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ABSTRACT
ADJUNCT FACULTY EVALUATION AT PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGES:
A PRECURSOR OF ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING
Muhammad Muddassir Siddiqi, Ed.D.
Department of Counseling, Adult and Higher Education
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Amy D. Rose, Director
This study explored the current status of adjunct faculty teaching-performance
evaluation at public community colleges across the United States and how the results of
evaluations were used to make decisions pertaining to professional development,
employment and recognizing excellence in teaching performance. This study also
investigated whether the evaluations were used to review institutional policies pertaining to
adjunct faculty members.
The research questions of this study were: (1) How do public community colleges
evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance?, and (2) How do public community colleges
use adjunct faculty evaluation data?
Organizational learning theory guided this research. This study utilized crosssectional, correlational, descriptive survey approach. Data were collected through the
administration of online Surveys sent to 806 Chief Academic Officers (CAOs) from
community colleges throughout the United States. Both descriptive and nonparametric
statistics were used to analyze data. The response rate was 18.9%.
Findings suggest that almost all responding colleges evaluated adjunct faculty
teaching performance; however, at some community colleges, the methods of faculty
evaluations varied by departments. The study also found that the overall relationships

between predictor variables (geographic location, institutional size, percentage of adjunct
faculty teaching credit-bearing courses, and union status) and the selection of specified
evaluation criteria and specified sources of evaluation data were not statistically significant.
Classroom teaching was the most frequently used evaluation criteria in adjunct faculty
evaluation while student evaluation of teaching and classroom observations were two most
frequently used sources of data. Similarly, the study found that at many institutions, results
of evaluations were used to make decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty professional
development, employment, and performance recognition. Mentoring was the most
frequently offered professional development opportunity and continuation of employment
contract was the most frequently used reward to recognize excellence in teaching. Finally,
the study indicated that responding public community colleges used results of evaluations
to review institutional policies pertaining to adjunct faculty members.
Future avenues of research include extending the scope of this study to include
evaluations of adjunct faculty members who teach online and noncredit courses, exploring
the perspectives of adjunct faculty about evaluation practices, examining the methods by
which community colleges use evaluations to inform various institutional decisions, and
understanding the relationship between evaluation and organizational learning.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Public community colleges across the nation are facing an array of challenges. The
list includes, but is not limited to, an increasingly diverse student body; tightened education
budgets; technological advancements; and growing pressure from legislators, parents, and
employers for institutional accountability through quantifiable performance measures
(Boggs, 2011). Amid these challenges, public community colleges are being asked to play
a key role in the economic development of their communities by increasing the educational
attainment level of citizens and thereby sustaining and improving the nation’s
competitiveness (Alexander, 2000; Russell, 2011). Recognizing this role, President Obama
proposed his American Graduation Initiative (AGI) and called upon community colleges to
prepare five million additional students by 2020 (Obama, 2009).
To support President Obama’s initiative, community colleges are undertaking
activities directed toward increasing degree and certificate completions, specifically among
first generation, historically underrepresented, low-income student populations (Russell,
2011). They are also striving to maintain a fine balance between the historical mission of
providing open access and a new target of student success through degree completion.
Other national organizations such as the American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC), the Lumina Foundation, and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation have echoed
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the President and expressed their commitment and support to member community colleges
in their efforts to produce 50% more college graduates by 2020 (Russell, 2011).
The tightened educational budgets have led to performance-based funding policy
that ties continued state and federal funding to community colleges based upon specific
outcome measures of student success, such as student retention, credit attainment, degree
completion, and transfer and graduation rates (Miao, 2012). Under this policy, community
colleges are urged to become more accountable, efficient, and responsive to the societal and
economic demands of the nation by ensuring cost-effective use of financial and human
resources. In addition, they are being asked to build and support cultures of evidence and
record evidence of student learning and success (Alexander, 2000).
In conjunction with these challenges and public calls for accountability, public
community colleges often suffer from negative public perceptions about their performance;
two examples are that they offer low-quality teaching and that they do not prepare students
for transfer institutions or high-demand occupations in business and industry (Hagedorn,
Perrakis, & Maxwell, 2007). In the words of Miller, Finley, and Vancko (2000), public
community colleges represent for some critics
an undisciplined sector that tolerates a high dropout rate as it channels unprepared
minorities into vocational areas, lacks effective performance in transfer and
baccalaureate degree completion, and concentrates on remedial and developmental
experiences at the expense of the ‘integrity’ of the curricula. (p. 20)
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For others, community colleges have been successful in promoting higher education and
providing access to a large student population but have failed to ensure high rates of student
success (Boggs, 2011).

Classroom Teaching
These challenges and the “changing face of accountability” (Alexander, 2000, p.
411) have implications for public community colleges and their faculty work: that is,
classroom teaching (Alexander, 2000; Levin, Kater, & Wagoner, 2006). It seems
unrealistic to try to achieve the goal of effective student learning and success without taking
into account the critical role of faculty members. New expectations and demands are
constantly being placed on faculty to improve their abilities and skills in order to teach
diverse, underprepared student populations. For Gappa, Austin, and Trice (2007), faculty
represent the “heart of the institution” and “intellectual capital” (p. xi). For Levin et al.
(2006), faculty and community colleges are “interdependent” and faculty represent the
“major workforce of the institution” (p. vii). In the words of Theall (2010), “Faculty are the
primary human resources of higher education because they are most responsible for
carrying out the mission of higher education: the creation, transmission, application, and
integration of knowledge” (p. 92). Many argue that effective classroom teaching is the
highest educational priority of a community college and impacts every aspect of it (Cohen
& Brawer, 2008; Miller et al., 2000; Wallin, 2005). Specifically, the role of classroom
teaching is critical to student success measured in terms of successful completion of a
course or program, attainment of requisite skills to perform certain tasks, and transfer to
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four-year institutions (Higgerson, 2006; Theall, 2010). Within this perspective, it can be
said that the overarching goals of student success and degree completion cannot be
achieved without developing and supporting faculty resources for teaching (Gappa et al.,
2007).

Improvement of Classroom Teaching Performance
Given the importance of faculty work in addressing the myriad challenges facing
present-day public community colleges, efforts have begun to reassess institutional
priorities and provide the support necessary to help faculty improve their teaching
performance (Arreola, 2007; Jolly, Cross, & Bryant, 2014; Miller et al., 2000; Rifkin,
1995). One of the strategies is to help faculty improve their teaching performance by
designing and implementing a systematic teaching-performance evaluation system that can
judge faculty teaching performance and identify instructional areas in which strengths and
weaknesses are evident (Arreola, 2007). For Higgerson (2006), a systematic teachingperformance evaluation can generate valuable data that, in turn, can be used to improve
academic programs, student learning, faculty performance, and institutional effectiveness.
According to Grieve and Worden (2000), evaluation of faculty teaching performance is an
indispensable part of assuring the quality of classroom teaching that is imperative for
student learning and success. In addition to assuring the quality of teaching, faculty
evaluations are conducted to satisfy the information requirements of multiple stakeholders
(Miller et al., 2000; Wallin, 2005). Many faculty union contracts call for a transparent and
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objective evaluation system whose outcomes can be used to make decisions pertaining to
faculty promotion, tenure, reward, and professional development (Seldin, 2006).

Use of Faculty Evaluations
Although evaluation of faculty teaching performance is not a new phenomenon in
higher education, recent calls for institutional accountability have heightened the
importance of the developmental aspect of faculty evaluation, that is, formative evaluation
(Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006). The literature suggests using the results of faculty evaluation
to identify professional development needs of faculty to improve teaching (Rifkin, 1995;
Seldin, 2006; Theall, 2010). Seldin (2006) even cautions academic leaders by asserting that
any attempt to evaluate faculty performance might be considered as a punitive action by the
faculty members if it does not have a reference to appropriate professional development
opportunity. In other words, both faculty evaluation and professional development are
linked together with an ultimate objective of improvements in instruction (Seldin, 2006).
The link between performance evaluation and organizational learning is
well established in the literature. The results of performance evaluation provide
valuable feedback and information about organizational structure, programs, roles,
policies, and practices and thereby generate new knowledge for organization and
their members (Goh, Cousins, & Elliott, 2006; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009; Senge,
1990). This new knowledge may be used to review past organizational
performance, make necessary changes, and embed lessons learned in the
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organizational routines – structure, strategy, policies, and procedures (Levitt &
March, 1988). For Levitt and March, these routines act as organizational
repository systems and guide its members’ behavior for future action.

The Role of Adjunct Faculty
As faculty evaluation is gaining acceptance as a tool to address concerns about
institutional accountability, a parallel development is noteworthy: institutions of higher
education across the nation are hiring an increasing number of adjunct faculty. Some recent
surveys indicate that the percentage of adjunct faculty might be as high as 69% of the
instructional staff in community colleges (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES],
2012), and they teach 58% of the classes (Center for Community College Student
Engagement [CCCSE], 2014). While investigating the employment trends of faculty in
degree-granting institutions, during the period from Fall 1991 to Fall 2011, the NCES
(2012) reported an increase of 42% in the number of full-time faculty and an increase of
162% in the number of adjunct faculty. According to the American Association of
University Professors (AAUP) (2006) Contingent Faculty Index, all degree-granting
institutions lost 2,000 full-time tenured faculty positions during the period 1995 to 2003.
Strikingly, during the same period, part-time faculty positions at all degree-granting
institutions grew from 30% to 46% (AAUP, 2006). Although all institutions of higher
education hire adjuncts, this trend is most significant in public community colleges and
there is little evidence that this trend will be reversed anytime soon (Cohen & Brawer,
2008; Wallin, 2005).
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For example, the Illinois Community College Board (ICCB) (2014) reports that, as
of the Fall 2013 term, 58% of instructional faculty at 48 Illinois public community colleges
were adjuncts. The Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC) (2014) reports that,
as of Fall 2012, 70% of total faculty at Maryland community colleges are adjuncts.
Community colleges rely on adjuncts to balance their budgets in the face of declining state
and federal funding and growing student enrollment. Proponents of the use of adjuncts
maintain that the employment of adjuncts offers managerial flexibility in terms of
scheduling classes during the evening hours and weekends, implementing short-term
teaching contracts, and adjusting staffing requirements against unpredictable enrollment
patterns. Roueche, Roueche, and Milliron (1995) maintain that most community colleges
could not function effectively without adjunct faculty.
However, the increased use of adjuncts in the classroom has critics. The surge in
the adjunct population has initiated a debate about the effectiveness of adjunct teaching and
its possible adverse effect on student learning. One of the major concerns expressed is that
the teaching quality provided by adjuncts is inferior to that of their full-time counterparts
(Eagan & Jaeger, 2009; Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Jacoby, 2006; Leslie & Gappa, 2002;
Schuetz, 2002). There is concern about the utilization of a large number of adjuncts who
are not given adequate institutional support such as orientation, teaching-performance
evaluation, and professional development opportunities, may jeopardize the quality of
instruction (Kremer, 1988). Wallin (2003) summarizes the view that faculty members are
at the heart of the college experience when he states, “The faculty—their training, expertise,
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professionalism, attitudes—set the tone and the reputation of a college” (p. 317). By
implication, adjunct faculty members do not have these qualities.
Miller et al. (2000) and Wallin (2005) assert that a systematic faculty evaluation
system provides a tool to measure and document faculty teaching performance and that the
results may be used to offer professional development opportunities to further improve
adjunct faculty teaching performance. In addition, a faculty evaluation system may
potentially give adjuncts a sense of ownership of the college’s mission–a perception that
they are equally accountable in accomplishing the college’s mission of student success and
learning as their full-time counterparts (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). From an administrative
perspective, adjunct faculty evaluations communicate institutional values so that adjunct
faculty may create a balance between their own teaching goals and the goals set forth in the
college mission (Miller et al., 2000). Moreover, faculty evaluations provide verifiable data
to validate institutional effectiveness. Last but not least, taking organizational learning
perspectives, the results of evaluations may be used to review institutional policies to help
improve employees’ performance (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009).

Problem Statement
Community colleges use faculty evaluation as a tool to assess the performance of
faculty for formative and summative purposes. The purpose of formative evaluation is to
provide feedback to assist faculty in improving their teaching performance (Seldin, 2006).
The purpose of summative evaluation is to assist administration in making personnel
decisions pertaining to promotion, termination, salary, and so on (Seldin, 2006).
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Irrespective of their types, both kinds of evaluations can be important in enhancing
instructional quality and organizational performance (Miller et al., 2000). Both types of
evaluation require: (1) a clarity of purpose or reason for evaluation, (2) a set of evaluation
criteria, (3) multiple sources of data, (4) pre- determined timing of the evaluation, and (5) a
team of qualified evaluators who collect and analyze performance data and suggest
necessary interventions to address the situations (Arreola, 2007; Miller et al., 2000).
Faculty members (full-time and adjuncts) are obligated to provide quality learning
experiences to their students. Both full-time and adjunct faculty members are initially hired
based on their educational qualifications and professional competence and not necessarily
on pedagogical training. They bring content expertise to classrooms, but this may not be
sufficient to ensure effective college teaching (Arreola, 2007). Arreola posits that faculty,
in addition to content expertise, should acquire and develop teaching skills related to
instructional design, instructional delivery, instructional assessment, and course
management. Although full-time faculty typically go through a rigorous tenure process,
involving both formative and summative components, for promotion, tenure, and career and
professional development (Arreola, 2007), the performance evaluation of adjunct faculty
members is often summative alone and is usually based on student ratings of teaching (Jolly
et al., 2014). Relying solely on student evaluations deprives adjunct faculty members of the
possibility of receiving constructive feedback and professional criticisms from peers and
supervisors. For instance, in Bogert’s (2003) study of three Florida community colleges,
adjunct faculty members expressed their desire to receive constructive feedback from their
peers and supervisors on teaching performance.
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Although the professional development needs of full-time faculty and adjunct
faculty are not greatly different, institutions of higher education have failed to recognize the
developmental needs of adjuncts (Roueche et al., 1995). There is minimal institutional
investment in the adjunct faculty in terms of professional development and retention (Leslie
& Gappa, 2002; Roueche et al., 1995). Someone is either deemed worthy of reemployment or he or she is not. Other than language that may be included in an adjunct
faculty handbook, many community colleges do not offer adequate support services such as
systematic performance evaluations and professional development programs that are
especially designed to meet the developmental needs of adjunct faculty (Wallin, 2005).
Recently, this landscape has begun to change. Recent interest has centered on how
individual adjunct faculty members can acquire and further develop their teaching skills
through a consistent and systematic formative evaluation system (Langen, 2011). Given the
rising number of adjuncts, there has been an increasing interest in expanding the notion of
faculty professional development to include them (Wallin, 2005). This has been
particularly true within community colleges as they come to rely on this contingent faculty
group (Wallin, 2005). There is some evidence that these efforts are of value, although the
results are not conclusive. Several studies have found a positive relationship between
adjunct faculty evaluation and attainment of institutional outcomes such as integration,
parity, and accountability (Cottingham, Newman, & Sims, 1981; Leslie & Gappa, 1993;
Roueche et al., 1995); however there has been little systematic implementation of
evaluation processes. There have been calls to use faculty evaluation as a developmental
tool for adjuncts, and it is mandated by many adjunct collective bargaining agreements
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(Maitland & Rhoades, 2005), little is known about how individual community colleges
conduct evaluations and how the results are used.
Previous studies on adjuncts have been limited to adjunct faculty demographic
characteristics (Eagan, 2007; Leslie & Gappa, 2002), compensation and working conditions
(Bogert, 2003), job satisfaction and retention (Levin, 2007), curricular and instructional
quality (Eagan & Jaeger, 2009; Jacoby, 2006; Umbach, 2008), and a myriad of other related
issues pertaining to adjuncts’ employment (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). Fewer studies have
focused on how community colleges evaluate their adjunct faculty teaching performance
and how the results are used to inform institutional decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty
professional development, employment, and teaching performance recognition.
A review of extant literature on faculty evaluation in two-year colleges reveals two
major nationwide studies (Daugherty, 2001; Zitlow, 1988). However, both studies focused
on full-time faculty and their multiple job responsibilities, including, teaching, college
service, and scholarship. Both studies used institutional size and union status of faculty as
two predictor variables and investigated the influence of these two variables on faculty
evaluation practices. Many community colleges hire adjuncts to teach through short-term
contracts, and often teaching and teaching-related activities provide a base for their
performance evaluation (Wallin, 2005). At some community colleges, adjuncts are also
involved in campus service through activities such as departmental meetings, student
advising sessions, and other campus-based events. However, unlike full-time faculty
members, at many community colleges, adjuncts are not expected to be directly involved in
research, publication, community services, and other college-related activities (Wallin,
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2005). The teaching evaluation criteria for full-time faculty members are based primarily
on their career progression through tenure and promotion; however, the evaluation studies
do not offer any direction about the evaluation criteria of adjunct faculty (Theall, 2010).
The lack of information about the ways that adjunct faculty evaluations are
conducted and used is noteworthy. The perception about the potential use of evaluation
results influences the overall effectiveness of any evaluation process, including faculty
performance evaluation (Rifkin, 1995). Typically, adjunct faculty evaluations are limited to
student ratings of their classes (AAUP, 2006). Such a limitation often creates a contentious
environment for adjunct faculty members because they tend to avoid challenging their
students to ensure continuity of their employment (AAUP, 2006). This problem could be
mitigated to some extent if community colleges use multiple sources of data to evaluate the
adjunct faculty performance (Wallin, 2005). If adjuncts are to become effective and grow
in their commitment to college teaching, development opportunities must be made available
to them (Miller et al., 2000). Given the fact that an increasing number of adjunct faculty
members are involved in delivering instruction at community colleges and that their
teaching performance may potentially impact the success of millions of community college
students, it is imperative to understand how community colleges evaluate teaching
performance and how they use results of evaluations to help adjunct faculty improve their
teaching performance. Moreover, it is also important to explore whether public community
colleges use the results of evaluation to review their institutional policies pertaining to
adjunct faculty members.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the current status of adjunct faculty
teaching-performance evaluation practices at public community colleges across the United
States, and the ways in which the evaluation data are used to make decisions pertaining to
adjunct faculty professional development, employment, and recognizing excellence in
teaching. This study also investigates whether public community colleges use results of
evaluations to review institutional policies pertaining to adjunct faculty members.

Research Questions
The following two main research questions and associated sub questions guide this
study.
1. How do public community colleges evaluate adjunct faculty teaching
performance?
a. To what extent are various specified criteria used to evaluate adjunct
faculty teaching performance?
b. To what extent are various specified sources of evaluation data used to
evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance?
c. To what extent is the proportion of adjunct faculty teaching credit-bearing
courses at a public community college related to the use of specified teaching
evaluation criteria and sources of evaluation data?
d. To what extent is adjunct faculty teaching-performance evaluation
mandated by an adjunct union or other agency?

