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ABSTRACT 

The interaction with, accountability for, and inclusion of part-time instructors is a 

growing concern of higher education.  The increase and development of virtual classrooms, 

online courses, and other transformative technologies have also impacted this particular 

phenomenon.  As students become more focused on a customized education that fits their lives, 

it is evident that the traditional form of lecture in the classroom as the primary source of teaching 

will continue to evolve and change.  This new normal of how education is delivered and taught 

in higher education institutions of today leads to the primary question of this study, which is who 

is and who will be teaching.  According to the American Federation of Teachers, as cited in 

Charlier and Williams (2011), it is estimated that part-time instructors account for more than 

68% of the professoriate teaching in the country’s community colleges.  Based on their perceived 

role and value incurred by their institutions, it is clear that this segment of faculty will continue 

to be significant contributors or detractors to the core mission of their institutions. 

The purpose of this study was to gain insight into the perceptions of part-time and full-

time faculty members at Gadsden State Community College regarding the inclusion or exclusion 

of this growing population of educators.  Utilizing an online survey instrument, the study will 

provide a framework of practices and strategies with the potential to bring about a higher level of 

involvement and job satisfaction for part-time faculty.   
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

 It might be surprising to most Americans to learn that part-time instructors teach the 

majority of undergraduate courses offered at public colleges and universities in the United States. 

According to the Hart Research Associates’ study conducted on behalf of the American 

Federation of Teachers (2010), part-time faculty now comprise 47% of all faculty teaching at 

universities and nearly 70% of the instructional workforce at community colleges.  In early 2012, 

the American Association for Community Colleges (AACC) published similar statistics in its 

article Reclaiming the American Dream, where it was estimated that approximately 68% of all 

faculty members teaching at community colleges were part-time. Although some may view that 

higher education is an unlikely setting for part-time faculty, this segment represents over 40% of 

all instructional faculty across all institutions (Xiangmin & Liang, 2013).  Nationally, it is more 

likely that a new community college student will be taught by a part-time instructor rather than a 

full-time faculty member.  The motivation and satisfaction of part-time faculty has been 

thoroughly investigated, but there is limited consensus on the best path to integrate this growing 

population into the mainstream faculty.  In some cases, there is resistance by full-time faculty to 

fully embrace and assist part-time instructors in their effort to be a part of the department or 

institution.  In many cases, full-time faculty members have expressed feelings of marginalization 

and disempowerment due to increased utilization of part-time instructors and the threat that they 

pose to the profession (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).  
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There is a common misconception portrayed by many in academic circles that part-time 

teaching is low-paying grunt work done by highly educated, nomadic scholars who cannot find 

full-time work.  The idea that part-time faculty simply roam from campus to campus as hired 

educational guns looking for their next bounty is starting to change (Wilson, 2009).  Described 

as invisible strangers, the working poor, or accidental faculty, part-time faculty have a lower 

status position in the academic profession. A perception also exists that part-time faculty are 

generally dissatisfied, often patching together part-time positions at several universities in hopes 

that a full-time position becomes available (Leslie & Gappa, 2002). Based on recent surveys, this 

does not appear to be the case. In fact, leadership is beginning to take a serious look at how to 

improve the utilization and institutional inclusion of part-time professionals in their institutions.  

Furthermore, if it is true that the purpose of higher education is the “creation of knowledge 

through research and the dissemination of knowledge through teaching,” then the recruitment, 

development, retention, and integration of part-time instructors must be weighed seriously in the 

discussion (Meixner, Kruck, & Madden, 2010, p. 141).   

Instructor interaction, accountability, inclusion, and integration into the higher 

educational setting will be a continual concern for the future of higher education.  The increase 

and development of virtual classrooms, online courses, and other transformative technologies 

have also impacted part-time professionals.  As students become more focused on a customized 

education that fits their lives, the who, and how education is delivered continue to evolve and 

change. For instance, at Hartford Community College in Maryland, the transitional studies 

department has only four full-time faculty to teach developmental reading and writing courses 

meaning that they only taught “only 20 of the 84 sections available for fall 2008” (Tittle, 2009, p. 

17).  



 

 
3 

Determining the needs and impacts part-time instructors have on various institutions of 

higher education has been the subject of many studies. Some of these studies support the fact that 

the degree of reliance on part-time faculty members should involve consideration of  the 

percentage of faculty employed on a part-time basis and the percentage of credit hours taught by 

part-time faculty members.  Part-time educators are also gaining traction in traditional 

universities where the doctoral shortage in some fields has led to more reliance on part-time 

instructors (Mello, 2007). Considerations such as budget constraints, decreasing state 

appropriations, retirement of faculty, and changing enrollment patterns consistently play a role in 

the need for part-time instructors. Part-time instructors fill the need to staff lower-level general 

education courses.  Part-time instructors also provide a bridge for administrators during periods 

when institutions are faced with hiring freezes and staff reductions due to decreased enrollment. 

The cost savings realized by colleges and universities associated with the pay differential of part-

time faculty compared to full-time faculty provides significant motivation to continue to utilize 

part-time professionals (Green, 2007). 

Data compiled from the fall 2013 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS) staff survey supports the continued use of part-time faculty, most notably in the two-

year colleges where 65% of all faculty are considered part-time.  The data do not indicate that 

students perform better (or worse) when taught by part-time faculty.  It has, however, been 

documented that programs to improve the teaching effectiveness of part-time faculty have been 

hampered by several factors.  Part-time instructors are not as readily available to participate in 

professional development activities.  Unlike their full-time counterparts, part-time faculty 

members are generally not compensated for their participation (Turner, 2003).  
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If part-time instructors are going to be productively engaged members of the higher 

education teaching community, it is necessary that programs are introduced to ensure their 

inclusion and recognized value.  If innovation and flexibility are going to be standard 

components of the higher education in the future, it is short sighted to exclude a serious 

discussion of how to meaningfully and properly engage part-time instructors. 

The growth and utilization of part-time faculty continues despite not having a consistent, 

effective, and proven strategy focused on institutional inclusion for part-time instructors.  Part-

time faculty growth is a product of a new paradigm in higher education that focuses on the 

capitalistic knowledge learner.  In 1973, economist Daniel Bell predicted the coming of a post-

industrial economy in which knowledge would become the basis of economic power, and work 

and careers would become knowledge intensive and skill dependent (Burton-Jones, 2003).  This 

conceptual model has introduced new technologies and venues that allow students to learn and 

gain competitive skills outside the traditional classroom.  It has also increased the demand for 

higher education and subsequently the need for higher utilization of part-time faculty.  As faculty 

work is reconfigured to meet this new delivery system, part-time faculty provide greater 

institutional flexibility, cost savings, and managerial discretion in growing programs that serve 

students, while also creating new revenue streams to meet the fiscal needs of the college 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).  The evolution into a global economy has brought about a change 

in the way part-time faculty are viewed and feel about their positions.  The idea of working and 

learning in a virtual space is a reality of the 21st century.  It does not matter if you are a baby 

boomer, a member of Generation X, or of the millennial generation, you are now a part of a new 

way of doing things.  This philosophy and new economy lend themselves to the part-time 

professional who can adapt and master the teaching and learning tools of the changing 
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environment of higher education.  The sustained growth of part-time faculty over the past 30 

years indicates a new normal in the staffing for higher education institutions.  This growth is 

especially relevant for community colleges where 70% of the faculty work force are part-time.  

In this same period, higher education institutions have seen greater influence of corporate and 

market values, placing a more pressure on leadership to move towards a faculty model of 

flexibility and cost effectiveness.  Recent surveys (Inside Higher Education, 2013) of president 

and chief financial officers within higher education show declining support for tenure, and a 

desire for greater institutional flexibility around employment.  This model and values show up 

clearly within many community colleges throughout the country.  To best illustrate this dynamic 

move to a more flexible, corporate model and the role part-time faculty and community colleges 

play, you do not have to look far.  Pellissippi State Community College is an excellent example 

of the contrast in the need and the treatment of part-time faculty.  The mission of the college as 

stated on its website is to serve the needs of its community by providing quality college courses 

and programs, along with appropriate student support and preparation, and by meeting a broad 

spectrum of community needs, including training and workforce development, educational 

support, life enrichment, and civic and cultural advancement.  Pellissippi’s administration states 

that it takes pride in being an institution focused on the needs and concerns of its students.  In a 

letter to part-time faculty, the college expresses appreciation for their expertise and efforts in 

helping students work towards the achievement of their academic and career goals.  Pellissippi 

recognizes the part-time faculty’s commitment to excellence in instruction and service, and 

contributions to their reputation as a leader in education, technology, and career development.   

It is further recognized that the college relies heavily on a professional, experienced, well-trained 

body of part-time instructors.  The nature of the community college requires that extensive use 
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be made of part-time faculty because they enable the college to be flexible in times when 

enrollment is uncertain and often bring to the classroom expertise from the world of work that 

greatly enhances the educational experiences of students.   The primary responsibility of part-

time faculty is to provide quality instruction and to maintain a positive learning environment in 

the classroom.  The major emphasis placed on teaching and evaluating students in classrooms 

and laboratories.  The main requirement was that all part-time faculty in the academic teaching 

areas will have the same academic qualifications as full-time faculty.  Based on the mission of 

the college, the critical role part-time faculty play, and the responsibilities and requirements of 

the part-time faculty, you might expect that the benefits and treatment are at a minimum equal to 

that of full-time staff.   However, according to the previously cited findings, it is not even close.  

The following language identifies the part-time faculty relationship and responsibilities to the 

college.  Teaching assignments are dependent on sufficient enrollment in each course and other 

administrative considerations.  Should the class(es) not have a sufficient number of students 

enrolled, the contract automatically becomes void.  Pellissippi State also reserves the right to 

transfer the class to a full-time faculty member.  Part-time faculty appointments do not include 

any assurance, obligation, or guarantee of subsequent employment.  Part-time appointments may 

be canceled without prior notice and are not effective until approved by all administration.  The 

part-time faculty salary is contingent upon successful completion of service for the full term of 

the agreement.  In the event of failure to complete the specific terms of the appointment, salary 

will be prorated in accordance with the policies of Pellissippi State.  A part-time faculty member 

is not eligible for employment benefits to include retirement credit, educational assistance, state 

insurance plan, sick leave, or holiday pay.  These final statements highlight how the college 

values its part-time faculty.  This is not an isolated incidence, in reviewing several other 
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community college websites, the mission, importance, responsibility, requirement, and treatment 

of part-time faculty is fairly consistent (pstcc.edu). 

This study attempted to gain insight into how recent developments in faculty workforce 

models impacts the students, institution, and perceptions of full-time and part-time faculty at 

Gadsden State Community College.   

Statement of the Problem 

According to the American Federation of Teachers, as cited in Charlier and Williams  

(2011), it has been estimated that part-time instructors accounted for more than 68% of the 

professoriate teaching at community colleges in the United States. 

The current fiscal environment of most institutions provides significant motivation to 

utilize less expensive, part-time faculty.  This financial reality provides the impetus for the 

growing use of part-time faculty, but does not address how or why this group of professionals 

should be viewed as integral parts of the institutions they serve.  Although there is a fiscal need 

for the use of part-time faculty, there is no agreed upon methodology or practice to measure 

effectiveness or to promote inclusion within the various types of higher education institutions.  

This lack of clarity, direction, and purpose for part-time faculty presents a challenge for all 

stakeholders of the institution to include the board, administration, full-time faculty, part-time 

faculty, and most importantly the students. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose for conducting this study was to identify the views and perceptions of the 

full-time and part-time faculty concerning the inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty as 

an integral part of Gadsden State Community College, which operates four campuses in 

Calhoun, Etowah, and Cherokee Counties, Alabama.  Inclusion for the purpose of this study 
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meant being a part of the whole as demonstrated by an awareness of rewards, support, 

responsibility, and duties set forth in the job description of part-time faculty members (Miles, 

2002).  Effectiveness for the purpose of this study was defined, by the college’s assumption that 

the instructional quality of part-time faculty can be improved through the implementation of 

strategies that create a more inclusive environment for part-time faculty.  The survey assessment 

of full-time and part-time faculty provided the knowledge concerning opportunities that exist for 

improved communication, faculty development, and participation in program design for all part-

time faculty employed by Gadsden State Community College.  This purpose was achieved 

through surveying 147 full-time and 98 part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community College 

and measuring their responses to questions regarding institutional inclusions and effectiveness of 

part-time faculty. 

A focal point of the study determined the current perceptions of full-time faculty 

regarding the roles, responsibilities, and effectiveness of part-time faculty.  The study provided 

insight into how part-time faculty view themselves regarding roles, responsibility, and 

effectiveness.  The findings of the study provided detailed information from full-time and part-

time faculty perspectives.  This information is a valuable tool for the leadership at Gadsden State 

as they evaluate current faculty views and seek ways to address deficiencies and improve 

processes that lead to better inclusion and effectiveness of this significant portion of their faculty. 

Research Questions 

 This study explored the following research questions: 

1.! Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of full-time and part-time 

faculty regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty at 

Gadsden State Community College; and 
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2.! Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of academic and 

technical faculty regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time 

faculty at Gadsden State Community College? 

Significance of the Study 

Two-year colleges have become increasingly dependent upon part-time faculty to meet 

instructional demands.  Due to enrollment increases and budget constraints, reliance on part-time 

faculty will continue to grow.  According to the U.S. Department of Education, the number of 

part-time faculty employed nationwide has grown 160% over the past two decades.   The 

numbers tell a significant story.  In 1991, full-time faculty numbered 535,623, while part-time 

represented 290,629.  During the next 20 years, full-time faculty grew by 42% to 761,619 

members, while part-time faculty expanded to 761,996.   

This growth leads to the concern that colleges could be overlooking the needs of the part-

time professionals and the impact that they contribute to overall student success.  According to 

David Kociemba, a member of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP),  

Higher ed holds itself as an inspiration to others when it comes to best practices, but in 
this area, it doesn’t live up to those ideas.  The majority of part-timers are working full-
time somewhere else, running their own businesses or teaching at several colleges just to 
make ends meet. (Rowh, 2014, p. 74) 
   
There is a need to provide a blue print to outline best practices that could be utilized for 

institutional inclusion and effective support of part-time faculty.  This fact is especially true for 

two-year colleges, where part-time faculty can make up as much as 70% of the professoriate.  

Although this study specifically concerns Gadsden State Community College, the findings may 

be useful in assessing current conditions of inclusion and effectiveness of other part-time faculty. 

There can be additional benefits derived for similar institutions who desire to move toward a 

more inclusive and effective part-time faculty organization. 
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 Over twenty years ago, Kelly (1991) conducted a similar study at a suburban community 

college in California.  The study identified that part-time faculty were disenchanted with their 

level of involvement and frustrated by the lack of support provided by other faculty and the 

administration as a whole.  These findings were expressed by Turner (2003), who found that 

part-time faculty felt that communication was lacking and that there was no real effort on the part 

of administration to involve them as key assets of the institution, even though they made up 

approximately two-thirds of the instructional workforce.  Turner (2003) suggested in the 

summary section of her dissertation that institutional researchers may want to consider a similar 

study to address issues at their own colleges.  Through these individual studies, the specific 

needs of part-time faculty, as they relate to institutional inclusion and effectiveness, can be 

explored and addressed. 

In discussions with Martha Lavender, acting president of Gadsden State Community 

College, concerning the operational and financial benefits provided by the utilization of part-time 

faculty, the decision was made to conduct a study of how Gadsden State could better interact and 

communicate with the part-time instructor population.  The survey instruments provided by 

Turner in her 2003 dissertation were discussed with Lavender and presented to the cabinet for 

approval.  Upon approval of the methodology, some slight modifications were suggested to 

address specific questions that could target the support needs of part-time faculty at Gadsden 

State. The primary issues driving this research were the increasing number of part-time faculty 

employed by Gadsden State and the need to provide a platform that could ensure institutional 

inclusion and effectiveness in the classroom for the part-time staff.    

 



 

 
11 

Assumptions 

 In conducting this study, the researcher makes the following underlying assumptions: 

1.! The perceptions of full-time and part-time faculty concerning institutional 

inclusion and effectiveness were identified and understood utilizing a survey 

instrument developed from a perceptual framework; 

2.! A professional profile of part-time faculty was determined from responses to 

questions regarding academic preparation, teaching experience, and career 

aspirations; 

3.! The information provided by the full-time and part-time instructors was accurate 

and truthful; 

4.! The survey instrument accurately captured the required data; 

5.! Respondents possessed the skills and technology required to complete the  

 online survey; and 

6.! A sufficiently large and representative sample of part-time and full-time 

instructors participated in the study. 

7.! Institutional inclusion of part-time faculty could lead to instructional 

improvement and effectiveness of part-time faculty, and instructional 

effectiveness is a worthy goal. 

Delimitations 

 The primary delimitation of this study was that surveys were only administered to part-

time and full-time instructors at Gadsden State Community College.  Participants were limited to 

instructors who were considered active members of the instructional staff.   The institution 
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selected for this study was similar in faculty size and scope of programs and curriculum to the 

study conducted by Turner at Shelton State Community College in 2003. 

Limitations 

 In conducting this study, the researcher acknowledges the following limitations: 

1.! The perceptions of full-time and part-time faculty concerning institutional 

inclusion and effectiveness may have been difficult to identify and understand 

utilizing a survey instrument developed from a perceptual framework; 

2.! A professional profile of part-time faculty may have involved characteristics that 

cannot be determined from responses to questions regarding academic 

preparation, teaching experience, and career aspirations; 

3.! The information provided by the full-time and part-time instructors may not have 

been accurate and truthful; 

4.! The survey instrument may not have accurately capture the required data; 

5.! Respondents may not have possessed the skills and technology required to 

complete the on-line survey; and 

6.! A sufficiently large and representative sample of part-time and full-time 

instructors may not have participated in the study. 

In addition, given the narrow focus of the study to one institution, the potential exists that 

findings and conclusions should not be generalized for application to the broader universe of 

colleges and universities that employ part-time faculty.  The results of the study, although 

beneficial, will reflect the organizational culture, leadership, and interpersonal dynamics that 

exist at Gadsden State Community College.  The population is limited to 154 full-time faculty 

members and 173 part-time instructors employed by Gadsden State Community College.  The 
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full-time and part-time instructors are those whose names were provided by the human resource 

department at Gadsden State Community College in the fall of 2016. 

Organization of the Study 

  This chapter provided a brief description of the current state and use of part-time faculty 

in higher education.  This research study seeks to explore how a single two-year institution 

responded to a segment of faculty that operated, for the most part, independently from any 

formal structure or inclusion in the larger organizational dynamics and culture.  Utilizing an 

online survey instrument, the study attempted to gather information on the views and perceptions 

of  full-time and part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community College.  The conclusions and 

results of the study should provide general information and guidance for two-year colleges and 

specific information with respect to Gadsden State Community College. 

Chapter II provides a review of the relevant literature on part-time faculty in colleges and 

universities throughout the United States.  The first section will focus on the historical trends, 

utilization, and demographics of part-time faculty as an entire teaching segment.  The second 

section will focus on the utilization of part-time faculty under a corporate model of higher 

education management.  The third area of review provide an update on the increased effort by 

part-time faculty to secure a voice for their concerns.  This includes the movement to form 

collaborative groups focused on the effort to unionize, which is gaining traction in some major 

markets and institutions throughout the country. The fourth section will present a review of best 

practices and the relevant literature to student success with regard to part-time faculty.  The final 

section will present the views, perceptions, and opinions of part-time faculty with regard to their 

roles, challenges and ambitions within higher education.  
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Chapter III provides a detailed explanation of the research methodology employed in this 

study.  Also contained in Chapter III is a discussion of the quantitative and qualitative techniques 

that were used in the analysis and collection of data through the survey instrument.  Additionally, 

this section includes the intent of the study, specific research questions, data collection 

procedures, statistical analyses, and qualitative data analyses utilized in this study.  Chapter IV 

provides the results of the data analysis from the survey responses collected.  This includes a 

brief description of the study and the participants, followed by an in-depth analysis of the data 

collected for the two research questions.  Chapter V presents a summary of findings for the 

research questions, followed by the conclusions and recommendations for policy, practice, and 

further research.  
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CHAPTER II: 
 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 

Introduction 
 

The focus of this literature review looked at the unique dynamics and characteristics of 

how part-time college instructors view their role and purpose as faculty, how the institution 

utilize, view, and value part-time faculty, and finally, how part-time faculty relate with full-time 

faculty and the institution.  Milliron, Rouche, and Rouche (1995) forecasted that college budgets 

will continue to suffer from reductions, and that part-time faculty will serve as a less expensive 

alternative to more expensive full-time faculty.  They also predicted that college enrollment will 

continue to swell.  These two trends alone provide the rationale to hire more part-time faculty to 

bridge the distance between higher demand for the product and less funding to produce it.  

Twenty years later, it is evident that these forecast and the dynamics of higher education are still 

relevant.  These facts leading to the growth, need, and treatment of part-time faculty provided the 

guidance and framework for this literature review.  The first section presents trends and 

demographic information related to all part-time faculty.  The second section presents the 

movement in higher education to a corporate culture of oversight and decision-making.  The 

third section of concentration looks at student success and best practices as it relates to part-time 

faculty.  The fourth section examines the views, perceptions and primary areas of concern of 

part-time faculty.  The final section focuses on the role of unions and other organizations that are 

providing a platform of support for the issues facing part-time faculty in higher education. 
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Historical Utilization, Trends, and Demographics  

The Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary (1998) defined part-time as an appendage, 

not of the core.  According to this definition, the term part-time refers to something joined or 

added to another thing, but not essentially a part of it.  This definition represents the view and 

opinion of many part-time faculty members.  

