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Years of declining public funding for two-year colleges have resulted in an
increased dependence on part-time or contingent faculty members, who cost
institutions less in salaries and benefits. Part-time faculty members now
represent the majority of faculty members in higher education, with a larger
proportion at community colleges. Accreditation agencies have responded to
public calls for accountability with increased requirements for higher education
institutions to demonstrate their worth through assessment of student learning,
particularly in the general education offerings common to all academic majors.
Best practices in assessment require full participation of the faculty teaching

these courses, yet when a majority of faculty members are part-time and lack



institutional support and resources, some researchers questioned whether their
status negatively affects student learning.

Senge’s The Fifth Discipline (2006) described shared vision in a learning
organization as the participation of its members in common goals and values.
The purpose of this quantitative study was to apply Senge’s theory of shared
vision that relates the status of the faculty member as full-time or part-time. The
study examined ex post facto data gathered from faculty assessments of student-
demonstrated information literacy competency in general education courses at a
large, multi-campus community college in the Middle States accreditation region.
The study compared the faculty ratings to determine whether the status of the
faculty member had an effect on the faculty member’s perception of students’
competency. The study also examined whether shared vision between full-time
and part-time faculty members was stronger within discipline groups: Arts,
Humanities, Sciences, and Social Sciences.

The results of the study indicated that the employment status of the faculty
member did affect the perceptions of student competency in the Arts,
Humanities, and Social Sciences. In general, full-time faculty members rated
student competency lower than the part-time faculty members did. However, the
differences were not significant in the Science disciplines. These findings add to
the body of research regarding the impact of part-time faculty members on
student learning, as well as the research promoting advocacy for institutional

resources for the support of part-time faculty members.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

In the face of decreased public funding and eroding consumer confidence,
colleges and universities have faced pressure from the press, legislatures, and
the public to demonstrate their value in the face of rising higher education costs
and burgeoning student debt. After five years of declining financial support for
higher education, state funding has increased slightly. However, funding per full-
time equivalent student fell from a high of $8,270 in 2006—2007 (adjusted to 2016
dollars) to $6,320 in 2011-2012, then to $7,640 in 2016—-2017, representing an
overall 8% decline in student support. While overall national enroliment
increased by 11% between 2006 and 2016, enroliments at public two-year
institutions declined by 12% from 2010 to 2016 (College Board, 2018).

Years of reduced public funding particularly affected the long-term
investment in salaries and benefits for faculty. To stretch their funds, colleges
and universities have replaced high salaried full-time faculty with part-time and
contingent faculty. In fact, part-time faculty members now represent the majority
of faculty members in higher education at 51.9% (Kezar & Maxey, 2014a), and in
community colleges, at 70.3% (Kezar & Maxey, 2014b). While part-time faculty
members often possess academic credentials similar to those of full-time faculty
members, higher education researchers question whether their lack of
institutional support negatively affects student learning (Jaeger & Eagan, 2009;
Kezar, Maxey & Eaton, 2014; Seymour, 2016).

As state governments reduced their contributions to higher education, the

federal government demanded that higher education be accountable for its costs.



Students were viewed as consumers as federal financial aid funding was linked
to institutional transparency about tuition costs, textbook costs, financial aid
default rates, and projections for gainful employment for graduates in academic
majors (American Council on Education, 2008). The Higher Education
Opportunity Act of 2008 also increased the influence of the federal government in
the accreditation process by inserting nominees from the U.S. Senate and House
of Representatives into the membership of the National Committee on
Institutional Quality and Integrity (NACIQI), which advises the Department of
Education on all matters regarding accreditation (American Council on
Education, 2008). Accrediting agencies responded to the call for increased
accountability and consumer awareness from educational institutions by
demanding that student learning assessment move beyond theoretical curriculum
design to pragmatic plans for preparing an educated workforce (Cohen, Brawer,
& Kisker, 2014; Ewell, 2008).
Assessing Student Learning

The current Middle States Commission for Higher Education (MSCHE)
Standards for Accreditation and Requirements for Affiliation include the
expectation in Standard Ill: Design and Delivery of the Student Learning
Experience that accredited colleges and universities will provide a general
education curriculum to students. This curriculum promotes competencies in
communication, reasoning, technology, and information literacy (Middle States
Commission for Higher Education, 2015). Saunders (2008) noted MSCHE'’s

prominence among the six national accrediting agencies for its inclusion of



information literacy in a general education program and for its emphasis on
program-wide assessment. MSCHE’s definition of information literacy
competencies for students reflects the standards adopted by the American
Library Association (ALA). These standards include that the information literate
learner understand and identify the need for information, knows the processes for
finding and evaluating information, uses information to build knowledge and to
support a purpose, and employs information ethically and responsibly
(Association of College and Research Libraries, 2000). As accredited MSCHE
institutions, colleges and universities in this region must also demonstrate that
students are achieving the learning outcomes defined in the curriculum, as
required by the MSCHE Standard V: Educational Effectiveness Assessment
(Middle States Commission on Higher Education, 2015).

