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increases to 24% when specific to communi-
ty college students (National Center for Educa-
tional Statistics, 2013a).  However, the state of 
being underprepared academically for college 
level coursework does not only apply to devel-
opmental education students.  Many students 
who test into college-level courses are entering 
college with inadequate reading, writing, and 
critical thinking skills to successfully navigate 
discipline-specific higher education coursework 
(Duff, 2010; Hyland, 2006; Lea & Street, 1998; 
Tsui, 2002).  As such, college faculty are chal-
lenged to meet the multiple needs of their stu-
dents while still maintaining high expectations 
within their discipline-specific courses.   

Across educational levels, faculty are often 
solely credentialed in their discipline and have 
limited, if any, coursework in pedagogy and lit-
eracy instruction (Fang & Coatoam, 2013; Furco 

Large numbers of high school graduates are 
entering higher education underprepared for 
the coursework they are about to encounter.  
Nationally, approximately 20% of all first-year 
undergraduates in higher education enroll in at 
least one developmental course; this statistic 
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help students develop discipline-specific litera-
cy skills (Fang & Coatoam, 2013; Gillis, 2014; 
Hynd-Shanahan, 2013; Moje, 2008; Shanah-
an & Shanahan, 2008, 2012).  Disciplinary lit-
eracy is described by Shanahan and Shanahan 
(2012) as, “an emphasis on the knowledge and 
abilities possessed by those who create, com-
municate, and use knowledge within the dis-
ciplines” (p. 8).  Through disciplinary literacy 
instruction, students, “engage in practices that 
will help them solve specific problems with dis-
ciplinary texts” (Hynd-Shanahan, 2013, p. 94).  
Further, students navigate the texts of the disci-
plines as they learn the specific reading, writ-
ing, and critical thinking skills specific to that 
discipline (Dunkerly-Bean & Bean, 2016; Moje, 
2015).  Rather than applying general literacy 
strategies to the disciplines, as in content-area 
literacy, disciplinary literacy pedagogical deci-
sions are guided by the discipline itself (Hynd-
Shanahan, 2013).  Providing opportunities for 
students to engage, elicit/engineer, examine, 
and evaluate multiple literacy contexts allows 
faculty to keep a central focus on inquiry with-
in their disciplinary literacy instruction (Moje, 
2015).

While most of the work published has been 
supportive of this shift toward disciplinary liter-
acy in secondary schools, Heller (2010), in his 
response to Moje’s (2008) initial call for change, 
challenged the approach at the secondary level.  
He argued that disciplinary literacy instruction 
targets skills necessary for university and pro-
fessional settings and should be left to higher 
education (Heller, 2010).  Interestingly, though, 
the bulk of the research has focused on second-
ary schools, leaving a limited research base at 
the postsecondary level on disciplinary litera-
cy.  However, these are the instructors who of-
ten have limited literacy and education training 
and might not even consider incorporating dis-
cipline-specific literacy into the classroom.  If 
they do consider this concept, they may feel 
that it is not their role, or they may not have the 
time, knowledge, or confidence to incorporate 
disciplinary literacy within their courses.

Tsui (2002) conducted one of the few stud-
ies on this phenomenon at the college level—a 
case study on four higher education institutions.  
Classroom observations and interviews were 
conducted over a seven-month period in 1996-
1997.  The results of this study indicated that 

& Moely, 2012; Moje, 2008; Thibodeau, 2008; 
Tsui, 2002).  Further, college faculty often do 
not have the pedagogical background to inte-
grate literacy instruction into their curriculum 
(Furco & Moely, 2012; Hammer & Green, 2011; 
Moje, 2008; Thibodeau, 2008; Tsui, 2002), un-
like many high school content area teachers 
who are both literacy and content practitio-
ners (Cantrell, Burns, & Callaway, 2008; Stur-
tevant & Linek, 2003).  This paradox presents 
a challenge for college faculty when they are 
faced with students who struggle with reading, 
writing, and critical thinking skills.  Therefore, 
they often rely on developmental and English 
coursework, as well as academic support cen-
ters, to provide students with targeted literacy 
support.  While students gain general literacy 
strategies in these venues, this practice is being 
questioned as it does not provide students with 
the discipline-specific literacy experiences nec-
essary to succeed in higher education course-
work (Lea & Street, 1998; Wingate, 2006).  In-
stead, researchers suggest that college faculty 
integrate context- and discipline-specific litera-
cy instruction into the content courses (Heller, 
2010; Wingate & Tribble, 2012). 

Literacy Instruction in the Disciplines
While some high-school content-area teach-

ers view themselves as both literacy and con-
tent-area teachers (Cantrell et al., 2008; Sturte-
vant & Linek, 2003), college faculty often do not 
feel it is their role to teach reading and writ-
ing skills within their college classroom (Bailey, 
2010; Gregory & Colclough, 2018; Haggis, 2006; 
Tsui, 2002) and exhibit resistance to this prac-
tice (Bean, Gregory, & Dunkerly-Bean, 2018).  
Developing students’ reading, writing, and criti-
cal thinking skills takes a collaborative effort by 
all faculty, not just English faculty, as it is rare 
for sufficient development to occur in one class 
during one semester.  Therefore, it is beneficial 
for all faculty to know how to promote and sup-
port content-specific literacy and critical think-
ing skills within their discipline courses (Tsui, 
2002) and to build disciplinary literacy instruc-
tional programs (Moje, 2008).  

