develept offered through my employer, a
little through professional development offeredsaig my employer, a moderate amount
through college coursework for my degree(s), a matdeamount through professional
development offered through my employer, a modarataunt offered through

professional development offered outside my emplaygreat deal through college
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coursework for my degree(s), a great deal througiigssional development
opportunities offered through my employamda great deal through professional
development opportunities offered outside my erepldye answer choices for the
guestion regarding years of teaching experienceWe2 years, 2-5 years, 5-10 years,
10-15 years, 15-20 yearand20+ years The answer choices for the question regarding
academic discipline wer@ral and Written Communication, Humanities and FArés,
Mathematics, Life and Physical Scienaasi Social and Behavioral Sciences.

An average LC score for each respondent was cébclissing, with permission,
rubrics developed by Dr. Blumberg (2009) in herlhd2eveloping Learner Centered
Teaching: A Practical Guide for FacultyThe LC score was a discrete quantitative
variable because the data collected were numenehtountable (Bluman, 2010).
Values for this variable ranged between a minimdih and a maximum of 4. Each
respondent earned a score of 1, 2, 3, or 4 for ebttte 29 questions based on
Blumberg’s rubrics, depending on his or her angwgarding his or her preferred
teaching methods. The average LC score was theulatdd for each respondent by
finding the average, or mean, of these 29 scorksr(Berg & Pontiggia, 2011).

The responses for questions regarding trainingedagogy, number of years
teaching experience, and discipline for each redponwere each considered separately
as an independent, or explanatory, variable ingtudy (Seltman, 2013). In a traditional
experimental procedure the researcher would havepulated the independent variable
in order to measure its influence on the outcom@&bke (Bluman, 2010). Although the
researcher in this study did not directly manipeillie independent variables with a

specific treatment, these variables can still bssified as explanatory as they were
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presumed by the researcher to be influences whiltlaffect the use of LC practices of
an instructor (Fraenkel et al., 2011). The avetdagecore of each respondent was
considered the sole dependent, or outcome, variabtais study, as the average LC
score was used to determine the impact of the emldgnt variables described previously
(Fraenkel et al., 2011).

Data collected from this survey instrument werdyaeal using both the provided
statistical functions in Microsoft Excel and thet®#nalysis Add-In for Microsoft
Excel. Four separate sets of analyses were perthrome for each of the study’s research
guestions. To address the first research questestriptive statistics of all average LC
scores were obtained (Bluman 2010). For the reim@gihree research questions, both
descriptive and inferential analyses were perforaethe grouped responses (Bluman,
2010; Seltman, 2013). First, for each questiortiesve statistics for groups of
responses were obtained. Next, for each questsomgée factor Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) test was performed on the groups of respsnsAs is standard in academic
research, an of .05 was used in the ANOVA analyses (Bluman,@0If the calculated
p-value led the researcher to fail to reject antheiH,, contrast testing was performed to
identify which mean LC score was significantly diént than the rest. The most
appropriate unplanned post hoc contrast testsrforpewere a series of one-tailetests
(Seltman, 2013). To minimize the chance of maldrgpe | error during post hoc data
analyses, the significance level was adjusted usie@onferroni correction (Seltman,
2013). An overview of the alignment of the reseagabstions and data analysis

methodologies are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1

Alignment of Research Questions and Data Analysihdtiologies

Research  Type of
Question Test

Ho H

a

1 f, M N/A N/A

2 f, M, The mean LC score will be At least one mean LC score will not
single statistically equal across all be statistically equal across all
factor groups of full-time faculty groups of full-time faculty with

ANOVA? with differing amounts and differing amounts and types of
types of training in pedagogy. training in pedagogy.

3 f, M, The mean LC score will be At least one mean LC score will not
single statistically equal across all be statistically equal across all
factor groups of full-time faculty groups of full-time faculty with

ANOVA? with differing amounts and differing amounts and types of
types of training in pedagogy. training in pedagogy.

4 f, M, The mean LC score will be At least one mean LC score will not
single statistically equal across all be statistically equal across all
factor groups of full-time faculty groups of full-time faculty with

ANOVA? with differing amounts and differing amounts and types of

types of training in pedagogy. training in pedagogy.

Note.f = frequencyM = meanH, = Null HypothesisH,= Alternative Hypothesis, LC = Learner-Centered
21f a significant difference was found, contrasitieg using a series of one-tailedests comparing each
group to all other groups was performed. The pgrattpost hoc testing was applied using a Bonfarro

correction to the value of.

Data Collection

After obtaining permission from the Lindenwood Ueisity Institutional Review
Board (IRB) (see Appendix E), an email was serth&Chief Academic Officer (CAO),
such as the Provost or Dean of Academics, at estitution to be included in the study
(see Appendix F). This email informed each CAOhef intent of the researcher and

asked the CAO if he or she would feel comfortalnléagsing this survey to his or her
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faculty. Each CAO was offered the option of a casied report of the survey findings
for his or her institution if such endorsement \gasn.

After the responses from the CAOs were receivesgnai-personalized email
invitation containing the information prescribedliie Lindenwood IRB adult consent
form, a request for respondent participation, ahg@erlink to the survey instrument was
delivered to the institutional email account ofgydtal respondents from a personal email
account created by the researcher for the purpdgbs study. Sending an email that
was as personalized as possible to each poteesipgbndent should have increased the
response rate to the survey (Fraenkel et al., 2@reption of a personal email account
used solely for the purposes of this study by dsearcher was intended to prevent bias
due to data collector characteristics such asgageler, and ethnicity (Fraenkel et al.,
2011). This initial email invitation also notifieghch potential participant that his or her
institution’s CAO had endorsed the survey, if seadorsement was given. The inclusion
of this approval from the highest-ranking acadeaficer of the potential respondent’s
institution should have increased the responsgFagenkel et al., 2011).

The survey was available for three weeks duringdhesemester of 2013. The
researcher attempted to align these three weeksatime in the semester when a
faculty member’s duties were typically the leashdading. Timing of a request to
complete a survey during a busy time in a resparglechedule could have decreased
response rate (larossi, 2008). The initial emaiitation was sent to all potential
respondents the day the survey opened. One weskiladt initial email, the researcher
performed a check of participation. A thank you érfse Appendix G) was sent to all

respondents who had participated in the studyaamininder email (see Appendix H)
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was sent to all of the initial potential respondanho had not yet completed the survey.
This procedure was repeated two weeks after thialiemail invitation. A final round of
thank you emails was sent to all respondents winessurvey closed. The thank you
emails served as the respondent’s permanent retoneé informed consent
documentation.

The adoption of the three week time frame was sup@doy an analysis
conducted by SurveyMonkey of 500,000 survey resgogathered through their
software between 2009 and 2010. This analysis legtted that, no matter the sample
size, 80% of total responses ultimately collectmdahy given survey were collected
within the first seven days after launch (SurveyM®y 2011). The same analysis
ascertained that 11% more and 4% more responsescaiected in the second and third
week, respectively (SurveyMonkey, 2011).

Data Analysis

At the conclusion of data collection, raw data frtima electronic survey were first
downloaded as a Microsoft Excel file. To ensurg@oesient anonymity, the names and
email addresses of the respondents were deletadind¢eonly the randomly generated
alphanumerical code provided by the SurveyMonkegmam to identify each
respondent. The next task was to mask the respoegasling each respondent’s place
of employment using an alphabetical code known tmthe researcher. The key to this
code was maintained in a password-protected elactdmcument and was not published
with the findings of the study. The overall LC sedor each respondent was then
calculated. Adhering to the protocol delineatedB@nchmarking the Degree of

Implementation of Learner-Centered Approachbeis was accomplished by finding the
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average of the scores from the 29 questions takem Blumberg’s rubrics (Blumberg &
Pontiggia, 2011). From this point forward in datalgsis, the researcher used only this
overall, or average, LC score for each respondent.

In order to assess the first research questiRasdd on Blumberg’s rubrics, how
do Missouri community college full-time general eahion faculty rate in their use of LC
teaching methodspall of the LC scores were analyzed using therij@see statistics
tool on the Data Analysis Add-In for Microsoft ExcBescriptive statistics were the
appropriate statistical method to organize, sunweaand present data sets (Bluman,
2010). An ANOVA was the most appropriate statidtasaalysis to use in order to address
the remaining three research questions; if fulletigeneral education faculty who
differed in their answer choices for of the eachhefthree explanatory variables differed
significantly in their reported use of LC teachimgthods. An ANOVA examines
equality of sample means for a single quantitabiveeome variable and a categorical
explanatory variable with more than two levels {®ah, 2013).

In this study, three ANOVA tests were performeik dor each explanatory
variable. For each ANOVA test, it was necessaryttierresearcher to group the
respondents according to their answer choicesdcn explanatory variable to find the
average, or mean, LC score for each group. Thispgng was accomplished using the
sorting feature in Microsoft Excel. Once the reggents were grouped, the ANOVA test
was performed. If the calculat@evalue led the researcher to fail to reject anthefHo,
post hoc contrast testing through a serieste$ts was performed to determine between
which groups’ means the significance lay. To mizienthe chance of making a type |

error during post hoc data analysis, the signifiedevel was adjusted using the a
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Bonferroni correction (Seltman, 2013). This coti@twas calculated using the formula
provided by Seltman (2013).

For all three ANOVA tests, the quantitative outcovaeable was the mean LC
score for each group of respondents. The catedg@xgdanatory variables for the first
ANOVA were the ten answer choices available forghestion regarding a respondent’s
amount and type of training in pedagogy. The se@N@VA used the six answer
choices available for the question regarding aagedpent’s years of teaching experience
as explanatory variables. The five answer choivadable for the question regarding the
respondent’s academic discipline served as theapapbry variables in the third
ANOVA.

A series of multiplg-tests could, theoretically, have been performeth@data
to obtain the same results as an ANOVA (Seltmaf32@ut, in practice, the mote
tests conducted on a single sample; the more lik&dyfor a type | error to be made
(Bluman, 2010). Alternatively, a three-way ANOVAuWd have been performed, as there
were three outcome variables in this study (CoB601). However, this type of
statistical analysis would investigate the possitileractions between the explanatory
variables (Cohen, 2001), which was beyond the sobfiee research questions in this
study.

Summary

This quantitative study attempted to address tlaetdef information on the use
of LC teaching methods by faculty in Missouri comity college classrooms. An
electronic survey instrument was adapted, with jEsion, from the rubrics created by

Dr. Blumberg (2009). An invitation to participatethe survey was delivered to all full-
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time general education faculty in Missouri commyiblleges whose institutional email
address was publicly available. Numerical datéecteéd over a three-week period from
the survey were used to assign an average LC sceah respondent. A comparison of
these LC scores to categorical data collected faoh faculty member on the same
survey was statistically analyzed to search fonificant differences between a group of
faculty members’ LC score and the groups’ amoudttgipe of training in pedagogy,
years of teaching experience, and academic diseipli

In Chapter Four, data collected from this survd/lve presented and examined.
The demographics of survey respondents will berdesttin detail. The bulk of the
chapter will be dedicated to a discussion of thdifigs and results from descriptive and
inferential statistical analyses, as appropriatanfeach of this study’s research
guestions. Chapter Five will discuss the conchisithat can be drawn from this data and
propose how these conclusions can be implementegractical solutions for
addressing the problems identified by this stu@hapter Five will conclude with

recommendations for further research on the us€deaching.

Chapter Four: Analysis of Data
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Learner-Centered teaching is a reflective, resebasled approach to teaching in
which the instructor assumes the role of a coachemtor to facilitate student learning
(Weimer, 2013). The LC model of teaching stems fawar 100 years of research on
learning in the fields of psychology, educatiorgistngy, and neurobiology (LCP Work
Group, 1997). Since its inception, the core pphes of LC teaching have been adopted
as best-practices for facilitating learning by &fA, the AACU, the AERA, the NSF,
the NRC, and the U.S. Armed Forces (Henson, 20@E;dmbs & Miller, 2007). As
discussed in Chapter Two, numerous studies havemgnated the impacts LC teaching
can have in terms of increasing quantifiable stttEarning outcomes, positive student
perception of instruction, and instructor job datision (Armbruster et al., 2009; Avard,
2009; Boretz, 2012; Derting & Ebert-May, 2010; Gaetcal., 2009; Kahl & Venette,
2010; Kozar & Marcketti, 2008; Luckie et al., 20R2jcha & Utschig, 2012; Salinas et
al., 2008; Vande Broek et al., 2011; J. D. Walkaalg 2008; Yadav et al., 2011). In this
chapter, the outcomes from this quantitative sfedysed on LC classrooms in
community colleges in Missouri are discussed aeditidings are presented.

