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This case study investigated the influence of the Scholarship of Teaching and 
iliil 
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Learning (SoTL) on community college faculty. This study identified a five-phase 

progressive model of participation, entitled Questing in Conversation for SoTL faculty 

participants at Four Seasons Community College (FSCC). The results of participation for 

faculty include stronger connections with colleagues, increased curricula and pedagogical 

innovations, and the regular collection of student data to inform classroom practice and 

administrative decisions. These results occurred within an organizational field of 

practical and philosophical support for faculty development efforts by college 

administration. 

This investigation generated three key findings. The first finding is that the 

influence on SoTL fellows is cumulative and grows from progressive participation in 

substantial faculty development programs. Second, fellows who engage in their SoTL 

inquiries with a greater capacity to conduct research connect more strongly with 

colleagues. Third, SoTL faculty report administrative support is invaluable and is 

primarily experienced through the Dean of Professional Development and the programs 

offered through the Office for Faculty and Staff Development. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Community colleges are the single largest institutional sector in the American 

system of higher education (Boggs, 2004). They enroll 45%, 6.6 million, of all 

undergraduate students enrolled in credit-bearing college courses in the United States 

(American Association of Community Colleges, 2006). They number nearly 1,200 

accredited institutions, and range in size and character from rural colleges enrolling less 

than 1,000 students to urban colleges educating 10,000 or more undergraduates (Phillippe 

and Sullivan, 2005). As the primary point of contact between 6.6 million undergraduates, 

the role community college faculty play in higher education, and by extension 

contemporary American society, is difficult to exaggerate (Outcalt, 2002). 

Turn of the 20th century University of Chicago President William R. Harper and 

Joliet, Illinois public high school Principal J. Stanley Brown are attributed with 

originating the collaboration of what is now the community college (Cohen and Brawer, 

2003). In 1901, the collaboration between the University of Chicago and Joliet High 

School became Joliet Junior College. Joliet was designed to both expand the opportunity 

to attend college for those who lacked the finances or were not accepted to the highly 

competitive institutions of the era and to address the growing science and technology 

needs of industry that were emerging in the first decades of the 20th century (Phillippe 

and Sullivan, 2005). Numerous progressive communities followed suit, “encouraged by 

prominent university men and inspired by the egalitarianism inherent in our Jacksonian 

tradition to provide poor but worthy youth with access to higher education” (Pedersen, 
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2001, p. 4). The result, more than 100 years later, is a community college within 

commuting distance of 90% of the United States population (Boggs, 2004). 

Within this context of successfully broadening access to higher education over the 

last century, community colleges identify and define themselves as teaching institutions. 

As the following chapters describe more fully, this study examines what happens when 

community college faculty apply empirical inquiry to the pedagogical challenges present 

in contemporary community college classrooms. 

The ‘poor but worthy youth’ for whom Joliet Junior College was conceived at the 

dawning of the twentieth century can be more specifically characterized in the student 

population of the community college at the dawning of the twenty-first century. Using 

the 2002 National Center for Education Statistics definition, 90% of community college 

undergraduates are non-traditional college students meaning either they attend part-time, 

work full time, delay enrollment after high school, have dependents, do not possess a 

high school diploma, or are single parents (Wilson, 2004). In addition, as open access 

institutions, community colleges enroll about half, 46%, of all minority undergraduates in 

the U.S. and high proportions of lower income students (McKlenney, 2004). 

The community college is seen as a ‘second chance’ institution for students whose 

earlier performance or motivation did not gain them acceptance into more prestigious 

institutions, for adults deciding to take a different course in life, and for immigrants using 

the community college as a low-cost place to learn English and the American way of life 

(Grubb, 1999). This student diversity results in much rhetoric about community colleges 

as ‘democracy’s open door’ and the ‘people’s colleges’ (Griffith and Connor, 1994; 

Roueche and Baker, 1987). The inclusiveness of community colleges has been referred to 
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as part of the genius of American education, which is also manifested in compulsory 

education and the mainstreaming of handicapped students (Cremin, 1965). The 

American genius of inclusively brings a challenging range of experiences, abilities, 

motivations, and needs onto community college campuses and into the classrooms of 

community college faculty (Hamm, 2004). 

Statement of the Problem 

Central to the community college mission is their role and identity as teaching 

colleges, “teaching is the main responsibility of 92 percent of faculty in community 

colleges” (Sanderson, Phua & Herda, 2000, p.9). Beginning with the earliest empirical 

investigations, evidence has shown that the community college professoriate has been 

strongly committed to their role as educators and embraces their primary identity as 

teachers (Grubb, 1999; Cohen and Brawer, 1977 & 1984; Garrison, 1967). And teach the 

community college professoriate does. The average teaching load is five, three credit 

courses per semester resulting in a thirty credit annual workload at institutions on the 

semester system (Silvers, Attinasi, and McGregor, 1998). 

Since the expansion of community colleges in the 1960s, numerous researchers 

have investigated community college faculty (Outcalt, 2002). These investigations 

underscore the student-centered focus of the community college professoriate and the 

link between the quality of the community college and the characteristics, practices and 

attitudes of its faculty (Garrison, 1967; Cohen and Brawer, 1977 & 1984). The teaching- 

learning exchange is the foundation upon which community colleges build their identity 

as teaching institutions and their success as ‘people’s colleges’ (Grubb, 1999). Consistent 

with this understanding that community college faculties are the heart of their academic 
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institutions, seeking and responding to the perspective of faculty is important to 

achieving and maintaining institutional quality (Bimbaum, 1992). 

The American Faculty Poll a study conducted by the National Opinion Research 

Center (NORC) at the University of Chicago, found that for more than 60% of faculty in 

two year institutions, the teaching load and student preparation/commitment were two 

factors associated with the amount of stress experienced by faculty in the last year 

(Sanderson, Phua, & Herda, 2000). In Hardy and Laanan’s (2006) descriptive study of 

community college faculty, workload is an issue for all faculty groups under the age of 

65. The typical community college teaching load of five three-credit courses a semester is 

reported as “the greatest downside” of community college faculty life (Jenkins, 2003). 

Heavy teaching loads can generate pedagogical solitude that is possible to dull a once 

vibrant and curious academic professional (Kraft, 2000). 

Community college faculties are a strategic resource influencing the development 

of a large portion of each generation. Sustaining the vitality and resilience of more than 

300,000 faculty members in their primary role of instructing more than six million 

students occupies a significant place in the American dream of attainment by individual 

merit (Phillipe and Sullivan, 2005). The problem for community colleges becomes how 

to sustain faculty as the intellectual engine of their academic institutions given the twin 

stressors of a heavy teaching load coupled with a broad range of student needs and 

abilities. Exploring the dimensions of that problem provides the foundation for the 

purpose of this study and underscores the study’s significance. That foundation begins 

with an exploration of the goals a democratic society has for higher education and how 
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faculty tasks and roles are both defined and implemented in the process of achieving 

those goals. 

Goals of Higher Education 

In the United States, we find our philosophical underpinnings for education in the 

writings of founding father Thomas Jefferson (1818). Excerpted from Jefferson’s Notes 

on the State of Virginia, education’s purpose is to “diffuse knowledge more generally 

through the mass of the people (Peterson, 1993, p.195) ...because every government 

degenerates when entrusted to the rulers of the people alone (p. 198)”. Twentieth-century 

philosopher John Dewey (1916) suggests the goal of education is to “retain all youth 

under educational influences until they are equipped to be masters of their own economic 

and social careers” (Morris and Shapiro, 1993, p. 120). 

Bowen (1977) conducted an exhaustive review of the literature on higher 

education’s goals from Plato and Cardinal Newman through Woodrow Wilson and 

beyond. His work provides “a useful taxonomy for considering the possible outcomes of 

higher education” and from it emerges a catalog of widely accepted goals (p. 23). Three 

principles guide his findings. First, that higher education is about the development of the 

whole person. Second, that higher education has the responsibility to respect and work 

with the uniqueness of each individual. The third of Bowen’s guiding principles that 

higher education “should be readily and widely accessible to persons of a broad range of 

abilities, circumstances and ages” echoes both American’s Jacksonian and community 

college values (p. 26). 

From this values-based foundation, Bowen (1977) structures his taxonomy of 

educational goals into an itemized list under two broad headings, individual and societal 
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goals. Bowen categorizes goals for individual students within cognitive learning, 

emotional and moral development, and practical competencies and are itemized as verbal 

and quantitative skills, substantive knowledge, intellectual integrity, esthetic sensibility, 

creativeness, wisdom, values, lifelong learning, emotional and moral development, 

practical competencies, leadership skills, and citizenship. Bowen’s taxonomy of societal 

goals includes the advancement of knowledge, the discovery, and encouragement of 

talent, and the advancement of social welfare. 

Exploring higher education’s purpose in American society is expanded by 

considering one dimension of Dewey’s purpose of education, to equip students to be 

masters of their economic fates. A number of economists study the value of higher 

education to both the individual and society. One such study uses U.S. Census Bureau 

data from 1998 - 2000. Day and Newburger (2002) investigated economic attainment by 

educational level. They conclude that while earnings vary by gender and ethnicity, 

education does indeed pay off for the individual. A high school graduate can expect to 

earn an average of $25,900 annually, an Associate degree graduate $33,000, graduates 

possessing a Bachelor’s degree average earnings are $45,400, a Master’s degree $54,500 

and a Professional degree $99,300. 

In addition to the improved economic pay-off for individuals through a higher 

education, societal gains are also supported when examined with an economic lens. 

Rouse (1998) conducted a comparative investigation exploring the efficiency of two-year 

vs. four-year college state systems at increasing the educational attainment of young 

adults. By comparing Digest of Educational Statistics data from all fifty states on two- 

year and four-year public institutions, she concludes that “the most conservative 

6 



estimate...indicates it is almost twice as expensive to educate a full-time student in a four 

year as in a two-year college” (p.614). 

Cleary, higher education strives to contribute at both the individual and societal 

levels (Camevale and Desrocher, 2004; Day and Newburger, 2002; Bowen and Schuster, 

1986). Whether considering the goals of higher education for the individual or society, or 

measuring with an economic or social yardstick, the position that “community colleges 

are much in the policy limelight these days” is a reasonable conclusion supporting the 

significance of this study (Dougherty, 2002, p.295). Perhaps organizational author Peter 

Senge (1990, 2005) sums up the collective goal of higher education for American society 

when he philosophizes that the role of higher education is to create the future. 

Understanding the findings regarding higher education’s goals are better 

understood in conjunction with more information about the group primarily responsible 

for accomplishing them, the American professoriate. Current demographics reported in 

the E.D. TAB are based on the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF: 

04). Higher education faculty members number more than 1.2 million individual 

professionals (Cataldi, Fahimi, and Bradbum, 2005). Aggregated across all institutional 

types, most faculty members work full-time (56%), in public institutions (67%), are white 

(80%), sixty-two percent are male, and forty-eight percent of faculty members in the fall 

of 2003 were tenured (Cataldi, et al, 2005). 

Disaggregating faculty data by institutional type provides a more focused picture 

of the 362,000 faculty members of the community college professoriate, who make up 

twenty-five percent of the U.S. professoriate (Cataldi, Fahimi, and Bradbum, 2005). 

Similar to the overall higher education faculty picture painted above, two-year faculty are 

7 



80% white and as likely to be tenured, 48.5% (Cataldi, et al, 2005). In contrast, public 

Associate’s degree faculties are more likely to be employed part-time (66%) and are 

equally distributed by gender, female (49.6%), male (50.4%) (Cataldi, et al, 2005). 

Reviewing the above data collectively, the problem comes into clearer focus. At the 

dawning of the 21st century, twenty-five percent of the American professoriate is teaching 

forty-five percent of American undergraduates. Community college faculties are clearly 

carrying the greatest share of instructional responsibility across all of higher education. 

This imbalance leads to several important questions, including: What effect does this 

teaching load have on community college faculty? Can individual and societal goals of 

higher education be achieved when a heavy teaching load is coupled with classrooms 

populated with needy students? 

According to attainment figures from Columbia University’s Community College 

Research Center (Alfonso, 2003), 70% of all community college students aspire to a 

BA/BS degree or higher upon enrollment but 62% fail to complete any degree or 

certificate in five years. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) concurs; 

only 39% of students, or less than four out of ten, who entered a public two year 

institution in 1995-1996 with the goal of earning a degree or certificate had earned one 

within six years (NCES, 2003). 

Disaggregating community college student attainment data by race and ethnicity, 

brings an even more alarming picture comes into focus. Community colleges enroll 47% 

of all African American, 48% of all Asian/Pacific Islander, 56 % of all Latino, and 57% 

of all Native American students in higher education (NCES, 2003). Thirty-eight percent 

of White students and 39% of Asian/Pacific Islander students earn a degree or certificate 
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within six years of enrollment compared with 29% of Latino students and 26% of African 

American students (Price, 2004). Challenges to affirmative action in higher education are 

limiting the pool of minority students who enroll in four-year institutions out of high 

school making it more likely that America’s minority students enter higher education 

through the doors of a community college (Alfonso, 2003). Compared to other 

postsecondary sectors, the public two year institutions enroll the largest proportion of 

students from the two lowest socio-economic quartiles of all first generation college 

students in the National Education Longitudinal Study (Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 

2005). 

Low community college student attainment rates bring into focus an equity 

dimension to the problem explored in this proposal. The lessons of the Coleman Report 

(1966) underscore the significant impact of the socio-demographic factors for these 

community college student results. Yet understanding more about the tasks of faculty in 

general and community college faculty in particular provides a potentially useful 

perspective from which to view the tension of high community college teaching loads 

coupled with needy community college student attainment rates. 

Higher Education Faculty Tasks and Tensions 

Generally, the work of higher education faculty is broadly categorized into three 

areas, teaching, research, and service (Bimbaum, 1988; Bowen and Schuster, 1986). 

Teaching, which encompasses the instruction of students and also advising, is considered 

the primary function of faculties (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 

1977). Research, the discovery and interpretation of knowledge, is divided into two 

categories: basic research intended to discover the laws of nature and applied research 
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intended to discover knowledge for practical use (Blackburn and Lawrence, 1995). The 

service role of faculties is delineated into public service and institutional service (Bowen 

and Schuster, 1986). Public service applies knowledge to serve the needs of society and 

usually takes an advising or consulting form, e.g. technical testimony before legislative 

committees or courts of law and assistance to farmers, school districts, and public health 

organizations among others. Institutional service relies on the disciplinary expertise of 

faculties to develop curriculum, recommend related building space and necessary 

equipment, and the qualifications for appointment, promotion, tenure, and firing of 

faculty members (Crosson, 1983). 

Each of these three faculty functions is “based on a single unifying process, 

namely learning...it is the chief stock-in-trade of the professoriate” (Bowen and Schuster, 

1986). It is often the process of learning which draws individuals into the academic 

profession (Blackburn and Lawrence, 1995). The literature identifies that it is the 

learning engine that is at risk for community college faculty due to their demanding 

teaching situation (Hardy and Laanan, 2006; Dee, 2004; Outcalt, 2000). 

The challenge of maintaining faculty vitality while striving to meet a democratic 

society’s goals of educational opportunity for all suggests community college faculties 

may have one of the most difficult jobs in higher education (McKlenney, 2004). The 

community college professoriate generally embraces their role in this goal with their 

commitment to teaching all students while simultaneously voicing the inherent issues 

(Rifkin, 2000; Grubb, 1999; Garrison, 1967). The case study reported here seeks out 

those voices with the goal of analyzing one potential solution. 

10 



Community college researchers report faculty isolation as an issue. Community 

college faculties speak of “their lives as individual, isolated, lonely” (Grubb, 1999, p. 49). 

The literature describes the effects of a “chronic and persistent overload” in teaching 

(Hargreaves, 1994, p.l 18) as less effective, less satisfying with less professional results 

(Easthope and Easthope, 2000), a situation in which “the intrinsic motivation that plays a 

large role in sustaining faculty may lose its power” (Rifkin, 2000, p 9). The internal 

learning engine of faculty with high teaching loads may become stalled through a form of 

intellectual isolation. 

Grubb (1999) found that community college faculty faced with high teaching 

loads and challenging student needs generally respond in one of three ways. First, they 

become ‘blissfully indifferent” and continue marching through content in teacher or text- 

centered ways whether students comprehend the material or not (p. 220). Second, they 

choose to accommodate, a process by which they reduce either content, lower standards 

or both. The third category of response community college faculty attempt, according to 

Grubb and associates, is pedagogical innovation, too often with trial-and-error 

methodology. Because the first two responses, indifference and accommodation, do not 

advance student learning or the goals society has for higher education, it is an empirically 

based variation of Grubb’s third category of response, pedagogical innovation, which the 

study reported here contributes to the knowledge base. 

The Carnegie Academy for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 

This study examines the influence of the Carnegie Academy for the Scholarship 

of Teaching and Learning (CASTL) in a community college. The Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching, in collaboration with the American Association of 
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Higher Education and the Pew Charitable Trusts, launched CASTL in 1998 as a national 

initiative designed to uncover the scholarly base of teaching practice by framing and 

systematically investigating questions related to classroom teaching and student learning 

(Hutchings and Shulman, 1999). 

CASTL is a three tiered program simultaneously advancing efforts at the level of 

1) the individual faculty member, 2) institutions from all sectors within higher education, 

and 3) by discipline through scholarly societies (Cambridge, 2000). At the individual 

level, The Carnegie Scholars Program brings together outstanding faculty committed to 

investigating and documenting significant issues in their classroom teaching and student 

learning. The CASTL Institutional Leadership Program works in the context of campus- 

level collaboration to cultivate the capacity for the scholarship of teaching and learning 

(SoTL) around central themes and clusters of institutions interested in that theme. The 

CASTL Scholarly and Professional Societies Program seeks to advance SoTL through 

mutual support and networking opportunities along disciplinary lines. Currently twenty- 

eight such national associations foster peer review along with dissemination of 

information and knowledge about the scholarly base of teaching and learning as it 

manifests itself within disciplines. (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 2008). 

Through a comparative case study approach. Hutching (2000) provides initial 

findings regarding the effect SoTL has on individual faculty members. College faculty 

members report curiosity and creativity is nurtured when they direct the empirical process 

at classroom-based issues important to student learning (Cerbin, W. 2000; Duffy, D., 

2000; Fukami, C., 2000; Jacobs, D. 2000; Kelly, T.M., 2000; Linkon, S., 2000; Phillips, 
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M.T., 2000; Salvatori, M.R., 2000). The study of individual faculty SoTL scholars is 

expanded in the Carnegie study of CASTL scholars from 1998 - 2003 (Huber and 

Hutchings, 2005). Results confirm earlier findings that SoTL changes the perspective on 

challenges in teaching from one of terminal remediation to the traditional scholarly 

perspective on problems with that shift driving a range of pedagogical innovations. 

The Carnegie Foundation’s CASTL efforts are also at work on the institutional 

level. The Carnegie Institutional Leadership Program is structured around collaborating 

institutions around a broader investigative theme; e.g. eight campuses spanning 

geographic regions and two institutional types all interested in exploring cognitive, 

affective learning. Results of the CASTL Institutional Leadership Program are only 

beginning to be investigated ( Carnegie Foundation, 2008). 

Beyond CASTL, O’Meara and Rice (2005) report on a multi-campus study and 

suggest a positive shift in organizational culture occurs with the implementation of a 

broader concept of scholarship. O’Meara and Rice studied the implementation and impact 

of diverse forms of scholarship, including SoTL, at the campus level for all types of four- 

year institutions; Baccalaureate, Master’s, Doctoral, and Research degree institutions. 

They report results suggesting a shifting culture occurs in higher education when 

scholarly inquiry is targeted at faculties’ teaching. 

Purpose of the Study and Research Question 

The results of both the CASTL studies (Huber and Hutchings, 2005; Hutchings, 

2000) and those of O’Meara and Rice (2005) indicate a positive impact of applying 

scholarship more broadly in higher education. The purpose of the study reported here is 

to extend that research to the community college by investigating the influence of SoTL 
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on the faculty of a public, associate-degree granting institution participating in the 

CASTL Institutional Leadership program. Specifically, the purpose of this study is to 

investigate how community college faculty involvement in SoTL influences the isolating 

nature of community college instruction. That purpose converts into the following 

research question, what, if any, influence does SoTL have on the isolating nature of 

community college instruction? 

Methodological Overview 

The gap of literature exploring SoTL at community colleges coupled with the 

purpose a an investigation of any influence SoTL may have on the isolating nature of 

community college instruction suggests a descriptive case study methodology, “an 

intensive holistic description and analysis of a single unit or bounded system” (Merriam, 

1998, p. 12). Case studies are used to capture the complexity of a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real life, bounded context (Yin, 1994, p.l). Case study design 

permits the investigator the opportunity to capture and make meaning of SoTL faculty 

participants’ points of view within the real life community college campus context. 

Specific methodological strategies are more fully described in Chapter 3. 

Definitions and Constraints 

The language of the research proposed in this study requires clarification and 

precision due to the existing language system for a number of the terms employed 

throughout the investigation. This section defines and limits the meanings intended by the 

author. 

This study explores a public, two year, associate degree granting institution, and 

is referred to throughout the investigation as a community college (Cohen and Brawer, 
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2003). Throughout this report, the use of the term two-year colleges aggregates public 

and private Associate degree granting institutions (Lindholm, et al, 2005; Sanderson, et 

al, 2000). The term faculty refers to those members of the professoriate employed as full¬ 

time community college instructors, except where it specifically cites either part-time or 

adjunct instructors (Blackburn and Lawrence, 1995). 

The common language term of community is perhaps the most important to assign 

invariant meaning because of a well-entrenched and almost ambiguous connotation of the 

word. For the purposes of this study, community is both a salient characteristic and it is a 

construct, a conceptual phenomena. An expanded discussion of the concept of 

community relevant to this study occurs in Chapter 2, the review of related literature. 

Communities of practice, for example are informal networks that emerge from a desire to 

work more effectively or to understand work more deeply among members of a particular 

specialty or work group (Sharp, 1997). Within the communities-of-practice context, the 

concept of community refers to a group of people with a common vision, history and 

communal identity who share a personal commitment and interact directly with each 

other in an atmosphere of openness (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002). Both the 

concept of community and specifically communities of practice are explored more fully 

in the review of relevant literature supporting this investigation in Chapter Two. 

Isolation is another common language term requiring definition within the context 

of this investigation. For the purposes of this investigation, the term isolation is used 

consistent with Grubb’s (1999) research on community college faculty. It refers to a lack 

of collegiality and collaboration coupled with weak or non-existent networks. 

15 



Summary 

As academically, financially, and geographically accessible institutions. 

community colleges attract a diverse group of students bringing a complex range of needs 

into the classroom. As teaching institutions, community colleges require high teaching 

loads of their faculty. These factors combine to isolate faculty instructionally and 

intellectually thereby undermining the attainment of individual and collective goals for 

almost half of all undergraduates in America’s system of higher education today. 

CASTL, the Carnegie Foundation initiative focusing on aiming an empirical lens at 

pedagogical issues, shows preliminary promise for addressing these concerns. This study 

investigates what, if at all, is the influence of SoTL on the largest single sector in 

American higher education, the members of the community college professorate. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The knowledge providing the foundation for this study comes from three bodies 

of literature. The first is the literature exploring the roles of the professoriate in the 

contemporary academy. The body of knowledge examining the rationale, theory, and 

mechanisms for the infusion of scholarship throughout those faculty roles follows next. 

These two bodies of knowledge, faculty roles coupled with why and how to infuse them 

with scholarship, provide the foundation for an exploration of the literature on 

community colleges and their faculty and why scholarship turned toward teaching and 

learning may be able to address the problem of faculty isolation at community colleges. 

The Work Life of Faculty 

Faculties are the heart of higher education (Bowen and Schuster, 1986; Bimbaum, 

1988; Boyer, 1990; Blackburn and Lawrence, 1995; Outcalt, 2002; Hardy and Laanan, 

2006). Indeed, “many would agree that the quality of a university or college.. .is related 

most closely to the work of the faculty” (Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, and Beach, 2006. p 

xvii). Faculties are “higher education’s most important investment and resource” 

(O’Meara, 2005, p.l). But while there may be agreement as to the centrality of their role, 

the configuration of what they do, the productivity of how they do it, and whose purpose 

it serves is analyzed (Clark, 1987), researched (Milem, Berger, & Dey, 2000), and 

debated (Massy & Zemsky, 1994; Sykes, 1988). Information from college and university 

faculty themselves provides one empirical source of data and information about the work 

life of the professoriate. 

The American Faculty Poll, a stratified two-stage cluster sample survey 
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administered by NORC in the spring of 1999 to 1,511 full-time faculty from 285 selected 

institutions, and referred to earlier, found that teaching was the principle activity for 

78.6% of all faculty interviewed with only 8.4% of faculty respondents citing research as 

their principle activity and 5.3% prioritizing administration, or what the literature often 

categorizes as institutional service (Sanderson, Phua, and Herda, 2000). When 

disaggregated by institutional type, 92% of two year college faculty report teaching is 

their principle activity and 0% reported research while 4.5% cite institutional 

service/administration. The NORC data on faculties’ principle activity supports the 

community colleges’ reputation as teaching institutions (Sanderson, et al, 2000). 

The Higher Education Research Institute (HER!) administers a national survey 

triennially, The American College Teacher, the sixth and most recent of which was 

conducted in the fall and winter of the 2004 - 2005 academic year. Responses from 

40,670 full-time faculty members at 421 two-year colleges, four-year colleges, and 

universities provide the data for the results. In addition to demographic information, the 

survey asks faculty to categorize how they spend their time, what goals they have for 

undergraduate education, their views on curriculum and technology, as well as sources of 

stress, among other items. Faculty from all institutional sectors and at all stages of 

careers prioritize the role of teaching, with 98% indicating that being a good teacher is 

‘very important’ or ‘essential’ with a combined 77.9 % reporting between 5-16 hours 

per week scheduled teaching. While the greatest response relative to the faculty task of 

research was with only approximately one third (31.3%) of all respondents reporting they 

spend 1 - 4 hours per week on research and scholarly writing (Lindholm, Szelenyi, 

Hurtado, and Korn, 2005). 
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In the higher education enterprise, teaching, research, and service may comprise 

the three functions of the professoriate, but in terms of actual day-to-day tasks, teaching 

trumps both research and service for all faculty in all institutional types across both the 

HERI and NORC surveys (Lindholm, et al, 2005; Sanderson, et al, 2000). The reality of 

having three principle functions - research, teaching, and service - required of the 

professoriate with teaching prioritized in the daily functions while prioritizing research in 

the reward structure creates a tension. This tension serves as the initial and central driver 

in the development of the scholarship of teaching and learning initiative. The scholarship 

of teaching and learning initiative is the focus of this investigation because it has 

potential to address the related but different tension community college faculty face in 

their work, isolation. While the literature exploring this tension of reward system 

incongruence (Rice, 1991) is extensive, it is Boyer (1990) who first heralds the need of 

higher education to expand scholarship into all three higher education faculty functions of 

research, teaching, and service, and additionally conceives of a fourth, the boundaries 

where these three intersect. 

Faculty Scholarship Broadly Conceived 

Ernest Boyer (1990) from his position as President of the Carnegie Foundation for 

the Advancement of Teaching oversaw the 1989 National Survey of Faculty, the 

Foundations’ sixth national survey of faculty. The 1989 version was a two-stage, 

stratified random sample survey selecting institutions from each of the nine Carnegie 

classifications at the time followed by questionnaires to 10,000 full-time faculty members 

and yielded a 54.5 % return rate. 

Boyer authored the report on the 1989 national survey, entitled Scholarship 
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Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate. It has become a Carnegie Foundation 

bestseller (Glassick, Huber, Maeroff, 1997) frequently cited by later scholars providing 

evidence that scholarship broadly conceived strikes a theme of common interest 

throughout the field of higher education. 

The impact of Boyer’s (1990) work stems from his conclusion that the concept of 

faculty scholarship, as it had evolved in higher education in the late 20th century, did not 

relate directly to the realities of academic life for the majority of faculty. A perspective 

confirmed by both the HERI and NORC faculty surveys, which both empirically 

demonstrated that teaching is the principle activity of the majority of faculty in the United 

States in the twenty-first century. This tension of “competing obligations,” of being 

expected to spend the majority of time teaching but professionally recognized and 

rewarded for research, provides the foundation for Boyer’s recommendation that 

conceptually faculty scholarship needs to broaden (Boyer, 1990, p. 1). 

Boyer (1990) began his report with a review of the purposes of higher education 

in America, a history that illustrates “three distinct, yet overlapping phases” of faculty 

scholarship (p.3). Higher education’s first purpose was steeped in the teaching of 

students with the goal of “building character and preparing new generations for civic and 

religious leadership” (p. 3). In the first phase of American higher education during the 

early colonial times of the late seventeenth century through the eighteenth and into the 

early nineteenth centuries, faculty scholarship meant instruction. But the social world is 

dynamic, evolving, and changing in response to social forces. In this case, during the 

industrialization of the United States from approximately the mid-nineteenth century 

through the early twentieth century, higher education’s role shifted from the shaping of 
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young lives to the shaping of a new nation. 

The second phase of American higher education’s purpose was eminently 

practical. The job of education to fuel the mechanical and agricultural revolutions within 

the spirit of nurturing the public good as a democratic society “added service as a 

mission, and both private and public universities took up the challenge” (Boyer, p. 5). 

Faculty scholarship centered on applied research and dissemination in service to the 

democratic community by solving society’s practical problems. Applied research was 

infused with the moral mission of building an inclusive, democratic nation. Joliet Junior 

College founded in 1901 by the collaboration between the University of Chicago and 

Joliet Public High School is one example of this phase of higher education in America. 

The third purpose of higher education and role for faculty, basic research, found 

its way into the American university through the European education of an increasing 

number of young American students who desired to bring the research orientation model 

to higher education in the United States (Boyer, 1990). Slowly but steadily throughout 

th 
the mid to late 19 century, the prestige which the scientific model had attained through 

research and experimentation began to take root in American higher education. The 

colonial value of teaching undergraduates and the industrial revolution’s ability for 

service to society lost ground to a vision of universities dedicated to the generation of 

new knowledge through basic research and graduate education. The instruction of 

undergraduates and service were considered “a violation of the integrity of the 

university” as the Germanic model “demanded that the professor view the everyday 

world from a distance” (p. 9). The basic research model came to be further reinforced 

through the dynamic of World War II and the successful collaboration of the scientific 
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community with the government in national security service and the resulting influx of 

federal research grant funding to higher education (Boyer, 1990). Federal support of 

university-conducted research profoundly influenced the course of higher education in 

America in ways that “would be both consequential and enduring” (p. 10). 

An additional significant contributing factor to the changing landscape of 

American higher education, also from the federal level, came as a result of the 1947 

Truman Report (Olson, 1974). The report’s expansive vision of access to higher 

education for the masses no longer just the elite coupled with the financial support of the 

G.I. Bill heralded the skyrocketing of college enrollments throughout the 1950’s and 

1960’s. Because of this increased enrollment, the number of faculty grew proportionally. 

But while they were expected to teach the surging numbers of undergraduates, and here is 

the source of the core tension, faculty continued to be evaluated and rewarded as 

researchers (Boyer, 1990). 

In the 1989 Carnegie survey, over 5,000 faculty respondents representing more 

than 300 colleges and universities from every institutional sector voiced loudly and 

clearly the tension between the scholarship as basic research model and the contemporary 

social context and campus challenges of the professoriate. Boyer (1990) concludes an 

expanded vision is necessary in order to serve the contemporary context. He also asserts 

that the narrow view of research or discovery as the one true form of scholarship 

adversely effects “the morale of the professoriate, the vitality of individual colleges and 

universities, and the welfare of students” (p. 2). He concludes, “That the work of the 

professoriate might be thought of as having four separate, yet overlapping functions” (p. 

16). He proposes that in order to address the true role of higher education adequately in 
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contemporary American society; faculty scholarship needs to be conceptualized as 

including discovery, integration, application, and teaching. 

Boyer (1990) conceptualizes the scholarship of discovery as the traditional 

function of research contributing new knowledge and driving a climate of investigation, 

which fuels “an almost palpable excitement in the life of an educational institution” (p. 