Over the past decade, this phenomenon has 
been increasingly addressed with adolescent 
learners in secondary schools.  There has been 
a push for secondary educators to move away 
from solely content-area literacy instruction and 
shift toward a disciplinary literacy approach to 
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some college faculty did not believe it was their 
role to teach reading and writing skills within 
their college classroom (Tsui, 2002).  Howev-
er, this study did not expand upon the facul-
ty’s self-efficacy with incorporating discipline-
specific literacy into their instruction.  It also 
did not explore what literacy practices, if any, 
the faculty actually incorporated into their con-
tent instruction.  Understanding faculty’s per-
ceived role, self-efficacy, and classroom practic-
es inform professional development personnel 
as they develop and provide offerings to sup-
port faculty in the areas of literacy instruction 
within the disciplines.

Theoretical Framework:  
Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) 
serves as the framework for the present study.  
Social cognitive theory “contends that individ-
uals act based on their thoughts, goals, beliefs, 
and values” (Schunk, Meece, & Pintrich, 2014); 
thus, both learning and performance are influ-
enced by one’s level of motivation.  One key 
construct of social cognitive theory is self-effi-
cacy, or one’s perceived ability to learn or per-
form a specific task (Bandura, 1993, 1997).  
More specifically, instructional self-efficacy re-
fers to an instructor’s perceived ability to teach 
students and help them learn the content (Sc-
hunk, 2012).  In the present study, instruction-
al self-efficacy encompasses an instructor’s per-
ceived ability to integrate literacy instruction 
into the discipline’s curriculum and help stu-
dents to learn discipline-specific literacy skills.

Bandura (1977) contended that one’s lev-
el of self-efficacy was a stronger factor of one’s 
learning and performance than one’s actu-
al abilities.  Further, he argued that individu-
als with low self-efficacy were less likely to per-
sist when the task at hand became challenging 
(Bandura, 1977).  Thus, an educator who felt 
that he or she was incapable of succeeding at 
integrating literacy instruction into the disci-
pline even though he or she knew of teaching 
strategies that could be successful in this area 
would be less likely to persist or even integrate 
literacy at all when the lesson became challeng-
ing (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011).

Research on higher education faculty’s at-
titudes and self-efficacy with literacy instruc-
tion has been impeded by the lack of a valid 

measure.  While there are several scales that 
measure certain aspects of this phenomenon, 
there is not one that measures it in its entirety.  
Chang, Lin, and Song (2011) developed a Facul-
ty Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale (FTSES); howev-
er, this scale covers general aspects of instruc-
tion rather than a literacy-focused approach.  
Scales that measure aspects of elementary and 
secondary teachers’ self-efficacy with literacy 
instruction do exist, such as the Reading Teach-
ing Efficacy Instrument (RTEI) developed by 
Szabo and Mokhtari (2004), and the Teachers’ 
Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction (TSE-
LI) and Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 
both developed by Tschannen-Moran and John-
son (2011).  The RTEI focused solely on read-
ing instruction and held several psychomet-
ric issues (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001).  The TSELI and TSES both address read-
ing and writing, but they are exclusive to ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers.  There 
is, at present, no tested scale that specifically 
measures higher education faculty’s attitudes, 
self-efficacy and practices related to literacy in-
struction in the disciplines. 

Indeed, there is a gap in the research when 
the focus is shifted to higher education, specif-
ically in the community college setting.  The 
present study was designed to address this gap, 
and thus investigated the following research 
questions: (1) To what extent can we measure 
community college faculty’s attitudes and self-
efficacy with literacy instruction in a reliable 
and valid way? (2) What are community college 
faculty’s attitudes toward incorporating literacy 
instruction in their content courses? (3) What 
are community college faculty’s levels of self-
efficacy in regard to incorporating literacy in-
struction in their content courses? (4) To what 
extent do community college faculty’s attitudes 
and self-efficacy with literacy instruction dif-
fer by employment status, K-12 experience, and 
discipline taught?

The present study contributes to the field of 
postsecondary literacy research in several ways.  
First, we provide a valid and reliable instrument 
for use by researchers, faculty, and administra-
tion in higher education.  Second, the results of 
the current study provide insight to the field of 
research on the attitudes and self-efficacy of fac-
ulty in regard to literacy instruction at the post-
secondary level.  Finally, both the scale and the 
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42% full-time and 58% part-time; 40% college 
transfer and 50% career/technical; 39% male 
and 61% female; 42% Caucasian, 44% Afri-
can American and 14% other minorities; and 
60% on financial aid.  The colleges are part of 
a 23-college mid-Atlantic state community col-
lege system and offer two-year transferrable de-
grees, professional certifications, career and 
technical education, dual enrollment, and de-
velopmental studies. 

Of the 2,200 invited faculty, 11% (n = 231) 
completed the survey.  We used such strategies 
as pre-survey contacts, personalized contacts, 
increased chances of winning incentives, alter-
nate wording for each contact, and follow up 
contacts in an effort to increase response rates 
(Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000; Kaplowitz, 
Hadlock, & Levine, 2004; Sauermann & Roach, 
2013).  While we expected a 25-30% response 
rate (Kaplowitz et al., 2004) to meet the de-
sired subject to item ratio of 10:1 (Costello & 
Osborne, 2005), we considered the timing of the 
study (Summer term) and the large number of 
part-time faculty to be contributing causes to a 
lower-than-expected response rate. 