 Data from the National Center for Education Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (IPEDS), collected in fall 2011, has shown that part-time faculty now 

represent 51.2% of instructional faculty among non-profit institutions.  Tenured and tenure-track 

positions are 29.9% and full-time non-tenure-track are 19.1%.  The percentage of part-time 

faculty increased 3.5% and there was a 0.3% increase in the full-time non-tenure-track faculty 

since the previous IPEDS data collection in 2009.  In contrast to the recent 2011 data, in 1969 

tenured and tenure-track positions made up approximately 78.3% of the faculty and non-tenure-

track positions comprised about 21.7% (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006).   In 1989, part-time 

faculty composed just 36.3% of all faculty at degree-granting institutions; as of 2009, 49.3% of 

all college faculty were part-time.  The cumulative total of all statistics that deal with part-time 

faculty may vary a percentage point or two, but all come to the same final conclusion, the use of 

part-time faculty is growing and holds a significant position within higher education (National 

Center for Educational Statistics, 2012).  

This movement away from tenure-track positions towards the part-time workforce that 

comprises the majority of institutions in higher education today is not new, but consistent with a 

long-term trend.  The faculty workforce model has changed throughout history.  In the 1800s, 

faculty were tutors waiting on roles in the ministry, while in the 1900s, faculty roles were altered 

to include more emphasis on research away from student development.  As institutional types 



 

 
17 

expanded to include community colleges, faculty work again shifted to a teaching focus.  This 

unintentional bundling and unbundling of faculty work to meet institutional and societal demand 

have been accomplished without evidence about how these changes influences the institutional 

goals of learning, research, and service (Kezar, 2013).  The adjunct workforce model within the 

community college setting is especially relevant to this research.  Institutional drivers for this 

model include enrollment fluctuations within institutions and majors, reduction of existing 

resources, especially state allocations, corporatization of higher education, and competition from 

the for-profit sector.  This model encouraged professionals with full-time positions outside of 

academia to take on part-time teaching roles within the local community college.  This model 

was a benefit to the institution and the instructor alike.  Whereas the institution brought in 

talented professionals that could provide real world experience to their students, the instructor 

was provided meaningful work and a flexible schedule.  This arrangement was especially 

appealing to new retirees and professionals that needed flexibility but not necessarily a full-time 

job or paycheck.  This model is conducive to community colleges where teaching is the primary 

faculty function and research and service are not considered high institutional priorities.    

Part-time faculty teach for a variety of reasons and are motivated primarily by how and 

where they define themselves in academia.  In The Invisible Faculty (1993), Gappa and Leslie 

described part-time faculty as belonging to one of four general categories.  The majority of part-

time faculty are employed in their primary careers as accountants, computer science specialists, 

and other professionals that provide them with a high level of subject matter expertise making 

them desirable to colleges and universities.  These specialists teach because of their intrinsic 

satisfaction with the work itself and the students they serve.  Other part-time faculty are 

categorized as “career enders” (p. 49) and are transitioning to retirement or are retired.  Some 
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part-time faculty are referred to as “the freelancers” (p. 60) and prefer working simultaneously in 

a variety of positions. The final category consists of part-time faculty who are considered 

“aspiring academics” (p. 54) who generally teach for economic reasons, sometimes at several 

campuses simultaneously, hoping that eventually they will achieve a tenure-track position 

(Gappa & Leslie, 1993). 

If the fiscal environment of higher education continues to favor low cost alternatives, 

such as using part-time faculty, then understanding what motivates potential part-time faculty 

members should be of high interest, especially at the community college level.  Additionally, 

examining the purpose and student make-up of community colleges are also important.  The 

purpose of community college is to provide a vocational or foundational education that is 

affordable and accessible to non-traditional and traditional students.  Mark A. Heinrich, the 

Chancellor of the Alabama Community College System, has asserted that 

We are committed to providing broad access to quality, affordable education. We offer 
life-long learning opportunities through academic transfer programs, adult education and 
workforce development that can provide a strong foundation for bright futures. Dual 
enrollment classes allow high school students to earn college credit, saving money and 
time. Our non-credit programs help adults work toward their GEDs and train employees 
for high-skill, high-demand, and high-wage careers. (Heinrich, 2015, p. 1) 

 
The theme expressed by Heinrich is echoed by many chancellors across the nation.  The ability 

to provide affordable education that is accessible to all and promotes work force development 

has been a consistent theme for community colleges since their inception.   

In detailing demographic information for this study, there are some differences that need 

to be considered as it relates to part-time faculty that teach in a community college setting as 

opposed to a four year, public, private or for-profit institution.  The American Association for 

Community Colleges recognizes 1,132 institutions—986 of which are public—across the United 

States (American Association of Community Colleges, 2012).  The same 2012 fact sheet, using 
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fall 2009-2011 data, reported that community college students account for 44% of all 

undergraduates and 43% of all first-time freshmen seeking higher education.  The growth of the 

community college is most relative to part-time faculty because it is this segment of the higher 

education community that relies on part-time teachers more than any other segment.  The 

instructional staff at community colleges are focused on teaching as their primary activity.  This 

is considerable different from four-year institutions where research and publishing are high 

priorities of the tenure-track professors.  Approximately 70% of the instructional workforce 

teaching at community colleges is part-time faculty.  This is more than double the current 32% of 

faculty who are employed part-time at the public four-year universities, and considerable higher 

than the 26% that work at private four-year institutions. 

 The gender of part-time faculty is evenly split between males at 52% and females at 

48%.  However, a significant gender difference was identified in the private four-year 

universities with over 63% of the part-time staff being male.  The age of part-time faculty 

relatively young, with 46% of the nation’s part-time faculty under age 50 (American Academic, 

2010). 

Estimated income varies with 80% of part-time staff reporting that they earned less than 

$20,000 per year as a part time instructor (Wilson, 2009).  According to the results of the 

Coalition on the Academic Workforce survey published in 2012, the median pay per course, 

standardized to a three-credit hour course, was $2,700 in fall 2010 and ranged in the aggregate 

from a low of $2,235 at two-year colleges to a high of $3,400 at four-year doctoral or research 

universities.  While compensation levels varied most consistently by type of institution, part-time 

faculty compensation rates per course were low across all institutional categories.  Part-time 

faculty see little, if any, premium wage increase based on their credentials, and their 
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compensation is considerable behind professionals in other fields with similar credentials.  As a 

result, many part-time faculty have total incomes below the poverty level.  Many part-time 

faculty are in a position that requires them to enter contracts with multiple institutions to try to 

earn a livable wage.  Part-time faculty in most cases earn less than half of their counterparts, 

earning approximately as much as a 25-year old with a 9th-grade education (Hoeller, 2014).  

There have been few attempts to capture actual wages of part-time faculty. Patton (2012) cited an 

estimate that 360,000 people with master’s degrees and doctorates are currently receiving some 

sort of federal aid.  Data in academic year 2013–14 indicate that the average salary for full-time 

instructional faculty at private nonprofit institutions was $86,800, full-time faculty at public 

institutions was $75,200, and private for-profit institutions was $50,700.  Considering just the 

public institutions and private nonprofit institutions, average salaries for instructional faculty 

were highest at private nonprofit doctoral institutions at $101,700 and public doctoral institutions 

at $85,900.  Average salaries were lowest for instructional faculty at private nonprofit two-year 

institutions ($50,800) and public four-year institutions other than doctoral and master’s granting 

institutions ($61,100). 

 The majority of part-time faculty have either a master’s degree (57%) or a terminal 

and/or professional degree (26%) with 13% indicating they have only a four-year degree.  Part-

time faculty at four-year universities are more likely to have a Ph.D. (33%) than those from two-

year colleges (16%) (American Academic, 2010). 

The experience of the instructors showed that part-time faculty are not newcomers to 

their positions “more than 40% have been on their campuses 11 years or more, 32% have been 

on the job 6 to 10 years, and only about one in four has been on the job five years or under” 

(Hart Research Associates, 2010, p. 4).   
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  In June of 2012, the Coalition on the Academic Workforce (CAW), published findings 

of a 2010 large scale survey of contingent faculty instructors.  The report looked specifically at 

data surrounding the following categories: demographics, compensation and benefits, and 

professional support.  The following summary information is provided as a demographic snap 

shot of the U.S. higher education workforce, of which part-time faculty make up the majority. 

This data is then compared to the fall 2009 staff survey data compiled by the U.S. Department of 

Education utilizing data generated through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS).  Selected tables related to part-time faculty are provided from the 2012 publication of 

the Coalitions of Academic Workforce (CAW).  

Table 1 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Educational Attainment 

 n Percentage 

Less than Baccalaureate     52 0.6 

Baccalaureate   386 4.5 

Certification or Licensure    49 0.6 

Master’s Degree 3,487 40.2 

MFA or MLS    872 10.1 

JD, MD or MBA    572 6.6 

ABD*    606 7.0 

Doctorate 2,638 30.4 

Other     12   0.1 

Valid Responses 8,674 100.1 
Notes. Institutional types refer to the Carnegie 2010 basic classification.  Percentages may not add to 100 because of 
rounding. *ABD is a candidate for a doctorate who has completed “all but dissertation.” Data Source: The Coalition 
on the Academic Workforce June 2012 
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Table 2 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Gender 

 n Percentage 

Female 5,233 61.87 

Male 3,216 38.02 

Other       9    .11 

Valid Responses 8,458 100.00 
Note. Figures for the 2009 Fall Staff Survey are from Table 8 of the IPEDS Winter 2009 Comp Tables. Data Source: The 
Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012 
 

Table 3 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Race and Ethnicity 

 N Percentage 

White (not of Hispanic Origin) 7,220 89.4 

Hispanic or Latino    236   2.9 

Black (not of Hispanic Origin)    216   2.7 

Asian or Pacific Islander    183   2.3 

Multiracial    178   2.2 

Native American / First      38     .5 

Valid Responses 8,071 100.1 
Note. Figures for the 2009 Fall Staff Survey data are from table 13 and table 16 of the IPEDS Winter 2009 
compendium Tables.  The number of part-time faculty members is calculated as the difference between the number 
of total faculty members (see Table 13) and the number of full-time faculty members (see Table 16). Data Source: 
The Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012 
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Table 4 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Age 

 n Percentage 

25 and under 82 1.0 

26-35 1,649 19.3 

36-45 1,854 21.7 

46-55 1,992 23.3 

56-65 2,205 25.8 

66-75 676 7.9 

76 and over 102 1.2 

Valid Responses 8,560 100.2 
Data Source: The Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012 

 

Table 5 

Courses Taught by Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Discipline Cluster 

 n Percentage 

Humanities 8,593 44.0 

Professional Fields 4,011 20.5 

Sciences 2,758 14.1 

Social Sciences 2,686 13.8 

Occupational Specific Programs 279 1.4 

All Other Programs 1,205 6.2 

Valid Responses 19,532 100.0 
Data Source: The Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 
24 

Table 6 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Years Teaching as a Contingent Faculty Member 

 n Percentage 

Less than a year 744 7.3 

1-2 years 1,171 11.0 

3-5 years 2,513 24.7 

6-10 years 2,468 24.2 

10-20 years 2,198 21.6 

More than 20 years 1,093 10.7 

Valid Responses 10,187 100.0 
Data Source: The Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012 

Table 7 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Prime Occupation 

 n Percentage 

Contingent Teaching 7,449 73.3 

Other 2,714 26.7 

Valid Responses 10,163 100.0 
Data Source: The Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012!
 

Table 8 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents’ Interest in Accepting a Full-Time Tenure Track Position 

 n Percentage 

Yes, definitely interested 5,274 51.9 

Probably interested 2,218 21.8 

Probably not interested 1,163 11.0 

Definitely not interested 828 8.1 

Unsure 688 6.8 

Valid Responses 10,171 100.0 
Data Source: The Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012 
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Table 9 

Part-Time Faculty Respondents, by Number of Courses Taught in Fall 2010 

 n Percentage 

One course 3,960 43.2 

Two courses 2,522 27.5 

Three courses 1,421 15.5 

Four courses 647 7.1 

Five courses 330 3.6 

Six courses 282 3.1 

Valid Responses 9,162 100.0 
Note. Percentages in this table are based on aggregate analysis of the reports respondents gave on individual courses 
taught in fall 2010. Data Source: The Coalition on the Academic Workforce June 2012 
 

Table 10 

Median Pay per Course, by Educational Attainment of Part-Time Faculty Respondents 

 Median Number 

Baccalaureate $2,250 540 

Certification or Licensure $2,438 78 

Master’s Degree $2,400 6,620 

MFA or MLS $2,937 1,830 

JD, MD or MBA $2,800 953 

ABD* $2,805 1,248 

Doctorate $3,200 4,845 

Other $2,700 858 

Valid Responses  17,035 
Note.  *ABD is a candidate for a doctorate who has completed “all but dissertation.”  Data Source: The Coalition on 
the Academic Workforce June 2012 
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Part-time Faculty and the New Corporate Model of Higher Education 

To begin to understand the growth in part-time faculty across the higher education 

spectrum, it is beneficial to realize that educational institutions of the 21st-century are embroiled 

in a highly competitive business environment.  This is especially true for community colleges 

where budgets are not supplemented by million dollar endowments or students recruited by the 

appeal of Greek life or Division I athletics.  This environment has brought to the forefront a 

higher education leadership paradigm that focuses on growing enrollment and reducing cost to 

bring about financial stability.  Cohen and Brawer provided this explanation for the use of part-

time faculty; “[Part-time faculty] cost less; they may have special capabilities not available 

among the full-time instructors; and they can be employed, dismissed, and reemployed as 

necessary” (Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 94).  Institutions are constantly increasing their numbers 

of part-time faculty because it is more cost efficient than hiring traditional tenure-track 

professors.  The current fiscal environment places higher education in competition with K-12 

education, transportation, health care, corrections, infrastructure needs, state employee raises, 

and a myriad of other state agencies for limited resources.  Fiscal year 2015-2016 data shows 

that although state appropriations for higher education are slowly improving, they are not 

keeping pace with inflation according to the Higher Education Price Index 2015.  This data 

suggest a continuation of a fiscally tight, highly competitive environment for higher education to 

manage and operate within.  If revenues remain stagnant, the trend of hiring low cost labor 

(using part-time faculty) will likely continue. (Katsinas et al., 2016). 

Common phrases in business are now the new norm for many higher education 

institutions. Rightsizing, efficiency, and budget reductions are common terms used by decision 

makers as budgets continue to shrink and state appropriations for many institutions are reduced 
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annually.  At many colleges, the use of contingent faculty began with hiring career professionals 

who brought real-world experience to the classroom.  Historically, colleges also have hired 

contingent faculty when enrollment spiked, or the college needed to acquire a specialized 

expertise or skill set.  Increasingly, however, part-time faculty have become a primary feature of 

the economic model that sustains community college education (Center for Community College 

Student, 2014). 

The new corporate model of education, known as corporatization, is the reorganization of 

institutions of higher education to resemble and operate in accordance with the business model. 

Three decades of decline in public funding for higher education opened the door for increasing 

corporate influence especially within the community college setting where business and industry 

already play a significant role.  Examples of the corporate model’s influence in the universities 

and colleges of today are easily available.  Faculty and many other campus workers suffer lower 

compensation as the number and pay for management rises sharply across all educational types.  

Campus management concentrates resources on areas where there is opportunity for positive 

revenue streams with little regard to scholarly activities and general studies.  The privatization 

and outsourcing of university function and jobs include food service, campus bookstores, general 

maintenance, and janitorial services.  This movement toward a more profitable business model 

lends credibility to the statement that college is big business, and will continue to take on the 

identity and thinking of a business (Hoeller, 2014).  We see this first hand in the for-profit 

institutions that are spending millions of dollars to get students in the door.  DeVry, Strayer, and 

the University of Phoenix are a few of the names that many younger students associate with 

higher education.  These institutions claim that they are the new higher education paradigm—a 

place that works around your schedule and that will give you the future job and opportunity that 
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you deserve.  It could be argued that public community colleges are the target for these for-profit 

institutions.  Marketing efforts of for-profit institutions aggressively promote technical skills and 

certifications that are linked with high demand careers and that have traditionally been the focal 

point of local community colleges.  Millions of marketing dollars are working to pull students 

away from traditional institutions of higher education.  For example, the University of Phoenix 

has partnered with the NFL’s Arizona Cardinals who now play all home games at the University 

of Phoenix stadium.  Higher education is big business and now that the for-profit are pushing this 

new corporate model, traditional colleges have to find ways to compete.!

Under the corporate model of higher education there has also been a substantial shift in 

the growth of the administrative bureaucracy that operates and manages universities and 

colleges.  Instead of teachers taking post as leaders under a collegial style of operation, where 

they are first among equals.  Higher education has moved to increase the proportion of 

administrators to faculty and students, while the proportion of faculty to student levels have 

stayed fairly level.  This group includes very highly-paid professional administrators who may 

have started as faculty members but now have permanently transitioned to serve in an 

administrative capacity.  The movement away from a collegial model of leadership to the 

business model is now the new normal in higher education (Ginsberg, 2011). 

To this point Jacksonville State University has had eleven presidents dating back to 1883.  

Most of these individuals served in a faculty role prior to being promoted to the position of 

president. The 12th president who was inaugurated on April 8, 2016, breaks that traditional mold.  

According to Bob Kennamer, a trustee of the Jacksonville State Board from 1979 to 2005, “He’s 

a good fit for us right now because he understands finances. We’re going through some pretty 

tough times, but I think he understands how to balance a budget.”  Ronnie Smith, a trustee who 
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chaired the presidential search committee who eventually hired Beeler, stated that “Beeler stood 

out for his business approach.  Realistically, we are going through a time of transition in 

American universities today, from dependence upon state support to self-support.”  These 

statements that reinforce the corporate model and business decisions that are made within higher 

education are not unique to Jacksonville State University, but are being discussed throughout 

university boardrooms across the country (Boster, 2016).  

The growth of the corporate model greatly affect part-time faculty, because part-time 

faculty are good for business.  They provide the critical resource of instruction at an extremely 

desirable rate of return for the institution.  This corporate model is especially relevant in today’s 

two-year community college where the majority of courses are taught by part-time professionals.  

Part-time workers have always been a valued resource in the business community where work is 

provided at the discretion and based on the need of the employer, not the employee.  In 2009, 27 

million (19.6%) of the U.S. labor force were employed part-time (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2010).  This figure pales in comparison to part-time faculty working in higher education.  While 

workers are employed in a wide range of settings, from day laborers to college professors, they 

share the similarity of precarious terms of employment and the lack of job security, full benefits, 

and the expectation of continued employment.  Contingent workers are usually considered 

among the most challenging segment of the workforce to organize and mobilize, and that culture 

holds true for part-time faculty as well.  This transformation of our institutions of higher 

education from a mission of scholarly pursuit and the focus of providing an environment where 

the intellectual and personal growth of students was paramount to a profit-driven business 

certainly appears to be the direction of the higher education profession.  
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The temptation to use more part-time faculty has become a foregone conclusion as 

administrators continue to look for areas to save money while still allowing for growth.  The 

trend of part-time faculty outnumbering full-time faculty has continued. As Cohen and Brawer 

(2008) argued, “Part-time instructors are to the community colleges what migrant workers are to 

the farms” (p. 95).  The question is not whether there will be growth in the utilization of part-

time or contingent faculty.  The challenge to be considered is as follows: how should higher 

education leadership best engage this staffing reality to provide for the mutual benefit of the 

institution, student and part-time faculty professional? 

  Levin, Kater, and Wagoner (2006) offered a dichotomous categorization of part-time 

faculty: Part-time faculty as highly skilled and trained assets and part-time faculty as a less-

skilled means to achieve efficiency, flexibility, and control.  Generally, the majority of these 

individuals either has full-time employment outside the college or is retired.  The rising problem 

of using part-time faculty does not center on this traditional use of highly skilled or retired part-

time faculty, but preys on part-time faculty who may be highly educated but do not possess a rare 

skill set that is in great demand.  Where there is a surplus of part-time faculty, they provide a 

convenient and expedient means to lower cost and increase flexibility for institutions.   

Adrianna Kezar, co-director of the Pullias Center on Higher Education at the University 

of Southern California and a previous part-time instructor herself, answers the question of how 

we got to the point of part-time faculty making up a majority of faculty at many institutions by 

saying, 

Some people say it is the corporate mindset toward the contingent labor movement. It 
reflects the public workforce of the last 20 or 30 years and it has swept over into higher 
education. But contingent labor is quite different in the business world. For example, if 
you are a contingent professional like an engineer, you get paid really well because you 
are giving up job security and benefits. It’s the opposite of our situation, where we have 
professionals who are paid poorly and don’t have job security. (Goral, 2014, p. 1) 
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As an example, look at the development of a computer technology program that promotes 

skills training in medical records management. This is a specific skill tied to the healthcare 

industry that has significant growth and opportunity. The college could promote the program in 

conjunction with a local healthcare consortium that promises job placement, and enrollment 

numbers swell.  This type of program ties closely with the community and its goal to increase a 

viable work force for local industry is at the heart of many community college partnerships.  This 

provides the need for a specialized professional who possesses the skill and expertise to deliver 

the content necessary for the program’s success.  In this new paradigm of higher education, in 

particular with the community college institutions, part-time faculty are central, not peripheral to 

the community college institutions.  It is also clear that some part-time faculty that are aligned 

with the economic marketplace are compensated at a higher level and are considered more 

strategically valuable than those part-time faculty who teach in the liberal arts area (Levin, 

2007).  This process is played out in community colleges across the country where part-time 

faculty are utilized as the efficient lowest cost means of production as long as there is demand 

for the courses they teach.  If a program is discontinued or enrollment numbers decrease to a 

point where it is no longer financially feasible to offer the course, then the part-time faculty 

member is not utilized.  