17). A second dimension of faculty scholarship, integration, functions in the 

interdisciplinary work conducted at the “boundaries of academic neighborhoods” 

synthesizing overlapping contexts and breaking down disciplinary silos, in the process 

developing larger intellectual contexts (p. 19). Boyer’s third dimension of faculty 

scholarship, application, supports the earlier vision of bridging theory and practice in the 

service of the needs of society. “Whether in medical diagnosis, serving clients in 

psychotherapy, creating an architectural design or working with the public schools 

.. .theory and practice vitally interact and one renews the other” (p. 23). Finally, Boyer 

came to his fourth dimension of scholarship, teaching. His vision of teaching as 

scholarship includes a firm grounding in the knowledge of the given discipline, active 

inquiry into pedagogy, and an institutional embrace of faculty as continual learners. “In 

the end, inspired teaching keeps the flame of scholarship alive” (p. 24). Boyer places 

teaching at the very heart of the scholarly endeavor. Because the problem this study 

investigates centers around the intellectual isolation that can result from the demands of 

classroom instruction, it is Boyer’s vision of the scholarship of teaching with the ability 

to nurture the flame of faculty curiosity and creativity that serves as the centerpiece of the 

inquiry. 

According to Boyer (1990), contemporary American institutions of higher 
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education present a rich and diverse mosaic of type and mission, but all segments share a 

creative contract with faculty that goes to the core of higher education’s contribution to 

the lives of individual students and the fabric of a democratic society. He suggests, 

“Colleges and universities that flourish, help faculty...sustain their own creative energies 

throughout a lifetime” (p. 43) suggesting scholarship more broadly conceived is imbued 

with that ability. 

Boyer challenges the single hierarchical position of scholarship solely as basic 

research concluding, “Knowledge is acquired through research, through synthesis, 

through practice, and through teaching” (p. 24). He asserts that the academy must 

acknowledge that these elements, “dynamically interact, forming an interdependent 

whole” which will prove “especially useful” to students, society and faculty themselves 

(p. 25). 

Boyer was an early voice who articulated this broader vision of faculty 

scholarship but he was not alone in this endeavor. Rice (1991) also challenges the 

existing hierarchical arrangement of academy scholarship. He does so by providing an 

alternative perspective of what it means to be a scholar in American colleges and 

universities at the close of the 20th century that he develops by synthesizing the empirical 

theoretical base of how humans perceive and process information. In this perspective, he 

identifies what faculty scholarship needs to do in “an evolving democracy” (p. 7) to meet 

society’s purpose for “the educational mosaic - that has become the hallmark of 

American higher education” (p.8). Rice contends that the two twentieth century strengths 

of American higher education, research capability and access to the masses, serve to pull 

the faculty in two directions creating a “tension (as to) the meaning of scholarship and the 
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role of the faculty member as scholar” (p. 8). Like Boyer, Rice concludes that a more 

broad-based construct of scholarship is called for in order for the academy to be 

“congruent” and “authentic” (p. 8). 

To address the problem of incongruence, Rice turns to the literature on learning. 

Rice discusses the two polarities in the experiential learning theory of David Kolb (1984) 

to guide his understanding of how to define faculty scholarship appropriately at the close 

of the 20th century. 

The first polarity is the continuum of how new information is perceived by the 

learner, with abstract, analytical orientation at one end. This pole resides in the ontology 

of a concrete, objectivist reality. The other pole recognizes a very different kind of 

knowing, where knowledge is constructed in context and in relationship. Rice contends 

this abstract, relational knowing must also be recognized within the academy’s definition 

of faculty scholarship. 

Rice (1991) describes the second essential element of Kolb’s learning theory as 

the one containing particularly significant implications for the view of faculty 

scholarship. The second construct is the continuum of how a human learner makes sense 

of information. Again, one pole resides in the process more traditionally recognized in 

the academy, reflection. The second pole of this continuum encompasses a learner’s 

active engagement with the information in order to process it. It is from this position, 

which Rice suggests the construct of faculty scholarship needs to enlarge in order to 

encompass the multi-dimensional nature of human learning. In the context of this 

enlarged understanding and “drawing heavily on the previous work of Ernest Boyer” (p. 

11), Rice (1991) identifies four forms of scholarship, discovery, integration, practice, and 



teaching. 

Like Boyer (1990), Rice’s (1991) scholarship of discovery centers on original 

research, the discovery of new knowledge and is recognized as a “key element” and “one 

anchor” of faculty scholarship (p.12). Again, in concert with Boyer, Rice’s scholarship 

of integration “reaches across disciplinary boundaries, and pulls disparate views and 

information together in creative ways (p. 13). Rice describes the scholarship of practice, 

what Boyer termed application, as “uniquely American” because it pragmatically strives 

to fill the gap between higher education and the needs of society (p. 13). 

Rice (1991) suggests that the fourth dimension of faculty scholarship, the 

scholarship of teaching, is the most “difficult to discuss, because we do not have the 

appropriate language” (p. 14). Rice develops three distinct elements that, in his opinion, 

make-up the single construct of the scholarship of teaching and comprise his contribution 

to our understanding of the scholarship of teaching. The first is synoptic capacity or the 

ability to bring what is known about a field into a coherent context and in so doing, open 

possible connections for the learner. The second is pedagogical content knowledge, 

which Rice describes as the ability to bridge what is known with the teaching process. 

The third element of Rice’s scholarship of teaching brings the empirical base of what is 

known about how students learn into what the instructor chooses to do in the classroom 

to advance student learning. 

Rice (1991) bridges this enlarged vision of faculty scholarship with what he sees 

as the “crisis of purpose” in institutions of higher education (p.16). He charges the 

academy to view faculty scholarship more broadly within the diverse range of missions 

and increasingly diverse student population if it is to prepare “the educated citizenry 
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necessary for making a genuinely democratic society possible” (p. 17). Rice, like Boyer, 

identifies the moral mission higher education serves in a democratic society as the 

cornerstone of his perspective. This clarity of mission, this cornerstone of fulfilling a 

greater common good, is also a core dimension of the community college identity, which 

is explored at a later point in this review of literature. 

However, before shifting away from Boyer’s and Rice’s call for a broader view of 

faculty scholarship, a discussion of Donald Schon’s (1995) call for an epistemology of 

applied empiricism to support a broader view of scholarship provides an additional 

dimension of thinking about the tensions experienced by faculty when scholarship is 

narrowly constructed. Presenting the case study of Project Athena at the Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology (MIT), Schon describes an example of tenure denial to a young 

faculty member who was generating high quality but applied research. Schon calls upon 

the academy to resist privileging ‘technical rationality”, his term for traditional positivist 

epistemology, in the effort to implement Boyer’s and Rice’s broader vision of faculty 

scholarship. 

Schon (1995) describes the “swampy lowlands” of social science research where 

“problems are messy and confusing” and is an apt and powerful metaphor for the 

challenges when the target of empirical investigation is higher education itself (p.28). He 

calls for acceptance of action research as the form of research implied in the new 

scholarship, which he suggests is in need of an epistemology of “reflective practice” (p. 

32). Schon clearly embraces Boyer and Rice’s broader conceptualization of scholarship 

and builds upon it by being explicit about both the tension the then-current reality creates 

on the ground - tenure denial - and how a foundation of reflective practice is indeed 
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scholarly. Schon does a better job of describing the problem than defending his solution, 

which could be argued, is equally as exclusionary as what he suggests it replace and does 

not underscore the value of an empirical foundation to reflective practice. It is Robert 

Barr and John Tagg (1995) whose thinking provides the paradigm and the vocabulary for 

this broader way of thinking about faculty roles and scholarship in higher education. 

In an article challenging traditional faculty roles, Barr and Tagg (1995) suggest 

that higher education has incorrectly arrived at an instructional paradigm where the 

mission of college has become the delivery of instruction. They argue that such a 

perspective mistakes the means for the end and they propose in its place the “learning 

paradigm’ as the appropriate guiding principle for higher education (p. 13). Like Rice 

before them, the Palomar College authors situate this shift to learner-centered teaching in 

the broadening knowledge base of “how the mind works and how students learn” (p. 14). 

Boyer (1990) too situated the learning paradigm squarely in his vision of the faculty 

scholarship of teaching, for “as a scholarly enterprise, teaching... stimulate(s) active, not 

passive learning and encourage(s) students to be critical, creative thinkers” (p. 23 - 24). 

The argument proposed by Barr and Tagg (1995) for the learning paradigm 

compares instructional and learning paradigms along six dimensions: 1) mission and 

purpose, 2) criteria for success, 3) teaching/leaming structures, 4) learning theory, 5) 

productivity and funding, and 6) nature of roles. Their work suggests a simple shift from 

instruction to learning, but changes everything about the enterprise of higher education. 

By drawing upon emerging empirical evidence regarding what science understands about 

how the mind works and how humans learn, the authors argue, for example, that fifty- 

minute lectures simply do not allow for the time to practice and engage with concepts 
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that the educational enterprise now empirically understands are necessary for learning. 

The learning paradigm envisions faculty and students collaborating to produce learning in 

an environment of inquiry through active experimentation. This paradigm rings 

consistent with Kolb’s (1984) dimension of how learners process new information, 

another example of infusing faculty scholarship of teaching with learning theory. The 

literature suggests assessing student learning “could well become a subject of scholarship 

in every academic discipline (with) the potential to touch every student and every faculty 

member.. .in every college in the United States (Banta, 1993, p. 375). The growing 

literature on the scholarship of teaching and learning provides a rich resource for how, 

why, and to what ends the professoriate are applying empirical methods to the function of 

teaching in higher education and that is where we next turn our analytical lens. 

The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 

In the fifteen years, since Boyer first articulated the concept of the scholarship of 

teaching (SoT), numerous researchers have explored its various dimensions (Cambridge, 

2000; Glassick, Huber, & Maeroff, 1997; Healey, 2000; Huber and Hutchings, 2005; 

Hutchings and Shulman, 1999; Kreber and Cranton, 2000; McKinney, 2004; Menges and 

Weimer, 1996; Triggwell, Martin, Benjamin, & Prosser, 2000). The literature has 

generally come to expand the SoT construct to the scholarship of teaching and learning 

(SoTL). The definition of SoTL has been the subject of considerable debate but there is 

consensus that SoTL includes the systematic collection and analysis of information and 

data to investigate student learning and inform faculty teaching practice (Glassick, Huber, 

& Massoff, 1997; Huber and Shulman, 1999; Huber and Hutching, 2005). 
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It is not surprising that with Ernest Boyer as president of the Carnegie Foundation 

from 1979 until his death in 1995 that Carnegie is arguably the leader in much of the 

work exploring, defining, and documenting the SoTL (Glassick, Huber, Maeroff, 1997). 

The Carnegie Foundation’s work addressing how to define, implement, and measure 

multiple forms of scholarship began when “the ink was barely dry” on Boyer’s 

Scholarship Reconsidered {Glassick, et al., 1997, p.21). 

In an effort to more, fully understand the meaning of scholarship in all its forms to 

generate clear standards for scholarly accomplishments, Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff 

(1997) conducted a survey of all chief academic officers (CAOs) in four year institutions 

in the United States in 1994. The survey solicited information about faculty evaluation, 

promotion, and tenure from more than 600 institutions. In addition, Glassick et al 

performed a document review of faculty handbooks, reviewed application forms from 

fifty-one granting agencies, requested thirty-one journal editors and fifty-eight university 

presses to share their criteria for publication, and reviewed student evaluation of teaching 

instruments from “scores of institutions” (p.ix). They present the results of this research 

in Scholarship Assessed: Evaluation of the Professoriate (1997). 

Glasssick, Huber, and Maeroff s (1997) findings indicate that more than 80% of 

CAOs report their institutions to be reviewing and/or reexaminining faculty roles and 

reward systems in an effort to consider a broader, more inclusive view of scholarship in 

order to improve the congruence with faculty tasks at their respective institutions. They 

conclude scholarship is a process, “a common sequence of unfolding stages” (p. 24) that 

shares six qualitative themes, which when taken collectively “provide a powerful 

conceptual framework” (p.25). They are: 1) clear goals, 2) adequate preparation, 3) 
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appropriate methods, 4) significant results, 5) effective presentation, and 6) reflective 

critique. The contribution of a “common language in which to discuss the standards for 

scholarly work of all kinds” (p. 35) provides the first planks of a platform upon which a 

broad-based definition and conceptual framework of SoTL began to be built. 

The Carnegie Foundation’s efforts “to create a scholarship of teaching and 

learning that will improve the quality of student learning and raise the status of teaching” 

(Hutchings, 1998, p.l) coupled with a $6 million; five-year effort in collaboration with 

the American Association of Higher Education (AAHE) launched what the literature 

refers to as SoTL. In 1998, Carnegie and AAHE launched the Carnegie Academy for the 

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (CASTL) to support the development of SoTL 

throughout all sectors of higher education. 

As presented in Chapter 1, CASTL is organized on three levels, 1) the individual 

faculty level of the Carnegie Scholars Program., 2) the campus level through the 

Institutional Leadership Program, and 3) the disciplinary level through the Scholarly & 

Professional Societies Program. The first level, the Carnegie Scholars Program brings 

together faculty committed to generating and disseminating conceptual models for 

documenting teaching as a form of scholarly work with the purpose of deepening the 

learning of students. From 1998 - 2006, 162 faculty members participated, nine of 

whom were from community colleges (Carnegie Foundation, 2008). The Institutional 

Leadership Program shifts this same work to both a campus focus and most recently to an 

inter-institutional collaborative level with the goal of nurturing organizational cultures 

supportive of the scholarship of teaching and learning. Of the 106 institution that have 

participated, nine are community college (Carnegie Foundation, 2008). Also within this 
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institutional leadership level, a system-wide approach has emerged for six different 

systems of public higher education. One of these six systems, one is a community 

college system. The Scholarly and Professional Societies level collaborates with 28 

national associations to bring the recognition and rewards of scholarship to teaching 

primarily through the disciplinary connection. The scholarly societies come from across 

the academe within the social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences and include 

economics, history, English, and microbiology. The professional societies include 

nursing, education, theatre, and law among others (Carnegie Foundation, 2008). 

Running throughout all three structural components of CASTL, the Carnegie 

Foundation is explicit regarding a shared purpose of developing “common ground...on 

important educational issues” (Flutchings, 2000; p.9). Over the founding years of 

CASTL, this purpose evolved to a common conceptual foundation based upon the 

communities of practice literature. “The scholarship of teaching and learning constitutes 

multiple communities of practice” (Cambridge, 2004, p. 1). What are communities of 

practice and how are they helpful in understanding the scholarship of teaching and 

learning? 

Ethnographic workplace researchers Brown and Duguid (1991) first describe 

communities-of-practice through the case study of Xerox Corporation service 

technicians. Brown and Duguid argue that an organization that fosters learning within 

the context of working, e.g. employing direct practice versus the abstract, nurtures both 

innovation and community. They conclude that an organization, which conceives of 

“itself as a community of communities” (p.53)...”thrive(s) in theory and practice” (p. 

55). Brown and Duguid’s concept of communities-of-practice is based on the notion of 
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learning, the same foundation discussed in higher education literature as the foundation 

of faculty work. The concept of communities of practice adds to this review of literature 

the potential of developing community based on shared work. That addition could 

potentially address the tension between research and teaching higher education faculty 

expressed in the 1989 survey, which resulted in Scholarship Reconsidered (1990). The 

work of Etienne Wenger and his associates’ advances this aspect of communities of 

practice. 

Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder (2002) further develop the concept of 

communities of practice through a series of in-depth comparative case studies. The 

results delineate three structural elements embedded throughout a five-stage model. 

Wenger, et al argue that the model distilled from their research guides the development of 

networks that create, share, and apply knowledge across traditional organizational 

boundaries and thereby provide a path towards a communal organizational culture. Such 

a process could have the potential to bridge the teaching-learning scholarship gap 

identified by Boyer (1990), Rice (1991), Barr and Tagg (1995), among others. Given this 

understanding, it makes sense that the concept of communities of practice provides the 

Carnegie Foundation a conceptual infrastructure for the CASTL initiative. 

Wenger, et al’s (2002) communities of practice concept includes three structural 

elements and a five-stage model. The elements of domain, community, and practice 

interact and interplay in the development of a productive, healthy work community by 

addressing a central challenge at each of five stages: potential, coalescing, maturing, 

stewardship, and transformation. 
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The first of three elements, domain, according to Wenger, et al (2002), is the 

raison d’etre for a group’s existence, a group’s shared understanding of their purpose, it 

is the knowledge members care about and want to explore and/or expand. The first 

fundamental element of domain is what brings individuals together and “guides their 

learning... defines the identity of the community” (p. 31). Clearly, in SoTL the domain is 

pedagogy. 

Wenger, et al’s (2002) second foundational element of community entails a group 

of people who care about the domain and create “the social fabric of learning” (p. 28). 

Wenger, et al discuss community with the following characteristics: 

• A group of people who learn together and build relationships, large enough in size 

for critical mass but small enough that direct interaction is still possible, generally 

between fifteen and fifty, 

• guided by internal leadership but not entirely one person, 

• interact regularly on issues important to the purpose/domain, 

• membership is driven by personal passion relative to the purpose/domain, 

• in an atmosphere of good will and reciprocity, generating a pool of mutually 

beneficial social capital, 

• Nurturing an atmosphere of openness where it is okay to speak the truth and ask 

the hard questions that support collective inquiry. 

These characteristics of community could address the isolation faculty experience. 

Wenger, et al’s (2002) third foundational element, practice, revolves around the 

doing the work of the group and in that process becoming an effective resource to its 

members. This involves exploring the existing body of knowledge relative to the 
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domain, as well as creating and sharing new knowledge. Used in this sense, practice is 

centered on the actual work of the domain, e.g. repair tips by and for Xerox service 

technicians and potentially for faculty engaged in SoTL around new instructional 

strategies. 

By 2004, the community of practice concept provides an explicit theoretical 

foundation guiding the Carnegie Foundation’s CASTL initiative. It provides an 

intellectual infrastructure upon which to climb, illuminating what brings and keeps 

practitioners together as they empirically explore their work. The community of practice 

literature contributes to and overlaps with the faculty process in SoTL. It is there this 

review goes next, the literature on the faculty participating in SoTL. 

Reviewing the findings of a study conducted by Huber and Hutchings (2005) of 

CASTL scholars designed to “paint a broad-brush picture of the scholarship of teaching 

and learning (SoTL) as it has played itself out over a number of years” provides useful 

information. Huber and Hutchings (2005) pilot tested a survey with a small group of 

CASTL scholars and in January 2004 distributed it electronically to all 137 CASTL 

national higher education fellows to date, specifically members of the 1998 -2003 

cohorts. This study yielded a response rate of 83% and the report identifies four defining 

features of SoTL, questioning, systematic inquiry, implementation of findings to improve 

practice, and public dissemination of results. 

An overwhelming majority, 97% of CASTL Scholars, report the reason they 

became involved in SoTL was having “questions about my students’ learning that I 

wanted to explore” (Huber and Hutchings, 2005, p. 21). CASTL scholar from the 

inaugural 1998 cohort, Randy Bass (1999) from Georgetown University suggests that 
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SoTL changes the perspective on problems in teaching from one of terminal remediation 

to the traditional scholarly perspective on problems as an interest worthy of investigation 

and analysis. 

Glassick, Huber & Maeroff (1997) along with Huber and Hutching (2005) 

underscore the point that asking questions is merely the beginning of scholarship. 

Devising ways to explore the questions in an effort to understand them more fully is a 

“second imperative (Huber and Hutchings, 2005, p. 23). Methodologies and acceptable 

forms of data vary but “whatever its form, systematic inquiry is central to the scholarship 

of teaching and learning” (p. 25). The third defining feature of SoTL identified by the 

CASTL survey brings an expectation that results of the systematic inquiry are 

implemented to improve teaching practice and enhance student learning. The fourth 

feature to emerge from the CASTL survey underscores that SoTL is about producing 

knowledge that is available for others so that they might use and build on it. This fourth 

feature, the obligation of SoTL to “go public” is the essential message of Thomas Hatch 

former senior Carnegie Scholar and current co-director of the Center for Restructuring 

Education at Columbia University (2006, p. 1). This message has been a foundation of 

SoTL by current Carnegie Foundation President Lee Shulman and Senior Scholar Pat 

Hutchings since the inception of CASTL. 

Hutchings and Shulman (1999) reaffirm that SoTL merely combines the 

traditional and accepted components of scholarship, systematic design, and investigation 

of questions, peer review, public presentation, and critique along with evaluation and 

explicitly directs those components at teaching and learning. Kreber and Cranton (2000) 

couple Mezirow’s (1991) operationalized concepts of reflection with their research of 
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graduate students training to be educators in the effort to develop a model of the 

scholarship of teaching. The central domain of their research is human learning and how 

infusing the process with the methodologies of traditional scholarship advances it. While 

their thrust is to address the low status of the scholarship of teaching in the university 

promotion, tenure and reward system, their results are useful in completing the 

conceptualization of SoTL in the table below. 

Table 2.1 - Key Constructs of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 

Common 
constructs of 
SoTL 

Glassick, 
Huber, and 
Maeroff (1997) 

Hutchings and 
Shulman (1999) 

Kreber and 
Cranton (2000) 

Huber and 
Hutchings 
(2005) 

Necessary 
Foundation 

-Clear goals 
-Adequate 
preparation 

-Learning 
process 
characteristics 
-Intellectual 
tools necessary 
to conduct 
investigation 

- Disciplinary 
expertise 

- Passionate 
questioning 
relative to 
student learning 

Investigative 
Methodology 

- Employs 
methods 
appropriate to 
research 
question 

- Collaborative 
in nature 
- Systematically 
designed 

- Able to be 
replicated 

- Systematic 
inquiry 

What is done 
with the 
Findings 

-Effectively 
presented 
-Reflection 
upon the 
critique 

- Peer reviewed 
- Community 
property, open 
to critique and 
evaluation 

- Documented 
- Peer reviewed 

- Disseminated 
publicly 

Contributions 
- Significance 
defined by the 
discipline 

- Built upon 
with goal of 
creating culture 
of inquiry 

- Impacts 
student learning 

- Implemented 
in order to 
improve 
practice 

True to its mission of improving all of undergraduate education, the Carnegie 

Foundation’s CASTL initiative includes institutions from every sector of higher 

education, including a small number from where almost half of today’s undergraduates 

are enrolled, the community college. The investigation reported here identifies an 
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institution from the CASTL Institutional Leadership Program where the community 

college has the strongest representation in all of CASTL as its research participant group. 

Exploring the knowledge base of the community college professoriate and then the small 

CASTL SoTL contingent within it links higher education faculty and scholarship to the 

focus of this investigation. 

The Community College Professoriate’s Focus on Teaching 

During the 1964-1965 academic year, Garrison (1967) conducted one of the first 

nationwide samples of opinion from community college faculty. Using a case study 

approach, he interviewed more than 650 faculty members spending from one to two 

weeks at twenty different colleges deemed a representative sample by the project’s 

advisory committee. Garrison also met with all community college chief academic 

officers from one state, conducted focus groups with the entire faculty of two community 

colleges, and distributed a survey to two additional community college faculties. He 

concludes that due to the heterogeneity of two-year institutions and the varied 

composition of their faculties, they do not possess a ‘professional identity’ (p.76) as 

defined by characteristics of the professoriate in 4-year institutions. What he did find that 

binds community college faculties together is a student-centeredness distinct from a 

discipline-centered orientation. 

Garrison (1967) describes community college faculty as “pragmatists” (p.19). He 

underscores they while they do not choose the students they teach nor the number of 

students in their classrooms they possess “a genuine enthusiasm for teaching 

undergraduates.” In addition, they are dedicated to teaching an attitude towards learning 

that will not become “obsolete” for their students (p. 18), even if the content being 



delivered might, e.g. specific technical skills. Garrison describes this student-centered 

approach of two-year college faculty to be a time consuming endeavor. They are pressed 

for time and are often isolated from one another. They report that professional 

development activities, when available at all, do not meet their needs. Garrison identifies 

a clear need for support of the inquiry that nurtures experimentation with methods of 

instruction and is essentially a call for what the literature now refers to as SoTL. 

Garrison (1967) notes that the “key to quality in the junior college... is the skilled, 

fully professional teacher” (p. 80) and he recommends fuller opportunities for 

professional growth for all two-year collegiate faculty. Garrison specifies that 

development is needed to nurture the core scholarly work of pedagogical inquiry. He 

cites the need to support and develop pedagogical inquiry as necessary to keep teaching 

fresh and pertinent to student needs. One area for future research Garrison cites is a need 

to clarify what methods of instruction are most effective in the community college. 

Almost forty years later, Bailey and Alphonso (2005) provided results with some 

answers to the question of what methods are effective in community college instruction. 

Their effort is part of a collaborative of twenty-seven community colleges in five states 

called Achieving the Dream, which is working to increase retention, completion, and 

success rates for community college students, particularly those underserved by higher 

education in America, (e.g. students of color and first generation college students). Their 

monograph reports on empirical studies that specifically cite the effectiveness of the 

learning community model in community colleges. Results across community colleges 

(urban and rural, large and small) identify that learning communities strengthen “student 

retention and academic achievement” (p.17). If the construct of learning in community 
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nurtures community college student learning, retention and academic achievement, what 

can the concept of learning in community do for community college faculty? Thinking in 

terms of the problem this investigation explores, the isolation of community college 

teaching reported by Garrison (1967) and later confirmed by Grubb (1999), supporting 

the development of collegiality for community college faculty provides the conceptual 

frame for this investigation and is explored more fully later in this chapter. 

Ten years after Garrison’s study, Cohen and Brawer (1977) also explored faculty 

in a national study, their methodology was a survey distributed to almost 2000 faculty at 

150 community colleges. The 1970’s were a decade when the growth of national 

community college system had stabilized (Cohen and Brawer, 2003) and the American 

higher education students’ demand for relevancy was spearheading a decline in general 

education requirements (Wilson, 1999). Similar to Garrison, the purpose of Cohen and 

Brawer’s research was to ascertain whether two-year college faculty had yet formed a 

professional identify as defined by six criteria generated from research on the 

professoriate of the four year sector. They, like Garrison before them, concluded 

community college faculty had not formed such an identity, but rather identified and 

embraced instruction as their primary function. Cohen and Brawer conclude that the 

most important step for the national system of community college faculty to mature was 

“the development of a professional ... self-aware faculty” (p. 4) that are “practitioners in 

the art of instruction” (p.3). Again, research on community college faculty underscores 

instruction as the central role and supports research and scholarship in the development 

of community college faculty pedagogical efforts. 
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The Community College Mission Evolves 

At approximately the same time, K. Patricia Cross (1981) reviewed data from the 

1979 Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI) and concluded community colleges 

were at a crossroad. The Educational Testing Service had conducted a field test of its 

then new CCGI with eighteen community colleges representing all geographic regions of 

the country. The results included the responses of 1,500 community college faculty, 

administrators and trustees, along with 3,000 full and part-time students and 200 local 

community citizens. The survey presented twenty possible goals for community colleges 

and asked respondents to rate each goal in two different ways. First, the inventory asked 

respondents to rate how important the various goals were currently, e.g. 1979, for 

community colleges. Secondly, it asked respondents to rate how important the goal 

should be to community colleges. The founding goal of equal access was not among the 

top five in the survey results. Goals concerned with teaching were prioritized by faculty 

and pushed the goal of access lower on the overall list of twenty goals provided. 

In the twenty-five years since Cross’ findings, the community college mission 

has, from its philosophical base of access, evolved to include an identity as teaching 

institutions (Cohen and Brawer, 2003) or as Grubb and associates (1999) suggest “non¬ 

research” institutions may be a more accurate descriptor. The consistent recommendation 

over forty years of research on the community college sector of higher education 

(Garrison, 1967; Cohen and Brawer, 1977 & 1983; Grubb, 1999) is to focus on the 

teaching/leaming role of faculty to attain the mission. That result guides this 

investigation of SoTL as one mechanism with which community colleges can bring a 

scholarly, empirical process to the teaching/leaming focus with which they identify and 
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to address the challenges inherent in the individualistic nature of community college 

instructional life. 

Conceptual Frame: SoTL Couples with Critical Colleagueship 

The community college faculty reality of heavy teaching loads coupled with 

broad student needs contributes to generating an individualistic culture in community 

college instruction resulting in a problem of faculty isolation (Garrison, 1967; Grubb, 

1999; Rifkin, 2000; Easthope and Easthope, 2000; Outcalt, 2000; Dee, 2004; Hardy and 

Laanan, 2006). A research problem exploring a potential solution for faculty isolation 

suggests the need for a conceptual frame targeted to illuminate characteristics of a 

collective perspective. The literature exploring critical colleagueship provides 

components of just such a conceptual frame. In synthesis with the elements of SoTL, see 

Tables 2.1 and 3.3, critical colleagueship offers an appropriate lens through which to 

guide an investigation of SoTL’s ability to address the problem of faculty isolation. 

Throughout the 1990’s and into the early years of the 21st century, faculty, and 

professional development literature discusses various forms of collaborative efforts to 

enhance faculty vitality generally and to examine professional socialization of new 

faculty. These investigations have taken a variety of forms and entitled the phenomenon 

under many different names. These include teaching fellows (Austen, 1992), teaching 

scholars (Cox, 1994), faculty-learning communities (Cox, 2001), communities of 

collaborative inquiry (Zech, Gause, Bray, Sercules, and Goldman (2000), learning in 

practice (Confrey, Castro-Filho, and Wilhelm, 2000), professional communities of 

practice (Feiman-Nemser, 2001), hyper prism clustered communities of practice (Matir, 

Kutnowski, and Gray, 2004), colleagues learning to learn (Peddler, James, and MacBeath 
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(2005), exemplary teacher induction (Howe, 2006), and professionalizing the profession 

(Bassett, 2007). While the earliest examples from the above listing report collegiality as a 

component of a program’s success (Austen, 1992; Cox, 1994 & 2001), after Brian Lord 

(1994) introduced the concept and elements of critical colleagueship, each of the 

variations listed above cite his work as a guiding component of their conceptual frame. 

What is critical colleagueship and how might it productively frame an investigation of the 

influence of SoTL on community college faculty? 

While examining K-12 teachers’ responses to standards based mathematics 

curriculum reform in California, Brian Lord (1994) generated six “dispositions or habits 

of mind” (p.194), which contribute to professional development that he characterized 

collectively as critical colleagueship. Lord’s six elements of critical colleagueship are: 

1. The ability to generate productive disequilibrium where as equal members in 

dialog, reflection, and critique an atmosphere is created where it is okay to ask the 

hard questions, discuss genuinely difficult problems, and generally take “a critical 

stance towards teaching” (p.192). 

2. Adopting, individually and collectively, intellectual virtues beginning with 

curiosity and embracing the responsibility to “reject weak practice” and rely on 

“deliberate investigation... (and).. .sound arguments” (p. 192). 

3. An increased ability to understand and care about a colleague’s situation, a desire 

to support that individual or contribute productively, as possible, to its resolution; 

in general the capacity to generate empathic understanding. 
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4. Manifesting the skills of improved communication, negotiation, and resolution 

often through the process of peer review and/or the need to address competing 

interests 

5. Increasing one’s comfort with ambiguity recognizing that learning for 

understanding often requires a period of uncertainty and therefore the need to 

develop an ability to become at ease with it 

6. Realizing collective generativity, recognizing the capacity to harness the broader 

opportunities that emerge from an individual’s or the group’s ideas. Collective 

generativity is a concept, which the philosopher Wittgenstein (1958) captured in 

the phrase “knowing how to go on” (p .40). 

Lord (1994) also suggests three reasons why he considers critical colleagueship to 

be authentic professional development. First, critical colleagueship is authentic because 

it respects practicing teachers “perceptions, experiences, and ideas” by grounding the 

work directly in classroom practice (p. 189). Second, because critical colleagueship is 

“intellectually challenging” (p. 188) it is better able to “overcome teachers’ a piori 

objections” to accountability-driven demands for continued development (p. 190). 

Finally, Lord considers critical colleagueship to be authentic professional development 

because it strives for a deep and lasting effect rather than simply “providing skills 

training “(p. 190). 