Measure
Relying on research on higher education 

faculty self-efficacy, secondary education lit-
eracy teacher self-efficacy, secondary content 
teacher self-efficacy, and scale development, we 
developed a questionnaire to measure college 
faculty’s self-efficacy in implementing disci-
pline-specific literacy instruction in their cours-
es.  The scale, Faculty Attitudes & Self-Effica-
cy with Discipline-Specific Literacy Instruction 
(FASEDSLI), was developed using a theoretical 

findings of the present study will guide profes-
sional development providers in their design of 
workshops and programs that incorporate strat-
egies and theory to aid higher education facul-
ty in developing their instructional self-efficacy 
in order to subsequently impact their pedagogy 
and practice.

Method

Research Design
We employed a descriptive, comparative re-

search design in the present study.  We investi-
gated community college faculty’s perceptions 
of their role as a literacy educator and their self-
efficacy with incorporating literacy instruction 
in their course instruction.  Findings by con-
struct and scale were compared as a function of 
employment status, K-12 teaching experience, 
and discipline taught.  

Participants and Context 
Approximately 2,200 full and part-time fac-

ulty from three large, mid-Atlantic multi-cam-
pus community colleges were invited to partic-
ipate in the present study during the Summer 
2016 term.  These three institutions employ ap-
proximately 600 full-time and 1,600 part-time 
faculty.  The full-time faculty across these three 
institutions were 49% male (43% Caucasian 
and 6% minority) and 51% female (40% Cau-
casian and 11% minority).  These statistics are 
comparable to the data for higher education fac-
ulty across the country (National Center for Ed-
ucation Statistics, 2013b).  The three communi-
ty colleges serve approximately 60,000 students 
per year.  The student body is approximately 

  
 

 

Table 1 
Theoretical Blueprint for the Original Scale: Faculty Attitudes & Self-Efficacy with Discipline-Specific 
Literacy Instruction (FASEDSLI) 
     

 Role Perception Self-Efficacy Practice Total 
Reading* 5 6 5 16 
Writing** 5 6 5 16 
Critical Thinking*** 5 6 5 16 
Total 15 18 15 48 
* Disciplinary vocabulary, comprehension of disciplinary texts  
**Discipline-specific writing tasks, communicating the discipline  
***Reasoning, application, source analysis, proofs  
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blueprint (see Table 1) and included three sub-
scales.  The constructs for the three subscales 
were faculty’s perceptions of their role as a lit-
eracy educator, faculty’s self-efficacy for incor-
porating literacy into their course instruction, 
and faculty’s practice of incorporating literacy 
instruction into their discipline courses.  We an-
alyzed the construct for each subscale in terms 
of three components of literacy: reading (e.g., 
disciplinary vocabulary, comprehension of dis-
ciplinary texts), writing (e.g., discipline-specif-
ic writing tasks, communicating the discipline), 
and critical thinking (e.g., reasoning, applica-
tion, source analysis, proofs).  Between five and 
six questions were developed for each construct 
and literacy component, totaling 48 items.  We 
included both positively and negatively-word-
ed items.

The questions covered a variety of aspects 
of literacy with the aim of participants self-re-
porting the extent to which literacy played a 
role in their instruction.  For example, to ad-
dress role perception and reading, one ques-
tion asked: “Part of my role as a discipline fac-
ulty is to include instruction on how to better 
comprehend the texts used by professionals in 
the field.”  To address self-efficacy and writing, 
another question asked, “I am capable of suc-
cessfully supporting students with writing disci-
pline-specific papers or reports similar to works 
published in the field.”  Finally, to address 
practice and critical thinking, another question 
asked: “I incorporate lessons which help stu-
dents analyze sources in a manner specific to 
the field.”  These examples, as well as the re-
mainder of the questions, address literacy with-
in the context of the discipline.

The following demographic information 
was collected from the participants: gender, 
K-12 teaching experience, higher education 
teaching experience, employment status (full-
time or part-time), level of education, education 
degree area of study, and discipline(s) taught.  
This information was collected in order to de-
scribe the sample, compare it to the larger pop-
ulation, and thereby investigate external validi-
ty.  Additionally, this data collection allowed us 
to identify possible differences based on demo-
graphic characteristics.

The FASEDSLI questionnaire included three 
item types.  The demographic questions consist-
ed of close-ended, checklist items (e.g., gender).  

The role perception, self-efficacy, and practice 
subscales included both Likert-scale and open-
ended questions.  The Likert-scale had six re-
sponse options: Completely Disagree (1), Mostly 
Disagree (2), Slightly Disagree (3), Slightly Agree 
(4), Mostly Agree (5), and Completely Agree (6).  
We chose not to include a central option re-
flecting a neutral position, as supported by ex-
tant research (Garland, 1991; Kalton, Roberts, 
& Holt, 1980; Krosnick et al., 2002).  Removing 
the neutral option in effect forces the partici-
pants to use cognitive effort to identify their po-
sition on a topic (Garland, 1991).  Additionally, 
six response options allowed for more variance 
in responses with the intent of enhancing the 
validity of the scale.  The open-ended questions 
(e.g., What else can you tell me about your be-
liefs about your role as a literacy educator?) al-
lowed the participants to provide any additional 
experiences or thoughts regarding the use of lit-
eracy instruction in their courses.  