Problem and Purpose Overview

A review of websites of Missouri community collegesealed five of the 12
openly declare themselves as LC institutions. €hmmitment is made in various ways.
A few institutions include the term learner-centkrearning-centered, or student-
centered in highly visible institutional documergsch as their mission statements and/or
strategic goals. The remaining institutions inelwtdich terms in less official
documentation, such as college descriptions inréidiregy materials and course catalogs.

All 12 Missouri community colleges are accreditgdie HLC and are, therefore,
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required to demonstrate best-practices in promaindent learning (HLC, 2012; NCES,
2013).

Despite the clear need for such a metric, thecerisently no standardized
measure to determine if an institution is meettagtated goal of being LC (Wright,
2011). Conceivably, this can be a difficulty foriastitution in the current era of
increased public demand for accountability andspanency (Basken, 2012; Hains &
Smith, 2012; Kanter, 2011; Lederman, 2013a). Witlamy measure of current teaching
practices in use by its faculty, an institutioréadlership has no way of knowing if
instruction is effectively meeting the needs of shedents, nor does it have a way of
systematically focusing hiring and/or PD effortsinareasing the use of LC teaching
methods by its faculty (Doyle, 2011).

There were two main goals for this study. The fy@al was to attempt to rate
full-time Missouri community college general edugatfaculty in regards to their use of
LC teaching methods. An adaptation of the rubrreaited by Blumberg (2009) was used,
with permission, to make this characterization.e $rcond goal was to look for
significant differences between the use of LC teagzmethods by full-time general
education faculty members at these institutionsthree possibly related elements; the
faculty members’ amount and type of training in @galyy, years of teaching experience,
and academic discipline. A review of the literatteeealed these three elements were
likely to have had the most impact on a respondertiching methods (Lail, 2009;

Matlin, 2002; O’'Meara et al., 2009).

Summary of Instrumentation and Data Collection
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Data were collected using an electronic survey tipasaire. The survey was
generated and delivered to the publicly availab#titutional email accounts of potential
respondents using web-based software provided bye$Monkey. The survey
remained open for data collection for a total séghweeks in the fall semester of 2013.
The survey consisted of 34 questions, which weoegd by topic.

The questions in the first group were filtering signs, which allowed the
researcher to confirm each respondent gave hisrantplied consent, was a full-time
faculty member, and taught general education csur$be second group consisted of
guestions taken from the rubrics created by Blumif2009). These questions were
organized using a rating scale and constructedwailghted answer choices. Each
respondent’s answer choices were associated vgitbra from 1 — 4. A score of 4 for a
given question indicated the respondent employddCaapproach in regards to the
particular aspect of teaching under scrutiny in theestion. A score of 1 for a given
guestion indicated the respondent engaged in app@ach. Scores of 2 and 3 indicated
the respondent to be transitioning toward LC apgea.

The final group of questions functioned to creapeddile of each respondent in
terms of his or her amount and type of trainingadagogy, years of teaching
experience, academic discipline, and the commuwaligge where the respondent was
employed. The question regarding the respondefdtemf employment did not relate
directly to the research questions in this studyyéwver, it was included as a part of an
effort to increase response rates to the surveipr RRsearch had indicated inclusion of
approval from an authority, such as the higheskirmnacademic officer of the potential

respondent’s institution, could result in an inse@dresponse rate (Fraenkel et al., 2011).
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In order to gain this approval, an offer of custoed results was offered to the highest-
ranking academic officer for each institution.

In the next several sections, analysis of datiecteld from this survey are
examined. The first section includes a detailestdption of the demographics of survey
respondents. A discussion of the response rateetsurvey follows. The subsequent
four sections present the findings and results fo@scriptive and inferential statistical
analyses, as appropriate, from each of this stuggearch questions, in order.
Respondent Demographics

The target population for this study was full-tigeeneral education faculty
members currently teaching at Missouri communityeges. Only public post-
secondary institutions offering “programs of atsie2 but less than 4 years duration”
(National Governors Association, 2011, p. 25) wactuded in this study. A list of such
community colleges in Missouri was obtained throtigh MCCA website. Any
employee designated as full-time faculty by thestéitutions, regardless of any given
academic rank such as professor, instructor, lector any equivalent term were
considered faculty (NCES, 2012a). For the purpo$dsis study, participants were
considered to be general education faculty if tfaexght at least one course which fell
within the knowledge areas described by the MDHEsiistatewide general education
policy. By this specific definition respondentsre/gieneral education faculty if they
taught courses within the academic disciplines i@ @nd Written Communication,
Humanities and Fine Arts, Mathematics, Life andg$ttgl Sciences, Social and

Behavioral Sciences (MDHE, 2005).
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Recent research on this population indicated tipailadion size of full-time
general education faculty teaching in Missouri camity colleges to be approximately
800 (O’Connor, 2013). However, the exact sizéhefpgopulation for this study was
unable to be determined due to the following urcpeited factors. Since data collection
for the O’Connor study (2013), which occurred if©20two Missouri community
colleges no longer made faculty email addressebabubvailable through their
websites. This resulted in exclusion of approxinyadd6 potential participants from the
study (NCES, 2013).

A third community college no longer furnished a vedydentifying faculty by
employment status. This meant full-time and panetfaculty could not be
distinguished. This led to the inclusion of appneately 1,358 part-time individuals in
the initial email invitation list. As a result, atal of 1,993 email invitations were sent, a
number that far exceeded any estimation of thegopailation size. Fortunately, the first
group of questions in the survey filtered out aap{ime faculty, so this did not affect
the results of the study.

Out of the approximate 454 potential respondents feh within the population
requirements, a total of 155 faculty respondedhéosurvey. Upon an initial review of
these 155 responses, responses from 49 responcknetsemoved due to the
respondent’s failure to provide informed consemfatl within the sample parameters,
and/or to answer at least one of the questions thensecond grouping of questions.

This resulted in a functional sample size of 1Gpomdents.
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Reliability and Validity of Results

The reliability of the survey instrument in thisidy was determined through the
test-retest method during the field test. All pilespondents were asked to take the
survey twice, with at least a two-day time framensen each attempt (Marx et al.,
2003). The correlation between the numeric respgoftseeach respondent for each
administration was calculated. This was considévdzk the reliability coefficient, or
Pearson’s, for this instrument (Webb et al., 2006). Theatility coefficient of this
instrument was .83. Generally, an instrument thates a reliability coefficient of .70 or
greater is considered to be acceptable for resgangioses (Fraenkel et al., 2011).

The causal-comparative design of this study rerbiérte have low internal
validity, signifying the results could not be ugeddraw causal conclusions about the
relationships between the variables under studyobly to illustrate associations
between those variables (Seltman, 2013). Howelerigh construct validity of this
study did indicate the results could be interprete@n accurate representation of the
concepts under examination (Seltman, 2013). Thereal validity of this study could be
also be considered to be high. Using the estinai@dmum sample size of 454, the
usable number of responses, 106, represented & 28sponse rate. This response rate
could be considered adequate as a typical respateséor an unsolicited survey is
between 20-30% (Cook et al., 2000; Fink, 2003).seguently, it would be appropriate
to generalize the findings of this study to simpapulations, such as general education
faculty at community colleges in other states (Rkatet al., 2011). Considerations of

the specific measures taken to reduce the impagttinaining aspects of validity,
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namely type | and power, or type |l errors, areradsied, as appropriate, in the
discussions of the statistical analyses for eadchefesearch questions.
Data Analysis.

Before any data analysis could be performed, thedata from SurveyMonkey
was downloaded and any identifying information bey&urveyMonkey's alphanumeric
identifier for each respondent was deleted. Theasaof the institutions where
respondents were employed were masked for anonysiityg an alphabetic code. A
copy of the original information was kept in a pased-protected file accessible only by
the researcher. These procedures were done in izomo@lwith the specifications of the
Lindenwood IRB, and are a common measure takeartsure that any and all
information obtained during a study is not releasedutside individuals where it might
have embarrassing or damaging consequences” (Flaetndd., 2011, p. 69).

Next, all free responses were examined by the relseaand converted to the
appropriate numerical or categorical score, usmtgsiprovided in the scoring rubrics by
Blumberg (2009). Any unknown data were not codedssigned a score. At this point
all free responses were removed and saved in asgembcument for later investigation.
Finally, the average LC score for each individeslpondent was calculated.

Findings from research question 1The first research questio®gsed on
Blumberg'’s scale, how do full-time general eduaafiaculty at Missouri community
colleges rate in regards to the use of Learner-Emt (LC) teaching methodsWas
analyzed by obtaining descriptive statistics ofakerage LC scores. Most responses,
70.75%, fell in the high level of transitioninglt€ category (see Table 2). Only 20.75%

of the respondents rated their teaching methotigiag entirely LC. A combined total
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of 79.24% of the respondents rated their teachiathads as transitioning toward LC.
No respondents reported using entirely TC teachiathods.
Table 2

Frequency of Average LC Scores

Meaning of LC Score LC Score f %
Entirely TC 1.00-1.49 0 0.00
Low Level of Transitioning to LC 1.50-2.49 9 8.49
High Level of Transitioning to LC 2.50-3.49 75 V)
Entirely LC 3.50 - 4.00 22 20.75

Note.N = 106, LC = Learner-Centered, TC = Teacher-Centefr= frequency, % = percentage

The next step in analysis was to calculate measiresntral tendency for the
average LC score data. This examination allowedékearcher to obtain a single
measure of the Learner-Centeredness of each oéspendents, a necessary task for
analysis of the remaining research questions. &tekmts, on average, rated themselves
as being at a high level of transitioning to LC ieggzhes (Blumberg & Pontiggia, 2011),
with a mean LC score of 3.14 (see Table 3). Thesh respondent LC score of 2 can be
characterized as “minimally using LC approacheduiberg & Pontiggia, 2011, p.

192). The highest mean LC score of 4.00 was reddsy only one participant.
Table 3

Central Tendency Data for Respondent LC Scores

M Minimum Maximum

3.14 2.04 4.00

Note. N= 106,M = mean
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Findings from research question 2The second research questiddaged on
Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time general educafaculty member’s use of LC
teaching methods significantly differ by the fagutember’'s amount and type of training
in pedagogy?)was first analyzed by obtaining descriptive staissof the responses
grouped by respondents’ reported amount and typeioing in pedagogy. The next
step was to compare the average LC scores of ¢neaps. An ANOVA was the most
appropriate test to perform as it examines equafisample means for a single
guantitative outcome variable and a categoricalagqgiory variable with more than two
levels (Seltman, 2013).

The majority of the respondents answering this toes93.62%, reported having
some degree of training in pedagogy (see Tablampbng these respondents, 41 rated
themselves as having a great deal of training &egorted the majority of their training
in pedagogy had come from coursework for a degRespondents who reported having
received a little training in pedagogy through Hi2ied outside their employer were
found to be associated with the highest LC scditee lowest LC score was associated
with respondents who reported having a little tragrthrough employer-provided PD.

To determine if these observed differences wengfsignt, hypothesis testing
was conducted. Using the procedures describedtuim&h (2010), the andF values
obtained by the ANOVA analysis were used to evaltia¢H, and alternativeHy)
hypotheses. Thiey was that the mean LC score would be statistiegilyal across all
groups of full-time faculty with differing amounéhd types of training in pedagogy. The
Hawas that at least one mean LC score would notdiststally equal across groups of

full-time faculty with differing amounts and typestraining in pedagogy. Thevalue,
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.19, was greater than .05, and thé& statistic, 1.42, was less th&gi, 1.99. Therefore,
theHpwas not rejected. Hence, these data supportetlthkypothesis, that full-time
general education faculty member’s use of LC teaghethods did not significantly
differ by the faculty member’'s amount and typerafrting in pedagogy.

Table 4

Summary of Primary Analysis for Research Question 2

Reported Amount and Type of Training in Pedagogy f % LC Score

None at all 6 6.38 2.99*
A little through coursework for my degree(s) 4 4.26 3.20*

A little through PD offered through my employer 11 11.70 2.84*
A little through PD offered outside my employer 5 .35 3.36*

A moderate amount through coursework for my degee( 14 14.89 3.10*
A moderate amount through PD offered through myleygy 8 8.51 3.03*
A moderate amount through PD offered outside myleyap 5 5.32 3.34*
A great deal through coursework for my degree(s) 2380.85 3.15*%
A great deal through PD offered through my employer 2 2.13 2.99*
A great deal through PD offered outside my employer 10 10.64 3.33*

Note. N= 94, f = frequency, % = percentage, LC score = averd&yedore for group, PD = professional
development

*ANOVA @ = .05,p = .19,F = 1.42 Fe; = 1.99

However, as noted in Bluman (2010), a lack of stiatl significance does not
imply a lack of “practical significance” (p. 419As the observed differences in the mean
LC scores for each group were 81% likely not taHeeresult of chance, this implied
functional use might still be found in the datas the conceptual framework upon which
this study was based focused on finding such prégmalutions, further analysis was
warranted.