Investigating how SoTL influences the individualistic nature of community 

college instruction suggests a conceptual frame built upon a construct of scholarly 

collegiality. The twin concepts of concept of critical colleagueship and the scholarship of 

teaching and learning provide an appropriate framework for investigating the problem of 
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isolation. Such a synthesis is comprised of “virtues and capacities,” (Lord, 1994, p.193) 

that have the ability to nurture relationships among faculty based on what community 

college instructors prioritize their pedagogical practice. The synthesis of critical 

colleagueship with the empirically generated elements of SoTL provides just such a 

frame and guides the data collection and analysis for this study. Subsequent chapters 

outline how and more fully discuss details. 

Conclusions from the Literature 

Community college faculty have among the highest teaching loads in post¬ 

secondary education and are the most inclined to view their students as lacking the basic 

skills for college level work (Lindholm, et al, 2005; Sanderson, et al, 2000). The 

response to these twin stressors has been either a form of intellectual isolation or hit-and- 

miss pedagogical innovation (Grubb, 1999, Kraft, 2000). SoTL, conceived and 

developed to address a related issue of incongruence in the work life of faculty across all 

institutional types (Boyer, 1990; Rice, 1991), presents a possible solution to the problem 

of community college faculty intellectual isolation and trial-and-error innovation. The 

model of informal network development referred to as communities of practice 

embedded within the CASTL initiative also informs and provides boundaries for this 

investigation of the SoTL phenomenon in a community college. 

Throughout all four-year institutional types, SoTL has assisted in stimulating the 

empirical curiosity of faculty by applying it to their pedagogy (O’Meara and Rice, 2005) 

and planted seeds of inter-institutional community (Huber and Hutchings, 2005). While a 

small number of community colleges have participated in the Carnegie Foundation’s 

SoTL initiatives, none of the current research disaggregates and explores that institutional 
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sector to better understand SoTL’s ability to address the isolation that results when 25% 

of the nation’s faculties teach 45% of the nation’s undergraduates (Lindholm, et al, 2005; 

Sanderson, et al, 2000). The purpose of this study is to investigate how community 

college faculty involvement in SoTL influences the problem of isolation for community 

college instructors. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

This section presents the rationale and epistemological underpinnings for the 

descriptive case study methodology along with the related procedures utilized for 

investigating the influence of the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) in the 

community college. Also included in this section are: 

• Site considerations and rationale for final selection 

• The sources of, procedures for, and a timetable of data collection 

• Overview of data reduction strategies employed 

• Key data display shells 

Because the investigator is an instrument of analysis in qualitative research, it is 

important that this section discuss the researcher’s bias along with her interest in the 

subject and her values as they relate to the study (Merriam, 1998). 

Researcher Point of View 

The researcher of this study is not a ‘tabula rasa’ relative to community colleges, 

the faculty role therein, nor a stranger to the research problem of isolation which 

emanates from that situation. A twenty-five year history of experience with community 

colleges nurtures the researcher’s interest and passion for the community college in 

democratic society and provides an avenue of access to the target population. 

The story of that experience begins in the classrooms of private education but 

finds meaning in public higher education. The researcher was educated parochially 

through high school and attended an affordable land grant university in a neighboring 

state, where I gained my initial exposure to public education. As a junior, I sat in my first 

classes with a student peer who had transferred from the local community college. I was 
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stunned and humbled by her depth of experience and her ability to bring it to bear on 

course material. This coincided with the era of student protests, civil rights 

demonstrations, and the Vietnam War. My early faith-based upbringing provided a 

foundation of respect and inclusion while my education during this era nurtured political 

activism, which served to confirm my commitment to social justice. Hence, it is little 

wonder to me that in a decade of explosive expansion nationally for community colleges 

that when I went looking for gainful employment I found my professional way to a small 

rural community college, first as an adjunct instructor and within a decade a tenured 

professor of the behavioral sciences faculty. After twenty years of teaching in 

community college classrooms, I shifted to academic administration because I recognized 

I could make a difference for a greater number of students by addressing the needs of 

faculty. From my experience as a division dean, in two community colleges, the small 

rural one and currently a larger urban one, I see first-hand that faculty issues related to 

heavy teaching loads and broad ranging student needs are pervasive. 

The role of scholarship is also a factor in both my professional growth and in my 

research interest. For the twenty years I was a teaching in community college 

classrooms, scholarship was neither a responsibility nor an interest I held. I based the 

contributions I made in the here-and-now, practical, hard-nosed reality of society’s 

scenarios where the rubber meets the road for community college students and not in 

what I perceived to be the ivory towers of research-driven academe. Then I had the great 

fortune to cross paths with a recently retired university provost/professor emerita who 

agreed to serve on the Board of Trustees for that rural community college. I have since 

come to understand that studying what is important to me about community colleges, 

48 



exploring the literature, debating the issues, generating solutions based in empirical 

knowledge, in short applied scholarship, is of interest to me. In fact, it is of great interest. 

I begin this study with the disclosure of my stake in the outcome. I recognize that 

all scientific investigation has a foundation of the investigator’s ‘biased curiosity’ and 

continues, to varying degrees, bolstered upon the investigator’s depth of interest (Locke, 

Spirduso, & Silverman, 1993). So like those builders of the knowledge base before me, 

my research interest stems from my values and my experiences. 

I also recognize that ethically my interest cannot take the form of targeting a 

specific outcome. Rather my interest provides the fuel for the rigors that quality case 

study research requires. My interest exists in consort with ‘the habit of truth’, which my 

parochial education drove deeply into my identity along with my learning process. I fully 

understand that a habit of truth does not suggest it is possible to keep research of social 

phenomenon ‘pure’. The notion that social research can be totally objective, untarnished, 

and unaffected by one’s interests, values, or in many cases, the investigator’s very 

presence ignores the foundation of the social constructivist perspective. However, a habit 

of truth does underscore the empirical possibility, and perhaps preference, to seek out, 

reflect upon, recognize, and explore the subjects of such investigator bias. For, as 

William James (1912) points out, of the ideas that are particularly important to us it is 

illuminating to recognize, “desire introduces them, interest holds them, (and) fitness fixes 

their order and connection” (p. xxx). 
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Ontological and Epistemological Assumptions 

Education is a multi-disciplinary field drawing upon numerous social science 

disciplines, and “all social scientists approach their subject via explicit or implicit 

assumptions about the nature of the social world” (Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p.l). 

These assumptions have important consequences for the way one attempts to investigate 

and make sense of knowledge. This case study investigation of a community college is 

based upon an ontology that makes the philosophical assumption that reality is 

subjective, that social phenomenon are the product of individual cognition and agency, 

that the social world is created by humans. “In contrast to the natural sciences, (social 

science research) stresses the subjective nature of human affairs” (Burrell and Morgan, 

P-7). 

The social constructivist paradigm provides the underlying epistemological 

assumptions of this case study investigation, those directed at the nature of the knowledge 

explored. This theme, that “the human person is not a natural entity but a social and 

historical product.” (Packer and Goicoechea, 2000, p 231) echoes the philosophy of three 

scholars - Marx, Foucault, and Bourdieu. Marx suggested, “Man...is an animal which can 

develop into an individual only in society” (as cited in Oilman, 1976, p.105). Foucault 

(1969/1972) held that a “discursive formation” forms a “field,” a “totality,” a 

“background” in which human knowledge develops. Bourdieu (1993) stressed concepts 

of “social field” and “habitus” capturing an interrelation of the person with a social 

context. Contemporary theorists concur that the nature of knowledge in the social 

sciences is a constructed phenomenon; “learning and cognition are fundamentally 

situated in activity, context, and culture” (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989). 
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The paradigm that social reality and knowledge are subjectively co-created in an 

ongoing and dynamic exchange between the individual and their world is the base upon 

which this investigation of the influence of the scholarship of teaching and learning 

(SoTL) in a community college stands. As Bateson (1979) states: “There is no objective 

experience; all experience is subjective.” He goes further to charge social scientists to 

look “for patterns that connect.. .the notion of context, of pattern through time.. .(for) 

what has to be investigated is a vast network or matrix of interlocking message material” 

(p.229). In short, the philosophical foundation guiding this investigation identifies social 

science knowledge as negotiated by humans within a social context. This recognizes and 

underscores an agency on the part of the humans, individually and collectively. Founded 

upon subjective and socio-cultural assumptions, this investigation examines the ‘matrix 

of interlocking message material’ of how individual faculty agents participating in SoTL 

have or have not been influenced by it within their community college context. 

Ethics 

It is imperative that the researcher recognize, protect, and value the best interests 

of the human participants over the interests of the investigation. Throughout this case 

study, ethical protocols included voluntary participation, informed consent, and 

anonymity by using pseudonyms for institutions and individuals coupled with researcher 

confidentiality throughout discussions and overlapping topics, along with the right of any 

participant to withdraw at any time and to review all of the investigation’s materials. 

Fourteen of the possible sixteen SoTL Fellows chose to participate in this investigation 

resulting in an 87.5% participation rate. The researcher was fortunate to have the offer 
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form three key participants to read early drafts, one administrator, and one faculty from 

each of the SoTL Fellow groups 

In addition, results are available to all FSCC participants through the Dean of 

Professional Development or directly from the researcher. The University of 

Massachusetts Human Subjects Review Board approved all procedures and instruments 

prior to commencing data collection. Please see Appendix A, for a copy of the informed 

consent informational letter and Appendix B, for a copy of the informed consent form 

Rationale for a Descriptive Case Study 

Yin (2003) presents three conditions, which underscore this research’s case study 

methodology; “case studies are the preferred strategy when ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions 

are being posed, when the investigator has little control over events, and when the focus 

is on a contemporary social phenomenon within some real-life context” (p. 1). The 

alignment with all three of these conditions supports descriptive case study methodology 

as the appropriate research tool for this investigation of SoTL’s influence at the 

community college (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003). 

The research question, how if at all does SoTL influence the isolating nature of 

community college instruction, outlines a link between a problem and a possible solution 

and provides a target for enhancing a more thorough exploration. As for Yin’s second 

condition, extent of control, while the investigator is a community college practitioner, 

she has not been involved with the selected site’s SoTL program or participants and has 

no control over either. Nationally CASTL began in 1998, while SoTL began at the case 

site in 2003 and continues to the present, 2008, thereby fulfilling Yin’s (2003) third 

condition for the nature of the phenomenon to be contemporary versus historical. 
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Beyond Yin’s three conditions, the literature provides three additional appropriate 

characteristics of case study methodology, which are also present in exploring SoTL’s 

influences in the community college. Those three additional characteristics are a 

bounded system, clear emic and etic perspectives, and access to the natural context 

(Jones, Torres, & Armino, 2006; Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996; Locke, Spirduso, & 

Silverman, 1993). 

The proposed study benefits from being a ‘bounded system’, a community college 

involved in implementing the CASTL initiative (Jones, Torres, & Armino, 2006). The 

individuals involved in the phenomenon at the selected case site offers clear boundaries 

and the total number is manageable, as details discussed in the next section indicate. 

Also present in the proposed study are a clear insider or emic perspective, that of the 

faculty and administrative SoTL participants, and a clear etic or outsider perspective of 

the investigator who, while a community college practitioner has had no involvement, 

interaction nor control over activities at the selected site (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). One 

remaining condition in case study research met by the context of this study is the 

dimension of gaining entry to a natural setting. The researcher gained access from a key 

participant/informant coupled with the understanding she could provide access to both 

the necessary individuals along with the documents and institutional data helpful to 

investigate SoTL’s influence (Locke, Spirduso, & Silverman, 1993). 

The alignment of six conditions of case study research with the purpose of this 

investigation, how SoTL influences the isolation of community college faculty, directed 

case study methodology as the appropriate research tool for this investigation. To 

summarize, those conditions are 1) a ‘how’ research question, 2) a site free from 
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investigator control, 3) a contemporary focus, 4) a clearly bounded system, 5) distinct 

emic and etic perspectives, and finally 6) access to the natural context. These conditions 

come into play again during the process of identifying and selecting an appropriate 

community college site for the investigation the influence of SoTL. 

Site Selection 

The Carnegie Foundation’s CASTL initiative has included individual faculty, 

institutions, and professional societies from all of contemporary higher education, the 

public and private sectors, Associate, Bachelor’s, Masters, and Doctorate degree-granting 

institutions. CASTL works with faculty from natural sciences, social sciences, 

humanities, professional fields, and general education. Within this broad spectrum, this 

investigation utilized the following criteria in selecting the case study site. 

First, the site clearly needed to be a community college associated with the 

CASTL Higher Education Program. This criterion directs the site selection process to 

consider each of the programmatic levels that currently comprise CASTL. The Carnegie 

Scholars Program, functioning at the level of the individual faculty member, is comprised 

of 162 individuals from six national cohorts, 1999 - 2005. Nine Carnegie Scholars from 

these six cohorts are community college faculty members, representing a 5.5% rate of 

participation for community colleges. Geographically, those nine community college 

faculty members come from eight institutions, 3 in California, 1 in Maine, 3 in 

Massachusetts, and 1 in the state of Washington (Carnegie Foundation, 2008). 

Consideration next turned to the CASTL Institutional Leadership participants. 

The Carnegie Foundation organizes the more than 100 participating colleges, universities. 
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and/or systems into 12 investigative themes generated by the groups of participating 

institutions. They are: 

% � Building Scholarly Campus Communities, with seven participants, none is a 

community college. 

% � Building the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning System Wide has 5 

participating systems, two (40%) of which include a minimum of one community 

college. This theme group includes more than 70 different campuses, 14 of which 

are community colleges in the states of Florida and New York. 

% � Communities of Practice Pooling Educational Resources to foster the scholarship 

of teaching and learning has six participants, three of whom (50%) are community 

colleges in California and New England.. 

% � Cross Cutting Themes of Liberal Education has nine participating institutions. 

None is a community college. 

% � Expanding the Teaching and Learning Commons has nine participants, one (11%) 

is a community college from Texas. 

% � Graduate Education: The Integration of Research, Teaching and Learning has 

seven participating members, no community colleges. 

% � Integrating the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning into Institutional Culture: 

Philosophy, Policy, and Infrastructure has seven members with no community 

colleges. 

% � Liberal education: Core Curriculum has eight participating institutions, no 

community colleges. 

55 



% � Linking Affective and Cognitive Development, has seven participating 

institutions, none are a community college. 

% � Mentoring Scholars of Teaching and Learning has six participating colleges and 

universities, no community colleges. 

% � Student Voices in the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning has six participants; 

one (16%) is a community college from Washington state. 

% � Undergraduate Research and the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning has ten 

participating universities and no community colleges. 

Of Carnegie’s 12 Institutional Leadership groups, a total of four include at least one 

community college as a member. Consideration of a case site from this collection of 

CASTL institutions focuses was limited among those four groups. 

The third level of CASTL programming, the Scholarly and Professional Societies 

Program, functions through academic disciplines, and does not lend itself to illuminating 

the subject of this investigation, SoTL’s influence at a community college. In 2007 

Carnegie added the CASTL Affiliates Program to encourage “inquiry into evidence- 

based improvement of student learning” with a Carnegie Foundation affiliation because 

at the close of 2006 they no longer accept new members into either the Campus Scholars 

or the Institutional Leadership programs. One year later, twelve institutions have joined 

the Affiliates Program including two community colleges, one from Massachusetts, and 

the other from Florida. The potentially brief history of SoTL at these Affiliate 

institutions does not lend them to serious consideration as yielding an appropriate site for 

this case study. This narrowed the sites under consideration for the case study to the 

eight community colleges where a Carnegie Scholar is in residence, one of which has two 
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such scholars on campus and to the four institutional leadership groups that include a 

community college. 

The ability to provide a clearly bounded system became the next criterion for site 

selection. Keeping in mind that the purpose of the study is to explore the influence of 

SoTL on the isolating nature of faculty work at a community college suggests that if the 

site selected had an institutional rather than individual perspective toward SoTL it would 

better align with the study’s investigative intent. That reasoning suggests eliminating the 

eight community colleges with individual Carnegie Scholars as possible sites and 

focusing on selecting a site from within the four Institutional Leadership groups that 

include a community college. 

Within the four Institutional Leadership groups with a community college 

member the criterion that comes into consideration is epistemological. It makes sense 

that within the constructivist paradigm, the bounded group with the highest rate of 

community college participation should provide the best context where any influence of 

SoTL might manifest itself in the data most strongly. That thinking narrows the sites 

under consideration to one of the three community colleges participating in the 

Communities of Practice Pooling Education Resources (COPPER) theme group. 

The three COPPER community colleges in the CASTL program are Valley 

Community College, located on the west coast, Three Rivers Community College, and 

Four Seasons Community College both of which are located in New England1. Valley 

Community College’s geographical location is a disadvantage for access by the 

investigator who is located in the Northeast. Three Rivers Community College has the 

longest association with CASTL. It also has numerous related and long-term faculty 

1 These are all pseudonyms. 
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professional development initiatives potentially clouding any influence of SoTL at the 

college. Four Seasons Community College (SCC) was “welcomed into the.. .Carnegie 

Project for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning” in the spring of 2003 and became 

the site selected for this case study . The investigator’s access to a key participant, 

through regional professional networking further enhances the selection. 

Participants 

Since the spring of 2003, when FSCC joined CASTL’s Institutional Leadership 

program it has implemented two cycles of the scholarship of teaching and learning, from 

2003 through 2005 and then again from 2005 through 2007. Each cycle has included an 

eight-member cohort, making 16 the maximum possible number of SoTL participants to 

be included in this investigation. In addition to participants, administrators related to the 

implementation of SoTL at Four Seasons provide a source of potentially consequential 

information. The researcher identified five administrators as important sources of 

information for understanding the influence of SoTL at Four Seasons. These include the 

President, the Vice-President for Academic Affairs at the time of initial implementation 

and the current Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Dean of Professional 

Development, and a Division Dean as a direct supervisor of faculty. No sampling 

technique proved necessary because fourteen of the possible sixteen SoTL participants 

and all five administrators volunteered for this study. 

Protocols Guiding Data Procedures 

Rigorous case study research technique seeks construct validity and requires a 

sufficiently operational set of measures (Yin, 2003). Faculty isolation is the problem to 

2 All documents referring to a source from ‘Four Seasons Community College’ are either print or electronic 
versions of college documents. The sources are confidential to protect the anonymity of the participants. 
Contact the researcher, kdouglas@hcc.mass.edu with questions/concems/clarifications. 

58 



be investigated and the construct under investigation is SoTL through the direct 

experiences of faculty and administrator participants at Four Seasons Community 

College. The conceptual framework guiding the collection and analysis is Lord’s (1994) 

critical colleagueship. This investigation is in agreement with Miles and Huberman 

(1984b) who view the role of a conceptual framework in naturalistic studies as a “current 

version of the researcher’s map of the territory being investigated” (p.33). The map of 

the characteristics of critical colleagueship suggested what data might be important 

without leading the researcher to an a priori perspective during collection or analysis. To 

refine interview procedures and further develop her skills, the researcher conducted pilot 

interviews with both a SoTL faculty and the Director of Professional Development at a 

CASTL Affiliate Program community college. Multiple sources of evidence including 

field observations at two campuses of Four Seasons, presentations made by FSCC SoTL 

faculty at two regional conferences, semi-structured interviews, along with both print and 

electronic documents strive to provide a clear audit trail. Participant checks of early 

drafts enhance the validity of the investigation’s findings. 

Data Sources and Collection Methods 

Site visits from March through November of 2007 provided the mechanism for 

field observations and the conducting of interviews. An email sent to all past and present 

SoTL participants still employed at Four Seasons from the Dean of Professional 

Development introducing the researcher as “a colleague of mine conducting research on 

SoTL at FSCC” preceded the first site visit. See Appendix C for a copy of the email 

introduction. 
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The initial visit of March 27, 2007 proved to be an excellent opportunity because 

it allowed the investigator to observe the Four Seasons’ Professional Day. The activities 

of this event along with the conference nature of the day itself provided numerous 

situations for the investigator to introduce and briefly explain her research in face-to-face 

exchanges with the Vice-President for Academic Affairs and all the SoTL participants 

still employed at FCSS. As the web site and brochure from the event describe it, this 

annual event highlighted “Best Practices” of FSCC “teachers’ many creative and 

innovative ideas for classroom teaching...that challenge, excite, and motivate students to 

learn.” It also provided an excellent vehicle from which to observe eight SoTL scholars 

present the status of their inquiries, as well as a separate session where two SoTL 

scholars presented a planned classroom implementation based on the results of their 

SoTL research. From this beginning, the table 3.1 below outlines the investigator’s data 

sources and collection timetable: 
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Table 3.1 - Data Sources, Procedures, and Timetable 

FSCC Site Visits Conferences/Meetings Exchanges Assisted 
by Technology 

Documents 

April 26, 2007 
Conduct 6 interviews 
& general field 
observations 

March 29, 2007 
Professional Day 
Introduce self & study 
to all future 
participants 

Phone calls with 
Dean of 
Professional 
Development and 
Staff Assistant 

SoTL applications 
and Project Reports 

May 3, 2007 
Conduct 7 interviews 
& general field 
observations 

April 20, 2007 
State Teaching and 
Learning conference 
Observe SoTL faculty 
present 

Emails with 
faculty, 
administrators, 
support staff 

Office of Faculty & 
Staff Development 
resources; various 
participation 
records 

May 4, 2007 
Conduct 2 
interviews and 
general field 
observations 

June 14, 2007 
COPPER meeting 
Observe all 
institutional members 

Phone interviews 
of participants no 
longer @ FSCC 
March 28, April 19 
& May 7, 2007 

FSCC 
- catalog 
- web resources 
-campus newspaper 

October 17, 2007 
Conduct faculty 
focus group 

June 15, 2007 
Carnegie Summer 
Institute 
Observe SoTL faculty 
present 

Sept’07 Follow-up 
Electronic survey 
Sent to 13 faculty, 
12 returned 
92% response rate 

PowerPoint slides 
of SoTL 
presentations 

November 15, 2007 
Conduct 
administrator focus 
group 

Participant checks 
February - March, 
2008 

Local Chamber of 
Commerce - 
regional 
information 

The time between site visits allowed for information and logistical arrangements 

e.g. schedules and availability of participants, time and location of interviews, locate 

specific documents for review, communicate with appropriate office to arrange for 

permissions, etc. Snowball sampling manifested additional events and materials for 

investigation. Focus groups checked preliminary data reduction by participants to 

increase trustworthiness, improve congruence, and generally complete “the circle of 

authentication with participants by allowing them to provide input into the research 
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process” (Jones, Torres, & Armino, 2006, p. 99). FSCC’s Office of Faculty and Staff 

Development (OFSD) was a primary resource in this data collection process. This 

investigation’s initial and primary contact, the Dean of Professional Development, was 

directly involved in many of the logistics that supported the process. 

Interviews used open-ended questions, in a manner that created guided 

conversations to develop a line of inquiry that was consistent with SoTL participation. 

See Appendix D for interview protocol and introductory questions. Each interview was 

digitally recorded and transcribed facilitating several iterations of detailed data reduction, 

display, and analysis. One example of a data display from early in the data reduction 

process is provided below: 

Table 3.2 Participants Organizational Demographics 

Participant/Organizational 
Division 

Title/Discipline Years teaching & 
years @ NECC 

SoTL Project 

Documents collected throughout the investigation have been reviewed, annotated, 

and filed to facilitate storage and retrieval in the development of a clear audit trail. 

Research experience underscored that developing a primary file by major topic area and 

annotated with reflections and notations, e.g. college information, programs of the OFSD, 

interview transcripts supplemented by a second file organized according to the outline 

and chapters of this dissertation, facilitated usability and enhanced analysis. 

An additional source of data, direct field observations, the investigator maintained 

a reporters’ notebook, easily carried, and accessed in the natural setting. General field 

site and participant observations, attendance at conference presentations and regional 
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meetings while providing a more subtle perspective on investigating the SoTL 

phenomenon at FSCC fill the pages of that notebook. Basic floor plans of workspaces 

and meeting locations, etc. served as indicators of SoTL’s value by college organizers. 

Observations of SoTL faculty interactions with colleagues conveyed case characteristics. 

Six site visits, encompassing interviews, observations, two focus groups, an electronic 

survey and document review coupled with two additional observations of presentations, a 

regional Carnegie meeting, phone interviews, emails, and cheek-ins with OFSD staff 

provide the data for this study. Case study notes generated by the investigator throughout 

data collection served as a support for the use of constant comparative procedures 

employed throughout the investigation and aiding the convergence of evidence across 

data points. 

To increase the reliability of this case study’s results, the dissertation committee 

chair served as an ongoing external reader, following the development of the evidence 

and providing helpful feedback As external reader this feedback increased the 

possibility that the goal to build a thick, rich description of the case could occur. 

Data Reduction, Display, and Analysis 

As a case study, the multiple sources of evidence provided above were inherent in 

the methodology and provided a basis for triangulation in the development and 

corroboration of converging lines of inquiry and emerging themes. These multiple 

sources coupled with ongoing data reduction and constant comparison with the intended 

possibility of generating “conclusions that another researcher facing the data would 

reach...(and) that falls in the same general truth space” (Miles and Huberman, 1984b, 
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p.22). The reduction and triangulation process included conceptual guidance from the 

following six characteristics of Lord’s (1994) critical colleagueship: 

1. Create/sustain a productive disequilibrium through reflection, dialog, and critique. 

2. Embrace intellectual virtues, e.g. openness to new ideas, reject weak practice 

and/or flimsy reasoning, accept responsibility to acquire and use sound 

arguments, willingness to seek out best new ideas in both subject matter and 

pedagogy, greater reliance on deliberate investigation. 

3. Increasing the capacity for empathic understanding; ‘placing oneself in another 

person’s shoes’, understanding a colleague’s dilemma in the terms in which 

she/he does. 

4. Developing skills of improved communication, negotiation, and resolution of 

competing interests 

5. Increased comfort with ambiguity in the classroom because uncertainty is a 

regular feature of teaching for understanding 

6. Achieving collective generativity - “knowing how to go on” (Wittgenstein, 

1958); a capacity to harness the collective ideas and opportunities that emerge 

when people who have a stake in the process contribute directly to the 

development of the next steps (Elizabeth Sanders, 1999) 

In order to address the purpose of the study - to investigate how community college 

faculty involvement in SoTL influences the isolating nature of community college 

instruction - the specific analytic technique of pattern matching was focused primarily on 

the construct of critical colleagueship by comparing Lord’s characteristics of critical 

colleagueship to the FSCC SoTL experience. See Table 3.3 for a data shell employed in 



analysis discussed in Chapter 5. The research question embedded within this conceptual 

frame provided a ‘bounding device’ (Miles and Huberman, 1984a, p. 25) and kept 

analysis targeted at the purpose of the study. 

Figure 3.3 Critical Colleagueship Data Display Shell 

Element Participant Quotes #1 #2 #3 

Productive Disequilibrium - PD 

Intellectual Virtue - IV 

Empathetic Understanding - EU 

Comfort with Ambiguity - CA 

Communication/Negotiation/Resolution 
- CNR 

Collective Generativity - CG 

A second construct, from the literature on SoTL itself, also served as an additional 

lens through which to view and analyze the FSCC data seeking to clarify the place 

various constructs of scholarship were or were not present in the SoTL experience of 

individual faculty investigators at Four Seasons Community College and how they might 

illuminate its influence. Refer to Table 2.1, for a fuller description of key SoTL 

constructs from the literature. See Table 3.4 below for how this investigation employed 

those constructs as elements with which to explore the data. 
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Table 3.4 - SoTL Constructs as Elements for Exploring Data 

Foundation Disciplinary 
expertise 

Curiosity 
regarding 
student 
learning 

Explicit goals Ability to use 
appropriate 
tools 

Methods Systematic 
design 

Use of 

appropriate 
methods 

Collaborative Capacity to be 
replicated 

Making Public Peer reviewed Presented to 
chosen 

community 

Reflect upon 
critique 

Results 
disseminated 
more broadly 

Implementation Based in 
disciplinary 
significance 

Altered 
individual 
practice 

Impact student 
learning 

Contributes to 
culture of 
inquiry 

Operationalizing the above SoTL constructs serves to aid analysis of data. Table 

3.5 below provides a method for analyzing the rigor of the individual SoTL projects 

according to sixteen concepts drawn from the literature. 

Table 3.5 Applying SoTL concepts to FSCC Fellows’ Inquiry Projects 

Foundation Methods Making Implementation 
Public 

Concepts 
Participant 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N 0 P 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Foundation 
A - Disciplinary expertise 
B - Curiosity regarding student-learning 
C - Explicit goals 
D - Ability to use proper tools 

Methods 
E - Systematic design 
F - Use of appropriate methods 
G - Collaborative 
H - Capacity to be replicated 

Making Public 
I - peer reviewed 
J - presented to chosen community 
K - reflect upon critique 
L - results disseminated more broadly 

Implementation 
M - Based in expertise 
N - alter individual practice 
O - impact student learning 
P - contributes to culture of inquiry 

> 
!l 
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An initial step in the qualitative analysis of interview data was to read the 

transcripts, gaining an overview then reflecting and recording initial impressions. After 

this was completed for all participants, regularities were sought across the responses. See 

the data display shell below for an example of how data reduction facilitated this step by 

providing quick indexes to the 18 individual interview transcripts. 

Table 3.6 Key Data from Individual Interviews 

Name Position Personal 
Background 

Role in 
SoTL 

Goals 
of 
SoTL 

What 
happens 
in SoTL 

SoTL 
cohort 
effect 

SoTL 
satisfaction 

SoTL 
frustration 

SoTL 
ex/anecdo 
te 

Re¬ 
sults 

A next step in data analysis was the development of matrices from the interview 

responses by broad emergent themes. Returning frequently to the original transcripts for 

coding and cross referencing to determine salience of different themes resulted in the 

‘checklist matrix’ (Miles and Huberman, 1984a, p. 26) below in Table 3.7 and included 

reference codes for representative quotes that stood out and were useful illustrations for 

retrieval and in generating a logical chain of evidence. 

Table 3.7 - Preliminary Case Themes 

Emergent Theme Quotes w/ line # from 

transcripts 

Literature or construct 

represented 

1 

2 

3 

Manual coding of data allowed the investigator to remain true to her role as an 

instrument of this qualitative research and to stay in close contact with the data. The use 

of qualitative data analysis (QDA) software as a data management tool for retrieving 
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coded data was never necessary (Jones, Torres, & Arminio, 2006). Analysis considered 

all evidence. Any data, which did not directly support case study findings, provide the 

foundation for the rival interpretations discussed in Chapter 6. 

Limitations 

Without question, the lack of being able to generalize findings due to the single 

case methodology of this investigation is a limitation. Yet the gap in the literature 

coupled with the investigator’s limited research experience required a foundation of a 

descriptive case study before proceeding to possible explanatory investigations. In 

addition, the investigator’s initial inexperience at case study analysis developed through 

the execution of the single case study methodology supported the rationale of this 

investigation. 

A second limitation is the short period of time SoTL has been in place at FSCC 

and having only a small total of SoTL Fellows there. This is partially a consequence of 

the limited number of community colleges participating in CASTL. Perhaps the results 

of this investigation may increase the number of community college faculty members, 

their campus-based professional development programs, and their institutions’ interest in 

incorporating SoTL into community college work. At a minimum, this would provide a 

richer source of evidence for future investigations. 

A third limitation is that only one researcher conducted this investigation. Even 

with the investigator’s habit of truthfulness, it is impossible to know whether the same 

themes would have emerged through the benefit of multiple perspectives. The 

incorporation of participant checks of the data throughout the analysis was an attempt to 

minimize this limitation and increased the possibility of truthfulness in the findings. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DESCRIPTION OF THE CASE SITE 

The case of Four Seasons Community College (FSCC) begins with a blind 

researcher holding the tail of an elephant. She believes that by describing what appears 

to her to be a thick rope she can report accurately on the phenomenon of the scholarship 

of teaching and learning (SoTL) at a community college. However, a different metaphor 

unfolds after conducting dozens of interviews, multiple site visits, reviewing scores of 

print and electronic documents, and spending hours in observation, reflection, and 

analysis. Instead, SoTL emerges as one component of an intentionally constructed 

patchwork quilt of faculty development opportunities at FSCC. Like 19th century 

American pioneer-era quilts, SoTL generates a product while the process nurtures an 

additional purpose. 