Data Collection
We collected data from community college 

faculty via an online questionnaire during the 
Summer 2016 academic term.  The faculty were 
invited to participate in the web-based survey 
via an email invitation and were asked to com-
plete the survey within a two-week time period.  
Directions were provided both in the email and 
at the beginning of the online survey explaining 
the purpose of the study, how the results would 
be used, and how the study would benefit fac-
ulty and students.  After two weeks, a follow-
up email was sent to all faculty thanking those 
who had participated and inviting those who 
had not yet completed the survey to do so.  Fac-
ulty who completed the survey had the option 
to be entered into a drawing for one of four $25 
Amazon gift cards.

Data Analyses
We conducted an exploratory factor analy-

sis using principal axis factoring using oblique 
rotation on the original survey items.  This 
method allowed us to refine the scale to in-
clude only questions which reliably measured 
the constructs they were intended to measure.  
After checking reliability and validity of the full 
scale and subscales, descriptive statistics were 
used to address the second and third research 
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Table 2 
Participant Demographics 
   

Characteristic n* Valid % 
Gender   
     Male 80 35.9 
     Female 143 64.1 
Employment Status   
     Full-time 93 41.5 
     Part-time 131 58.5 
Discipline Taught   
     Business 20 9.3 
     Humanities 64 29.8 
     Social Sciences 28 13.0 
     STEM 57 26.5 
     Health 12 5.6 
     Career Technical 7 3.3 
     Other 27 12.6 
K-12 Experience   
     Yes 87 39.9 
     No 131 60.1 
Higher Education Experience   
     1-10 years 122 56.0 
     11-20 years 49 22.5 
     21+ years 47 21.6 
n*: total number of participants who responded; forced response was not utilized 
  

question, beginning with the psychometric 
characteristics of the measurement.

To what extent can we measure community 
college faculty’s attitudes and self-efficacy 
with literacy instruction in a reliable and 
valid way?

The validity of the questionnaire was en-
hanced in several ways.  The development of 
the FASEDSLI scale was guided by past mea-
sures and research in the field.  During the 
initial development of the questionnaire, we 
checked for content validity through a theoreti-
cal blueprint (see Table 1).  Organizing the sur-
vey items by construct helped ensure that each 
construct was sufficiently represented.  

Second, we conducted a principal axis fac-
tor analysis on the rating scale responses with 
oblique rotation.  This analysis informed the 
refinement of the measurement so that it only 
included those items with a coherent factor 

questions.  For the final research question, t-
tests were used to compare results by employ-
ment status and K-12 teaching experience, and 
analysis of variance was conducted to compare 
responses by discipline taught.  Using the con-
structs as a priori codes, we analyzed and man-
ually coded the data from the open-ended ques-
tions in order to triangulate the data for the 
second, third, and fourth research question.

Results
A total of 231 community college faculty 

(see Table 2) participated in the present study.  
The faculty taught in a variety of disciplines, 
with over half in humanities or STEM (Science, 
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics) de-
partments.  The majority of the faculty sur-
veyed were part-time, were female, had never 
taught at the K-12 level, and had taught for ten 
years or fewer in higher education.  The results 
of the current study are organized by research 
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.50 as the target communality score.  Thus, 
eighteen items with either low communali-
ties (less than .50) or low item-total correlation 

structure.  Due to a sample size of 231, we 
followed MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, and 
Hong’s (1999) recommendation and identified 

 

Table 3 
Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of the Refined Scale: Faculty Attitudes & Self-Efficacy with 
Discipline-Specific Literacy Instruction (FASEDSLI) 
    
Item Text 1 2 3 

Q4. It is important for me to include discipline-specific writing instruction in order for students to successfully 
complete course assignments. .76   

Q5. Part of my role as a discipline faculty is to include discipline-specific organizational strategy instruction to help 
my students write in a manner similar to experts in the field. .70   

Q6. Discipline faculty should provide opportunities for students to develop their discipline-specific writing ability. .70   
Q7. It is important for me to include discipline-specific source analysis instruction and practice in order for students 
to successfully complete course assignments. .60   

Q3. Part of my role as a discipline faculty is to include instruction on how to better comprehend the texts used by 
professionals in the field. .56   

Q1. It is important for me to include discipline-specific reading instruction in order for students to successfully 
complete course assignments. .50   

Q9. Discipline faculty should provide opportunities for students to apply the disciplinary knowledge in ways that 
mirror activities in the field. .50   

Q8. Discipline faculty should provide opportunities for students to develop their reasoning skills in a manner similar 
to experts in the field. .44   

Q2. Part of my role as a discipline faculty is to include discipline-specific vocabulary instruction to help my students 
succeed in my course. .43   

Q19. I understand the critical thinking skills students need in order to be successful in my discipline.  .87  
Q14. I have completed professional development activities to develop my understanding of the role writing plays in 
my discipline.  .83  

Q21. I am confident in my ability to teach students how to apply their knowledge of the discipline to the assignments 
and field.  .80  

Q20. I am capable of teaching students how to analyze sources pertinent to the discipline.  .75  
Q18. I have completed professional development activities to develop my understanding of the role critical thinking 
plays in my discipline.  .69  