These two opposing views of use of part-time faculty reveal an important contradiction; 

part-time faculty utilized as highly skilled and trained assets and part-time faculty as less skilled 

means to achieve efficiency flexibility and control.  On average a higher percentage of part-time 

faculty from vocational fields bring a more valuable skill set to the community college than do 

part-time faculty from academic fields (Levin et al., 2006).  This process incorporates a shift in 

the way institutions of higher education, and especially community colleges, operate.  
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 Part-time faculty meet the strategic need to grow enrollment through a diverse offering 

of courses and the economic need of controlling cost by utilizing lower cost faculty as the 

primary means of production.  As community colleges strive to provide core academic and 

technical programs that meet the need of a variety of student demands, it is clear that a 

distinction is made between part-time faculty who possess the expertise and skill to teach high 

demand subjects and those who do not.  As recently as December of 2015, The Record, a New 

Jersey newspaper, reported that Bergen Community College cut 64 full-time lecturer positions to 

save approximately $934,000.  The article goes on to say that the college has asked the lecturers 

to reapply for their jobs as part-time faculty, who earn approximately $2,100 per course with no 

benefits.  As colleges continue to balance budgets and deal with less state funding, this type of 

downsizing will continue when necessary. 

Deans and administrators are now more like managers who make business decisions that 

maximize ROI and see students as customers.  The essence of the new economic use of part-time 

faculty is based on the most basic law in business or economics, that of supply and demand.  As 

long as there are part-time faculty who are willing to teach for part time wages, no benefits, and 

no assurance of any job security, there will be colleges willing to hire them as long as student 

demand for their course is justified.  There is a large pool of instructors willing to be hired part-

time with low wages and little or no benefits making this an attractive option for institutions of 

all types (Halcrow & Olson, 2008; Morton, 2012).  This strategy of constantly recruiting part-

time faculty is evident when you look at most, if not all, employment sections of community 

college websites.  The only position that shows as continuous under the deadline section and 

subsequently never goes off of the site are part-time/part-time instructors and part-time hourly 

positions.  Further research shows that this is common practice among many institutions across 
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the nation.  This practice reinforces the business model of leadership that is rooted in the 

economics of running the institution.  Administrators simply increase the pool of part-time 

faculty available so that if and when demand is warranted there is a ready supply to meet the 

need.  

 This type of exploitation of part-time workers is not traditionally associated with 

institutions of higher education.  Part-time faculty are highly educated workers who 

overwhelmingly have post-graduate degrees, performing work critical to the national effort to lift 

the next generation’s economic prospects.  In 2009, CNN Money ranked college professor as the 

third best job in America. The Bureau of Labor Statistics predicts post-secondary teachers as 

having faster than average employment growth over the next decade.  There is substantial 

evidence that demand is strong for the higher education product, yet it is hard to reconcile that 

many of the highly skilled, in-demand professionals that provide the higher education product 

are at the brink of poverty (Democratic Staff, 2014). 

Part of the explanation for the growth and treatment of part-time faculty lies in the shift to 

the corporate model of management for higher education.  Another reason identified is that top 

leaders may not be aware it is happening in their own institutions.  John Cross and Edie 

Goldenberg examined ten elite institutions that had a majority of part-time faculty working in 

various departments throughout the college.  It was discovered that none of their academic 

leaders knew that this had happened.  The leaders were asked why they did not know that most 

of the faculty teaching their courses were part-time faculty.  They determined, after a review of 

the hiring data in various departments, that the information was not being shared with top 

leadership.  Furthermore, it was discovered that academic leaders were pressuring departments to 

save money, which in turn was interpreted as a directive to hire cheaper labor.  Unintentionally, 
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or intentionally, higher education, even at the most elite universities, went from having few part-

time faculty to having most undergraduate courses taught by part-time faculty (Cross & 

Goldenberg, 2009). 

Best Practices and Student Success 

  The benefits and necessity to implement a plan of inclusion and value for part-time 

faculty has been discussed and written about by many scholars, and although the need is great, 

the implementation is sporadic and more complex.  In their daily work, non-tenure-track faculty 

members, particularly part-time faculty, often encounter a number of challenges stemming from 

institutional and departmental policies and practices that constrain their efforts.  Last minute 

hiring and renewals limit the time faculty members have to prepare for teaching.  The exclusion 

of part-time faculty from participation in professional development, new pedagogies, and 

innovative strategies to improve the quality of instruction and student learning outcomes create 

obstacles that part-time faculty face on a regular basis.  When part-time faculty are not permitted 

and encouraged to participate in curriculum design, their courses may be misaligned with 

institutional and program goals, problems with the curriculum may persist without being 

addressed, and faculty expertise is not fully utilized (Fountain, 2005). 

Recruiting highly skilled part-time instructors committed to the mission of the college is  
 
can be a challenge for many administrators.  Networking at meetings of professional 

organizations, such as the Society for Human Resource Management or the American Marketing 

Association can be very beneficial in recruiting top talent in their respective fields (Mello, 2007). 

Implementing a systematic approach to hiring part-time professionals that includes one-on-one 

time between the department head and prospective teacher can go a long way in creating a sense 
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of inclusion for the prospective instructor and insuring that the institutional values of that 

specific department and the college as a whole are communicated.  

Competition for part-time faculty has increased with the growth of online outreach 

programs from the private and public higher education sectors making it more difficult to recruit 

top talent.  Keeping retired faculty involved through emeritus programs provides a great resource 

to part-time faculty when assimilating them into the culture of the institution outside of the 

academic arena; “administrators should look to practicing and retired professionals, who bring 

value to the institution because of their advanced experience and knowledge” (Green, 2007, p. 

33).   

 In most cases part-time faculty are hired to fill teaching gaps.  This part-time semester-to-

semester hiring is one of the major reasons that part-time instructors do not feel connected to the 

university or college where they are employed.  Providing tours of the campus and inclusion in 

department meetings are a couple of initial steps that can facilitate more integration into the 

college environment for the part-time instructor (Mello, 2007).  A common institutional goal is 

to give students every opportunity to succeed.  Because part-time faculty have so much 

interaction with the new students in particular, it is paramount that part-time instructors are 

equipped with the tools necessary to carry out this common goal.  If part-time instructors have 

ownership in the process and are made to feel valuable, the benefits reach not only to the 

students but the entire university or college as a whole (Jacobson, 2013).  Providing some formal 

framework that allows the pairing of part-time staff with full-time faculty can help with 

familiarization of school policies and procedures.  Mentoring arrangements can also provide an 

invaluable resource to the part-time instructor as he or she encounters obstacles or has questions 

relative to their new position.  This structure can also be helpful in offering constructive 
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feedback to a part-time instructor concerning teaching objectives as well as moving forward the 

mission of the school or department (Jennings & Peloso, 2010). 

Effective leaders like Timothy Downs, provost and chief academic officer at Niagara 

University in New York, believes that giving part-time faculty a place to work leads to a greater 

sense of inclusion.  Just completing a half of a dozen work spaces where part-time faculty can 

place their things for the day, prepare for class or grade papers, and meet with students is big in 

showing part-time faculty they are valued.  The space must be shared but the fact not all part-

time staff are on campus at the same time makes it work (Rowh, 2014).   

Another example of success comes from Rio Salado College in Tempe, Arizona, which 

maintains a part-time professional staff of over 1,000 with a less than 5% turnover rate.  The 

college has built an infrastructure to support part-time faculty.  This system is comprised of 

faculty chairs, part-time faculty services, institutional advancement, library services, and an 

institutional help desk.  The system supports the psychological, safety, social, and esteem needs 

of its part-time faculty based on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.  This system has developed into a 

total support system for faculty, regardless if they are part-time or full-time.  This type of 

commitment to part-time faculty is a key to the implementation of a successful inclusion 

program where equal treatment and opportunity for all faculty members is the norm (Smith, 

2007).  

 Some universities and colleges are taking innovative steps to address employment 

security, one of the major concerns of part-time faculty.  By reaching out to part-time faculty 

through revised tenure-track options, first refusal of class offerings based on seniority, and in 

some cases, paid research leave, institutions will show part-time professionals that they are 

valued as fully participating members of the university (Meixner et al., 2010).  In the case of 
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many part-time professionals, the need for health insurance and related benefits is a critical 

decision point in determining if  they can remain in the class room, even as a part-time instructor. 

 Ensuring quality in a part-time professional is a complex issue that requires 

administrators look at the strategy used to recruit and evaluate part-time faculty.  Beginning with 

the advertisement of the open position, expectations for the part-time candidate are expressed or 

implied.  Institutional goals and the mission of the institution should be encapsulated in the 

policies and procedures put in place for the faculty.  It is critical to communicate expectations for 

part-time faculty when it comes to student interaction.  There are two identifiable characteristics 

that are consistently valued by students with regard to faculty behavior: 1) demonstrate a 

business-like, professional behavior in the classroom and 2) demonstrate empathy, 

understanding, and a friendly demeanor (Greive & Lesko, 2011).  This process of outlining 

expectations should be reinforced after the hiring process along with the implementation of a 

monitoring process that provides feedback to the part-time instructor.  These systems should be 

implemented with the full awareness of the part-time staff and should outline guidelines for 

dealing with students, staff and supervisors.   

Involvement outside of the classroom by part-time faculty is also a key decision point for 

administrators to consider.  Advisement, institutional governance, and committee work are 

normally reserved for full-time faculty but can be enhanced considerably by the inclusion of 

part-time faculty, if they are given the opportunity to participate.  One concept that is more easily 

transferred from part-time faculty to students is the concept of relevance.  A great deal of part-

time staff work outside of an academic environment and can bring those professional 

experiences into the classroom.  This relevance, in the form of how to apply knowledge attained 

in the classroom to real world situations, is valuable to the student.  If administrators show that 
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they value this out-of-classroom experience, it can set the stage that leads to the long-term 

retention of the part-time professional (Green, 2007). 

Based on research, part-time faculty want to be considered a part of the academic 

community of the colleges they serve.  They want to be valued for their knowledge and expertise 

as professionals and welcomed in department meetings, professional development, and 

governance discussions that deal with how they work.  They want equal pay for equal work, 

retirement savings, better administrative support, more lead-time to prepare for a course, and a 

closer part-time to full-time staff relationship.  Multiple studies reveal that part-time faculty want 

to be involved in the process of not just teaching but in what and how they should teach 

(Fountain, 2005).  The following comment from a non-tenure track instructor speaks to the core 

mission of the institution: 

[The issue of non-tenure-track faculty] goes to the heart of what the University is trying 
to do, which is to provide high quality education—whether you define that as the 
research piece or the teaching piece. If [universities] don’t figure out a way to handle 
people who are non-tenured and part-time, if they don’t figure out a real flexibility 
around that, then they fail to deliver on their mission, and they lose tremendous 
opportunities. (Waltman, Bergom, Hollenshead, Miller, & August, 2012, p. 411) 

 
To meet this challenge, institutions should create and foster an organizational culture that  
 

is inclusive, supportive, and collegial regarding part-time faculty (Baron & Nixon, 2007).  

Wallin (2007) summarized the findings of the American Association of University Professors' 

recommendations for part-time faculty at all types of institutions, and stated that twelve of these 

recommendations specifically apply to community colleges:  

1.! make sure that the terms and conditions of every appointment are stated in 
writing;  

2.! provide every faculty member with a telephone number, even if it is the general 
office number, and an institutional e-mail account; 

3.! create dedicated work space for part-time faculty to have access to computers, 
photocopying, file storage, and a place to meet with students; 
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4.! consider alternative or tiered pay scales for faculty who have taught long term as 
part-time faculty; 

5.! provide funding for conferences; 
6.! invite part-time faculty to faculty meetings, and provide part-time faculty with 

faculty meeting minutes; 
7.! prepare a handbook for new part-time faculty that provides the basics of 

departmental functions, forms, student services, grading scales and procedures, 
academic honesty policies, sample syllabi, and safety and security procedures; 

8.! establish systems of communication between supervisors and part-time faculty; 
9.! provide accessible professional development opportunities;  
10.! create a mentoring system to help integrate part-time faculty in the college culture 
11.! provide part-time faculty with access to library, recreational, and parking 

facilities; and  
12.! treat part-time faculty as valued colleagues and encourage inclusiveness and 

collegiality. (p. 72-73) 
 

Part-time faculty want to be engaged as professionals, which includes an adequate 

timeframe for notification of contract renewal or nonrenewal, career development, and 

opportunities for advancement.  Part-time faculty should be offered opportunities such as 

workshops, mentoring relationships, attending conferences, and collaborations with full-time 

faculty to develop curricula.  They should also be included in departmental and institutional-level 

governance and other departmental events.  It would also be beneficial to create an environment 

where tenure-track and part-time faculty feel engaged and connected to each other and to the 

department’s work.  It is also very beneficial to provide office space where student counseling 

could take place, email and phone calls could be returned, papers could be graded, and class 

preparation could be conducted (Bergom &Waltman, 2010).  These are a summary of some of 

the small, inexpensive steps that most institutions could take to make a better experience for part-

time faculty.  In a published position paper One Hundred Years, One Faculty, the American 

Association of University Professors (AAUP) stated that it is dedicated to academic freedom, 

economic equity, job security, and due process for all faculty, both part-time and full-time.  All 
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of the suggestions mentioned under this section could be considered a common sense approach 

to recruiting, maintaining, evaluating, and developing part-time faculty. 

Student Success 

The high utilization of part-time faculty and the unintended consequences of employing a 

large part-time workforce has been a focal point of recent literature.  This critical issues 

involving part-time faculty and student outcomes will be explored in this section (Levin & 

Hernandez, 2014).  To meet expectations of students, it is important to understand the institution 

from their perspective.  Students expect a quality education that inspires personal growth, 

promotes skill development, encourages the attainment of knowledge, and at its core provides 

the ability to capture a meaningful career and become a productive member of society.  The 

primary point of interaction between the student and the institution is the instructional staff or 

faculty.  Students expect their professors to be experts on the subject matter that they teach, have 

reasonable skills in the art of teaching, and show a true interest and concern for their students. 

The student, in most cases, does not make a distinction if the professor is part-time or a tenured 

full-time member of the instructional staff. 

Roueche, Roueche, and Milliron (1995) suggested that over 20 years of research and 

debate over instructional quality show “little to no difference in the instructional ability of part-

time faculty” compared to full-time faculty (p. 11).  Yackee (2000) stated, “The concern 

expressed most often was part-time faculty negatively impacts the quality of students’ 

educational experiences” (p. 24) yet empirical evidence for such concerns is lacking.  Retention 

remains one of the primary concerns of institutions and, especially, community colleges.  

Various and often contradictory research has been conducted related to the use of part-time 

faculty and retention.  Do we really know that the rise of part-time faculty is having an adverse 
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effect on student outcomes?  There have been several studies now that show that growing 

reliance on non-tenure-track faculty and on part-time faculty, in particular, are having an effect 

on student learning and outcomes such as diminished graduation and retention rates, decreased 

transfer from two- to four-year institutions, and reduced faculty-student interaction (Ehrenberg & 

Zhang, 2004; Jacoby, 2006).  

Researchers also found that part-time faculty tended to make less use of effective 

teaching practices associated with better student learning outcomes, such as service learning, 

undergraduate research, and active and collaborative learning with exposure to highly impactful 

practices and pedagogies (Baldwin & Wawrzynski, 2011).  There is a concern associated with 

empirical research that shows college graduation rates declining as the proportion of part-time 

faculty increases.  This research is of primary concern to all stakeholders of higher education and 

is impactful in achieving the national goal of improving college completion rates (Jaeger & 

Eagan, 2009).  Based on the results of a longitudinal study consisting of application and 

transcript information for over 43,000 students who began at a public, four-year college in Ohio 

during fall 1998 or 1999, Bettinger and Long provided some empirical data concerning outcomes 

of students who had different types of instructors (part-time or full-time professor) in their 

introduction to a particular subject.  Their analysis of the data suggests that, although the impact 

of alternative instructors varies by discipline, taking a class from an part-time instructor often 

increases the number of classes a student takes in a given subject and can increases the likelihood 

that a student would major in that subject.  A difference was also noted regarding older part-time 

faculty with real world experience and expertise providing a positive role model for students, 

especially when deciding a major course of study (Bettinger & Long, 2010). 
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Part-time faculty members spend a greater proportion of their required time teaching, and 

it has been found that part-time faculty are less accessible, have fewer interactions with their 

students, are more transient, bring less scholarly expertise to their professional jobs, and are less 

integrated into the campus culture (Schuster, 2003; Umbach, 2007).  The 2006 report from 

Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings’s Commission on the Future of Higher Education, A 

Test of Leadership:Charting the Future of U.S. Higher Education made recommendations that 

most part-time faculty cannot follow.  The report recommended that higher education institutions 

make a “commitment to embrace new pedagogies, curricula, and technologies to improve student 

learning” and “finds that the results of scholarly research on teaching and learning are rarely 

translated into practice” (p. 24).  With the heavy teaching loads at institutions of higher 

education, particularly at community colleges, it is difficult for full-time faculty to find the time 

to “embrace new pedagogies, curricula, and technologies” or to keep current with “scholarly 

research,” never mind to “translate [it] into practice” (p. 27).  How could part-time faculty 

possibly do those things (Adamowicz, 2007)? 

During an examination of institution-level data of all California community colleges 

there was significant evidence that when student exposure to part-time faculty increased, their 

likelihood of completing an associate degree decreased.  These studies point out issues such as 

lack of commitment, inadequate time mentoring students, and lack of professional development 

of part-time faculty as potential reasons that student success and retention are negatively 

impacted by high utilization of part-time faculty (Datray, Saxon, & Martirosyan, 2014). 

Studies by Rossol-Allison and Beyers (2011) concluded that there is no significant 

difference in the success and retention of students who have a high number of classes taught by 

part-time faculty.  The efficiency of utilizing part-time faculty and that impact on student success 
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will continue to be debated as more research is conducted in this area.  It is clear by the literature 

that administrators and decision makers will continue the high utilization of part-time faculty. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is too great to persuade higher education leaders to stop this practice. 

With that said, there is a consensus among many researchers that there are strategic steps that 

institutions can take that will insure that part-time faculty are placed in the best position to make 

a positive mark on  the institution and the students they serve.   

The institution and student reap the benefit of highly skilled part-time faculty through the 

expertise and reputation they bring to the classroom.  Skilled part-time faculty enables the 

institution to offer not only the required courses, but additional courses that would not ordinarily 

be scheduled.  Part-time faculty members complement the full time faculty by enriching the 

overall curricula.  In addition, the professionalism of most part-time professors is consistently 

exceptional, which lends further credibility to the institution’s reputation.  Many who are 

skeptical about research suggesting adverse effects associated with growing reliance on part-time 

faculty point to a study by Figlio, Schapiro, and Soter (2013) of courses taught by part-time 

faculty at Northwestern University.  The study suggested that non-tenure track faculty can foster 

the same and sometimes even better learning outcomes for students as tenure-track faculty.  

 The recognized range of “teaching quality” found in part-time faculty is not much 

different from that of full-time faculty members.  Some part-time faculty, like some full-time 

faculty, are genuinely brilliant teachers while others lack instructional skill.  The lack of 

educational excellence and support of student success is more likely related to the condition of 

the part-time faculty employment with the institution, rather than the skill and commitment of 

the teacher (Evans, 2009).   
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Part-time Faculty Views, Perceptions, and Issues 

Since the 2003 dissertation completed by Turner, there appears to be a clearly distinction 

and stronger among part-time faculty.  Part-time faculty members are divided equally between 

two groups: 1) those who prefer part-time teaching; and 2) those who would like to have full-

time teaching jobs.  Studies revealed many “voluntary” part-time faculty members choose their 

status for various reasons, such as more or less classes to prepare and teach, geographic 

constraints, balance between work and life, fewer institutional responsibilities, and in some 

cases, supplemental salary and stipend.  Also, “involuntary” non-tenure-track faculty members 

may lack the degree requirements or credentials to become tenure-track faculty, but they remain 

because they enjoy teaching and working with students.  The workloads of non-tenure-track 

faculty are usually defined by their teaching, but consideration is not always given to the time 

faculty must spend preparing for classes, holding office hours, giving feedback on assignments, 

and communicating with students (Kezar & Sam, 2010). 

There is a contrast between the specialized part-time instructors, who are either retired or 

employed outside of academia, and the under-employed part-time instructors, who wish to obtain 

a full-time tenured-track position within a university or college.  The following data relates to a 

survey of both types of part-time faculty.  A quality work for life survey conducted at George 

Mason University in 2000 provided some insight into the views and perceptions of part-time 

faculty.  Many felt that poor compensation compared to their full-time counterparts was a 

primary point of concern, causing a great deal of personal stress and feelings of injustice, 

unfairness, and lack of value by the institution.  Secondarily, part-time faculty stated that they 

had no job security and were hired at the last minute and only if sufficient students registered for 

their classes.  Benefits, or a lack there of, along with zero assistance in helping part-time faculty 
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save for retirement rounded out the primary negative concerns of the George Mason survey. 

When asked what has been a source of satisfaction for part-time faculty at George Mason 

University, the answers were also similar.  “I love interested students who have always attended 

class, asked questions and made the class challenging,” said a part-time faculty member who has 

been teaching for over twenty years.  The primary reason that most part-time faculty teach is that 

they see real value in what they provide to their students (Hoeller, 2014).  

The majority of part-time professionals surveyed state that they are satisfied with their 

current part-time positions.  Instructors expressed that they were mainly satisfied because it 

provided them the opportunity to maintain another full time job or allowed more time for family 

and personal matters.  Satisfaction with working conditions of part-time faculty varies by 

institution type.  Part-time faculty at two-year colleges are very satisfied: 68% reported being 

very satisfied.  Part-time faculty at private four-year institutions are also very satisfied: 67% 

reported being very satisfied with their working conditions.  Faculty from public four-year 

universities are considerably less happy, with just half of the faculty stating that they are, very 

20%, or mainly 30% satisfied (American Academic 2010).  The contrast with survey results of 

James Madison and the American Academic can best be explained by the participants.  In 

general, the so-called voluntary part-time faculty who have specialized skills and do not rely 

financially on teaching are mostly satisfied.  On the other hand, part-time faculty that rely on 

their teaching income feel mistreated, underpaid, and devalued.  