The American Association of Colleges and Universities’ mission is to
support the development of general education programs that foster these
fundamental student learning outcomes. Its signature initiative, Liberal Education
& America’s Promise (LEAP), begun in 2005, produced several ongoing projects,
including the development and validation of VALUE (Valid Assessment of
Learning in Undergraduate Education) rubrics that provide models for
demonstrated assessment of the general education student learning
competencies, aligned with accrediting agencies (American Association of
Colleges and Universities, 2005). Oakleaf (2006) applied the concept of using
rubrics to assess library-based information literacy instruction, and then

confirmed the reliability of using rubrics in course-based instruction (2009).



Oakleaf’s Project RAILS, Rubric Assessment of Information Literacy Skills,
provided a forum for academic institutions to share and adapt information literacy
rubrics and to build a user community of best practices in assessing student-
demonstrated competencies. In a follow-up study of institutions that participated
in her project, she and her co-authors found that the most effective campus
projects were those where librarians and faculty members partnered to create
rubrics that reflected shared educational values, standards, and concepts
(Balanger, Zou, Rushing Mills, Holmes, & Oakleaf, 2015).
Faculty Investment in Information Literacy Assessment

The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE)
recommended that faculty members and library staff collaborate formally or
informally to develop curriculum strategies that integrate information literacy
(2003). Yet a survey by the Association of College and Research Libraries and
the American Association of Higher Education (2001) found that faculty members
in academic disciplines have been less willing to embrace information literacy
standards in their curricula. The survey findings revealed that while many
institutions had defined information literacy in terms consistent with American
Library Association standards, few had plans to incorporate these standards into
their curricula. Faculty perspectives about the importance of information literacy
skills in the curriculum were identified as one of the main obstacles in
implementing a comprehensive program of information literacy instruction as
called for by MSCHE (Association of College and Research Libraries / American

Association of Higher Education, 2001).



However, faculty involvement in the development, administration, and
interpretation of assessment tools is a best practice for a successful program.
Banta (2007); Banta, Jones and Black (2009); and Suskie (2009) each provided
practical advice to institutions developing comprehensive assessment programs
to meet accreditation requirements, noting the key role of discipline faculty in the
process. Walvoord (2010) defined the benefits of credible assessment programs
to the different cultures present on a college campus, whether managerial,
developmental, or collegial.

For community colleges, efforts to develop a unified vision within a general
education curriculum can be especially difficult. Freeman (2007) described the
challenge that community colleges face when developing a common pedagogy.
Community colleges serve diverse constituent expectations. General education
courses serve students seeking transfer while vocational training responds to
local workforce needs. Community colleges also provide educational opportunity
for populations either not served or welcome at other post-secondary institutions
(Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014). Additionally, community colleges face
challenges in creating common curricular goals among the faculty because of
their dependence on part-time faculty who teach a disproportionate number of
introductory, general education courses (Jacoby, 2006). Gardner, Kline, and
Bresciani (2014) provided models and best practices in assessment in the
specific context for community and two-year colleges, which face additional

challenges in assessing student learning for students who migrate from college



to college, often enrolling on a part-time basis and with time gaps in their
learning.

Full-time versus part-time faculty perspectives. With the increasing
reliance on part-time faculty members to teach introductory general education
courses, community colleges are especially challenged to involve all faculty in
the work of student learning outcomes assessment. At a large, multi-campus
community college, both full-time and part-time faculty members were engaged
in a three-year project where faculty members recorded their perceptions of
student proficiency in general education competencies based on performance on
a common assignment. The faculty used a rubric based on the American
Association of Colleges and Universities VALUE rubrics. With a focus on the
specific general education competency of information literacy, the researcher in
this study examined the results of this general education assessment project to
discover whether the status of the faculty member as either full-time or part-time
makes a difference in the faculty member’s perception of students’ information
literacy competencies.