Q10. I have completed professional development activities to develop my understanding of the role reading plays in 
my discipline.  .59  

Q16. I am capable of successfully supporting students with writing discipline-specific papers or reports similar to 
works published in the field.  .58  

Q15. I understand the writing skills students need in order to be successful in my discipline.  .57  

Q11. I understand the reading skills students need in order to be successful in my discipline.  .51  
Q13. I am capable of successfully providing discipline-specific comprehension support for students who struggle 
with reading in my courses.  .43  

Q12. I am confident in my ability to include discipline-specific vocabulary instruction in order for the students in my 
courses to succeed.  .41  

Q17. I am capable of successfully providing discipline-specific writing support for students who struggle with 
reading in my courses.  .35  

Q28. I incorporate lessons which support students in their development of critical thinking and reasoning.   .77 

Q30. When students struggle with applying discipline-specific knowledge of the field, I provide additional support.   .68 

Q22. I incorporate lessons which support students in their development of discipline-specific vocabulary.   .66 

Q23. I incorporate lessons which help students develop their understanding of the course texts.   .60 

Q29. I incorporate lessons which help students analyze sources in a manner specific to the field.   .60 

Q27. When students struggle with discipline-specific writing skills, I provide additional support.   .58 

Q24. When students struggle with discipline-specific reading skills, I provide additional support.   .46 
Q26. I incorporate lessons which help students develop their ability to write in a manner similar to experts in the 
field.   .40 

Q25. I incorporate lessons which support students in their development of discipline-specific writing and 
organization of ideas.   .36 

Eigenvalue 10.14 2.66 2.19 

Percentage of variance explained 33.79 8.88 7.29 

Note:​ Item loadings below .35 are not shown. 1 = Factor 1/Perceptions of Role as Literacy Educator; 2 = Factor 2/Self-Efficacy with Literacy 
Instruction; 3 = Factor 3/Literacy Instruction Practices 
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correlations (r=.46, r=.40) with the third fac-
tor (practice), which seems logical given that 
faculty who value literacy education as part of 
their role and/or are confident in their abilities 
will more likely put this into practice in their 
classroom.  Interestingly, self-efficacy was not 
strongly correlated to role perception (r=.28), 
which might support that one’s self-efficacy is 
not dependent upon one’s role perception.  As 
the full scale was not intended to be unidimen-
sional, this result was not concerning.  Thus, 
with some refinement of the original question-
naire, the factor analysis empirically verified the 
a priori constructs developed.  

Third, we triangulated the findings from the 
scaled items and open-ended items to confirm 
consistency across the data.  Finally, the results 
from this analysis provided insight about the 
specific questions within the scale.  As such, 
some questions were revised or removed. 

We confirmed that the FASEDSLI scale had 
high reliability by calculating Cronbach’s alpha 
for each construct (see Table 4).  When broken 
down by construct, the reliability increased with 
the reduction of items.  Faculty’s perceptions of 
their role to incorporate reading, writing, and 
critical thinking into their content courses was 
measured by nine items with a reliability of α 
= .825, an improvement of the reliability from 
the full 15 items (α = .718).  Faculty’s self-ef-
ficacy to incorporate these literacy components 
into their courses was originally measured by 
18 items with a reliability of α = .526.  The 
refined 12-item subscale had an increased re-
liability of α = .839.  Finally, the reliability of 
the third construct, practice, originally had 15 
items with a low reliability (α = .351).  The 

scores that negatively impacted the survey’s to-
tal Cronbach’s alpha score were removed, leav-
ing a total of 30 items that shared adequate 
common variance with other items.  The items 
removed focused mainly on faculty’s perceived 
ability to support struggling students, faculty’s 
expectations of incoming students’ skill levels, 
and the role of outside resources for struggling 
students.  This revision is logical in that these 
topics cover issues outside college-level instruc-
tion.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO 
= .888) verified the sample size (n=231) as 
strong for the analysis (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 
1999).  Bartlet’s test of Sphericity was signifi-
cant (x2 (435) = 3788.885, p < .001), further 
supporting the sampling adequacy.

In order to determine the initial factor struc-
ture, we used the following criteria: eigenvalues 
greater than 1.0, scree plot analysis, factor struc-
ture clarity and coherence, and interpretability 
of factors.  Three factors held eigenvalues great-
er than 1.0, explaining 49.96% of the variance.  
The scree plot showed inflexions that could jus-
tify between two and three factors.  When the 
30 items were loaded on the three-factor mod-
el (see Table 3), the items were clustered in line 
with the following three a priori constructs be-
ing measured: faculty’s perceptions of their role 
as a literacy educator, faculty’s self-efficacy in 
regard to incorporating literacy instruction in 
their courses, and faculty’s practice of literacy 
activities and instruction in their courses.  The 
items did not hold scores of .30 or higher on the 
other two factors, concluding that there were no 
cross-loading issues.

Both the first factor (role perception) and 
second factor (self-efficacy) had fairly strong 

 

Table 4 
Summary of Scale Reliability 
     

 Original Scale Refined Scale 

  Items α Items α 

Perceptions of Role as 
Literacy Educator  15 0.718 9 0.825 

Self-efficacy with 
Literacy Instruction  18 0.526 12 0.839 

Literacy Practices 
within Instruction  15 0.351 9 0.884 

Full Scale 48 0.715 30 0.922 
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reliability increased when the six items were re-
moved, leaving a strong reliability for the nine 
items, α = .884.  The overall scale’s reliability 
increased from α = .715 to α = .922 when the 
eighteen items were removed.  