The Four Season’s SoTL program shares a number of similarities with patchwork 

quilts. First, individual squares telling the diverse and personal stories of the contributors 

make up the patchwork quilt as a whole. SoTL faculty fellows collectively construct the 

institution’s faculty development quilt based on individual professional development 

paths comprised of their unique classroom experiences, disciplines, inquiries, and of 

course personalities. Second, both quilting and SoTL involve an interactive process that 

provides a venue for invigorating communication and a purposeful activity drawing 

participants together around what could be otherwise isolating work. This ‘quilting bee’ 

aspect of both processes builds connections whether they are in the American pioneer 

landscape or within a contemporary community college. Finally, both quilts and SoTL 

serve a functional purpose. Quilts provide numerous functional purposes; warmth when 
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needed, padding on a wagon seat for long westward journeys, and keeping out a chocking 

level of dust when windstorms blew on the open plains. SoTL improves the effectiveness 

of college instruction by empirically investigating student learning, public dissemination 

of findings spreads pedagogical innovations, and further developed research skills 

provide means and motivation for continued inquiry. 

Details of the FSCC patchwork quilt and SoTL’s role in the process become 

valuable only in the context of its development. Just as other researchers have made 

clear, it is important to backtrack and follow Freud’s recommendation that “every attempt 

at an explanation must be preceded by a description of the thing that is to be explained” 

(1921, p. 4). Therefore, this chapter proceeds with describing the community college 

selected as the site for this investigation of the influence of SoTL. Chapter 5 includes a 

discussion of the rationale for the selection of Four Seasons Community College as an 

appropriate site for this investigation. 

Four Seasons Community College3 

FSCC is a public, two-year, open admissions college serving a total of 15,000 

students, including roughly 6,500 enrolled in college credit coursework and 8,500 in 

credit-free learning experiences. FSCC maintains three principle campuses in its New 

England location. One is urban. One is suburban. A third is in a recently acquired 

former corporate building that primarily provides workforce and other credit-free 

programming. To enhance the geographic dimension of FSCC’s open admissions policy, 

it also maintains two small extension sites in facilities shared with other agencies. The 

3 This is a pseudonym. Data sources providing information concerning Four Seasons Community College 
include a range of print and web-based college, city, and regional sources accessed and reviewed from 
2006 - 2008. In support of confidentiality, agreements regarding anonymity prohibit specific citations. 
Details of all data sources are available from the researcher. 
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urban campus, in particular, serves an ethnically diverse student population reflective of 

the mid-size city’s economy and culture whose residents are 60% Latino, 34% white, 4% 

Black, and 2% Asian. The suburban campus houses FSCC’s administrative offices and 

shares students and faculty with the urban campus. 

Data from the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau reflect the socio-economics of FSCC’s 

metro-region. Residents of the region have a median household income of $33,765 

compared to the overall U.S. median income of $49,706, reflecting the manufacturing 

history and working class population of the area. Tuition and fees for the average full¬ 

time, in-state student are approximately $1,000 a semester. The average age of FSCC 

students ranges from 25 in the day division to 31 in the evening. Female students 

comprise 66% of FSCC’s total population while 37% of all students enroll full-time in 

their respective program of study. 

Mission, personnel, and organization 

Like most comprehensive community colleges in the United States in the 21st 

century, FSCC has a tripartite mission. In both print and electronic materials, FSCC 

states that by providing “high quality, affordable” programs and courses it supports 

baccalaureate degree transfer, workforce development, and life-long learning goals. BY 

doing so, FSCC aims to “enhance the social, cultural, and economic life of the region.” 

In addition, FSCC strives to be “a caring and comprehensive center of education” by 

offering more than 70 associate degree and certificate programs along with hundreds of 

credit-free courses on a flexible schedule of day, evening, weekend, summer, and online 

opportunities. The New England Association of Schools and Colleges accredits FSCC’s 

institutional quality through its Commission on Institutions of Higher Education. 
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To accomplish this mission, FSCC employs approximately 300 full time staff 

including 103 full-time faculty members (34.3%) and approximately 500 part-time 

employees, 389 of who are adjunct faculty (77.8%). Full-time faculty members deliver 

42% of the roughly 840 course sections offered each semester across 64 different subject 

areas. This figure compares favorably with the 33.2% of courses delivered by full-time 

community college faculty nationally. The 58% of FSCC course sections taught by part- 

time faculty also compares favorably with the 66.8% national average. Women make up 

a higher percentage of the FSCC full-time faculty membership at 62% compared with 

their counterparts who comprise 49.6% of the national community college professoriate. 

Approximately 53% of full-time faculty members at FSCC are tenured. FSCC again 

compares favorably with the national community college database, which calculates 

48.5% of all community college faculty members are tenured across the country. 

As of 2007, the College organizes Academic Affairs into four divisions that 

principally provide the credit bearing programs of study. The four academic divisions are 

1) Business, Math, Science, & Technology, 2) Health Professions, 3) Law, Education, & 

Social Problems, and 4) Humanities & Social Sciences. A fifth division within Academic 

Affairs, Instructional & Student Support provides services across all four of the 

disciplinary divisions listed above. The Division of Instructional and Student Support 

includes four Centers offering coursework in ESL, along with developmental Math, 

Reading, and Writing. This is only the most recent of numerous re-organizations within 

Academic Affairs. A faculty member providing a participant check for this investigation 

reflects that various organizational changes have served to shift faculty allegiances and 

may contribute to a feeling of isolation and their search for community. 
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Administration 

Like most community colleges nationally, administration of academic areas is 

experiencing turnover due to retirement and career advancements. The college welcomed 

a new Vice-President of Academic Affairs in 2006 replacing a retiring academician after 

more than 35 years at the institution. One of the four Academic Division Deans is also 

new to her position in the 2006-2007 academic year. 

Stability in two key positions balances this turnover. The president has been at 

FSCC for over a decade and brings to the position classroom and administrative 

experience from another state and system type. The Dean of Professional Development, 

while experiencing a series of title changes, has been responsible for faculty and staff 

development activities at FSCC for twenty years. In addition, two of the remaining three 

Division Deans are decades-long veterans of the institution. The third came to FCSS six 

years ago from the private, non-profit sector. 

Core institutional values 

In print and electronic materials, FSCC accompanies the mission statement with a 

statement of six core values. FSCC states, “we are committed” to the following values 

that “represent the soul of the institution,” 1) student engagement, 2) collaboration, 3) 

personal & professional growth, 4) respect, 5) diversity, 6) access & opportunity, and 7) 

excellence. The third core value, personal & professional growth relates directly to the 

subject of this investigation and merits further discussion. 

FSCC offers its students a range of development and support opportunities 

because “we believe that lifelong learning and active engagement in the process equip us 
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with the knowledge and the willingness to change and to participate effectively in our 

personal lives, careers, and the world.” 

FSCC provides a broad array of Student Life opportunities and support services. 

These include a collection of recreational and intercollegiate athletics, a student-run 

campus newspaper, a full service career center, active study abroad programs to 30 

different countries, on-campus childcare services, a fitness center, traditional financial aid 

packages supplemented with more than 250 college-based, individual student 

scholarships, a Learning Accommodation Center, and an active Alumni Office. In short, 

although faculty express a need for updated classroom facilities, FSCC is reasonably 

justified in being proud of the scope and quality of the opportunities it offers students: 

academic, financial, and geographic accessibility, a variety of available course work, 

transfer opportunities, career program education and training, a new “state-of-the-art” 

Technology Center, and a complement of academic support services. 

Nurturing personal and professional growth is just as important at FSCC for 

employees as it is for students. The establishment of the Office of Staff and Faculty 

Development (OFSD) to advance learning and active engagement for full and part-time 

instructors provides evidence that FSCC walks the talk of core values being important for 

all members of the college community. 

Office of Faculty and Staff Development 

The stated mission of the Office of Faculty and Staff Development (OFSD) at 

Four Seasons Community College is to “encourage and promote professional 

development opportunities, personal growth, and community building for all faculty and 
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staff.”4 The office staff includes Jayne Kinneson5, Dean of Professional Development 

and her administrative assistant, Cindy Donavon. As future sections explore, Jayne 

Kinneson and the role of the OFSD are important factors in the patchwork quilt of faculty 

development at FSCC. Returning to the metaphor, one essential piece of quilting 

equipment is the quilting frame. Quilting frames provide the support necessary for quilt 

construction. They are also an example of ingenuity because one frame did not fit all 

situations. Frames varied by season, size of home or room, and individual ingenuity. 

Some frames dropped from ceilings; four chairs propped others up. The OFSD and Jayne 

Kinneson provide the infrastructure and a range of options for constructing FSCC’s 

patchwork quilt of faculty development. 

Members of the faculty supplement the OFSD staff by agreeing to serve in 

leadership capacities with the various programs offered for additional compensation. In 

addition, numerous faculty members provide leadership as part of their college service 

component of their workload. Both the Faculty Development Committee and the 

Learning Community Steering Committee, for example, are comprised of faculty 

volunteering through college service. 

The collection of services offered by the OFSD includes programs supporting 

diversity, a round table discussion series, funds for individual professional development 

activities, numerous offerings directed specifically at adjunct faculty members, along 

with a host of publications and special events. A web site provides a monthly calendar of 

events with helpful reminders of scheduled activities and many links to informative 

internal and external resources. OFSD offerings range in terms of the time and 

4 All quotes in this section are from the OFSD web site or printed publications. 
5 All names are pseudonyms. 
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commitment required from participants, programs last for a lunch hour through a three- 

semester commitment. 

The OFSD coordinates four programs requiring an investment of more time and 

greater commitment, which this investigation indicates merit a fuller description. They 

are Teaching in Community (TIC), iTEACH (originally entitled Web Camp), Learning 

Communities (LCs), and the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL). Reoccurring 

themes run throughout the descriptions of these four programs. They include such 

objectives and procedures as to “gain deeper understandings,” through “increased 

interaction and commitment,” by “analyzing your curriculum and pedagogy.” 

Teaching in Community 

The first of these programs to be developed was Teaching in Community (TIC), a 

centerpiece program that re-enters this story again in later chapters. TIC is an eight- 

month project designed around the writings of Parker Palmer (1998) and Steven 

Brookfield (1995). TIC encourages creative exploration around the themes of reflection, 

peer support, and inter-disciplinary collaboration. Both a faculty coordinator and all 

participants receive a financial stipend for participating in TIC, which includes an August 

retreat, monthly sessions, partnering in the classroom, and a weekend retreat in April. 

Since TIC’s inception in 1999, the OFSD has offered ten sessions and 70 different faculty 

instructors have elected to participate. 

iTEACH 

A second longer-term opportunity, the iTEACH program, requires a six-month 

investment of time and commitment. This program, delivered in collaboration with the 

Center for Instructional Technology “provides faculty the opportunity to learn to design a 
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pedagogically sound and interactive online or hybrid course.” Chickering and Garrison’s 

(1987) principles of good practice for undergraduate instruction; frequent student-faculty 

contact, cooperation among students, active learning, prompt feedback, time on task, high 

expectations, and respect for diverse ways of learning, provide the foundation for the 

iTEACH curriculum. 

A faculty member who is reassigned from a portion of his instructional duties 

coordinates the iTEACH program. All participants, either full or part-time instructors, 

receive the same $700 stipend. Since iTEACH began in 2002 as Web Camp, 69 faculty 

members have participated in eight different sessions offered through the spring of 2007. 

Learning Communities 

The third of these longer, focused opportunities, which OFSD oversees, is the 

Learning Communities program (LCs). Recognizing that 63% of Four Seasons 

Community College students enroll part-time, the LC program is based upon “research 

suggesting that students learn more from courses that are integrated in community than 

they do in isolated classes.” Most LCs at FSCC integrate two courses around a theme, 

requiring re-design by the faculty who co-teach them. A sampling of LCs offered at 

FSCC includes, Comparing Civilizations, coupling World History and Literature. The 

Mindful Self combines Creative Writing and Yoga. Born or Bred: The Criminal in 

Fiction integrates English Composition and Sociology. 

Both a faculty coordinator and participating faculty instructors receive a 

corresponding reassignment from a portion of their instructional workload to teach in 

LCs. After an early pilot in academic year 1986-1987, FSCC began consistently offering 

LCs again in 2001. Through the spring of 2007, 29 different faculty members have 
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offered 48 LCs. An LC Steering Committee reviews faculty proposals and makes 

recommendations of LCs to offer each semester to the Vice-President for Academic 

Affairs. In addition, because of a SoTL project, the LC Steering Committee collects and 

maintains LC student data. 

Adding National Connections 

A number of programs offered through OFSD strive to forge broader 

opportunities through connections to national associations and off-campus colleagues. 

For example, OFSD’s diversity work includes collaboration and leadership development 

activities with the National Coalition Building Institute (NCBI) based in Washington, 

DC. OFSD works to make another national connection by annually nominating faculty 

members for Excellence Awards from the National Institute for Staff and Organizational 

Development (NISOD). Recipients of the Excellence Awards can be both full and part 

time instructors. All recipients have the opportunity to accept their awards in person at 

the NISOD conference in Austin, Texas each May. Since 1993, forty-nine faculty 

members have received this honor. Framed photos of the 14 years of “Faculty Stars” 

hang outside the Vice-President of Academic Affairs Office offering testimony to the 

‘proud legacy.. .and importance of this honor”. 

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 

The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) strives to connect Four 

Seasons Community College faculty participants to a national base of colleagues while 

requiring the longest commitment of all OFSD programs. At FSCC, SoTL is a three- 

semester commitment combining group dialog with an independent research project. The 

first semester includes attending monthly meetings centered on discussion of common 
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readings and the refinement of an individual project and goals. In the second and third 

semesters, participants continue to meet monthly to discuss their projects with, according 

to written materials, “more attention to the development of research tools, strategies, 

intended outcomes, peer review, data collection, and sharing of results.” During the third 

semester, a presentation at FSCC’s annual Professional Day conference is required. 

Finally, a written report summarizing the inquiry and its findings is due the summer after 

the project is completed. All SoTL written reports are available on the OFSD web site 

and submitted to college administrators. 

SoTL is the subject of this study and its history at FSCC provides foundational 

information for this investigation. Perceptions of FSCC SoTL participants and the Dean 

of Professional Development regarding the connection that the SoTL program at FSCC 

has to the national Carnegie Foundation is the subject of discussion in later sections of 

this and successive chapters. 

The Genesis of SoTL at FSCC 

To accurately describe the genesis of the SoTL program at FSCC, the description 

begins first with understanding the ‘who’ and secondly with an exploration of the ‘how’. 

In the words of participants, “Its all Jayne. It really is.” Whether the interviewee was a 

faculty member or an administrator the message was the same. “SoTL came here 

through the agency of Jayne Kinneson.” When asked to share the history of SoTL at 

FSCC, interviewees mention Jayne’s name and the pivotal role of her office, with 

obvious caring and respect. As one participant explains, “Part of what makes the whole 

thing work from my perspective is Jayne...(she) provides the intellectual leadership, the 

inspiration, and the overall support.” How did Jayne Kinneson bring SoTL to FSCC? 
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Networking brings opportunity 

During the spring semester of 2003, Jayne made a conference presentation on the 

Teaching in Community (TIC) program at a regional professional development 

conference. After she completed the presentation, the Provost of Three Rivers 

Community College approached her. Three Rivers Community College (TRCC) is the 

only community college nationwide selected by the Carnegie Foundation to lead a 

CASTL Institutional Leadership cluster. The conversation led to a shared exchange 

between the two colleges. Jayne invited Three Rivers Community College faculty to 

participate in the TIC program at FSCC. The Provost invited Jayne to consider having 

Four Seasons Community College become a member of a newly forming CASTL cluster 

selected by Carnegie to begin in 2003. This cluster originally included eight colleges and 

eventually came to call themselves COPPER, Communities of Practice: Pooling 

Education Resources. COPPER’S stated goal is to further the Scholarship of Teaching 

and Learning by creating “an evolving, interdisciplinary community of practice on the 

common mission of studying learning.”6 7 The Carnegie COPPER cluster is both 

intentional and explicit in the use of Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder’s (2002) community 

of practice concept. The three elements and the five-stage model of Wenger, et al’s 

communities of practice guide COPPER’S work as the cluster strives to “create a 

community of scholars to study the craft of teaching... linking theory and practice.” 

Jayne brought the idea of CASTL participation to her direct supervisor, FSCC 

President Dennis Howard, “So I went to Dennis and Dennis did what Dennis typically 

does.. .he’s been very, very supportive.” Two aspects of this exchange, both of which 

6 Three Rivers Community College web site 
7 Three Rivers COPPER web site 
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highlight the administrative practices of President Howard, are important in 

understanding SoTL at FSCC. First, by President Howard’s design and directive, Jayne 

reports directly to him as President. Second, he prioritizes support for faculty 

development at FSCC. The next section discusses these two aspects of President 

Howard’s administrative practice. Suffice it to say here, that in the summer of 2003, 

Jayne became the Four Seasons Community College representative to the Carnegie 

Foundation with the COPPER cluster. In anticipation of initiating a SoTL program on 

the FSCC campus, she attended a Summer Academy supported by the American 

Association of Higher Education (AAHE), one of the Carnegie Foundation’s financial 

underwriters of the CASTL initiative. 

In the fall of 2003, following the CASTL Summer Academy, the Office for 

Faculty and Staff Development (OFSD) distributed requests for proposals to FSCC 

faculty interested in “creating a community of practice to explore teaching and learning 

and study their craft in a collaborative environment of colleagues.” The SoTL program at 

FSCC was designed as a “deliberate process of studying and researching student learning, 

opening this work to critical review, and sharing ideas...for more thoughtful approaches 

to teaching and learning”. At Four Seasons Community College, the SoTL program 

evolved within an organizational context that supported the broader FSCC core value of 

personal and professional growth. Understanding the context created in alignment with 

that core value is the subject of the next section. 

A Context of Administrative Support 

With deliberate administrative decisions, President Dennis Howard set in motion 

the possibility that when the winds of professional networking brought the seed of SoTL 
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to Four Seasons Community College it would find fertile ground upon which to land. 

President Howard is clear about his priority of community college faculty development. 

“If we’re going to have high quality faculty for 20 and 30 years, you can’t just expect 

people to come here and teach their five classes, do.. .advising and committee work and 

go home. We have to create opportunities for development and growth.. .It’s absolutely 

essential.” He underscores, “If we don’t spend a lot of time helping to develop our 

faculty and staff, we’re really...being short sighted.” 

To create opportunities for faculty development and growth, President Howard 

made two decisions upon arriving eleven years earlier at FSCC. First, he took Jayne 

Kinneson and her part-time responsibility for faculty and staff development out of the 

Human Resources department, made her a direct report to him, and over time, a full-time 

administrator. He states, “I wanted this particular feature of the college, this service, to 

have high visibility. I wanted to indicate I was strongly, personally involved and behind 

it...It’s a priority.” Second, President Howard designated a separate budget for the 

Office for Faculty and Staff Development, which he later protected through lean fiscal 

times. He asserts, “I’ve established a fairly significant faculty development fund that 

Jayne administers...it’s gone up several hundred percent (since it was established)...And 

you have to take it seriously. When you set that budget, you protect it at hard times.” As 

future chapters indicate, participants throughout this investigation cite these two actions 

taken by President Howard, making the administration of professional development a 

direct report to the president and providing a sizable, independent budget for it, are 

worthy of note. 
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Additional actions taken by another administrator who spent his entire career at 

Four Seasons further cultivated the fertile ground for SoTL at FSCC. Pierce Bergamini 

spent approximately the last ten of his 35 years at Four Seasons Community College as 

Vice-President for Academic Affairs. Pierce began his career at FSCC in 1969 as an 

instructor of history and government and worked his way upward to department chair, 

division dean, and finally vice-president. Pierce reflects, “Throughout my career at the 

college, I believed very strongly that professional development was not only important 

but substantially absent in a meaningful way.. .and I vowed if I ever got to a position 

(where I could).. .foster the goal of trying to improve the quality of instruction.. .1 would 

do something about it.” Pierce continues by sharing personal reflections from his 

decades of direct community college faculty experience when discussing his priorities as 

Vice-President of Academic Affairs. “I know...I found teaching to be extremely 

lonely.. .and (I understand that) you didn’t really want to admit to the person that you 

worked for that you had some fears about whether you were effective or not because I 

had the experience of that ending up in my evaluation.” 

The Priority of Physical Space 

During, the first month of his Vice-Presidency, Pierce took the administrative 

action to provide a physical space for faculty development. He walked the campus with 

Jayne Kinneson and together they identified a physical space in which to house a Center 

for Teaching and Learning. This remains the facility where both the Center and the 

Office for Faculty and Staff Development are today. Next, as Pierce recalls, he and Jayne 

spoke of how to “excite faculty about looking at teaching and improving their 

effectiveness in a non-threatening way.. .in a way divorced from the Academic Affairs 
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super structure.” Pierce believed physical space and administrative separation were 

necessary components to create the opportunity and the safety that he understood faculty 

needed in order to be willing to take the risks necessary to continue to grow over the 

course of a career. 

With the physical office space staked out on campus and a shared understanding 

of a common goal, Pierce’s role became one of‘absolute support’ for Jayne’s efforts in 

the newly established Center for Teaching and Learning. In a short period, once again, 

administrative practice and decisions enter the story. Pierce’s support for faculty 

development manifested itself in numerous ways over his tenure as Vice-President. None 

emerges from the data as more important than his willingness to provide ‘reassigned 

time’ for the faculty who participated in programs sanctioned by the OFSD. Pierce is 

clear, “I wanted to make...reassigned time with specific outcomes...very desirable.” 

Reassigned times remove a community college faculty member from the 

responsibility of teaching course(s) and replaces instruction with a reassignment to other 

duties. These can and do include a wide variety of projects. In this case, as the examples 

provided in the discussion of OFSD programs indicate, reassigned times were part of the 

structure of the coordination of and participation in activities provided by the Office for 

Faculty and Staff Development. 

A Changing Workload 

Pierce’s decision to underscore the desirability of reassigned times coincided with 

a new faculty union contract increasing the state’s community college instructional 

workload from four courses to five courses per semester. This workload increase tested 

Pierce’s conviction regarding reassigned time when the new contract was implemented in 
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the spring of 2001. Pierce recollects, “I had 70 grievances that spring. It took over a year 

to get through it....we won 90%...and we in fact set new standards...if you look at the 

reassigned time at Four Seasons... I would say roughly 100% of the full-timers average 

almost one reassigned time per faculty member.” 

Data from the interviews conducted with 13 faculty SoTL participants at FSCC 

are unambiguous. Every SoTL fellow mentions the course reassignment in the 

discussions about their participation in SoTL. A long-term FSCC faculty member, who 

is both a SoTL fellow and a NISOD teaching award winner states, “It’s just very difficult 

to find the time to reflect. And to me.. .the real value of SoTL was I had a course release. 

Now I worked way harder than the course release was worth but I felt that thinking about 

practice is as important as doing it.” The ethics of providing current content for students 

came into play for a SoTL fellow who instructs in a career program. “I was intrigued.. .1 

wanted to understand what was going on in my industry.. .ethically I need a good grasp 

as I prepare my students.. .1 wanted to do the work but it didn’t hurt that here was a 

course adjustment with it.” 

The voices of faculty participants make clear the value of reassigned times to 

faculty development. Without the investigator of this study asking one question to 

prompt the topic of either instructional workload or reassignment from it, every 

participant mentions it. As one SoTL fellow states, “We are teaching machines here at 

the community college.. .there’s just no time. There’s absolutely no time. Just having 

that one course release... (meant) being able to designate time to.. .do SoTL work.” 

Another faculty member is explicit in his recognition of the role played by administrative 
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support, “I have to give credit to Pierce, the academic vice-president who gave the course 

releases. It’s an active leap of faith to say, here’s a fair amount of money to do these.” 

As President Howard states, “You can’t engage in serious classroom research if 

you’re teaching the five classes and doing all the other things the contract requires. So if 

you’re really going to do that, you have to have reassigned time.” As articulated by one 

administrative interviewee, the cost of providing reassigned times is clear. “It’s more 

expensive because...you are literally getting less teaching power from that faculty 

member.” Nevertheless, FSCC administrators continue the practice because they value 

the long-term return of the work. Luke Grant, current Vice-President of Academic 

Affairs at FSCC, describes his perspective on the return of the investment for reassigned 

time in SoTL projects. “Most importantly, they (SoTL projects) provide mirrors back to 

the college of what we are doing well and what’s challenging us, what we can be doing 

better with and for our students.” 

Administrators also recognize that the trade off, in terms of time, is not equitable. 

Jayne Kinneson, Dean of Professional Development states, “I don’t believe they’re doing 

it for the course reassignment because I think they probably put more work into it than 

they get for the course reassignment.” A Division Dean acknowledges the uneven nature 

of the exchange; “1 know you get a course release so that’s a cool thing. And they work 

their butts off. They really do.” 

Information regarding the specific inquiries they conducted with the reassigned 

time contributes to ‘a thick, rich’ description of the case site (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). 

The description of the case site continues in this chapter with a sketch of the how the 

faculty fellows participated in SoTL at Four Seasons Community College. 
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SoTL Fellows at Four Seasons Community College 

To accomplish the stated purpose to “create a community of practice for faculty 

wishing to explore teaching and learning and study their craft in a collaborative 

environment of colleagues”, the OFSD structured the SoTL program as a three semester 

commitment for 8 participants. SoTL Fellows at Four Seasons complete an application 

that requires the signature of their respective Division Dean. The signature indicates 

agreement to provide a course reassignment during each of following two semesters and 

to support the research project itself. Fellows meet monthly while preparing for and 

conducting their inquiries. To date 2 groups of eight, or 16 SoTL fellows have completed 

their investigative projects. The Dean of Professional Development facilitated the first 

group from fall 2004 through fall 2005. The second group, which ran from spring 2006 

through spring 2007, was co-facilitated by the Professional Development Dean and a 

SoTL fellow from the 2004 - 2005 group. A third SoTL group has been selected for 

Spring 2008 through Spring 2009. The team that will co-facilitate the third SoTL group 

includes the Dean of Professional Development and a SoTL fellow from each of the 

2004/2005 and 2006/2007 SoTL groups. 

Seven of the eight faculty from the first SoTL Fellows participated in this case 

study. They brought to SoTL a collective 124 years of teaching experience, 88 of it full¬ 

time at FSCC. They hailed from five disciplines, across three divisions within Academic 

Affairs, representing early, mid, and late career faculty stages. The seven SoTL Fellows 

who chose to become case study participants include three men and four women. They 

report they were drawn to SoTL through a combination of their own curiosity, the agency 

of Jayne, and the generosity of administrative reassignment from instruction. A SoTL 
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fellow who is a Professor of English states the reassigned time “buys time and space to 

think...really rethink what I am doing in the classroom.” 

In addition, faculty participants report being interested in SoTL because it 

presented an opportunity to meet with colleagues, in a non-evaluative environment to 

have meaningful conversations about their practice and to address questions they had 

regarding their teaching and their students’ learning. Another Professor of English states, 

“I kept calling (SoTL) in my mind, scholarship in community.” Another participant 

recollects, “I was interested in being able to study what I saw happening in the classroom 

in a formal way.” 

The second group of SoTL Fellows came together from the spring of 2006 

through the spring of 2007. Seven of this group of eight also chose to participate in this 

case study. These seven individuals represent 123 years of total teaching experience, 75 

years of that total at Four Seasons Community College. The 2006 - 2007 group 

represents three organizational divisions of Academic Affairs, seven different academic 

disciplines, and early, mid, and late stages of a faculty career. Coincidentally, this group 

of participants also includes four women and three men. 

The 2006 -2007 group was different because it included a collaborative research 

project. Five of the eight members of the 2006 - 2007 SoTL group all participated in the 

same inquiry. A second distinguishing feature was that the members of the group 

investigation included four faculty instructors and a Division Dean. The Division Dean 

both designated the subject of the investigation and recruited the group membership for 

the inquiry. The Division Dean’s SoTL inquiry was based on a strategic goal she had set 

with her supervisor several years earlier. 
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The reasons SoTL Fellows from this sub-group report being drawn to the 

experience differ from the others. When asked why they participated in SoTL, the 

faculty members of the group investigation all report the same scenario. “Our Dean.. .she 

approached me,” was how one early career faculty member describes the process. A 

long-term member of the FSCC faculty states, “(SoTL) dropped out of the sky.. .1 was 

contacted.. .about an idea she had...she was in recruitment mode.” Another early career 

faculty member reflects, “I didn’t go to SoTL, SoTL kind of came to me.” 

These differences, first, a collaborative inquiry, and second, the initiation of the 

inquiry and recruitment by an administrative member, adequately distinguish the SoTL 

involvement of the sub-group within the 2006-2007 group to warrant a separate 

discussion. The next chapter discusses the SoTL experience at Four Seasons Community 

College in two categories. The discussion first examines the SoTL experience of the 

faculty-driven, self-initiated inquiries. Next, the discussion shifts to examine the SoTL 

experiences of the collaborative inquiry initiated by the Division Dean. 

Characteristics of the Self-initiated SoTL Fellows 

The SoTL fellows discussed in this section include ten faculty participants 

conducting self-directed inquiries in the FSCC SoTL program since the program’s 

inception in the spring of 2004 through the fall of 2007. This group of SoTL fellow 

participants includes seven women and three men. At 70%, women represent a roughly 

similar portion of the SoTL population as the 62% they represent of the total faculty 

population at Four Seasons. Nine of the ten SoTL fellows are tenured, a much higher 

percentage than the FSCC average of 53%. The single non-tenured participant is no 

longer teaching at FSCC. “SoTL’s partially to blame for that.. .1 fell in love with 
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research.” She is currently a full-time doctoral student in education at a Research I 

University located in a different region of the country. The higher percentage of tenured 

participants suggests the safety net of tenure may be a helpful pre-requisite for SoTL 

participation. Although as the discussion within the Risk & Rigor phase underscores, 

tenure does not create adequate safety for a trusting conversation when a Dean is a 

member of the conversation. 

These ten SoTL fellows represent three of the five divisions within Academic 

Affairs at FSCC. Six SoTL faculty members come from the Humanities & Social 

Sciences Division. The Division of Instructional & Student Support has three SoTL 

faculty fellows. One SoTL fellow comes from the Business, Math, Science, & 

Technology Division. 

There are no SoTL fellows from the Health Professions Division. The tightly 

scripted workloads of the allied health fields and the three-semester commitment SoTL 

requires may help explain the lack of participation from Health Profession faculty. The 

first group of SoTL fellows did include a faculty member from the fifth and remaining 

Division of Law, Education & Social Problems. However, she left FSCC before this case 

study began and her SoTL experiences are not included in any of these findings. 

Within the organizational structure of FSCC, SoTL Fellows represent five 

disciplines, 1) mathematics (developmental), 2) computer science, 3) ESL (English as a 

Second Language), 4) behavioral sciences (psychology and early childhood education), 

and 5) English, which includes journalism. The English department and the Division of 

Humanities & Social Sciences contribute the greatest number of SoTL fellows. Five 
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SoTL fellows are instructors within the English Department alone and a total of six come 

from its Academic Affairs Division of Humanities & Social Sciences. 

Even considering the small numbers of the sample, n = 10, this data may shed 

light on the nature of middle management’s support for SoTL at FSCC. The SoTL 

application process requires a faculty member to obtain their dean’s signature prior to 

submittal to the Office of Faculty and Staff Development. Organizationally, the five 

academic divisions have four deans. A single Dean oversees the two divisions where 

70% of SoTL fellows come from; the Humanities & Social Sciences and the Business 

Division, and the Math, Science & Technology Division. In addition, that particular dean 

also later participated in the SoTL experience herself, recruited the group of faculty, and 

submitted the application, for what eventually is referred to as The Cult. Clearly, there is 

both interest and support for SoTL in that division. Figure 4.1 below charts the 

organizational structure and the divisional sources of participating SoTL fellows. 