14
e. To what extent are the geographic location, institutional size, and the
union status of adjunct faculty related to the use of specified teaching evaluation
criteria and sources of evaluation data?
2. How do public community colleges use adjunct faculty evaluation data?
a. To what extent do public community colleges use specified sources of
evaluation data to inform professional development opportunities?
b. To what extent do public community colleges use specified sources of
evaluation data to make decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty employment?
c. To what extent are evaluation data shared with the adjunct faculty
members?
d. To what extent are specified sources of evaluation data used to recognize
adjunct faculty teaching performance?
e. How do faculty evaluation data influence organizational learning within
public community colleges?

Significance of the Study
Adjunct faculty members play a critical role in public community colleges. This is
not only because of their large numbers in proportion to full-time faculty members but also
due to the specialized knowledge and real-world experience that they bring to the classroom
(Leslie & Gappa, 2002). Community colleges are obligated to evaluate their full-time
faculty, either for formative or summative purposes, but little is known about adjunct
faculty evaluations. There is considerable evidence to support a link between faculty
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performance evaluation and professional development (Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006), there
is little systematic research showing that this link actually exists for adjuncts. The
evaluation process is considered important because it enhances organizational learning by
generating data on programs, policies, and employee outcomes. Such data may be used to
solve organizational problems and aid institutional decision making processes (Russ-Eft &
Preskill, 2009; Senge, 1990; Torres & Preskill, 2001). However, little research has been
conducted that supports a link between evaluation and organizational learning in higher
education settings.
This study examines the current state of adjunct faculty teaching evaluation
practices at public community colleges and how the evaluation data are used to make
decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty professional development, employment, and
teaching performance recognition. Additionally, taking an organizational learning
perspective, this study investigates whether evaluation data are used to review institutional
policies pertaining to adjunct faculty. Following previous research on faculty evaluation at
public community colleges, this study explores the relationships among predictor variables,
including institutional size, geographic location, union status, and proportion of adjuncts
and the use of specified evaluation criteria and specified sources of evaluation data. The
study findings provide a wealth of information that could assist individual public
community colleges in examining the current state of adjunct faculty teaching-performance
evaluation and use of evaluation data in determining the professional development needs of
adjunct faculty. Moreover, the study data could also highlight faculty evaluation practices
that need further improvement.
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Theoretical Framework
The organizational learning model, presented by Argyris and Schon (1978),
provides the theoretical framework for this study. According to this framework,
organizational learning is a cyclical process consisting of four linear subprocesses:
discovery, invention, production, and generalization. Discovery involves reviewing present
strategies and detecting error in the form of a discrepancy between desired and actual
outcomes. Such a discrepancy motivates learning and sets the direction for the subsequent
learning processes. Invention involves identifying the sources of discrepancy and
suggesting solutions to reduce it. Production involves implementing solutions as suggested
during the invention activity. Generalization involves drawing conclusions about the
impacts of solutions and recording them in organizational repository systems to address
similar situations in the organization (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Snyder & Cummings, 1998).
These four subprocesses affect organizational performance by influencing the
organizational knowledge (Snyder & Cummings, 1998) and hence enabling the
organization to respond positively to changing internal and external environments. The
organizational knowledge thus gained is stored in organizational routines, such as
procedures, policies, roles, documents, and standards, so that the knowledge may be used to
solve current and future problems (Schulz, 2002).

Definition of Terms
Key terms that are important to this study are defined here, including the following:
chief academic officer, adjunct faculty, public community colleges, and full-time faculty.
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Chief academic officer (CAO): For the purpose of this study, the CAO is defined as
a person who is primarily responsible for the instructional integrity of the college (Erwin,
2000). Although, at most of the campuses, the academic dean and department chair are
primarily responsible for hiring, supervising, and evaluating adjuncts, it is the ultimate
responsibility of the CAO to uphold the quality of instruction to meet the broader mission
of the public community college.
Adjunct faculty: Adjunct faculty, as defined by the NCES (2012), represent a “Nontenure track instructional staff serving in a temporary or auxiliary capacity to teach specific
courses on a course-by-course basis. Includes both instructional staff who are hired to
teach an academic degree-credit course and those hired to teach a remedial, developmental,
and ESL course” (p. 1). In the extant literature, adjunct faculty are interchangeably
identified by various terms such as “temporary faculty, part-time faculty, contingent
workforce, expandable academics, nontenure track faculty, adjunct faculty” (Wallin, 2004,
p. 374). For the purpose of this study the terms “adjunct,” “part-time,” and “contingent”
are used interchangeably throughout the chapters.
Public community college: A community college is a two-year public institution
that offers the associate in arts or the associate in science degree as its highest degree
(Cohen & Brawer, 2008). The AACC classifies community colleges into three broad
categories: public, independent, and tribal. This study has a focus on public community
colleges, which represent 87% of all community colleges in the United States. Public
community colleges receive the major portion of their financial support from local and state
governments. They are also different from independent and tribal colleges in terms of their
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controlling structure. The terms “community colleges” and “public community colleges”
are used interchangeably throughout the study (AACC, 2014).
Full-time faculty: A faculty member whose teaching responsibilities may include
teaching credit and noncredit community college courses is considered to be in a full-time
employment capacity. In addition to teaching, a full-time faculty member may also be
involved in college service, scholarship, student advising, and curriculum development.

Organization of the Dissertation
This chapter has provided an overview of the research topics and purpose of the
study, which is to gather information about adjunct faculty evaluation practices in public
community colleges across the nation. The problem statement, research questions,
significance of the study, theoretical framework, and definitions of terms have been stated.
In Chapter 2, the reader can find a review and synthesis of the literature that supports this
study. The research focuses on the role of adjunct faculty in higher education, including
community colleges, and various issues related to their employment, faculty performance
evaluations, and professional development practices, adjunct faculty performance
evaluations, and organizational learning. Chapter 3 presents the information pertaining to
the research methodology of this study. Chapter 4 presents the data analysis and study’s
findings, and Chapter 5 contains a summary, conclusions, implications, and
recommendations for future research.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this study was to explore the current status of adjunct faculty
teaching performance evaluation at public community colleges across the United States and
to examine how the results of evaluation were used to make decisions pertaining to
professional development, employment, and recognizing excellence in teaching
performance. This chapter reviews and synthesizes literature related to: (1) adjunct faculty
in higher education, with a focus on public community colleges, (2) issues related to
adjunct faculty employment, (3) faculty teaching-performance evaluations, (4) adjunct
faculty teaching-performance evaluations, and (5) concepts of organizational learning.

Adjunct Faculty at Public Community Colleges
This section presents literature and research on adjunct faculty in public community
colleges, their demographics, and reasons for increased employment.
Public community colleges rely heavily on adjunct faculty members to meet the
instructional demands of an increasingly diversified student population. In a climate of
declining state and federal financial resources, hiring more adjuncts is often used as a
strategy to offset the employment costs associated with the hiring of full-time tenure track
faculty (Leslie & Gappa, 2002; Lyons, 2007; Wallin, 2005). Some recent surveys indicate
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that the percentage of adjunct faculty might be as high as 68% of the instructional staff in
community colleges (American Federation of Teachers [AFT], 2009). When investigating
the employment trends of faculty in degree-granting institutions during the period of Fall
1991 to Fall 2011, the NCES (2012) reported an increase of 42% in the number of full-time
faculty and an increase of 162% in the number of adjunct faculty.
Although all institutions of higher education hire adjuncts, this trend is most
significant in public community colleges, and there is little evidence that this trend will be
reversed anytime soon (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Wallin, 2005). This can be predicted
easily by considering the current status of adjunct employment in the nation’s major
community college districts. For example, the Illinois Community College Board (ICCB)
(2014) reported that, by the end of the Fall 2013 term, 58% of instructional faculty at 48
Illinois public community colleges were adjuncts. For the same period, the MHEC (2014)
reported that 70% of total faculty at Maryland community colleges were adjuncts. As of
the Fall 2012 term, in 112 California community colleges, the adjunct faculty constituted
70% of the total instructional workforce, teaching 44% of the total classes (Smith, 2013).
Community colleges rely on adjuncts to balance their budgets in the face of
declining state and federal funding and growing student enrollment. The use of adjuncts
also offers managerial flexibility in terms of scheduling classes during the evening hours
and weekends, implementing short-term teaching contracts, and adjusting staffing
requirements against unpredictable enrollment patterns. According to Roueche et al.
(1995), it can be stated with some level of confidence that without adjunct faculty, most
community colleges could not function.
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Adjunct Demographics
A review of literature on adjunct faculty suggests that adjuncts are a diverse group
in terms of their titles, teaching discipline, the kinds of institutions in which they work, their
teaching motivation, job satisfaction, union affiliation, and geographic locations. Adjunct
faculty members are defined in the literature by multiple titles, the most common of which
are “adjunct,” “part-time,” “temporary,” and “contingent” faculty (Gappa & Leslie, 1993).
Proportions of adjunct faculty vary by disciplines. Eagan (2007) reports the
distribution of adjunct employment across disciplines as: (1) arts and humanities (23.9%),
(2) science and engineering (33.2%), (3) social sciences and education (16.9%), (4)
business (6.5%), and (5) other fields (19.6%). Adjunct faculty members teach for multiple
reasons. Gappa and Leslie (1993) classify adjunct faculty into four broad categories: (1)
career enders (those who are retired or semiretired and teach to keep themselves
“intellectually alive;” (2) specialists, experts, and professionals (those who have full-time
employment elsewhere and teach for their personal and professional satisfaction); (3)
aspiring academics (those who teach part-time but have a desire to pursue a full-time
teaching career); and (4) freelancers (those who assume multiple roles or jobs and part-time
teaching is only one piece of their role).
Maynard and Joseph (2008) used Gappa and Leslie’s (1993) classification to
examine the relative satisfaction and affective commitment of adjuncts and full-time
college faculty. They report that the aspiring academics expressed lower satisfaction with
their employment conditions as compared to other adjunct faculty groups (career enders,
specialists, and freelancers) and full-time faculty members. Additionally, aspiring
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academics exhibited a lower level of affective commitment as compared to all other faculty
groups. Levin (2007) asserts that liberal arts adjunct faculty members are less satisfied with
their working conditions than are adjunct faculty in vocational areas. He postulates that this
is probably due to the low compensation coupled with high desires to enter a full-time
position at the institution where they teach.
The geographic diversity of public community colleges also plays a key role in the
utilization of adjunct faculty members (Charlier & Williams, 2011; Murray, 2005, 2007).
Rural community colleges appear to use fewer adjunct faculty members than either urban or
suburban colleges (Charlier & Williams, 2011). This does not necessarily mean that the
rural colleges do not have a demand for adjuncts but rather that it is more difficult to find
qualified adjunct faculty members (Murray, 2005, 2007). Roueche et al. (1996) report that
large community colleges employed a large percentage of adjunct faculty members as
compared to small and medium-sized institutions.
The union affiliation of adjuncts also does not show a consistent pattern. Many
states do not have adjunct unions (Kato, 2011). In states where they exist, they are
organized either under the umbrella of full-time faculty unions or as an exclusive labor
group on the campus. Such affiliations have helped adjunct faculty to negotiate their
workload and benefits (Kato, 2011).
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Reasons for the Increased Employment
Public community colleges tend to hire adjunct faculty members for disparate
reasons. These include increasing instructional costs, administrative calls for flexibility in
hiring, a glut of qualified professionals to fill the positions, programmatic needs of hiring
specialists from the field, and the general growth of community colleges in the face of
declining state support (Gappa et al., 2007; Valadez & Anthony, 2001). It is inexpensive to
employ adjuncts both in terms of their salaries and benefits costs (Jacobs, 1998). Hiring
adjuncts offers managerial flexibility to college administrators because there is no longterm employment commitment involved and it is much easier to terminate or rescind
adjuncts’ employment contracts in case of class cancellation due to low enrollment (Jacobs,
1998; Levin et al., 2006). Jacobs (1998) cites four major reasons for increasing the
numbers of adjunct faculty members: (1) to offset unanticipated student enrollments; (2) as
a temporary substitute for a full-time faculty member; (3) to offer multiple sections of
introductory classes; and (4) to offer field experiences to students, such as for nursing and
other field-intensive academic programs (Jacobs, 1998). An additional reason for growth in
adjunct faculty employment is due to the availability of a large number of candidates who
hold advanced degrees and are interested in pursuing a career in higher education (Valadez
& Anthony, 2001).
In addition to financial and administrative efficiency for the college, adjunct faculty
members bring “real world vocational experience” (Cline, 1993, p. 26) to the classroom.
They bring connections to the community and to internships and employment opportunities
with local employers (Green, 2007). Levin (2007) refers to vocational adjunct faculty
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members as “corporate trainers for their field” (p. 19) because of their current experience
and knowledge. He further asserts that the use of adjuncts enables community colleges to
fulfill two important goals: economic efficiency and workforce development. Green (2007)
seems to concur with Levin (2007) when he states,
Who better to teach in the fire administration program than the fire chief? Who
better to teach in the criminal justice program than the police chief? The connection
to the world cannot be stressed enough. Adjuncts have a special ability to bring life
to ideas with interesting and often contemporary examples. (Green, 2007, p. 30)
Finally, the use of adjuncts may allow a public community college to create a
potential pool of candidates for the future full-time faculty positions in the college (Miller
et al., 2000). This practice has been well documented in the literature. According to recent
research conducted by the Center for Community College Student Engagement (CCCSE),
at some community colleges a sizeable portion of full-time faculty members had previously
worked in the same college as adjunct faculty members. For example, 90% of current
tenure-track faculty at Valencia College, Florida, previously worked there as adjunct
faculty. Another example is Richland College, Texas, where almost 40% of the full-time
faculty started teaching as adjunct faculty (CCCSE, 2014).

Issues Related to Adjunct Employment
This section presents literature on issues surrounding adjunct faculty employment,
including teaching quality, integration, institutional support, and professional development.
Some critics blame adjunct faculty for a lack of teaching quality; however, a large portion
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of literature supports adjunct faculty and their crucial role in institutions of higher
education.

Teaching Quality
Over the years, there has been consistent discussion about the efficacy of adjuncts’
teaching. Although some see the use of adjuncts as an asset that strengthens instruction,
others see the reliance on adjuncts as a threat to instructional quality (Gappa & Leslie,
1993; Green, 2007; Jacoby, 2005; Leslie & Gappa, 2002; Roueche et al., 1995; Umbach,
2008; Valadez & Anthony, 2001; Wallin, 2005). A number of studies suggest that adjunct
faculty members are as effective in delivering quality instruction to students as their fulltime counterparts (Landrum, 2009; Wallin, 2005). Leslie and Gappa (2002) found no
significant difference between teaching methods used by full-time and adjunct faculty
members. Landrum (2009) analyzed student evaluations of teaching and the grades
distribution for hundreds of college courses and reported no significance difference
between full-time and part-time faculty. Supporting adjunct teaching quality, Cohen and
Brawer (2008) assert that “their student retention, student ratings, and the grades they
award are comparable to those displayed by the full-time instructors” (p. 87). Webb (2007)
analyzed student evaluation of teaching data at Kentucky community colleges and found no
significant difference in teaching quality of full-time and adjunct faculty members.
Although students scored full-time faculty members relatively higher on enthusiasm and
classroom time management than they did adjunct faculty members, overall, Webb did not
find any significant difference in student satisfaction.
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On the other hand, many critics contend that high proportions of adjuncts are
exploitative and against the mission of higher education (Gappa & Leslie, 1997; Roueche et
al., 1995; Schuetz, 2002; Umbach, 2008; Valadez & Anthony, 2001). The use of adjuncts is
blamed for degrading instructional quality because their teaching skills may be less
effective than full-time faculty members and they use more traditional methods of
instruction than do full-time faculty (Jacoby, 2006; Lei, 2007). For example, Lei’s (2007)
research concludes that adjuncts are more likely to lecture students than are full-time
members. Also, full-time faculty members used more classroom discussion and
presentations than did adjunct faculty members. McArthur (1999) compared the grading
patterns of full-time and adjunct faculty at a community college in New Jersey. His
research concludes that students who are taught by adjunct faculty are more likely to
receive a grade of A in humanities classes as compared to students with full-time faculty.
According to McArthur, this grade inflation may have its roots in the job insecurity of
adjuncts, leading to a tendency to inflate students’ grades to favorably influence students’
rating of their teaching performance.
In addition to grades, the use of adjuncts also affects student outcome variables such
as graduation rates, retention, persistence, and transfer to four-year universities. For
example, Jacoby (2006) found that the use of adjunct faculty had a negative impact on
graduation rates. Jaeger and Eagan (2009) found a negative relationship between students’
exposure to adjunct faculty instruction and their successful completion of an associate
degree. According to Jaeger and Eagan, a 10% increase in the overall exposure to adjunct
faculty is associated with a 1% reduction in the likelihood of their completion of an
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associate degree. In another study, Eagan and Jaeger (2009) investigated the impact of
adjunct faculty exposure on the student transfer rate to four-year universities. They report a
negative relationship between the two variables; every 10% increase in students’ exposure
to adjunct faculty instruction reduced by almost 2% the likelihood that students would
transfer to four-year universities. Jaeger and Hinz (2008) studied the relationship between
the effects of adjunct faculty exposure and first semester freshman retention and reported a
negative relationship between the two variables.
Bettinger and Long (2005) found that first-year students who take a large number of
courses with adjunct faculty members are more likely to drop out than students who take
courses primarily with full-time faculty. Burgess and Samuels (1999) examined the student
course completion data on sequential courses and conclude that students who were taught
by adjunct faculty members in the first course were less prepared for the following course
in the sequence. Boylan and Saxon (1998) conducted a survey of developmental education
programs at 44 community colleges in the state of Texas. They found that the most
successful developmental education programs were those which used more full-time faculty
members than adjuncts. The same study found that overreliance on adjuncts in
developmental education programs leads to low passing rates and poor performance on
state-mandated tests. Allison-Jones and Hirt (2004) surveyed 583 nursing program students
and report that students perceived significant differences between the effectiveness of fulltime and adjunct faculty members.
Some critics of the use of adjuncts question the commitment of adjunct faculty
members to institutional mission. They also question whether adjunct interactions with
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their peers and their students are limited. Umbach (2008) investigated the effect of faculty
employment status (part-time versus full-time) on instructional practices and commitment
to teaching and reported that adjunct faculty members were less committed to teaching. In
comparison to their full-time colleagues, adjunct faculty members tended to establish lower
expectations for their students, spent less time on class preparation, demonstrated less
commitment to their institutions, and did not offer active learning opportunities to their
students. Schuetz (2002) examined the differences between the instructional practices of
full-time and part-time faculty and predicted that the adjuncts would be less likely to
interact with their professional colleagues, less likely to become involved in team teaching
with other faculty members, less likely to join professional associations, and more likely to
spend no time on administrative tasks. However, Schuetz suggests that this situation may
be improved if institutions put their efforts into nurturing an inclusive culture where
adjuncts receive support and mentorship through professional interactions with their peers
(Schuetz, 2002).
As reflected in the scholarly debate over the effectiveness of adjunct faculty
members, the research on instructional effectiveness of full-time and adjunct faculty
members is inconclusive (Lyons, 2007). The research studies on adjuncts provide little
direction on how to measure their teaching effectiveness, evaluate teaching performance,
and recognize excellence in teaching performance (Gappa & Leslie, 1997; Umbach, 2008).
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Integration
Lack of adjunct faculty integration in campus cultures has been noted as a major
source of dissatisfaction with the adjuncts’ institutions (Roueche et al., 1995). This lack of
integration might be related to their employment conditions characterized by low salaries,
minimal or no benefits, no office space, no job security, little or no professional
development and performance evaluation opportunities, no telephone service, little access
to other physical resources that could support their teaching function, and no involvement
in departmental decision-making processes (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Jacobs, 1998).
Adjuncts are often hired at the last minute to teach classes and receive inadequate
orientation about the institution and course they are going to teach. As adjunct faculty
teach a large portion of community college courses and impact the overall student learning
experience, it is imperative to provide them opportunities to serve on college committees, to
participate in curriculum development projects, and to establish meaningful interactions
with full-time faculty (Lyons, 2007).
Research has documented some recommendations and best practices pertaining to
adjunct faculty integration in academic culture. Most of these recommendations include
orientation, professional development, performance evaluations, faculty handbook,
interactions between full-time and adjunct faculty members, involvement of adjuncts in
curriculum design, reward and recognition, and access to physical resources (Gappa &
Leslie, 1993; Lyons, 2007; Wallin, 2005). Gappa and Leslie (1993) propose a set of
strategies to foster adjunct faculty integration into the institutional culture. These strategies
are: (1) hosting orientation programs for adjuncts, (2) nurturing a professional relationship
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between the adjuncts and tenure-track faculty members, (3) providing opportunities to
participate in institutional decision-making processes, and (4) offering professional
development programs. Similarly, Wyles (1998) invites college administrators to focus on
the following areas to foster adjunct faculty integration within the institution: (1)
recruitment, selection, and hiring of adjunct faculty; (2) appointment and reappointment
provisions; working conditions; (3) orientation and integration into the institutional culture
and departmental policies and practices; (4) professional development opportunities; (5)
evaluation of adjunct faculty performance; and (6) equitable pay. Lyons (2007) asserts that
adjuncts need to be more engaged in their institutions. They should be encouraged to attend
departmental meetings, take part in curriculum development, and help with student
advising. To ensure their participation, institutions need to design policies and procedures
to recognize their efforts and pay for their time (Lyons, 2007).
Some community colleges have taken a proactive approach to attempt to assimilate
adjunct faculty members into academic culture. For example, Johnson County Community
College, located in Overland Park, Kansas, offers the same development opportunities to
both adjuncts and full-time faculty members, except sabbaticals (Kelly, 2008). The college
offers a comprehensive certification program—“Adjunct Certificate Training (ACT)”—to
create awareness among adjunct faculty members about the college’s mission, to provide
access to relevant institutional policies and procedures, and to provide a wealth of teaching
resources. Successful completion of this certification program leads to step movement
(Burnstad, 2002). The college’s efforts are not limited to providing development
opportunities and teaching resources but also include an array of benefits and services such
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as annual pay increases at the same rate as full-time faculty, insurance, tuition
reimbursement for adjunct faculty members and their dependents, paid child care services,
and others (Burnstad, 2002).
Another example is Indiana River Community College, located in Florida, which
offers a variety of services to adjunct faculty members to help them integrate into academic
culture. Lyons (2005) lists five initiatives on behalf of the college: (1) orientation for all
new adjunct faculty members, (2) an instructor effectiveness training program with a focus
on course and classroom management, (3) a mentoring program in which a full-time faculty
member provides mentoring to an adjunct faculty member, (4) campus socialization events
to enhance interactions between adjunct and full-time faculty members, and (5) an
instructional resource center to provide instructional materials to faculty.
In summary, various strategies have been presented to integrate adjunct faculty
members into the academic culture. These efforts are primarily individual and are reliant
on each institution’s ability to assess its own environment and shape policies and
procedures to foster a culture of support and inclusiveness. To date, no empirical study
exists that supports any direct relationship between adjuncts’ integration into the campus
life and their teaching effectiveness.