What are community college faculty’s 
attitudes toward incorporating literacy 
instruction in their content courses?

As shown in Table 5, on average, faculty 
(n=231) mostly agreed that part of their role 
as a faculty member was to include literacy in-
struction specific to their discipline (M=5.05, 
SE=.053).  The participant responses to open-
ended questions reflected this result.  Some 
faculty agreed with the notion articulated by 
a culinary arts faculty member when he stat-
ed: “Industry-specific literacy is extremely im-
portant and can only be taught by industry 
trained faculty.”  On the other extreme, some 
faculty agreed with the opposite, as stated by 
a chemistry faculty member when she stated: 
“My role as a COLLEGE educator in STEM is 
to teach them STEM, not literacy” (emphasis in 
original).

More specifically, faculty mostly agreed 
that their role was to incorporate literacy in-
struction that included reading (M = 5.09, SE 
= .053), writing (M = 4.91, SE = .057), and 
critical thinking (M = 5.23, SE = .043).  Fac-
ulty generally perceived that teaching critical 

thinking was more in line with their role than 
reading and writing.  Faculty addressed this 
mindset in the open-ended questions, as not-
ed by a psychology faculty member when she 
wrote: “If I do not model and encourage critical 
literacy in my class, who will?  I want my stu-
dents to be changed personally and practical-
ly in my class, and literacy education is an es-
sential step in that direction.”  This statement 
suggests that critical thinking outcomes were 
specifically aligned with the content of their 
courses and were required in order to better un-
derstand the content.  Additionally, several fac-
ulty noted that students should come prepared 
with the reading and writing skills to succeed in 
their course, but they identified critical think-
ing as an area that students should expect to 
strengthen in higher education coursework. 

What are community college faculty’s levels 
of self-efficacy in regard to incorporating 
literacy instruction in their content courses?

On average, faculty (n = 231) held fair lev-
els of self-efficacy (M = 4.87, SE = .054) re-
garding their ability to include literacy instruc-
tion specific to their discipline (see Table 6).  
However, they identified specific factors that 
impeded their self-efficacy.  Several professors 
identified time as a factor, as noted by a biol-
ogy professor when he stated: “I am confident 
in my abilities to teach these skills, but I am 

 

Table 5 
Faculty Role Perceptions (n=231) 
   

Construct M SE 
Role Perception 5.05 .053 
     Reading 5.09 .053 
     Writing 4.91 .057 
     Critical Thinking 5.23 .043 
 

 

  

 

Table 6 
Faculty Self-Efficacy (n=231) 
   

Construct M SE 
Self-Efficacy 4.87 .054 
     Reading 4.76 .051 
     Writing 4.77 .050 
     Critical Thinking 5.10 .042 
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We used t-tests in order to determine 
whether there were differences in faculty’s per-
ceptions and self-efficacy regarding incorporat-
ing discipline-specific literacy instruction into 
their course content based on employment sta-
tus (see Table 7).  On average, full-time faculty 
(M = 5.03, SE = .598) held slightly lower per-
ceptions of their role as a literacy educator than 
part-time faculty (M = 5.10, SE = .669); how-
ever, this difference, -.072, BCa 95% CI [-0.243, 
0.099], was not significant t(222) = -.829. p = 
.408.  On average, full-time faculty (M = 4.79, 
SE = .588) also held slightly lower, yet non-sig-
nificant (t[222] = -1.581, p = .115), self-effi-
cacy with incorporating literacy instruction into 
their courses than part-time faculty (M = 4.94, 
SE = .667).  Thus, there were no significant 
differences between full-time and part-time fac-
ulty in terms of role perception or self-effica-
cy with integrating literacy instruction into their 
content courses.  However, it is interesting to 
note that, while not significant, part-time facul-
ty held slightly higher levels of role perception 
and self-efficacy despite their part-time status.  
Further investigation would be necessary to de-
termine the intricacies of these differences.

We used t-tests in order to determine 
whether there were differences in faculty’s 
perceptions and self-efficacy regarding incor-
porating discipline-specific literacy instruc-
tion into their course content based on wheth-
er or not they had any experience teaching in 
K-12 (see Table 8).  On average, faculty with-
out K-12 teaching experience (M = 5.00, SE = 
.666) held significantly lower (t[216] = -2.074, 
p = .039; -.185, BCa 95% CI [-0.360, -0.914]) 
perceptions of their role as a literacy educator 
than faculty with K-12 teaching experience (M 
= 5.19, SE = .610).  On average, faculty with-
out any K-12 teaching experience (M = 4.74, SE 
= .666) held significantly lower levels of self-
efficacy with incorporating literacy instruction 

not confident in my ability to find time to in-
clude the teaching of these skills.”  Additionally, 
several faculty members discussed the student’s 
lack of basic skills, as represented by a psychol-
ogy professor when he wrote: “I think I would 
have good self-efficacy to help students who al-
ready had strong basic skills, but I would strug-
gle to help those with low foundational skills.”  
Faculty generally acknowledged the need for 
collaboration and additional training to increase 
their level of knowledge and self-efficacy.