Chapter 6 explores more fully possible implications of middle management structure and 

support. 
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Figure 4.1 - Organizational Sources of SoTL Fellows 

FSCC Division of Academic Affairs 

As the following list of research questions makes clear, individual faculty 

members’ interest in their students’ learning and their craft of teaching provide the 

impetus for the ten self-initiated SoTL inquiries to date at FSCC. The questions that 

drove Four Seasons’ SoTL Fellows’ conducting self-initiated inquiries include the 

following: 

% � Do FSCC students in learning communities demonstrate more responsible 

behavior than students in comparable stand-alone courses? 

% � Does direct involvement with an issue from students’ local communities enhance 

engagement with the English Composition I research paper? 

% � What effect do student-learning styles have on both teaching and learning? What 

does the baseline of student learning styles look like at FSCC? 

% � What do students actually take from their English Composition I class into 

subsequent learning and writing experiences? 
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% � Can using mindfulness exercises in the classroom improve student learning? 

% � Do service-learning experiences in a student’s area of career interest increase 

acquisition of the English language by ESL students? 

% � Can an online course create a sense of community as compared with the same 

face-to-face course? 

% � Are we making the most of composition classes in the digital classroom? 

% � Where do FSCC students get their news? Does journalism education matter? 

% � Does learning mathematics through application activities enhance quantitative 

literacy? 

A Collaborative SoTL Inquiry 

The Dean’s curiosity drove the second category of SoTL inquiries, a group 

exploration of a single question. “My passion for entrepreneurship and my interest in 

working with faculty as peers” provided the impetus for the SoTL Fellows conducting the 

collective inquiry. Through the SoTL experience, the members of this group came to call 

themselves ‘The Cult” and their inquiry evolved into the following question: 

% � Could service learning foster an entrepreneurial spirit at FSCC? 

The Office for Faculty and Staff Development was open to an experiment. As 

Jayne Kinneson, Dean of Professional Development reflects, “We are new with SoTL at 

FSCC. I think we’ve learned a lot of lessons.. .1 see it as growing up and figuring out 

what works, what doesn’t work, and reinventing it to be as effective as possible.” Part of 

the reason for experimenting is a concern the Dean of Professional Development reports 

when she reflects, “something’s missing” in the SoTL experience at FSCC. 
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Returning once again to the metaphor of a quilt, the designer of the quilting frame 

identified a need for adapting the frame, the SoTL infrastructure, in order to generate 

what might make it a better fit for FSCC. Such experimentation was a regular part of the 

quilting experience for the constructors of Pioneer-era quilting frames. 

Chapter 5 analyzes the SoTL experience at FSCC. First through the self-initiated 

inquires and then the collaborative model, examining what SoTL does and what it does 

not accomplish from both the administrative and participant perspectives. 



CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSIS OF CASE RESULTS 

Overview 

This chapter presents findings related to how Fellows participate in the 

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) at Four Seasons Community College 

(FSCC). These results are presented as the collective story of SoTL participation rather 

than as a collection of individual stories. The chapter is organized around five phases 

through which SoTL fellows’ participation progresses. In addition, data analysis 

identified an organizational context encompassing the participatory phases. The chapter 

proceeds by presenting the data that amplifies the organizational context and each of the 

five phases of participation. As mentioned in Chapter 4, the discussion begins with the 

experiences of the self-initiated SoTL fellows and proceeds to discuss separately the 

participation of SoTL fellows who were members of the single collaborative inquiry in a 

subgroup self-described as ‘The Cult’. 

Collectively, the five phases comprise a participatory process that the investigator 

interprets through SoTL fellows’ data as ‘Questing in Conversation’. Preceding the first 

phase, administrative policies and procedures create an organizational context of 

intentionality. Within that context of intention, the first phase, Values-Based Leadership, 

begins with institutional data about core values and administrative actions introduced in 

Chapter 4. The section presents the bigger picture of institutional goals and documents 

the role the Office for Faculty and Staff Development (OFSD) plays in nurturing faculty 

involvement at FSCC. The second phase, Gift of Time and Space, describes SoTL 

Fellows’ participation and conditions that facilitate sustained individual and collective 
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reflection about the practice of teaching. The third phase, Curiosity Calls, describes 

faculty involvement in SoTL at FSCC in the process of investigating a classroom-based 

problem. The self-initiated faculty inquiries comprise the personal journeys and 

professional collaborations that emerge as part of the SoTL process at FSCC. The fourth 

phase, Risk & Rigor, identifies a level of risk that fellows report accompanies SoTL 

participation and examines the elements of scholarship found within SoTL fellows’ 

pedagogical inquiries. The fifth phase. Knowledgeable and Confident, examines the 

classroom applications that cumulative participation in the process of ‘Questing in 

Conversation’ brings SoTL fellows’ pedagogy and, in some cases more broadly, their 

academic citizenship. The research findings illuminate that Fellows’ originating purpose 

for participating in SoTL influences the degree of satisfaction they report with the 

resulting connections to colleagues and the institution. In addition, the degree of rigor 

with which they investigate their classroom-based inquiry also emerges as an important 

factor in the influence SoTL fellows report as a result of participation. 

Questing in Conversation 

This investigation indicates that the influence of SoTL at Four Seasons 

Community College revealed in the voices and experiences of the participants are akin to 

the nature of a patchwork quilt. Quilters in America seeking inspiration when designing 

patterns looked to direct experience with the things they knew best. Within that 

metaphor, the FSCC quilt pattern emerges as ‘Questing in Conversation.’ As the 

discussions and analyses of data in this chapter indicate, SoTL Fellows “swirled their 

way”, with a kind of “missionary zeal” through the organizational context of professional 

development opportunities made available through the Office for Faculty and Staff 
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Development programs. A common denominator of that participation was the seeking of 

time and space in order to be collectively engaged in reflection and conversation about 

their teaching practice. The specific paths of professional development options taken 

differ by individual; some SoTL Fellows choose to begin in partnered opportunities 

grounded in technical information, others start by jumping into collaborative, group- 

based options, still others begin by sharing their classroom or curriculum with a trusted 

colleague. Regardless of the programmatic point of entry, each SoTL fellow navigates 

their way through professional development options that structured, in the words of one 

SoTL fellow “the gift of time and space” for individual reflection linked to conversation 

with colleagues. The data reveal that if the opportunity for reflection and conversation is 

present and the faculty participants are ready, as defined by adequate classroom 

experience coupled with structured reflection, a willingness to explore is nurtured, 

liberating what one SoTL fellow calls an “organic curiosity” about, their students’ 

learning. Each fellow manifested this willingness and curiosity by submitting an 

application to participate in the more demanding professional development option of 

SoTL. 

Fellows report that participation in the SoTL process at FSCC validated and 

informed their perceptions of community college students and instruction. From this 

more informed and confident perspective, Fellows report increased confidence to take 

pedagogical and curricular risks. For all SoTL Fellows, the process included 

implementing a pedagogical innovation, founded upon varying degrees of empirical 

process, in their respective classrooms. Some SoTL Fellows view their pedagogy as the 

finish line and take their work in SoTL into their respective classrooms. For others, the 
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cumulative experience of ‘Questing in Conversation’ opens a window to a bigger picture, 

a broader perspective on their ability to contribute at FSCC. These SoTL Fellows 

continue to bring their broadened perspective to bear on their work in the classroom and 

also to their respective programs, departments, or to the college as a whole. In the 

process, these SoTL fellows are then able to contribute their version of values-based 

leadership to the context of intent at FSCC. This possibility is represented by the arrow 

that connects the Knowledgeable & Confident phase with the originating Values-based 

Leadership phase. 

What accounts for whether a SoTL Fellow considers their classroom the finish 

line of their quest or the quest opens the window to a bigger picture relates to either of 

two factors. The first factor is the fellows’ initial motivation for joining SoTL. Second, 

is the rigor they employ in their SoTL action research inquiries. The discussion in this 

chapter explores both of these factors more fully in the sections that follow. 

Figure 5.1 presents a visual representation of the organizational context of intent 

and the five-phase participation process that emerges from the data of this case study. 
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Figure 5.1 Questing in Conversation 

choice to represent the quest in a counter clockwise direction is deliberate. The 

representation symbolizes the SoTL Fellows perception that resources and support for 

classroom-based research are, in the words of a mid-career faculty member, “still not 

institutionalized here.” Faculty participants report they experience SoTL as swimming 

against the tide of, in the words of a career studies faculty SoTL fellow, “a very numbers- 

driven anxiety about accountability for what we are actually doing here.” As the 

following sections report, faculty do not fully experience the support expressed as a 
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foundational component by the administrators within the context of intent. This 

disconnect provides an important point of discussion in Chapter 6. 

The cumulative five-phase participation process of ‘Questing in Conversation’, 

the encompassing context, the titles given to each phase, along with the overall metaphor 

of a quest emerged from the case data and the voices of the participants. A SoTL fellow 

from the 2006 - 2007 group states: 

I definitely felt like this had all the ingredients of a quest.. .you start with a 
mission, you don’t know where you’re going to end up, but you know you want to 
get somewhere meaningful. And a lot of adventures are going to happen along 
the way that you can’t foresee.. .that are going to push you on to different 
paths...And at the end, you will have gone through an experience that changes 
your perception. 

The ‘Questing in Conversation’, five-phase process within the organizational context of 

intent, provides the structure for the successive sections of this chapter. 

An Organizational Context of Intent 

The data from this study suggest that the fertile ground of intent discussed in 

Chapter 4 is an example of what the new sciences leadership literature refers to as a 

‘field’ that nurtures organizational behaviors at FSCC . Each of the four administrative 

participants in this investigation communicate their role as it relates to SoTL, as a 

variation on a responsibility to support, as Pierce Bergamini states, “the bigger picture.” 

This unilateral perspective across all administrative participants underscores the intent to 

create an organizational field. The “new sciences” theory of leadership (Wheatley, 

1992/1999/2006) suggests that an organization can create a value-laden field within 

which individuals come to act consistent with explicitly communicated values. 

8 The term ‘field’ is used in the context of Wheatley (1992/1996/2006). In her discussion of new sciences’ 
she defines the term field as “unseen but real forces that influence people’s behavior.” (p. 15) 
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Such an organizational field of intent permeates the interviews with SoTL 

administrators, the administrative focus group discussion, and the Four Seasons 

Community College’s print materials. According to the administrative participants in this 

study, the intention to create a cohesive whole based on institutional core values is 

deliberate. Vice-President of Academic Affairs Luke Grant states this intention clearly, 

when he describes SoTL as, “creating a sense of scholarly community... by fostering 

intellectual rigor and creativity.” Contemporary discussion within the new sciences 

supports FSCC’s intentional context as a field (Fairholm, 2004). “An important concept 

in the new sciences is the idea of fields - invisible forces that structure space or 

behavior.. .field theory helps us understand the implicit interconnedness.. .a web of 

relations at a deep, nonmanifest level” (p. 375). The next section discusses the data 

amplifying the values-base to leadership within FSCC’s organizational field of intent. 

Values-Based Leadership 

Throughout the college’s print and electronic documents, Four Seasons 

Community College lists six core institutional values together with a narrative mission 

statement. FSCC states on its web site that the core values “represent the soul of the 

institution.” O’Toole (1996) identifies institutional values as organizational attractors. 

Attractors are “forces within a field that shape organizational elements and allows them 

to behave in distinct patterns” (Fairholm, 2004, p. 375). Attractors, such as the core 

values espoused by FSCC, define the context that bounds employees’ behaviors, similar 

to how a thermostat bounds the room temperature within a defined zone (Goldstein, 

1994; Morgan, 1998). FSCC sets guidelines of preferred behaviors through statements of 

what the organization values then couples those statements with actions and behaviors. 
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The combination of both word and deed is important for values-based leadership to 

function well. FSCC provides numerous examples of following the expression of values 

with deeds. 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the FSCC core value of personal and professional 

growth is one element supporting the act of founding of the Office for Faculty and 

Professional Development (OFSD). OFSD written materials and transcripts provide an 

example of a second act in support of a second core value. The FSCC institutional core 

value of partnership and collaboration virtually shouts its existence through the OFSD 

electronic and print materials, transcripts, and field observations. As the section on 

substantial development programs in Chapter 4 discussed and the upcoming section on 

programs perceived as preparation for SoTL presents, the collaborative nature of the TIC, 

iTEACH, LC, and SoTL programs is an essential element of each. 

SoTL is merely one example of how values-based leadership is in service to a 

larger institutional goal, in the words of the retired Vice-President of Academic Affairs, 

to “create a vibrant institution.” Employing values-based leadership principles, SoTL 

administrators have implemented possibilities that support development of the larger 

vibrant institution goal. An example of a value-based principle stems from what retired 

Vice-President of Academic Affairs, Pierce Bergamini acknowledges about community 

college instruction when he states, “Teaching is lonely.” From FSCC’s core values of 

professional growth and collaboration comes the institutional response to the isolation of 

community college instruction, as expressed by Luke Grant FSCC’s current Vice- 

President of Academic Affairs, to create opportunities for faculty to “talk about 

substantive things in a positive way’ creating a “safe place to try, maybe even to fail.” 
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Both Vice-Presidents of Academic Affairs who participated in this study, retired 

and current, state SoTL is one aspect within the larger whole of faculty development 

opportunities at FSCC. In the language of the administrative participants of this study, 

“SoTL works as part of the larger gestalt.” Gestalt is a German word. In psychology, the 

concept of gestalt is concerned with both the relationship between the parts and the 

composition of the whole (Peris, 1947). The use of the term gestalt by two participants in 

separate interviews in discussing the influence of SoTL, suggests that principles of the 

new sciences of leadership theory are at work at FSCC. Fairholm (2004) states that, 

“field theory and attractors help us understand that.. .a common set of values held by an 

increasing number of individuals can ultimately shape the interactions, behaviors, and 

perspectives of organization members (p.376).” 

Administrative participants suggest that FSCC is a campus with numerous options 

for participation that communicate to individual faculty members, according to Vice- 

President of Academic Affairs, Luke Grant “It’s okay to question practice and figure it 

out.” SoTL administrators’ language offers the perspective that institutional values drive 

faculty development options at Four Seasons. Vice-President Grant suggests that once 

faculty members participation in OFSD programs is set in motion, a “swirling effect” is 

generated where instructors “move in and out of initiatives, cross fertilizing, forming 

relationships” and ultimately generating a “forward thinking faculty continually 

challenging themselves.” Retired Vice-President Bergamini underscores that SoTL is 

simply a “logical extension of.. .momentum to date.. .with the end result being to give the 

faculty confidence that they control...the improvement of teaching.” 
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At FSCC, administrators suggest that their goal is to create a particular 

organizational field of intent. Administrators report the nature of the intent within that 

organizational field is to support faculty-driven pedagogical and curriculum possibilities 

to move from an idea to a form. FSCC administrators suggest that once those 

possibilities take shape, a ‘ripple effect’ occurs of which SoTL is one part of the whole. 

This particular organizational gestalt, of the parts within a unified whole all reinforcing 

one another, generates in the words of retired Vice-President Pierce Bergamini, “a farm 

team.. .to lead the institution.” 

Data from this study suggest that FSCC administrators intentionally created 

mechanisms for faculty to connect in conversation. The faculty participants of this study 

do choose to take part in the opportunities presented to them by the OFSD. In the words 

of a SoTL fellow from the 2004 - 2005 group, faculty “come together and discuss 

teaching.. .and things happen simultaneously.. .one thing leads to another. You like this 

idea, so you start getting involved and then that flows over into creating still another 

project.” Possibility takes shape in the form of continued participation in OFSD programs 

generating a ripple effect bringing FSCC faculty to SoTL. 

The next section explores the various faculty development experiences of SoTL 

fellows at FSCC. How and why the SoTL fellows chose to participate in OFSD 

programs, for what is a period of years for some fellows before SoTL, constitutes the 

upcoming section. Returning to the metaphor of a patchwork quilt, as faculty participate 

in sustained professional development options, each SoTL fellow constructs their 

respective individual ‘quilt square’ telling their personal story at Four Seasons 

Community College. The common denominator that emerges in SoTL fellows’ 
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perceptions of what happens when they engage in reflection and conversation leads to the 

following phase. Curiosity Calls. Before that develops however, the faculty quests 

incubate in the quiet created outside the hectic pace of community college instructional 

practice. Just as quilting was a welcome pastime for colonial and pioneer women in a 

demanding life. 

The Gift of Time and Space 

As discussed in Chapter 2, the community college instructional workload is five 

courses each semester plus assigned student advising and required college service. As 

presented in Chapter 4, FSCC administrators recognize that maintaining a vibrant 

institution with engaged faculty facilitating effective instruction requires providing 

faculty with opportunities to explore thoughtfully those responsibilities. At FSCC, those 

opportunities often take the form of programs offered through the Office for Faculty and 

Staff Development. As discussed in Chapter 4, a number of those OFSD participation 

opportunities come with reassigned time. In the words of SoTL fellows, receiving a 

reassignment from teaching a course and electing to participate in an OFSD program is a 

“gift.” SoTL fellows’ perception, as a member of the 2005 - 2006 SoTL group states, is 

that the influence of participation grows within “the gift of time and space for reflection 

and conversation.” This section discusses The Gift of Time and Space phase of 

participation for SoTL fellows at FSCC. 

When preparing for this investigation of the influence of SoTL on community 

college faculty, this researcher blindly held onto only the elephant’s tail. The tunnel 

vision inherent in that perspective became clear from the first interaction with a 

participant from the field site. The message that any potential influence cannot be 
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attributed solely to SoTL came through in virtually every interaction in the field. All the 

participants, both faculty and administrators were consistent, as a member of the English 

faculty emphatically states; “it’s not only SoTL.” The nuanced details of the influence, 

which brought faculty participants to SoTL, are contained in the faculty voices and 

evidenced in their participation in OFSD programs. 

All ten self-initiated SoTL fellows refer to their participation in the other 

sustained professional development options offered by the Office of Faculty and Staff 

Development before considering SoTL as one dimension of ‘being ready’ for SoTL. In 

each individual interview and again in the focus group, fellows refer to the experience of 

participating in one or more of the programs from the three longer-term OFSD activities 

discussed in Chapter 4 before applying to SoTL. As a member of the 2005 - 2006 group 

states, “I got involved (in SoTL) because really it seemed the next step in the community 

of practices that we have here.” Gaining a better understanding of this aspect of 

preparing for SoTL clarifies the evolution of fellows’ interest in and the relationships 

they report as necessary to conduct a classroom-based inquiry. A member of the English 

faculty and SoTL fellow recollects her experience during this preparatory phase. She is 

discussing her participation in her first program. She eventually participated in all four 

programs. “Teaching in Community (TIC) was wonderful because you.. .let somebody 

into your classroom and you open that door and you get comfortable with that.” 

Programs Perceived as Preparation for SoTL 

Throughout the interviews, SoTL fellows mention participating in any or all of 

three OFSD programs before considering SoTL. Those three programs are, Teaching in 

Community (TIC), Learning Communities (LCs), and iTEACH. Chapter 4 provides 
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descriptions of TIC, LCs, iTEACH, and SoTL at Four Seasons Community College. 

This section describes the common denominator in this category of offerings, maps SoTL 

fellows’ participation in those four programs, and charts the reasons they report for 

participating in order of their first, second, third, or fourth program. 

The commonality these four programs share is they each provide, as a tenured 

member of the English department states, “the gift of time and space to think, reflect, and 

talk about teaching with colleagues.” Of the dozen programs offered through the OFSD, 

both administration and faculty participants concur that the four programs categorized in 

this study as time & space programs, provide sustained, intensive opportunities. 

At FSCC, Dean Kinneson categorizes the four time & space programs of TIC, 

LCs, iTEACH, and SoTL as, “teachers get(ting) together and talk(ing) about teaching.” 

All four of these FSCC programs fit the criteria Gibbs and Coffey (2004) define as 

“substantial training programs” (p.88). Gibbs and Coffey defined substantial programs as 

comprised of 1) a coherent series of meetings or learning activities, 2) lasting between 4 - 

18 months, 3) conducted for a minimum of 60 hours up to as many as 500 hours, and are 

4) based upon theoretical underpinnings. As one SoTL fellow from the 2004 - 2005 

group expresses “what’s really happening in most of those things is, whether it’s a 

community or not, you have opportunities for reflection and conversation...regardless of 

the particular vehicle.. .That’s not different between SoTL or TIC.. .1 think of it more as a 

space than a community.” Using the language of FSCC participants, this study refers to 

Gibbs and Coffey’s (2004) “substantial training programs” as time & space programs. 

Hearing from SoTL fellows that they perceived the influence was both broader 

than SoTL and that other programs serve as preparation, prompted a review of OFSD 
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enrollment data of the four time & space programs. The progressive effect commented 

upon by participants in this study begins to come into focus. Table 5.1 below provides 

participation data of the ten self-initiated SoTL fellows in the four time & space 

programs. The data in Table 5.1 does not include participation of members of ‘The Cult’. 

In the eight academic years from 1999 when TIC began through 2007 when the 

second SoTL fellows completed their work, these ten faculty members participated 

ninety-three different times among the four time & space programs. The reasons why ten 

individual SoTL fellows participated 93 distinct times in “time & space” faculty 

development offerings is necessary to provide a more complete picture than is possible 

with quantitative participation data alone. 

Table 5.1 SoTL Fellows Participation in ‘Time & Space’ Programs 

Program AY 
99/00 

AY 
00/01 

AY 
01/02 

AY 
02/03 

AY 
03/04 

AY 
04/05 

AY 
05/06 

AY 
06/07 

Total 

TIC 
inc faculty 
facilitators 

3 1 1 4 3 5 2 * 19 

LC 
Repeats 
possible 

1 7 7 9 5 6 5 40 

iTEACH 
inc faculty 
facilitation 

2 3 3 1 2 1 12 

SoTL 
inc faculty 
facilitator 

7 7 4 4 22 

Total 4 1 10 14 22 18 14 10 93 

* Many study participants are no longer eligible for TIC 

An electronic survey conducted over a two-week period in the fall of 2007 

provided the mechanism for collecting data about Fellows’ reasons for participation. The 

survey allowed fellows to complete the form anonymously with a double blind web site 

delivery through the investigator’s place of employment. The Instructional Technology 
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staff, not the investigator, administered the survey. All ten self-initiating SoTL fellows 

completed the survey resulting in a 100% response rate. 

The survey was composed of six questions. The questions asked in which of the 

four time & space programs had the respondent participated and what attracted or 

motivated their participation. Due to the progressive nature of participation mentioned 

throughout the interviews, the survey asked respondents to reflect on why they had 

chosen to participate in their first program, their second, etc. See Appendix D for a copy 

of the survey and Table 5.2 below for results of the survey. 
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Table 5.2 - Reasons for Participation in ‘Time & Space’ Programs 

Program 1st participation 2nd participation 3rd participation 4th participation 

TIC 5 replies 3 replies 2 replies 
Reasons: Reasons: Reasons: 
—Connect with -Reduce isolation -Craved 
colleagues -Helpful interdisciplinary 
-Partner with feedback community 
other teachers -Supportive -Luxury of time 
- Informally environment to discuss 
discuss -Quality people teaching 
pedagogy involved 

LC 2 replies 4 replies 
Reasons: Reasons: 
-Believe in LCs -Deeper level 
-Believe in deep collaboration 
learning of team - 

teaching Interdisciplinary 
work with 
talented 
colleagues 

iTEACH 3 replies 1 reply 2 replies 1 reply 
Reason: Reason: Reason: Reason: 
-Wanted to put a -Chance to put a -Wanted to put a -Part of my CIT 
course online course online course online work 

SoTL 2 replies 4 replies 4 replies 
Reasons: Reasons: Reasons: 
-Research -Thought -Conduct research 
question I had provoking to assess my 
about teaching question about teaching and 
-Do something student learning improve student 
important I had -Chance to be a learning 
always wanted researcher -Inquiry into a 

-Logical classroom-based 
extension to question 
research how -Leam research 
improve my skills & improve 
teaching practice my practice 
-Meaningful and - Wanting to 
refreshing to research my 
have time interest in LCs 
explore an effectiveness, 
meaningful issue interconnectedness 

Examination of Table 5.2 indicates that all ten SoTL fellows had participated in 

another ‘Time & Space’ program before SoTL. This observation supports the thinking 
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that participation in the other ‘Time & Space’ program offerings nurtures self-initiated 

fellows’ SoTL participation. Five fellows or 50% participated in all four ‘Time & Space’ 

programs, 40% have participated in three, and one has participated in two. Each faculty 

participant blazes his or her own path; there is no singular pattern of where participation 

begins or how it will proceed. 

Experiences for SoTL fellows differ in each of the ongoing program offerings of 

Teaching in Community (TIC), Learning Communities (LCs), and iTEACH. In addition 

to the differences of the individual paths themselves, the actual experiences within given 

programs vary with the individual. The following quotes exemplify how different 

individuals experience the same program, in this example TIC. A member of the English 

department states, 

Teaching In Community...was (for me) a transformative experience...I only 
joined Learning Communities because it had community in the title, and that 
turned out to be a fabulous.. .experience. And then (SoTL) seemed like 
scholarship in community. I mean it really did seem like the next step. 

Another SoTL fellow, also a member of the English department expresses “I did not have 

a negative experience with TIC.. .it gave me permission to be who I am in the 

classroom...I wasn’t sure how thoroughly sincere it was.” 

What does emerge as consistent no matter what perceptions participants have of a 

given program or in what time & space program they begin is that participation in one 

leads to participation in another. As a fellow from the 2005 - 2006 group reflects, 

“there’s this effect of different projects... synergistically pumping each other up, that I 

think helps...it encourages interaction to help each other out, to improve teaching.” 

SoTL fellows repeat this message throughout the interviews. 
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The Teaching in Community project...that was a very positive experience 
...thinking and meeting and talking about (teaching)...(SoTL) seemed to be a 
somewhat natural extension.. .having a forum where you could actually research 
something that you were interested in and talk to other colleagues about was 
attractive. 

Once SoTL fellows experience ‘the gift of time & space’ and the individual reflection 

and collective conversation that is part and parcel of that experience at FSCC, their 

participation proceeds semester to semester, from academic year to academic year. 

Career stage provides an additional categorization through which to consider 

fellows preparation for SoTL. This study defines full-time community college teaching 

of less than eight years as early career, mid career as eight to 20 years, and late career as 

more than 20 years.9 Two SoTL fellows are early career faculty members, four are in 

mid career, and the remaining four are late career faculty members. Having 80% of 

participants at mid career or later suggests length of classroom experience may partially 

address a question voiced among the faculty focus group participants; “Maybe you have 

to be ready for SoTL?” The additional fact that 90% of SoTL fellows are tenured 

provides the possibility that organizational factors could also influence who participates 

in SoTL at FSCC. Chapter 6 considers career stage and tenure as possible self-selecting 

criteria for SoTL fellows. 

Analyzing the reasons for participation suggests a progressive motivation may 

contribute to the FSCC-described swirling effect of OFSD program participation. 

Fellows begin by seeking a reduction to isolation, connections through conversations 

about teaching. They report proceeding because that experience was helpful and they 

want to continue or in some cases deepen it. By the time they participate in SoTL, 

9 The designation is based on the fact that community college faculty are generally eligible for tenure after 
the completion of their sixth year and receive tenure in the seventh year. The eighth year marks the first 
full year as a tenured member of the faculty and begin the middle stage of a faculty career. 
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reflection and conversation have nurtured their “organic curiosity.” The result is 

questions about improving their teaching practice to enhance their students’ learning. In 

the words of one SoTL fellow, “SoTL becomes a gift of time for somebody who is 

serious about their practice to look at something that they want to that they normally 

couldn’t.” The data suggest here is where the third participation phase begins. Faculty 

members’ evolving curiosity calls them to apply for the scholarship of teaching and 

learning program, which provides a process to advance their personal quests within the 

SoTL group process at FSCC. 

Curiosity Calls 

In his classic work, The Hero with a Thousand Faces, mythologist Joseph 

Campbell (1949) describes common elements of the archetypal quest. Throughout 

various cultures and times, Campbell suggests one of the reoccurring elements of every 

quest is ‘the call.’ Within an archetypal quest, the call is a problem, a challenge that 

needs addressing, or an adventure to undertake. From the data, the call for SoTL fellows 

in their quests is curiosity about their classroom work. In the words of a behavioral 

scientist from the 2004 - 2005 SoTL group, her call came from “wanting to improve as a 

teacher.. .there were natural questions that occurred.” For another SoTL fellow from the 

Humanities Division, 

I had to find a way to decide or discover, if the kind of community that matters to 
me in my on-campus classes, could be created online, if we could have that same 
sense of creating the content together... exploring the literature, the writing, 
whatever - could that be done online in a way that is as effective and satisfying as 
my on-campus class? 
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SoTL’s call of curiosity emerges as varied from the data as the teaching histories, 

disciplines, and personalities of the fellows themselves. A SoTL fellow from the 2006 - 

2007 group relates, 

I became involved (with SoTL) because I was intrigued about doing research. I 
knew I wanted to be doing more to understand what was going on in journalism. 
Its an incredibly volatile industry.. .There are a lot of very big questions about 
where its going and I feel.. .ethically, that I need to have a good grasp on this.. .to 
prepare my students for work or transfer. 

The call of curiosity also included elements of professional validation for this same 

fellow. “I wanted...to see if what I was doing really had legitimate academic 

underpinnings... could really be supported through research.” 

No matter the specifics of the call, the following exemplar quote expresses the 

common denominator among the self-initiated fellows. SoTL’s call “start(ed) with that 

sort of organic curiosity.. .with my real question coming out of the work I’m 

doing.. .that’s why I ended up with something that I think was useful.” SoTL inquires at 

FSCC grow out of curiosity connected to the classroom experience. As stated by a fellow 

from the 2004 - 2005 group “SoTL is.. .for somebody who’s serious about their practice, 

to look at something they want.” That interest for a member of the English faculty was 

all about his students’ learning. 

I became involved because for the last. ..18 years in the classroom.. .people have 
felt they had permission to come up to me and complain about why students can’t 
write. And I agree with them because I’ve seen some of my students later on too. 
And so I’ve always been really, really curious about what happens to my students, 
both the good students and the bad students in my Comp I classes. What do they 
take from that class? 

SoTL fellows’ curiosity with student learning manifests in diverse directions. For 

an ESL instructor with a Bachelors, Masters, and Ph.D. in linguistics, “My interest within 
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the classroom was learning styles of students...I wanted to...initially...get a baseline of 

students at FSCC.” 

SoTL fellows’ curiosity also included an interest to address course-based issues 

that they find themselves confronting with regularity. By answering curiosity’s call, 

SoTL fellows, in the words of a 2006 - 2007 fellow “look at.. .not your best.. .you look at 

your worst practice,” a late career member of the English faculty relates about her SoTL 

experience. Another example comes from the Coordinator of the Honors Program at 

FSCC. She relates her perspective: 

I’ve taught so many Comp I classes where the ...research paper...its like the 
death knell for half the class. You lose students. They’re just not interested in 
what they’re doing. 

For an early career instructor of ESL students, the issue she witnessed repeatedly 

was a lack of student progress with language acquisition. The inability to speak English 

became an inability to progress to college-level coursework. 

One of the issues was, what’s going on with the ESL students? Why aren’t they 
successfully moving along with the rest of the college? Why do they get stuck in 
ESL or developmental classes?...So what I saw was a lot of our students come 
into a classroom, speak English for a few hours in the classroom, leave the school 
and not use English again. 

Whether the curiosity was related to students learning, classroom issues, or 

general effectiveness of pedagogy all the FSCC self-initiated SoTL fellows’ journeys of 

inquiry came after having the time and space to reflect on their practice in conversation 

with faculty colleagues. Those conversations and that reflection nurtured a natural 

inquisitiveness based in their disciplinary training or their commitment to students, and 

through the SoTL program at FSCC, manifested in an action research inquiry. 
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As presented in Chapter 4, SoTL fellows’ action research questions revolved 

around numerous interests including student engagement in learning communities, 

composition writing, student learning styles, mindfulness, service-learning, online course 

community, digital affordance landscape, media literacy, and quantitative literacy. SoTL 
i 
i 

fellows move easily in their reflections from a question based in practice to a willingness 
I 
II 

to conduct action research. The Dean of Professional Development comments upon the 
« 

t. 

importance of this phase of participation. » 
I 
) 

“It’s always exciting hearing about the opportunity to explore their discipline or 
something within their discipline. I really like that because that’s not something j 
you get to hear, I think because unlike four year colleges and universities where 
people are very connected to their research and often teaching takes a back seat, 
teaching is really what we’re all about at the community college. And that is the 
conversation. So when you shift that to not only about the teaching as the 
conversation but very discipline specific questions around that teaching, that’s 
different. It’s a shift and it’s wonderful for us.” 