The responses for this question were easily disggded into two broader
categories, i.e., the respondents’ amount of mgim pedagogy and the respondents’

type of training in pedagogy. So, in order to mdearly comprehend the observed
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“practical significance” (Bluman, 2010, p. 419) tthata were thus re-grouped and re-
analyzed. For each grouping of responses des@iptatistics were first obtained. Then
an ANOVA was performed to obtain the appropriagt @lues.

For the data grouped by the respondents’ amoumnaioing, thep value, .51, was
greater tham, .05, and thé& statistic, 0.77, was less th&gi;, 2.70 (see Table 5).
Therefore, the decision from the initial analysisiot rejecHpywas confirmed. This re-
grouping of the data continued to supportiaghat a full-time general education faculty
member’s use of LC teaching methods did not sigaifily differ by the faculty
member’s amount training in pedagogy. The obsemdhat respondents with the least
training in pedagogy had the lowest LC scores asdandents with the most training in
pedagogy had the highest LC scores was not foubd sgnificant upon statistical
analysis.

For the data grouped by the respondents’ typepurcs, of training in pedagogy,
thep value, .0038, was less than.05, and thé& statistic, 5.95, was greater theg,

3.10. Therefore, contrary to the original decisitveHy was rejected. This re-grouped
data supported the originidl, that at least one group of full-time general edion
faculty members’ use of LC teaching methods didificantly differ by the faculty
members’ type of training in pedagogy. Accordia@tuman (2010), the value pf

indicated the difference to be “highly significafg. 419).

Table 5
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Summary of Secondary Analyses for Research Quexstion

LC
Reported Amount of Training in Pedagogy f % Score
None at all 6 6.38 2.99*
A little 20 21.28 3.04*
A moderate 27 28.72 3.12*
A great deal 41 43.62 3.19*
LC
Reported Type of Training in Pedagogy f % Score
Through coursework for my degree(s) a7 53.41 3.14**
Through PD offered through my employer 51 23.86 329
Through PD offered outside my employer 20 22.73 48.3

Note. f =frequency% = percentage, LC Score = average LC score for gi@Dps professional
development
* N=94, ANOVAo =.05,p=.51,F=0.77,F.= 2.70

** N =88, ANOVAa = .05,p=.0038 F=5.95,F.=3.10

To determine which of the type of training in pedgg group’s mean LC score
differed significantly from the others, additiomaltgrouping of the data and further
hypothesis testing were needed. A series of thoselmpd-tests were performed. As the
researcher already knew the variation and diredfdhe differences being tested, a one-
tailedt-test assuming unequal variances was the most jagie statistical test to
employ to obtain the appropriate test valup,value (Seltman, 2013). For edetest,
theHp was that no significant difference existed betweengroups, and thé, was that
a significant difference did exist between the gau

These calculatep values were used to evaluate HyeandH, using the
procedures described in Bluman (2010). In ordenamtain a low likelihood of type |
error in any post hoc data analysis, applying altems necessary (Cohen, 2001). In this

analysis, this penalty was assessed by applyingnéeBonni correction to the original
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value ofa, .05, yielding a corrected value, hereafter refto asig, of .017 (Seltman,
2013). Since, the calculatedralue for the comparison of the average LC scane f
respondents whose training in pedagogy came framsework for his or her degree
compared to all other respondents, .46, was gréaans .017, theHy was not rejected
(see Table 6). Hence, these data supportedghibat the difference in the average LC
score observed was not statistically significant.

Alternatively, theHowas rejected in both of the other post htests. The
comparison of the mean LC score of respondentsrefnarted they had received their
training in pedagogy from employer-provided PDhe tombined mean LC score of the
other groups, yielded@value of .003. The comparison of the mean LCeobr
respondents whose training in pedagogy came frorol&ined outside their employer
to the combined mean LC score of the other grouglded ap value of .006. Both of
thesep values were less tham, .017.

Table 6

Summary of Post Hoc Analyses for Research Queation

Coursework Employer PD Non-Employer PD
compared to other typescompared to other typescompared to other types
p value 46* .003* .006*

Note.PD = Professional Development

*og = .017

A consolidation of the findings of the ANOVA analy and these post httests
would support two notable conclusions. First, cggfents who reported receiving their
training in pedagogy from employer-provided PD wassociated with significantly

lower LC scores than other respondents. Seconglomegnts who reported receiving
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their training in pedagogy from PD obtained outgltr employer were associated with
significantly higher LC scores than the other resjsmnts.

Findings from research question 3The third research questio®gsed on
Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time general educafaculty member’s use of LC
teaching methods significantly differ by the faguftember’s years of teaching
experience?)was first analyzed by obtaining the descriptiveéistias of the responses
grouped by respondents’ reported years of teaampgrience. The next step was to
compare the average LC scores of these groupsANVA was the most appropriate
test to run as it examines equality of sample méama single quantitative outcome
variable and a categorical explanatory variabléwibre than two levels (Seltman,
2013).

The majority of the respondents who answered théstion, 89.69%, reported
having been employed as an educator at an acatedggtution for at least five to 10
years (see Table 7). Among these 91 respondéhtgpdrted having been employed as
an educator for 10 to 15 years. Only one respdan@gorted having been employed as
an educator for less than two years. Responddmg@ported having been employed as
a full-time faculty member for five to 10 years wdound to be associated with the
highest LC score. The lowest LC score was as®atiaith respondents who reported
having been employed as a full-time faculty menfbetwo to five years.

To determine if these observed differences wengfsignt, hypothesis testing
was conducted. Using the procedures describedtuim&h (2010), the calculated test
values were used to evaludite Hp andH,. TheHy was that the mean LC score would

be statistically equal across all groups of fultdi faculty with differing years of teaching
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experience, and the, was that at least one mean LC score would notabestscally

equal across groups of full-time faculty with drifeg years of experience teaching. The
p value, .23, was greater than.05, and thé& statistic, 1.39, was less th&g;;, 2.31.
Therefore, thédp was not rejected. Hence, these data supportddothibat full-time
general education a faculty member’s use of LChis@cmethods did not significantly
differ by the faculty member’s years of teachingerence.

Table 7

Summary of Primary Analysis for Research Question 3

LC

Reported Years of Teaching Experience f % Score
0-2 years 1 1.03 3.10*
2-5 years 9 9.28 291~
5-10 years 20 19.59 3.27*
10-15 years 29 28.87 3.16*
15-20 years 22 21.65 3.14*
20+ years 20 19.59 2.99*

Note. N= 97,f = frequency% = percentage, LC Score = average LC score for group

*ANOVA o =.05p=.023,F =1.39,F=2.31

However, as the frequencies in the first two respdavels, 0-2 years and 2-5
years, were particularly low, the researcher wasemed about the possibility of a type
Il error having occurred. A type Il error ariselem a researcher fails to rejedti@that
is actually false (Bluman, 2010). The likelihood wfaking a type Il error increases when
the size of a sample decreases (Seltman, 2013)efbhe, inclusion of these undersized
samples in the ANOVA may have led to an inaccurapeesentation of these data.

To address this concern, the data were re-aggkgatebroader categories so

the frequencies for each level of response woultger. Two such re-organizations
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were executed to ensure the data were thorouglalyzed. First, the responses were
grouped into three broad categori@s years, 5-15 yeargnd15+ years As described
previously, an ANOVA was performed to compare therage LC scores of these
groups. Secondly, the responses were then graopeetivo broad categorie6;10 years
and10+ years As this data set only had two groups an ANOV/Awa longer
appropriate. Instead, a two-tailetest was performed to obtain the appropriate test
values.

Thep values for the two analyses, .093 and .62 respygtiwere greater than
.05 (see Table 8). The test statistles; 2.43 and = 0.49, were less thdahe associated
critical valuesF.it = 3.09 and.;i: = 2.00. Hence, this re-aggregated data contitmed
support theH, that a full-time general education faculty memberse of LC teaching
methods did not significantly differ by the facuthyember’s teaching experience.
Table 8

Summary of Secondary Analyses for Research Quekstion

LC
Reported Years of Teaching Experience f % Score
0-5 years 10 1493 2.93*
5-15 years 47 70.15  3.21*
15 + years 40 1493  3.07*
0-10 years 29 29.90 3.15*
10+ years 68 70.10 3.11*

Note. N= 97, f = frequency% = percentage, LC Score = average LC score for group
*ANOVA o =.05,p=.093,F = 2.43,F;= 3.09

** ttesto = .05,p = .62,t = 0.49,te = 2.00

Findings from research question 4.The fourth research questioBased on

Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time general educataculty member’s use of LC
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teaching methods significantly differ by the faguftember’s academic discipline®)as

first analyzed by obtaining descriptive statistéshe responses grouped by respondents’
reported academic discipline. The next step inyamalvas to compare the average LC
scores for each of these groups. An ANOVA wagatlest appropriate test to run as it
examines equality of sample means for a single tifative outcome variable and a
categorical explanatory variable with more than texeels (Seltman, 2013).

Most responses came from participants who repaei@ching in the areas of
Humanities and Fine Arts, Oral and Written Commatan, and Social and Behavioral
Sciences (see Table 9). The fewest responsesfoameespondents who reported
teaching in the areas of Life and Physical ScieacesMathematics. Respondents who
reported teaching in the area of Oral and Writtem@unication were found to be
associated with the highest LC score. The low€sstore was associated with
respondents who reported teaching in the area thévaatics.

To determine if these observed differences wengifsignt, hypothesis testing
was conducted. Using the procedures describedtuim&h (2010), the calculated test
values were used to evaluate HygandH,. TheHpwas that the mean LC score would be
statistically equal across all groups of full-tifaeulty in differing academic disciplines,
and theH, was that at least one mean LC score would notdtistscally equal across
groups of full-time faculty in differing disciplirse Thep value, .016, was less than.05,
and theF statistic, 3.23, was greater thieg, 2.46. Therefore, thidy was rejected.
These data supported tHg that at least one group of full-time general etiocafaculty

members’ use of LC teaching methods did signifigediffer by the faculty members’
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academic discipline. Indeed, the observed diffegsrcould be considered to be “highly
significant” (Bluman, 2010, p. 419) as the valugovas less than .01.

Table 9

Summary of Primary Analysis for Research Question 4

Reported Academic Discipline f % LC
Score
Oral and Written Communication 25 26 3.28*
Humanities and Fine Arts 24 25 3.26*
Mathematics 15 15 2.96*
Life and Physical Sciences 15 15 3.05*
Social and Behavioral Sciences 24 25 2.30*

Note. N = 97, £ frequency% = percentage, LC Score = average LC score for group
@ Seven respondents reported teaching in two acaddistiplines, the LC scores from these individuals
were included in calculations for both disciplines

* ANOVA o =.05,p=.016,F = 3.23,F= 2.46

To determine which of the academic discipline gtsupean LC score differed
significantly from the others, additional re-grongiof the data and further hypothesis
testing were needed. A series of five post timsts were performed. As the researcher
already knew the variation and direction of thdaitgnces being tested, a one-tail¢est
assuming unequal variances was the most appropegttto employ to obtaimvalues
for these data. For eatthest, theHowas that no significant difference existed between
the groups, and the, was that a significant difference did exist betwé®e groups.

Thep values were used to evaluate HigandH, using the procedures described
in Bluman (2010), In order to maintain a low likeod of type | error in any post hoc
data analysis, applying a penalty is necessary€@,a?001). In this analysis, this penalty
was again assessed by applying a Bonferonni caretd the original value af, .05,

yielding anag of .001 (Seltman, 2013).
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Thep value obtained in the comparison of the mean L@esobrespondents
teaching in the field of Humanities and Fine Adghe combined mean LC scores from
the other disciplines, .036, was greater thgn01 (see Table 10). Therefore, thewas
not rejected. Likewise, the calculatedalues obtained in the comparison of the mean
LC score of respondents in the field of Life ang$tbal Sciences, the field of
Mathematics, and the field of Social and Behavi&@@knces to the combined mean LC
scores from all other disciplines, .023, .078, &182, respectively, were also greater than
ag, .01. Again, thedy was not rejected in any of these comparisons. ieant the
differences observed between the mean LC scordbdse groups and the remainder of
the respondents could not be considered to betstatly significant.

However, thep value obtained in the comparison of the mean LdZesof
respondents teaching in the field of Oral and Wiit€ommunication to the combined
mean LC score from the other disciplines, .002%s ess thang, .01. Therefore, the
Howas rejected, and the,, that the observed difference in the mean LC sobre
respondents teaching in the field of Oral and Wnit€ommunication was significant,
was concluded. A consideration of both the resflthe initial ANOVA and the post
hoct-test supported the conclusion that respondentsitegin the field of Oral and
Written Communication were associated with sigaifitty higher LC scores than
respondents in the other disciplines. As the valyewas less than .01, this indicated the

difference to be “highly significant” (Bluman, 2010. 419).