More specifically, faculty held fair levels 
of self-efficacy regarding incorporating read-
ing (M = 4.76, SE = .051), writing (M = 4.77, 
SE = .050), and critical thinking (M = 5.10, 
SE = .042) instruction.  Again, faculty scored 
critical thinking higher than reading and writ-
ing.  When triangulated with the open-end-
ed responses, faculty validated that they had 
more experience teaching critical thinking than 
reading and writing, and thus, felt more secure 
in their ability to incorporate critical thinking 
into their instruction.  Several noted that their 
self-efficacy increased over time with critical 
thinking as they tried different techniques, col-
laborated with colleagues, and attended profes-
sional development workshops, as represented 
by an English professor when she stated: “I feel 
confident of and capable in my abilities, but it 
is always beneficial to access professional de-
velopment opportunities in order to analyze on-
going data, gain new insight, and discover and 
adapt new and successful classroom practices 
through collaboration.”

To what extent do community college 
faculty’s attitudes and self-efficacy with 
literacy instruction differ by employment 
status, K-12 experience, and discipline 
taught?

 

Table 7 
Summary of t-test Results by Employment Status 
    

 Full-Time Part-Time  

  M SD M SD p 

Role Perception  5.03 .598 5.10 .669 .408 

Self-Efficacy  4.79 .588 4.94 .667 .115 
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into their courses than faculty with K-12 teach-
ing experience (M = 5.09, SE = .601).  This dif-
ference, -.357, BCa 95% CI [-0.527, -0.187], was 
significant t(216) = -4.140, p < .001.  These re-
sults are logical in that K-12 teachers typically 
completed education degrees, have more expe-
rience with literacy instruction, and have more 
opportunities for collaboration with literacy fac-
ulty (e.g., reading specialists).  

We conducted a one-way ANOVA in order 
to determine whether there were differences 
in faculty’s role perceptions incorporating dis-
cipline-specific literacy instruction into their 
course content based on the discipline taught 
(see Table 9).  In terms of faculty’s perception of 
their role as a literacy educator, there was a sig-
nificant difference among the seven discipline 
groups, F(6,208) = 4.604, p < .001.  The Bon-
ferroni post-hoc test showed that there was only 
a significant difference between humanities and 
STEM faculty’s perceptions, (M = .463, SE = 
.113, p < .001), with humanities faculty’s per-
ceptions scoring significantly higher.  

We conducted a one-way ANOVA in order 
to determine whether there were differences in 
faculty’s level of self-efficacy with incorporating 
discipline-specific literacy instruction into their 
course content based on the discipline taught 
(see Table 10).  In regard to faculty’s level of 
self-efficacy with incorporating discipline spe-
cific literacy education into their course con-
tent, there was a significant difference among 
the seven discipline groups, F(6,208) = 4.389, 
p < .001.  The Bonferroni post-hoc test showed 
that there was only a significant difference be-
tween humanities and STEM faculty’s self-effi-
cacy (M = .531, SE = .113, p < .001), with hu-
manities faculty’s levels of self-efficacy scoring 
significantly higher.

While further investigation is necessary to 
understand the intricacies of these differences 
more fully, we can deduce several points from 
the data.  First, the content covered in many 
humanities courses typically includes specific 
literacy outcomes.  For example, it is generally 
perceived that the role of English composition 

 

Table 8 
Summary of t-test Results by K-12 Experience 
    

 No K-12 Experience K-12 Experience  

  M SD M SD p 

Role Perception  5.00 .666 5.19 .610 .039 

Self-Efficacy  4.74 .638 5.09 .601 .000 

 

  

 

Table 9 
Summary of ANOVA Results of Role Perception by Discipline Taught 
      

 SS df M​2 F p 
Between Groups 10.717 6 1.786 4.604 .000 
Within Groups 80.688 208 .388   
Total 91.405 214    
 

  

 

Table 10 
Summary of ANOVA Results of Self-Efficacy by Discipline Taught 
      

 SS df M​2 F p 
Between Groups 10.177 6 1.696 4.389 .000 
Within Groups 80.387 208 .386   
Total 90.564 214    
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call of Heller (2010) and Wingate and Tribble 
(2012) to incorporate discipline-specific literacy 
instruction into their college-level courses, their 
role perceptions and levels of self-efficacy will 
need to strengthen.  College faculty would ben-
efit from opportunities for professional devel-
opment and collaboration with literacy-trained 
colleagues to strengthen their knowledge of lit-
eracy, teaching strategies, and ultimately their 
self-efficacy.  Additionally, while mandates to 
change may be unlikely to impact faculty’s role 
perceptions and practices (Bean et al., 2018), 
policies governing faculty uptake of disciplinary 
literacy practices warrant exploration.

Finally, both the FASEDSLI scale and the 
findings of the present study can guide profes-
sional development providers in their develop-
ment of workshops and programs that incor-
porate strategies and theory to aid faculty in 
developing their instructional self-efficacy re-
lated to integrating literacy into the disciplines.  
For example, professional learning communities 
would allow faculty to collaboratively explore 
this concept and navigate how to efficiently 
and effectively incorporate literacy instruction 
in their courses.  As faculty professional devel-
opment programs provide training for faculty 
to build their knowledge of literacy, literacy in-
struction, and content-specific literacy, this re-
vised questionnaire can be used to measure the 
impact such programs have on faculty’s atti-
tudes and self-efficacy.