Approximately 26% of the faculty surveyed reported that teaching part-time provided 

important income or benefits.  Part-time faculty report that their primary motivation for teaching 

is not monetary, but because they enjoy teaching.  This sentiment seems to be consistent 

throughout the literature, with many part-time faculty expressing the fact that they receive a great 
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deal of satisfaction helping students and being a part of an academic environment (Hart Research 

Associates, 2010).  Another significant characteristic of satisfied part-time faculty is the fact that 

administrators and other faculty had taken the time to engage them in some capacity.  The time 

of engagement did not appear to be as significant as the willingness to answer questions and 

pursue other advocacy type of activities (Meixner et al., 2010).   

The amount of support provided to part-time faculty also varies depending on the 

institution.  Clerical support, office space, business cards, and parking decals often are important 

indicators of how the institution views part-time faculty.  Support alone does not ensure 

satisfaction, but does provide a greater sense of belonging to part-time faculty.  Academic 

freedom along with workload and class size received high marks from part-time staff.  Over 75% 

of those surveyed reported that they were very satisfied with these areas at their institutions.  It 

appears as we break down subgroups of part-time faculty we find greater satisfaction: 68%, as a 

whole with those teaching at two-year community colleges.  Levels of satisfaction also are 

impacted by the course -load taught, with those teaching fewer classes expressing a higher 

degree of satisfaction (Hart Research Associates, 2010).   

It is significant to note that these part-time instructors report similar satisfaction rates to 

their full-time colleagues and in some cases at least “statistically, part-time faculty rate their own 

autonomy, relations with administrators, and students’ enthusiasm for learning more favorable 

than do full-time faculty” (Leslie & Gappa, 2007, p. 63).   

The lack of opportunity for advancement ranks as the highest among factors causing 

dissatisfaction among part-time instructors.  In all institutions, approximately 62% believe not 

enough consideration is given to part-time faculty when it comes to pursuing full-time positions. 

This level of dissatisfaction is clearly higher, reported at 74% for those that have pursued full-
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time employment opportunities with their institutions.  Dissatisfaction with salary is reported to 

be higher among men at 47% than women at 35%.  Improvement of healthcare benefits was 

reported by 29% of the participants as an area that needs improvement.  Other conditions 

mentioned among part-time faculty that need to be addressed are related to job security, respect 

from full-time faculty, retirement benefits, and inclusion with governance (Hart Research 

Associates, 2010).   

Although part-time faculty are generally satisfied with their working conditions and teach 

primarily for the love of teaching, it is important to note that if there is not a formal process for 

integration into the institution, it commonly leads to feelings of isolation and detachment.  In 

many cases this detachment leads to a sense of devaluation and exclusion from full-time faculty, 

administrative leadership, and the college or university as a whole (Meixner et al., 2010).  

Colleges are increasingly market driven.  Administrators feel intense pressure to be highly 

efficient managers that make good business decisions.  Full-time faculty believe in some cases 

part-time faculty have different levels of desire to be brought in to be a part of the activities of 

the college.  From the full-time faculty perspective, there are probably two reasons for having 

part-time faculty.  There is the valid reason and then there is the unfortunate reason.  The valid 

reason is that there is a need for instructors with expertise in certain areas that cannot be 

provided by full-time faculty.  The unfortunate reason is that colleges have built assumptions in 

terms of budgeting that half the faculty will be paid at a level that is half the cost of full-time 

faculty (Levin et al., 2006). 

Most part-time professionals want equal treatment based on their contribution to the 

educational institutions for which they work.  This does not just mean equal pay for equal work.  

It means that there is a sense of value for the part-time teacher—that he or she is treated as 
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relevant within the institution, not just another cog in the wheel that processes students through 

the higher educational assembly line.  Part-time professors require a working wage that puts 

professionals with advanced degrees above the poverty level.  

According to the 2004-2005 AAUP’s annual report on salaries, full-time non-tenure track 

faculty are paid 26% less than comparable full-time tenure track associate professors, and part-

time non-tenure track faculty are paid approximately 64% less per hour.  Raises or cost of living 

adjustments are also of concern to part-time faculty.  Twenty-one of thirty-four community 

colleges in Washington State bargained for no raises for part-time faculty, and the other eleven 

had part-time raises so small they were called “dinkrements.”   

During the period from 1999 to 2004, 90% of all faculty raises went to full-time faculty 

($13,160,043), even though the part-time faculty (7,912) more than doubled full-time faculty 

(3,697) for that same period (Hoeller, 2014).  Part-time faculty are highly committed and 

talented educators; they are knowledgeable about their fields of study and care just as deeply 

about the success of their students as other educators do.  Many go above and beyond what is 

expected of them and work in excess of the time for which they are paid in order to provide a 

high quality educational experience for students.  This dedication to the profession is without 

regard to the familiar list of deficits: low pay, precarious employment status, lack or restriction 

of adequate office space, and frequent reminders that professional resources, like travel and 

technology funding, are not allocated for them (Street, Maisto, Merves, & Rhoades, 2012).  They 

are often interested in learning new skills and strategies for improving the effectiveness of their 

teaching, but may have very few, if any, opportunities to do so. 

 Another major area of concern that contingent faculty deal with as a normal course of 

business is the practice of “just-in-time” employment.  This means that, in some cases, the part-
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time faculty member gets hired the day of or week before a class is to begin.  This type of real-

time contract of contingent faculty not only provides inadequate time for the instructor to 

prepare, but also deprives students of the very best educational experience.  This speaks to the 

erroneous belief that part-time instructors only work when they are teaching in the classroom 

(Democratic Staff, 2014).  It is crucial to examine how concerns over part-time faculty changed 

over the past 30 to 40 years.  As demonstrated within the previously cited literature, there are 

certain irrefutable facts concerning the growth of the part-time professional in higher education, 

especially at the community college level.  Part-time faculty, often referred to as lecturers or 

part-time instructors, face a lack of job security, livable wages, health and retirement benefits, 

and institutional support (Karpf, 2015).  The pay, benefits, working conditions, job stability, and 

lack of status and support from their institutions are well below that of their full-time 

counterparts.  Part-time instructors make up a significant portion of the faculty at higher 

education institutions and are integral to the success of those institutions and their students.  Part-

time faculty provide an essential and valuable resource to all stakeholders, and addressing their 

concerns should be a priority to administration. 

Unions and Faculty 

Although not new to higher education, there has been a resurgence of union interest and 

activity since Fran Johnson Turner’s dissertation in 2003.  According to the 2012 Director of 

U.S. Faculty Contracts and Bargaining Agents in Institutions of Higher Education, there are 378 

institutions of higher education, 864 campuses, and 412 units that have formally organized 

collective bargaining contracts.  These contracts cover a total of 160,062 full and part-time 

faculty and professional staff.  Roughly 27% of all higher education faculty members are 

unionized, and the AAUP, the AFT, and NEA individually or collectively represent nearly 80% 
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of unionized faculty (Barry & Saverese, 2012).  The American Federation of Labor (AFL) 

granted the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) a charter in 1916.  Higher education locals 

at Howard University were unionized in 1918 and almost 50 years later the first college faculty 

walkout was conducted by local 1650 at Henry Ford Community College in Michigan in 1966.  

Today, the AFT represents more than 200,000 faculty, 80,000 of whom are contingent.  In recent 

years, the AAUP, NEA, and AFT have collectively advocated for equality and fair treatment of 

the significant part-time segment of the teaching profession (Mayhall, Katsinas, & Bray, 2015).   

The Chicago experience gives us another example of the movement towards and potential 

for growth of part-time faculty unions. Compared to the Northeast and West Coast, that show 

union activity dating back to the 1970s, Chicago was a relative late-comer to union activity.  The 

Chicago Metropolitan Area is well represented across institutional classifications with large and 

small private institutions (Columbia, Northwestern, Loyola, DePaul, and many lesser known 

institutions), community colleges, and corporate universities that have a large contingent 

workforce.  The city also has a large public university sector and is the national center of the for-

profit higher education industry, with one of its major players, DeVry Institute and University, 

centered there.  Best estimates, based on the Illinois Board of Higher Education, conclude that 

there were conservatively 16,000 contingent faculty working in the Chicago area at the time of 

this report.  Of that contingent workforce, a total of 2,650 were union members, representing a 

unionization rate of almost 20%.  This is higher than nearly any other contingent workers except 

the building trades, but well below the figure for full-time tenure-track faculty, and not sufficient 

enough to exercise leverage on employers, government agencies, and elected officials to bring 

about improvement.  The fact that no Chicago area union election among part-time faculty has 
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been lost (and only one nationally) speaks to the opportunity for advancing the cause of 

unionizing contingent faculty in the future (Berry, 2005).    

In response to the fact that voluntary institutional movement has been slow to embrace 

concerns of the part-time faculty, there has been increased activity by the Service Employees 

International Union (SEIU) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), to organize part-

time faculty. In a brief published in The Chronicle of Higher Education (2015), 1,400 part-time 

faculty members at Temple University voted to become part of American Federation of 

Teachers, according to Kate Graham, an AFT spokeswoman.    

The number of course hours part-time faculty members teach continues to rise, while 

treatment of this growing faculty segment becomes an area of escalating emotion. Part-time 

faculty members cite cases in which the lack of job security and benefits, low pay, and poor 

treatment and conditions contribute to emotional stress, making the position of part-time faculty 

members untenable. The response is a growing unionization movement. Unions, which were 

once the primary vehicle for blue-collar labor, have embraced this new category and 

demographic. The National Labor Relations Board has provided guidance and helped part-time 

faculty members to form unions (Curran, Kowaleeski, Trosky, & Payne, 2015).  In 2013, after 

ten months of negotiation, the United Academics, the union representing over 1,800 faculty at 

the University of Oregon, ratified a tentative agreement for the first contract with the university 

administration. The agreement represents a major step forward for the faculty, providing fair 

salary increases, increased job security, and a share in university governance. One of the major 

objectives of the agreement was the creation of the minimum salary for non-tenure-track faculty. 

Non-tenure track faculty members at Duke University voted 174 to 29 in favor of joining the 

SEIU.  Michael Schoenfeld, Duke’s vice president for public affairs stated that the university 
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respected the decision of the adjunct faculty to form a union and remained committed to their 

success as valuable members of the university’s academic mission (Thomason, 2016).  

Another recent hurdle for college administrators to manage regarding part-time 

employment is the implementation of the Affordable Care Act (ACA).  In February 2014, the 

U.S. Department of Treasury released final regulations relating to the measurement of work 

effort of part-time faculty under the ACA.  Under the ACA, individuals who work 30 or more 

hours a week, on average, are entitled to a minimum level of coverage, at a minimum cost. If 

they do not receive this coverage, and are found to merit a subsidy to pay for their insurance, 

their employer is subject to a $3,000 penalty.  This piece of legislation put to work many 

universities and colleges that would have been exposed to significant increases in costs if the 

rules applying to a 30-hour week were not constructed to their benefit.  Fortunately, for colleges 

and universities, there is a “safe harbor” in the legislation that for each hour a part-time faculty 

member teaches he/she must be credited with an additional 1.25 hours of outside work.  For 

example, if a part-time faculty member teaches 12 semester credit hours without additional out 

of classroom responsibility, they would be assumed to work 27 hours, and would not be entitled 

to benefits.  College administrators have taken notice of this new regulation and assigned credit 

hours to part-time faculty that ensure they do not exceed the hours that would push them into 

qualifying for benefits (U.S. Dept. of Treasury, 2014). 

Emerson College operates two campuses, one in Los Angeles and another in Boston.  The 

two campuses rely heavily on the use of part-time faculty who represent 90% and 56% of the 

faculty respectively.  In late 2015, an overwhelming majority of part-time faculty at the Los 

Angeles campus of Emerson College wrote to the college president, Lee Pellton, requesting 

recognition for all part-time faculty of Emerson LA to become part of the existing union of part-
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time faculty at Emerson Boston, where they are represented by the American College of 

University Professionals (AAUP).  Faculty at the Emerson LA campus teach the same students, 

offer classes for credit towards the same degree as, and are employed by the same institution as 

the members of AFEC-AAUP at the Boston campus.  Jennifer Vandever, who has taught in the 

Los Angeles program for 14 years stated, “the Emerson LA program benefits from incredible, 

accomplished, and dedicated faculty who care a great deal about students” (AAUP, 2015, p. 1).  

It comes down to basic issues of fairness.  Part-time faculty are doing the same work as their 

colleagues in Boston and believe they should receive the same compensation and benefits.  This 

theme of fairness is at the core of the argument that part-time faculty and their representatives are 

making to institutions of all classifications and size. 

From peer reviewed journals like the Chronicle of Higher Education or local articles 

published in newspapers like the Kansas City Star, the stories of part-time faculty are making 

inroads into not only higher education, but labor movements, legislators, and corporate decision 

makers.  Thirty years ago, Suzy Simpson was sacking groceries when she decided that earning a 

college education would be the way to improve her life.  Today, she has a doctorate in clinical 

psychology and teaches three courses at Johnson County community college.  Her annual pay of 

$21,000 is just a few hundred dollars more than she was making at the grocery store.  She cannot 

afford to go out for lunch or fix her roof, and she has nothing for retirement.  As a part-time 

professor, Simpson belongs to a group known as “the hyper-educated poor” comprised of 

academic part-time instructors and other contingent faculty who increasingly shoulder the 

teaching load at the nation’s universities and colleges (Williams, 2015).  Stories like Simpson’s 

are echoed by many part-time faculty across the country that are frustrated with not earning 

enough money to support their families, not having job security or benefits, and not given the 
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basic resources needed to do their jobs.  Many part-time faculty have reached a boiling point 

where organized labor seems to be the best path forward.  

 Efforts are being made to change the status quo of part-time faculty.  Boston is at the 

center of a nationwide attempt to unionize entire metropolitan areas by the SEIU.  Rather than 

simply trying to establish unions of part-time faculty at individual colleges, this approach seeks 

to unionize part-time faculty throughout entire metropolitan areas to drive broader improvement 

in their pay, benefits, and working conditions.  The approach seeks to shift labor market 

dynamics, turning a buyer’s market, in which colleges have broad leeway to set employment 

terms, into a seller’s market in which part-time faculty can take the highest bid for their services.  

The SEIU has used this approach with several other industries, such as healthcare and janitorial 

services.  The higher education campaign includes part-time action that has spread to 10 

metropolitan areas, representing more than 30 campuses with a total of about 25,000 part-time 

faculty.  The SEIU has already unionized about 70% of the part-time faculty at colleges in 

Washington, DC, and is gaining footholds in Boston, Los Angeles, and Seattle.  The American 

Federation of Teachers and SEIU have mounted efforts in Philadelphia, and United Steelworkers 

are working to unionize part-time instructors in and around Pittsburgh (Schmidt, 2014).  Labor 

organizations are not the only source of support for part-time faculty.  Professional groups in 

higher education, such as the AAUP, are also making a case for improved pay, benefits, and 

improved working conditions for all part-time faculty.  

Union activity also affects the voice and working conditions of full-time faculty.  A study 

conducted in 2012, surveyed four undergraduate universities in Canada.  Brock, Lakehead, 

Nipissing, and Trent universities faculty were evaluated, utilizing an online survey program, 

where 71 questions were posed, a number of which were open-ended.  The intent of the research 
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was to answer the basic question, was the faculty satisfied with and in general pro-union.  The 

results indicated that over 60% of the faculty agreed or strongly agreed with the idea of being 

pro-union and that the labor movement was a positive social force at the university.  Only 3.2% 

of the faculty felt that they would be better off without the union, while less than 19% felt the 

union had too much power.  The results of this 2012 survey could be a predictor of potential 

trends within higher education in the United States where academic freedom, pay, benefits and 

job security are not only concerns of the part-time and non-tenure track faculty (Butovsky, 

Savage, & Webber, 2015).   

Summary 

Part-time faculty represent almost 70% of the instructional workforce in U.S. public 

community colleges in the United States.  As part-time faculty continue to play a significant role 

in higher education, the challenge for all institutions is to recruit, develop, engage, and retain this 

critical resource.  The concerns and challenges of part-time faculty who desire a full-time 

position and are piecing multiple teaching jobs together to try and make ends meet is significant 

and has only changed slightly over the past 30 years.  These issues include less than desirable 

working conditions, little job security, being hired with little time to prepare adequately for the 

course, not being valued for their knowledge and work experience, and not being included as 

part of the department (Inside Higher Ed, 2008).  Salaries are also a concern with 57% saying 

their salaries are falling short and that teaching in this manner does not provide a living wage 

(Fountain, 2005).  

This chapter has presented the literature concerning some of the major issues related to 

part-time faculty.  Increased union activity, historical trends, and demographics of part-time 

faculty as well as the movement to a corporate model of management in higher education and 
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how it impacts the use and treatment of part-time faculty were discussed.  Finally, the views and 

perceptions of part-time faculty were presented along with current best practices and a section on 

student success.  Chapter III will present the methodology section of the study.  This section will 

outline the research approach, purpose and intent of the study, research questions, research 

design, the study population, materials and data collection methods, instrumentation used, ethical 

and security concerns, statistical and data analysis, and researcher positionality.  
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CHAPTER III: 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction and Overall Research Approach 

The primary objective of this research study was to investigate the perceptions of full-

time and part-time faculty regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty 

at Gadsden State Community College.  This research is a comparative replication of Turner’s 

research done at Shelton State Community College in 2003.  

The underlying research approach is post positivism, which Creswell (2009) has 

described as a series of logically related steps and a belief in multiple perspectives from 

participants rather than a single reality and employment of rigorous methods of data collection 

and analysis.  Post positivist researchers utilize computer programs to assist in their analysis, 

encourage use of validity approaches, and report results in a format that best models this 

quantitative dissertation. 

This chapter outlines the purpose of the study, intent and research questions, research 

design, study population and participants, material and data collection methods, instrumentation, 

ethical and security considerations, the statistical analysis techniques employed, and researcher 

positionality. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the original 2003 survey was to collect information from academic and 

technical faculty regarding the institutional inclusion of part-time faculty.  Hoeller (2014) 

describes the two-tier system of higher education where inclusion of part-time faculty is not 
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aligned with objective practices of most universities and colleges.   It is challenging for 

part-time faculty to become a part of institution when support, rewards, responsibilities, and 

duties are not clearly defined and consistently followed.  According to Turner’s findings, there 

was a significant difference in the perceptions of institutional inclusion of part-time faculty at 

Shelton State Community College.   

Since Turner’s dissertation in 2003, there have been many challenges and changes to the 

framework of U.S. community colleges, but one constant has remained, that of the high 

dependence on part-time faculty to provide the majority of student instruction.  In fact, Eells 

(1931) reported that in the late 1920s more than half of the instructors in Texas community 

colleges were part-timers and that in 1921 more than 90% of the staff in eight California junior 

colleges were part-timers.  The fact that part-time faculty have made up the majority of the 

teaching staff of community colleges for almost 100 years alone provides the justification and 

need for the continued evaluation of part-time faculty at community colleges across the country. 

  The finding of this study shows the current perceptions of Gadsden State Community 

College faculty toward part-time faculty inclusion and effectiveness.  The study further indicates 

what steps can be taken by college leadership to ensure the implementation of best practices 

when hiring, developing, and retaining part-time faculty.  If leadership either refuses to 

acknowledge the problem or fails to institute such practices, there is a high probability that part-

time staff will continue to feel disengaged, un-empowered, and less valued as an integral part of 

the faculty and college as a whole. 

  Courses at Gadsden State Community College are separated within instructional divisions 

identified as technical and academic.   Academic courses represent subjects such as business 

administration, general studies, history and other traditional education curriculum.  This division 
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accounts for approximately 85% of the credit hours earned by students.  The technical division 

offers subjects in the area of air conditioning and refrigeration, drafting and design, automotive 

service, and welding technology.  Students within this division earn associate degrees as well as 

certificates.  The technical division provides approximately 15% of the total credit hours earned 

by students at the college.  Faculty within each division is comprised of part-time and full-time 

instructors.   

The focus of this study was part-time faculty who at Gadsden State Community College 

account for more than half of the total faculty.  Part-time faculty are diverse group based on age, 

gender and experience at the college.  Part-time instructors have a significant impact on the 

quality of instruction, student success, and retention of students enrolled in the college.  The 

knowledge gained from this study regarding successfully implemented tactics and strategies 

could provide other institutions with the groundwork for developing a model that helps to 

improve the inclusion and performance of part-time faculty.   

The following mission statement offered by Alabama Southern Community College is 

representative of many similar community colleges throughout the country: “Alabama Southern 

Community College provides comprehensive educational opportunities and services in diverse 

learning environments to enhance community and economic development for the citizens of 

Southwest Alabama” (www.ascc.edu.).""This statement of being focused on the student 

opportunities and community development is echoed by many community colleges around the 

country." Upon closer inspection, there appears to be some incongruences with this type of 

mission statement and actual practice.  Student attrition points to the fact that many students feel 

disconnected from the universities and colleges that they attend.  This feeling of navigating 

through the matrix of higher education unguided and without a sense of belonging leads, in many 
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cases, to the students’ abandonment of a college education and the hopeful future it can provide.  

These same principles also apply to a large and growing faction of part-time faculty who move 

silently in, through, and around our college communities relatively unnoticed and without any 

sense of belonging or being a valued part of the larger institution (Milliron, Roueche, & Rouech, 

1995). 