Table 10

Summary of Post Hoc Analyses of Data CollectedR&gearch Question 4
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Life and Social and

Humanities Physical Behavioral

and Fine Arts  Sciences Mathematics Oral and Written Sciences
comparedto comparedto comparedto Communication compared to

other other other compared to other
disciplines disciplines disciplines  other disciplines disciplines
p value .036* 23* .078* .0025* .032*
*(IB =.01
Summary

Descriptive analysis of data collected via the®tnic survey instrument in this
study revealed full-time general education facuitiissouri community colleges to rate
themselves at a high level of transitioning towla@lteaching methods. Further
inferential analysis of the data indicated a facaliember’s use of LC teaching methods
significantly differed by the faculty member’s typétraining in pedagogy and academic
discipline. In particular, faculty who receiveceihtraining in pedagogy from PD
provided outside their employer were associatet significantly higher LC scores.
Faculty who taught in the field of Oral and Writt€emmunication were also associated
with significantly higher LC scores. Faculty menmgeiho received their training in
pedagogy from employer-provided PD were assochattdsignificantly lower LC
scores. These same analyses noted a faculty msmberof LC teaching methods did
not significantly differ by the faculty member’s aomt of training in pedagogy or years
of teaching experience.

In Chapter Five, the researcher forms conclusiased on the data from this
survey, with support from relevant related literatuChapter Five discusses the
implications of this research in pragmatic termeffering feasible suggestions for any

institutions that wish to increase faculty use @fteaching methods. This final chapter
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includes recommendations for future research iratka of LC teaching methods.
Specifically, these recommendations are focuseahadifications which could be made

to the design and implementation of research study.

Chapter Five: Summary and Conclusions
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The term LC stands in contrast to the term TGyag of denoting the
fundamental paradigm shift called for in LC teachim a traditional TC classroom the
role of the educator is to be a provider of knowke@Blumberg, 2009). In an LC
classroom the role of the educator is to be aifatl of learning (Weimer, 2013).
Learner-Centered teaching focuses on moving avey &n information delivery model
of education to a learning experience model of atdac (Doyle, 2011). It does not
prescribe a fixed series of actions or teachimgfatyies for an instructor, rather it
stipulates only a specific mindset be used in #@silon making process of the educator
(Blumberg, 2009).

The psychological and biological theories upon WHI€ teaching are based have
been recognized as best-practices for facilitdtagning by the APA, the AACU, the
AERA, the NSF, the NRC, and the U.S. Armed Forétanéon, 2003; McCombs &
Miller, 2007). Quantitative measures of the pesiiimpacts of LC teaching practices on
student learning outcomes have been well documentie literature (Armbruster et al.,
2009; Avard, 2009; Boretz, 2012; Derting & Ebertypa010; Gauci et al., 2009; Kahl
& Venette, 2010; Kozar & Marcketti, 2008; Luckieadt, 2012; Pucha & Utschig, 2012;
Salinas et al., 2008; Vande Broek et al., 201D, JValker et al., 2008; Yadav et al.,
2011). Qualitative studies on the impacts of L&cteng have noted increased
motivation and feelings of self-efficacy in botludénts and instructors (Ahn & Class,
2011; Annerstedt et al., 2010; Armbruster et &0 Boretz, 2012; Durso, 2011; Hains
& Smith, 2012; Kennedy, 2009; Lewis et al., 201Qckie et al., 2012; Marcketti, 2011;
Pucha & Utschig, 2012; Salter et al., 2009; Schi2®09; Shibley et al., 2008; Tamim et

al., 2008; Tyma, 2009; C. Walker, 2009; Wang et20110; Wohlfarth et al., 2008). This
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has led many institutions of higher education,udahg several Missouri community
colleges, to identify themselves as LC organizatittmough the use of the term in
institutional mission statements and strategicgaab/or advertising materials (DeVries,
2002; Evelyn, 2001; Matthews, 2003).

However, no standardized metric for supporting stiaims is currently in
widespread use. This is potentially problematitha current age of accountability in
which an institution is expected, through its reskaepartment, to provide numeric data
to support any claims it makes about its practi¢bst-Century Commision on the
Future of Community Colleges, 2012; Hains & Sm#@12). In fact, the accrediting
body for Missouri community colleges, the HLC, reg]ga such quantitative metrics be
systematically collected, analyzed, and used imstitutions’ decision making processes
(HLC, 2012; NCES, 2013). Additionally, no datastziregarding how the demographics
of faculty employing LC teaching methods at commynolleges differ, if at all, from
those of faculty employing TC teaching methodsisTould impair institutions’ efforts
at increasing the use of LC practices. AccordinBégle (2011), if an institution wished
to invest time and/or dollars in increasing the oseC teaching methods by its faculty,
its efforts would be little more than trial andarwithout evidence on how to best direct
those efforts. This study was designed to addhesse deficiencies.

This chapter will first review the major elementdiee study. Then, a summary
of the findings, as detailed in Chapter Four, sspnted. A discussion of the conclusions
that can be drawn from these findings, with supfrorh related literature, follows. The

remainder of the chapter is dedicated to provigiregtical suggestions for addressing the



LEARNER-CENTERED TEACHING 104

issues which were raised in the research and magsammendations for any future
research grounded on this study.
Review of the Study

In keeping with recent calls for greater amountgudntitative research on
teaching and learning (Doyle, 2011; Weimer, 20083 study employed a quantitative
methodology. Specifically, this study was causahparative in design. This choice was
appropriate due the categorical nature of the ldaitag collected (Cohen, 2001). The
researcher’s inability to directly manipulate tregigbles under study also made the
causal-comparative design most appropriate (Blu@@hQ; Johnson, 2001).

Full-time general education faculty members cutyetieiaching at Missouri
community colleges were the target population e study. Recent research on this
population indicated the population size to be apipnately 800 (O’Connor, 2013). As
detailed in Chapter Four, unanticipated factory@mnéed the recruitment of
approximately 346 individuals, reducing the popolasize to approximately 454
potential respondents (NCES, 2013). Upon initredlgsis of the155 responses received,
responses from 49 respondents were removed dhe tespondent’s failure to provide
informed consent, to fall within the sample paramgtand/or to answer at least one of
the questions from the second grouping of questidiss resulted in a functional sample
size of 106 respondents, which represented a 288ponse rate.

The data collection tool utilized for this studyswva self-administered electronic
survey questionnaire created by and delivered tioccg@ants using software provided by
SurveyMonkey. The survey consisted of three setgiestions, grouped by topic. The

guestions in the first group confirmed each responttuly fell within the target
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population. The second group consisted of 29 gadtale questions with weighted
answer choices taken, with permission, from theicslrreated by Blumberg (2009) in
her book Developing Learner Centered Teaching: A Practicaide for Faculty These
guestions asked respondents to consider distipecesof his or her teaching methods.
Answer choices for these questions were assoomtadh score from 1 — 4. These scores
served to rate each respondent along a continuwempfoying entirely TC methods to
employing entirely LC methods. The final groupwfgjuestions was developed by the
researcher to create a profile of each responddetms of his or her amount and type of
training in pedagogy, years of teaching experieand,academic discipline.

After obtaining IRB permission from Lindenwood Uargity a semi-personalized
email invitation containing the information pres@d in the Lindenwood IRB adult
consent form, a request for respondent participagad a hyperlink to the survey
instrument was delivered to the publicly availaiblgtitutional email account of all
potential respondents. The survey was availallehfee weeks during the fall semester
of 2013. At the conclusion of the three weeks, data from the electronic survey was
analyzed using both descriptive and inferentidisteal techniques, as appropriate for
each research question.

Findings

The first research questiolBgsed on Blumberg’s scale, how do full-time general
education faculty at Missouri community collegetria regards to the use of LC
teaching methods?yas investigated by obtaining the descriptiveigias and measures
of central tendency for the overall LC score focleeespondent. Only 20.75% of

respondents rated their teaching methods as batirglg LC. A combined total of
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79.24% of the respondents rated their teaching mdsths transitioning toward LC.
Respondents, on average, rated themselves asdiaritigh level of transitioning to LC
approaches” (Blumberg & Pontiggia, 2011, p. 192)hva mean LC score of 3.14. No
respondents reported using entirely TC teachindnoukst

The second research questidaged on Blumberg's scale, does a full-time
general education faculty member’s use of LC teaghiethods significantly differ by
the faculty member’'s amount and type of trainingedagogy?)was examined using an
ANOVA to compare the average LC scores of respasdgnouped by their reported
amount and type of training in pedagogy. This gsialdid not find any statistically
significant difference in the use of LC methods amthe groups witl set at 0.05.
However, the value gd, .19, implied a “practical significance” (Bluma210, p. 419),
which led to further examination of the data. Wistpoint, the data were re-grouped by
only the respondents’ amount of training in pedagagthe respondents’ type of training
in pedagogy. The ANOVA of the data re-groupeably respondents’ reported amount
of training in pedagogy still yielded no signifid¢atifferences in use of LC methods at an
a of .05. However, ANOVA of the data re-groupeddmnyy respondents’ reported type
of training in pedagogy, did yield a significantfdirence in use of LC methods at@of
.05. Post hot-tests performed to identify where the differeneéa®en groups existed
revealed respondents who reported receiving thaitihg in pedagogy from employer-
provided PD were associated with significantly le€steaching methods than other
respondents. Respondents who reported receiveigtthining in pedagogy from PD
obtained outside their employer were associatekd significantly more LC teaching

methods than other respondents.
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The third research questiolgsed on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time general
education faculty member’s use of LC teaching nustisognificantly differ by the faculty
member’s years of teaching experience®s examined using an ANOVA to compare
the average LC scores of respondents grouped byéperted years of teaching
experience. This analysis did not find any stagdly significant difference in the use of
LC methods among the groups witlset at .05. A secondary analysis of the data was
performed in order to avoid a possible type Il edee to the small frequency of
responses in two of the original groupings. Orga&irg this analysis did not yield
significant findings witho set at .05.

The fourth research questioBased on Blumberg’s scale, does a full-time
general education faculty member’s use of LC teaghiethods significantly differ by
the faculty member’s academic discipline?as examined using an ANOVA to compare
the average LC scores of respondents grouped byréperted academic discipline.
This analysis did find a statistically significattference in the use of LC methods
among the groups witl set at .05. Again, post hotests were performed to identify
where the difference between groups existed. The/sis of the-tests revealed
respondents who reported teaching in the fieldral @d Written Communication were
associated with significantly more LC teaching noeihthan respondents in the other
academic disciplines included in the study.

Conclusions

As discussed in Chapter Three, results from thidystould be considered to be

reliable and have high external and construct usl{@raenkel et al., 2011; Seltman,

2013; Webb et al., 2006). Overall, the causal-canaive quantitative methodology
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employed in this study dictated the findings, andatusions could be used only to draw
associations between the variables under studgitked et al., 2011). No correlations
could be drawn, nor could any predictions be mad#he basis of these data (Seltman,
2013). These findings should be considered no rtinare a “snapshot” (Blumberg &
Pontiggia, 2011, p.189) of the sample of full-tigeneral education faculty who chose to
respond to the survey. Despite these consideratnmgever, several meaningful
conclusions can be drawn from the findings of #tigly.

The outcomes for research question one, for examgliee surprising in light of
the predictions from the review of literature. Nlegperts and researchers had
characterized higher education as TC, rather tl@aBarr & Tagg, 1995; Blumberg,
2009; Doyle, 2011; Freire, 1970; Hains & Smith, 20WVeimer, 2013). Indeed, a study
by Blumberg and Pontiggia (2011), which employedrhyethe same methodology and
design as this study, found the majority of classdsgher education rated at a low-level
of transitioning to LC methods, with only one clagsich rated at a high-level of
transitioning to LC methods, and no classes whated as entirely LC.

As discussed in the limitations presented in GéraPine, the unexpected findings
from research question one could have been attalbiot a combination of position bias
(larossi, 2008) and satisficing (Barge & Gehlb&®il1). Respondents may have begun
to tire of the survey process and simply startezbshng the response category they knew
to be the preferred option. However, an analyste@trend line from a scatterplot of the
average responses for each question did not réviedb be the case. The average
response for each question trended downward, artbiess use of LC teaching

methods, toward the end of the survey (see Figurédrthermore, comparison byest



LEARNER-CENTERED TEACHING 109

revealed no statistically significant differencevibeen the average LC score for
respondents who completed the entire survey andwége LC score for respondents
who did not respond to all 29 questions regardagy tteaching methods,

p =.157 andx = .05.
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Figure 1 Scatterplot of average LC Score by survey questi®olid dots represent average of all
responses for each survey question. Dashed limegents trend line for data, the equation for wisch

y=-0.0193x + 3.4138.