Limitations and Future Research
There were several limitations of the pres-

ent study.  First, in our attempt to increase sam-
ple size, all faculty at three community colleges 
were invited to complete the survey.  Our sam-
ple was comparable to the population of high-
er education faculty across the nation; however, 
we recognized that using convenience sampling 
instead of random sampling may have had an 
impact on the representativeness of the results.  
Second, despite our persistent efforts, our sam-
ple size was smaller than we desired.  A larg-
er sample size would have allowed us to make 
broader generalizations to the field and increase 
the power of the results.  Third, there was the 
chance that participants responded in ways that 
would be socially and professionally desirable.  
The first author had a professional relationship 
with some faculty members at each of the three 
institutions.  While there was no indication that 

and literature professors is to teach writing and 
reading strategies.  This idea was supported by 
the open-ended responses when an English pro-
fessor representatively stated: “I see my posi-
tion as a composition teacher as a gatekeeper 
to all the disciplines.  In order to turn out bet-
ter writers, I must introduce them to a variety 
of modes of writing as well as style manuals.”  
The faculty responses from the STEM field were 
split.  Some held a clear perception that litera-
cy education was not their role, as expressed by 
a physics professor: “My job is to teach skills 
and knowledge related to physics, not English.”  
Others were conflicted in that they knew it was 
necessary but just did not have the time or skill-
set, as shared by a biology professor: “I do try to 
incorporate activities that help [students] prac-
tice literacy skills but am not able to spend very 
much time teaching the actual skills due to the 
amount of content I need to cover.”  In the end, 
faculty repeatedly stated that their course out-
comes were the priority over discipline-specific 
literacy instruction.

Discussion 
The present study contributes to the field of 

literacy research in several ways.  First, we pro-
vide the FASEDSLI scale as a valid and reliable 
instrument for use by researchers, faculty, and 
administration.  Previously published scales 
(see Chang et al, 2001; Szabo & Mokhtari, 2004; 
Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011; Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) addressed com-
ponents of the phenomenon studied (e.g., dis-
cipline-specific literacy instruction, self-efficacy, 
or higher education faculty), but none of the 
scales included all three components.  Using ex-
ploratory factor analysis, we tested and refined 
the scale and determined that this scale was 
valid and reliable.

Second, the results of the current study fill 
a gap in extant research by providing some in-
sight into the attitudes and self-efficacy of facul-
ty in regard to higher education literacy instruc-
tion.  The community college faculty surveyed 
in the present study had, on average, marginal 
perceptions of both their role as literacy educa-
tors and their levels of self-efficacy in terms of 
integrating literacy instruction into their content 
courses.  Further, there were clear instances of 
resistance by faculty to fulfilling the role of a 
literacy educator as indicated by the open-end-
ed responses.  If faculty are to respond to the 
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this occurred, there was the chance that this re-
lationship could have had an impact on their 
participation as well as their responses.

The present study informs professional de-
velopment initiatives within community college 
faculty development programs.  In light of these 
findings, faculty professional development per-
sonnel can develop programming to strengthen 
faculty’s self-efficacy with all three constructs, 
but specifically with reading and writing.  For 
example, reading comprehension monitoring 
is viewed as a metacognitive activity (Hacker, 
1997) and could be used as a way to gauge writ-
ing and critical thinking skills.  By educating 
faculty on the importance of teaching content-
specific reading and writing skills, in addition 
to critical thinking skills, professional develop-
ment providers can help to build faculty’s per-
ceptions and levels of self-efficacy in all three 
areas. 

Professional learning communities are an-
other example where research-based strategies 
and theory could be used to promote faculty’s 
role as a literacy educator within their disci-
pline, effective instructional practices as they 
relate to discipline-specific literacy, and self-
efficacy as it relates to literacy instruction, all 
of which are common practices in such com-
munities (Wenger, 1998).  In higher education, 
collaborative development between disciplin-
ary specialists, literacy educators, librarians, 
and student support center staff has shown to 
broaden everyone’s knowledge about the role 
literacy instruction can play within the con-
tent courses (Bergman, 2014; Jacobs, 2005).  Ja-
cobs (2005) stressed the importance of creating 
spaces for such collaboration so that all stake-
holders can work together on neutral ground 
while sharing the leadership and responsibili-
ty for increasing student success.  In a profes-
sional learning community, the various stake-
holders can work together to determine how to 
embed literacy instruction into the curriculum 
and provide the faculty adequate training and 
resources in order to effectively make this cur-
ricular change. 

The field would benefit from further re-
search on this topic.  Exploring faculty’s atti-
tudes and self-efficacy across larger samples of 
community college faculty, as well as four-year 
faculty, would continue to shed light on this 
phenomenon.  Examining the characteristics 

of the institutions to determine if they impact-
ed faculty’s attitudes and self-efficacy would in-
form administrators as they develop programs 
and support faculty.  Further, expanding the 
current study to compare two-year and four-
year faculty would further aid professional de-
velopment personnel in providing support for 
faculty.  Each of these examples would add to 
the research base at the postsecondary level on 
disciplinary literacy and would support facul-
ty and administrators to meet Heller’s (2010) 
call for higher education faculty to incorporate 
discipline-specific literacy instruction in their 
coursework.
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