Institutional Support
Institutional supports available to adjunct faculty members address their low salaries
and other employment-related benefits. Writers in higher education have consistently
emphasized the need of institutional support to adjunct faculty to make them effective
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teachers who help students succeed (CCCSE, 2014; Gappa & Leslie, 1997; Roueche et al.,
1995; Spaniel & Scott, 2013). However, in reality, minimal efforts have been made to
socialize, integrate, and develop this segment of the instructional workforce. According to
Stanley and Lumpkins (1992), the lack of institutional support for adjuncts negatively
impacts two areas: (1) institutional integration of adjuncts, and (2) professional
development of adjuncts. According to Stanley and Lumpkins, both issues require a careful
examination of institutional policies to ensure that adjunct faculty members receive the
necessary resources to deliver quality instruction. In addition, they are not encouraged or
allowed to participate in departmental meetings, college committee work, or institutional
governance in general (Donoghue, 2008). Finally, adjuncts are outside of the normal
personnel procedures of the college. They do not have any opportunity for promotion
(Gappa & Leslie, 1993); are hired on a term-by-term basis and can be terminated without
any cause (Hammer, 2011); work at a lower salary than their full-time counterparts, with
less or no benefits (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Wallin, 2004); and are not expected to
offer office hours for advising their students and, as such, do not have any physical office
space (Meixner, Kruck, & Madden, 2010). The adverse impact of these working conditions
on student learning is clear (Eagan & Jaeger, 2009; Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Jacoby,
2006). In the words of Kezar, Maxey, and Eaton (2014), “The cumulative impact of
working conditions impedes the ability of individual instructors to interact with students
and apply their many talents, creativity, and varied knowledge to maximum effect in the
classroom” (p. 7).
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Several activities have been suggested in the literature that may not only help
adjunct faculty members to enhance their knowledge and teaching skills but also to
strengthen their sense of connection to the institution and its mission of student success
(Lyons, 2007; Wallin, 2004). Some of these activities are: (1) orientation, (2) mentoring,
(3) professional development, (4) performance evaluation, (5) access to campus resources,
(6) engagement with full-time faculty and other professional colleagues, and (7) merit
recognition (Green, 2007; Lyons, 2007; Roueche et al., 1995; Wallin, 2004). In the words
of Rhoades (1998), many of these activities are “revenue neutral” (p. 168) and, as such, do
not demand substantial financial commitment from the institutions.

Professional Development
There is a growing research base about faculty development, and some of this has
been extended to studies of the development of adjunct faculty. A significant body of
literature (Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Gillespie & Robertson, 2010; Leslie & Gappa, 2002;
Linder, 2012, Meixner et al., 2010; Roueche et al., 1995; Wallin, 2003, 2004) suggests the
need of adjunct faculty professional development to meet the requirements that are often
associated with teaching a large number of academically underprepared students in
technologically enhanced classrooms. Although community colleges offer multiple
professional development opportunities to their full-time faculty members, the same is not
true for adjunct faculty (Wallin, 2005). Based on his research in the Wisconsin Technical
College System, French (2000) concludes that “Concepts and information full-time
instructors generally absorb through interaction with colleagues, other staff, and through
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paid in-service are not readily available to adjunct instructors” (p. 23). Community
colleges are obligated to provide quality learning experiences to their students irrespective
of who is teaching in the classroom (full-time or adjunct faculty); hence, the professional
development needs of adjuncts are not different from full-time faculty. A well-informed
faculty is key to student success and instrumental in helping colleges accomplish their
missions (Green, 2007; Roueche et al., 1995).
Research suggests a range of professional development activities to enhance the
teaching performance of adjunct faculty members. Lyons and Kysilka (2000) identify five
components of a comprehensive adjunct faculty development plan: (1) organizing adjunct
orientation prior to their teaching assignment, (2) offering an instructional delivery and
methods course, (3) mentoring of adjuncts by an experienced full-time faculty member, (4)
offering opportunities to socialize adjunct faculty with full-time faculty members, and (5)
establishing a teaching and learning resource center to disseminate teaching-related
information. In classrooms, adjunct faculty members represent their institutions, and their
students expect them to be aware of college policies and procedures pertaining to programs
and learning resources. Faculty orientation offers an opportunity to learn about institutional
objectives; employment benefits; characteristics of student population and communities
within the district area; availability of learning resources such as the library, technology
tools, and tutoring services; and an organizational structure within which faculty members
have to operate (French, 2000). Orientation has been cited consistently in the literature as
an important professional development tool, as it helps faculty become acquainted with and
integrated into the institutional culture (Lyons, 2007; Roueche et al., 1995; Wallin, 2005).
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A faculty mentoring program is another method of instructional development whereby an
adjunct faculty member receives mentorship from a full-time faculty member (Wallin,
2005). The objectives of a faculty mentoring program may include fostering a sense of
collegiality and connectedness with peers and institution, overcoming the challenges
associated with teaching at-risk students, and creating a deeper understanding of
institutional policies and practices (Wallin, 2005; Zutter, 2007).
Some studies have attempted to explore the perspectives of academic leaders about
professional development. Sandford, Belcher, and Frisbee (2007) conducted a nationwide
survey of occupational program leaders at community colleges to study their perceptions
about the professional development needs of adjunct faculty members. The results
highlight six areas in which professional development needs are significant. These areas
are: (1) course planning–design and delivery of instructional contents to accommodate
various learning styles of students, (2) pedagogical skills–use of effective teaching methods
to enhance task-oriented, experiential learning, (3) classroom management, (4) use of
instructional technology, (5) assessment of student learning, and (6) student-faculty
interactions.
Other studies have looked at the types of professional development activities most
valued by adjuncts and their impact on teaching performance. For example, Bowers (2013)
investigated the perceptions of adjunct faculty members about their professional
development needs and reports that a majority of adjunct faculty members expressed their
interest areas to be fostering student-faculty interactions, motivating and encouraging adult
learners, and discipline-specific training at convenient hours. Dolan, Hall, Karlsson, and
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Martinak (2013) surveyed adjunct faculty in Maryland and noted that adjunct faculty were
interested in topics such as classroom teaching and assessment methods, integration of
technology with the classroom, strategies to motivate diverse student populations, various
teaching styles, and strategies to foster critical-thinking skills among students. The
measurement of impact of professional development on faculty performance is critical to
justify investing time and effort. Phillips and Campbell (2005) conducted a survey of 900
faculty members (full-time and adjunct faculty) at 14 community colleges and reported that
both full-time and adjunct faculty expressed their interest in improving classroom teaching
and knowledge about students and teaching methods. Another finding of this research was
that 61% of the responding faculty stated that they had introduced at least one new
classroom teaching technique because of their involvement in the professional development
program, and 89% said that they had improved some dimension of their teaching
effectiveness due to development efforts at their respective institutions.
Differing models of professional development are based on a variety of disciplines.
For example, Wallin (2003) used Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and Porter’s theory of work
motivation to explain various predictors that encourage faculty to participate actively in
professional development activities. According to Wallin, faculty members use
professional development opportunities as a venue to enhance teaching skills and
intellectual capacity (intrinsic motivation). They also participate to advance in their jobs
and be socially connected with other professionals (extrinsic motivation). Using Wallin’s
work, the benefits to learners need to be stressed in curriculum and design to encourage
faculty participation in training workshops (French, 2000).
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Other writers have looked at faculty development as adult learning and faculty
members as adult learners (Brancato, 2003; Caffarella, 2002; Lawler & King, 2001). For
example, drawing from several conceptual models and theories of adult learning, Lawler
and King (2001) offer their Adult Learning Model of Faculty Development to guide faculty
facilitators to design and plan professional development programs. Lawler and King’s
model consists of four stages: (1) preplanning–involving the identification of the purpose,
goal, needs, and necessary resources to offer development activities, (2) planning–involving
planning and implementing activities that are necessary to offer professional development,
such as scheduling training, deciding mode of delivery, and assigning trainers, (3) delivery–
involving the delivery of actual training contents, and (4) follow-up–involving evaluation of
training and providing continued support for what has been learned (Lawler & King, 2001).
At each and every stage, it is critical to ensure that activities are aligned with adult learning
principles.
A review of literature reveals a large number of research studies on adjunct faculty
professional development, but in real life, only a few have been implemented and evaluated
for further improvement (Kezar & Sam, 2013). Several studies attribute time and location
as two major barriers for adjuncts to attain professional development opportunities;
however, these barriers can be removed by using nontraditional channels of training such as
online modules and other technology tools that do not require adjunct faculty members’
presence at certain times and locations (French, 2000).

38
Teaching-Performance Evaluation in Higher Education
This section presents literature about faculty teaching evaluation practices in
institutions of higher education, with a focus on public community colleges. The literature
on faculty evaluation in higher education is vast and encompasses a wide range of models
and recommended practices (Arreola, 2007; Centra, 1993; Seldin, 2006), issues surrounding
faculty evaluation (Berk, 2005; Cashin, 1996; Rifkin, 1995; Johnson & Ryan, 2000) and
use of evaluation results to inform various organizational decisions (Arreola, 2007; Miller
et al., 2000; Seldin, 2006; Torres & Preskill, 2001). Seldin (2006) and Arreola (2007)
conducted seminal work in the field of faculty evaluations.
Seldin (2006) offers a set of requirements needed to develop and implement a
comprehensive faculty evaluation program. Some of those requirements include
practicality of measuring instrument, relevance with the faculty role, comprehensiveness of
evaluation factors, sensitivity of measuring process, freedom from any uncontrollable
factors, and reliability and acceptability of all stakeholders. Seldin also offers a broad
outline on the faculty evaluation process, encompassing steps such as defining the purpose
of evaluation, securing the support of all key stakeholders, identifying multiple data
sources, designing a measuring instrument, training of evaluators, conducting evaluations,
and applying their outcomes. Although Seldin suggests the use of multiple sources of data
for faculty evaluations, he seems to support the creation of a faculty portfolio, which is a
“reflective, evidence-based set of materials that document a faculty member’s
achievements” (Buller, 2012, p. 215). For Seldin, a portfolio provides a mechanism to
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organize and record faculty members’ “what, why, and how” as they accomplish their
professional goals over a period of time.
Arreola’s (2007) model consists of an eight-step process to ensure a comprehensive
faculty evaluation program. This eight-step process model requires: (1) defining multiple
roles of faculty such as teaching, research, and service, (2) assigning a weight to each
faculty role, (3) defining clearly the measurable outcomes of each role such as major
activities and responsibilities, (4) setting priorities by weighting each activity and
responsibility within a specified role, (5) determining sources of data, (6) assigning a
weight to each source of data, (7) determining the data-gathering procedures, and (8)
analyzing and reporting data to concerned parties. Arreola suggests the use of numbers to
quantify various aspects of faculty performance and thereby adds objectivity to entire
faculty evaluation system. For Arreola, “since any faculty evaluation system will involve
the measurement of some aspects of faulty performance, numbers will be unavoidable” (p.
xvii).
Seldin’s (2006) and Arreola’s (2007) models provide a broader perspective on
designing and implementing a comprehensive faculty evaluation system, but they are not
prescriptive in nature. Although Arreola’s model takes a “quantitative approach to faculty
evaluation” (p. 215), Seldin’s model can be seen as its qualitative equivalent. Seldin
recommends the use of a faculty portfolio that, in turn, requires a qualitative review process
and thus adds subjectivity to faculty performance measurements (Buller, 2012).
Others writers suggest strategies that could further improve faculty evaluations. For
example, Johnson and Ryan (2000) suggest considering four key elements of an effective
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teaching evaluation system: (1) clearly defined faculty role and expectations, (2) teaching
contexts, (3) multiple demands of evaluation data from multiple audiences, and (4) use of
evaluation data. For Johnson and Ryan, it is essential to clarify faculty role and
performance expectations that institutions and departments have for their faculty. This
clarification can be ensured by developing faculty evaluations around common areas that
are meaningful for a majority of faculty members, and by using multiple sources of
evaluation data to encompass various roles and expectations (Johnson & Ryan, 2000). As
teaching and teaching evaluation approaches vary across the disciplines and may be
influenced by an individual faculty member’s teaching philosophy, Johnson and Ryan stress
the need of understanding the context within which teaching and evaluation take place.
Theall (2005) seems to support Johnson and Ryan’s (2000) perspective. According
to Theall, the teaching and learning context has been changing due to the inclusion of
various technologies and modes of instructional delivery. With this new context, faculty
should not be evaluated using traditional methods of performance evaluations. In the words
of Angelo (1996), “Assessing and evaluating teaching effectively requires knowledge of
and a sensitivity to the individuals and groups involved, the local context, and the academic
and administrative culture of the institution” (p. 62). To understand teaching and
evaluation contexts better, Johnson and Ryan recommend a list of qualitative methods, such
as faculty focus group, personal interview, faculty portfolio review, and classroom
observation.
As there are multiple stakeholders (internal and external) who are interested in
learning about faculty performance, Johnson and Ryan (2000) recommend the use of
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multiple sources of data such as students, peers, supervisors, employer, self-reports, alumni,
and others. These sources of data generate information that could meet the demands placed
on the evaluation system by various stakeholders.
Some consider performance evaluation to be a means of promoting and enhancing
organizational learning. According to Goh et al. (2006) “the process of conducting the
evaluation can in itself act as a learning system” (p. 291). In addition to highlighting key
areas in which performance improvement is needed, evaluations also provide valuable
information that can be used to review organizational structure, policies, practices, and
routines to achieve its goals better (Wang, Tseng, Yen, & Huang, 2011). To date, little
attention has been paid to examine the relationship between evaluation and organizational
learning within higher education settings.
The following sections synthesize literature and research on key components of a
comprehensive faculty evaluation system such as its purpose, criteria, sources of data, and
reward and recognition.