In order to improve the student experience at Gadsden State Community College, there 

should be a concerted effort to determine the needs of part-time faculty, in terms of support, 

professional development, and institutional inclusion.  This determination should help to foster 

communication and understanding between college leadership, part-time faculty, and full-time 

faculty providing a platform to improve the performance and instructional quality of part-time 

faculty while also providing a better experience and outcome for the student.  

Intent and Research Questions 

The intent of this study was to gain an understanding of the perceptions of full-time and 

part-time technical and academic faculty at Gadsden State Community College concerning the 

institutional inclusion and instructional effectiveness of part-time faculty at the college.  An 

additional purpose was to obtain professional profile information on all faculty for descriptive 

purposes.  This study explored the following research questions:  

1.! What significant differences exist between the perceptions of full-time and part-

time faculty regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time 

faculty at Gadsden State Community College;  and 

2.! What significant differences exist between the perceptions of academic and 

technical faculty regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time 

faculty at Gadsden State Community College? 
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Research Design 

 This research followed Turner’s (2003) methodology using a quantitative survey with 

additional descriptive, qualitative questions designed just for part-time faculty.  It was 

determined that qualitative questions would apply to the entire survey population of part-time 

and full-time faculty.  Survey research has been defined by Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) as the 

attempt to attain data from a population or sample in order to discover information about the 

population in regard to one or more variables.  Gall, Gall, and Borg (1999) defined survey 

research as a form of descriptive investigation that involves collecting information about 

research participants’ beliefs, attitudes, interests, or behavior through questionnaires.  Barnham 

(2015) stated that, in any quantitative research project, the goal is to search for facts through a 

useful series of what questions; the resulting answers provide a data reality of what represents 

the truth.  In this context, quantitative research has a strong intellectual platform derived from the 

physical sciences.  Quantitative data tests objective theories by examining the relationship 

among variables.  The resulting numbered variables are then analyzed using statistics (Creswell, 

2009).  This type of research design requires validity and reliability tests that give researchers 

strong confidence in results. 

Inferential statistics are used by the researcher to conclude something about a population, 

based on a sample (O’Sullivan, Rassel, & Berner, 2008).  Descriptive statistics provide the 

researcher with methods of organizing, summarizing, and presenting data in an informative way 

(Mason, Lind, & Marchal, 1999).  These constructs reinforce the quantitative research design. 

The primary purpose of survey research was to determine the opinions, perceptions, and 

demographic data of a selected population, where those individuals share a common attribute. 

This type of research usually solicits the use of a questionnaire to collect information from the 
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individual subjects that can later be used for statistical analysis.  Surveys are convenient and 

cost-effective when collecting data to study an identified sample population (O’Sullivan, Rassel, 

& Berner, 2008).  Data collected in survey research was analyzed using statistical software. 

“Survey research provides a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions 

of a population by studying a sample of that population” (Creswell, 2009, p. 12).  This pre-

experimental, survey type of research was valuable for this study because it facilitated the 

collection of suitable data to answer the research questions. 

Study Population and Participants 

This was a total population study.  The population consisted of all full-time and part-time 

instructors in the technical and academic departments of Gadsden State Community College.  

The main campus of the college is located in Gadsden, Alabama, with satellite campuses 

positioned throughout Calhoun and Cherokee counties.  The total population of 147 full-time 

instructors and 98 part-time faculty members was surveyed.  This population is similar to that of 

Turner’s (2003) study in total count (87 full-time, 161 part-time, 248 total) but provides an 

inverse relationship compared to the number of full-time and part-time instructors.  The 

demographics are consistent with a single institution of a similar classification and size.  The 

study population consisted of 147 full-time faculty and 98 part-time faculty for a total population 

of 245.  In order to identify this population, data were collected from the human resources 

department at Gadsden State. 

Frankel and Wallen (2003) stated that a sample size of 100 is a sufficient minimum 

number for descriptive research.  Bartlett, Kotlik, and Higgins (2001) provided a table that 

contained lower and higher margins of error.  Using the p=.05 margin of error with a t value of 

1.96, a population of 300 would need 169 as a sample size (p.48).  Sample size was based on α = 
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.05, which gives a t value of 1.96 for any sample above 120 with a 5% margin of acceptable error 

(Cochran, 1977).  Israel (1992) stated that for a sample size of 300 with a precision level of ± 

7%, 121 participants were required.   

According to Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, and Lang (2009), it was anticipated that this study 

of 248 faculty at Gadsden State Community College required a minimum sample size of 186 to 

make it generalizable.  Turner (2003) surveyed 87 full-time and 161 part-time instructors for a 

total of 248 at Shelton State.  A total of 174 responses were returned, yielding a total return rate 

of 70%.  Of the 174 surveys returned, 160 (87 part-time, 73 full-time) were usable.  Technical 

faculty accounted for 30 responses, while the remaining 130 were provided by academic faculty. 

For this study, all full-time and part-time faculty members at Gadsden State Community College 

teaching during the spring term of 2017 were invited to complete the survey. 

Materials and Data Collection 

An online survey was utilized for collecting data from the part-time and full-time faculty 

at Gadsden State Community College participating in the study.  The survey instrument was 

administered via the Internet using the online survey software Qualtrics®.  Research conducted 

by Wortsman and Upcraft (2001) endorsed internet usage for surveys and found it to be a 

valuable method for collecting data from large numbers of participants in the shortest allowable 

time, while being less confusing and intimidating than standard paper-and-pencil versions of the 

same survey.  Since the population for this survey consisted of professional faculty, it was 

determined that any technological challenge of utilizing the survey would be minimal.   

The fact that more than half of the survey participants would be part-time did present an 

issue of access to the initial email and survey link.  This was due to the fact that many part-time 

faculty members did not have a Gadsden State email address, or if they did, that email was rarely 
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utilized.  It was determined after discussions with Gadsden State administration and part-time 

faculty members that a request would be made to send a secondary email to part-time faculty that 

would be more accessible.  Administrative support was provided by the human resource 

department of Gadsden State with the permission of the President’s office to ensure maximum 

participation.  Additionally, the online survey allowed for the quick and efficient collection of 

data while protecting the confidentiality of survey participants (Sue & Ritter, 2007).  The email 

addresses of the part-time and full-time faculty in the study were collected and confirmed by the 

human resource department of Gadsden State Community College.  An email was sent to all full-

time and part-time instructors identified as potential participants.  This email explained the study 

and informed consent and had the survey link imbedded in the email.  A reminder email request 

was sent to all potential participants two weeks after the initial invitation.  A total of four weeks 

was dedicated to data collection.  

Instrumentation 

This study utilized a modified version of the survey instrument created by Turner (2003) 

for her study of part-time and full-time faculty at Shelton State Community College.  In order to 

obtain data that reflected the perceptions of full-time and part-time instructors regarding the 

institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty, a survey was conducted using an 

online questionnaire.  The survey instrument utilized a Likert scale to collect this data.  

Part one of the online survey instrument focused on the topics of quality of instruction, 

evaluation, orientation, professional development, and communication.  Of the 23 items in 

section one, 21 items are presented in a four-part Likert-type scale format.  Each question is 

answered based on a 5-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= agree, 4= 

strongly agree, and 5= don’t know).  The questionnaire also included two open-ended questions 
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designed to elicit comments from the respondents regarding the improvement of institutional 

inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community College. 

The second section of the survey was answered by only part-time participants.  It 

contained ten checklist items designed to gather professional profile information on part-time 

instructors.   

The original survey was altered to include three additional demographic information on 

part-time faculty second section of the survey.  All 21 of the four-part, Likert-type items were 

used for the study.  The researcher utilized a t-test to measure differences among the individual 

items on the survey.  The researcher measured the reliability of the study utilizing Chronbach 

alpha.  According to Carmines and Zeller (1979), a general rule is that a Chronbach alpha of .80 

or above is indicative of a satisfactory reliability coefficient, demonstrating very little random 

measurement error.  The researcher utilized item-to-total correlation to measure the internal 

consistency of the study.  Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) noted that an item-to-total correlation is 

a method used for internal consistency and argue that a correlation above .30 between test and 

criterion proves useful for selection purposes. 

Ethical and Security Concerns 

Due to the inclusion of all faculty at the college and the anonymous nature of the survey 

instrument, no ethical concerns were identified by the researcher related to this study.  Approval 

from the Institutional Review Board at The University of Alabama was secured for the data 

collection procedures prior to conducting the survey.  The approval letter is included as 

Appendix A.  The study respondents were provided information regarding the study’s purpose 

and an informed consent was obtained prior to participants taking the survey.  An informed 

consent document which provides answers to why the participant has been invited to join the 
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study, what will be asked, how much time will be involved, the benefits provided, participant 

rights, and who to contact if there are questions will be included in Appendix B.  Participation 

was voluntary, and personally identifying data was not used in the analysis or in any part of the 

study.  The data collected and analyzed as part of this study was securely stored on a password-

protected external hard drive dedicated solely to this study.  The Qualtrics®survey software was 

password protected and maintained on a secure server.  No data was stored on shared or 

networked drives accessible to others.  When not in use, the external hard drive was secured in a 

locked office. 

Statistical and Data Analysis 

Upon completion of the four-week data gathering stage, the survey was deactivated.  

Data collected from the Qualtrics® survey was exported to Microsoft Excel ® and SPSS ® for 

analysis.  The survey responses were subject to an exploratory factor analysis utilizing principle 

component analysis with a rotated component matrix.  Factor analysis is useful in providing 

validity evidence for the instrument.  Comparisons were made with Turner’s (2003) findings that 

showed that of the 21 items surveyed, there were five factors extracted with an eigenvalue of 

1.00 or greater.  The underlying dimensions identified by each factor were i) organizational 

rewards, ii) organizational communication, iii) quality of instruction, iv) mentoring, and v) 

evaluation.  All five principal components are identified as significant in the literature on part-

time faculty.  Of the five factors, two factors explained 44% of the variance with all five factors 

explaining 62% of the variance.   Analysis was conducted on any factor extracted with an 

eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater using an independent t-test to determine whether significant 

difference with regard to (part-time and full-time) and (academic and technical) instructors exist.   
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Independent t-test analysis was conducted on each individual item to determine 

significant difference between attitudes of full-time faculty and part-time faculty toward 

institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty.  Independent t-test analysis also was 

conducted on each individual item to determine significant difference between attitudes of 

academic and technical faculty toward institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time 

faculty.    

In addition to the statistical analysis performed by Turner (2003), the researcher elected 

to utilize descriptive statistics to address the responses to item 22 in Part I and to the ten 

demographic items in Part II of the survey.  Responses to item 23, the open-ended question 

designed to elicit comments from respondents regarding improvement of institutional inclusion 

and effectiveness of part-time faculty, were reported and analyzed qualitatively utilizing an 

ethnographic framework.  According to Spindler (1987), the most important requirement for an 

ethnographic approach is to explain behavior from the “natives point of view” (p. 20).  This 

approach relies on shared patterns of behavior, which applies to part-time and full-time faculty.  

In looking at responses, the researcher hopes to develop part-time faculty and full-time faculty 

themes, as well as common faculty themes, which can be conceptualized from these multiple 

perspectives.  In addition, the researcher compared responses from both groups to the underlying 

five principal components identified through factor analysis to determine common ideology and 

prioritize suggested solutions and recommendations. 

Researcher Positionality 

I have spent twenty years of my life as a part-time professor at a local community college 

that has undergone many changes and modifications.  The one constant has been this dynamic 

between part-time faculty who want to teach as their primary profession and those of us who 
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have a primary profession but also want to teach.  The common bond between us is that we are 

passionate about education and feel that we have something to offer our students outside of the 

course material we teach.  My belief and experience is that, because part-time teachers are so 

diverse, it is difficult to get a firm understanding on what is a priority for the group as a whole.  

For example, an IT professional who has a full-time career but teaches a class or two each 

semester may have a completely different motivation from that of a pure academic.  These two 

groups may also have completely different views from a retiree or someone not interested in full-

time work, who teaches for the love of teaching or to continue to feel a purpose or relevancy.  

Three distinct groups who have very different motivations for teaching make it difficult to get 

the momentum to bring about real change for all part-time faculty.  From a personal and 

professional viewpoint, what is important to me, like the autonomy to teach without interference 

and being a part of any mandatory committees or attending department meetings, may be the 

missing components that make one of my colleagues feel included and valued.  That being said, 

to determine common core sets of best practices that meet the needs of a collective population of 

part-time faculty is difficult but should start with what is common to most part-time faculty.  I 

believe that the common reason that most part-time faculty teach is because they find value in 

education and want to support their students in their attainment of a better life for themselves and 

their families.  If this is a common belief of all part-time faculty, and I believe it is, then any best 

practice implementation should begin with what is best for the student.   

Summary 

This chapter presented the intent of the study while outlining a brief description of post 

positivism, which will provide the theoretical framework proposed for this research.  Also 

included in this section were the purpose and intent of the study, specific research questions, 
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research design, study population, data collection and instrumentation, ethical and security 

consideration, and researcher positionality.  Statistical and data analysis objectives were also 

presented along with projected comparisons and contrast to the study conducted by Turner 

(2003). 
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CHAPTER IV: 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction and Description of the Sample 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis of the survey responses collected 

from 32 part-time and 59 full time faculty members at Gadsden State Community College.  This 

includes a brief description of the study and the participants followed by an in-depth analysis of 

the data collected for the two research questions.  The purpose of this study was to gain insight 

into the perceptions of part-time and full-time faculty members concerning the institutional 

inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community College.  Inclusion 

here means the being part of the whole as demonstrated in an awareness of one’s rewards, 

support, responsibilities, and duties as set forth in one’s job description or handbook (Miles, 

2002).  Utilizing an online survey instrument, the researcher sought to gather information on the 

perceptions of faculty of both types.  Surveying full-time and part-time faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College and measuring their responses to questions related to institutional inclusion 

and effectiveness of part-time faculty will help to achieve this purpose. 

Profile of Participants 

This was a total population study.  The population included all faculty identified by the 

human resources office at Gadsden State Community College during the spring semester of 

2017.  Gadsden State Community College is a public, two-year community college operating in 

northeast Alabama.  During the spring 2017 semester, 245 copies of the Perceptions of 

Institutional Inclusion and Effectiveness Assessment Survey (see Appendix A) were distributed 
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electronically to faculty members.  Participants in the study answered 23 questions.  The 

survey remained available for a period of four weeks with 116 total responses and 91 usable 

surveys returned; the study yielded a response rate of 37.1%.  A response rate of 20%-40% for 

survey research is common (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).  The fact that the survey only returned a 

37.1% response rates from the faculty, compared to the 70% garnered by Turner in her 2003 

study, could be explained by the limited familiarity with the researcher by the instructional staff 

and the lack of endorsement by the college president that Turner was able to secure.  Regardless, 

a power analysis for the sample size with a population of 245, a 95% confidence interval and a 

10% margin of error yielded a desired sample size of 70.  The 91 responses received from this 

population exceed this threshold.  

Part I of the survey consisted of questions related to institutional inclusion and 

effectiveness of part-time faculty along with two open-ended questions that allowed participants 

the opportunity to share positive and negative feedback regarding personal experience related to 

mentoring and what they felt could be done to improve the efficiency and inclusion of part-time 

instructors at the institution.  The ten additional items identified in Part II of the survey were 

completed by part-time faculty and provided demographic and qualitative information.  The 

decision to include only part-time faculty in this section of the survey was consistent with the 

survey instrument utilized by Turner (2003).  Participants ranked questions on a 4- and 5-point 

Likert scale.  Demographics collected from all participants include teaching division, technical or 

academic and full-time or part-time teaching status.  Gender, age, race, level of education, years 

of experience, additional employment, and desire to teach full-time were only asked of part-time 

faculty.  
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The descriptive results of the survey identified that of the 91 usable responses, 32 were 

part-time faculty and 59 were full-time faculty.  This represents a response rate of 35.2% for 

part-time faculty and 64.8% for full-time faculty respectively.  In comparison, Turners 2003 

Shelton State Community College survey showed a response rate of 54.4% for part-time and 

45.6% for full-time.  In addition to identifying their primary position (full-time or part-time), 

instructors were also asked to indicate their division of primary responsibility.  These results 

identified 70 respondents as academic faculty and 21 respondents as technical faculty.  This 

represents a response rate of 76.9% for academic faculty and 23.1% for technical faculty 

respectively.  These results were similar to Turners 2003 survey, which showed a response rate 

of 81.2% for academic faculty and 18.8% for technical faculty.   

Reliability 

 Cronbach’s alpha measures internal constancy, that is, how closely related a set of items 

are as a group.  The original survey completed by Turner (2003) produced a Cronbach's alpha 

coefficient of .8644.  This study produced a similar Cronbach’s alpha of .886 for all 21 items on 

the survey.  According to Carmines and Zeller (1979), a general rule is that reliability should not 

be below .80 for widely used scales.   

Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of full-time and part-time faculty 

regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College? Analysis was conducted on the individual items using an independent t-test 

(two-tailed) to determine whether significant difference with regard to part-time and full-time 
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instructors exist.  There was a significant difference found for six survey items.  The following 

tables identify the individual items where significant differences were found. 

 Table 11 shows the difference between part-time and full-time faculty with regard to 

demonstration of knowledge of subject matter (p = .002), which is statistically significant.  

Inspection of the two group means indicates that the average knowledge of subject matter score 

for part-time faculty (M = 2.94) is significantly lower than the score (M = 3.66) for full-time 

faculty.  The difference between the means is .72 points on a 4-point Likert scale.  The effect 

size d is approximately .64, which represents a medium effect size, making it statistically valid 

(Morgan, 2013).  

Table 11 

Significant Differences Between Part-time and Full-time Faculty Utilizing Independent t-test 
 
Variables M SD T Df P D 

Question 2: Full-time faculty members 
demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in 
their classroom instruction. 

  -3.09 89 .002 .64 

Part-time 2.94 1.44     

Full-time 3.66 .80     

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 

Table 12 shows the difference between part-time faculty and full-time faculty with regard 

to communication. (p = .018), which was statistically significant.  Inspection of the two group 

means indicates that the average perception of communication score for part-time faculty (M = 

2.72) is considerable higher than the score (M = 2.15) for full-time faculty.  The difference 

between the means is .57 points on a 4-point Likert scale.  The effect size d is approximately .44, 

which represents an approximate medium effect size, making it statistically valid. 
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Table 12  

Significant Differences Found Between Part-time and Full-time Faculty Utilizing Independent t-
test 
 

Variables M SD T Df P D 

Question 14: Part-time faculty members 
receive regular mime faculty members 
demonstrate memos or correspondence from 
their division chairs or lead faculty members. 

  1.877 89 .018 .44 

Part-time 2.72 1.085     

Full-time 2.15 1.506     

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 

Table 13 shows a difference between part-time faculty and full-time faculty with regard 

to inclusion in organizational meetings. (p = .006), which was statistically significant.  Inspection 

of the two group means indicates that the average perception of inclusion in college meetings 

score for part-time faculty (M = 2.00) is significantly lower than the score (M = 2.58) for full-

time faculty.  The difference between the means is .58 points on a 4-point Likert scale.  The 

effect size d is approximately .51, which represents an approximate medium effect size, making 

it statistically valid. 

Table 13 

Significant Differences Found Between Part-time and Full-time Faculty Utilizing Independent t-
test 
 
Variables M SD t Df P D 

Question 16: Part-time faculty are 
encouraged to attend throughout the 
semester. 

  -2.185 89 .006 .51 

Part-time 2.00 .941     

Full-time 2.58 1.316     
Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
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Table 14 shows a difference between part-time faculty and full-time faculty with regard 

to encouragement to full-time employment opportunities. (p = .001), which was statistically 

significant.  Inspection of the two group means indicates that the average perception of 

encouragement to full-time positions score for part-time faculty (M = 2.22) is lower than the 

score (M = 2.27) for full-time faculty.  The difference between the means is .05 points on a 4-

point Likert scale.  The effect size d is approximately .04, which represents a small effect size, 

which is not practically significant. 

Table 14 

Significant Differences Found Between Part-time and Full-time Faculty Utilizing Independent t-
test 
 
Variables M SD t Df P D 

Question 17: Part-time faculty are 
encouraged to apply for full-time positions 
when they occur 

  -.183 89 .001 .04 

Part-time 2.22 .941     
Full-time 2.27 1.460     
Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05.       

 
Table 15 shows the difference in perception with regard to access to institutional support 

was provided to part-time faculty (p = <.01), which was statistically significant.  Inspection of 

the two group means indicates that the average perception of access to support services to part-

time faculty score for part-time faculty (M = 2.59) is higher than the score (M = 1.54) for full-

time faculty.  The difference between the means is 1.05 points on a 4-point Likert scale.  The 

effect size d is approximately .76, which represents a large effect size, which is statistically 

significant. 
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Table 15 

Significant Differences Found Between Part-time and Full-time Faculty Utilizing Independent t-
test 
 
Variables M SD t Df P D 

Question 20: Part-time faculty have access to 
institutional support services 

  3.274 89 <.01 .76 

Part-time 2.59 1.188     

Full-time 1.54 1.590     
Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 

Table 16 shows the difference between part-time faculty and full-time faculty with regard 

to outside opportunities for compensation provided to part-time faculty. (p = .038), which was 

statistically significant.  Inspection of the two group means indicates that the average perception 

of opportunities for outside compensation presented to part-time faculty score for part-time 

faculty (M = 2.88) is higher than the score (M = 2.59) for full-time faculty.  The difference 

between the means is .29 points on a 4-point Likert scale.  The effect size d is approximately .25, 

which represents a small effect size, which is not practically significant. 