As the data in the next section demonstrates, the willingness to reflect with rigor 

on a classroom instructor’s worst practice in the company of colleagues is about taking 

risks. Taking a pedagogical risk to conduct action research projects in the company of 

peers is where Questing in Conversation takes the SoTL fellows at FSCC in the next 

phase of participation. The data shows the rigor of those action research efforts is an 

important element in determining how SoTL fellows’ value their quests and develop their 

relationships with colleagues. 

Risk and Rigor 

This section documents the risks of the SoTL inquiry process as perceived by the 

participants. In addition, this section discusses the rigor of SoTL fellows’ projects. This 

investigation defines rigor using the four constructs that the literature catalogs as 
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comprising the scholarship of teaching and learning. Chapter 2 discusses these constructs 

of the scholarship of teaching and learning. Table 2.1 outlines the essential highlights 

within each construct. Archetypal quest mythologist Campbell (1949) suggests that after 

the call the quest continues with a challenge, where experiences produce stress, generate 

friendships, and expose enemies. The discussion within this section, Risk & Rigor, 

illuminates the parallels of FSCC’s SoTL quest with Campbell’s archetypal theory where 

participants report that the risk of conducting research in the company of peers is stressful 

but in the process collegial relationships develop and an enemy in the form of insufficient 

skills is exposed. 

Taking a Risk 

The structure of SoTL at FSCC supports inquiry and nurtures collegiality but does 

not eliminate the risk experienced by fellows. Fellows underscore that the process of 

participating in other time & space programs offered by the OFSD cultivates not only 

their innate academic curiosity but also a willingness to take this level of risk. As a 

member of the 2004 - 2005 SoTL group relates, “It’s a risk, but (you) develop a level of 

comfort with it.” Another fellow, who had participated in three Time & Space programs, 

reports that the SoTL process at FSCC is “riskier than voicing an opinion.. .(for) to share 

your work, your frustrations, and questions about your own adequacy.. .to do this, is a 

powerful thing.” Even though a fellow from the Behavioral Science faculty perceived an 

environment of respect, she expressed “it is hard to open up your work to your colleagues 

as you investigate an idea.. .because you are open to criticism.. .together.. .(we) gave each 

other positive and negative feedback, in a respectful fashion.” 

117 



The structure of SoTL at FSCC may be formative and supportive in nature but 

the risk experienced by participants is real. As one fellow related, “this was scary.” For 

another, “Peer review hadn’t happened for me since graduate school.” Another fellow 

characterized the risk in comparison to other OFSD time and space programs in which 

she had participated. 

Intellectually they are two different things...in one you are a researcher and in the 
others you are a fellow learner, a fellow practitioner.. .and you don’t have to 
assume anything about your contribution...what you already know has 
value.. .what you already do has value. Whereas in SoTL, it’s what you’re 
investigating and that’s a kind of burden on you as a faculty and scholar, I think, 
to prove yourself, which changes the whole tenor. 

Most SoTL fellows categorize their peers as a “trusting audience” and the 

monthly sessions “were a trusting environment to reveal a lack of knowledge because it 

won’t be used against you.” This experience of trust did not occur for the three self- 

directed fellows in the 2006 - 2007 SoTL group at FSCC. The presence of a dean in the 

monthly sessions effected the environment. “The administrative variable was so big. It 

was like an elephant.” The presence of a dean in the monthly discussions increased the 

level of risk to a point that self-initiated SoTL fellows in the 2006 - 2007 group did not 

experience the trust necessary to take risks in the full group sessions. As a late career, 

tenured SoTL fellow states, “I mean then you can’t open up.” However, the need for 

support and connection remained, so instead they report forming informal partnerships 

separate from the monthly sessions, “well, two of us would get together” or found other 

institutional supports to serve in the capacity of audience for peer review. “I am 

fortunate. I share and office with (names a colleague).” 

SoTL fellows concur it was risky sharing one’s work with peers whether it 

occurred in the large group of eight or in smaller subgroups. The suggestion, quoted 
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earlier, that intellectually SoTL is different because the role is as a researcher while 

participating in other time & space programs the role is one of a fellow practitioner 

identifies one source of the feelings of risk. Fellows report perceiving that the burden to 

expose and share “your work” is real. As a tenured late career, NISOD award winner 

shares, the perception of risk inherent “in exposing a classroom problem” is genuine. 

Unlike other OFSD programs, SoTL requires the discipline of conducting 

research grounded in classroom-based problems of practice, exposing many fellows for 

the first time in their educational career to learning theory. SoTL also includes an 

element of peer review in both the production and public sharing of a final product. 

Interviews clarify that SoTL fellows are inexperienced at conducting research. One 

SoTL fellow reported she had “never done research.” The upcoming section of this 

chapter discusses this last difference in detail. All of these differences make SoTL about 

taking risks more so than participation in other OFSD programs. Yet, while the risk is 

genuine the fellows report so are the rewards. A mid-career fellow states: 

SoTL has had a much bigger impact on my sense of place.. .here.. .it was the first 
time I felt like an academic.. .(I) have an expertise in an area rather than just 
churning out another course... I got to step into a community of professors that I 
had never felt before here. 

The SoTL program at FSCC involves all four components the literature outlines 

as essential for the application of scholarship in the area of pedagogy, 1) foundational 

knowledge, 2) methods, 3) making results public, and 4) implementation. The written 

application process requires SoTL fellows to demonstrate foundational knowledge by 

stating their interest, their problem statement, goals, and rationale. The monthly seminars 

provide opportunity in collaboration with peers to develop and implement appropriate 

investigative methods. The annual professional day conference coupled with statewide 
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and COPPER conferences provide numerous opportunities for making the results of their 

inquiries public. The final report structures a reflective opportunity for each SoTL 

fellow. The nature of the community college and the faculty who work in it make 

classroom implementation virtually ubiquitous throughout fellows’ SoTL process. 

Returning to the quest analogy while, the archetypal test is stressful, friends are 

made in the process and an enemy is exposed. In the quest that includes SoTL at FSCC, 

the perceived ‘enemy’ does not take the form of an individual. Rather the ‘enemy’ 

standing in the way of SoTL fellows’ meeting the challenge of their respective quests is a 

lack of desired and ultimately necessary research skills, as the next discussion amplifies. 

For, as the discussion of scholarly rigor foreshadows, the possibility of any ‘treasure’ at 

the end of the quest, in the form of new knowledge, understandings, and perceptions 

depends, at least partially, on the rigor with which SoTL fellows conduct their inquiry 

projects. 

The Scholarly Rigor of SoTL Projects 

This section analyzes the investigations of the SoTL fellows in their research 

action projects and discusses the varying degrees of research expertise employed. This 

analysis uses concepts from the literature in Table 2.1 and related content presented in 

Table 3.4. Through the consideration of sixteen SoTL concepts to FSCC data, an array of 

capacities to conduct classroom-based inquiries emerges. 

In reviewing the ten SoTL projects conducted by self-initiated fellows, four SoTL 

inquiries emerge as employing a higher degree of rigor. What sets these four inquiries 

apart is they each made a deliberate effort to both collect and analyze data and proceed to 

present and implement findings. In the words of one of these four fellows, a member of 
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the Division of Instructional Support, “we agreed we wanted to measure.” Fellows with a 

foundation in research methods conducted three of these four projects. Two have earned 

doctorates and the third regularly teaches a unit on research methods in the social 

sciences. The fourth fellow in this group of more rigorous inquiries reports utilizing the 

respective strengths of her colleagues, “I learned research skills I didn’t have from my 

colleagues...and was able to offer skills in return.” 

The common denominator of the remaining six inquiries emerges as lower 

applications of methodological rigor as characterized in the literature. This commonality 

is evidenced in analyzing the research methods employed, or in some cases not employed 

at all, in their respective inquiries and from self-disclosures regarding their abilities to use 

investigative tools. Many SoTL fellows commented upon a desire for more assistance 

with developing research skills during the interviews. 

% � “We all really needed.. .workshops on research methods.” 

% � “I was frustrated.. .1 didn’t really know how to do quality research.” 

% � “All I did (was) secondary research.. .1 still want to set up a questionnaire” 

% � “I wanted more training, more examples of research.. .to be prepared for 

something I had never done before.” 

In general, SoTL fellows followed through on their inquiries with the level of skill their 

current understanding of research methodologies afforded. But as one fellow reports her 

biggest regret is, “I don’t feel I have an accurate or valid method to measure language 

development (her inquiry subject) ...quantitatively.” 

The analysis clearly indicates that SoTL fellows who brought research expertise 

into the process, or collaborated with fellows who had them, conducted inquiries that are 
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more intentionally precise. Those without research skills advanced them minimally 

through the SoTL experience but an increased level of intellectual curiosity nurtured a 

desire to acquire more. Chapter 6 discusses programmatic implications of these findings 

for future SoTL experiences. 

The SoTL construct of making results public is commonly strong across this 

group of self-initiated SoTL fellows. The FSCC SoTL process structures numerous 

opportunities for peer review through the monthly sessions and annual opportunities for 

conference presentations at FSCC, statewide, and regional COPPER conferences. All 

SoTL fellows make on-campus presentations. The investigator observed presentations by 

FSCC SoTL fellows at the annual FSCC Professional Day, at an annual state community 

college conference, and the CASTL COPPER conference that occurs each June. In 

addition, the required final report is available on the OFSD web site. 

However, the SoTL construct with the strongest presence across all ten self- 

initiated FSCC participants is curiosity about student learning as represented in this 

exemplar quote from an English professor and SoTL fellow. “I’ve always been really, 

really curious about what happens to my students, both the good students and the bad 

students in my Comp I classes.” This finding supports the previous participation phase of 

Curiosity Calls and is an important difference from The Cult’s experience discussed later. 

FSCC SoTL fellows have the foundation of curiosity, the opportunity for peer 

review, an infrastructure for making results public, and an inherent drive to implement 

results in their classrooms. Applying the innovations in the classroom comes easily to 

community college practitioners. Chapter 6 discusses their request that FSCC provide 
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the necessary supports to grow the research component of their evolving professional 

identities as action researchers. 

The next section discusses the range of implementations SoTL fellows bring from 

their classroom-based inquiries back into those very classrooms. Each SoTL fellows’ 

innate curiosity called them to explore a question that mattered to them. With varying 

empirical abilities, they investigated those inquiries. The educators that emerge from that 

process express an increased confidence and altered perspective based on the information 

they garnered on their respective quests. 

Knowledgeable and Confident 

At Four Seasons Community College, the self-initiated SoTL fellows who are 

‘Questing in Conversation’ report a perception of professional change. They express 

recognition of knowledge gained about their students’ learning and their classroom 

instruction. This knowledge generates self-reports of increased confidence underscoring 

a validating function of the participation process. As a late career, award winning SoTL 

fellow states, “I.. .felt very, very powerfully legitimized.. .in my own mind... (with) what 

I do in the classroom.” In his discussion of the archetypal quest, Campbell (1949) 

outlines the final stage of a quest occurs when the ‘hero’ emerges transformed from the 

adventure bearing something beneficial to offer his ordinary world. 

For a number of SoTL fellows, the confidence and interest to apply the lessons 

learned take them beyond their classrooms onto applications at the program, department, 

division, and college wide level. SoTL fellows participating as a result of innate curiosity 

and with a level of scholarly rigor emerge from the process as more informed and 

confident members of the professoriate and academic citizens. The relationships 
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developed through the process of Questing in Conversation merge with individual 

commitments to continue the conversation and innovations about pedagogy and student 

learning. These relationships serve to reduce the isolation faculty express as one factor 

that initially motivated their participation in time & space programs (see table 5.2). As 

one fellow responded to a question of what motivated participation in OFSD programs in 

the electronic survey, it was “the importance of working with others to share and learn - 

to reduce the isolation of teaching.” 

This section catalogs three categories of pedagogical changes, which SoTL 

faculty report they have implemented. They are 1) design or revise teaching strategies, 2) 

adapt or revise course content, and 3) regularly collect and incorporate student data. In 

the narrative below, these three categories are interspersed with examples and quotes 

illustrating the knowledge SoTL fellows’ report they gain and confidence they feel as a 

result of their SoTL participation. 

Design or Revise Teaching Strategies 

I have the big picture of mathematics from grad school, I am grounded very well. 
But the day to day ‘what is math good for’ was missing.. .1 have developed a 
series of real life application modules introducing every topic in algebra...I see 
my students light up about mathematics...It makes all the difference in the world. 

SoTL fellow, TIC alumni, LC instructor 

Five of the ten SoTL fellows designed new or adapted a number of instructional 

strategies. An example of this category of pedagogical change is the SoTL project that 

inquired about English language acquisition by a member of the 2004 - 2005 SoTL 

group. After reviewing the literature about second language acquisition, this ESL 

instructor and SoTL fellow surveyed her students to gain information about the number 

of hours non-native speakers spoke English at school, at home, and at work. Finding that 
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her students spent more time at work speaking Spanish and the least amount of time 

speaking English at school, she generated service-learning options relevant to her 

students’ career interest. “I wanted to see how involving them in more English-only 

outside of school would help them learn better English, sort of like an immersion .. .but 

participation in a social setting that resembled...a profession they were interested in.” 

Motivated by the results of her survey, this SoTL fellow reports that she “reinvented my 

classroom...providing more language learning in a social context...organizing language 

instruction so that it is as authentic, natural, and contextualized as possible,” through 

service learning placements. Her strongest lesson, “I came to understand teaching and 

learning theory and believe in my ability. I applied and was accepted as a fellow to a 

summer institute and then to doctoral study.” 

Another example in the category of designing new instructional strategies comes 

from an award winning, veteran instructor of the full range of English Composition 

courses at a community college. She began her inquiry by informing her teaching 

practice from the affordance landscape literature. From that expanded informational 

base, she brought new strategies into her digital composition classroom. 

I was very interested initially in how to unlock the gates of frightened writers. 
My (doctoral) degree is in visual cues to illicit verbal and linear writing. That was 
exciting work. For the last 19 years here, I work with developmental and 
beginning writers. I have been incorporating some of my research in my work but 
to be frank, to get above the five-course workload to where you can think about 
research is a challenge...SoTL gave me time to develop my ideas... Now I bring 
students to the computer lab and require much more time writing and working on 
their ideas. 

SoTL fellow, recipient NISOD teaching award, TIC alumni. 

This professor now requires students to alter the digital affordances in every computer lab 

session and increased the amount of class time her students spend writing at the 
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computer. “I just force them to use the (digital) tools they have. First I teach them how 

to use them, but then you have to reinforce it every time you see them because it isn’t a 

natural behavior.. .(then) they need to be there at their desk writing.” She generated a 

writing survey and implemented it in a pre-post manner. In addition, she analyzed 

completion rates for her SoTL semester in comparison with her class sections from 

previous semesters. At the end of her SoTL inquiry, she submitted 10 pieces of her 

students’ work for annual campus awards as a form of external measurement. Eight of 

her students projects won awards. She reports receiving the best student evaluations of 

her long and distinguished career. She reports her most significant learning is, “SoTL 

validated what I do.. .1 hope to publish and bring my research to a wider audience.” 

Another professor, with twenty-three years of teaching experience, describes his 

teaching style after participating in several “time & space” programs. “When I first 

started teaching, I was a strict lecturer. Since then I have become really big on doing 

small group work, collaborative learning.” His review of literature in SoTL included a 

first exposure to teaching and learning theory. 

I am more relaxed now that I have done the research; because I have a group of 
people to talk to who can listen to me and hear problems that I have and help me 
with solutions...I have more of a comfort level. I feel a little more relaxed.. .I’ve 
learned education is a social experience...I have more tolerance. 

A journalism professor within the Humanities division uses lab time differently 

after her SoTL experience. “My SoTL research gave me the ability to tell my students 

that they can build a future in this industry.. .and the skills they will need to do it begin 

with more hands-on writing in the computer lab.” She reports, “SoTL gave me time and 

space to pay attention to the wider landscape.. .I’m a better advocate for my program.” 

126 



Four of the ten SoTL fellows developed and delivered new learning communities. 

As a review of Table 5.1 indicates, learning communities are the OFSD program with the 

highest participation from SoTL fellows. In the words of Luke Grant, FSCC’s Vice- 

President of Academic Affairs, fellows “swirl” in and out of this pedagogy more 

frequently than any other time & space OFSD program. As one alumnus of all four time 

& space programs at FSCC states, “We’re curious enough to find an outlet for pursuing 

the questions we care about.” 

Adapt or Revise Course Content 

Three of the ten SoTL fellows adapted or revised course content to help assure 

student success in their classes. An Associate Professor of English chose to incorporate 

‘City as Text’ into her Honors Colloquium. 

My students looked at the city from many perspectives; historical, social...it was 
wonderful. It was a great experience.. .they loved researching.. .their 
community.. .so all the papers revolved around the idea of their (home) 
community. And it started from a personal perspective and broadened to a more 
community perspective...on a community issue that they thought was important. 

While this SoTL fellow reports there are challenges due to the number of different 

communities her students came from, she continues to use the ‘City as Text’ content in 

some of her courses. “I wouldn’t say it was a 100% success, but it was a much higher 

rate of motivation, engagement, and the students stay in the class rather than dropping it 

when we get to the research (paper) part.” 

Learning communities often involve revised and adapted course content in order 

to adapt courses around a unifying theme. Two SoTL fellows from the 2006 -2007 group 

collaborated with a third faculty colleague to develop a learning community around a 

theme of environmental issues. An informational flyer about the LC, encouraged 
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students to imagine “building essay writing skills by investigating environmental issues 

affecting your daily life” and “using algebra to explore environmental problems from the 

real world.” Quoting from this LC’s math professor’s final SoTL report, “retention of 

developmental students has been a constant problem for community colleges and Four 

Seasons Community College is no exception. To increase retention in mathematics we 

must use a variety of.. .strategies that improve student learning.” He reports that his 

SoTL work coupled with the cumulative influence of participation in other time & space 

programs expanded his knowledge base and his professional network so that he believes 

he has broadened his contributions beyond his classroom. 

SoTL is having a bigger impact on the college for me.. .people are starting to look 
at some of the work I did and starting to respond to it in a very positive way - 
who I never thought would. So I’m hoping that there’s going to be real change 
from the work I did in SoTL. Where (in) Teaching in Community I changed 
some of my own teaching practices, and that was good, but I think the college 
might be able to make a shift based on some of the (SoTL) work I did. And that 

is really powerful. 

As the previous two sections indicate, SoTL provides a safe place coupled with an 

empirical base from which FSCC faculty innovate and experiment with pedagogy and 

content. Because of SoTL inquiries, faculty fellows also choose to collect and 

incorporate student data, the third category of SoTL fellows’ implementations. 

Regularly Collect and Incorporate Student Data 

I have always kept a little notebook. I would list all my students and average how 
much time they spent on assignments with the grade they received and tell 
students how much time they were likely to have to spend to earn a certain 
grade.. .1 thought the feedback was good for students.. .1 became involved with 
learning communities and SoTL gave me the opportunity to assess LCs...we 
developed a survey.. .provided good documentation.. .(and now the) Steering 
Committee (regularly) compares data from LCs and stand alone courses. 

SoTL fellow, LC instructor, TIC alumni 
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Three of the ten SoTL fellows have become involved in regularly using and 

incorporating student data. A 22-year veteran FSCC instructor with three degrees in 

linguistics, including a Ph.D from Brown University, became involved in SoTL after 

doing TIC, LCs, and developing iTEACH. When the opportunity to do research 

presented itself at FSCC with SoTL, he quickly became involved in order to research 

what he had been anecdotally observing about student learning styles in the classroom. 

After conducting a review of learning styles literature, he identified a web-based survey 

as the methodology to collect his baseline data for FSCC. This web survey remains his 

beginning point with both the student and faculty groups for whom he facilitates learning 

experiences. His SoTL results informed him that FSCC students generally need more 

visual and sequential instructional approaches. He relates an anecdote of two students 

who were performing “C’ level work who delivered the best final project in the class 

after he analyzed their learning style data and identified them as visual learners. He 

introduced the possibility of a PowerPoint presentation to the class. “They were on 

fire.. .the minute it became visual they were really interested.. .they showed me that if 

you are more aware of the learning styles of your students that you might be able to 

motivate them.” 

A professor of English conducted interviews with student semesters after they had 

completed his course. Together with his former students, they review recent written 

work. The findings from his research have become a new way to experience his work at 

FSCC. 

My SoTL results have stunned me.. .For the first time I have a longitudinal 
perspective on my students learning and it has caused me to radically rethink what 
I do and why I do it in the classroom...I have gotten much more ‘on message’ in 
my classes...! focus on communicating socioeconomic class issues to students 
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and the importance of knowing how to write correctly... spending a lot of time 
with...revisions, drafts. 

This professor reports a dedication to bringing the student voice to college-level decisions 

and decision-making. He pulled out a list of student names and phone numbers from his 

desk drawer, telling me he was calling his former students to invite them to participate in 

an upcoming college-wide weekend strategic planning session. 

The SoTL fellow interested in comparing student behavior in LCs versus stand¬ 

alone courses generated a survey and collection process, including the first ever Human 

Subjects Review procedure at FSCC, that remains in effect years after her SoTL project 

was completed. The LC steering committee continues to collect data from students 

enrolled in LCs, using the survey that her SoTL project generated and now has the 

capacity to take a longitudinal perspective when making recommendations to the Vice- 

President of Academic Affairs regarding which LCs to offer in building the schedule for 

any given semester. 

Summary of Questing in Conversation 

By providing institutional support for faculty development including the inquiry- 

based SoTL program, as part of the larger gestalt of program offerings, FSCC is 

following through on its expressed intention. It is supporting faculty ownership of the 

quality of instruction. SoTL is an example of an institutionally provided mechanism that 

provides instructors with opportunities to explore, in a self-determined manner, various 

empirically based pedagogical alternatives. Through the OFSD and the administrative 

policy of reassigned time, this is a peer supported inquiry process addressing the isolation 

community college faculty express. As the examples provided in this section indicate, 

SoTL fellows enter a network of colleagues; develop greater knowledge and confidence 
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regarding more empirically based approaches to instruction and curricula. As one SoTL 

fellow states, “It turned out okay to be a lover of numbers.” Another SoTL fellow 

recognizes that, “Across the college in every area we’re trying to assess...SoTL trains 

teachers in a way that they like to be trained to do that.” Figure 5.1 represents the 

Knowledgeable & Confident phase of participation as completing the cycle of Questing 

in Conversation and in turn contributing to the values-based leadership of FSCC. Chapter 

6 discusses the potential for the cycle of Questing in Conversation to repeat and continue 

at FSCC. 

The discussion in this section concerns the process and influence of SoTL on 

fellows directing self-initiated inquiries, or as one such fellow described her process, 

“you are the one behind the wheel from the beginning.” As noted in Chapter 4, the 2006 

- 2007 SoTL group at FSCC also includes a single collaborative inquiry directed by one 

member’s interest in fostering entrepreneurism at the college. The next section discusses 

the unique experience of the single collaborative SoTL inquiry to date at FSCC. 

The Cult’s Journey with SoTL 

As presented earlier, not all SoTL fellows at FSCC initiated an individual 

investigation. This section discusses the four participants from the 2006 - 2007 SoTL 

group who collaborated on a single inquiry and volunteered to participate in this case 

study. Over the four semesters of planning and working together, the members of this 

group came to refer to themselves in a good-natured way as ‘The Cult.’ The participation 

process differs from the experiences of the self-initiated SoTL fellows and as a result, 

The Cult’s experience is different from Questing in Conversation. The following 

sections present and analyze this distinct experience. This section explores the collective 
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story of The Cult through what emerges as a different series of participation phases. A 

Division Dean brought members of The Cult together to participate in an exploration of 

her interest of how to foster an entrepreneurial spirit at FSCC. As stated in Chapter 4, the 

OFSD was open to experimenting with the SoTL process at FSCC and approved the 

group application. 

The reasoning behind why the Dean of Professional Development, Jayne 

Kinneson approved a collaborative inquiry comes from her observations that “SoTL is 

not making as much of a difference as I would like.. .there is a difficulty connecting 

people.. .each person follows their own bliss.. .1 want to find a common thread.. .SoTL 

needs a connecting theme.” When Division Dean Sharon Glazer approached the Dean of 

Professional Development asking if a collaborative inquiry combining members of the 

faculty with an administrator was a possibility, the OFSD and Academic Affairs decided 

it was. The seeds for what evolved into the sub-group known as The Cult were sown. 

This section presents one possibility of what can happen with a group inquiry. 

The Cult’s participation differs from the process described in the previous section as 

Questing in Conversation. The process of participation for The Cult began with a 

specific administrative interest and progressed to recruitment of various faculty members 

to serve as members of a collective inquiry. Next, the SoTL program structure at FSCC 

provided a mechanism for the group to develop and formulate the inquiry. Once The 

Cult clarified their research question, the investigation proceeded with greater rigor than 

the self-initiated inquiries employed. In addition to increased methodological rigor, The 

Cult also enjoyed access to additional resources, in the form of both more individuals 

addressing various aspects of the inquiry and research software. Finally, The Cult’s 
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investigation into entrepreneurism resulted in the founding of a college-wide Service 

Learning Committee, a successful grant application, and a Service Learning office on the 

FSCC suburban campus. Figure 5.2 below represents the Cult’s participation in the 

SoTL process at FSCC. 

Figure 5.2 The Cult’s Journey with SoTL 

The Cult’s Journey with SoTL 
Figure 52 

Administrative curiosity j 

Recruitment 

Rigor & Resources j 

Campus -based Initiative 

Similarities and differences of the Cult’s members participation to the self- 

initiated SoTL fellows presented previously are included in the following sections. As 

the discussion in upcoming sections amplifies, The Cult did not participate in an inquiry 

about teaching and learning. Rather, this group conducted a more rigorously executed, 

collaborative action research project. The difference, collaborative action research versus 

SoTL, stems from the nature of the inquiry itself. The investigation of the entrepreneurial 

spirit at FSCC does not emanate from a curiosity about student learning, a foundational 

SoTL concept from the literature and present in every inquiry of the self-directed FSCC 
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SoTL fellows. In fact, curiosity about student learning is the SoTL concept with the 

strongest presence among all 16 SoTL concepts for the self-initiated SoTL fellows’ 

projects. The common mission of studying learning and the craft of teaching to link 

theory and practice is the explicit purpose of COPPER, the Carnegie CASTL group in 

which FSCC is a member. The following sections illustrate both a number of strengths 

and several important differences of The Cult’s inquiry. All of which contribute to a 

fuller understanding of the influence of SoTL for faculty at FSCC. Policy implications 

follow in Chapter 6. 

Administrative Curiosity 

The administrative organizer of The Cult, Dean Sharon Glazer brought her 

interest in entrepreneurism to the SoTL application process. Sharon states: 

I’m am entrepreneur...It seemed pretty clear to me that faculty at least weren’t 
being as entrepreneurial as I thought they could. And I certainly thought that the 
administration wasn’t taking a very entrepreneurial look at things. So I was 
interested in looking at the college as an entrepreneurial entity. 

The intent to explore entrepreneurship was also a strategic goal Dean Glazer had set 

previously with her supervisor, Vice-President of Academic Affairs Pierce Bergamini, 

before he retired in 2006. 

Nationally, an increasing number of community colleges are viewing 

entrepreneurship as a viable mechanism for achieving their comprehensive missions. 

Van Sickle (2006) argues that entrepreneurship is a vital and productive mechanism to 

revolutionize leadership in the 21st century community college. The National Association 

for Community College Entrepreneurship (NACCE) since its inception in 2002 has a 

growing national membership base. NACCE states “community colleges (are) ideally 

positioned to be catalysts for fostering economic vitality through entrepreneurship 
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education at the community college level” (National Association for Community College 

Entrepreneurship, 2008). The American Association of Community Colleges lists among 

its publications The Entrepreneurial Community College (2005). Clearly, Dean Sharon 

Glazer’s passion for the entrepreneurial spirit was in good company throughout the 

national community college sector. Both Academic Affairs and OFSD approved the 

group SoTL application to explore the entrepreneurial spirit of FSCC as worth 

investigating. 

The group of individuals conducting an inquiry into the entrepreneurial spirit at 

FSCC had five members. Four of these volunteered to participate in this case study. All 

discussion of The Cult refers only to those four participants. Those four include Division 

Dean Sharon Glazer and three faculty members, two from the Division of Business, 

Math, Science, and Technology and the third Cult participant in this study came from the 

Humanities and Social Science Division. 

Dean Glazer’s intent, as interpreted through the words of a faculty member of The 

Cult was, to “create something that is broader...using SoTL as a vehicle for institutional 

change as opposed to (an) individual faculty researching a pedagogical point.” As he 

relates, “Sharon never shared it directly but it was kind of obvious that what she had in 

mind is that maybe we could institutionally be doing things a little bit differently...people 

can feel more free to .. .experiment.” Dean Glazer may not have shared this directly with 

the group but her words at the outset of this section explicitly state her intention. 

With the exception of one long-term faculty member with 37 years at FSCC, the 

remaining members of The Cult are early career professionals at FSCC, using the 

guideline defined in previous sections of less than eight years experience. Dean Sharon 
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Glazer is in her 6th year at FSCC, which is also her first position in academe. “I had no 

idea what a dean did. I still don’t know what a dean does.. .1 do what interests me.” Her 

professional background includes a variety of national and international projects related 

to workforce development, computer support, and informal learning in the workplace. 

After completing her Ed.D at Harvard, Sharon was the successful candidate for the 

Division Dean of the Business, Math, Science, & Technology Division at FSCC. 

Since her hire, Academic Affairs has reorganized and placed the Division of 

Humanities and Social Sciences under her supervision. In order to manage a dual 

reporting division, FSCC added an administrative layer of two assistant deans, one for 

each of the respective divisions, between Dean Glazer and the faculty members of the 

two previously separate divisions. See Figure 5.2 for an organizational chart of the 

Division of Academic Affairs and Dean Sharon Glazer’s placement within Academic 

Affairs at FSCC. 

Recruitment 

The language used by study participants to describe how the group came into 

existence suggests different perspectives on a shared experience. Sharon Glazer relates, “ 

I wanted to do some research around.. .how the faculty and the rest of us define ourselves 

entrepreneurially. So I invited four faculty who work for me.. .and I brought them in here 

(her office) and said ‘Here’s a very, very half-formed idea I have. What do you think?” 

Faculty members of The Cult experienced the process differently. Faculty never 

use the term ‘invitation’ to describe the exchanges with their Dean. One states, “My 

Dean approached me.” Another Cult faculty member reports, “Sharon contacted me.. .in 

terms of hierarchy she is one step over who I report to.. .and said she wanted to talk to me 
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and some other people about an idea she had. And so when I met with her individually 

she was in recruitment mode.” Another faculty member states: 

Sharon and I were on a boat in the middle of the ocean one day and.. .she (said) I 
have a project for you.. .then she called me into her office a couple of weeks later 
and said ‘I’m really interested in this idea of entrepreneurship on campus and I 
think it would be really neat if we got a group together’.. .and we’re like - okay.” 

All three participating faculty members of The Cult report that the fact of being 

recruited versus volunteering from self-motivation influences their SoTL experience. 