Another possible explanation for the unexpectedlte$or research question one
could be that only community college faculty weneveyed. As noted in Chapter Two,
many researchers have credited the successes ofudty colleges directly to the
unique attributes of community college faculty (Best al., 2001; Boggs, 2010). The
review of literature revealed that the foundingecof community college faculty had

either a strong desire to teach, rather than reBear a strong pedagogical background in
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what today would be deemed LC practices (Lail, 2009 34% of this survey’s
responses came from respondents employed at @ntiost which was established less
than 25 years ago (MCCA, n.d.), and 41.24% of surespondents reported having 15+
years of teaching experience, this survey likepresented such a founding core. This
offers a possible explanation for the greater #vgrected used of LC teaching methods.

It was the expectation of the researcher, basdbeoreview of literature, that
faculty who rated themselves as having a greatafdehining in pedagogy, specifically
training obtained through coursework for a degremyld rank highest in the use of LC
teaching methods (Evelyn, 2001, Lail, 2009). Hogrevesponses collected for research
guestion two did not support this hypothesis. Maoificant difference in the use of LC
teaching methods among groups of respondents wigridg amounts and types of
training in pedagogy was found. Rather than assgitiese findings were a unique
contradiction to the body of literature, the resbar suspects the formatting of the
answer choices for this particular survey questi@ay have masked the true nature of the
findings for this research question.

As respondents were limited to only one answeraghfor the question, each
respondent had to make an estimation regardingrtiier amount of training and the
source from which the majority of that training hamne. Several respondents
guestioned the validity of the answer choices @irtiree response comments, asking for
clarification of the terma little, a moderate amourdnda great deal Other
respondents chose not to answer this questiot, aealaring they had received training
in pedagogy from more than one source in equal asownintentionally, the

researcher had caused respondent confusion byrectirsg) a question without “mutually
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exclusive and collectively exhaustive” (larossiD80p. 42) answer alternatives. This
may have negatively affected the validity of thpadticular data (Seltman, 2013).

Nonetheless, analysis of findings from researctstore two does allow for at
least one meaningful conclusion to be drawn. ltlMidoe appropriate to say, in terms of
PD on pedagogy, it is the source, not the quantitich is most impactful to faculty
members’ teaching methods. This supports therfgglof many studies in the field of
effective PD in higher education, which call fosdpline-specific PD from content
experts with classroom experience rather than geoellege-wide PD (N. Brown et al.,
2010; Weller, 2011). The authors of these studsserted that as PD opportunities
provided by an employer can be seen as a more s@mmieption, it can be assumed
faculty who decline this option and seek out tleein PD find the practice to be more
meaningful and are therefore more likely to incogpe information gleaned from these
sessions into their teaching methods (Wood ep@l1).

The lack of significant differences observed in da¢a gathered for research
guestion three could be extrapolated to lead tmaght-provoking conclusion; teaching
experience does not affect quality of teachingis Bkudy’s finding calls into question
the common practice in community colleges of incigdsome teaching experience as a
mandatory requirement for hiring of new facultyr(des, 2011). Data from this study
suggest that by eliminating applicants with no iag experience, a community college
may, in fact, be missing the opportunity to hire thost LC candidate. Perhaps findings
such as this explain why the HLC’s (2005) guidddioa determining qualified faculty

make no mention of teaching experience as a sugjbging criterion.
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The findings from research question four identdgulty in the field of Oral and
Written Communication as associated with the usd@imost LC teaching methods.
This might be a reflection of the framework theetaf Missouri uses to define and
describe a general education curriculum. The MORBED5) defines a general education
as consisting of coursework in both skill and knedge areas. The skill areas describe
subjective competencies that students should feetallemonstrate, such as “the ability
to recognize conflicts within and between valugays” (MDHE, 2005, p. 6). The
knowledge areas, conversely, delineate more olbgcompetencies such as “the ability
to describe the basic principles of the physicavense” (MDHE, 2005, p. 7). Of note is
the specific terminology used by the MDHE in defopithe goals of these two areas; skill
areas should “develop students’ abilities” (MDHBQ3, p. 6), while knowledge areas
should “develop students’ understanding” (MDHE, 200. 6).

The knowledge areas align in a straightforward neamith commonly
recognized academic disciplines such as MathematidsSocial Sciences. But, how a
particular academic discipline is identified inntex of the skill areas it addressed is a
decision left up to each institution. Notably,hés one area of clear intersection
between these skill and knowledge areas, andsitri¢he area of Communication.
Faculty working in the field of Communication ahetonly instructors explicitly
required, by state guidelines, to develop botludesit’s abilities and a student’s
understanding in his or her content area. This exgjain why faculty in this area were
found to report themselves more LC, as LC teacmethods focus on what students can

do, not what teachers teach (Blumberg, 2009).
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Indeed, examination of free responses to sevefhleofluestions based on
Blumberg’s rubrics revealed faculty in the areadMathematics and Life and Physical
Sciences felt attributes of the content in thescgtline imposed constraints on their
teaching methods and thus, prevented them fromemsgvthe questions being posed.
This was specifically observed in responses tajtlesstions about students’ ability to
justify accuracy of their answers, the use of antikeassessments, use of open-ended
assignments, and use of expression of alternaéxsppctives by students. Free
responses ranged from a simpiet applicable to a justification thain the field of
mathematics there is only one right answ@rfew respondents went so far as to note
that, in their estimation, their course content wassuseful in the real worldFrom these
observations one could hypothesize these facuityed their discipline as an objective
and esoteric body of knowledge, rather than a stisggeand practical skill set. This
would correlate with the observed low levels of te@ching in use in these academic
disciplines.

Implications for Practice

Teaching and learning in institutions of higher eation in the United States have
evolved from a tradition which places the utmosugaon instructor knowledge (Barr &
Tagg, 1995). The notion that university facultyd®nly be content experts was made
common practice in the first institutions of higleelucation in the 1600s and persists
though to the current day (Arendale, 2010a). Nbestlern universities and colleges
continue to draw a clear distinction in title beémehose employees responsible for
providing academic content and those employee®nsdpe for nurturing student

learning (Arendale, 2010b). However, if institutsoof higher education hold LC
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teaching as an ideal, then faculty must be exjpefltsth discipline-specific content and
pedagogy (Blumberg, 2009; Weimer, 2013). In otdeachieve this ideal, institutions of
higher education would be best served by, accoririge findings and conclusions of
this study, initiating changes to their PD stragsgicurriculum, and hiring policies.

The findings from this study support the suggestitade by Battistella (2007)
that PD funding be decentralized or privatized sThesearcher suggested the monies
currently spent on employer-provided PD sessionsldvibe more effectively spent were
they issued as vouchers to be used by facultytaimbg PD of their own choosing.
Professional development sought out by a facultsnbes, rather than imposed upon him
or her, has been found to be most impactful onfdwatlty member’s teaching methods
(Petrides, Middleton-Detzner, Jimes, Hedgspeth,ukiB, 2011). If this type of policy
change is not feasible an institution should, mimimum, conduct a careful review of its
in-house PD practices. A national review of PDcpcgs in community colleges
revealed successful programs included both a elegrment between PD activities and
institutional goals, and considerable faculty mapation in design and implementation
(Murray, 1999). Any measures taken to empowecalfia member to make his or her
own selection in timing and topic of PD should eese the likelihood the PD impacts
the teaching methods of that faculty member (GweteBarnett, & Etienne, 2013).

In terms of its curriculum, an institution shoulohsider a careful analysis and
possible revision of the objectives of any coumsbih currently specify only content-
based competencies. As was found in this studlyikely faculty who feel their only
task is to provide students with facts feel unablemploy an entirely LC teaching

method (Blumberg, 2009; Weimer, 2013). A seriesatfaborative, faculty-led,
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departmental meetings in which the most appropskiteareas for each course are
identified and incorporated into the course’s @ulim would ensure faculty focus on
both student ability and student understandingpéncourses they teach. For faculty
reluctant to relate their field with skill areaactilty already found to use LC methods,
such as those in the fields of Oral and Written @amication, could serve as mentors
during the process (Petrides et al., 2011).

Finally, findings from this study would support ttemoval of the common
requirement of having some prior teaching expegdnam hiring qualifications for new
faculty. As noted previously, the results fronsthiudy indicated differing years of
teaching experience were not associated with sogmif differences in the use of LC
teaching methods. Should the use of LC teachinfads be desired, hiring committees
should, at least in part, rely on teaching dematisins as a measure of a candidates
potential in the classroom. Prior research hagated the majority of hiring committees
in higher education use teaching demonstratiorgitaa committees have a high degree
of confidence in the ability of a teaching demoaistn to predict classroom performance
of a candidate (Smith, Wenderoth, & Tyler, 201B}tablishment of common criteria,
based on Blumberg’s rubrics, for evaluating a caatgdi's teaching demonstration would
ensure the candidate using the most LC teachingodstcould be selected.
Recommendations for Future Research

As this study was the first of its kind, it was th&ntion of the researcher to
provide a foundational base for both the designiamudementation of future research in
the use of LC teaching practices. This intenti@swupported by the high reliability and

external validity of this study (Fraenkel et aD12). A summative and diagnostic
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appraisal of the construction and execution of skusly bared several areas in which this
research could be altered were it to be condugatha The next sections present a
discussion of these possible modifications orgahtaearea of impact.

Research designThe use of solely quantitative methodologies is gtudy
precluded a thorough investigation and understandirsome aspects of the
phenomenon under examination, such as the influehcelture, context, and values on a
faculty member’s teaching methods (Fraenkel ef@lll). Consideration of the free
response comments from this survey indicate ppéids were willing to provide self-
reflective responses and those responses yieldedbla insights into the motivations of
faculty in their choice of teaching methods. Fatwgsearch based on this study could,
therefore, benefit from a use of a mixed-methogs@gch (Creswell, 2013). Including
interviews or focus groups would allow for somexitglity in data collection (Creswell,
2013; Fraenkel et al., 2011). It is possible apasfunity for understanding was missed
in not having the ability to ask follow-up questsoto respondents who reported the
majority of their training in pedagogy had comenfr®D provided outside their
employer. A deeper understanding would have coom asking these respondents what
topics these PD sessions covered and to inqui@ tagir motivations for seeking those
opportunities.

Future researchers may wish to consider analysaslditional evidences of a
faculty member’s teaching methods. In the Blumksard Pontiggia (2011) study, for
example, printed course materials, such a syNabie used as data in calculating the LC
score for a course. Alternate sources of evideatadaculty member’s teaching

methods, such as classroom observations or analfysiadent satisfaction survey
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results, could be explored as well. Inclusionha&fse types of data would yield a more
holistic picture of the type of teaching occurringhe classrooms under study. Future
research based on this study could also calculs¢gi@s of LC scores for individual
faculty members using these different data set$)@wk for any correlations among or
significant differences between those scores.

The size and composition of the population of tiuelg could be modified in
future research. A suggestion would be to incldifferent geographic regions and/or
faculty employed at other post-secondary instingisuch as four-year universities or
private colleges. Differences in culture and tiads in these areas and institutions may
yield different findings regarding teaching stytddaculty employed at those
institutions. Future researchers may also widbré@aden the parameters of this
population by including part-time faculty. Any tifese measures would affect certain
aspects of validity, namely by decreasing the ilicad of making a type Il error and the
increasing the generalizability of the study (Seltin2013).

Another possible modification would be to have facidentify the method of
delivery used in their instruction, i.e. onlineface-to-face. The differences in the use of
LC teaching methods between these modalities dbeld be analyzed. A future
researcher wishing to make this modification shdaddaware that ample research has
already been done on the topic of best-practicesritine delivery of instruction. A
review of empirical research on online learningi@@ned by the U.S. Department of
Education in 2010 found more than a thousand stuthe been published between 1996
and 2008 (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). édasanalysis of these findings

revealed the elements found to be most effectivanlime courses align precisely with
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the tenets of LC teaching (Blumberg, 2009; U.S.&&pent of Education, 2010). Thus,
implementation of a study similar in methodologyths study could yield valuable data
for a researcher wishing to benchmark the use stff@ctices in online instruction.