Table 16 

Significant Differences Found Between Part-time and Full-time Faculty Utilizing Independent t-
test 
 
Variables M SD t Df P D 

Question 21: Part-time faculty are provided 
opportunities for compensation outside of 
teaching 

  1.024 89 .038 .25 

Part-time 2.88 1.008     
Full-time 2.59 1.366     

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
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Table 17 shows all of the individual survey questions with the corresponding means for 

full-time and part-time faculty.  An asterisk is noted where a statistically significant difference 

was found between full-time and part-time faculty. 
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Table 17 

Individual Survey Questions and Corresponding Means for Full-time and Part-time Faculty 
 

Individual Item FT 
M 

PT 
M 

1.  The Educational level of part-time faculty and full-time faculty are comparable  3.07 3.09 

2.  *Full-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction 3.66 2.94 
3.  Part-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction 2.97 3.44 

4.  There is no significant difference in the quality of instruction provided by part-time faculty when compared to full-time 
faculty 

2.61 3.22 

5.  Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by their students 2.83 2.56 

6.  Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by a representative from the college 2.37 1.69 
7.  Part-time faculty members are provided the same Evaluation procedures as full-time faculty 1.08 1.81 

8.  Part-time faculty members participate in an orientation program each semester 2.53 2.41 
9.  Part-time faculty members are Provided the opportunity to participate in a staff development at least once a year 

development 
2.80 2.75 

10. Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to meet with their chairperson at least once a year 3.14 3.16 
11. Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to meet with full-time faculty members in their department at 

least once a year 
.80 1.66 

12. Part-time faculty members have opportunities to discuss teaching practices with other faculty 2.80 2.31 
13. Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence about college events 2.76 2.56 

14. *Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence from their division chairs or lead faculty members 2.15 2.72 

15. Part-time faculty members are encouraged to attend faculty meetings throughout the semester events to attend faculty 
meetings 

2.42 2.61 

16. *Part-time faculty members are encouraged to attend division meetings throughout the semester 2.58 2.00 

17. *Part-time faculty members are encouraged to apply for full-time positions when they occur 2.27 2.22 
18. Part-time faculty members are given priority over other applicants when applying for full-time positions 2.92 2.50 

19. Part-time faculty members review the duties as listed on their job descriptions 1.42 1.31 
20. *Part-time faculty members have access to institutional support services 1.54 2.59 

21. *Part-time faculty members are provided  opportunities for institutional compensations 2.59 2.88 

Note. An asterisk indicates significant differences.  The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
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Of the 21 items listed in table 19 there were fifteen that showed no significant difference 

when measured at the .05 level.  The significance levels for these items ranged from a low of 

.083 for item 15, to a high of .985 for item 12.   

Research Question 2 

Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of academic and technical 

faculty regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College?  Analysis was conducted on the individual items using independent t-test to 

determine significant differences with regard to academic and technical instructors. There were 

significant differences found for two survey items.  The following tables identify the individual 

items that were found to be significant. 

Table 18 shows the difference between academic faculty and technical faculty on 

knowledge of subject matter of full-time faculty (p = .004), which was statistically significant.  

Inspection of the two group means indicates that the average knowledge of subject matter score 

for academic faculty (M = 3.50) is significantly higher than the score (M = 3.10) for technical 

faculty.  The difference between the means is .40 points on a 4-point Likert scale.  The effect 

size d is approximately .32, which represents a medium effect size, making it statistically valid. 
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Table 18 
 
Significant Differences Found Between Academic and Technical Faculty Utilizing Independent t-
test 
 
Variables M SD t Df P D 

Question 2: Full-time faculty members 
demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in 
their classroom instruction. 

  1.468 89 .004 .32 

Academic 3.50 .929     
Technical 3.10 1.578     

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 

Table 19 shows the difference between academic faculty and technical faculty with 

regard to engagement with full-time faculty opportunities. (p = .024), which was statistically 

significant.  Inspection of the two group means indicates that the average perception of 

engagement opportunities with full-time faculty score for academic faculty (M = 1.06) is lower 

than the score (M = 1.24) for technical faculty.  The difference between the means is .18 points 

on a 4-point Likert scale.  The effect size d is approximately .14, which represents a small effect 

size, which is not practically significant, but is statistically significant. 

Table 19 
 
Significant Differences Found Between Academic and Technical Faculty Utilizing Independent t-
test 

 
Variables M SD t Df P D 

Question 11: Part-time faculty members are 
provided the opportunity to meet with full-
time faculty members in their department at 
least once a year. 

  -.607 89 .024 .14 

Academic 1.06 1.102     
Technical 1.24 1.480     

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
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Table 20 shows all of the individual survey questions with the corresponding means for 

academic and technical faculty.  An asterisk is noted where a statistically significant difference 

was found between academic and technical faculty. 
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Table 20 

Individual Survey Questions and Corresponding Means for Academic and Technical Faculty 
 

Individual Item ACAD 
M 

TECH 
M 

1.  The Educational level of part-time faculty and full-time faculty are comparable  3.10 3.00 
2.  *Full-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction 3.50 3.10 
3.  Part-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction 3.09 3.29 
4.  There is no significant difference in the quality of instruction provided by part-time faculty when compared to full-time faculty 2.73 3.14 
5.  Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by their students 2.92 2.10 
6.  Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by a representative from the college 1.48 2.33 
7.  Part-time faculty members are provided the same Evaluation procedures as full-time faculty 1.47 .90 
8.  Part-time faculty members participate in an orientation program each semester 2.54 2.29 
9.  Part-time faculty members are Provided the opportunity to participate in a staff development at least once a year development 2.91 2.33 
10. Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to meet with their chairperson at least once a year 3.16 3.10 
11. *Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to meet with full-time faculty members in their department at least 

once a year 
1.06 1.24 

12. Part-time faculty members have opportunities to discuss teaching practices with other faculty 2.71 2.33 
13. Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence about college events 2.74 2.52 
14. Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence from their division chairs or lead faculty members 2.51 1.81 
15. Part-time faculty members are encouraged to attend faculty meetings throughout the semester events to attend faculty meetings 2.61 2.10 
16. Part-time faculty members are encouraged to attend division meetings throughout the semester 2.34 2.48 
17. Part-time faculty members are encouraged to apply for full-time positions when they occur 2.36 1.90 
18. Part-time faculty members are given priority over other applicants when applying for full-time positions 2.81 2.62 
19. Part-time faculty members review the duties as listed on their job descriptions 1.46 1.14 
20. Part-time faculty members have access to institutional support services 1.86 2.10 
21. Part-time faculty members are provided  opportunities for institutional compensations 2.74 2.52 

Notes. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05.  An asterisk indicates significant differences. 
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Of the 21 items listed in table 22 there were nineteen that showed no significant 

difference when measured at the .05 level.  The significance levels for these items ranged from a 

low of .088 for item 13, to a high of .982 for item 18.   

Factor Analysis 

 In addition to the independent t-test, the survey responses were subjected to an 

exploratory factor analysis using principle component analysis with a rotated component matrix.  

This statistical technique attempts to reduce the number of variables under study.  This is a data 

reduction process that combines variables that are found to approximately measuring the same 

thing.  Part of this process utilizes Pearson’s correlation coefficients to determine the strength of 

the relationship between variables, which allows for an overlap of common variables to 

determine a new component. To determine if there exist a sufficient correlation any 

component/construct with an eigenvalue greater than 1.00 was utilized (Field, 2015).!!

In the original 2003 study, Turner (2003) conducted an exploratory factor analysis to 

determine the statistical patterns of correlation and to define the underlying dimension of 

variables in construct validity.  Of the 21 items on the survey, there were five factors extracted 

with an eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater.  The first two factors explained 44% of the variance and all 

five factors explain 62% of the variance.  The results of the factor analysis led to the 

development of a five-factor solution.  The underlying dimensions identified by each factor 

where I) Organizational Rewards and Benefits; II) Organizational Communication; III) Quality 

of Instruction; IV) Mentoring; and V) Evaluation. 

The current Gadsden State Community College data were subjected to the exploratory 

factor analysis to identify constructs that could be compared and contrasted to the data uncovered 

in Turner’s (2003) study.  Of the 21 items on the survey, there were 4 factors extracted with an 
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eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater.  The first two components explained 46.3% of the variance, while 

all 4 factors accounted for 63% of the variance.  The underlying component construct of each 

factor along with the associated eigenvalues, variance, and cumulative percentage for each 

factor, explaining the total variance of all variables are identified in Table 21.  

Table 21 

Factor Analysis 

Factors Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %% 

Organizational Development & Benefits 5.415 33.84 33.84 
Organizational Evaluation 1.987 12.42 46.27 

Quality of Instruction 1.432 8.95 55.22 
Organizational Communication 1.243 7.77 62.98 

 
Additional analysis was performed to determine the reliability of each factor utilizing 

Cronbach’s Alpha.  Adequacy and convergence validity using Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was measured to ensure that factor analysis was suitable.  A KMO 

of over 0.6 is considered an indication that data are suitable for factor analysis. Convergent 

validity, which relates to how highly each item loads on their individual factor (factors averaging 

>0.7 are acceptable).  Discriminate validity, relates to correlations between the factors, anything 

> 0.7 is problematic.  There were no issues with discriminate validity (Aldrich & Cunningham, 

2013).  Table 22 provides information related to reliability and validity. 
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Table 22 

Factor Analysis 

Factors Avg/Convergent 

Validity 

KMO Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
Totals 

Organizational Development & Benefits 

 .794  

Organizational Development & Benefits .751  .881 

Organizational Evaluation .798  .721 

Quality of Instruction .918  .857 

Organizational Communication .693  .593 

Note. Turner (2003) did not provide information related to KMO, convergent validity, or Cronbach’s alpha for her 
study.  However, a comparison of factors is provided in Table 25. 
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Table 23 

Principal Components Grouped by Factor-Gadsden State Community College 

Factor 
Group 

Items 
 

Factor 1: Organizational Development and Benefits 
 9: Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to participate in staff development annually. 

12: Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to discuss teaching practices full-time faculty member. 
13: Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence about college events. 
16: Part-time faculty members are encouraged to attend division meetings throughout the semester. 
17: Part-time faculty members are encouraged to apply for full-time positions when they occur. 
18:  Part-time faculty members are given priority over other applicants when applying for full-time positions. 
21: Part-time faculty members are provided opportunities for compensation outside of teaching. 
 

 Note. Turner (2003) Reward & Benefits included items (15, 16, 18,20, & 21. Bold items are included in both studies 
 

Factor 2: Organizational Evaluation 
 5: Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by their students. 

6:  Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by a representative of the college. 
7: Part-time faculty members are evaluated utilizing the same procedures as full-time faculty. 
 

 Note. Turner (2003) Evaluation included items (6, 7, & 9) Bold items are included in both studies. 
Factor 3: Quality of Instruction 
 3: Part-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction. 

4: There is no significant difference in the quality of instruction provided by part-time compared to full-time faculty. 
 

 Note. Turner (2003) Quality of Instruction included items (1, 2, 3, & 4).  Bold items are included in both studies 
 

Factor 4:  Organizational Communication 
 8:   Part-time faculty participate in orientation program each semester. 

11: Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to meet with full time faculty members in their department at least 
annually. 
14: Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence from their division chairs or lead faculty members. 
 

 Note. Turner (2003) Organizational Communication included items (5, 8, 10, 13, 14, & 19). Bold items are included in both studies. 
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Each of the four constructs were analyzed using an independent t-test at a 95% 

confidence interval to determine if there were significant differences within each construct 

between faculty division (academic, technical).  There was no statistical significant difference 

between the factors with regard to faculty division.  In addition, each of the four constructs was 

analyzed using an independent t-test at a 95% confidence interval to determine if there were 

significant differences within each construct between faculty identification (part-time, full-time).  

There was significant differences found with regard to faculty identification and factor 1 

(Organizational Development & Benefits) and factor 3 (Quality of Instruction).   

Table 24 shows that part-time faculty responses were different from full-time faculty with 

regard to the factor Organizational Development and Benefits. (p = <.023), which was 

statistically significant.  Inspection of the two group means indicates that the average 

organizational development and benefit score for part-time faculty (M = 16.87) is lower than the 

score (M = 18.67) for full-time faculty.  The difference between the means is 1.8 points on a 4- 

point Likert scale.  The effect size d is approximately .29, which represents a medium effect size, 

which is statistically significant. 

Table 24 
 
Factor-Organizational Development and Benefits Significant Differences between Part-time and 
Full-time Faculty 
 

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
 

Variables M SD t Df P D 
Factor 1       
Organizational Development & Benefits   -1.239 88 .023 .29 
Part-time 

 

16.87 4.91     
Full-time 18.67 7.34     
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Table 25 shows the difference between part-time faculty and full-time faculty with regard 

to the factor Quality of Instruction. (p = <.043), which was statistically significant.  Inspection of 

the two group means indicates that the average organizational development and benefit score for 

part-time faculty (M = 6.65) is higher than the score (M = 5.58) for full-time faculty.  The 

difference between the means is 1.07 points on a 4-point Likert scale.  The effect size d is 

approximately .54, which represents a medium effect size, which is practically significant.  The 

factors Organizational Communication and Organizational Evaluation showed no significant 

differences with p values of .484 and .541, respectively. 

Table 25 

Factor-Quality of Instruction Significant Differences between Part-time and Full-time faculty 
 

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
 

Item 22 asked all respondents to identify from a four-part checklist who provided the 

most helpful guidance.  This was followed up by a request to elaborate on what the named 

individual was able provide that most assisted that faculty member.  Table 28 provides the results 

from part-time and full-time faculty. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variables M SD t Df P D 
Factor 3: Quality of Instruction   2.304 89 .043 .54 
Part-time 

 

6.65 1.56     
Full-time 5.58 2.39     
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Table 26 

Responses to Item 22 
 
Position Full-Time 

Faculty 
Part-Time 

Faculty 
N % 

Division Chairperson  17 6 23 25.56 

Department Chair 16 15 31 34.44 
A full-time faculty member 25 7 32 35.56 

A part-time faculty member 0 4 4 4.44 
Total 58 32 90 100.00 

  
Comparatively, Turner’s 2003 survey provided the following responses: division chair 

34.4%, department chair 38.8%, full-time faculty 18.1%, and part-time faculty 5.0%.  This data 

correlates fairly close to the Gadsden State results, with the exception of a much larger 

percentage of the faculty being full-time faculty.    

Open-ended Items 

 Of the 90 faculty members that responded to Question 22, 54 elaborated on the type of 

guidance and support that was provided by full-time faculty members.  Some of the responses 

are included 

1.! Different ideas of how to present curriculum to students. How to address situations 
and issues; 
 

2.! Full time faculty members help with teaching strategies, give advice on handling 
classroom situations, etc.; 
 

3.! Team support, answers questions I may have from a more seasoned educator; 
 
4.! This person is a faculty advocate. This person provides constructive criticism when  

needed, and never judges, only helps.  Provides guidance for classroom and advising. 
Does not teach the same content, but has been an outstanding mentor as faculty; and 
 

5.! I've taught as an adjunct for GSCC for many years, so this refers to several years ago. 
Our faculty is quite giving when asked for guidance.#
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 Those faculty members that responded that division or department chairs were most 

helpful provided comments more in line with policy, budget and communication issues, but 

were, in general complimentary of leadership. Some representative comments are provided as 

1.! Guidance on new and existing school policies and teaching trends; 
 

2.! Teaching methodologies, evaluation feedback, Student Learning Objectives feedback, 
workshop opportunities; 

 
3.! College polices and regulations. Help with scheduling. Training opportunities; 
 
4.! Explained various academic procedures, easily accessible to answer questions, 

provided guidance on situations related to students and classes; and 
 
5.! Help in all aspects of the job.  My Department Chair has always been extremely 

helpful to me. 
 
Item 23 was an open-ended question that ask how Gadsden State Community  

College or the division could improve the efficiency and effectiveness of part-time faculty 

members.  Forty-three faculty members responded with suggestions, comments, and perceptions 

related to the current environment surrounding part-time faculty.  The responses were focused in 

the following areas:  pay and benefits, communication, training and mentorship, and college 

engagement.  Table 27 provides those groupings and the individual comments in each section. 
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Table 27 
 
Responses to Item 23 
 
Compensation and Benefits 
 

1.! I’m not sure there is a way with the cap at 3 classes.  With even 4 classes, few adjuncts could 
teach more regularly and interact with full-time faculty.  Higher pay and compensation for time 
outside of class. 

2.! Better Pay/ Increase Pay 
3.! Higher pay, inclusion in school events 

 
Communication 
 

1.! I’m not sure if part-time faculty are provided with a gadsdenstate.edu email address or not, but 
if not, they should.  That would ensure they have the means of communicating with faculty and 
department chair and would get college notifications and announcements. 

2.! As a former part-time faculty member, it would’ve been nice to receive help in utilizing our 
online learning system, the expectations of college, and Banner assistance. 

3.! Provide evening faculty meetings to explain expectations of the use of technology in the 
classroom. 

4.! Create a portal for part-time faculty to keep up with events and information we might have 
missed. 

 
Training / Mentoring 
 

1.! Assign a mentor and give adequate time for proper instruction and consistency with existing 
faculty. 

2.! Start a mentoring program and also have some overlap between full-time and part-time faculty 
during the day so that full-time person could answer any questions or assist the part-time 
person in any way. 

3.! More simply explained training 
4.! Provide orientation with expectations each year.  Invite to faculty meetings and have efficient 

communication department. I think it would be helpful to hold meeting with just par-time 
faculty to give expectations, guidance, etc. 

5.! They should receive professional development training, especially new adjunct training. 
 
College Engagement 
 

1.! Ensure that the part-time faculty member regularly checks Gadsden State email. 
2.! Better purposeful engagement from the college aimed specifically at part-time faculty. 
3.! Include adjunct faculty in orientation/welcome back activities would send a message that 

adjuncts are valuable and an important 
4.!  art of the teaching staff. 
5.! It would be nice to have a meeting to meet and greet the part-time faculty, there are people I do 

not know that I have a contact for clinical dates, etc and it would be nice to put a name with a 
face. 

6.! Implement a part-time faculty orientation program. 
7.! Update and place more relevance on creating an adequate part-time handbook 
8.! Require annual meeting with part-time faculty, to field questions and concerns. 
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Demographics of Part-time Study Participants 

Only part-time instructors answered Part II of the survey.  It contained ten checklist items 

intended to provide a representative profile of the part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community 

College.  Table 28 provides a breakdown by instructional division of the survey respondents for 

the first five questions dealing with gender, age, race, educational level and experience at 

Gadsden State Community College.   
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Table 28 

Responses to Questions 1-5 from Part-time Faculty  

Item Academic Technical F % 
Gender     

Male 10 4 14 51.5 
Female 17 0 17 42.4 
NR 1 1 2 6.1 
Total 28 5 33 100.00 

     
Age     

Less than 25 0 0 0 0 
25 – 35 6 0 6 18.1 
36 – 45  7 2 9 27.3 
46 – 55 11 2 13 39.4 
56 – 65 2 1 3 9.1 
Over 65 0 0 0 0 
NR 1 1 2 6.1 
Total 28 5 33 100.00 

     
Race     

Black 1 0 1 3.0 
White 24 4 28 84.9 
NR 3 1 4 12.1 
Total 28 5 33 100.00 

     
Education     

Associates Degree 0 1 1 3.0 
Bachelor’s Degree 3 3 6 18.2 
Master’s Degree 18 1 19 57.6 
Ed.D. or Ph.D. 5 0 5 15.2 
M.D. or J.D. 1 0 1 3.0 
NR 1 0 1 3.0 
Total 28 5 33 100.00 

     
Years at GSCC     

Less than 1 1 0 1 3.0 
One to five years 12 1 13 39.4 
Six to ten years 6 2 8 24.2 
Eleven to fifteen years 4 2 6 18.2 
Greater than 15 years 2 0 2 6.1 
NR 3 0 3 9.1 
Total 28 5 33 100.0 

Note. Responses are categorized by instructional divisions. 
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 Table 29 shows the answers to questions 6-10 of Part II of the survey.  This profile 

information relates to work experience of part-time faculty and concludes with a question related 

to the goal of securing a full-time appointment at a college or university.   

Table 29 

Responses to Questions 6-10 from Part-time Faculty  

Item Academic Technical F % 

Do you currently teach part-time at a school or college? 

No 18 4 22 66.7 
Yes – High School 0 1 1 3.0 
Yes – 2-Year College 3 0 3 9.1 
Yes – 4-Year College 7 0 7 21.2 
NR 0 0 0 0.0 
Total 28 5 33 100.0 
 
Do you currently teach full-time at a school or college? 
No 20 5 25 75.8 
Yes – High School 3 0 3 9.0 
Yes – 2-Year College 2 0 2 6.1 
Yes – 4-Year College 2 0 2 6.1 
NR 1 0 1 3.0 
Total 28 5 33 100.0 
 
Are you currently employed in a field related to the subject you teach at GSCC? 
No 8 0 8 24.2 
Yes – Full-Time 15 4 19 57.5 
Yes – Part-Time 1 1 2 6.1 
Yes – Free Lance / Consultant 2 0 2 6.1 
NR 3 0 3 9.1 
Totals 28 5 33 100.0 
 
Have you ever been employed outside of higher education in the subject that you teach at GSCC? 
No 6 1 7 21.2 
Yes – Full-Time 15 4 19 57.5 
Yes – Part-Time 2 0 2 6.1 
Yes – Free Lance / Consultant 2 0 2 6.1 
NR 3 0 3 9.1 
Totals 28 5 33 100.0 
 
Is it your hope to eventually have a full-time faculty appointment at a college or university? 
No 4 3 7 15.9 
Yes, GSCC 13 2 15 34.1 
Yes – At another 2-Year College 6 0 6 13.6 
Yes – At a 4-Year College or University 10 0 10 22.7 
I currently teach full-time at another college or university  1 0 1 2.3 
NR 5 0 5 11.4 
Totals 39 5 44 100.0 

Notes. Responses are categorized by instructional divisions.  Multiple answers were provided from respondents to 
question 10.   
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Summary 

 This chapter offered the statistical results of this survey research along with some 

comparative analysis, where applicable, between this research and that conducted by Turner in 

2003.  The research questions presented were answered with the data collected and elaborated on 

further through faculty responses to open ended questions related to how the college could better 

improve the inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty.  Descriptive statistics were used 

initially to provide a profile of the entire faculty population.  Inferential statistics were utilized to 

determine if there was statistical evidence that the two population means identified (instructional 

division and instructional status) were significantly different.  An independent t-test was used for 

this purpose.  The data were subjected to factor analysis to determine if the individual items 

could be reduced to constructs that would be meaningful to the researcher.  It was determined 

that the data were acceptable represented in a four factor model.  These data were then compared 

to Turner’s (2003) study to determine similarity and to contrast differences.  Finally, additional 

demographic information was provided by part-time faculty as they were the focal point of this 

study.  Chapter V includes interpretations of the data, implications of the findings, 

recommendations for leadership of Gadsden State Community College, and future research 

opportunities. 
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CHAPTER V: 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the perceptions of faculty 

about institutional inclusion and effectiveness regarding part-time faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College.  The researcher attempted to understand and identify the current 

professional needs, obstacles and opportunities facing part-time faculty at the college.  An 

additional purpose of the study was to solicit recommendations from all faculty on how the 

college could better support and create an environment of inclusion for part-time faculty.  