Purpose of Faculty Evaluation
Traditionally there has been a great deal of skepticism and negative attitudes about
faculty evaluations because of the potential use of collected data. Faculty participation and
leadership are crucial to implement a successful evaluation process. According to Arreola
(2007), faculty resistance is a major barrier in the implementation of a comprehensive
evaluation system. Such resistance is understandable if faculty are not clear about the
purpose of evaluations and if role expectations are not clearly defined. Moreover,
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Hightower’s (2010) study suggests that faculty and students thought that evaluation results
do not make any positive change (Hightower, 2010). To overcome this problem, Arreola
(2007) and others stress the need of setting and communicating a clear-cut purpose of
faculty evaluations which can align the institution’s goals with the faculty’s goals. Along
the same lines, Torres and Preskill (2001) introduce the concept of participatory evaluation,
according to which the faculty member, as a stakeholder, should be involved in the design
and implementation of an evaluation process. Involvement of faculty in the design of
evaluation system may cause following: (1) increase the faculty members’ buy-in to the
evaluation process, (2) help faculty members understanding the objectives and purpose of
the evaluation, and (3) increase the likelihood of using the evaluation data. According to
Hightower’s (2010) study at the Virginia community college system, faculty members
perceived that one of the strengths of their current faculty evaluation plan was their
participation in the designing and planning process.
In the vast majority of literature, faculty evaluation serves two purposes: (1)
formative- in which data are collected to support faculty development, growth, and
performance improvement, and (2) summative- in which data are collected to make
employment decisions on appointment, tenure, pay, continuation, and termination (Seldin,
2006). Both purposes of evaluation are important to enhancing and improving teaching
effectiveness and thus to the overall effectiveness of the institution. In the words of Rifkin
(1995), “faculty evaluation involves gathering information for understanding and improving
performance as well as judging its quality” (p. 64). Although community colleges use
faculty evaluations to assist in making employment decisions, many support the notion that
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the main purpose of faculty evaluations is to improve faculty teaching performance
(Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006). Such a purpose helps in cultivating a climate conducive to
faculty success, and “that success will lead to effective teaching and learning, to success for
students, and to true accountability for institutions and for higher education” (Theall, 2010,
p. 92). For Arreola, “if some aspect of faculty performance is to be evaluated, then there
should exist resources or opportunities that enable faculty members to develop that
performance” (p. xxii).
Some believe that formative and summative evaluation procedures and data
collection methods should be separated. From this perspective, evaluations conducted for
the purpose of professional development (formative) could potentially be used for making
employment decisions (summative) and thus discourage faculty participation in
development activities. Arreola (2007) argues, “An institution may choose to emphasize
one use over another, but it is a mistake to pretend that the faculty evaluation data will be
used only for professional enrichment purposes” (p. xxii). Other present the argument that,
due to substantial time and resource commitment, it might not be practical for institutions to
design and implement two distinct evaluation systems. For example, Seldin (2006) asserts,
In an ideal world, faculty evaluation would be conducted separately for the purpose
of improving teaching and making personnel decisions, since one may have great
impact on the other. But because of the vital time and financial constraints, many
institutions conduct them simultaneously by integrating into a single questionnaire
both the core items useful to administrators in personnel decisions and selected
items useful to the faculty member to improve performance. (p. 5)
Mills and Hyle (1999) seem to be closely aligned with Seldin when they posit, “while
summative judgments and rationale are reported to [a] higher level of authorities in the
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institution, the results from developmental evaluations, in theory, remain with the people
evaluated for use in planning their own improvement projects” (p. 353). Despite repeated
criticisms on the dual purpose of the faculty evaluation system, little efforts have been
made to develop an evaluation model that adequately separates these two contradictory
purposes (Rifkin, 1995).
Both types of evaluation are important to enhancing instructional quality and
enhancing organizational performance (Miller et al., 2000). Both types of evaluation
generally require following: (1) a clarity of purpose or reason for evaluation, (2) data from
a wide range of sources, (3) a set of performance criteria, (4) predetermined timing and
frequency of evaluation, and (5) a team of qualified evaluators who collect and analyze
performance data and suggest necessary interventions to address the situation (Arreola,
2007; Miller et al., 2000). Kahn (1993) asserts that the timing of an evaluation determines
its purpose (formative or summative). For example, student evaluations for formative
purposes should be carried out early or by mid-semester and shown to the faculty member.
Such an effort provides the opportunity for faculty to focus on areas in which deficiencies
have been reported. Student evaluations for summative purposes occur at the end of the
course and are useful in making decisions about employment and tenure.
An effective faculty evaluation process holds faculty accountable and at the same
time challenges them to further improve their teaching performance to affect student
learning positively (Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006). Although faculty evaluations are valued
and prevalent at institutions of higher education for summative purposes, little agreement
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exists about their utilization, evaluation criteria, sources of evaluation data, and validity and
reliability of the various elements of a comprehensive faculty evaluation system.

Criteria for Performance Evaluation
A comprehensive faculty evaluation system is comprised of a set of criteria that is
used to evaluate the performance of faculty based on their roles and expectations (Arreola,
2007; Cashin, 1996). In higher education, faculty performance is measured in three areas:
teaching, research, and service (Arreola, 2007). As community college faculty members
are involved primarily in teaching, measuring teaching performance is an essential part of a
faculty evaluation system (Wallin, 2005). Although no agreed-upon faculty teaching
performance criteria emerge from a review of research and literature, several aspects of
faculty competencies can be used as criteria to evaluate faculty performance, such as
classroom teaching, college service, campus service, faculty scholarship, course and
curriculum design, publications, professional preparation, public service, personnel
attributes, and student academic advising (Daugherty, 2001; Langen, 2011; Rifkin, 1995;
Zitlow, 1988).
For example, Zitlow (1988) found 15 overall performance criteria that were used to
evaluate faculty performance in community colleges. These criteria were: (1) classroom
instruction, (2) evaluation by chair, (3) college service, (4) evaluation by dean, (5)
personnel attributes, (6) professional preparation, (7) student advising, (8) professional
activities, (9) community service, (10) professional presentations, (11) supervision of
internships, (12) length of service, (13) committee evaluation, (14) publications, and (15)
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research. Daugherty’s (2001) study endorses Zitlow’s findings and concludes that
classroom teaching is the most frequently used criteria of faculty evaluation in community
colleges. A landmark study conducted by Licata (1986) suggests the following major
criteria of faculty evaluations: classroom performance, punctuality and reliability, use of
innovative instructional methods, college service, and curriculum and course development.
Cashin (1989) proposes seven faculty roles to be used in evaluating teaching: (1)
subject matter mastery, (2) curriculum development, (3) course design, (4) delivery of
instruction, (5) assessment of instruction, (6) availability to students, and (7) administrative
requirements. In a similar vein, Arreola (2007) presents a faculty role model that consists
of four components: (1) content expertise (skills, knowledge, and competencies in a specific
area), (2) instructional delivery (clear communication of information and concepts that
foster students’ learning), (3) instructional design skills (technical skills in designing,
sequencing, and presenting learning contents), and (4) course management skills (skills in
managing and operating a course). On the other hand, some suggest that faculty evaluation
criteria should not only focus on faculty skills but also include personal and teaching
behaviors. Cashin (1996) and Miller et al. (2000) propose including the following personal
attributes and professional behaviors as necessary to the evaluation process: (1) work
attitude, (2) collegiality, (3) professional behavior, and (4) reliability and punctuality.
These attributes and behaviors might impact the overall effectiveness of a department or
institution (Cashin, 1996). Although these attributes and behaviors are important to an
overall faculty evaluation system, they tend to be subjective and difficult to assess (Cashin,
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1996; Miller et al., 2000). Cashin cautions that if processional behaviors are to be included
in faculty evaluations, only negative ones are likely to be cited in the evaluation report.
Although the review of literature does not suggest a universal set of evaluation
criteria, the predominance of classroom teaching is clear. Irrespective of the type of
institution, faculty consider teaching to be their primary responsibility and assign
comparatively less weight to other job functions, such as research and service (Arreola,
2007).

Sources of Data
In the literature, the use of multiple sources of data is recommended to meet the
information demand of multiple stakeholders and to add validity to the measurement
process (Arreola, 2007; Ryan & Johnson, 2000; Seldin, 2006). Although each source of
data provides unique information about teaching performance, no single source of data can
capture all aspects of it (Arreola, 2007; Berk, 2005; Cashin, 1996; Ryan & Johnson, 2000;
Seldin, 2006; Theall & Franklin, 2010).
Berk (2005) lists a number of data sources to measure teaching performance. Some
commonly used are: (1) student evaluations of teaching performance, (2) peer evaluations
of teaching performance and teaching resources, (3) instructor’s self-evaluation, (4) video
of teaching performance, (5) group interviews of students, (6) exit and alumni ratings, (7)
student ratings from employer, (8) administrative evaluations, and (9) teaching portfolios.
Theall and Franklin (2010) support the use of both instrumental data and consequential data
to evaluate faculty performance within and outside the classroom. The instrumental data
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consist of classroom observations, teaching methods, and other activities that occur during
the teaching process. The consequential data consist of outcomes of teaching activities
such as student learning and performance in a course, student grades and progress, and
informal assessment of student-teacher interactions. Overall, general agreement exists that
a single source of data does not provide a full view of faculty teaching performance; rather,
multiple data sources provide a much more realistic picture by taking into account various
roles and teaching responsibilities of faculty members (Arreola, 2007).
Although a review of literature reveals various data sources for faculty evaluation,
there is general agreement that three most commonly used sources of data are: student
evaluations, peer evaluation, and self-evaluation (Arreola, 2007; Paulsen, 2002). In the
following sections, research findings on these three sources of data are discussed and
synthesized.

Evaluation by Students
Student evaluation of classroom teaching is the most common source of data to
evaluate teaching performance (Arreola, 2007; Miller et al., 2000; Paulsen, 2002). Student
evaluations of teaching are commonly carried out to provide: (1) formative feedback to
faculty for development, (2) summative feedback to administration for employment
decisions, (3) formative feedback to improve program and course outcomes, and (4)
information used by students to make decisions regarding course and instructor selections
(Seldin, 2006).
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One of the reasons for its popularity is that this method is supported by empirical
research (Marsh & Bailey, 1993). For example, Marsh and Bailey’s research concluded
that student evaluation of teaching effectiveness practices
are (a) multidimensional; (b) reliable and stable; (c) primarily a function of the
instructor who teaches a course rather than of the course that is taught; (d) relatively
valid against a variety of indicators of effective teaching; (e) relatively unaffected
by a variety of variables hypothesized as potential biases to the ratings; and (f) seen
to be useful by faculty as feedback about their teaching, by students for use in
course selection, by administrators for use in personnel decisions, and by
researchers. (p.1)
Evidence from many studies supports the contention that, if administered properly,
student evaluation of classroom teaching is a valid and reliable source of data with which to
judge classroom teaching quality (Centra, 1993; Marsh & Bailey, 1993; Miller et al., 2000;
Seldin, 1999). As a direct consumer of service, students are in a better position to judge the
quality of teaching that they receive in the classroom. The data generated through student
evaluations may aid institutions in making important decisions related to faculty and
instructional programs. According to Abrami, Theall, and Mets (2001), “Student ratings
serve as tools for instructional improvement, as evidence for promotion and tenure
decisions, as the means for student course selection, as one criterion of program
effectiveness, and as the continuing focus of active research and intensive debate” (p. 1).
However, many question the validity and reliability of student ratings (Arreaola,
2007; Miller et al., 2000; Seldin, 2006). For Miller et al., students are not well equipped to
judge all aspects of teaching and consequently are not capable to “make [a] fair and valid
assessment of classroom teaching” (p. 48). As a result, relying on student feedback to
judge teaching performance may deprive many faculty members of rewards for their work.
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In addition, several factors are beyond an instructor’s control but could potentially
influence students’ ratings, such as level and type of course, class size, student motivation,
and student grades (Miller et al., 2000). Cashin (1995) found that students rate courses in
arts and humanities more highly than math and science courses, and Boyar and MacKenzie
(1987) found that students give higher ratings when the instructor is present and when the
students know the purpose of the faculty evaluation. Moreover, student evaluations are
correlated with grades received (Johnson, 2002), perceived friendliness of instructor
(Kierstead, D’Agostino, & Dill, 1988), and students’ motivation to participate (Chen &
Hoshower, 2003). Arreola (2007) notes that “the great bulk of student rating forms in use
across higher education in America today are homemade” (p. 99). Such reliance on
“homemade” rating forms may raise questions on “psychometric expertise or rigor in
constructing these forms” (p. 99).
Given these inherent limitations of student evaluations of teaching, Seldin (2006)
and Arreola (2007) suggest that they should not be used as the sole source of evaluation
data. Using student evaluations of teaching for summative purposes encourages faculty to
accommodate students by whatever means necessary in order to be rewarded in the form of
promotion, tenure, and merit pay. In this way, using student evaluations of teaching makes
students the “primary determiner of what happens in the classroom” (Adams, 1997, p. 13).
Research has reported that faculty members have also expressed their concerns about the
inclusion of student evaluation of classroom teaching in evaluations, especially when they
are used as the sole source of data in employment decisions (Hightower, 2010). Despite
ongoing debate on validity and reliability of student evaluation of teaching, it is likely to
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continue as the primary method of faculty teaching evaluation and a topic of scholarly
debate in the area of faculty performance evaluation (Arreola, 2007).

Evaluation by Peers
As discussed in the previous section, the validity of students’ evaluation of teaching
is questionable because students are not in a position to judge a faculty member’s
performance, specifically content knowledge and conditions within which teaching takes
place. Peer evaluation adds “content-based contextuality” to the teaching evaluation
process (Paulsen, 2002, p. 10). It can be said that the purpose of peer evaluation is to
validate the data that have been collected through student evaluation of the classroom
teaching. Utilization of peers in faculty evaluation allows the incorporation of institutional
perspectives on teaching and learning.
Peer evaluations are commonly conducted through two major methods: classroom
observations and review of teaching materials (Berk, 2005). Classroom observation is one
of the most commonly used methods of peer evaluations (Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006).
Classroom observations require classroom visits by peers who judge in-class teaching
behavior. Seldin suggests a three-step process to ensure the quality of classroom
observation: (1) previsit discussion, which involves setting up a conversation between the
observer and faculty member to go through the course materials, course resources, and
other aspects of faculty teaching, (2) classroom visit, which involves conducting a
classroom visit and taking notes, (3) follow-up, which involves setting up a conversation to
discuss and share peer observation data for personal use. Peer review of teaching materials
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requires a thorough review and rating of course syllabi, assignments, projects, and
supplement instructional materials (Berk, 2005).
Peer evaluations may be used for both formative and summative purposes. For
formative purposes, Cashin (1989) suggests five teaching areas in which peer evaluations
might be helpful: (1) subject matter mastery, (2) curriculum development, (3) course
design, (4) delivery of instruction, and (5) assessment of instruction. Kahn (1993) seems to
take a similar position when he states that the ultimate purpose of peer evaluations “is to
foster a culture that encourages faculty to move freely in and out of one another’s
classrooms, both to learn from and constructively critique each other” (p. 118). Other
writers also support the use of peer evaluations to support teaching improvement (Arreola,
2007; Berk, 2005).
A review of literature reveals a lack of consensus on the use of peer evaluation data
for summative evaluations (Arreola, 2007; Cashin, 1989; Paulsen, 2002). Cashin (1989)
contends that there are inherent limitations associated with the use of peer evaluation, such
as lack of standardization and reliance on personal judgment, subjective assessment of
teaching context by observer, and selection of representative class sessions to evaluate
teaching performance for the entire course. When peer evaluations are used for summative
purposes, it is critical to foster a culture in which meaningful faculty discussion takes place
and classroom observations are not considered an intrusion on one’s freedom (Seldin,
2006).
Although peer evaluations are well-documented sources of data in literature and
research and mandated by several faculty union contracts, their meaningful implementation
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demands substantial institutional commitment and resources. For example, peer evaluators
must be trained to ensure objective evaluations of fellow faculty members. Peer rating,
based on only classroom observation, without adequate training of observers, raises
questions about the validity and reliability of this method (Centra, 1993). Also, it might be
a time-consuming endeavor to thoroughly review course materials and syllabi for providing
formative feedback.

Self-Evaluation
Self-evaluation reports or teaching portfolios provide an opportunity for individuals
to document their teaching objectives, philosophies, goals, accomplishments, and failures
during a given academic year (Seldin, 2005). Colleges use self-evaluation as one of the
components in overall faculty evaluation systems. Seldin (1999) posits that a “good
searching and reflective self-evaluation can be of value: it frequently is the precursor of
improved performance because it increases commitment to institutional goals” (p. 97).
Seldin also recommends using self-evaluations for the purpose of improving teaching
(formative evaluation) rather than making employment decisions (summative evaluation)
due to their subjective nature. Such a purpose encourages faculty members to reflect and
write objectives and teaching strategies to assess classroom performance.
There are critics of the process of faculty evaluation through self-evaluation.
Arreola (1999) cautions that self-evaluation allows faculty members to rate themselves
more highly than their students do, and Centra (1993) argues that self-evaluations do not
offer an objective measure of faculty teaching performance and that their validity is
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questionable. Based on his research at the Virginia community college system,
Hightower’s (2010) suggests that creating and maintaining a portfolio is a complex, timeconsuming activity and that it is not encouraged in the overall faculty evaluation system.
An examination of literature uncovers a plethora of models and recommendations
for faculty evaluation practices. There is also a great deal of diversity of opinion about
their intended objectives and associated benefits, but one thing is common throughout the
literature: faculty evaluations are a necessary part of enhancing teaching and learning
experiences from the perspectives of both students and faculty.

Rewards and Recognition
Several research studies affirm a positive relationship between formally recognizing
teaching performance and faculty members’ commitment to improve teaching (Carusetta,
2001; Seldin, 1999). According to Carusetta (2001), “It has long been established that
teaching awards are a standard way for institutions of higher education to honor teaching”
(p. 31). As noted by Seldin (1999), “Only academic administrators who faithfully recognize
and reward improvement in teaching will be able to sustain an ongoing program of
evaluation that results in teaching improvement” (p. 205). These rewards must not carry
only monetary value but may also include nonmonetary rewards, such as recognizing
faculty efforts through the college newsletter, invitations for conferences and professional
development programs, designating a faculty member as Faculty of the Year, and continued
support for instructional and development projects (Seldin, 1999).
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The performance of full-time faculty is recognized, rewarded, and often celebrated
through a well-established tenure and promotion process. However, no such reward or
celebration is available for adjunct faculty members. If adjuncts constitute 70% of the
instructional workforce at public community colleges, they also deserve credit for student
success (Wallin, 2005). A national study conducted by the CCCSE (2014) supports this
position. Many survey participants (adjunct faculty) in the study stressed the importance of
recognizing their efforts through monetary and nonmonetary teaching rewards. A review of
literature provides a broad range of recommended activities that may be used to recognize
adjunct faculty teaching performance, such as featuring adjunct faculty in the college’s
newsletters or website, offering special monetary or nonmonetary rewards, offering
professional development opportunities to represent the college at local and regional
conferences, and continuation of their employment contracts (Lyons, 2007; Miller et al.,
2000; Wallin, 2005). However, little is known about how institutions recognize their
adjunct faculty members and what information they use to arrive at those decisions.