The faculty members of The Cult include a member of the science faculty who is in her 

fourth year at FSCC and in the spring of 2007 completed her first year as Department 

Chair. An assistant professor of photography completed his second year of full-time 

employment at FSCC in the spring of 2007. He was recruited to participate with The 

Cult in his first year of full-time employment at FSCC. The Cult member with the 

greatest longevity is a professor of Behavioral Science, a sociologist and 37-year veteran 

of FSCC. His perspective on why he agreed to join The Cult reinforces the earlier 

finding that an individual who finds their way through other time & space programs has 

nurtured a desire for continued professional connections as a precursor to SoTL 

participation. Below, he relates his interest in joining The Cult grew out of his 

experience in the iTEACH program: 

Why SoTL intrigued me was that...a few years ago I got involved in distance 
education and one thing I really liked about it.. .you connect with people in 
different ways.. .the actual production of the courses is a group effort.. .and I 
found the relationships I had with those people and what I learned from these 
people was so tremendous that it really changed my basic...philosophy...it really 
got me to rethink.. .because people that I respected, that were peers.. .was an 
opportunity to more thoroughly explore than by yourself...so when Sharon talked 
about a group project.. .1 was intrigued.. .another great opportunity to connect 
with people. 
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Other differences emerge from the membership data of The Cult beyond the 

faculty members’ reason for participating. The 50-50 percentage gender balance has a 

slightly higher representation of men than the self-initiated group of SoTL fellows 30% 

male representation. The 75% representation of early career faculty members is a more 

meaningful difference. The career stage characteristics of The Cult’s membership, the 

high representation of early career stage faculty members, stimulates further exploration 

of the earlier finding that fellows are influenced more from participation if they are ready 

for SoTL. This study categorizes being ready as developing a willingness to converse 

with peers about the craft of teaching which nurtures a curiosity about an aspect of their 

students’ learning or their own teaching to the point of submitting an application to 

participate in SoTL at FSCC. 

An additional difference between The Cult and other OFSD programs harkens 

back to the Vice-President Pierce Bergamini’s perspective upon founding the Center for 

Teaching at FSCC discussed in Chapter 4. Because of his experience of having a self¬ 

disclosure appear in his evaluation, he was committed to the services from OFSD being 

divorced from “the Academic Affairs superstructure” in order to generate the safety 

necessary for taking risks. Forming a team of action researchers where, in the summative 

aspects of their work, one member supervises the other three members does not appear 

consistent with that objective. 

SoTL Structures the Inquiry 

In previous sections discussing Questing in Conversation, self-initiated SoTL 

fellows express that the influence of SoTL results from the gift of time and space where 

an organic curiosity had grown from reflection and conversation about their teaching. 
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Their paths to SoTL included other sustained, coherent programs offered by OFSD; TIC, 

iTEACH, and LCs. Another difference between The Cult and self-initiated fellows is 

that only two members of The Cult had previous involvement in any of these programs 

and each of those two members had experienced one other program. In fact, one of the 

two was concurrently enrolled in TIC and SoTL, her first two time and space programs. 

Half of The Cult had not experienced any other programs found to be an incubator for the 

curiosity that drives SoTL inquiries. The metaphorical quilt square of The Cult has a 

much shorter path to SoTL. The journey starts at SoTL for half of the group. Reviewing 

participation of self-initiated SoTL fellows in Figure 5.3 shows 10 fellows participated in 

29 programs before SoTL, an average of 2.9 programs as preparation. Four Cult 

members participated in a total of two programs prior to SoTL, an average of .5 

providing significantly less opportunity to reflect in time and space and nurture the 

curiosity the Questing in Conversation participation demonstrates as necessary to drive 

an inquiry. 

The faculty member who began his full-time career at FSCC the same year he 

became a member of The Cult relates a perspective of what can happen when a 

participant begins his experience in faculty development as a recruit for a group inquiry. 

He states, “If you’re an individual doing it, I think it’s really exciting because you can 

bring something back to the classroom. In our case, we’re doing it as a group so it’s 

different. I mean it’s not my personal project.. .it doesn’t really relate to what I teach.” 

The other early career faculty member had a different perspective. As she relates, “I 

didn’t go to SoTL. SoTL kind of came to me.. .it was definitely something that I 

probably would have gotten to...I was (also) doing TIC...having a very reflective year.” 
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The Cult began with a specific administrative interest, participated in many fewer 

time & space programs, but still the SoTL group process provided much to address the 

isolation community college faculty experience. A Cult faculty member states, “It (the 

group) was great for exchanging ideas and working with people in different fields with 

different personalities.. .I’m an artist.. .working with a science person.” Another relates, 

“I found the group talk very illuminating.. .it seems I never really thought about.. .the 

media and college students...(or) affordance landscape...and practical applications of 

math problems. It’s given me an opportunity to be introspective.” Another faculty 

member of The Cult states, “One of the best things about SoTL...if s not even a part of 

my research team.. .was the monthly meetings.. .1 actually took away every single time 

from them (the self-initiated SoTL fellows) a teaching tip and an idea of how I can 

integrate their projects in my classroom.” The monthly SoTL sessions based in 

classroom issues held less value for Dean Glazer who states, “While it was fine to go to 

meetings, it didn’t really feel terribly important because we (The Cult) were already 

having our supportive discussions.” 

While differences exist regarding which group experience held value, the message 

about the value and power of a collaborative group experience is consistent. As the Dean 

relates, even if the larger group sessions was less beneficial for her as an administrator 

removed from the classroom, “SoTL was a really collegial... powerful.. .productive 

process.” In addition, a faculty Cult member shares, “It was great for exchanging ideas 

and working with people from different fields with different personalities.” Opportunity 

for conversation and reflection emerge from the voices of The Cult as they did from the 

self-initiated SoTL fellows. As Dean Glazer relates, “I got a chance to look at something 
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I really cared about.. .and it was a good opportunity for me to have a really good 

experience with faculty...where everybody’s power is expressed...very collegial.” 

The next phase of The Cult’s journey through SoTL, entitled Rigor & Resources 

and discussed below, demonstrates that members exercised a greater degree of rigor in 

their collective inquiry, according to SoTL concepts identified in the literature. The 

collaborative inquiry’s access to resources in the form of more individuals, research 

software, and administrative attention to results illuminate aspects of what is missing in 

the self-initiated SoTL inquiries at FSCC. 

Rigor & Resources 

Analyzing The Cult’s data with the same SoTL concepts from the literature as the 

self-initiated SoTL fellows reveals that of all 12 inquiries conducted under the banner of 

the SoTL program at FSCC from 2004 - 2007, The Cult’s was the one conducted with the 

strongest investigative and analytic methods. 

Analysis of the SoTL constructs illuminates a number of important findings. 

First, The Cult shares the same strength as the self-initiated fellows of making their 

findings public. The infrastructure of SoTL at FSCC explains, at least in part, this 

similarity. The fact that both groups are strong in making their findings public is 

supported by the requirement the OFSD has for fellows to present the findings of SoTL 

inquiries at the annual FSCC Professional Development Day and for publishing SoTL 

final reports on the OFSD web site. 

After that similarity, numerous differences emerge. For The Cult, the constructs 

within the investigative methods category are strong, while skills with investigative 

methods are poor for the majority of self-initiated fellows. A point self-initiated fellows 
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make regularly throughout their interviews and is discussed Chapter 6. The strength of 

the Dean Glazer’s research skills, developed earlier in her career and enhanced during her 

doctoral process at Harvard, is evident in this rating for The Cult. This finding 

corroborates the four self-initiated fellows who also conducted inquires with stronger 

rigor; they too either collaborated with a colleague with stronger research skills or 

possessed them from doctoral work. What also emerges from this finding is the 

importance of access to resources. With a Dean as a member, The Cult had both 

additional human and organizational resources. With her request for a collaborative 

inquiry. The Cult had more people conducting various aspects of an inquiry from 

inception through implementation. With her administrative position, The Cult requested 

and received software to gather and analyze FSCC data. 

After The Cult finalized their research question and conducted their review of the 

literature, they identified the next step necessary in their methodology was to conduct a 

survey of faculty and staff at FSCC. After they developed the survey, the Dean was able 

to gamer the necessary resources to have FSCC purchase a temporary license for Survey 

Monkey, web-based software for designing, distributing, collecting, and analyzing survey 

data. With more than 200 responses, The Cult considered they had valid and reliable data 

on which to proceed. This investigation has no information regarding any requests for 

resources by self-initiated fellows in any of their 10 separate inquiries. 

The resource of additional people working collaboratively on a single inquiry also 

came into play. As the Dean stated, “we accomplished a ton of work in a year and a half, 

a ton.” Based on the results of the survey the group identified a pilot project. From the 

pilot they generated a successful grant proposal, allowing FSCC to establish an Office of 
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Service Learning. The collaborative effort clearly brought an idea into action. Reflecting 

on highlights of her SoTL experience, the Cult faculty member and Chair of the Science 

Department states, “This thing just took off, I mean it had a life of its own.. .5 very, very 

distinct personalities, butting heads, putting in ideas and literally this project is all five of 

our voices. That was just great to see happen.” 

Analysis of The Cult’s inquiry into entrepreneurism at FSCC, which evolved to 

include an exploration of and pilot project with service learning, is argued was not a 

scholarship of teaching and learning project at all. All four constructs that the SoTL 

literature defines as foundational are weak in The Cult’s project. Rather, it is a 

collaborative action research project conducted with more rigor and resources than any 

other OFSD sponsored inquiry project. In addition, it provides a strong example of 

action research driving change at the institutional level. 

This focus on concerns of student learning driving a SoTL inquiry is not isolated 

to FSCC and COPPER. The national CASTL research also underscores the importance 

of SoTL’s foundational concepts. Results from the 2004 national CASTL survey of 

SoTL Scholars discussed in Chapter 2 found curiosity about student learning to be the 

single most important factor driving the 114 respondents (Huber and Hutchings, 2005). 

In discussing the influences of initial involvement in the scholarship of teaching and 

learning, Huber and Hutchings state, “the crucial factor in most respondents’ initial 

involvement...was the desire to explore questions about their students’ learning” (p. 134). 

The Dean and participating Cult faculty members agree that it was the Dean’s 

passion for entrepreneurism that drove the inquiry. Curiosity about student learning is 

simply not present in The Cult’s project unlike curiosity about student learning in the 
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self-initiated SoTL fellows. The Dean’s interest and expertise in entrepreneurism drove 

The Cult’s inquiry. Interestingly, two of the three-remaining faculty participants do not 

even mention entrepreneurism when discussing why they became involved in SoTL nor 

again when they report what contributions they feel the group made at FSCC. The Cult’s 

collaborative process was powerful, as Dean Glazer reflects, “it worked really well 

because we had so many different perspectives and because we felt free.. .to say whatever 

we needed to say.” But The Cult’s investigation was not SoTL. 

What the results from both The Cult and the self-initiated fellows’ SoTL projects 

agree on is that the level of rigor with which an inquiry is conducted impacts the outcome 

both in terms of generating a valid inquiry and in terms of perceived connections to 

colleagues. The next section amplifies this finding by discussing how participants 

emerge knowledgeable and poised to bring change at an institutional level. 

Campus-based Initiative 

Self-initiated SoTL fellows begin in reflection and conversation about their 

teaching with peers and results in changes to their pedagogy, curriculum, or adding an 

ongoing review of student data to their practice. The Cult begins in dialog about an 

entrepreneurial spirit on the institutional level and results in the establishment of the 

Service Learning Committee and a Service Learning Office staffed with grant-funded 

personnel. Members of The Cult are quite pleased about this accomplishment, as the 

Science faculty member states, “I’m psyched that the service learning component of 

SoTL will give our students an opportunity to do it over a long period of time.” 

The Cult’s process of participation while not centered on teaching and learning, 

did result in members expressing a perceived change in themselves as instructors. As the 
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Science department Chair reflects, “SoTL makes people think about their craft, literally. 

It keeps us questioning our skill set and our practice. I think that’s the most important 

thing.. .even after you finally answer your question.. .in the process of doing that, you’re 

redefining yourself as a teacher.” 

Also similar to the experience of the Questing in Conversation fellows, the FSCC 

core values of personal & professional growth, respect, collaboration, and diversity are 

all present in The Cult’s experience from members’ perspectives. One member sees the 

SoTL program at FSCC as an opportunity for personal and professional growth when she 

states, “SoTL at FSCC really wants faculty to take power and responsibility for 

understanding their work, their role.” Another member’s perspective encompasses the 

FSCC values of collaboration and diversity when he states his Cult experience created “a 

sense of collegiality in a way of bouncing ideas off people.. .and teamwork.. .and 

bringing people from such different backgrounds.. .we have an artist type and a scientist 

type and a business guy.. .and we span age groups.” The Science Department Chair 

concurs with this reflection about SoTL, 

Honestly its trying to give faculty members the time...they need to actually work 
on figuring out and finding answers to things.. .solutions.. .time to reflect.. .to sit 
back and say.. .things are off. I can’t figure out why half of my class does this 
and have of my class does that.. .but when you teach 5 classes there is not time in 
any given day to sit back and say - why? 

In another similarity to the self-initiated Questing in Conversation fellows, the 

single participant of a time & space program prior to joining The Cult, an alumnus of 

iTEACH, expresses that the influence is more than SoTL for him. 

I don’t think SoTL in and of itself caused me to rethink things.. .1 was already 
starting to shift anyway.. .(because) of what I’ve done in my online class.. .I’m 
always cognizant of asking why are you doing what you’re doing and why are 
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you doing it in this way? Is there a better way? I went for a lot of years where I 
didn’t and now I’m kind of happy that I do.. .SoTL is an extension of that kind of 
thinking.. .but I was already having a kind of philosophical shift. 

Summary of The Cult’s SoTL Experience 

Participation in the process that SoTL structures at FSCC, has an influence on 

participants regardless of position, faculty or administration, early, mid or late career. 

Just as with the self-initiated SoTL fellows, The Cult faculty members express changes to 

their classroom practice. “I’ll do project-base science connected to my students’ 

community. My students this semester choose to do a real project and make change on 

campus and they did far better presentations than I have ever seen.. .(service learning) is 

the true place where I think the most learning happens.” The only long-term FSCC 

faculty member of The Cult states, “I require ...way more participation and application of 

the concept material to real life...I’m breaking things into much smaller entities and 

having people participating right away.” 

The Cult’s action research contributed to changes within FSCC’s institutional 

situation. Because of her participation as a peer with faculty, Dean Sharon Glazer states, 

“I have enormous respect for faculty. I really do.” The Associate Professor of 

photography expresses his view differently. “My students didn’t like the (service 

learning) project because they weren’t as creative. But it’s been great exposure for my 

program.” Again, a perspective that underscores The Cult’s inquiry was not SoTL 

without a direct link to a classroom issue but was important institutional action research 

on numerous levels. 

One reflection about the influence of his SoTL experience by the iTEACH alumni 

Cult member captures the essence of what is missing in self-initiated SoTL inquiries. “I 
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think (our group project) was using SoTL as a vehicle for institutional change.. .there’s 

an element of that in the individual projects but the profound ramifications aren’t 

necessarily there.” Without a direct link to a conversational exchange with members of 

the administration regarding the results of their SoTL inquiries, individual projects appear 

more likely to remain limited to classroom applications or take additional time to 

progress through the window opened to the broader picture at FSCC. Chapter 6, 

Implications for Practice, discusses this finding more fully. 

The Collegial Influence of Conducting Inquiries 

What emerges from the data as the common denominator of both the ten self- 

initiated SoTL fellows’ Questing in Conversation and the four members of The Cult’s 

journey through SoTL is the influence of conducting an inquiry, as structured in the 

SoTL process at FSCC, to nurture collegiality and combat community college faculty 

isolation. To examine further the internal validity of this finding, the investigator 

triangulated the finding through the lens of Lord’s (1994) six elements of critical 

colleagueship. These elements are discussed in the conceptual frame section of Chapter 2 

and the analysis employed the technique displayed and terminology presented in Table 

3.3. The investigator’s interpretation of SoTL fellows’ data finds they experienced 

Lord’s “intellectual virtues” most often in their SoTL participation. SoTL fellows at 

FSCC use terms like “scholarship,” “academician,” and “intellectually stimulating” to 

characterize Lord’s element of intellectual virtue. Lord (1994) defines intellectual virtues 

to be such qualities as openness to new ideas, rejection of weak practice or flimsy 

reasoning, acceptance of responsibility to acquire and use sound arguments, a willingness 

to seek out the best new ideas in both subject matter and pedagogy, and a greater reliance 
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on deliberate investigation. Intellectual virtue emerges as the most repeated element of 

critical colleagueship of SoTL at FSCC and affirms the influence of SoTL to nurture an 

intellectual experience for participants of both the self-initiated fellows and The Cult’s 

journey at FSCC. As one states, “This process makes you feel like an academician.” 

In qualitative research, the investigator interprets the words and the experiences of 

the participants. In this section, in order to present SoTL fellows’ references to and 

reporting of Lord’s (1994) concept of intellectual virtue, the investigator elected to use 

Richardson’s (1992) approach to qualitative analysis described as the transcript as poem. 

With apologies to all poets everywhere, in Box 5.1 below is the investigator’s 

interpretation of the SoTL fellows’ voice as they describe intellectual virtue. 

The data below quotes the voices of all fourteen SoTL fellows at FSCC, both 

members of The Cult and the self-initiated Questing in Conversation fellows. There are 

both faculty and the single administrative voice present in the poem. The transcript as 

poem below provides evidence that participation in SoTL nurtures the intellectual virtue 

of the faculty fellows and in that process develops connections among peers who go on to 

become colleagues. 
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Figure 5.3 

SoTL Fellows’ Describe Intellectual Virtue 

Always curious,,, really, really curious 
About what happens.. .my students 
Teaching... in isolation... of research... lack authenticity 
Pursue...measure what mattered to me...found something I really care about 
Lit search.. .survey.. .analyze.. .pilot project.. .1 can figure it out.. .reflect 

I had never.. .surveyed my classes.. .want to measure.. .discover 
I asked questions and counted...that was good...more academically grounded 
Changed my thinking...discover.. .why.. .how 
Essential...exchange ideas...people in different fields...different personalities 

Just thinking it works and saying it works is not enough 
Has to be a way to see whether or not it works 
SoTL helped.. .the fire.. .grow a little 
More solid...than anecdotal 
Fell in love with research 
First time felt.. .actually academic.. .validated 

Hard to start pushing yourself.. .independent research 
Glad.. .part of group.. .not settling for status quo.. .so healthy 

Found relationships.. .opportunity to more thoroughly explore.. .change my basic 
philosophy 

Honoring trust.. .institution...investing.. .time and resources.. .my research 
Serious.. .time to reflect.. .with a cold eye 

SoTL puts relationship in a new way.. .wasn’t just talk.. .seeing each other’s work 
Radically different...organize it...share it 
Pressure of deadlines.. .accountability for a product 
Figure it out...instead of just complaining... in the process... redefine self as teacher 

Presenting... every thing came together 
We radiated.. .energy 
Watch people’s eyes light up 
Know I just had to keep going 
It really does mean something 

To really be an educational institution... 
look at ourselves... 
ask the right questions... 
use right process... 
we can figure out answers._ 
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Furthermore, in addition to linking participation in SOTL at FSCC with improved 

intellectual virtue and improved connections with colleagues, analysis underscores that 

Lord’s (1994) element of productive disequilibrium is another frequent aspect of the 

SoTL experience at FSCC, as the following exemplar quote demonstrates. 

I don’t lecture and.. .don’t give tests. And it’s been very stressful for me and very 
difficult. I don’t feel like a good teacher, but I’m a better questioner now than I 
was. I tolerate not covering as much material.. .1 throw questions out there.. .and 
students get there in a more organic way. And I think the in-depth learning is 
better. I think the students don’t rely on me as an expert, but they’re trusting 
themselves to have, to at least grapple with the material. And that’s pretty 
profound. 

Returning one more time to the quest metaphor, fellows’ experience of productive 

disequilibrium throughout their SoTL experiences is analogous to the stress outlined by 

Campbell (1949) as integral to the archetypal quest. Just as the questing heroine 

experiences stress and tests her mettle before she can return a changed person with 

something beneficial to offer her ordinary world, so SoTL fellows’ report that 

experiencing productive disequilibrium can lead to profound change in themselves and 

their pedagogy. 

Some self-initiated SoTL fellows also report the process motivates an interest in 

seeking collegiality with administrative members of the college community. 

I felt like there was no feedback on my SoTL project at all.. .pro-forma statements 
make me feel like my report hasn’t been read.. .1 need that to continue the 
collegial.. .interactive.. .integrative.. .real community (of these programs). 

Another fellow reports, “I haven’t heard from either one (of my supervisors). To me 

that’s powerful.. .because that (would) say this community values this work.” Another 

fellow suggests a different perspective when he states that the “tug of war between 

instructional and administrative needs - both get what they need and want with SoTL.” 
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These perspectives regarding the role of administration in SoTL provide a foundation for 

discussion in Chapter 6 of implications for practice, policy, and research. 

Conclusion 

This chapter described the participation of two distinct groups of SoTL Fellows at 

FSCC. The research question for this descriptive case study, what influence, if any, does 

SoTL have on the isolating nature of community college instruction, was answered by the 

data presented from participating SoTL fellows’ reported throughout the previous 

sections of this chapter. Administrative data supplemented this participant data. Tables, 

figures, and narrative discussion demonstrate that the process of participation in time & 

space programs offered by the OFSD at FSCC nurtures connections among participants, 

whether they are self-initiated SoTL fellows or members of The Cult. As a member of 

the 2004-2005 group states, “These professional development activities create a 

fundamentally different, or pockets of a different climate to the way faculty members 

work with each other.” The same was true for the single administrative participant, 

remember Dean Glazer’s comment about her experience with SoTL, “it was a good 

opportunity for me to have a really good experience with faculty.. .where everybody’s 

power is expressed...very collegial.” 

SoTL is part of a cumulative professional development experience, which 

nurtures connection and culminates in products characterized by participants as 

“intellectual” and “academic.” The process serves as a crucible for developing collegial 

relationships and improving skills with and appreciation for the empirical process. The 

rigor of SoTL inquiries influences fellows’ reports of collegiality and satisfaction with 
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participation. The more demanding the rigor exercised in the SoTL inquiry process, the 

stronger the degree of satisfaction reported by participants relative to collegiality. 
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CHAPTER 6 

OVERVIEW, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter draws conclusions, addresses implications, and makes 

recommendations from the findings of the case study exploring the influence on faculty 

of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning program at Four Seasons Community 

College. A progressive phase model of participation encompassing a cumulative 

experience emerged, which serves to reduce isolation by generating connections through 

shared intellectual curiosities and subsequent inquiries. The findings on the experience 

of the single collaborative inquiry at FSCC, The Cult, are presented as a unique example 

of administration-driven action research and not a SoTL inquiry. The Cult’s experience 

with SoTL underscores one impact of administrative support. Following a review of the 

investigation’s results, this chapter discusses implications for practice, policy, and 

research before concluding with a summary of major findings. 

Overview 

This dissertation describes the influence of the Scholarship of Teaching and 

Learning (SoTL) on participants at Four Seasons Community College (FSCC). The 

investigator interviewed, observed, and interacted with fourteen volunteers for this case 

study over a nine-month period from March 2007 through November 2007 to describe 

and identify the influence of their participation in the SoTL program at FSCC. This case 

study identifies these fourteen individuals, using language from the case site, as the SoTL 

fellows and by their professional positions, academic disciplines, gender, length of 

service in academe, and participation in Office for Faculty and Staff Development 

programs at FSCC. 
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The SoTL fellows represent a small group of the American professoriate who are 

currently conducting empirical investigations of classroom-based issues at a community 

college. To document and better understand the influence of SoTL participation on the 

fellows, in addition to interviews and five trips to the field site for observations, the 

investigator attended three SoTL fellow conference presentations, conducted an 

electronic survey, facilitated a faculty focus group, and reviewed scores of written and 

electronic documents. In addition to these investigative methods with the SoTL fellows, 

this case study also included individual interviews and a separate focus group with four 

FSCC administrators with varying levels of responsibility for the SoTL program at 

FSCC. Finally, three study participants, one administrator, and one faculty from each of 

the two SoTL groups, volunteered to review earlier drafts of this dissertation in the 

function of participant checks to increase reliability of the findings. 

To catalogue, document, and analyze the influence of SoTL participation on the 

fellows, the investigator used the constant comparative method. The analysis of log 

material generated from the field visits, both interview and focus group transcripts with 

the fellows and administrators, and document review provide the basis for the findings. 

This investigative process led to the development of a participation model for self- 

initiated SoTL fellows (see Figure 5.1) and one example of a collaborative action 

research inquiry (see Figure 5.2). A progressive phase model of participation 

encompassing a cumulative experience emerged. The process serves to reduce faculty 

isolation by generating connections with colleagues through shared intellectual curiosities 

and subsequent inquiries within an organizational field of administrative intent. 
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Each self-initiated SoTL fellow first began participation in programs other than 

SoTL where reflection and conversation about their craft of teaching surfaced an organic 

curiosity about their students learning. That curiosity about their students’ learning drove 

the investigations that formed the basis of their SoTL experience. The process of 

conducting an action-research inquiry of a classroom-based issue expanded skills with 

and appreciation for empirical assessment in general. The fellows who conducted 

inquiries with greater methodological rigor report a greater influence on the subsequent 

connections with colleagues and the contributions made to both classroom pedagogy and, 

in some cases to the college. 

In an experiment, FSCC approved one collaborative inquiry through the SoTL 

application process, self-titled The Cult. The Cult’s collaborative investigation was not a 

SoTL inquiry based upon defining characteristics from either the Carnegie Foundation or 

the regional COPPER group. Nevertheless, the group inquiry illuminates important 

lessons. First, it corroborates that methodological rigor is an important factor for 

developing collegial connections among participants. Second, it illuminates a means by 

which administration can facilitate group inquiry and implement results beyond 

individual classrooms. Finally, The Cult’s inquiry, because of the capacity of more 

individuals working together, underscores how the empirical process conducted in a 

collaborative manner generates a higher volume of work simply not possible by any 

single investigator. 

Review of Research Question 

This investigation stems from the problem of community college faculty isolation. 

Community college faculty members have both the highest teaching loads and the most 
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academically diverse students in post secondary education. This combination generates a 

pedagogical isolation undermining society’s goals for a community college education. 

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching undertook a national 

initiative, the Carnegie Academy Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (CASTL), which 

may address faculty isolation through empirical investigation of classroom-based 

concerns. A community college participating in CASTL and developing a campus-based 

scholarship of teaching and learning program is the focus of this investigation. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate how community college faculty 

members’ involvement in the scholarship of teaching and learning influences the 

isolating nature of community college instruction. Specifically the question posed by this 

investigation is, what influence, if any, does involvement in the scholarship of teaching 

and learning program have on faculty perceptions of isolation at Four Seasons 

Community College. The data presented in this dissertation support the following five 

findings in answer to the research question: 

1) SoTL is part of a progressive participation in substantial faculty development 

programs at FSCC, which cumulatively influences faculty participants. 

2) The substantial faculty development programs at FSCC nurture collegial 

relationships among participants that extend beyond the duration of the programs 

themselves. 

3) SoTL further cultivates collegiality among faculty participants through the 

empirical investigative process based in the shared concern of community college 

teaching and student learning. 

156 



4) The more rigorous the investigation, as defined by constructs from both CASTL 

and international literature, the stronger are the resulting collegial connections 

reported by the participating SoTL fellows. 

5) Collaborative inquiries, as explored through the unique experience of The Cult, 

show promise for illuminating the value of group investigations relative to 

generating a greater volume of work and clarifying an appropriate role for 

academic administration in the SoTL process at FSCC. 

This study finds that community college faculty report collegial interaction coupled with 

empirical investigation of shared instructional concerns experienced in the SoTL program 

at FSCC develops professional connections and reduces isolation. As the next section 

explores, the study provides evidence that progressive participation accomplishes 

additional results as well. This chapter proceeds thereafter with a discussion of 

implications of these findings for practice, policy, and research. 

Discussion of Broad Themes 

Participants in this case study provided thoughtful responses regarding 

participation in the SoTL program at FSCC and the experience of teaching at a 

community college in general. From the thoughtfulness of the participants’ responses, a 

nuanced collection of themes emerged, which serve to broaden the scope of the findings 

of this case study. This section discusses three broader themes that emerged from the 

analysis of this rich data source. The three themes for discussion are: 

1) Progressive participation in faculty development programs, 

2) The importance of rigor for SoTL inquiries to address isolation, and 

3) Administrative support for classroom-based research. 
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Progressive Participation in Faculty Development Programs 

A key finding of this study is that the influence on SoTL fellows is cumulative. 

This influence grows from their progressive participation in substantial faculty 

development programs offered by the Office for Faculty and Staff Development (OFSD) 

at FSCC. Each of the self-initiated SoTL fellows participated in other OFSD substantial 

programs prior to SoTL. SoTL fellows report the initiating reason for participation was 

to connect with peers through conversations about their teaching. Only after participating 

in those conversations, which took different paths for each faculty member, do they 

report being ‘ready’ for SoTL. Two things occurred as they discussed teaching 

experiences with their community college faculty peers. SoTL fellows came to regard 

peers from different academic disciplines and across organizational divisions as respected 

colleagues rather than similarly overworked co-workers. Secondly, through the 

progressive participation in the collection of “time & space” programs discussed 

previously as Questing in Conversation, a curiosity about their students’ learning grew. 

Curiosity took the form of questions and become the basis of their respective SoTL 

applications to investigate an aspect of their teaching relative to their students’ learning. 

What sets the SoTL fellows apart from the other participants in the OFSD’s collection of 

“time & space” programs was they took the concrete step of formulating and conducting 

an empirical investigation about a classroom-based issue. Only a small minority of 

faculty who participate in the collection of “time & space” programs chose to submit 

SoTL applications and conduct inquiries. Those faculty members were the focus of this 

investigation. Moreover, those faculty members grew through the SoTL process into a 

small cadre of respected colleagues inherently helpful in empirical investigations. They 
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became for each other a sounding board and support system for critical review and 

remained so after the SoTL experience ended. The various substantial faculty 

development programs at FSCC provided the space for the intellectual curiosity to take 

form for this small number of OFSD program participants’. The minority who choose to 

become SoTL fellows report key contributors to taking the step to SoTL were the 

curiosity and collegial connections nurtured through the progressive participation of 

Questing in Conversation. 

As indicated in how the arrows in Figure 5.1 bring the participatory phases back 

to where they began, progressive participation shows the preliminary possibility of being 

a continuous, self-reinforcing practice. At FSCC, the commitment of administrative 

leadership to create an organizational field nurtures Questing in Conversation and 

appears to increase the likelihood that through participation in the phases, faculty go on 

to contribute to the leadership necessary to fuel the process and continue its cycle. The 

short period between the inception of the SoTL program at FSCC and this investigation, 

2004 - 2007, makes further follow-up study necessary. However, there is enough 

evidence to suggest, that for those fellows which SoTL opens a broader window, the 

Questing in Conversation process appears to contribute to value-based leadership. This 

preliminary finding requires more time to elapse and further study to ascertain the true 

nature of this possibility. 

SoTL fellows report an adequate base of classroom experience coupled with 

opportunity for reflection and conversation about that experience are the important 

factors for developing their interest in conducting an empirical classroom-based inquiry. 

SoTL fellows come from every career stage and across academic disciplines. 
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Interestingly, the participants do not report tenure as an important factor even though the 

percentage of tenured fellows, 90% in SoTL, is much higher than the 53% in the overall 

FSCC faculty population. The analysis of characteristics of SoTL fellows by tenure, 

career stage, and academic disciplines in concert with participants in this investigation 

found the foundational characteristic for SoTL participation is an adequate base of 

classroom experience, and adequate varies by individual, coupled with reflection and 

conversation about the craft of community college teaching. SoTL fellows 

overwhelmingly report the reassigned time they receive from instruction in order to 

participate in conversations with colleagues about teaching was a critical factor. The 

current practice at FSCC of awarding reassigned time for participation in select 

substantial OFSD programs allows faculty members across career stages and disciplines 

to connect around the common denominator of community college teaching and learning. 

The importance of this practice cannot be overstated and the implications section of this 

chapter discusses numerous nuances related to the practice. 

The Importance of Rigor for SoTL Inquiries 

Those fellows who engaged with greater rigor in their SoTL inquiries connected 

more strongly with colleagues. The process of conducting a SoTL investigation with a 

higher degree of research expertise involved working more closely and in a more 

vulnerable manner with a smaller group of self-selected SoTL colleagues. The two 

factors of increased vulnerability and self-selected smaller working group are the 

components that nurture stronger connections for fellows. 