Finally, the study provided some insight into the current part-time faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College to include demographics, professional profile, and employment goals.  

Summarized Findings 

 According to the American Federation of Teachers (2010), the number of part-time 

faculty members now comprise 47% of all faculty teaching at universities.  Xiangmin and Liang 

(2013) stated that this segment represented over 40% of all instructional faculty across all 

institutions.  In early 2012, the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) 

published statistics estimating that 68% of all faculty members teaching at community colleges 

were part-time.  This study’s data revealed findings that reflected a less pronounced part-time 

instructional demographic.  The population for this study consisted of full-time and part-time 

instructors employed at Gadsden State Community College, in Etowah, Calhoun, and Cherokee 

Counties, Alabama.  Out of  245 instructors identified by the human resource department at 
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Gadsden State Community College during the spring 2017 Semester, 98 part-time instructors 

comprised 40% of the total faculty population.   

  A total of 116 responses were returned yielding a a total return rate of 37.1%.  Based on 

the analysis of the data from 91 survey respondents, the study uncovered information that should 

provide useful to the leadership of Gadsden State Community College with regard to their part-

time faculty population.  The survey contained two sections.  Section one focused on quality of 

instruction, orientation, professional development, and communication, and was completed by  

full-time and part-time facutly.  The items in section ywo were designed to capture additional 

professional profile data and were answered by only part-time faculty. Two open-ended questons 

were also asked to all respondents to increase understanding of the current hierarchial 

organizational structure and the best source for assistance to all faculty and how, in paticular, to 

include and improve part-time faculty.  To answer the two research questions, statistical methods 

were utilized ncluding descriptive statistics, independent t-tests, and factor analyisis.  

 Initial analysis provided all of the descriptive data of the survey.  This included relevant 

sample size analysis, descriptive statistics of all participants, and a means comparison analysis.  

Table 30 provides the response data for the Gadsden State survey as well as Turner’s (2003). 

Table 30  

Percentage of Respondents Indicated by Primary Positions at Gadsden State Community College 
2017 vs Shelton State Community College 2003 
 
Faculty Demographics by Position  GSCC SSCC 

Part-time Faculty 35.2 54.4 

Full-time Faculty 64.8 45.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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 The results of the survey were closely representative of the total population of Gadsden 

State Community College in the spring of 2017, as Turner’s (2003) were respresentative of 

Shelton State Community College in 2003.  The academic and technical results for this study 

found in Table 31 also closely resembled Turner’s 2003 study.    

Table 31 
 
Percentage of Respondents Indicated by Division of Primary Responsibility at Gadsden State 
Community College 2017 vs Shelton State Community College 2003 
 
Faculty Demographics by Division  GSCC SSCC 

Academic 76.9 81.3 

Technical 23.1 18.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 

 
 Means testing was constructed for the entire study sample with regard to faculty teaching 

appointment (part-time or full-time) and instructional division (academic or technical).  The 

summary results of this testing for each survey item and each category are provided in table 33. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
99 

Table 32 

Summary Mean Scores for Survey Items 1-21 

Individual Item ACAD 
M 

TECH     
M     

FT  M PT  M 

1.  The Educational level of part-time faculty and full-time faculty are comparable  3.10 3.00 3.07 3.09 
2.  Full-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction 3.5 3.10 3.66 2.94 
3.  Part-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction 3.09 3.29 2.97 3.44 
4.  There is no significant difference in the quality of instruction provided by part-time faculty when compared to 

full-time faculty 
2.73 3.14 2.61 3.22 

5.  Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by their students 2.92 2.10 2.83 2.56 
6.  Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least once a year by a representative from the college 1.48 2.33 2.37 1.69 
7.  Part-time faculty members are provided the same Evaluation procedures as full-time faculty 1.47 .90 1.08 1.81 
8.  Part-time faculty members participate in an orientation program each semester 2.54 2.29 2.53 2.41 
9.  Part-time faculty members are Provided the opportunity to participate in a staff development at least once a 

year development 
2.91 2.33 2.80 2.75 

10. Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to meet with their chairperson at least once a year 3.16 3.10 3.14 3.16 
11. Part-time faculty members are provided the opportunity to meet with full-time faculty members in their 

department at least once a year 
1.06 1.24 .80 1.66 

12. Part-time faculty members have opportunities to discuss teaching practices with other faculty 2.71 2.33 2.80 2.31 
13. Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence about college events 2.74 2.52 2.76 2.56 
14. Part-time faculty members receive regular memos or correspondence from their division chairs or lead 

faculty members 
2.51 1.81 2.15 2.72 

15. Part-time faculty members are encouraged to attend faculty meetings throughout the semester events to attend 
faculty meetings 

2.61 2.10 2.42 2.61 

16. Part-time faculty members are encouraged to attend division meetings throughout the semester 2.34 2.48 2.58 2.00 
17. Part-time faculty members are encouraged to apply for full-time positions when they occur 2.36 1.90 2.27 2.22 
18. Part-time faculty members are given priority over other applicants when applying for full-time positions 2.81 2.62 2.92 2.50 
19. Part-time faculty members review the duties as listed on their job descriptions 1.46 1.14 1.42 1.31 
20. Part-time faculty members have access to institutional support services 1.86 2.10 1.54 2.59 
21. Part-time faculty members are provided  opportunities for institutional compensations 2.74 2.52 2.59 2.88 
Average Mean Score 2.48 2.30 2.44 2.49 
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The mean is a measure of central tendency or average of all responses to the individual 

items presented on the survey.  In this case, the respondents within the academic division 

generally agree more with the survey items than do technical instructors.  The same holds true 

for part-time faculty compared to full-time faculty with regard to the total instrument. 

 Research Question 1 analyzed the differences between part-time and full-time faculty 

regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty.   First, each of the 

individual items was measured utilizing an independent t-test for significant differences between 

part-time and full time faculty.  Of the 21 items on the survey, six were identified as containing 

significant differences at the .05 significance level.  Of the 6 items, only item 2, 14, 16, and 20 

showed significant differences and contained a high enough effect size to make the finding valid 

and practically significant..  Those items that demonstrated statistical significance at <0.05 and 

valid effect size are outlined in Table 33. 
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Table 33 
 
Significant Differences between Part-time and Full-time Faculty Utilizing Independent t-test 
 
Variables M SD T Df P D 

Question 2:  Full-time faculty demonstrate members’ knowledge of subject matter in their 
classroom instruction. 
   -3.09 89 .002 .64 
Part-time 2.94 1.44     

Full-time 3.66 .80     
 
Question 14: Part-time faculty members receive regular mime faculty members demonstrate 
memos or correspondence from their division chairs or lead faculty members. 
   1.877 89 .018 .44 
Part-time 2.72 1.085     

Full-time 2.15 1.506     
 
Question 16: Part-time faculty are encouraged to attend division meetings throughout the 
semester. 
   2.185 89 .006 .51 
Part-time 2.00 .941     

Full-time 2.58 1.316     
 
Question 20: Part-time faculty have access to institutional support services. 
   3.274 89 <.01 .76 

Part-time 2.59 1.188     
Full-time 1.54 1.590     

Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
 

The results of this analysis indicate that part-time instructional faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College do not have the same confidence as full-time facutly and full-time faculty 

demonstrate knowledge of their subject matter in their classroom instuction.  Part-time faculty 

also perceive, more than full-time faculty, that institutional support is provided to part-time 

faculty and that there is regular correspondence and communication from Gadsden State 
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Community College leadership.  Last, is a lesser perception by part-time faculty than full-time 

faculty that part-time faculty are encouraged/invited to attend their respective division meetings 

throughout the semester, the two items that did not show a significant effect size dealt with 

opportunities to earn compensation outside of teaching for part-time faculty and that part-time 

faculty were encouraged to apply for full-time employment when the opportunity presented itself 

to do so.  With respect to these two items, part-time faculty, more than full-time faculty, 

perceived that they were not encouraged to apply for full-time positions when they occurred, but 

that they were provided opportunity for outside compensation.  The data revealed that there was 

not a significant difference between part-time and full-time perceptions with regard to the 

remaining 15 survey items.  

In addition to independent t-tests, exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the 

survey items.  The factor analysis grouped the items into four principle components with an 

eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater.  The survey items were found to be suitable for factor analysis 

demonstrating a KMO score of .794, noting Aldrich and Cunningham (2016) anything over .6 is 

acceptable.  To determine if there were any significant differences between each contruct and the 

variables of part-time and full-time faculty, an independent t-test was performed on each 

construct.  The results showed significant differences between part-time and full-time faculty 

with respect to Factor 1 Organizational Development and Benefits and Factor 3, Quality of 

Instruction.  Part-time faculty perceived that there were less opportunities for organizational 

development and benefits for part-time faculty when compared to the perceptions of full-time 

faculty.  Part-time faculty also perceived that the quality of instruction provided by part-time 

faculty was comparable to that of full-time faculty, or better, when compared to the perceptions 

of full-time faculty.  There was no significant difference between part-time and full-time faculty 
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when comparing Factor 2, Organizational Evaluation and Factor 4, Organizational 

Communication.  All four constructs (organizational development and benefits; organizational 

evaluation; quality of instruction; and organizational communication) have been identified in the 

literature as key factors related to part-time faculty.   

Research Question 2 analyzed the differences between academic and technical faculty 

regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty.   First, each of the 

individual items was measured utilizing an independent t-test for significant differences between 

academic and technical faculty.  Of the 21 items on the survey only two were identified as 

containing significant differences at the .05 significance level.  Of the two items, only Item 2 

showed significant differences and contained a high enough effect size to make the finding valid.  

This analysis is presented in Table 34. 

Table 34 

Significant Differences between Academic and Technical Faculty Utilizing Independent t-test 
 
Variables M SD t Df P D 

Question 2: Full-time faculty members 
demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in 
their classroom instruction. 

  1.468 89 .004 .32 

Academic 3.50 .929     

Technical 3.10 1.578     
Note. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05. 
 
 The results of this analysis would indicate that academic faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College perceive that full-time facutly demonstrate knowledge of their subject 

matter in their classroom instuction more than technical faculty.  The data also revealed that 

there was not a significant difference between academic and technical faculty perceptions with 

regard to the remaining 18 survey items. 
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The four constructs developed through factor analysis were also analyzed with regard to 

instructional division.  There was no significant difference between the factors with regard to the 

academic or technical factor construct.  The significance ranged from .346 for Organizational 

Development and Benefits to .830 for Quality of Instruction.  Table 35 provides a summary 

listing of the four constructs listing the mean by instructional division and faculty status. 

Table 35 

Summary Listing of the Four Constructs and Mean by Instructional Division and Faculty Status 
 
Constructs Full-Time 

Faculty 
Part-Time 

Faculty 
Academic 

Faculty 
Technical 
Faculty 

Organizational Development & 
Benefits 

*18.67 *16.87 18.45 16.67 

Organizational Evaluation 4.03 6.19 5.04 3.95 

Quality of Instruction *5.58 *6.65 5.81 6.43 
Organizational Communication 8.34 7.45 8.45 6.67 

Notes. The t-statistic is significant at p < .05.  The asterisk denotes where significant differences were found. 
 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings for this research study, four conclusions are drawn.  First, the best 

source of guidance and assistance for part-time faculty is a full-time faculty member.   This is 

contrasted with Turner’s (2003) findings where 73% of the respondents to the same question 

identified the department or division chair as providing the most assistance to part-time faculty.  

Faculty member as an option was 18.1%, less than almost half the percentage in the Gadsden 

State study.   It is also relevant to note that most department chairs are also full-time faculty 

members, which is significant to the leadership matrix of the college.  This information bodes 

well for the institution and is indicative of a collegial and professional relationship between part-

time and full-time faculty.  The question of how Gadsden State Community College or the 

division could improve the efficiency and effectiveness of part-time faculty provided some 
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additional insight.  Respondents had multiple recommendations for improvement.  The responses 

were grouped under the following distinctions:  Compensation and Benefits, Communication, 

Training and Mentoring, and College Engagement.  The comments demonstrated a desire on the 

part of all faculty for the college to provide more resources, better communication, mentoring 

and greater compensation for part-time faculty.  There was a desire on the part of both faculty 

segments to do more to include the part-time faculty and to communicate an understanding of 

their importance to the institution. These finding echoes earlier research which showed that, to 

meet the challenge of a growing part-time instructional staff, institutions should create and foster 

an organizational culture that is inclusive, supportive, and collegial regarding part-time faculty 

(Baron & Nixon, 2007). 

  The second conclusion is that there is a difference in faculty perceptions with regard to 

the quality of instruction provided by part-time and full-time faculty.  This conclusion is drawn 

from the data regarding items 2-4 of the survey instrument. There is a greater perception by part-

time faculty than full-time faculty that part-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter 

in their classroom instruction and the quality of their instruction is comparable to full-time 

faculty.  There is a considerable lesser perception by part-time faculty than full-time faculty that 

full-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction. There is 

a greater perception by technical faculty than academic faculty that part-time faculty demonstrate 

knowledge of subject matter in their classroom instruction and the quality of their instruction is 

comparable to full-time faculty.  There is a considerable lesser perception by technical faculty 

than academic faculty that full-time faculty demonstrate knowledge of subject matter in their 

classroom instruction.  Surprisingly, perceptions of educational levels of part-time and full-time 

faculty were similar with all groups. 
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Many part-time faculty have experience in the private sector and may not have been 

exposed to pedagogical training that is more common with full-time faculty who have had years 

of experience in higher education.  It is likely that these differences in background explain each 

group’s perspectives.  Full-time faculty with primarily an academic background could perceive 

that part-time faculty without this type of training would be less effective in an instructional 

setting, while part-time faculty with so called “real world” experience may feel the same about a 

full-time faculty member who has never worked outside of higher education.  It is also important 

to note that Item 2 was the only item where there was found to be a statistically significant 

difference between academic and technical divisions.  Academic instructors judged full-time 

faculty much greater with regard to knowledge of subject matter than did faculty members in the 

technical division.  In the same manner that part-time instructors coming from the private sector 

may discount only academic training, technical instructors may have the same views of academic 

instructors.  The concept of relevance and the fact that a great deal of part-time and technical 

faculty either come from or currently work outside of an academic environment and bring those 

professional experiences into the classroom could be the basis for these findings. 

 The third conclusion is that full-time faculty members and part-time faculty members 

differ in their perception regarding the quality and nature of support and communication received 

by part-time faculty.  This conclusion is drawn from the data regarding items 14, 16, and 20 of 

the survey instrument.   With regard to items 14 and 16, the findings were not consistent.  Part-

time instructors perceived that they did receive regular communication from division chairs or 

lead faculty members when compared to full-time faculty perception.  Part-time faculty 

perceived that they were less encouraged to attend division meetings throughout the semester 

when comparted to full-time faculty.  Finally, part-time faculty perceived that they had greater 
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access to institutional support services when compared to full-time faculty perceptions of part-

timers access to such services.  In looking at results for these three items, it could be concluded 

that Gadsden State Community College has effective communication and support services in 

place for part-time faculty.   

The lesser perception by part-time faculty than full-time faculty that part-time faculty are 

encouraged to attend division meetings throughout the semester could be explained by the fact 

that part-time faculty normally work non-traditional hours and have very little, if any contact 

with administration or other full-time faculty.  This lack of face-to-face interaction could lead 

some part-time faculty members to feel they are not really wanted at division meetings.  It could 

also be explained by the fact that many part-time faculty members work full-time outside of the 

college and would not be available for division meetings held during normal working hours.  Of 

the total part-time faculty responding to this study, 70% stated that they worked full-time at 

another academic institution or private organization, while 15% stated that they worked part-time 

outside of the institution.  

Greater perception by part-time faculty than full-time faculty that part-time faculty 

receive regular communication and access to support services could be explained by the high 

number of respondents that indicated “don’t know” to questions 14, 16, and 20.  More influence 

of part-time faculty with regard to these items could explain why support and communication for 

part-time faculty was perceived greater than full-time faculty.  This difference in perception 

could also be explained by the high number of part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community 

College that identify as “subject matter experts” (Gappa and Leslie 1993).  This group 
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traditionally does not need or want oversight or mandates from the college.  Therefore, a limited 

amount of communication and support is considered acceptable. 

 The fourth, and final, conclusion is that the part-time faculty at Gadsden State 

Community College are demographically diverse.  This is of particular importance because, by 

identifying this population, college leadership can be more capable of deploying strategies that 

will meet the needs of this group.  The demographic make-up with regard to gender, age, race, 

education level, and length of service of the part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community 

College is fairly consistent with the results of Turner (2003) and a much larger study published 

in 2012 by the Coalition of the Academic Workforce (CAW).  The only significant observation 

with regard to part-time faculty demographics is the substantial lack of diversity with regard to 

race is prevalent.  This study, as did the CAW study, showed a majority (over 84%) of part-time 

faculty respondents were white.  Turner (2003) did not ask this specific question. 

 The study revealed additional information related to the aspirations and diversity of part-

time faculty at the college.  An important finding was that the majority (60.1%) of the part-time 

faculty indicated a desire to eventually receive a full-time teaching appointment at Gadsden State 

Community College or another college or university.  These results were considerable greater 

than Turner’s (2003) study, where 50.6% of part-time faculty wanted to eventually receive a full-

time appointment. 

Recommendations for Practice 

 Taking strategic steps to better engage and support part-time faculty should provide 

measurable benefits to the college and students.  These benefits can be realized in stronger 

loyalty of part-time faculty to the college, an improved understanding of expectations and 

opportunities for part-time faculty, and most importantly improved student outcomes.  The 
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implementation of any or all of these practices will demonstrate that Gadsden State Community 

College leadership values part-time faculty and is willing to utilize resources to support a 

mutually beneficial relationship.  The following recommendations are based on the findings, 

conclusions, and collective faculty comments that have particular relevance for Gadsden State 

Community College. 

 The first recommendation is to develop a mentoring program that matches full-time 

faculty with part-time faculty in their respective departments.  This peer to peer relationship 

would provide a bridge to part-time faculty that need assistance of have questions. It would also 

help connect part-time and full-time faculty with regard to pedagogical issues.  Many part-time 

faculty come from private industry and business and have not had formal training in teaching and 

classroom instruction.  Full-time faculty would be a tremendous asset to part-time faculty in this 

regard, while part-time faculty could bring marketplace relevance to full-time faculty.  This give 

and take would address one of the differences uncovered in this study with regard to perceptions 

of quality instruction.  It also would benefit part-time faculty that feel isolated and frustrated. 

This program could be completely voluntary but would be a positive first step for leadership to 

reach out to part-time faculty, especially those that are new to the college. 

 The second recommendation is to provide an exclusive orientation for part-time faculty at 

least annually.  This would need to be established at each campus and would be most effective if 

it was available during times when part-time instructors could attend.  Leadership could then 

provide an overview of expectations, policy changes, professional development, and resources 

available.  It would also be a positive step to ask for questions from part-time faculty prior to the 

meeting.  This would give leadership an opportunity to understand and address some of the 

specific issues identified by the part-time faculty during this orientation. 
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 The third recommendation is to provide part-time faculty with a performance rating 

system that could be utilized by decision makers during the hiring process.  This would provide a 

path forward to the majority of part-time faculty who aspire to obtain a full-time instructor 

position at Gadsden State Community College or another university.  This system would also 

help to promote retention, encourage involvement, and incentivize engagement of part-time 

faculty.  For example, the system could take into consideration, years of service, student 

evaluations, administrative evaluations, involvement in college training for part-time faculty as a 

baseline to establish a scoring matrix.  This would provide part-time faculty who wish to be 

considered for full-time positions with an understandable method by which to be scored based on 

their performance.   

 The fourth recommendation is to provide a dedicated workspace for part-time faculty at 

each campus.  A common theme from the respondents on how the college could improve the 

efficiency and effectiveness of part-time faculty was through better engagement of part-time 

faculty at the practical and institutional level.  There is real and perceived value in providing 

part-time faculty a workspace and basic support logistics.  First, at the institutional level, this 

initiative demonstrates a commitment to part-time faculty of resources and in turn, illustrates a 

concern and value for part-time faculty as an important part of the college mission.  On the 

practical level, it shows a recognition by the college that part-time faculty work is not contained 

to the classroom.  The understanding by the college that part-time faculty need to prepare lesson 

plans, create and grade exams, and conduct research will improve the effectiveness and 

efficiency of part-time faculty.  This would also help counter the isolation part-time faculty 

sometimes feel based on class schedule and availability.  The dedicated workspace would be a 

common area shared by all part-time faculty.  The area could be accessed through a coded cipher 
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locking system (available to all part-time faculty at that location) that would provide computer 

access, printing capabilities, phones, secure file/storage area, and general office equipment. 