Adjunct Faculty Teaching Performance Evaluation
This section presents literature on adjunct faculty teaching-performance evaluations
at the institutions of higher education, with an emphasis on public community colleges.
Virtually all community colleges follow some sort of established policies and guidelines for
faculty evaluations. Often, these guidelines are provided with the faculty employment
contract. A line of research supports the idea that institutions should use the same
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guidelines, with some modification, to evaluate adjunct faculty performance (Behrendt &
Parsons, 1983; Charfauros & Tierney, 1999; Wallin, 2005).
Roueche et al. (1995) uphold this parity when they state that, similar to that of fulltime faculty, evaluations of part-time faculty “should occur regularly, fairly, and
productively” (p. 152). Along the same lines, Behrendt and Parsons (1983) assert,
“Evaluation must be presented to the part-time faculty as a positive, growth-oriented
activity” (p. 42). Research also notes that adjunct faculty members are interested in
evaluating and documenting their teaching performance (Linder, 2012). Based on Linder’s
research findings, 67% of adjuncts expressed their interest in teaching-performance
evaluation. For Linder, this might be due to the fact that adjuncts want to improve their
teaching skills in designated areas and they want to influence rehiring decisions positively.
The adjunct faculty evaluation criteria should reflect adjuncts’ core job function,
which is classroom teaching. For example, based on their expected role and employment
status, most adjuncts are often not directly involved in academic functions such as student
advising, publications, community service, or research. The evaluation criteria
corresponding to these functions may therefore be excluded from the adjunct faculty
evaluation process. An evaluation process that provides merely raw evaluation data, with
little or no relevance to faculty work, guides only halfway through the journey of assisting
those faculty to improve their performance. Rather, a faculty evaluation process should
link evaluation data to professional development activities. As Seldin (2006) asserts,
“There is no better reason to evaluate than to improve performance” (p. 4).
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Many support the evaluation of adjunct faculty teaching performance as an
institutional priority. As posited by Bramlett and Rodriguez (1982), “Part-timers have
contact with a large percentage of the student population. Evaluation of their performance
is critical” (p. 41). Boyar and MacKenzie (1987) examined the adjunct faculty evaluation
practices at community colleges and assert that
community colleges are obligated to provide students with faculty (full- or parttime) that offer high levels of proficiency in their disciplines. Such proficiency can
be encouraged through offering special assistance to the part-time faculty member
and through an evaluation system that is fair and designed to be helpful. (p. 33)
Behrendt and Parsons (1983) list the following potential benefits of adjunct evaluation:
1.

Integration into the college’s intellectual community and the establishment
of psychological ownership of the college’s mission;

2.

Improvement of individual teaching effectiveness;

3.

Increased enjoyment and satisfaction in teaching;

4.

Development of potential as a teacher;

5.

Since faculty normally teach subjects closely related to their full-time
occupation, improvement in understanding of the subject area to an
improvement of their full-time job performance. (p. 41)

However, a review of literature presents a gloomy picture. The status of
performance evaluations of adjuncts mirrors their overall working conditions. According to
Charfauros and Tierney (1999),
Most evaluations of part-timer quality have been based on enrollment numbers,
availability to teach at certain times, and evidence of teaching skills. If an
individual is able to teach a class and no problems occur in the class, then the
institution is all too often content. In other words, evaluation of part-time faculty is
virtually absent from most college campuses. (p. 147)

58
Even if adjunct faculty evaluation exists in some community colleges, it is limited to
student ratings of adjuncts’ teaching by the end of the course, with little or no constructive
feedback to recognize and reward their efforts (Baron-Nixon, 2007). Ironically, a good
performance does not gain administrative attention, but a poor performance often leads to
dismissal from the college (Krier & Staples, 1993).
The literature has supported consistently an objective and meaningful evaluation of
adjunct faculty members. Going back to the history of adjunct faculty evaluation,
Hammons (1981) states that “the whole area of appraisal or evaluation of part-time faculty
requires careful consideration, beginning with determining the purposes of the evaluation
process and continuing through delineation of areas of appraisal, criteria to be used,
standards to be applied, and the procedure” (p. 51). Almost 30 years after Hammons,
Langen (2011), based on her extensive review of literature, concludes that the area of
adjunct faculty evaluation has not received its due attention and there are only limited
numbers of research studies available on this subject.
The utilization of a large number of adjuncts, without evaluating and improving
their teaching performance, jeopardize the quality of instruction received by the community
college students (Roueche et al., 1995). As posited by Wallin (2003), “The faculty—their
training, expertise, professionalism, attitudes—set the tone and the reputation of a college”
(p. 317). The existence of a comprehensive adjunct faculty evaluation process at a college
conveys the message that adjuncts are valued members of the instructional staff and that the
college is as concerned about their teaching performance as about that of the full-time
faculty members.
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The adjuncts are hired based on their field experience and discipline-specific
knowledge; however, their teaching experience and skills are generally not considered as
one of the hiring criteria. Most adjuncts, specifically in vocational programs, are recruited
from the field with generally little or no prior formal teaching experience. They are less
likely to know the mission of the college and consequently what is expected of them
(Wallin, 2004). This leaves adjunct faculty to develop their own pedagogical methods
based on their own experiences as students.
Evaluating adjunct faculty members is a critical support activity that a college could
offer to its adjuncts. The outcomes of an evaluation process not only help adjuncts to
improve their classroom teaching performance but also give them a sense of ownership and
sense of belongingness with the mission of the college, a perception that they are equally
accountable in accomplishing the college’s mission of student success and learning, the
same as their full-time counterparts. From an administrative perspective, adjunct faculty
evaluation communicates institutional values so that adjunct faculty can create a balance
between their own teaching goals and the goals set forth in the college mission statement.

Concepts of Organizational Learning
This section presents literature on organizational learning concepts by using various
definitions, perspectives, and theories. Fiol and Lyles (1985) define organizational learning
as “the process of improving actions through better knowledge and understanding” (p. 803).
Collinson, Cook, and Conley (2006) define organizational learning as “ongoing learning in
a deliberate manner, with a view to internal implementation of changes as improvements
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supporting the organization’s goals” (p. 110). For Argyris and Schon (1978),
organizational learning “refers to experience-based improvement in organizational task
performance” (p. 323). Levitt and March (1988) interpret organizational learning as
learning from history and past experiences. According to Levitt and March, “organizations
are seen as learning by encoding inferences from history into routines that guide behavior”
(p. 320). By organizational routines, Levitt and March mean structure, strategy, policies,
and procedures through which an organization operates its functions. These routines
capture lessons that are learned from the execution of policies and procedures in the past.
New learning guides organizational behavior by changing organizational routines (Levitt &
March, 1988).
A common theme emerges from the synthesis of all above definitions:
organizational learning is related to improving performance. The changing of external and
internal environments creates a context in which it has become critical for an organization
to learn from its past and build a new knowledge base for its members. For Senge (1990),
learning is one of the ways to sustain organizational competitiveness and to address
challenges imposed by internal and external environments (Senge, 1990).
A review of literature on organizational learning reveals two contested areas: (1)
“What is learning”?, and (2) Is organizational learning the same as individual learning? In
the following sections, a review and synthesis of literature on organizational learning is
presented, with specific reference to the debate around these two areas.
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Concept of Learning
A foundational debate in the literature of organizational learning is clustered around
the question that what is learning and how it occurs at the individual and organizational
levels? Does learning occur when an individual gains new insights, or does learning occur
when new insights are accompanied by some actions or change in behavior? (Fiol & Lyles,
1985; Huber, 1991). The former represents a cognitive, and the latter represents a
behavioral focus perspective. Argyris and Schon (1978) support the behavioral perspective
of learning, which is aimed at improving organizational outcomes. So when Argyris and
Schon assert that learning is “a process of detecting errors and correcting errors” (p. 116),
they are emphasizing a “stimulus-response mechanism” in which organizational processes,
routines, and ways of doing business are reviewed and changed in response to some
contextual stimuli, such as demand from external constituents to improve organizational
outcomes, or some internal challenges, such as improving individual processes and
procedures to achieve organizational efficiencies and outcomes (Snyder & Cummings,
1998).
In contrast, other theorists, such as Fiol and Lyles (1985) and Huber (1991), support
a cognitive perspective of learning. They assert that learning occurs through experience,
observation, and association and it need not be accompanied by observable changes in
behavior. This type of change can include the development of insights, new knowledge,
sense making, and memories.
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There is a line of research in organizational learning that supports the notion that
organizational learning should be studied from both cognitive and behavioral perspectives
(Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2003; Vera & Crossan, 2003). The cognitive-behavioral
perspective takes the position that the learning occurs when it is manifested by action that
may cause observable change in the organizational performance (Cook & Yanow, 1993).
For Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003), organizational learning is a
process of change in individual and shared thoughts and actions, which is affected
by and embedded in the institutions of the organizations. When individual and
group learning becomes institutionalized, organizational learning occurs, and
knowledge is embedded in nonhuman repositories such as routines, systems,
structures, culture, and strategy. (p. 123)
According to Easterby-Smith and Lyles, individual and group learning is institutionalized
through organizational repository systems called “organizational routines.” Organizations
use these routines to operate their day-to-day functions and to address any new future
challenges.

Individual Versus Organizational Learning
The relationship between individual and organizational learning has been a
contested issue in organizational learning. The primary question is whether the
organization itself learns or whether the knowledge is the cumulative learning of its
members (Antonacopoulou, 2006). Simon (1991) supports the latter when he asserts, “All
learning takes place inside human heads; an organization learns in only two ways: 1) by the
learning of its members , or 2) by ingesting new members who have knowledge the
organization previously did not have” (p. 125). However, Simon acknowledges that
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what is stored in any one head in an organization may not be unrelated to what is
stored in other heads; and the relation between those two (and other) stores may
have a great bearing on how the organization operates. What an individual learns in
an organization is very much dependent on what is already known to (or believed
by) other members of the organization and what kinds of information are present in
the organizational environment. (p. 125)
Unlike Simon (1991), other writers do not equate individual learning with
organizational learning. They take a social constructionist perspective and assert that
organizational learning is not merely a cumulative result of individuals’ learning but that it
occurs through interactions and debates among the members of the organization (Cook &
Yanow, 1993; Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Shrivastava, 1983). For them, individual learning does
not take place in a vacuum but is influenced by organizational structure. Cook and Yanow
define organizational learning as a category of activity carried out by a group to facilitate
the learning process. Within this context, organizational learning
refers to the capacity of an organization to learn how to do what it does, where what
it learns is possessed not by individual members of the organization but by the
aggregate itself. That is, when a group acquires the know-how associated with its
ability to carry out its collective activities, that constitutes organizational learning
(p. 360)
Cook and Yanow assert that learning is a collective process and it occurs as a result of
interactive, interdependent processes within an organization. Such a collective process
demands an embedded system that
uses two-way communication on a regular basis, enables people to get needed
information at any time quickly and easily, maintains an up-to-date database of
employee skills, creates systems to measure gaps between current and expected
performance, makes its lessons learned available to all employees, and measures the
results of the time and resources spent on training. (Tseng & McLean, 2008, p. 5)

64
Instead of debating whether organizational learning is an individual or
organizational-level phenomenon, Snyder (1996) presents an integrative view of
organizational learning by further elaborating Argyris and Schon’s (1978) organizational
learning model. According to Argyris and Schon, organizational learning consists of four
subprocesses: discovery, invention, production, and generalization. Discovery involves
reviewing present strategies and detecting error in the form of a discrepancy between
desired and actual outcomes. Such a discrepancy motivates learning and sets the direction
for subsequent learning processes. Invention involves identifying the sources of
discrepancy and suggesting solutions to reduce it. Production involves implementing
solutions as suggested during the invention activity. Generalization involves drawing
conclusions about the impacts of solutions and applying and documenting new knowledge
to address similar situations in the organization (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Snyder, 1996;
Snyder & Cummings, 1998). These four activities affect organizational performance by
creating new knowledge (Snyder & Cummings, 1998). For Argote and Miron-Spektor
(2011), this knowledge can be embedded in an organization’s routines and practices and
manifested through its future actions.
The literature on organizational learning is replete with references to relationships
between organizational learning and evaluations (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009; Torres &
Preskill, 2001). The evaluations provide ongoing learning opportunities and aid in making
sound organizational decisions. In the words of Torres and Preskill (2001),
Organizational learning is a continuous process of growth and improvement that (a)
uses information or feedback about both processes and outcomes (i.e., evaluation
findings) to make changes; (b) is integrated with work activities, and within the
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organization’s infrastructure (e,g., its culture, systems and structures, leadership,
and communication mechanisms); and (c) invokes the alignment of values, attitudes,
and perceptions among organizational members. (p. 388)
Russ-Eft and Preskill (2009) assert that “evaluation is undertaken when there is some
decision to be made or some form of learning is necessary in order to take action in the
short or long term” (p. 9). Although writers support links between evaluations and
organizational learning, only a few empirical studies have analyzed such links between the
two constructs in higher education settings.
The field of organizational learning emerged from the business sector, and it has
been slow to receive the attention of higher education scholars. An extensive search for
organizational learning literature in the higher education setting reveals only a few
empirical studies (Kezar, 2005). The only sector in education that has embraced the
organizational learning concept to address contemporary issues is the K-12 sector (Dawson,
2007).

Conclusions from Literature Review
Across the nation, institutions of higher education are hiring an increasing number
of adjunct faculty. Some recent surveys indicate that the percentage of adjunct faculty
might be as high as 69% of the instructional staff in community colleges (NCES, 2012) and
they teach 58% of the classes (CCCSE, 2014). Although all institutions of higher education
hire adjuncts, this trend is most significant in public community colleges, and there is little
evidence that this trend is likely to be reversed anytime soon (Cohen & Brawer, 2008;
Wallin, 2005). The use of adjunct faculty does not only offer managerial and financial
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flexibility to community colleges but also helps to meet the instructional demands of
vocational and technical education programs.
Over the years, there has been consistent discussion about the efficacy of adjuncts’
teaching. Although some see the use of adjuncts as an asset that strengthens instruction,
others see a reliance on adjuncts as a threat to instructional quality. However, there is a
general agreement that adjunct faculty members are an inevitable part of community
college instructional workforce and that they need institutional support to perform their
duties. Several types of institutional support services to adjuncts have been suggested in
the research and literature, including, but not limited to, integration, professional
development, availability of teaching resources, rewards and recognition, and teachingperformance evaluations. A review of literature on adjunct faculty reveals a plethora of
suggested institutional support policies and practices; however, little is known about how
community colleges evaluate their teaching performance and how the results of evaluations
are used.
Relying on a set of established criteria and multiple sources of data, a
comprehensive faculty evaluation system gathers information on faculty performance that
could assist in making faculty employment and professional development decisions.
Moreover, the data generated through evaluations may provide a valid base to recognize
and reward excellence in teaching performance. Although community colleges use
evaluations to make both types of decisions, many assert that evaluations should be used to
improve faculty teaching performance and thereby enhance the student teaching and
learning experience.
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Virtually all community colleges follow some sort of established policies and
guidelines for full-time faculty evaluations. These guidelines are often provided in the
faculty employment contract or under the collective bargaining agreement. It is suggested
in the literature that institutions should use the same guidelines, with some modification, to
evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance. As the developmental needs of full-time
and adjunct faculty are not much different, evaluation results may be used to determine the
professional development needs of adjunct faculty to further improve teaching
performance. Despite this emphasis in literature, there are crucial gaps concerning adjunct
faculty evaluations in community colleges and the use of evaluation results.
For some writers, evaluations may enhance organizational learning by offering
solutions to organizational problems. The data generated through evaluations may lead
organizations to review current policies and practices for further improvement.
Organizational learning is defined by Argyris and Schon (1978) as “a process of detecting
errors and correcting errors” (p. 116). For Argyris and Schon, the term “error” represents a
gap between expected and actual performance of employees in the organization. Like
Argyris and Schon, several other writers assert that organizational learning is linked with
performance improvement. However, little systematic research is available to support a
positive link between the two constructs in higher education settings.

Chapter Summary
This chapter reviewed and synthesized literature related to: (1) adjunct faculty in
higher education, with focus on two-year public community colleges, (2) issues related to
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adjunct faculty employment, (3) faculty teaching-performance evaluations, (4) adjunct
faculty teaching-performance evaluations, and (5) concepts of organizational learning. The
next chapter provides the methodology of this study.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to explore the current status of adjunct faculty
teaching performance evaluation at public community colleges across the United States and
to examine how the results were used to make decisions pertaining to professional
development, employment, and recognizing excellence in teaching performance. This
chapter describes the research design, survey population, survey instrument, methods of
data collection and analysis for this study.
Following two main research questions guided this study:
1. How do public community colleges evaluate adjunct faculty teaching
performance?
a. To what extent are various specified criteria used to evaluate adjunct
faculty teaching performance?
b. To what extent are various specified sources of evaluation data used to
evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance?
c. To what extent is the proportion of adjunct faculty teaching credit-bearing
courses at a public community college related to the use of specified teaching
evaluation criteria and sources of evaluation data?
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d. To what extent is adjunct faculty teaching-performance evaluation
mandated by an adjunct union or other agency?
e. To what extent are the geographic location, institutional size, and the
union status of adjunct faculty related to the use of specified teaching evaluation
criteria and sources of evaluation data?
2. How do public community colleges use adjunct faculty evaluation data?
a. To what extent do public community colleges use specified sources of
evaluation data to inform professional development opportunities?
b. To what extent do public community colleges use specified sources of
evaluation data to make decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty employment?
c. To what extent are evaluation data shared with the adjunct faculty
members?
d. To what extent are specified sources of evaluation data used to recognize
adjunct faculty teaching performance?
e. How do faculty evaluation data influence organizational learning within
public community colleges?