Fellows report that of the eleven inquires conducted between 2004 and 2007 

through the SoTL program at FSCC, those that adhere most precisely to the four 
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foundational constructs discussed in the scholarship of teaching and learning literature 

(see Tables 2.1 and 3.4) generate stronger connections with colleagues. SoTL fellows’ 

abilities with investigative methodologies emerge as the defining distinction among the 

four foundational constructs. The necessary foundation of exposure to learning theory 

and passionate questioning relative to student learning is part of the progressive 

participation in substantial faculty development programs that lead up to SoTL 

participation at FSCC. Subsequently, the infrastructure of the SoTL program at FSCC 

builds peer discussion and public presentation of results into the inquiry process through 

required monthly sessions, an annual conference, and final reports made publicly 

available on the web site. The practitioner identity of community college faculty 

members makes classroom implementation a natural step in the inquiry process. As a 

result of their SoTL inquiries, fellows implemented pedagogical innovations, 

incorporated new content in curriculum, and began collecting and analyzing student data 

on a regular basis. 

While there is room for strengthening adherence to all four foundational 

constructs, the skills to determine and administer appropriate methods for investigating 

an inquiry and the concomitant abilities to analyze data leaves the greatest room for 

improvement among the FSCC SoTL fellows. Fellows report that even a less than 

stringent empirical investigative process can provide a vehicle for nurturing relationships. 

According to faculty members at FSCC, these relationships begin to reduce the isolation 

they experience. The implications sections discuss the need for developing a mechanism 

for advancing methodological abilities and developing a review procedure for 

maintaining a level of rigor with SoTL inquiries as characterized by the literature. 
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Administrative Support for Classroom-based Research 

All four administrative participants in this investigation report an intention to 

support faculty developments efforts including classroom-based research. All underscore 

the importance of investing in faculty development. Faculty report administrative 

support is invaluable and is primarily experienced through the Dean of Professional 

Development and the programs offered through the Office for Faculty and Staff 

Development. The nature of the support varies by individual and position at FSCC but 

this investigation found evidence that administrative support is both tangible, e.g. 

significant budget for professional development, reassigned times for faulty to 

participate, and philosophical as evidenced in remarks quoted throughout Chapter 5. 

From FSCC’s President Howard through two Vice-Presidents of Academic Affairs (past 

and present) to the Dean of Professional Development, all recognize the isolating and 

demanding nature of community college instruction and express a desire, indeed a 

responsibility, to address it through ongoing development activities. SoTL fellows report 

their experience of administrative support contains an additional message. 

SoTL fellows report they receive mixed messages from administration about 

instruction. Key administrative leaders provide a clear commitment to fostering 

instructional support at FSCC. Other, often direct supervisory administrators, 

communicate a numbers-driven demand for accountability. In the words of one SoTL 

fellow, 

Four Seasons has these wonderful professional development things where they 
give you this message of, ‘we are very interested in how you grow as a teacher.’ 
And those moments are very special and valuable and important. And I feel 
through SoTL I tapped into that mindset and that culture. But it definitely feels 
distinct and separate from the larger culture here. I don’t feel it’s 
integrated.. .One of the cultures that is driven here is the anxiety over graduation 
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rates, retention rates, student success. I’m in the English Department and we have 
a lot of discussion about how to raise the Comp I success rate. 

As stated in the narrative accompanying Figure 5.1, faculty express a perception 

that they are swimming against a tide of accountability at FSCC when they participate in 

OFSD substantial programs all of which nurture various permutations of reflective 

practice. SoTF fellows report they experienced a numbers-driven pressure as 

accountability from administrative supervisors about program enrollments, completion 

rates, retention rates, graduation, and/or transfer rates. In contrast, as the exemplar quote 

above demonstrates, SoTF fellows report that while participating in substantial 

development programs through the OFSD, including SoTF, the message they receive is 

one of support for developing as a reflective practitioner and validation to grow as a 

community college instructor. 

By maintaining substantial development programs and providing “time & space” 

for reflection and conversation, supported with mechanisms for increased rigor, 

participation in SoTF generates empirical information helpful to both administrators and 

non-participating faculty as well. This study shows that faculty members initiate 

participation in reflective OFSD programs and generate a collegiality that goes beyond 

the duration of the program and innovations that go beyond an individual classroom. As 

faculty members receive validation of themselves as teachers, their intellectual curiosity 

is unleashed and, for a percentage of participants, results in the motivation to empirically 

investigate student learning. As demonstrated in the fellows who now regularly collect 

and analyze student data to inform classroom practice and make recommendations to 

administration, faculty reflective practice can result in products and procedures that 
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ultimately contribute to administrative decision making. This finding generates several 

implications for policy and practice discussed later in this chapter. 

SoTL fellows at FSCC framed their progressive participation and specifically 

their SoTL inquiries as elements of a quest. It is clear to the researcher, as she proceeds to 

reflecting upon implications of the study that she too was on a quest. Her journey 

included time and space for critical reflection in the company of her committee members 

and her new FSCC colleagues. In that space, her curiosities expanded beyond the 

original research question to encompass and embrace the broader themes and 

possibilities, which risk nurtured and an increasing capacity for research allowed. Finally, 

as a more knowledgeable and confident researcher, she offers the following implications 

from her own perspective broadened as a result of that participation. 

Implications for Practice 

This study identified a five-phase progressive model of participation in the case 

study of SoTL fellows at FSCC. The results of participation for faculty include stronger 

connections with colleagues, increased curricula and pedagogical innovations, and the 

regular collection of student data to inform classroom practice and administrative 

decisions. These results occurred within an organizational field of practical and 

philosophical support for faculty development efforts initiated by FSCC administration. 

The implications inherent in the practice of the Questing in Conversation model merit 

further discussion. 

Both fiscal and human resources are included in FSCC’s experience of Questing n 

Conversation. The resource of administrative leadership prioritized development 

activities by increasing the OFSD budget “several hundred percent” over the 12 years of 
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President Howard’s administration, which he “protects during hard times.” This action 

required a long-term perspective on and commitment to the value of development 

activities matched with a steady upward ratcheting of the OFSD line item in the budget. 

This combination contributed to the organizational field supporting the collection of 

substantial OFSD programs available for faculty to grow in ‘time & space” and find their 

way to SoTL. Of the four ‘time & space” programs, two compensate participants 

financially (TIC and iTEACH), and two provide reassignment from instructional duties 

(LCs and SoTL). Participation with CASTL did not include fiscal resources from the 

Carnegie Foundation for FSCC. The fact that FSCC alternates between financial 

compensation and reassigned time is another example of the diverse approach and 

commitment FSCC employs in its administration and implementation of development 

programs. 

Not all community colleges have access to this combination of human and fiscal 

resources. For example, smaller institutions due to economy of scale issues, can find it 

difficult to set aside even small sums of fiscal resources on an annual basis for faculty 

development activities. This is no minor concern. Of the approximately 1200 

community colleges nationwide, fully 50% enroll 3,000 or less students (Phillipe and 

Sullivan, 2005). Funding for community colleges also varies widely across the country. 

County budgets fund some community colleges; local K - 12 budget systems provide the 

budgetary link for other community colleges, while still others receive allocations from 

state legislatures funneled through a centralized higher education office distributing to all 

postsecondary sectors in that given state pitting research university needs against 

community college needs. Any of these budgetary procedures have implications for an 
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individual community college’s ability to set aside regular yet increasing funds for 

faculty development over successive fiscal years. However, the example of FSCC does 

illuminate that it is possible. Community college practitioners have demonstrated over 

their more than 100-year history, their ability to problem solve. The results of this study 

suggest finding a mechanism to invest in faculty development reaps benefits over the 

long term. The lessons from the COPPER group suggest a collaborative, multi- 

institutional approach could maximize shared resources and investment if all 

organizations are from the same sector of higher education and are within easy 

commuting distance of one another. 

Fiscal support for faculty development at FSCC also took the form of reassigned 

time from instructional duties. The implication here relates to student success; increased 

reassignments for full-time faculty result in more course sections taught by adjunct 

instructors. The literature on community college student success suggests that a higher 

percentage of full-time faculty contributes positively to student success (Bailey and 

Alphonso, 2005). The trade-off of a more connected, innovative faculty comes at the 

potential cost of negative influences on student achievement. 

This study suggests such a conclusion may take too broad brushed a perspective. 

SoTL is not for every community college faculty person. Of the 118 unduplicated faculty 

participants in FSCC’s four “time & space” programs over the approximately ten year 

history of offering substantial programs, only 15 faculty members participated in SoTL 

over three years. This represents a participation rate in SoTL of less than 15% distributed 

over six semesters. Of community college faculty who choose to participate in 

development activities a concern that a significant percentage will opt to conduct 
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empirical investigations resulting in significant increases in reassigned time appears 

unfounded according to the results of this study. Indeed, an institution’s SoTL 

application and approval process can, and at FSCC did, limit the total participation. This 

is an easily replicable and refined procedure that allows an institution to cap the number 

of course reassigned times of community college faculty to conduct SoTL inquiries to a 

volume a given institution can support. 

In addition, this study found that maintaining rigorous investigative 

methodologies increases faculty connections with colleagues and implementation of 

inquiry results. One of those standards for scholarly rigor is dissemination of results. For 

purposes of argument, if 15% of the community college faculty members are interested in 

conducting investigations into classroom practice, a greater percentage at their institution 

and others can access successful innovations through exposure at presentations and from 

publications. 

Recommendations 

To maximize the satisfaction for faculty and the return on the investment a 

community college administration makes in development programming, the investigator 

offers the following recommendations for consideration in practice. 

1. Community colleges will want to explore the five-phase participation model, 

Questing in Conversation, for its ability to reduce isolation, nurture innovation, 

and support ongoing collection of student data to inform classroom practice and 

administrative decision making. This requires fiscal and human resources 

coupled with a long-term administrative perspective manifested in commitment 

and behaviors. 
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2. Leadership commitment is essential for Questing in Conversation to occur. 

Community colleges interested in exploring its benefits will want to include 

experience with and an expressed recognition of the value of faculty development 

programs in job descriptions for administrators. This study describes the 

beneficial influence which cumulative participation in substantial development 

programs has on community college faculty members. Recognizing faculty as the 

heart of an academic institution, those administrators charged with leadership in 

an academic enterprise need to advocate for, support, and protect substantial 

development programs. While this is important for all executive and middle 

management level college positions, it is perhaps of particular importance when 

conducting searches for Chief Fiscal Officers because of their direct oversight of 

the financial resources necessary to sustain substantial development programs. 

3. Create “time & space” opportunities for community college faculty that fit a given 

community college’s resources and situation nurturing their growth from a long¬ 

term return on investment perspective. Maintain a diverse mix of substantial 

development programs focused on faculty-identified instructional issues. This 

study found that there was no pattern to faculty members’ point of entry for 

development activities or any pattern to the series of programs selected by faculty 

members. By maintaining a diverse mix, as the OFSD does at FSCC, in terms of 

focus, length of commitment, size of participant group, etc. faculty can elect to 

participate in a manner that meets their individual needs over the course of a 

career. By mixing up the form compensation takes, financial and reassigned time, 

an institution can minimize the increase of course sections taught by adjuncts due 
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to support for faculty development offerings and bound the impact on budgetary 

resources. 

4. Retain support for faculty participation in substantial programs through the option 

of reassigned time. This study finds that the space created in a community 

college faculty member’s workload with a single course reassignment per 

semester coupled with varying formats to bring groups of faculty together to talk 

about teaching in an ongoing manner encourages reflective practice, develops 

relationships, and improves classroom instruction. These are results community 

college constituencies can recognize the value of whether they are students, 

faculty, administrators, board members, legislators, or parents. Possible long¬ 

term impacts include improved student retention, persistence, graduation and 

transfer rates and increased faculty effectiveness and satisfaction. 

5. Expand the conversation and reflection aspect of Questing in Conversation to 

incorporate administrators with faculty at appropriate junctures. At FSCC, a 

Dean’s signature is required at the application stage of the SoTL process. A 

collegial conversation between the respective Deans and fellows at the conclusion 

of their SoTL inquiries and projects could meet the expressed needs of SoTL 

fellows for formative administrative feedback and support of their classroom 

practice. In addition, this study finds in the single example of direct 

administrative input into SoTL of The Cult that access to administrative resources 

enhances a broader implementation of results. The addition of a component that 

brings academic administrators into the loop of SoTL more directly and 

conversationally at the end of the process, can address both these needs. 
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6. As academic professionals, community college faculty members need to explore 

the value of peer-review of instructional issues for faculty members to learn from 

and network with one another. This study found the SoTL fellows, as reflective 

practitioners who followed through as rigorously as their skills permitted on their 

inquiries, gained much through the critical and collegial efforts inherent in the 

SoTL peer review process. As discussed earlier in this chapter, findings of this 

study recognize that the SoTL program at FSCC shows introductory evidence for 

the benefits to faculty and administration when faculty-embraced reflective 

practice leads to classroom-based action research. 

7. Community colleges developing a SoTL program will want to include a stronger 

focus on research methods throughout the program. Results of this study include 

finding that the more rigorously the fellows conducted their inquiries, as defined 

by the SoTL literature, the more satisfaction they report with their participation 

and the stronger connections they relate with colleagues. Incorporating a faculty 

member with well-developed research skills as a member of the SoTL facilitation 

team is one possible vehicle to accomplish this recommendation. Inviting a 

college’s Institutional Research staff to conduct workshops on the elements of 

quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods investigations early in the SoTL 

experience is another. Including an exploration of the SoTL literature’s 

constructs similar to those displayed in Tables 2.1 and 3.4 in the monthly 

seminars prior to fellows implementing their inquiries could advance more 

rigorous inquiries. Finally, developing an instrument for fellows to rate 

themselves and their SoTL colleagues on the rigor of their inquiries based on 
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SoTL constructs from the literature could provide a process and data with which 

to enhance the rigor of SoTL projects. 

8. Explore the possibility of the COPPER inter-institutional CASTL group as one 

appropriate venue to nurture administrative inquiries. This study found that when 

administrators were members of SoTL’s monthly sessions, it negatively affected 

the ability of some faculty members to connect with colleagues. This study also 

found that curiosity is an important motivator for continued engagement in 

community college practice. Support for administrative curiosity and interest in 

action research needs to be encouraged for the same reasons as it does for faculty 

members. Because COPPER is an inter-institutional network, perhaps it is one 

appropriate venue for administrators to develop collegial connections as they 

explore issues of interest in their administrative practice. 

9. Community colleges developing SoTL programs will want to develop explicit 

guidelines regarding the nature of inquiries it will consider in the SoTL 

application process. This study found that the defining characteristics set forth by 

either CASTL or COPPER did not encompass the single collaborative inquiry 

conducted by The Cult, under the banner of SoTL through the fall of 2007 at 

FSCC. Clear directions on institutional SoTL application based in CASTL and 

COPPER principles of teaching and learning can keep inquiries consistent with 

national guidelines. 

10. With nearly half of the nation’s undergraduates enrolled in a community college, 

intentionally expanding the knowledge base of innovative classroom practices 

through SoTL is important on a national level. Concomitant with CASTL’s 
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national perspective is a responsibility to aid the advancement of SoTL within the 

community college sector. CASTL’s ability to support SoTL could include 

sending skilled researchers into the community college sector to serve as co¬ 

researchers with community college faculty members. Together such teams could 

conduct classroom inquiries that advance the research expertise of the community 

college faculty members and contribute results capable of advancing the body of 

SoTL literature. 

Participants in this study report appreciation for and desire to continue with 

substantial development programs, including SoTL with its distinctive characteristic 

of empirical investigation, as one mechanism to develop connections and reduce the 

isolation of community college instruction. Next, this chapter discusses implications 

of these findings for policy. 

Implications for Policy 

In order to bridge issues with solutions that affect the common good, sound public 

policy requires solid information coupled with clarified values. The scholarship of 

teaching and learning in the community college sector offers both empirical information 

and values based in the common good to the various actors in the policy arena; 

administrators, faculty, students, board members, legislators, and increasingly in 

community colleges, parents. As discussed under implications for practice, the choice to 

devote resources to faculty development requires a long-term return on investment 

perspective. Any of the above constituencies taking a short-term view are likely to see 

the inevitable trade-offs only in terms of negative impacts on budgets and faculty 

instructional workloads. Administration and local policies at FSCC, nurtured substantial 
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faculty development programs for approximately a decade before initiating SoTL in the 

last three years. Accountability demands and shrinking revenues drive a utilitarian 

climate in community colleges with accompanying perceptions that scholarly activities, 

indeed development activities in general, are a luxury and a distraction from the teaching 

duties of the community college faculty. The challenge remains to convince 

administrators, board members, legislators, and faculty colleagues alike that intellectual 

inquiry and scholarly exchange are activities appropriate to the community college 

mission (Tinsdale, Duffy, and Mino, 2007). 

The results from this study, while admittedly descriptive and representing a small 

sample, suggest development activities and SoTL specifically, are both appropriate and a 

worthwhile investment. Significant research remains to corroborate the results of this 

study and support policymakers’ ability to address the philosophical and fiscal challenges 

they are sure to face from various constituencies. 

The issue investigated in this specific study was faculty isolation but that problem 

relates to concerns of both instructional effectiveness and student success. As open 

access institutions, community colleges serve approximately half of all college 

undergraduates in the United States in 2008 and the most academically, economically, 

and ethnically diverse student population in the history of higher education in America 

(Boggs, 2004). Maintaining faculty effectiveness in addressing the learning needs of the 

contemporary community college student population requires support from the local, 

state, and national policy arenas. 

The scholarship of teaching and learning produces tangible products, which the 

community college practitioners in this study implemented virtually immediately. As 
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investigative skills improved, they served to fuel faculty participants’ curiosity even 

further, as evidenced in the more rigorous investigations resulting in regular student data 

collection. The concept of critical colleagueship categorizes these behaviors as 

intellectual virtue, which this study found to be a common motivating element in the 

reports of SoTL participants (Lord, 1994). Policies that nurture community college 

intellectual virtue and prioritize teaching in the form of opportunities for faculty to reflect 

on their teaching and to make informed changes in instruction are in the best interest of 

the largest sector in higher education in America. The results of this study identify SoTL 

as one component of a collection of faculty development offerings that can nurture 

intellectual virtue in community college faculty members and make contributions to the 

national debate for teaching as a legitimate object of scholarly inquiry. In addition, 

typically tenure and promotion at community colleges are based on instructional 

performance and college service. Scholarship simply does not carry the weight at 

community colleges that it does in research universities’ reward systems. The results of 

this study suggest it is time that inquiry, reflection, and critical exchange be a 

consideration in community college recognition and reward structures. 

This section discusses policy implications. The recommendations below present 

recommendations at the institution, system, and national levels of community colleges. 

Recommendations 

This study makes the following recommendations relative to policies at public 

community colleges and the state and national systems of which they are a part: 

1. Community colleges need explicit written policy statements to institutionalize the 

option of providing reassigned time from instructional duties in order to 
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participate in substantial development programs, defined as a coherent set of 

learning activities based upon theoretical underpinnings lasting more than 60 

hours (Gibbs and Coffey, 2004). This study was unequivocal on the finding of 

the value of reassigned time in order to participate in reflective practice in general 

and SoTL investigations specifically. FSCC supports this practice locally, 

however like community colleges nationwide, it is experiencing administrative 

turnover due to retirements and dealing with budgetary constraints. The 

combination of human and fiscal resources necessary to Quest in Conversation 

requires policy support for implementation. Informing trustees on the return of an 

investment of reassigned times like SoTL could include presentations at 

appropriate board functions. 

2. In state community college systems and in unionized faculty environments, 

explore the viability of incorporating a mutually agreed upon and voluntary 

component of classroom-based research in the community college faculty 

workload. This study found that when community college faculty choose to 

conduct classroom-based action research that participation resulted in reduced 

isolation, pedagogical innovations, and increased assessment activities. It is in the 

best interest of both management and faculty union members to encourage 

voluntary participation in activities that accomplish those types of results. 

Furthermore, additional research recommended in the upcoming section could 

provide information regarding the viability of incorporating faculty-driven 

classroom-based action research as an element within the community college 

faculty reward system. The instrument recommended in the previous section to 
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provide feedback on the rigor of SoTL inquiries could serve as an introductory 

template in the development of evaluative procedures. 

3. The American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) describes itself as 

the voice of the nation’s community colleges. Concomitant in that role is a 

responsibility to advocate for policies that consider inquiry reflection, and critical 

exchange in the various community college recognition and reward structures. 

AACC needs to role model an investment mentality to aid local policy makers’ 

abilities to address the resource and philosophical challenges inherent in any 

policy incorporating scholarship at America’s ‘teaching colleges’ in the current 

utilitarian climate. The Carnegie Foundation’s Societies Program could be an ally 

for AACC in this advocacy. 

Valid and reliable information provides an important base upon which to build viable 

policy recommendations. This study strives to uphold the role of research by 

generating valid and reliable information for policy development and recognizes 

numerous opportunities for expanded research to explore the validity of the results of 

this descriptive case study. The next section discusses implications for additional 

research regarding the influence of the scholarship of teaching and learning on 

community college faculty. 

Implications for Research 

The literature review supporting this investigation confirmed the dearth of 

research to date about the influence on community college faculty who participate in 

classroom based empirical investigations. The previous section on policy implications 

underscored the need for valid and reliable research findings as one element driving 
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sound policy decisions. This section discusses possible opportunities to expand the 

limited available research. 

Recommendations 

1. This investigation is a descriptive case study of a single community college, Four 

Seasons Community College. The five-year CASTL initiative involved six 

additional community colleges beyond FSCC of the 93 post-secondary 

institutions included in the Carnegie Foundation’s Institutional Leadership 

program. Conducting a comparative case study with the full national sample of 

seven community colleges would allow an exploration of any possible 

generalizability of the results of this study. 

2. Survey the national sample of community college faculty involved in CASTL 

programs. The findings of this case study come from data collected on a sample 

size of 14 participants. The 92% response rate for the single electronic survey 

conducted as part of the study reported here and the 83% response rate for the 

CASTL survey of faculty participants reported by Huber & Hutchings (2005) 

suggest faculty participants in SoTL are willing to respond to surveys about their 

SoTL experience. Gamering additional information on the professional 

connections made with SoTL and any relationship to the rigor of the 

investigations would be particularly informative. Survey questions ascertaining 

the level of faculty support for incorporating voluntary participation in classroom- 

based action research as part of the community college faculty workload and 

reward system could guide related policy efforts. 
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3. Conduct a survey of the entire faculty population at FSCC regarding their 

perception of SoTL and the investigative projects that fellows have conducted to 

date at FSCC. This study found involvement in a collegial process of empirical 

investigation of classroom issues supported pedagogical and curricula innovation 

while nurturing ongoing formative assessment activities. A survey seeking data 

regarding how pervasive those results have disseminated beyond the SoTL 

fellows could guide future OFSD programming and efforts. The survey could also 

explore faculty perceptions of an appropriate role for middle management at 

FSCC in the SoTL program. This study found limited evidence for a clarified 

role of Academic Division Deans in the SoTL program. 

4. This study explored community college faculty engaged in empirical 

investigations about pedagogical innovations in pursuit of improving student 

learning. An important next step in research is to document how those 

innovations actually affect student learning. Remaining consistent with the values 

of FSCC and the reflective practice foundation of OFSD programs suggests that 

by continuing the support of community college faculty curiosity, this dimension 

may occur organically as SoTL continues at the college. To advance this 

possibility, it is important to maintain a clear separation between SoTL and the 

Academic Affairs structure, faculty ownership of the data, and utilization of a yet- 

to-be-developed instrument and process that supports rigorous investigations. The 

Washington Center’s grant project assessing student learning in Learning 

Communities is one example of grants currently available to advance colleges 

ability to document student learning. 
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5. Further research on preventing the issue of isolation for early career community 

college faculty is necessary. This study found adequate classroom experience to 

be an element that fuels curiosity resulting in empirical investigations of 

classroom issues. What comprised adequate classroom experience varied but 

early career, untenured faculty represent a growing percentage of community 

college faculty members, as the surge of faculty hired in the national community 

college surge of the 1960’s and 1970’s retire. An investment mentality requires 

more information about the professional development needs of early career 

faculty relative to inquiry, reflection, and critical exchange as they gain 

community college classroom experience. 

The implications discussed and recommendations presented in the previous three sections 

above provide possible contributions the results of this study can make to practice, 

policy, and research. The following section summarizes the conclusions of this 

investigation. 

Conclusion 

The findings of this descriptive case study fill a gap in the knowledge base about 

community college faculty and the influence initiatives like SoTL have on perceptions of 

isolation. By conducting empirical investigation of pedagogical issues, the influence 

does have a positive impact on community college faculty. The positive influence results 

from progressive participation in substantial development programs providing 

opportunities to reflect on teaching practice with community college colleagues 

represented in a five-phase model entitled Questing in Conversation. Specifically, the 

SoTL program at FSCC reduces isolation by providing collegial conversations coupled 
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with an empirical investigation of questions that emerged from curiosities related to 

community college teaching. The collaboration developed relationships through the 

process of conducting investigative methodologies, of varying rigor as defined by the 

SoTL literature. Those inquiries conducted with an element of greater rigor further 

advance results of SoTL projects and the influence participants report on collegial 

connections. There is limited evidence that administrative involvement can bring the 

implementation of results to an institutional level beyond the more standard classroom 

level implementation of faculty inquiries. 

Findings from this investigation illuminate that the SoTL program at FSCC 

supports the reflective practice interests of faculty through a commitment by 

administration to support the long-term investment in faculty development programming. 

SoTL structured inquiries nurtured collegiality among community college participants 

thereby reducing perceptions of isolation. SoTL at FSCC contributes to a climate of 

intellectual community that structures opportunities for faculty to investigate reflections 

about pedagogy in their classrooms and alter practice at the individual, course, 

department, and in some cases the college level. As evidenced by the fellows who now 

regularly collect and analyze student data to inform classroom practice and make 

recommendations to administration, faculty reflective practice can result in products and 

procedures that ultimately address administrative interests in data driving instructional 

decision making. This study found that learning has the capacity to drive the community 

college enterprise through one of its most important resources, its faculty members. 

Nurturing the curiosity that fuels learning, wherever it is found supports the individual 

and societal goals for higher education in a democratic society. 
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This study found that the scholarship of teaching and learning is a long-term 

investment nurturing intellectual connections among participants and generating results 

strengthening classroom practice. If sustained, this investment shows potential to reap 

benefits for community college faculty and administrators along with the various internal 

and external constituencies they serve over the longer term. 

181 



APPENDICES 

ft 

% � 

*. 

182 



APPENDIX A 

INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 

To: Participants in the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning study 
From: Kate Douglas, Doctoral student, UMASS/Amherst 
Date: February, 2007 
Re: Informed Consent 

I am a doctoral student working on my dissertation at UMASS/Amherst in the 
School of Education. My study examines the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) 
at a community college. To expand my understanding of how SoTL influences the nature 
of instruction at a community college, I am curious to research your perceptions of SoTL 
at your institution. 

This research will take four forms; 1) individual interviews, 2) campus-based 
observations, 3) review of documents and other secondary materials, and 4) a focus group 
of participants in this SoTL case study. The open-ended question interviews will provide 
a vehicle for me to understand your perceptions of the SoTL phenomenon at SCC. 
Interviews will take place at the participants’ convenience between March and June 2007. 
Any campus observations will take place with the participants’ full knowledge and 
recommendation during regularly scheduled classroom, governance and/or SoTL 
meetings during the Spring 2007 semester. As an investigator at your institution, I will 
regularly take field notes. The third source of data will be any secondary written 
materials provided to me by participants, which in their opinion may serve to enhance my 
understanding of SoTL at the community college. Finally, a focus group is planned for 
June 2007 where SoTL participants and contributors will be invited to dialog and review 
preliminary findings about SoTL at Seasons Community College. 

Interviews should take approximately forty-five minutes and will be audio taped. 
The focus group is planned to last one hour and will also be audio taped. All exchanges 
and information will be confidential. After the tapes have been transcribed and analyzed, 
they will be destroyed. I will use pseudonyms for all individuals and for the college to 
protect the anonymity and confidentiality of participants and the college in generating all 
materials required for my dissertation. 

Please understand that your involvement in this research is entirely voluntary and 
you are free to leave the study at any time, without prejudice. Should you elect to 
participate, you will be invited to review materials as they are generated and have the 
right to request a review and discussion of the findings. 

I am available to answer questions or concerns you may have regarding this study. 
Please contact me at Holyoke Community College, the Division of Social Sciences, (413) 
552-2280, kdouglas@hcc.mass.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Professor Joseph 
Berger at UMASS/Amherst, (413) 545 -4184, jbberger@educ.umass.edu. 

If you decide to participate in this research, please sign the attached form, return it 
to me, and retain this letter for your records. Your signature indicates that you have read 
and understood the information provided and are willingly choosing to participate. Please 
remember you may elect to withdraw at any time. 

Thank you. 
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMED CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Case Study of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning at a Community College 

Consent for Voluntary Participation 

I volunteer to participate in this qualitative study and understand that: 

1. I will be interviewed by Kate Douglas using a guided interview format consisting 
of ten questions. 

2. The questions I will be answering address my views on issues related to the 
faculty experience at a community college and my experience with the 
scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL). I understand that the primary 
purpose of this research is to examine how SoTL influences the nature of 
community college instruction. 

3. The interview will be audio taped to facilitate analysis of the data. 

4. My name will not be used, nor will I be identified personally, in any way at any 
time. I understand it will be necessary to identify participants in the dissertation 
by position (e.g. professor of psychology). 

5. I may withdraw from part or all of the study at any time. 

6. I have the right to review material prior to the final exam or other publication. 

7. I understand that results from this study will be included in Kate Douglas’ 
doctoral dissertation and may also be included in manuscripts submitted to 
professional journals for publication. 

8. I am free to participate or not to participate without prejudice. 

9. Because of the small number of participants, approximately twenty, I understand 
there is some risk that I may be identified as a [participant of this study. 

Researcher’s signature Participant’s signature 

Date Date 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning at Four Seasons Community College 

1- Please tell me something about yourself - your official title, your educational 
background, how long you have been employed in community colleges, how long 
you’ve been a_(insert current title) here at Seasons Community 
College. 

2- I’d like to find out about the history of the college and particularly about the 
background of SoTL here. What can you tell me about the history of the college? 
What can you tell me about the characteristics of Seasons Community College? What 
do you see as important to people on this campus? How is that importance 
demonstrated to you? 

3- What can you tell me about the history/background of the SoTL program here? 

4- What do you see as the purpose of SoTL at Seasons Community College? What does 
it try to accomplish? What are the intended result(s)? 

5- I’d like to know more about your SoTL experience. When did you participate? Why 
did you become involved in SoTL? What was/is your SoTL project? How is it going? 
How has it influenced you? Your classroom instruction? Your formal and/or informal 
college service? What are/have been SoTL’s highlights for you? Frustrations? 

6- Can you share with me a particular decision or action you have taken that you think 
is indicative of SoTL’s influence on you, your thinking, and/or your follow-through 
of your responsibilities at this college? 

7- Tell me about your SoTL cohort’s membership - who were the other members? What 
influence does/did conducting SoTL within this group have for you? What can you 
share with me about the group? Do any members continue to meet/network in any 
way? If so, how do they meet/network? What happens? 

8- What do you see as the actual end result(s) of SoTL at SCC? 

9- Do you have any recommendations for professional development programs targeted 
at community college faculty? 

10- Any final comments? Anything else you’d like to say/tell me about SoTL, the 
classroom experience, the college environment here? 
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APPENDIX D 

FOLLOW-UP ELECTRONIC SURVEY 

SoTL Case Study 

1. Please check any of the following Office for Faculty and Staff Development 
programs in which you have participated: 

_ iTEACH 
_ Learning Communities 
_ Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 
_ Teaching in Community 

1. Which of these programs did you participate in first? 

2. What attracted/motivated you to participate in the first program you cite above? 

3. If you participated in more than one of the above programs, please name the 
second program. What attracted/motivated you to participate in the second 
program? 

4. If you participated in more than two of the above listed programs, please share 
why you choose to participate in the third program? The fourth? 

5. If you have any ongoing involvement with any of the above listed programs, 
please list which one(s). Briefly describe your involvement and discuss why you 
continue that involvement. 

Thank You 
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