Theoretical Framework

Student learning assessment theory and practice exist at the intersection
of contemporary cognitive learning theory (Bransford & Brown, 2000; Smilkstein,
2003) and institutional focus on providing student-centered learning
environments (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Kuh et. al., 2005;
O’Banion, 1997). The 2014 Middle States Commission on Higher Education

accreditation standards set an expectation for institutions to demonstrate clear



student learning goals and a valid process for assessing student progress toward
those goals. A focus on assessing student learning outcomes improves not just
the experience for the individual learner in a particular course but also the entire
institution. The commitment to answer these questions puts an institution on a
path where all members must participate in the development of institutional
goals. In her analysis of community college efforts to implement outcomes
assessment practices, Serban (2004) highlighted the link between assessment
and mission, connecting measurement efforts to institutional goals and values.
Senge (2006) described the importance of an institutional commitment to
developing the systems-thinking for the type of learning organization that the
MSCHE standards defined. When all members of an institution understand its
goals and values, they are better able to connect their work with what Senge
(2006) termed a shared vision. Senge declared this process of developing a
shared vision as essential to the creation of a learning institution that
demonstrates a common aspiration and the capacity for learning.

Moreover, Senge’s concept of organizations with learning disabilities
applies to several of the central obstacles to successful assessment highlighted
by practitioners. At the academic course and program level, outcomes
assessment requires careful alignment of curriculum goals with course
assignments, testing, and evaluating student performance (Suskie, 2009). When
outcomes assessment affects the interaction of faculty members and students,
the entire effort can often meet resistance. During the initial stages of an

outcomes assessment initiative, many faculty members may balk at the collection



of data, claiming that student learning cannot be measured or that the real effect
of learning is apparent only after a span of years. Again, if the outcomes
assessment initiative has been planned well and has included the participation of
the faculty, those once-intransigent faculty members will find that outcomes
assessment efforts can demonstrate effective teaching and learning (Walvoord,
2010).

In a study that involved faculty members who expressed skepticism about
learning outcomes assessment, Travis (2008) used qualitative measures to
assess whether faculty members’ perceptions of their students’ learning changed
as a result of their assessment of learning outcomes. Travis found that while
these faculty members initially defined their activities in the classroom as
delivering course content, a conscious focus on gathering qualitative data about
their students’ learning caused the faculty members to change their perspectives
at the end of the course. Good teaching no longer meant simply following the
course syllabus. Instead, the faculty members acknowledged that good teachers
recognize different learning styles among students and plan lessons to address
course goals.

Academic culture and assessment efforts. Banta, Jones, and Black
(2009) and Walvoord (2010) acknowledged the challenges of implementing a
meaningful student learning assessment program in colleges and universities
because of the cultural changes inherent in the assessment process. Walvoord
gave voice to faculty concerns about control over curriculum, academic freedom,

and influence in the tenure and promotion system. Banta, Jones, and Black



emphasized the importance of institutional commitment to an assessment
program, with the appropriate support of leadership, resources, and written
plans, similar to Senge’s concept of mental models. Kezar (2005) posited a
further development of Senge’s models by acknowledging the emotional and
creative intelligences that underpin learning organizations. These concepts are
important given the instability of part-time faculty members, as Jaeger & Eagan
(2009) described the negative impact that part-time faculty status has on student
goal attainment in community colleges.

In the case of information literacy assessment, the challenge is further
complicated because scholarship in the area has traditionally been the purview of
academic librarians and not discipline faculty members. Saunders (2012)
concluded in her study of faculty members’ understanding of information literacy
concepts across disciplines that while discipline faculty respect the librarian’s role
and expertise, they appeared to be unwilling to partner with librarians in
developing curricula. An academic culture that narrowly defines the value of an
individual to the institution by his or her title suffers from the learning disability
that Senge called “| am my position” (p.16). In academic institutions, that attitude
may be seen in faculty members’ focus on their courses or academic disciplines
rather than on the whole institution. Senge’s concept of the learning organization
develops through the process of a personal vision becoming a shared vision.
Therefore, a comparison of the personal perceptions of student performance

recorded by the faculty members in an institution may reveal the degree to which
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the faculty possess a shared vision and indeed, whether that institution is a
learning organization.
Assessing Information Literacy Competencies

In measuring student performance of any competency, rubrics represent a
shared understanding among faculty about the characteristics of successful
completion. For the assessment project at a large, multi-campus community
college examined in this study, full-time and part-time faculty members recorded
their perceptions of five student-demonstrated information literacy competencies,
using a rubric that rated student performance on a 4-point scale (see Table 1).
Faculty also had an option to choose a Not Applicable response. The chart

below defines the competencies and the rating scale.