The most problematic aspect of data collectiorthie study was gaining access
to potential participants. To address this conclertare researchers may wish to
consider attempting to acquire an internal emairitiution list from each of the
institutions under study. This would preclude astua of any potential respondents but,
would also compel the researcher to obtain IRB pion from each of the individual
institutions. A search for the term IRB on the wi&ds of the twelve Missouri
community colleges, performed in January, 2014ea&d only five have an IRB
committee in place. Furthermore, of those fivdyawo have publicly available
procedures for filing an application with those IR&mmittees. It is possible obtaining
IRB permission from these institutions would bedisonsuming and might hinder
timely data collection. A future researcher optiagise this approach should, therefore,
allow sufficient time for this portion of the pras=se

This study utilized a strategy to increase theaasp rate which the researcher
would suggest be preserved in future studies. &ekesuggested the inclusion of
approval from the highest-ranking academic officerCAQ, in the initial email
invitation to potential participants should havergased the response rate (Fraenkel et
al., 2011). Analysis of responses from this stsdgported this practice. The majority of
responses, 49%, came from respondents employedirgtgution whose CAO endorsed
the study. It should be noted the response rate €£AOs to the request for endorsement

was low. Only five of the 12 CAOs responded tordgguest for endorsement. Three
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CAOs agreed to provide endorsement, while two CA@gined to endorse the study
without approval from their institution’s IRB comtt@ge. The remaining seven CAOs did
not respond to the request for endorsement. Ingadation of a strategy to increase the
number of endorsements from CAOs, therefore, whbkidly benefit a future researcher
in terms of participant response rate.

Instrumentation. The most obvious area for amendment of the survey
instrument was in the construction of the answeiags for the third grouping of
guestions, specifically, the question regardingréspondent’s amount and type of
training in pedagogy. In initial construction bktsurvey the researcher made every
attempt to ensure the phrasing of this researchginated question was prudently
devised to stand up to various criteria for besiepces in closed-ended question
construction set forth in the literature (Fink, 3Q6raenkel et al., 2011; larossi, 2008).
Field test participants noted no uncertainty oferresponse choices for this question.

However, the necessity of re-grouping the respoimsesier to analyze the
results, as documented in Chapter Four, combinddtive confusion noted in the free
response comments from study participants, leagsetbearcher to suggest this question
be edited in future research endeavors. It woedshsappropriate to disjoin the question
into two separate inquiries, one regardamgountof training in pedagogy and one
regardingypeof training in pedagogy. Perhaps, the questioandigg type of training
in pedagogy could be presented as a ranking-typstiqun, rather than in a multiple
choice-type format. Field testing could be useddtermine if this modification yielded
less respondent confusion. It should be notedmimdification would impact the type of

data analysis that could be performed on thesdtsesu
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As the length of the survey seems to have deteoatpletion for some
respondents, the length of the survey instrumeanather aspect of this study which
could be reconsidered. In order to truncate tineesuand potentially increase data
guality and completion rates, a future researchatdcperform a factor analysis on the
responses from this survey (Garrett-Mayer, 200@ctor analysis is a data reduction
tool which “removes redundancy or duplication frareet of correlated variables”
(Garrett-Mayer, 2006, p. 4). Using factor analysmuld allow a researcher to identify
which of the 29 questions taken from Blumberg’sO@0rubrics were most indicative of
the respondents overall LC score and reduce tligHeat the survey to a more
manageable size. Any future researchers makisgype of modification would, of
course, need to seek permission from Dr. Blumberg.

Data collection. Future researchers may wish to adhere to a diff¢iraeline for
data collection. Adoption of the three week timanie for data collection for this study
was supported by an analysis conducted by Survel®owhich established that, no
matter the sample size, 80% of total responsemaiély collected for any given survey
are collected within the first seven days aftentdu(SurveyMonkey, 2011). The same
analysis ascertained 11% more and 4% more resparsesllected in the second and
third week, respectively (SurveyMonkey, 2011). Heer analysis of the timing of
responses to this survey instrument showed a migridéterent pattern. Of the total
responses collected, only 40% were collected ifiteeseven days after launch of the
survey. The second and third weeks yielded resprates of 29% and 30%,
respectively. These figures lead the researchieypgothesize more responses may have

been gathered had the survey been left open fangel period of time. A future
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researcher may wish to consider making the survaiable for more than three weeks,
or during a different semester.
Summary

As noted in the discussion of the conceptual fraorewn Chapter One, this
study’s overarching purpose was to provide insahg of higher education with a
pragmatic means to increase the use of educati@salpractices that best support
students as learners. In a review of the liteeatenducted to identify such practices, the
bulk of the research indicated factors associatéid teacher quality had the greatest
bearing on student learning outcomes (Blumberg92Barnsworth, 2010; Hattie, 2009;
McCombs & Miller, 2007; Wayne & Youngs, 2003; Wezsp et al., 2009). Review of
research on various approaches to teaching reve@lédaching methods to have had the
greatest positive impacts on student learning (Blerg, 2009; Doyle, 2011; Hains &
Smith, 2012; McCombs & Miller, 2007; Salinas et @D08; Wang et al., 2010; Wright,
2011). Thus, this study focused on providingiingbns with a way of ascertaining the
teaching methods currently in use by its faculbd an identifying which teacher traits
were associated with the use of LC teaching methods

This study used Blumberg’s (2009) rubrics to rateuse of LC teaching methods
by full-time general education faculty at Missocwmmunity colleges. The data
collected revealed respondents rated themseheesigh level of transitioning toward
LC teaching methods. The study also looked fani@ant differences between a full-
time general education faculty member’s use of €&thing methods and the faculty
member’s amount and type of training in pedagoggry of teaching experience, and

academic discipline. The data collected revealsdaedents who reported receiving
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training in pedagogy from PD provided outside tleenployer and faculty in the field of
Oral and Written Communication were associated wignificantly more LC teaching
methods. Respondents who reported receiving titaiming in pedagogy from employer-
provided PD were found to be associated with sicgnitly less LC teaching methods.
Notably, no significant difference in the use of t&aching methods was found among
respondents with differing years of teaching exgrare.

These findings led the researcher to concludectitges to PD strategies,
curriculum, and hiring policies may be the moseefive should an institution wish to
increase the use of LC practices by its facultgecHically, administrators at these
institutions should consider either mandating facattend PD outside the institution, or
initiating a focused renovation of existing PD mangs. A purposeful update of course
objectives to ensure a focus on both skill and Kedge competencies are in place
should also be considered. In terms of hiring feesulty, Human Resource directors
should consider removing the requirement of paiching experience for new faculty
and/or adopting a rubric to be used in the evadnati teaching demonstrations which
would identify the most LC candidates.

As noted in the discussion of the future of commyuoolleges and LC teaching in
Chapter Two, a focus on increasing the use of [aChimg practices in community
colleges will be paramount in the upcoming yedsimerous entities, both public and
private, are calling on community colleges to “chanheir institutional characteristics...
from a focus on teachinig a focus on learning” (21st-Century Commision onFaéure
of Community Colleges, 2012, g). in order to serve as the primary means to “previd

Americans of all ages a chance to learn the skilts knowledge necessary to compete
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for the jobs of the future” (The White House OfficePress Secretary, 2009, p. 1).
These skills and knowledge are typically identifimdexperts as process-oriented, rather
than product-oriented outcomes (21st-Century Conomign the Future of Community
Colleges, 2012; Alliance for Excellent Educatiofi12; National Leadership Council for
liberal education and America’s promise, 2007)resolute commitment to implement
measures intended to increase the use of LC tepam@thods is the best strategy a
community college can adopt in order to providelstus with an educational experience

that successfully integrates knowledge and apjpdicadf that knowledge.
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Appendix A

Blumberg’s Rubrics and Permission

It sounds like a veryimportant and appropriate study. You certainly have my permission to use our
methodology. | am attaching my scoring sheetwhich provides further information to score instructors
on each rubric category. | hope this is helpfulto you. | would be interested in how you use it and if you
make nay modifications to the scoring sheet.

I would be happy to work with you as progress through your dissertationin any way | can. Please keep
me informed. Good luck!

Peace,
Phyllis

Phyllis Blumberg, Ph.D.

Director of the Teaching and Learning Center
University of the Sciences

Mailing address: 600 5. 43" St.

Box 163

Philadelphia, PA 195104

Office location: 124 McNeil Research Center (beside PTC)

www.usciences.edu/teaching
www.usciences.edu/Learner-Centered

Dr. Blumberg’s Rubrics can be acessed at: httpWwwasciences.edu/teaching/Learner-

Centered/rubrics.pdf
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Appendix B:
Electronic Survey Instrument

This survey is part of research being conducteautin Lindenwood University by
Vivian Elder under the guidance of Dr. Sherry De&/oif he purpose of this study,
entitled,Benchmarking the Use of Learner-Centered Teachmagtiees in Missouri
Community Collegess to examine teaching practices used by fulkti@en Ed faculty at
Missouri Community Colleges.

Your participation in this research will involveropletion of an online survey that will
take approximately 30 minutes.

All community college faculty who currently teacle®@ral Education courses at a
community college in Missouri are being invitedoarticipate in this research (this is
approximately 800 potential participants).

There are no anticipated risks or benefits assetaith participation in this research.
Your participation is voluntary and you may choaséto participate in this research
study or withdraw your consent at any time. Yol WOT be penalized in any way
should you choose not to participate or withdraw.

We will do everything we can to protect your priyatould you choose to participate in
this study. As a part of this effort, your ideptwill not be revealed in any publication or
presentation that may result from this study. Amary report of responses for a given
institution may be provided to the chief acadenticer of your institution, but all
identifying information will be removed prior togsentation. Otherwise, the
information collected for the purposes of this gtudll remain in the possession of the
investigator in a safe location.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirgygtudy, or if any problems arise, you
may call the Investigator, Vivian Eloﬂor the Supervising Faculty, Dr.

Sherry DeVore (417-881-0009). You may also askstioes of or state concerns
regarding your participation to the Lindenwood igional Review Board (IRB)
through contacting Dr. Jann Weitzel, Vice PresidenAcademic Affairs at 636-949-
4846.

By proceeding to the next page of this survey youeagiving your informed consent
to participate in the research described above. Adr you have completed the
survey, a thank you email with a copy of your infomed consent will be emailed to
you.

Thank you in advance for your time and assistance!

Vivian Elder
viviankelder@gmail.com
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1. Are you currently employed as a full-time faculty member whose primary teaching assignment falls
within General Education (Oral and Written Communication, Humanities and Fine Arts, Mathematics, Life
and Physical Sciences, or Behavioral and Social Sciences?)

Yes

Mo

Other (please describe)

2 Which best describes your use of course content? Please choose ALL that apply.

[
I
[
I
[
I
[
I
[
I
[

use

use

use

use

use

use

use

use

use

use

use

content that helps students build a knowledge base_

content

content

content

content

content

content

content

content

content

content

help students recognize why they need to learn the content.

help students apply content to solve problems, with my assistance.

help students identify why they need to learn content.

help students use discipline-specific learning methodologies. with my assistance_

help students use inguiry or ways of thinking in the discipline. with my assistance.

help students learn to apply content to solve real world problems. with my assistance.

help students evaluate why they need to learn content.

help students acquire discipline-specific learning methodologies.

help students practice using inguiny or ways of thinking in the discipline.

help students learn to solve real-world problems._

Other (please describe your use of content)

3. Consider the level to which students engage in a meaningful way with the content in your course.

Which best describes
your students’ level of

engagement in content?

I allow students to
memorize content without
it being meaningful_

| provide content so
students can learn
material as it is given to
them without transforming
or reflecting on it.

| encourage students to
transform and reflect on
most of the content to
make their own meaning
out of it Additionally.
students must do
something integrative
outside of class. using
material from class in a
large assignment. not just
a small homework
assignment.

I assist students to
transform and reflect on
some of the content to
make their own meaning

out of some of it.

Other (please describe yvour students' level of engagement in content)

4. Consider the use of organizing schemes, or central themes, in your course.
“an organizing scheme is not a grading scheme, examples of organizing schemes would be
homeostasis in Biology, and modernity in History

Which best describes
your use of organizing

schemes?

Students learn content
without a clearly defined
organizing scheme
provided by me._

| provide limited organizing
assistance.

Other (please describe your use of organizing schemes)

| provide and USE

organizing schemes to
help students learn
content and these

| provide some organizing
schemes to help students
learn content and these
schemes are referred to
explicitly in the course
activities.

schemes are referred to
explicitly in the course
activities
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5. Consider the use of content to facilitate future learning in your course.

| provide content so

students can learn it in | provide students with | frame content so | frame and organize
isolation without providing limited opportunities to students can see how it content so students can
opportunities for them to  apply knowledge to new can be applied in the learn additional content
apply knowledge to new content. future. that is not taught_
content.

Which best describes
your use of content to
facilitate future learning
in your course?

Other (please describe your use of content to facilitate future learning in your course)

6. Consider your role in creating an environment for learning in your course.
| create a learning | create a learning
environment through the  environment through the

l'use the same approach I do not focus on creatin
g use of organization OR use of organization AMND

or approaches throughout

a learning environment,
the course even if the use of material that use of material that
. but students do learn. . .
students are not learning. accommuodates different  accommeodates different
learning styles. learning styles._

Which best describes
wour approach to
creating an environment
for learning?