Design of the Study
This study utilized a cross-sectional, correlational, descriptive survey approach and
used a survey instrument to collect data from a specified population. The cross-sectional
design involves studying the characteristics of a population at any given point in time
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(Mertens, 2010). A descriptive survey approach “provides a quantitative or numeric
description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that
population. From sample results, the researcher generalizes or makes claims about the
population” (Creswell, 2009, p. 145). Descriptive research provides an accurate description
of the given situation or phenomenon and focuses on the variables that exist in the situation.
It does not focus on the cause-and-effect relationships among the variables but only
describes the relationships that exist among variables (Johnson & Christensen, 2010). The
use of a descriptive survey also allows a researcher to approach a large number of
respondents through electronic media, such as web surveys, and to tabulate the responses in
the form of frequency and percentage (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). The use of a
descriptive-survey approach for this study can be justified based on the premise that the
study focuses on “where we are” rather than how community colleges could improve those
practices.
A correlational design allowed for an investigation of the extent to which the use of
specified evaluation criteria and sources of evaluation data were related to a set of
independent predictors, including geographic location, institutional size, union status of
adjuncts, and percentage of adjuncts teaching credit-bearing courses. A correlational
design does not require manipulation of variables but seeks to explain the relationships
between naturally occurring phenomena (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
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Survey Population
The target population surveyed in this study was Chief Academic Officers (CAOs)
from approximately 806 public community colleges in the United States whose institutions
were listed on the 2014 Higher Education Directory (HED) as rural-serving, urban-serving,
and suburban-serving two-year public community colleges (Code 1-Code 7). The HED is
an indispensable source of vital information about accredited postsecondary, degreegranting institutions in the United States. It includes institutional profiles, accreditation
status, and names and contact information of administrators. The database is updated
regularly through institutional surveys, for which a response rate of 99.9% has been
reported (HED, 2013).
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s (2010) basic
classification of associate colleges has provided a comprehensive framework to examine
the institutional diversity of public community colleges in terms of geographic location,
institutional size, and governance system. Based on geographic location, two-year public
community colleges can be classified broadly into three categories: rural-, urban-, and
suburban-serving public community colleges. According to Hardy and Katsinas (2007),
“all public community colleges are place-based institutions, with geographic service
delivery areas defined by state statute, regulation, or custom” (p. 6).
Rural-serving institutions are those that are not located within Primary Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (PMSAs) or Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), with a total population
of less than 500,000 people (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2010).
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The urban- and suburban-serving colleges are located within PMSAs and MSAs with
populations exceeding 500,000 people (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 2010). However, there is a distinction between urban- and suburban-serving
community colleges. Hardy (2005) has provided a guideline to distinguish between the
two:
if the institution is located in a city or city equivalent that is included in the name of
the PMSA or MSA, it will be coded as urban while those in cities not included in
the PMSA or MSA name, but still within the PMSA or MSA as a whole, will be
coded as suburban. (p. 94)
Hardy and Katsinas (2007) assert that despite several similarities that exist among the three
types of public community colleges, the rural-serving colleges are different from urban and
suburban colleges in terms of their financial resources, student population, educational
programming, and range of student support services.
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s (2010) basic
classification of associate colleges has noted the importance of institutional size in
classifying public community colleges. Institutional size has been considered to be one of
the most important characteristics to compare and contrast among public community
colleges and their peers (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Previous studies on faculty evaluation
have used institutional size as an independent predictor variable to examine faculty
evaluation policies and practices at individual community colleges (Daugherty, 2001;
Zitlow, 1988). The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s (2010) basic
classification of associate colleges uses full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment to classify
public community colleges’ institutional size, as shown in Table 1.
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The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s (2010) basic
classification of associate colleges also classifies urban and suburban public community
colleges, according to their governance system, into single and multicampus districts. A
single campus public community college has one primary physical location offering all
required educational programming and student services needed to complete an associate
degree. A multicampus college is one that has multiple physical locations, and each
location provides all required educational programming and student services necessary to
complete an associate degree (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
2010).
Table 2 shows the institutional diversity of the 806 public community colleges in
the study population, based on their geographic location and governance system (single and
multicampus organization structure).

Table 1
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching’s Basic Classifications
for Institutional Size (FTE Enrollment)
Size Classification
Very small two-year
Small two-year
Medium two-year
Large two-year
Very large two-year

FTE Enrollment
< 500
500-1,999
2,000-4,999
5,000-9,999
10,000+

75
Table 2
Frequency Distribution for Geographical Location of United States Public Community Colleges
Geographic Location
Public, rural-serving, small
Public rural-serving, medium
Public, rural-serving, large
Public suburban-serving, single
campus
Public, suburban-serving,
multicampus
Public, urban-serving, single
campus
Public urban-serving, multicampus
Total

Frequency
98
276
108
88

Percent
12.15
34.24
13.39
10.91

89

11.04

30

3.76

117
806

14.51
100.00

For the purpose of this study, the CAO is defined as the person who is primarily
responsible for the instructional integrity of the college (Erwin, 2000) and who may assume
one of a range of titles, such as vice president, provost, or dean. In this capacity, a CAO
leads and manages strategic efforts toward formulating, implementing, and monitoring
policies pertaining to adjunct faculty hiring, performance evaluation, professional
development, and academic program integrity to meet the mission of the college. Although
a CAO may not be involved in the day-to-day academic operations of the college, he or she
assumes the ultimate administrative responsibility of academic affairs and college
accreditation requirements (Keim & Murray, 2008). In the words of Keim and Murray
(2008), “the success of the educational mission of the community college, that is, the very
reason for its existence, is undeniably dependent on the CAO” (p. 121).
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Survey Instrument
Due to the lack of an existing instrument, the researcher constructed an instrument,
drawing on the work of other researchers (Campion, Mason, & Erdman 2000; Daugherty,
2001; Langen, 2011; Licata, 1986; Seldin, 1999; Zitlow, 1988). Daugherty (2001) and
Zitlow (1988) investigated the extent of use of faculty evaluation policies, practices, and
procedures at community colleges. Both studies used a national sample of chief
educational officers at community colleges and obtained rank-ordered data on factors that
were used frequently to evaluate faculty teaching performance. Langen (2011) investigated
adjunct faculty performance evaluation practices at the institutions of higher education
located in the state of Michigan. Although Daugherty and Zitlow focused on the
performance evaluations of full-time faculty members at two-year community colleges,
Langen (2011) studied adjunct faculty performance at private and public higher education
institutions (two-year and four-year). In constructing the survey instrument used in this
study, the researcher modified the evaluation criteria, sources of evaluation data,
background and demographic variables, and other relevant information initially used by
other researchers to suit the context and setting within which adjunct faculty members
operate in public community colleges. The employment status of adjunct faculty members
demands a distinct set of roles and responsibilities. Adjunct faculty members are hired
primarily for teaching and related activities, with little or no expectation to conduct
research, publish, or actively participate in campus activities. Also, in constructing this
survey instrument, the researcher capitalized on his current professional experiences and
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reflections as the CAO of an urban community college, as well as problems and practices
reported to him by his fellow CAOs and instructional deans at other public community
colleges in the state of Illinois.
The present study used a self-report, online survey instrument to collect descriptive
data pertaining to adjunct faculty evaluation practices at public community colleges
nationwide (see Appendix A). The survey was administered by using the web-based
software SurveyMonkeyTM. The survey included 17 closed-ended items and 2 open-ended
items. Closed-ended items force respondents to choose from a list of possible options or
mark a checklist of response options (Mertens, 2010). The open-ended items represent a
format that allows survey respondents to share their perspectives or opinions in their own
words (Mertens, 2010). Closed-ended items generated the quantitative data of the study by
using nominal and ordinal measurement scales. Open-ended items generated the qualitative
data of the study by collecting comments from respondents. The survey was designed
conceptually to include four broader areas: (1) general institution characteristics, (2) adjunct
faculty evaluations, (3) adjunct faculty professional development, and (4) organizational
learning at public community colleges. The first section of the instrument (Section A,
Items 1-5) was used to obtain specific information about the responding institutions. This
section sought the following information: (1) geographic location, (2) institutional size
based on FTE enrollment, (3) percentage of adjunct faculty teaching credit-bearing courses,
(4) adjunct faculty union status, and (5) status of teaching-performance evaluations.
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The second section of the instrument (Section B, Items 6-14) was used to obtain
information about adjunct faculty evaluation practices at responding community colleges.
This section sought the following information: (1) mandates for adjunct faculty teachingperformance evaluations, (2) criteria used in adjunct faculty teaching-performance
evaluations, (3) sources of data used in adjunct faculty teaching-performance evaluations,
(4) sources of data used in professional development decisions, (5) sources of data used in
employment decisions, (6) sources of data shared with adjunct faculty, (7) adjunct faculty
performance recognition, (8) sources of data used in recognizing adjunct faculty teaching
performance, and (9) rewards offered to adjunct faculty to recognize teaching performance.
The third section of the instrument (Section C, Items 15-16) was used to obtain
information about professional development practices at responding community colleges.
This section sought the following information: (1) use of evaluations to inform professional
development needs of adjunct faculty, and (2) types of professional development
opportunities offered to adjunct faculty.
The fourth section of the instrument (Section D, Items 17-19) consisted of three
survey items. The first item (Item 17) was a closed-ended item, and the second and third
items (Items 18 and 19) were open-ended items. The purpose of the closed-ended item was
to determine the frequency with which certain institutional policies were reviewed on the
basis of evaluation results. The purpose of the open-ended items was to capture
respondents’ perceptions of adjunct faculty teaching-performance evaluation and the role it
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played at their respective institutions. Table 3 shows the correspondence between research
questions and survey items.

Table 3
Correspondence Between Research Questions and Survey Items
Main Research
Questions
RQ1. How do public
community colleges
evaluate adjunct faculty
teaching performance?

Subsidiary Questions
RQ1a. To what extent are various specified criteria used to evaluate
adjunct faculty teaching performance?

Survey
Items
5, 7

RQ1b. To what extent are various specified sources of evaluation data
used to evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance?

8

RQ1c. To what extent is the proportion of adjunct faculty teaching
credit bearing courses at a public community college related to the use
of specified teaching evaluation criteria and sources of evaluation
data?

3

RQ1d. To what extent is adjunct faculty teaching-performance
evaluation mandated by an adjunct union or other agency?

6

RQ1e. To what extent are the geographic location, institutional size,
and the union status of adjunct faculty related to the use of specified
teaching evaluation criteria and sources of evaluation data?
RQ2. How do public
RQ2a. To what extent do public community colleges use specified
community colleges use
sources of evaluation data to inform professional development
adjunct faculty evaluation opportunities?
data?
RQ2b. To what extent do public community colleges use specified
sources of evaluation data to make decisions pertaining to adjunct
faculty employment?
RQ2c. To what extent are evaluation data shared with the adjunct
faculty members?

1, 2, 4

9, 16

10, 15

11

RQ2d. To what extent are specified sources of evaluation data used to
determine reward and merit recognition for adjunct faculty members?

12, 13,
14

RQ2e. How do faculty evaluation data influence organizational
learning within public community colleges?

17, 18,
19
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The quality of any survey instrument is reflected in the reliability and validity of the
resulting data. The reliability of data from a survey instrument is reflected by the extent to
which an instrument generates consistent results under identical conditions (Fraenkel et al.,
2012). Validity is the drawing of correct conclusions from the data obtained through a
survey instrument (Fraenkel et al., 2012). For Messick (1995), “Validity is an overall
evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales
support the adequacy and appropriateness of interpretations and actions on the basis of test
scores or other modes of assessment” (p. 741).
Validation procedures were carried out through a qualitative review of the draft
instrument by a panel of three experts, followed by a field test. The panel of three experts
was drawn from public community colleges and consisted of a chief academic officer, a
full-time faculty member, and a director of institutional research. This panel provided
content knowledge on the supervision and management of adjunct faculty, professional
development, and institutional research. Each panel member was asked to review and
assess the survey instrument to determine if the survey items and scales adequately
measured the intended content area of the study and if the survey instrument was
appropriate for the target population (see Appendix B). Also, panel members were asked to
provide feedback on the overall presentation of the survey instrument. An electronic copy
of the survey instrument, research questions, summary, and purpose of the study were
provided to panel members. Based on the feedback and comments received from the panel
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of experts, the survey instrument was modified and adjusted for the next step in the process:
the field test.
A field test offers the researcher an opportunity to determine how surveys work in a
realistic environment (Fowler, 2009). Fowler also advised the use of experienced
respondents for the field testing. These respondents should be drawn from a population
similar to the population included in the survey.
After receiving written approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at
Northern Illinois University (NIU), a convenience sample of three respondents was selected
from public community colleges in the state of Illinois. Each respondent was asked to
comment on the technical accessibility of the survey links, wording or clarity of items in the
instrument, and overall flow of the survey instrument. Moreover, they were asked to note
the total time spent to complete the survey.
The pilot test respondents did not provide any substantial feedback except for one
respondent who was unable to open the survey link that was attached to the informed
consent form. Based on this feedback, a thorough analysis of the survey programming was
done, but no issue was identified with the programming. Later, it was discovered that the
respondent’s computer operating system did not recognize the link, and instead of
following the link path, it directed respondent to an invalid link box. To assure that it was
not a survey design issue, a survey link was resent to all field testers to follow the survey
link and report any invalid link problem. This time no respondents experienced any issue,
and the survey link worked as intended. A feedback form (see Appendix C) was provided
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to all respondents to record and return their comments to the researcher for making any
further adjustments in the survey programming, if needed.

Data Collection
This study used a web-based tool, SurveyMonkeyTM, to collect survey responses.
This allowed for the mass collection of data in a relatively short period of time across
public community colleges in the United States. With the exponential growth in internet
technologies, the use of web-based surveys is common (Solomon, 2001). The internet
technologies allow a great deal of flexibility in terms of survey editing, filtering, and item
randomization (Mertens, 2010). In turn, these strategies streamline the data collection
process and provide ease of data storage and analysis. Since web-based surveys are built on
Hypertext Markup Language (HTML) format, it is possible to detect and correct errors in
real time (Solomon, 2001).
Evans and Mathur (2005) conducted an extensive study of literature on the role of
the internet in survey research and cataloged several major strengths and potential
weaknesses of web-based surveys. The major strengths include access to a large number of
respondents in a timely manner, flexibility in the modes of data collection and analysis, and
lower survey administration cost. The potential weaknesses include low response rate, lack
of face-to-face interactions, and potential digital divide issues among the survey population,
including a potential lack of online experience on the part of respondents.
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An introductory email (see Appendix D) containing a weblink to the Informed
Consent Form (see Appendix E) and the survey instrument was sent to each of the 806
CAOs identified in the 2014 HED. Based on the guidelines provided by the IRB at NIU,
this introductory email contained information including : (1) purpose of the study, (2)
intended benefits of the study, (3) estimated time to complete the survey, (4) anonymity of
the survey respondents, and (5) risk associated with participation. Moreover, the contact
information of the appropriate department at NIU was provided with the introductory email
in the event that respondents had any questions about their participation. To administer the
survey, the email addresses of 806 CAOs were added to SurveyMonkeyTM address book.
Of 806 email addresses, the SurveyMonkeyTM address book generated a list of only 775
usable email addresses, as 31 email addresses were already identified as opted out in the
SurveyMonkeyTM mail server.
Through the introductory email, a request was also made to respond to the survey
within a two-week period. At the end of this period, a total of 93 complete responses had
been collected. A follow- up email was sent out to nonrespondents to encourage their
participation. According to Sue and Ritter (2012), the response rate can be substantially
increased by sending a follow-up email to respondents who have not responded to an initial
invitation. As a result of the follow-up email, 50 additional responses were collected within
a one-week period. When the survey window was closed, 143 completed surveys had been
received. The data were downloaded from SurveyMonkeyTM to Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) software for statistical analysis.
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Of the 775 emails that were sent out initially to CAOs, 11 were returned as
undeliverable and four were not delivered because the respondents opted out of
participation. Moreover, four respondents informed the researcher by private email that
either they were no longer in their positions or did not have any adjuncts at their
institutions. Of the 756 delivered surveys, 143 completed surveys were returned, yielding a
response rate of 18.9%. Following the IRB guidelines, respondents were not required to
answer all or any questions, resulting in various sample sizes for different items on the
survey.

Data Analysis
SPSS was used to compute descriptive statistics, including median, grouped median,
IQR, and correlation coefficients. Frequency distribution tables were constructed to
tabulate general institutional characteristics. Nonparametric statistical procedures were
used due to the ordinal nature of outcome variables (Field, 2009). The Spearman rank
order correlation coefficient was used to investigate the relationship between predictor
variables and the extent of use of evaluation criteria and sources of data. Three
nonparametric tests were used to determine the difference between two or more than two
independent samples. The Mann-Whitney U-test was used to investigate if the union status
(categorical variable) of the responding community colleges related to the extent of the use
of specified evaluation criteria and specified sources of data (ordinal variables). The
Kruskal-Wallis test was used to investigate if the geographic locations (rural, suburban,

85
urban) of the responding community colleges were related to the extent of use of specified
evaluation criteria and specified sources of data (ordinal variables). The Friedman’s test
was used to compare more than two dependent samples. When Friedman’s test led to
significant results, follow-up pairwise comparisons and effect sizes were computed to
determine significance and strength of relationships among the groups. All these tests were
two-tailed, and a significance level of 5% was used throughout the analysis.
The responses to two open-ended items in the survey were analyzed by using
qualitative methods of response coding. All open-ended responses of the survey were
broadly categorized around common themes and central ideas and then coded by assigning
a number to each category. The survey also allowed respondents to submit their qualitative
comments under the “other” category of the individual survey sections. These open-ended
responses were also examined and integrated into the relevant quantitative analysis in
subsequent chapters of this survey.

Chapter Summary
Chapter 3 presented the methodology of the study. This study was based on a crosssectional, correlational, descriptive survey approach and used a survey instrument to collect
data from a specified population. The target population of this study was comprised of
CAOs from approximately 806 public community colleges in the United States, and the
sample consisted of 143 CAOs who responded to the survey. Due to the lack of an existing
instrument to gather the desired data for this study, an instrument was designed based on
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the work from previous studies and an extensive review of extant literature on faculty
evaluations. The instrument was validated through a panel of experts and field testing. The
data for this study were collected through a web-based survey. Descriptive and
nonparametric statistics were computed to analyze quantitative data. Qualitative responses
were subjected to coding, after which common themes emerged and a story line was
developed. The following chapter presents the results of the study.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to explore the current status of adjunct faculty
teaching performance evaluation at public community colleges across the United States and
to examine how the results were used to make decisions pertaining to professional
development, employment, and recognizing excellence in teaching performance. This
chapter presents results from the online survey designed to collect data to respond to two
main research questions. The chapter is divided into two sections: analysis of general
institutional characteristics followed by a discussion to address two main research questions
and associated sub questions.

General Institutional Characteristics
Five survey items (1-5) were used to identify the general institutional characteristics
relevant to the survey population: geographic location of the responding community
colleges, institutional size of the responding community college in terms of FTE
enrollment, percentage of adjunct faculty teaching credit-bearing courses, adjunct faculty
union status, and type of adjunct faculty evaluations. Frequency distribution tables were
constructed to summarize the data collected for these five characteristics.
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Geographic Location
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement for Teaching’s (2010) basic
classification of associate-degree colleges has provided a comprehensive framework to
examine the institutional diversity of public community colleges in terms of geographic
location. Based on geographic location, two-year public community colleges can be
broadly classified into three categories: rural-, urban-, and suburban-serving public
community colleges.
Survey Item 1 asked respondents to identify the geographic location of their
community colleges. The geographic location was classified into three broad categories:
rural-serving, suburban-serving, and urban-serving. Of the 142 survey respondents, 72
(50.7%) identified their institutions as rural-serving community colleges, 43 (30.3%)
identified as suburban serving community colleges, and 27 (19.0%) identified as urbanserving community colleges. Table 4 shows these results. Although the overall survey
response rate was not high (about 18.9%), percentages of responses from each category of
community college approximated to the total survey population distribution, as mentioned
in Table 2 (see Chapter 3).