Table 1.

Information Literacy Competency Rating Scale

11

ethically and legally

Competency Definition Proficiency Rating
Know the ability to determine the nature and | 3 Advanced
extent of the information needed 2 Proficient
1 Novice
0 Not Evident
Access the ability to access needed 3 Advanced
information effectively and efficiently 2 Proficient
1 Novice
0 Not Evident
Evaluate the ability to evaluate information and | 3 Advanced
sources critically and incorporates 2 Proficient
selected information into his or her 1 Novice
knowledgebase and value system 0 Not Evident
Use the ability to use information 3 Advanced
effectively to accomplish a specific 2 Proficient
purpose 1 Novice
0 Not Evident
Ethics the ability to understand many of the 3 Advanced
economic, legal, and social issues 2 Proficient
surrounding the use of information 1 Novice
and accesses and uses information 0 Not Evident

Each score was separately recorded in a database that included the

unigue course identifier, the student identifier, and the status of the faculty

member as full-time or part-time. In this study, the data set was used to assess
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the demonstrated student information literacy competencies as perceived by full-
time and part-time faculty members throughout the institution.

During the three years of data collection, student information literacy
competency scores were reported in courses in discipline groups: Arts (Year 1),
Humanities (Year 2), and Sciences and Social Sciences (Year 3). More than
43,000 individual scores were recorded. However, for the purposes of this study,
the researcher limited the analysis to the discipline courses that enroll the largest
populations of students. Art and music courses represented the Arts discipline
group while English, history, and speech courses represented the Humanities.
Economics and sociology courses represented the Social Sciences, and biology
and chemistry courses represented the Sciences discipline group.

Purpose of the Study

At Personal Mastery College (a pseudonym), a large, multi-campus
community college in the Middle States accreditation region, a faculty group
established a learning outcomes assessment process for all courses within the
general education program. For three years, the team gathered data about
student progress on all general education competencies, including information
literacy. While the data had been distributed to the faculty in the disciplines, the
data had not been analyzed from an institutional perspective, not within course
groups, nor within distribution areas, nor across distribution areas in the general
education program. Faculty status of full-time or part-time had not been
considered in the analysis of data. The purpose of this quantitative study was to

apply Senge’s theory of shared vision that relates the status of the faculty
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member as full-time or part-time to the overall faculty perceptions of student-
demonstrated information literacy competency. The independent variables were
the faculty members identified by the individual course sections and their status
as full-time or part-time faculty members. The dependent variables were the
scores recorded by the faculty members based on their perceptions of student-
demonstrated information literacy competencies, sorted by course section
number and discipline.
The Research Questions

Each student record in the data set contained scores for each aspect of
information literacy competency: know, access, evaluate, use, and ethics.
Through an examination of the recorded scores of faculty-perceived student
performance of these competencies, the following research questions were
addressed in this study:

RQ1. What is the difference between full-time and part-time faculty
perceptions of the student-demonstrated performance of
information literacy competencies within representative Arts
courses?

RQ2. What is the difference between full-time and part-time faculty
perceptions of the student-demonstrated performance of
information literacy competencies within representative Humanities
courses?

RQ3. What is the difference between full-time and part-time faculty

perceptions of the student-demonstrated performance of
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information literacy competencies within representative Science
courses?

RQ4. What is the difference between full-time and part-time faculty
perceptions of the student-demonstrated performance of
information literacy competencies within representative Social
Science courses?

Significance of the Study

The results of this study added to the existing research on assessment of
student learning in a general education program by examining three years of
institutional data at a community college in a mid-Atlantic state. The researcher
focused specifically on the learning competency of information literacy, adding to
the body of literature on that issue. This area of inquiry has particular interest for
librarians and academic support professionals. Moreover, the distinction
between full-time faculty members’ perceptions and those of part-time faculty
members would be of interest to researchers who examine the impact of faculty
status on student learning, particularly in community colleges.
Scope of the Study

The study took place at Personal Mastery College, a large, multi-campus
community college in the Mid-Atlantic region, accredited by the Middle States
Commission