Other (please describe your approach to creating an environment for learning)

7. Consider the alignment of your course objectives, teaching/learning methods, and assessment
methods. Is the level (for example: analysis from Bloom’s taxonomy) for a given course objective the
same as the teaching/learning method and assessment method used for that objective? Which best
describes the alignment of these three essential course aspects in your course?

I have aligned at | explicitl
) ) least two of the three pli=itly.
| have not aligned the | minimally align the coherently., and
. essential aspects of | somewhat align the
objectives. objectives. o= A consistently align
] my course objectives, teaching
teaching/learning teaching/learning e objectives .
(objectives . or learning methods. ] .
methods, and methods_ and - teaching/learning
teaching/learning and assessment
assessment assessment methods, and
methods. and methods in my
methods in my methods in my assessment
assessment course N
course. course._ methods in my
methods) in my
course.
course

VWhich best describes
the alignment of these

three essential course

aspects in your course?

Other (please describe the alignment of the course objectives, teaching/learning methods, and assessment

methods in your course)

8. Consider the student learning goals and the teaching/learning methods you use in your course.

| use l use some I intentionally use
luse . . teaching or various teaching
| do not have | do not use teaching/learning .
B teaching/learning learning methods ar learning
specified student active learning methods that are
methods without that are methods that are

learning goals for activities in my in conflict with

appropriate for appropriate for
student learning student learning

goals._ goals._

regard for student

student learning
learning goals.

my course. course.
goals_
WWhich best describes the

relationship between

these two7?

Other (please describe the relationship between the student learning goals and the teaching/learning methods

YOu USe in your course)
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9. Consider the activities involving student, instructor, and content interaction in your course.

There are some
three-way (student.,
- L instructor, content) I routinely use
| use a few activities | use some activities . t ¢ . tivit , hich
in which students in which students tierachians n my actmiies an wihic
. . ) course. | routinely
actively interact with actively interact with actively interact with

the material, me, or the material, me, ORthe material, me, OR use activities in
each other each other.

| use no activities in
which students

students actively
interact with
which students material, and me.
each other . . .
actively interact with
the material. me.
AMD each other
Which of the following
best describes these
activities in your course?

and each other.

Other (please describe the activities involving student, instructor, an content interaction in your course)

10. Consider the objectives in your course. Are they SMART objectives (specific, measurable,
attainable, relevant, and time-oriented)?

| provide couse | provide course | prn\.fideVSMVART | provide SMART
| do not provide objectives. but they objectives in my  course objectives in course objectives in
. . . syllabus that have my syllabus. but do my syllabus. and
course objectives in are vague (no some, but not all, of  not refer to them refer to them
my syllabus. SMART the & SMART throughout nuy throughout the
characteristics).). characteristics. course.
Which of the following

course.
best describes your

course objectives?

Other (please describe the objectives in your course)

11. Consider the motivation of your students to learn (intrinsic drive to learn versus extrinsic reasons
to earn grades).
I provide limited
. .. opportunities for students
| extensively use extrinsic L
. to become intrinsically
motivators to get students .
motivated to learn, but use
to earn grades.
extrinsic motivators to get
students to earn grades.

| provide some
opportunities for students
to become intrinsically
motivated to learn.

| inspire and encourage
students to become
intrinsically motivated to

learn.
Which of the following

best describes the
motivation of your
students?

Other (please describe the motivation of your students).

12. Consider the responsibility for learning in your course.

I assume most of the
| assume all responsibility .
for student learning b responsibility for student
rovidin Cuntemgtuy learning by providing | provide increasing
mgmorlzeg not requirin detailed notes of the | provide some opportunities for students
students t‘n creat‘; thelgr content to be learned and opportunities for students to assume responsibility
. B tont reviewing content to be  to assume responsibility  for their own learning.
own "d”tEEIF'”g ‘:; ‘;‘:‘”18” * examined while helping far their own learning.  leading to achievement of
and telling students .
g students learn the stated learning objectives_
exacthy what will be on N
material and meet the
examinations. objectives
Which of the following

best describes the
respaonsibility for learning
in wour course?

Other (please describe the responsibility for learning in your course).
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13. Consider the learning of learning skills such as time management, self-monitoring, goal setting,
independent reading, and/or original research in your course.

| allow students to meet

} . | facilitate students to
- | direct students to | direct students to
course objectives without . . develop various and
. . develop a few skills for develop some skills for . .
developing further learning . . appropriate skills for
skills further learning. further learning.

further learning
Which best describes

the learning of learning
skills in yvour course?

Other (please describe the learning of learning skills in your course).

14. Consider the use of self-directed lifelong learning skills, such as determining a personal need to
know more, knowing who to ask or where to seek information, determining when need is met, and/or
development of self-awareness of students’ own learning abilities in your course.

. . | assist student to | facilitate students to
| do not consider | do not assist students to . .
; . } ; become self-directed, become proficient,
self-directed learning skills  become self-directed, . . . .
. lifelong learners in a few self-directed, lifelong
or self-awareness of lifelong learners or aware
. X s . . areas and somewhat learners and fully aware of
students’ learning abilities or their own learning and . . . .
. aware of their own learning their own learning and
relevant. abilities to learn. L L
and abilities to learn. abilities to learn.

Which best describes
the use of self-directed
lifelong learning skills in
your course?

Other (please describe the use of self-directed lifelong learning skills in your course).

15. Consider the use of students’ self-assessment of their learning in your course

| believe that | do not consider 1 d + di " | sometimes provide | motivate students
o not direc _ B
instructors alone self-assessment of direction to help to routinely and
. students to assess .
asses student learning to be students assess appropriately assess
. their own learning. R . X .
learning relevant. their own learning. their own learning.

Which of the following
best describes the use of
students’
self-assessment of their
own learning in your
course?

Other (please specify)

16. Consider the use of students’ self-assessment of their strengths and weaknesses in your course.
| believe that only
. | encourage students to
instructors should assess

X practice some self-assessment become proficient at
students’ strengths and
self-assessments_ skills_

| do not direct students to | help students practice

weaknesses. self-assessment.
Which of the following

best describes the use of

students’

self-assessment of their

strengths and

weaknesses in your

course?

Other (pleasedescribe the use of students’ self-assessment of their strengths and weaknesses in your
course).
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17. Consider the use of information literacy skills, such as framing questions, accessing sources,
evaluating sources, evaluating content, and using information legally in your course.

| do not help students
acquire any information
literacy skills.
Which of the following
best describes the use of
information literacy skills
in your course?

| help students acquire

Other (please describe the use of information literacy skills in your course).

| help students acquire
two of the five information four of the five information

literacy skills listed above. literacy skills listed above.

| facilitate students to

become proficient in all

five information literacy
skills listed above.

18. Consider the amount of integration between learning and assessment in your course.

| see assessment as less
important than teaching
and do not integrate
assessment within the

learning process._

Which of the following
best describes the use of
assessment within the

learning process in your
course?

I minimally integrate
assessment within the
learning process (for
example by going over
answers to exams).

| somewhat integrate

assessment within the
learning process (for

example, assessment
takes place during

teaching/learning time not
just as a separate event).

| mosthy integrate
assessment within the
learning process (for
example, assessment
accurs continually within
the learning process
through formal and
informal assessments)

Other (please describe the use of assessment within the learning process in your course).

19. Consider the use of formative assessment (assessment during the learning process), such as
using clickers to give immediate feedback to students or providing correct answers to online quizzes,
in your course.

| use only summative
(assessment after the
learning process)
assessment and provide
students with no

| use a little formative
assessment and/or
provide students with
limited constructive

constructive feedback. fesdback.

Which of the following
best describes the use of
formative assessment in
your course?

I give students some

| consistently integrate

formative assessment and formative assessment and

constructive feedback
following assessments._

Other (please describe the use of formative assessment in your course).

20. Consider the use of peer and self assessment in your course.

| do not consider peer and

self assessment relevant | rarely require students to

andfor do not factor these
assessments into the
students’ final grades._

use peer and self

assessments.
Which of the following
best describes the use
peer and self
assessment in your
course?

of

Other (please describe the use of peer and self assessment in your

| require students to use
some peer and self
assessments that count
toward the students’ final
grade.

course).

constructive feedback into

the learning process._

| routinely encourage
students to use peer and

self assessments that
count toward the students’

final grade._
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21. Consider the opportunity students in your course have to demonstrate mastery and ability to
learn from mistakes

| provide some
opportunities for students
to demonstrate masteny

| offer students many
opportunities to learn from

| do not provide any
opportunities for students

| provide a few
opportunities for students

131

to demonstrate that they
have learned from
mistakes and then show
mastery.

to demonstrate that they
have learned from

mistakes (example. redo
1-2 assignments).

after making mistakes
(example. allow some
practice through online
quizzes, feedback on

their mistakes and then
demonstrate mastery
(there is a consistent

theme of learning from

drafie). mistakes)

Which of the following
best describes the
opportunity students in
wour course have to
demonstrate mastery
and ability to learn from
mistakes?

Other (please describe the opportunity students in your course have to demonstrate mastery and ability to
learn from mistakes).

22 Consider the opportunity students in your course have to justify the accuracy of their answers.
| determine the accuracy
of answers and to not
allow students to ask why
they got answers wrong.

I allow students to justify | encourage students to
their answers when they justify their answers when
do not agree with my
answers.

| infrequenthy allow
students to ask why they

th d t th
got answers wrong. Sy donot agree with my

answers.
Which best describes

the opportunity students

in your course have to

justify the accuracy of

their answers?

Other (please describe the opportunity students in your course have to justify the accuracy of their answers).

23. Consider the timeframe for providing feedback to your students in your course.

I provide a timeframe | provide a timeframe
for feedback that for feedback that
does not take into  takes into account
account students’ students’ input and
input and usually usually follow that

follow that timeframe.

My students and |
mutually agree on a
timeframe for
feedback and |
always follow that
timeline._

| do not provide a
timeframe for
feedback.

| do not return tests
or grade
assignments.

timeline._
Which of the following

best describes the

timeframe in which

students are provided

feedback in your course?

Other (please describe the timeframe in which students are provided feedback in your course).

24. Consider the use of authentic assessments (having students do what practitionersi/iprofessionals
in your field do) in your course.

. | use some authentic
| use a few authentic
assessments during the

course.

| use authentic
assessment throughout
the course.

| rarely or never use assessments or
assessments that have

authentic elements.

authentic assessment.

Which of the following
best describes the use of
authentic assessment in
your course?

Other (please describe the use of authentic assessment in your course)
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25. Consider the determination of course content in your course.

| entirely determine
content and do not seek
feedback on content.

Which of the following
best describes the
determination of course
content in your course?

| determine course

content and allow

students to offer
insights/feedback on
content after course is

ermission).
over. p }

Other (please describe the determination of course content in your course)

| determine course
content and allow
students to choose some

assignment topics (with

| largely determine course
content and encourage
students to explore
additional content
independently or through a
project.

26. Consider the use of expression of alternative perspectives by students in your course.

| express all of the
perspectives.

Which of the following
best describes the use of
expression of alternative
perspectives by students
in your course?

| infrequently allow

students to express
alternative perspectives.
even when appropriate.

express alternative
perspectives when
appropriate.

27.

All performance and
assignments count toward
students’ grades._

opportunities for them to
demonstrate masteny.

WWhich of the following
best describes the
determination of how
students can earn

grades in your course?

assessment but provide

Consider the determination of how students can earn grades in your course.

I allow students to
| allow students to
dropfreplace one
drop/replace some
assessments and
demonstrate mastery

through other means

no alternative

Other (please describe the determination of how students can earn grades in your course)

I ALLOWY students to

| ENCOURAGE students
to express alternative
perspectives when
appropriate.

Other (please describe the use of expression of alternative perspectives by students in your course)

| use mastery (students
may retake assessments
until an acceptable
performances/standard is
reached). contract grading
({students contract for their
grade based upon how
much acceptable work
they will do). or equivalent
methods to determine
what grade students will
earn.

28. Consider the use of open-ended assignments (assignments that are open-ended, allow alternative
paths, or questions that allow for more than one right answer) in your course.

Ewven when appropriate. |
do not use open-ended

assignments.
Which of the following

best describes the use of
open-ended assignments
in your course?

When appropriate, | use

When appropriate, |

few open-ended sometimes use

assignments. open-ended assignments.

Other (please describe the use of open-ended assignments in your course)

When appropriate, |
routinely use open-ended
assignments.

132
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29. Consider the flexibility of course policies, assessment methods, learning methods, and deadlines
in your course.