Table 4
Frequency Distribution of Geographic Location of Public Community Colleges
Geographical Location
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total

Frequency
72
43
27
142

Percent Responding Affirmatively
50.7
30.3
19.0
100.0
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Institutional Size
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement for Teaching’s (2010) basic
classification of associate-degree colleges has noted the importance of institutional size in
classifying public community colleges. Institutional size has been considered to be one of
the most important characteristics to compare and contrast a public community college with
its peers (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Survey Item 2 asked respondents to classify their
community college size in terms of FTE enrollment as of the Fall 2013 term. The
institutional size was collapsed into five categories ranging from fewer than 500 students to
10,000 or more students. The modal category (38.5%) was 2,000 to 4,999 students,
although sizeable proportions were present in each of the other size categories (except for
the category of fewer than 500 students). Table 5 shows these results.

Table 5
Frequency Distribution of Size of Public Community Colleges
Size
< 500 students

Frequency

Percent Responding Affirmatively

2

1.4

500-1,999 students

35

24.5

2,000-4,999 students

55

38.5

5,000-9,999 students

31

21.7

10,000+ students

20

14.0

143

100.0

Total
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Percentage of Adjunct Faculty Members
Survey Item 3 asked respondents to identify the percentage of adjunct faculty
members teaching credit-bearing courses at their respective institutions. The percentage of
adjuncts was collapsed under nine categories ranging from 1%-10% to 81%-90%. As seen
in Table 6, the modal category was 41% to 50%, although sizeable numbers of adjunct
faculty members were present in each of the percentage categories (except for the
categories of fewer than 10% and greater than 71%). In terms of cumulative frequency,
92% of the responding institutions corresponded to the range of 21%-70%.

Table 6
Frequency Distribution of Proportion of Adjuncts Teaching Credit-Bearing Courses
Proportion of Adjuncts

Frequency

Percent Responding Affirmatively

1%-10%

2

1.4

11%-20%

7

5.0

21%-30%

14

9.9

31%-40%

26

18.4

41%-50%

42

29.8

51%-60%

31

22.0

61%-70%

17

12.1

71%-80%

1

.7

81%-90%

1

.7

141

100.0

Total
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Adjunct Union Status
Survey Item 4 asked respondents to identify the adjunct faculty union status at their
respective institutions. Two possible options were offered with this survey item: Yes or
No. As seen in Table 7, of 143 respondents, the vast majority (79%) reported that their
institutions did not have adjunct faculty unions, and 21% reported that their institutions had
adjunct faculty unions.

Table 7
Frequency Distribution of Adjunct Union Status at Public Community Colleges
Union Status

Frequency

Percent Responding Affirmatively

Yes

30

21

No

113

79

Total

143

100

Status of Adjunct Evaluations
Survey Item 5 asked respondents whether their institutions were engaged in
teaching-performance evaluations of adjunct faculty and whether evaluations were
conducted throughout the college or varied from one department to another. Three options
were offered with the survey item: throughout the college, varies by department, and no
evaluations. The survey was programmed such that if a respondent selected the “No”
option, the survey would bring the respondent to the end of the survey link. As seen in
Table 8, of 143 respondents, the vast majority ( 83.2%) reported that adjunct faculty
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evaluations were carried out throughout the college, and 16.8% reported that adjunct faculty
evaluations varied by the departments. None of the respondents reported that their
institutions did not carry out teaching-performance evaluations of adjunct faculty.

Table 8
Frequency Distribution of Status of Adjunct Faculty Evaluations
Evaluation Status

Frequency

Throughout the college
Varies by department
No
Total

Percent Responding Affirmatively

119

83.22

24

16.78

0

0.00

143

100.00

Examination of Research Question 1
Research Question 1 focused on adjunct faculty evaluation practices at public
community colleges. Specifically, it asked, “How do public community colleges evaluate
adjunct faculty teaching performance?” This question was further elaborated by five subquestions. The following sections analyze those five sub-questions.

Research Subquestion 1a
Research Sub question 1a asked, “To what extent are various specified criteria used
to evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance?”
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CAOs were asked to rate the extent to which their colleges used specified criteria to
evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance. A listing of specified evaluation criteria
was provided for consideration, including classroom teaching, college service, attendance
and reliability, innovation in teaching methods, course and curriculum development, length
of service, and other. Five-point ordered category items were used to rate these criteria,
with “1” representing “always” and “5” representing “never.” For the purpose of
meaningful calculations in the SPSS software, the categories were reverse recoded, such
that “5” represented “always” and “1” represented “never.” Given this 5-point scale, the
evaluation criteria with the highest mean rank were identified as those most frequently used
by responding community colleges. For the “other” category, the survey allowed
respondents to provide comments. A qualitative review of comments under this category
was conducted to further explore the respondents’ perspectives about evaluations criteria.
Reported in Table 9 are response frequency, median, grouped median, IQR, and
mean rank across listed evaluation criteria. As seen in Table 9, CAOs reported classroom
teaching as the most frequently used criterion in adjunct faculty teaching-performance
evaluations (mean rank = 5.18). Seventy-seven percent of respondents reported that they
always used classroom teaching, and 11% reported that they often used this criterion. In
other words, at least 99% of all responding institutions used classroom teaching as the
dominant criterion in adjunct faculty teaching performance evaluations. None of the
respondents reported that they never used it. These results showed considerable agreement
among the responding community colleges regarding the frequent use of classroom
teaching as a major criterion in evaluating adjunct faculty teaching performance.
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Other criteria were also used and ranked as: attendance and reliability (mean rank =
4.57), course and innovations in teaching methods (mean rank = 3.69), curriculum
development (mean rank = 2.62), length of service (mean rank = 2.35), and college service
(mean rank = 1.92). Figure 1 shows the mean ranks of evaluation criteria.

Table 9
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Use of Specified Evaluation Criteria
Responses (%)
Median

Grouped
Median

0

5

4.73

0.70

5.18

29

56

1

1.52

1.00

1.92

11

3

4

5

4.57

1.75

4.94

24

28

12

6

4

3.69

1.75

3.99

9

10

20

27

33

2

2.13

2.00

2.62

135

4

10

19

18

50

2

1.74

1.00

2.35

33

36

3

0

6

55

1

1.75

4.00

N

5

4

3

2

Classroom
teaching

141

77

11

11

1

College service

138

3

3

9

Attendance and
reliability

141

65

18

Innovation in
teaching methods

140

30

Course and
curriculum
development

138

Length of service

Criterion

Other

1

IQR

Mean
Rank

—

95
6
5.18

Mean Ranks of Evaluation Criteria
4.94

5

3.99

4
3

2.62

2.35

1.92

2
1
0
Teaching

Service

Attendance
and reliability

Innovation

Development

Length of
service

Evaluation Criteria

Figure 1. Mean ranks of specified evaluation criteria.
On examining the overall use of each evaluation criteria, results indicated that three
criteria (classroom teaching, attendance and availability, and innovation in teaching
methods), of seven total criteria, were used by at least 82% of the responding community
colleges. Of seven listed criteria, the three most infrequently used criteria were ranked as
course and curriculum development (mean rank = 2.62), length of service (mean rank =
2.35), and college service (mean rank = 1.92). Only 3% of the respondents reported that
they always used college service, and 56% never used it. Only 4% of the respondents
reported that they always used length of service, and 50% never used it. Similarly, only 9%
of respondents reported that they always used course and curriculum development, and
33% never used it. These results show considerable agreement among responding
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community colleges regarding the frequency of use of these three criteria in evaluating
adjunct faculty teaching performance.
For the “other” sources of data, 36% of the respondents reported that they always
used other evaluation criteria, and 56% rarely or never used them. The survey instrument
also allowed respondents to provide their comments under the “other” category. A total of
19 comments were received. A thematic review of these 19 comments yielded additional
evaluation criteria as follows: “student evaluations,” “adherence to college policies,”
“timeline for the submission of paperwork,” “effective disposition of nonteaching duties,”
“student engagement and satisfaction,” “support for student learning,” “student
success/persistence data,” and “course materials.”
Friedman’s test was conducted to assess if there were differences among the mean
ranks of specified evaluation criteria used in evaluating adjunct faculty teaching
performance. Friedman’s test is used to measure differences between more than two
conditions without changing participants (Field, 2009). A statistically significant difference
was found (χ2 [5, n= 133] = 441.116, p < .05). Follow-up pairwise comparisons and effectsize computations were next carried out by using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table 10
shows the pairwise comparisons and effect sizes between the pairs of specified evaluation
criteria using a Bonferroni correction (α = .05/number of comparisons) to maintain .05
family-wise error rate. Because of the small number of responses (n = 33) under the
“other” category, it was excluded in pairwise and effect-size calculations.
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Table 10
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests of Specified Evaluation Criteria

Classroom
Teaching

Source of Data
Classroom
teaching
College
service
Attendance
and reliability
Innovation in
teaching
methods
Course and
curriculum
development
Length of
service
*Significant at p < .05

College
Service
10.18* (.6)

Attendance
and
Reliability
-2.52
-9.54* (.5)

Innovation in
Teaching
Methods

Course and
Curriculum
Development

-7.68* (.5)

-9.50 (.6)

-9.62* (.6)

-9.04* (.5)

-5.57* (.3)

-2.62

-5.67* (.3)

-8.92* (.5)

-9.60* (.6)

-7.74* (.5)

-7.86* (.5)

Length of
Service

-2.30

Research Subquestion 1b
Research Subquestion 1b asked, “To what extent are various specified sources of
evaluation data used to evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance?”
CAOs were asked to rate the extent to which their community colleges used
specified sources of data to evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance. A listing of
possible sources of data was provided for consideration, including evaluation of classroom
teaching by students, evaluation by department chair, evaluation by dean, self-evaluation of
teaching, evaluation by peers, classroom observations, evaluation of teaching materials,
informal feedback, student performance, and other. Five-point ordered category items were
used to rate these 10 sources of data (always = 5, often = 4, sometimes = 3, rarely = 2,
never = 1). Given this 5-point scale, the source of data with the highest mean rank was
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identified as the most frequently used source of data at the responding community colleges.
Reported in Table 11 are response frequency, median, grouped median, IQR, and mean
rank related to the extent of use of specified sources of data for adjunct faculty evaluations.
As seen in Table 11, the CAOs reported that student evaluation of classroom
teaching was the most frequently used source of data in evaluating adjunct faculty teaching
performance (mean rank = 7.67). Eighty percent of respondents reported that they always
used student evaluation of classroom teaching, 13.5% reported that they often used this
source of data, and 4.3% reported that they sometimes used it. In other words, at least
97.8% of responding community colleges used student evaluation of classroom teaching as
a source of data in evaluating adjunct faculty teaching performance.

Table 11
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Use of Specified Sources of Data

Source of Data
Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observations
Teaching materials
Informal
Student
performance
Other

N
141
135
139
135
138

5
80
35.6
28.1
15.6
8.0

Responses (%)
4
3
2
13.5
4.3
0.7
21.5
23.7
3.0
14.40 32.4
11.5
14.8
22.2
18.5
6.5
24.6
23.9

1
1.4
16.3
13.7
28.9
37.0

Median
5
4
3
3
2

139
136
137

52.5
25.0
5.8

19.4
22.1
21.2

20.9
36.8
40.1

4.3
7.4
17.5

2.9
8.8
15.3

5
3
3

133
25

9.0
8.0

19.5
4.0

33.8
12.0

14.3
8.0

23.3
68.0

3
1

Grouped
Median
4.78
3.83
3.36
2.58
2.04

IQR
0.75
4.00
2.75
2.15
1.00

Mean
Rank
7.67
5.53
5.12
3.83
3.05

4.34
3.52
2.89

2.00
1.00
1.75

6.63
5.18
4.09

2.81
1.42

3.00
0.75

3.90
—
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Other sources of data were also used and ranked as follows: classroom observations
(mean rank = 6.63), evaluation by department chair (mean rank = 5.53), evaluation of
teaching materials (mean rank = 5.18), evaluation by dean (mean rank = 5.12), informal
feedback (mean rank = 4.09), student performance (mean rank = 3.90), self-evaluation of
teaching (mean rank = 3.83), and evaluation by peers (mean rank = 3.05). On examining
the overall use of each source of data, results indicated that five sources of data (evaluation
of classroom teaching by students, classroom observation, evaluation by department chair,
evaluation of teaching materials, and evaluation by dean) ,of a total of 10 sources of data,
were used by at least 74% of responding community colleges. These five sources of data
constituted 50% of all listed sources of data with the survey instrument. Figure 2 shows the
mean rank of sources of data.

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Mean Rank of Sources of Data

7.67

6.63

5.53

5.18

5.12
3.83

4.09
3.05

Source of Data

Figure 2. Mean rank of specified sources of data.

3.9
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Of 10 listed sources of data, four were infrequently used at responding community
colleges: informal feedback (mean rank = 4.09), student performance (mean rank = 3.90),
self-evaluation of teaching (mean rank = 3.83), and evaluation by peers (mean rank = 3.05).
The percentages of respondents who reported that they always used these four sources of
data were as follows: informal feedback (5.8%), evaluation by peers (8.0%), student
performance (9.0%), and self-evaluation of teaching (15.6%). The percentages of
respondents who reported that they never used these four sources of data were as follows:
informal feedback (15.3%), student performance (23.3%), self-evaluation of teaching
(28.9%), and evaluation by peers (37.0%). These results show considerable agreement
among responding community colleges regarding the use of these four sources of data in
evaluating adjunct faculty teaching performance. An interesting trend emerged when
analyzing the number of respondents who reported that they often or sometimes used
informal feedback and student performance: 61.2% often or sometimes used informal
feedback, and 53.3% often or sometimes used student performance. These results show
some level of inconsistency among responding community colleges in using these two
sources of data.
For the “other” sources of data, 8% of the respondents reported that they always
used “other” sources of data in adjunct faculty evaluations, and 68% reported that they
never used them. Within the “other” category, the survey instrument allowed respondents
to provide comments. A total of three comments was received as follows: (1) “peers may
evaluate after several negative evaluations and adjunct asks for peer review,” (2) “Adjunct
faculty are evaluated by their respective program coordinator,” and (3) “feedback from
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students may drop by the division chair's or dean's office and offer comments which may
be discussed with the adjunct faculty member.”
Friedman’s test was conducted to assess if there were differences among the mean
ranks of the specified sources of data used in evaluating adjunct faculty teaching
performance. A statistically significant difference was found (χ2[8, n = 123] = 337.193, p <
.05). Follow-up pairwise comparisons and effect-size computations were next carried out
by using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table 12 shows the pairwise comparisons and effect
sizes between the specified sources of data using a Bonferroni correction (α = .05/number
of comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise error rate. Because of the small number of
responses (n = 25) under the “other” category, it was excluded in pairwise and effect-size
calculations.

Research Subquestion 1c
Research Subquestion 1c asked, “To what extent is the proportion of adjunct faculty
teaching credit- bearing courses at a public community college related to the use of
specified teaching evaluation criteria and sources of evaluation data?”
Spearman rank-order correlations were computed to determine what relationship, if
any, existed between the percentage of adjunct faculty members teaching credit-bearing
courses at responding community colleges and the extent of use of specified teaching

Table 12
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests of Specified Sources of Data
Evaluation Source
Source of Data

Students

Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Teaching
materials
Informal

Dept.
chair
-7.30*
(.44)

Dean

Self

Peers

Classroom
observation

Teaching
materials

Informal

Student
performance

-7.69*
(.46)

-8.63*
(.52)

-9.55*
(.57)

-4.91* (.29)

-.7.63* (.46)

-9.28* (.56)

-8.90* (.54)

-1.50

-4.32*
(.26)

-6.64*
(.40)

-4.01* (.24)

-5.16* (.31)

-4.80* (.29)

-4.51* (.28)

-3.95*
(.24)

-6.44*
(.39)

-5.65* (.34)

-1.43

-2.91

-3.46* (.21)

-3.06*
(.19)

-7.54* (.46)

-4.48* (.27)

-1.15

-.59

-9.21* (.55)

-7.01* (.42)

-3.88* (.23)

-3.47* (.21)

-5.56* (.34)

-7.63* (.46)

-7.36* (.45)

-4.41* (.27)

-4.41* (.27)
-.50

Student
performance
*Significant at p < .05
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evaluation criteria. As seen in Table 13, Spearman’s rho revealed no statistically
significant relationships between the percentage of adjuncts teaching credit-bearing courses
and the use of specified evaluation criteria: classroom teaching (ρ[139] = -.04, p = .61);
college service (ρ[136] = -.03, p = .68); attendance and reliability (ρ[139] = -.09, p = .24);
innovation in teaching methods (ρ[138] = -.05, p = .54); course and curriculum
development (ρ[136] = -.11, p = .17); length of service (ρ[133] = .14, p = .09); and (ρ[32] =
-.02, p = .88).

Table 13
Spearman’s Correlation Between the Proportion of Adjuncts
and Use of Specified Evaluation Criteria
Source of Data
Classroom teaching
College service
Attendance and reliability
Innovation in teaching
methods
Course and curriculum
development
Length of service
Other
*p < .05

N
139
136
139
138

ρ
-.04
-.03
-.09
-.05

p
.61
.68
.24
.54

136

-.11

.17

133
32

.14
-.02

.09
.88

Spearman rank-order correlations were also computed to determine what
relationships, if any, existed between the percentage of adjunct faculty teaching creditbearing courses at responding community colleges and the extent of use of specific sources
of data. As seen in Table 14, Spearman’s rho revealed no statistically significant
relationships between the percentage of adjuncts and use of specified sources of data except
for one source of data: self-evaluation of teaching. The test results showed a significant but
weak relationship between self-evaluation of teaching and extent of use of specified source
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of data, (ρ[134] = -.19, p = .02) (Field, 2009). The Spearman’s rho for various sources of
data were evaluation of classroom teaching by students (ρ[139] = -.87, p = .30); evaluation
of department chair (ρ[133] = –.02, p = .77); evaluation by dean (ρ[137] = -.00, p = .96);
evaluation by peers (ρ[136] = 0.07, p = .40); classroom observations (ρ[137] = -.04, p =
.61); evaluation of teaching materials (ρ[134] = .01, p = .83); informal feedback (ρ[135] = .01, p = .90); student performance (ρ[131] = -.16, p = .06); and other (ρ[25] = -.17, p = .40).