 The fifth recommendation is to consider alternative compensation plan for part-time 

faculty that have performed at a high level and have taught long-term at the college.  Also, 

consider providing part-time faculty with the first option when opportunities for compensation 

outside of the classroom present themselves.  Respondents consistently mentioned enhanced 

compensation and benefits as a way to improve, retain, and reward part-time faculty. Small step 

raises for continuous years of service would be a nominal cost to the college, but would show a 

significant step towards equitable treatment for part-time faculty.  Outside compensation made 

available to part-time faculty could be something as simple as tutoring services established at 

each campus.  These small steps would help alleviate some of the financial burden and 

discrepancies that part-time faculty express. 

 The sixth recommendation is to provide a professional profile (including picture) of 

current part-time faculty to their respective departments and campuses.  Many respondents stated 

that they had little or no opportunity to engage with part-time faculty due to the fact that many 

part-time faculty work non-traditional hours.  Respondents stated a willingness to engage with 

part-time faculty but were uncertain how to accomplish this task.  By creating a professional 

profile of each part-time faculty member and publicizing it within their respective department, it 

would provide a way for full-time and other part-time faculty and staff to reach out and start a 

dialogue.  This could encourage more awareness, interaction, inclusion and appreciation of part-

time faculty. 

 Finally, the last recommendation is to develop a part-time faculty leadership advocate 

position.  Someone elected by the part-time faculty who could serve in an advisory position to 
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the president or cabinet.  Many respondents expressed a need for part-time faculty to be more 

involved, accountable, and mainstreamed into the institution.  Providing a representative voice 

for part-time faculty at the leadership level would help to accomplish this goal.  Involvement at 

this level would insure that the concerns and needs of part-time faculty were framed within the 

bigger mission and strategies of the college and all stakeholders.  This action would also help 

validate the important role and institutional commitment Gadsden State Community College has 

towards its part-time faculty.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the difference in the perceptions of 

institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty between institutional divisions and 

types of faculty appointment.  The results of this study serve to increase awareness of the role of 

part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community College and the issues that exist within the 

institution and amongst faculty.  The following three recommendations for future research are 

proposed. 

 The first recommendation is, because part-time faculty are such a critical component of 

especially the community college segment of higher education, it would be beneficial to conduct 

a case study that relates only to part-time faculty.  To develop a comprehensive strategy, with 

regard to part-time faculty, a more in-depth analysis should be conducted.  The results of this 

type of analysis could provide detailed information about the issues and priorities of part-time 

faculty employed at Gadsden State Community College and therefore would give more weight to 

a strategic plan that addresses their issues.  Utilizing the demographic data established in this and 

other studies, representatives should be selected that provide a broad sample of each type of part-

time faculty member.  Personal characteristics like age, race, and gender should be combined 
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with identifiers like “subject matter experts” to establish segments or groupings.   This 

representative sample could provide a deeper understanding of the motivators and obstacles that 

are faced by part-time faculty within a particular institution and could be the basis of specific 

leadership strategies for the recruitment, retention, training, and recognition of this growing 

segment of faculty. 

 Secondly, this study provided insight into only one institution and therefore is not 

generalizable, although many of the results of this study were consistent with the literature and 

much larger part-time populations.  It would be beneficial to develop a template based on this 

study but expanded upon that could be utilized by all institutions of higher education to evaluate 

the inclusion and effectiveness of their own part-time faculty.  Developing a survey instrument 

that exclusively deals with part-time faculty would be the objective of this research.  

Demographic and descriptive data should be gathered, but more importantly, it should include 

questions related to aspirations of why part-time faculty teach and what they hope to accomplish 

professionally with the institution.  Institutions who choose to engage part-time faculty with this 

initiative, would demonstrate a value and concern for part-time faculty and would benefit 

through a better understanding of what motivates and concerns them.  

 Additionally, future research should involve how compensation and benefits for part-time 

faculty can be improved and made more equitable.  A tiered system, as suggested in the 

literature, would provide a stepped salary structure that could incentivize part-time faculty to stay 

with an institution (Wallin, 2007).  Benefits must also be addressed in the overall compensation 

plan for part-time faculty.  The lack of basic health or disability insurance, retirement, paid time 

off, and other customary benefits that would be provided to the majority of employees must be 

addressed. This research would be a first step and begin by determining the financial impact part-
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time faculty have on the institutions where they are employed.  To start, a simple cost/revenue 

analysis could be conducted (just for class room contact hours) to determine what financial 

impact part-time faculty has on the institution.  Next, it should be determined what value part-

time faculty efforts beyond the contract hours in the classroom (advising students, serving on 

committees, etc.) bring to the institution.  Based on this analysis it may be possible to open a 

conversation with leadership to determine what can be done to improve the financial position of 

part-time faculty.  

 Also, future research should explore why community colleges choose or choose not to 

provide a pathway to full-time employment for their part-time faculty.  This is a leadership 

question and on the surface may seem very simple and straight forward, but it addresses an issue 

and primary question that frustrates many part-time faculty members. Which is, how do I 

become a full-time faculty member?  This research would need to be considered very carefully, 

and addressed from a leadership perspective.  The research would need to focus on identifying 

characteristics and attributes of part-time faculty that would make them desirable or undesirable 

to decision makers when considering a full-time opening.  This information could then provide a 

framework for part-time faculty to consider when pursuing full-time positions. 

Concluding Thoughts 

 This study contributes to the scholarly research on part-time faculty within the framework 

of a single community college institution.  The results of this quantitative survey research 

provide insight to the study institution in relation to the inclusion and effectiveness of part-time 

faculty.  Additionally, this research contributes to the literature on the growing demographic of 

part-time faculty and the issues surrounding their individual challenges as well as those of the 

institutions in which they work. 
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 This survey research revealed that part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community College 

are representative of the larger population part-time faculty with regard to their concerns for 

inclusion, fair treatment and the opportunities for advancement.  This study also reinforced the 

idea that part-time faculty are motivated by a number of different factors that affect their overall 

satisfaction with their position and the institution.  This personal identification as a subject 

matter expert, career ender, free-lance consultant or aspiring academic identified by Leslie and 

Gappa (1993) almost 25 years ago is still relevant today in understanding what motivates and 

satisfies part-time faculty. 

 In reflecting on this work, it would have been meaningful to provide greater detailed 

information about full-time faculty.  This information could allow for comparisons between the 

professional and demographic profiles of part-time and full-time faculty.  It also would have 

been beneficial to look more closely at the instructional divisions with regard to part-time and 

full-time instructors.  A deeper look at the faculty in this way could have uncovered relevant data 

allowing more personalized recommendations to engage part-time faculty within the technical 

and academic divisions of the college. 
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APPENDIX A: 
 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

 

Part  I :  Perceptions  of  Institutional  Inclusion and Effectiveness 

 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please respond to the following survey items as they relate to your own 
experiences at Gadsden State Community College. All responses are anonymous; therefore, 
please do not write your name on the survey. Please circle your response choice. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 
2 
 

Agree 
3 

Strongly 
Agree 

4 

Don’t  
Know 

5 
1.! The education level of part-time faculty and full-

time faculty are comparable. 
1 2 3 4  

5 
2.! Full-time faculty demonstrates knowledge of 

subject matter in their classroom instruction. 
1 2 3 4  

5 
3.! Part-time faculty demonstrates knowledge of 

subject matter in their classroom instruction.  
1 2 3 4  

5 
4.!  There is no significant difference in the quality 

of instruction provided by part-time faculty when 
compared to full-time faculty. 

1 2 3 4  
5 

5.! Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least 
once a year by their students. 

1 2 3 4  
5 

6.! Part-time faculty members are evaluated at least 
once a year by a representative from the college. 

1 2 3 4  
5 

7.! Part-time faculty members are provided the same 
evaluation procedures as full-time faculty. 

1 2 3 4  
5 

8.! Part-time faculty members participate in an 
orientation program each semester. 

1 2 3 4  
5 

9.! Part-time faculty members are provided the 
opportunity to participate in staff development at 
least once a year. 

1 2 3 4  
5 

10.! Part-time faculty members are provided the 
opportunity to meet with their department 
chairperson at least once a year. 

1 2 3 4  
 

5 
11.! Part-time faculty members are provided the 

opportunity to meet with full-time faculty 
members in their department at least once a year. 

1 2 3 4  
 

5 
12.! Part-time faculty members have opportunities to 

discuss teaching practices with full-time faculty. 
1 2 3 4  

5 
13.! Part-time faculty members receive regular memos 

or correspondence about college events. 
1 2 3 4  

5 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 
1 

Disagree 
2 

Agree 
3 

Strongly 
Agree 

4 

Don’t 
Know 

5 
14.   Part-time faculty members receive regular 

memos or correspondence from their division 
chairs or lead faculty members 

1 2 3 4 5 

15.   Part-time faculty members are encouraged to 
attend faculty meetings throughout the 
semester. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16.   Part-time faculty members are encouraged to 
attend division meetings throughout the 
semester. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17.   Part-time faculty members are encouraged to 
apply for full-time positions when they occur. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18.   Part-time faculty members are given priority 
over other applicants when applying for full-
time positions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19.   Part-time faculty members review the duties as 
listed on their job descriptions 

1 2 3 4 5 

20.   Part-time faculty members have access to 
institutional support services. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21   Part-time faculty members are provided 
opportunities for compensation outside of 
teaching. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
14.! From your personal experience at Gadsden State Community College, which of the 

following provides the most helpful guidance for you? 
 _____ Division Chairperson 
 _____ Faculty Member (Department Chair) 
 _____ A full-time faculty member 
 _____ A part-time faculty member 
 

 Briefly describe what guidance this person provides: 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

15.! How could Gadsden State Community College or your division improve the efficiency 
and effectiveness of a part-time instructor? 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Please indicate your primary position at the institution (Circle one)
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Part-time faculty member   Full-time faculty member 

Please indicate the instructional division where you primarily teach (Circle one) 
 
Academic     Technical 
Part Ii: Professional Profile Information of Part-Time Faculty 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please respond to the following items by checking the item in each category 
that best describes you. 
 

1.! Gender: 
_____ Female 
_____ Male 

 
2.! Age: 

_____Below 25 
_____25-35 
_____35-45 
_____45-55 
_____55-65 
_____ Over 65 
 

3.! Race: 
_____African American 
_____Hispanic 
_____Asian 
_____Caucasian 
_____Other 
 

4.! Highest Degree Earned: 
 _____ Vocational certificate 
 _____ Associate degree 
 _____ Bachelor’s degree 
 _____ Master’s degree 
 _____ Ed.D. or Ph.D. 
 _____ M.D. 
 _____ J.D. 
 
 

5.!  How many years have you taught at Gadsden State Community College? 
  _____ Less than one year 
  _____ One to five years 
  _____ Six to Ten years 
  _____ Eleven to Fifteen years 
  _____ more than fifteen years 
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6.! Do you currently teach part-time at a school or college other than Gadsden State   
Community College? Check all that apply. 

  _____ No 
  _____ Yes, Elementary school (k-5) 
  _____ Yes, Middle school (6-8) 
  _____ Yes, High school (9-12) 
  _____ Yes, Two-year college 
  _____ Yes, Four-year college/University 
 
 

7.! Do you currently teach Full-time at a school or college other than Gadsden State 
Community College? Check all that apply. 

  _____ No 
  _____ Yes, Elementary school (k-5) 
  _____ Yes, Middle school (6-8) 
  _____ Yes, High school (9-12) 
  _____ Yes, Two-year college 
  _____ Yes, Four-year college/University 
  _____  NA 
 
8.! Are you currently employed in a field related to the subject you teach at Gadsden State 

Community College? 
 _____ No 
 _____ Yes, full-time 
 _____ Yes, part-time 
 _____ Yes, free lance/consultant 
 

9.! Have you ever been employed outside of higher education in the field in which you 
teach? 
 _____ No 
 _____ Yes, full-time 
 _____ Yes, part-time 
 _____ Yes, free lance/consultant 

 
10.!Do you hope eventually to teach full-time? 

 
  _____ No 
  _____ Yes, at Gadsden State Community College 
  _____ Yes, at another 2-year college 
  _____ Yes, at a 4-year college/University 
  _____ I currently teach full-time 
   
Thank you for your responses
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APPENDIX B: 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 

Dear Colleague: 

I would like to invite you to participate in a research study that I currently am conducting as a 
doctoral student in the Higher Education Administration program at the University of Alabama.  
The purpose of this research is to better understand the perceptions and views of full-time faculty 
and part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community College regarding institutional inclusion and 
effectiveness of part-time faculty at the college.  Additionally, I am gathering professional and 
demographic profile data on all faculty.  The results of this study will be included in my 
dissertation, Faculty perceptions of institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty 
at Gadsden State Community College. 

Protecting your privacy is of utmost concern.  Your identity will not be known and survey 
submissions are completely anonymous.  A copy of the informed consent is attached that 
provides details about the study, its purpose, and rights of the participants. Your participation 
will involve answering questions related to your perception of part-time faculty and their 
inclusion and effectiveness within the college.  The amount of time required to complete the 
survey is estimated to be 10-15 minutes.  Please find attached the survey link and take a few 
minutes to complete the questionnaire.  Thank you in advance for your participation in this 
study.  If you are interested in receiving a copy of the results of the study when they are 
available, please send an email to Thomas Buzan, at tgbuzan1@crimson.ua.edu 

Thanks again for taking time to complete this survey and please feel free to contact me directly if 
you have any questions. 

Here is a link to the survey: 

 

Thanks for your participation! 

Tommy Buzan 
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APPENDIX C: 

FOLLOW-UP INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 

Dear Colleague: 

To date, I have not received a sufficient number of responses to continue with my research.  I am 
contacting you again in hopes that you will take a few minutes to complete the online survey 
regarding your views of the institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty if you 
have not already participated.  I sincerely thank you for your assistance and apologize for the 
repeated communications.  Your responses are anonymous in hopes of encouraging participation.  
Thank you again for taking the time to assist me by completing the survey.  The link is attached 
below for your convenience.   

Very Respectfully, 

Tommy Buzan 
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APPENDIX D: 

INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT 

Consent Form Study Title: Perceptions of institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time 
faculty at Gadsden State Community College. 

You are invited to participate in a research study titled: Faculty perceptions regarding 
institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time academic and technical faculty at Gadsden 
State Community College. Mr. Thomas Buzan, a doctoral degree candidate in the Department of 
Higher Education Administration at the University of Alabama, is conducting this study.  Mr. 
Buzan is being supervised by Dr. David E. Hardy, Associate Dean for Research and Services and 
Associate Professor of Higher Education in the College of Education at the University of 
Alabama. Because this study in a partial fulfillment of degree requirements, Mr. Buzan is not 
receiving any salary or financial aid for completing this project.  

What is the study about? 

The intent of this quantitative study is to gain an understanding of faculty perceptions of the 
institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty at Gadsden State Community 
College.  The study will investigate, through a survey response instrument, the views of both 
full-time and part-time faculty concerning the perceived inclusion, value and attitude towards 
this majority demographic at the college. 

Why is the study important? 

The results of the study will provide the leadership at Gadsden State Community College 
information on the current perceptions of both part-time and full-time faculty, as well as the 
existing challenges and opportunities as seen by the faculty.  The researcher will provide 
recommendations for best practices that are suited to the specific challenges of the college that 
are identified by the study participants.  Furthermore, the study can serve as a template for other 
institutions to evaluate their own operations to better improve the relationship with this 
significant group of faculty members. 

Why have I been asked to participate in the study? 

You have been asked to take part in the study because you are currently teaching at the college 
either as a full-time or part-time faculty member. 

How many other people will be in this study?
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A total of 154 full-time faculty and 173 part-time faculty employed by Gadsden State 
Community College during the Spring 2017 Semester are being invited to participate by 
completing the survey. 

 

 

What will I be asked to do in this study? 

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a web-based survey 
consisting of questions regarding institutional inclusion and effectiveness of part-time faculty at 
Gadsden State Community College. 

How much time will I spend on the study? 

The survey should take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 

What are the risks (problems or dangers) for being in this study? 

There are no foreseeable risks, beyond those experienced in day-to-day life and work. 

What are the benefits of being in this study? 

The primary benefit of participating in this study are assisting the researcher and the institution 
in gaining a better understanding of the perceptions of all faculty members regarding part-time 
faculty.  This information will serve as the basis for recommendations to leadership that can help 
to provide a better more effective working relationship between part-time faculty, full-time 
faculty, and administration.  Beyond the benefits that occur by virtue of their inclusion in the 
groups studied in this research, no personal benefits will accrue to any individual participant. 

Will my privacy and confidentiality be protected? 

Yes, your survey responses will be aggregated with those of other respondents.  Reports and 
findings will not identify individual participants.  Survey results will be stored securely by the 
administrator of this survey.  Results will be locked in a secure filing cabinet inside the secured 
office of the administrator.  Access to the results during the entire survey process will be 
completely controlled by the administrator/researcher.    

What are my rights as a participant of this study? 

Your participation is voluntary.  If you start the study, you can stop at any time.  Also, as a 
participant, you may request a report of the results of the study once it is complete. 

Whom do I call if I have questions or problems? 

If you have questions about this study, please contact me, Tommy Buzan, by phone at (256) 454-
1161 or via email at tgbuzan1@crimson.ua.edu. or David Hardy, at (205) 348-6874 or 
dhardy@.ua.edu.  
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If you have questions about your rights as a study participant or at any time become dissatisfied 
with an aspect of this study, you may anonymously contact Dr. Tanta Myles, The University of 
Alabama Research Compliance Officer, at (205) 348-8461 or toll free at 1-877-820-3066.  You 
may also ask questions, make a suggestion, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB 
Outreach Website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html.  After you participate, you are 
encouraged to complete the online survey for research participants, which is located at the site 
about.  If you prefer, you may ask Mr. Buzan for a hard copy of the survey. 

 

Should you have further question, you may send an email to participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu. 

I have read and understand this consent form. 

Do you consent to continue?
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APPENDIX E: 
 

PERMISSION TO CONDUCT THE STUDY 
 

 Dissertation Topic 
1 message 

 

From: Turner, Fran [mailto:fturner@sheltonstate. edu] 

Sent: Thursday, April  02, 2015  10:32 AM 

To: Thomas G. Buzan 
Jr. (CTR) Cc: Turner, 
Fran 

Subject: RE: Dissertation Topic 

Tommy, 
 

It was a pleasure visiting with you on the phone. I would be 
pleased for you to replicate my dissertation. It does not offer 
theoretical research impacting the education arena, but serves 
as a practitioners' approach to accessing and improving 
communication and thus instruction at a single institution. I 
was a full-time employee of Shelton State when I did the study. 
It was well received by administration and faculty. I am pleased 
to say two of the five recommendations from my study (College 
email accounts for part-time faculty, and designated adjunct 
offices with computer access)were implemented. 
Congratulations on finishing your coursework and being 
ready to start on your dissertation. Let me know if I 
can be of assistance. Take care. 

Fran 
 

Fran  lumcr   Fran J. Turner, EdD. 

Associate Dean for Student Support and Retention 

Shelton State Community College 

9500 Old Greensboro  Rd.,Tuscaloosa,AL 35405 
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Thomas G.Buzan Jr. (CTR) 
 

 

From: Sent: To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Martha Lavender <mlavender@gadsdenstate. edu> Monday, July 20, 
2015 1:36    PM 

Thomas G. Buzan Jr. (CTR) 

Pam Noah 

RE: Survey          Instrument 

 
Hello Tommy, 

 

Your research proposal has been approved by the Cabinet but we request a copy of your IRB approval 
for our files. Please proceed and let me know if you need anything else from me. Thanks and 
congratulations for being this far along in the dissertation process! 

Warm Regards, 

Martha 

Interim President 
Gadsden State Community College 
P. O. Box 227 
Gadsden, AL  35902 
Phone: 256-549-8221 
Cell: 256-613-0477 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

134 
 

 
APPENDIX F: 

 
IRB APPROVAL LETTER 

 
 
 THE UNIVERSITY OF  

ALABAMA  
Office of the Vice President for  
Research & Economic Development  
Office for Research Compliance  
-·  
February 17, 2017  
;.·  

Thomas G. Buzan, Jr. Department of ELPTS College of Education  
The University of Alabama Box 870231  
Re: IRB # EX-17-CM-013 "Faculty Perceptions Regarding Institutional Inclusion and Effectiveness 
of Part-Time Academic and Technical Faculty at Gadsden State Community College"  
 
Dear Mr. Buzan:  
 
The University of Alabama Institutional Review Board has granted approval for your proposed 
research. Your protocol has been given exempt approval according to 45 CFR part 46.10l (b)(2) as 
outlined below:  
(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), 
survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior, unless:  
(i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly 
or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of the human subjects' responses 
outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be 
damaging to the subjects'financial standing, employability, or reputation.  
 
Your application will expire on February 16, 2018. If your research will continue beyond this date, 
complete the relevant portions of Continuing Review and Closure From. If you wish to modify the 
application, complete the Modification of an Approved Protocol Form. When the study closes, 
complete the appropriate portions of FORM: Continuing Review and Closure.  
Should you need to submit any further correspondence regarding this proposal, please include the 
assigned IRB application number.  
Good luck with your research.  
Sincerely,  
 

358 Rose Administration Buildin g I Box 870127 I Tuscaloosa , Al 35487 -01 27 

205 -348-846 1 I Fax205-348-7189 I Toll Free 1-877-820-3066 