I am flexible on a few

L I am flexible on somel am flexible on most
course policies.

course policies. course policies.
assessment
assessment assessment
| mandate all course methods, leaming ; :
| do not adhere to methods, leaming  methods, learmning
policies and ! methods. and
: course policies. methods. and methods. and
deadlines. deadlines. and h K
deadlines. and 1 deadlines. and |

infrequently adhere
to these flexible
decisions_

somewhat adhere to always adhere to my
course poli

policies.
Which of the following

best describes the

flexibility or course

policies. assessment

methods, leaming

methods, and deadlines

in your course?

Other (please describe the flexibility or course policies, assessment methods, learning methods, and
deadlines in your course)

30. Consider the opportunities students’ in yvour class have to learn, beyond attending class.

| help students take

| provide attendance advantage of opportunities
| mandate that all . options for some classes  to learn and foster an
| provide consequences for !
students attend all so students may miss a understanding of
not attending class and/or ;
classes even when they S few classes without consequences of not
not participating in
are not expected to be lemrming experoncos penalty and/or taking advantage of such
active learners (students I = participation for some opportunities, like missing
- (students in my course _
must be there even if they activities_. Students have class. My students

| rt it int
are not needed to add to ose participation peints

- > that camnot be made upy 1% OPPOMUNity to make  recegnize why they nesd
class discussion}. up all components of their to be there even if
grade. attendance is not

required.
Which of the following

best describes the

opportunities students’ in
wour class have to learn.
beyond attending class?

Other (please describe the opportunities students” in vour class hawve to learn, beyvond attending class)

31. Approximately how many years have you been employed as a teacher (in any accredited
institution of education)?

I 0-2 vears

I 2-5 years

I 5-10 years

I 10-15 years

I | 15-20 years

I 20+ years

Other (please specify)
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32. Pedagogy is defined as the art of teaching and/or the theoretical foundation that supports the
actions teachers’ take. Pedagogy encompasses both the knowledge and the skill set required for
successful teaching. Approximately how formal training in pedagogy have you received and where
did you receive the training?

Please choose ONE answer that is most appropriate.

Mone at all

A little through college coursework for my degree(s)

A little through professional development offered through my employer

A little through professional development offered outside my employer

A moderate amount through college coursework for my degree(s)

A moderate amount through professional development offered through my employer
A moderate amount through professional development offered outside my employer
A great deal through college coursework for my degree(s)

A great deal through professional development offered through my employer

A great deal through professional development offered outside my employer

Other (please specify)

33. Into which of the following disciplines does your primary teaching assignment fall?

[
[
[
I
[
[

Humanities and Fine Arts

Life and Physical Sciences
Mathematics

Oral and Written Communication
Social and Behavioral Sciences

Other (please specify)

34. At which Missouri Community College do you work?

A reminder - the name of the institution at which you are employed will NOT be reported in the
findings of this survey.

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Crowder College

East Central College

| Jefferson College

Metropolitan Community College
Mineral Area Community College
Moberly Area Community College
Morth Central Missouri College
Ozarks Technical Community College
St. Charles Community College

St. Louis Community College

State Fair Community College

Three Rivers Community College

Other (please specify)
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Appendix C

Supplemental Survey Questions for Field Test

35. Approximately how long did it take you to complete this survey?

36. Were the instructions for this survey understandable? What suggestions, if any, do have to clarify
the instructions for this survey?

37. Do you have any other information you would like to provide the researcher regarding this survey?
Questions? Comments? Suggestions?
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Appendix D
Initial Email Invitation to Potential Survey Respondents
Hello [name of potential respondent],

This email is an invitation for you to participatea research study being
conducted through Lindenwood University by Viviall& under the guidance of Dr.
Sherry DeVore. The purpose of this study, entiBedchmarking the Use of Learner-
Centered Teaching Practices in Missouri Communijléges is to examine teaching
practices used by full-time Gen Ed faculty at Misgs&ommunity Colleges. Your chief
academic officer [name of CAQ] has been informethefpurpose of this research and
endorses your participatiotlast sentence only present in emails to particiggan which
CAO has given permission

Your participation in this research will involverapletion of an online survey
that will take approximately 30 minutes.

All community college faculty who currently teaGeneral Education courses at
a community college in Missouri are being invitedparticipate in this research (this is
approximately 800 potential participants).

There are no anticipated risks or benefits astatiaith participation in this
research. Your participation is voluntary and yaay choose not to participate in this
research study or withdraw your consent at any.tiveu may choose not to answer any
guestions that you do not want to answer. YouM@T be penalized in any way should
you choose not to participate or to withdraw.

We will do everything we can to protect your pdgyahould you choose to

participate in this study. As a part of this effgrour identity will not be revealed in any
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publication or presentation that may result froms gtudy. A summary report of
responses for a given institution may be proviaethe chief academic officer of your
institution, but all identifying information will & removed prior to presentation.
Otherwise, the information collected for the pugssf this study will remain in the
possession of the investigator in a safe location.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirggstiudy, or if any problems
arise, you may call the Investigator, Vivian EI || | ] c' the Supervising
Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore (417-881-0009). You na#so ask questions of or state
concerns regarding your participation to the Lindlead Institutional Review Board
(IRB) through contacting Dr. Jann Weitzel, Vice ident for Academic Affairs at 636-

949-4846.

By clicking on the link below to access the surveyou are giving your informed
consent to participate in the research described ave. At the beginning of the
survey you will be asked to give your informed corent to participate once more.
After you have completed the survey, a thank you eail with a copy of your

informed consent will be emailed to you.

Thank you in advance for your time and assistance!
Vivian Elder

viviankelder@gmail.com
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Appendix E

Lindenwood Institutional Review Board Permission toConduct Research

LINDENWM@D

LINDENWOOD UNIVERSITY ST.CHARLES, MISSOURI

DATE: September 5, 2013

T “iwian Elder

FROM: Lindenwood University Institutional Review Board

STUDY TITLE: [498766-1] Benchmarking the Use of Learmmer-Centered Teaching Practices in

Missour Community Colleges
IRB REFEREMNCE #:

SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project
ACTION: APPROVED
APPROVAL DATE: September 5, 2013
EXPIRATION DATE: September 5, 2014
REVIEW TYPE: Expedited Review

Thank you for your submigssion of New Project materials for this research project. Lindenwood University
Institutional Review Board has APPROVED your submission. This approval is based on an appropriate
riskibenefit ratico and a study design wherein the risks have been minimized. All research must be
conducted in accordance with this approved submission.

This submission has received Expedited Review based on the applicable federal regulation.

Please remember that informed consent is a process beginning with a description of the study and
insurance of participant understanding followsd by a signed consent form . Informed consent must
continue throughout the study via a dialogue between the researcher and research participant. Federal
regulations require each participant receive a copy of the signed consent document.

Pleass note that any revision to previousty approved materials must be approved by this office prior to
initiation. Please use the appropriate revision forms for this procedurs.

All SERIOUS and UNEXPECTED adverse events must be reported fo this office. Please use the
appropriate adverse event forms for this procedure. All FDA and 5ponFor reporting requirements should
also be followed.

All NOMN-COMPLIAMCE issuss or COMPLAINTS regarding this project must be reported promptiy to the
IRB.

This project has been determined to be a Minimal Risk project. Based on the risks, this project reguires
continuing review by this committee on an annual basis. Please use the completionfamendment form for
this procedure. Your documentation for continuing review must be received with suficient time for review
and continued approval before the expiration date of September 5, 2014.

Please note that all research records must be retained for a minimum of three years.

if you have any questions, please contact Tameka Tammy Moore at (618) 6816-7027 or
tmocre@lindenwood.edu. Please include your study title and reference number in all correspondence
with this office._

If you have any questions, please send them to IRB@lindenwood.edu. Please include your project fitle
and reference number in all comespondence with this committee.

This letter has been electronically signed in accordance with 2l appScable regulations, and a copy is refained within Lindenwood
Uniwversity Instiutional Review Board's reconds.
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Appendix F

Notification of Intent of Research for Chief Acadenic Officers (CAO)

Hello [name of CAQ],

This email is to inform you of a research studingeonducted through
Lindenwood University by Vivian Elder under the dance of Dr. Sherry DeVore. The
purpose of this study, entitl&@enchmarking the Use of Learner-Centered Teaching
Practices in Missouri Community Collegésto examine teaching practices used by full-
time Gen Ed faculty at Missouri Community Colleges.

All community college faculty who currently teaGeneral Education courses at
a community college in Missouri are being invitedotarticipate in this research. [ will
be using your faculty’s publicly available institutal email accounts to send the
invitations to participate in this study. The seywvill consist of likert-scale questions
that will be used to assign a score of Learner-€redhess to each respondent. The
survey will also contain questions that will be dise identify the participant’s number of
years of teaching experience, amount and typeaofitig in pedagogy, academic
discipline, and the institution at which they atgrently employed.

I would like to ask for your endorsement to aoldhe invitation that will be sent
to your faculty. Should you agree to endorseshisly, | would be more than happy to
provide you with a customized profile of resultsrir participants from your institution at
the conclusion of the study. This information abhé valuable in providing
accountability data to your external stakeholded/@ar in informing hiring practices or

faculty development efforts.
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If you have any questions or concerns regardirggstiudy, or if any problems
arise, you may call the Investigator, Vivian E||j|| | | dé&EEEEED o' the Supervising
Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore (417-881-0009). You na#so ask questions of or state
concerns regarding your participation to the Lindlead Institutional Review Board
(IRB) through contacting Dr. Jann Weitzel, Vice ident for Academic Affairs at 636-

949-4846.

Please respond to this email within the next weekyou are willing to endorse this

study to your faculty. Lack of a response will beénterpreted as an unwillingness to

endorse the study.

Thank you in advance for your time and assistance!

Vivian Elder

viviankelder@gmail.com
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Appendix G
Thank You Email for Survey Participants
Hello [name of respondent],

This email is to thank you for your participationthe research study being
conducted through Lindenwood University by Viviald& under the guidance of Dr.
Sherry DeVore.

At the end of the survey you were asked to idgniié institution at which you
are currently employed. At the request of youethrcademic officer, a summary report
of responses for your given institution is beinghpded, but please rest assured all
identifying information will be removed to protegbur privacy. Otherwise, the
information collected for the purposes of this gtudll remain in the possession of the
investigator in a safe location.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirggstiudy, or if any problems
arise, you may call the Investigator, Vivian E|{ |} c' the Supervising
Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore (417-881-0009). You na#so ask questions of or state
concerns regarding your participation to the Lindlead Institutional Review Board
(IRB) through contacting Dr. Jann Weitzel, Vice fident for Academic Affairs at 636-
949-4846.

Please retain this email for your records as a copyf your informed consent to
participate in this research.

Thank you again for your time and assistance!

Vivian Elder

viviankelder@gmail.com
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Appendix H
Reminder Email to Potential Survey Participants
Hello [name of potential respondent],

This email is a reminder of the invitation youea®d to participate in a research
study being conducted through Lindenwood Universityivian Elder under the
guidance of Dr. Sherry DeVore. The purpose of shisly, entitledBenchmarking the
Use of Learner-Centered Teaching Practices in MissGommunity Collegess to
examine teaching practices used by full-time GerffidgdIty at Missouri Community
Colleges. Your chief academic officer [name of JA@s been informed of the purpose
of this research and endorses your participatiast sentence only present in emails to
participants in which CAO has given permission

Your participation in this research will involverapletion of an online survey
that will take approximately 30 minutes.

All community college faculty who currently teaGeneral Education courses at
a community college in Missouri are being invitedparticipate in this research (this is
approximately 800 potential participants).

There are no anticipated risks or benefits astatiaith participation in this
research. Your participation is voluntary and yaay choose not to participate in this
research study or withdraw your consent at any.tiveu may choose not to answer any
guestions that you do not want to answer. YouM@T be penalized in any way should
you choose not to participate or to withdraw.

We will do everything we can to protect your pagyahould you choose to

participate in this study. As a part of this effgrour identity will not be revealed in any
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publication or presentation that may result froms gtudy. A summary report of
responses for a given institution will be providedhe chief academic officer of your
institution, but all identifying information will & removed prior to presentation.
Otherwise, the information collected for the pugg® of this study will remain in the
possession of the investigator in a safe location.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirggstiudy, or if any problems
arise, you may call the Investigator, Vivian E||jjj| |} JEE o' the Supervising
Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore (417-881-0009). You na#so ask questions of or state
concerns regarding your participation to the Lindlead Institutional Review Board
(IRB) through contacting Dr. Jann Weitzel, Vice ident for Academic Affairs at 636-

949-4846.

By clicking on the link below to access the surveyou are giving your informed
consent to participate in the research described ave. At the beginning of the
survey you will be asked to give your informed corent to participate once more.
After you have completed the survey, a thank you eail with a copy of your

informed consent will be emailed to you.

Thank you in advance for your time and assistance!
Vivian Elder

viviankelder@gmail.com
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