Table 14
Spearman’s Correlation Between the Proportion of Adjuncts
and Use of Specified Sources of Data
N

ρ

p

Students

139

-.87

.30

Chair

133

-.02

.77

Dean

137

-.00

.96

Self

134

-.19

.02*

Peers

136

.07

.40

Classroom observation

137

-.04

.61

Teaching materials

134

.01

.83

Informal

135

-.01

.90

Student performance

131

-.16

.06

25

-.17

.40

Source of Data

Other
*p < .05

Research Subquestions 1d
Research Subquestion 1d asked, “To what extent is adjunct faculty teachingperformance evaluation mandated by an adjunct union or other agency?” According to
responding CAOs, adjunct faculty evaluations were mandated by adjunct union contracts at
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10.7% of institutions, mandated by state coordinating agencies at 5.7% of institutions,
mandated by regional accrediting agencies at 25.7% of institutions, carried out on a
voluntary basis at 22.9% of their institutions, and for other reasons at 35.0% of their
institutions. Table 15 and Figure 3 present these results. The combined response of all
types of mandated evaluations (faculty contract, state, regional accreditation) was 42.13%.
The low percentage of colleges (10.7%) at which adjunct faculty evaluation was mandated
by faculty union was to some extent consistent with the presence of adjunct unions in
responding community colleges. As seen in Table 7, only 21% of the responding colleges
had an adjunct faculty union. A noticeable percentage of respondents (22.86%) reported
that adjunct faculty evaluations were voluntary and were not mandated either by adjunct
faculty unions or any agencies.

Table 15
Frequency Distribution of Adjunct Faculty Evaluations Mandate
Source of Mandate
Adjunct union

Frequency

Percent Responding Affirmatively

15

10.71

8

5.71

Accreditation agency

36

25.71

Voluntary

32

22.86

Other

49

35.00

Total

140

100.00

State
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Percentage of Evaluation Mandate
40
35
35
30

25.71
22.86

25
20
15

10.71

10

5.71

5
0
Adjunct union

State

Accreditation
agency

Voluntary

Other

Mandate
Figure 3. Types of evaluation mandate.

The “other” types of mandate were cited by 35% of the respondents. Within the
“other” category, the survey instrument allowed respondents to provide comments. A total
of 49 responses were collected. Some of the common themes that emerged from these 49
responses were : (1) “institutional and accreditation agency,” (2) “predetermined
processes,” (3) “college policy,” (4) “mandated by the administration,” (5) “regional
policy,” (6) “required by local governing board rule,” (7)“mandated by HR [human
resources],” (8) “an expectation for good practice,” (9) “state statute and campus policies
and procedures,”(10) “expected by administration,” and (11) “under development within
state system as part of Faculty Quality Assurance System.” The majority of these responses
clustered around “college policy.” An overall analysis of quantitative and qualitative
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responses suggests that the responding community colleges carried out adjunct faculty
evaluations irrespective of their mandates from state, union, and accreditation agencies.

Research Subquestion 1e
Research Subquestion 1e asked, “To what extent are the geographic location,
institutional size, and the union status of adjunct faculty related to the use of specified
teaching evaluation criteria and sources of evaluation data?”

Geographic Location
The Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to assess any differences among mean
scores of specified evaluation criteria across geographic locations of responding community
colleges. The Kruskal-Wallis test is the nonparametric alternative to one-way independent
analysis of variance (ANOVA) (Field, 2009). It allows comparing total ranks among
predictors when the dependent variables are ordinal. Table 16 shows sample size and mean
ranks for each of the specified evaluation criteria. As seen in Table 17, the Kruskal-Wallis
test was not significant because significance was greater than .05.
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Table 16
Mean Rank of Specified Evaluation Criteria Based on Geographic Location
Criterion
Classroom teaching

College service

Attendance and reliability

Innovation in teaching
methods

Course and curriculum
development

Length of service

Other

Geographic Location
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total

N
71
43
26
140
70
42
25
137
71
43
26
140
71
42
26
139
70
42
25
137
70
41
23
134
13
13
6
32

Mean Rank
73.07
67.60
68.27
67.86
68.90
72.34
70.71
66.78
76.08
71.02
75.92
57.65
73.71
61.85
67.82
70.54
57.93
75.30
19.81
13.54
15.75
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Table 17
Kruskal-Wallis Test Statistics for Specified Evaluation Criteria
Criterion
Classroom teaching
College service
Attendance and reliability
Innovation in teaching
methods
Course and curriculum
development
Length of service
Other

Chi-Square
1.059
.292
1.177
3.637

df
2
2
2
2

Asymp. Sig.
.589
.864
.555
.162

2.541

2

.281

4.445
3.773

2
2

.108
.152

The Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to assess any differences among the mean
scores of specified sources of data across geographic locations of responding community
colleges. Table 18 shows sample size and mean ranks of each of the specified source of
data. As seen in Table 19, the Kruskal-Wallis test was not significant because significance
was greater than .05.

Table 18
Mean Rank of Specified Source of Data Based on Geographic Location
Source of Data
Students

Chair

Dean

Geographic Location
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
(continued on following page)

N
71
43
26
140
68
42
24
134
71
42
25
138

Mean Rank
71.15
70.50
68.71
65.46
73.52
62.73
73.57
63.52
67.98
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Source of Data
Self

Peers

Classroom observations

Evaluation of teaching
materials

Informal

Student performance

Other

Table 18 (continued)
Geographic Location
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total
Rural-serving
Suburban-serving
Urban-serving
Total

N
70
42
22
134
71
42
24
137
70
42
26
138
70
41
24
135
70
42
24
136
68
41
23
132
7
11
6
24

Mean Rank
70.30
66.23
61.02
69.34
64.14
76.50
69.85
71.38
65.52
71.16
68.28
58.29
72.82
63.19
65.19
70.55
63.00
60.76
12.79
11.41
14.17
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Table 19
Kruskal-Wallis Test Statistics for Specified Sources of Data
Source of Data
Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom observations
Teaching materials
Informal
Student performance
Other

Chi-Square
.142
1.683
1.828
1.073
1.621
.426
2.098
1.932
1.733
.944

df
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Asymp. Sig.
.931
.431
.401
.585
.445
.808
.350
.381
.420
.624

Union Status
To examine if the adjunct union status (yes or no) at responding institutions had any
association with the extent of use of specified evaluation criteria and specified sources of
data, the Mann-Whitney U test was applied. The Mann-Whitney U test is a nonparametric
analog of the independent t test and determines differences between ranked scores of two
independent groups (Field, 2009). Table 20 displays the mean rank of each specified
evaluation criteria across adjunct faculty union status (“yes” or “no”). As seen in Table 20,
the results of the Mann-Whitney U test were not significant because the significance level
was greater than .05. However, the result for one of the evaluation criteria, course and
curriculum development, was significant and warranted assessment of corresponding effect
size. The effect size was 0.18. Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, this effect size indicated a
small mean difference in course and curriculum development cores between union and nonunion adjunct faculty at responding community colleges.
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Table 20
Mean Rank and Mann-Whitney U Test for Specified Evaluation Criteria with Union Status
Union: Yes
Criterion

Union: No
z

U

p

70.70

-.234

1590.00

.815

109

70.58

-.689

1462.00

.491

62.50

112

73.20

-1.478

1377.00

.139

29

68.69

111

70.97

-.279

1557.00

.780

Course and curriculum
development

29

55.55

109

73.21

-2.188

1176.00

.029

Length of service

29

69.52

106

67.58

-.254

1493.00

.800

Other

9

12.61

24

18.65

-1.796

68.50

.072

N

Mean Rank

N

Classroom teaching

29

72.17

112

College service

29

65.43

Attendance and
reliability

29

Innovation in teaching
methods

Mean Rank

Table 21 displays the mean rank of each specified source of data across union
status. As seen in Table 21, the results of the Mann-Whitney U test were not significant
because the significance level was greater than .05. However, the results for two specified
sources of data, student performance and informal feedback, were found significant and
warranted assessment of corresponding effect sizes. The effect sizes of these two sources
of data were 0.09 and 0.18, respectively. Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, these two sizes
indicate a small mean difference in these two outcomes by union status of adjunct faculty at
responding community colleges.
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Table 21
Mean Rank and Mann-Whitney U Test for Specified Sources of Data with Union Status

Source of Data
Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom observations
Teaching materials
Informal
Student performance
Other

N
29
29
29
28
29
29
28
28
28
8

Union: Yes
Mean Rank
79.59
73.34
61.55
66.66
74.71
78.38
75.61
54.89
44.38
10.94

N
112
106
110
107
109
110
108
109
105
17

Union: No
Mean Rank
68.78
66.54
72.23
68.35
68.11
67.79
66.66
72.62
73.03
13.97

z
-1.828
-.862
-1.312
-.209
-.823
-1.375
-1.115
-2.202
-3.611
-1.162

U
1375
1382
1350
1460
1429
1352
1313
1131
836
51

p
.068
.389
.190
.835
.411
.169
.265
.028
.000
.245

Institutional Size
Spearman rank-order correlations were computed to determine what relationship, if
any, existed between the size of the institution and the extent of use of specified evaluation
criteria. As seen in Table 22, Spearman’s rho revealed no statistically significant
relationship between the institutional size and use of specified evaluation criteria:
classroom teaching (ρ[141] = .01, p = .87); college service (ρ[138] = .06, p = .42);
attendance and reliability (ρ[141] = .01, p = .89); innovation in teaching methods (ρ[140] =
-.01, p = .89); course and curriculum development (ρ[138] = -.16, p = .06); length of service
(ρ[135] = -.10, p = .21); and other (ρ[33] = -.22, p = .20).
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Table 22
Spearman’s Correlation Between Size of the Institution
and Use of Specified Evaluation Criteria
Evaluation Criteria
Classroom teaching
College service
Attendance and reliability
Innovation in teaching
methods
Course and curriculum
development
Length of service
Other

N
141
138
141

ρ
.01
.06
.01

p
.87
.42
.89

140

-.01

.89

138

-.16

.06

135
33

-.10
-.22

.21
.20

*p < .05

Spearman’s rank-order correlations were computed to determine what relationship,
if any, existed between the size of the institution and the extent of use of specific sources of
data. As seen in Table 23, except for self-evaluation of teaching, Spearman’s rho revealed
no statistically significant relationship between the size of the institution and use of
specified sources of data: evaluation of classroom teaching by students (ρ[141] = .09, p =
.24); evaluation by department chair (ρ[135] = -.02, p = .74); evaluation by dean (ρ[139] = .05, p = .52); evaluation by peers (ρ[138] = .48, p = .06); classroom observations (ρ[139] =
.02, p = .81); evaluation of teaching materials (ρ[136] = -.06, p = .48); informal feedback
(ρ[137] = -.05, p = .49); student performance (ρ[133] = -.06, p = .48); and other (ρ[25] =
.06, p = .76).
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Table 23
Spearman’s Correlation Between Size of Institution
and Use of Specified Sources of Data
Source of Data
Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom observation
Teaching materials
Informal
Student performance
Other
*p < .05

N
141
135
139
135
138
139
136
137
133
25

ρ
.09
-.02
-.05
-.18
.06
.02
-.06
-.05
-.06
.06

p
.24
.74
.52
.02*
.48
.81
.48
.49
.48
.76

Examination of Research Question 2
Research Question 2 focused on the use of adjunct faculty evaluation data at public
community colleges. Specifically, it asked, “How do public community colleges use
adjunct faculty evaluation data?” This question was further elaborated by five sub
questions. The following sections analyze those five sub questions.

Research Question 2a
Research Questions 2a asked, “To what extent do public community colleges use
specified sources of evaluation data to inform professional development opportunities?”
To respond to this research sub question, the survey instrument included three
survey items (Item 9, Item 15, and Item 16). Although Item 9 directly addressed this
research sub question, Item 15 and Item 16 complemented it by providing more in-depth
information about the extent of the use of evaluation data to identify professional
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development opportunities and types of professional development opportunities that were
afforded to adjuncts, respectively.
In responding to Item #15, which asked, “To what extent are evaluation data used to
determine the professional development needs of adjunct faculty at your college?” as seen
in Table 24, 5.4% of respondents reported that they always used evaluation data to inform
professional development, 27.7% reported that they often used faculty evaluations to inform
professional development, 39.2% reported that they sometimes used faculty evaluations to
inform professional development, 20.0% reported that they rarely used faculty evaluations
to inform professional development, and 7.7% reported that they never used faculty
evaluations to inform professional development. A large number of the respondents
(39.2%) reported that they sometimes used evaluation data to determine the professional
development needs of adjunct faculty. On examining the overall responses to this survey
item, results indicated that at least 72.3% of the institutions used evaluation data to inform
the professional development needs of adjunct faculty.

Table 24
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Use of Evaluation Data
to Inform Professional Development
Response
Always
Often
Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Total

Frequency
7
36
51
26
10
130

Percentage
5.4
27.7
39.2
20.0
7.7
100.0
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In Item 9, CAOs were asked to rate how frequently each of the specified source of
data was used to inform decisions pertaining to professional development opportunities for
adjunct faculty members. A listing of possible sources of data was provided for
consideration, including evaluation of classroom teaching by students, evaluation by
department chair, evaluation by dean, self-evaluation of teaching, evaluation by peers,
classroom observations, evaluation of teaching materials, informal feedback, student
performance, and other. Five-point ordered category items were used to rate these 10
sources of data (always = 5, often = 4, sometimes = 3, rarely = 2, never = 1). Given this 5point scale, the source of data with the highest mean rank was identified as the most
frequently used source of data the responding community colleges. Reported in Table 25
are response frequency, median, grouped median, IQR, and mean rank across specified
sources of data. As seen in Table 25, CAOs reported that classroom observation (mean
rank = 6.02) was the most frequently used specified source of data to inform professional
development opportunities. Twenty-one percent of respondents reported that they always
used classroom observations to inform professional development opportunities, 24.1% often
used them, and 27.7% sometimes used them. In other words, at least 72.8% of responding
community colleges used classroom observations as a source of data to inform professional
development opportunities.
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Table 25
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Use of Sources of Data
to Inform Professional Development
Source of Data

Responses (%)
Median

Grouped
Median

IQR

Mean
Rank

N

5

4

3

2

1

Students

139

19.4

16.5

33.1

14.4

16.5

3.00

3.10

1.00

5.84

Chair

133

15.0

18.0

27.1

12.0

27.8

3.00

2.82

2.00

5.30

Dean

134

12.6

18.9

28.7

11.9

21.7

3.00

2.94

2.00

5.25

Self

134

6.30

14.7

30.1

15.4

27.3

3.00

2.52

3.00

4.69

Peers

133

3.50

5.6

23.8

21.0

39.2

2.00

1.89

1.00

3.59

Classroom
observation

137

21.0

24.1

27.7

8.1

19.1

3.00

3.35

2.00

6.02

Teaching materials

133

9.8

18.8

36.1

13.5

21.8

3.00

2.86

2.00

5.13

Informal

134

4.5

14.9

32.8

23.1

24.6

3.00

2.49

2.00

4.33

Student
performance

133

6.8

16.5

37.6

15.8

23.3

3.00

2.70

2.00

4.86

Other
29
10.3
6.9
0.0
17.2
65.5
Note. 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 1 = never

1.00

1.41

1.00

—

Other sources of data were also used and ranked as follows: evaluation of classroom
teaching by students (mean rank = 5.84), evaluation by department chair (mean rank =
5.30), evaluation by dean (mean rank = 5.25), evaluations of teaching material (mean rank
= 5.13), self-evaluation of teaching (mean rank = 4.69), student performance (mean rank =
4.86), informal feedback (mean rank = 4.33), and evaluation by peers (mean rank = 3.59).
Figure 4 shows the mean ranks of sources of data.
Three sources of data (student performance, informal feedback, and self-evaluation
of teaching) were frequently used under often or sometimes categories: student performance
(54.1%), self-evaluation of teaching (44.8%), and informal feedback (47.7%).
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Mean Rank of Sources of Data

6.65

7.00
6.00

5.48

5.87

5.49

5.00

4.36

4.00

4.73

5.04
4.04

3.33

3.00
2.00
1.00
0.00

Source of Data
Figure 4.

Mean ranks of extent of use of specified sources of data to inform professional
development opportunities.

On examining the overall use of each source of data, results indicated that of the 10
sources of data, at least five (evaluation of classroom teaching by students, classroom
observation, evaluation by department chair, evaluation of teaching materials, and
evaluation by dean) were used by at least 60% of responding community colleges. These
five data sources constituted 50% of all listed data sources on the survey instrument.
An examination of the “other” category revealed a total of nine comments from the
respondents: (1) “We do not provide professional development funds to our adjuncts,” (2)
“They can participate in internal PD,” (3) “Professional development hours not required of
adjunct faculty,” (4) “We have an Adjunct Advancement Program to promote professional
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development and increased pay based on prescribed types of requirements,” and (5) “There
are only four required professional development activities as prescribed by the System.”
The link between faculty teaching-performance evaluations and professional
development was also evident from open-ended responses under Item 18 of the survey. For
example, some of the responses were: (1) “We utilize several methods to evaluate
performance and plan professional development accordingly,” (2) “Evaluation is essential
and a part of professional development. Evaluation should be designed to be constructive
and not destructive,” (3) “The evaluation of adjunct instructors is one means of assuring
quality of the educational program,” (4) “Performance evaluation is a critical part of our
continuous improvement process,” (5) “We are using the IDEA [Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act] forms and process to solicit student perceptions of courses, and
faculty have been very pleased. These materials help us identify training and professional
development needs and also provide useful feedback to faculty in terms of their strengths
and areas of improvement relative to other faculty across the country.”
Friedman’s test was conducted to assess whether there were differences among the
mean ranks of the specified sources of data used to inform professional development
opportunities for adjunct faculty members. A statistically significant difference was found
(χ2 [8, N = 121] = 125.712, p < .05). This indicates differences among the mean ranks of
sources of data. Follow-up pairwise comparisons and effect-size computations were next
carried out by using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table 26 shows the pairwise comparisons
and effect sizes between the specified sources of data using a Bonferroni correction (α =
.05/number of comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise error rate. Because of the small.

Table 26
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests of Specified Sources of Data
Used to Inform Professional Development Opportunities
Evaluation Source
Source of Data

Students

Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Teaching
materials
Unsolicited

Dept.
chair
-2.30

Dean

Self

Peers

Classroom
observation

Teaching
materials

Informal

Student
performance

1.65

-3.98*
(.24)

-6.59*
(.40)

-1.37

-2.08

-4.77

-4.20* (.25)

-.00

-1.67

-4.80*
(.29)

-2.97

-.01

-2.03

-.95

-2.55

-5.36*
(.33)

-2.94* (.18)

-.09

-2.74* (.17)

-1.32

-4.01*

-5.00* (.30)

-2.38

-.42

-.80

-7.10* (.43)

-5.43* (.33)

-3.68* (.23)

-4.82* (.29)

-4.10* (.25)

-5.12* (.31)

-4.22* (.26)

-2.96

-1.75
-2.09

Student
performance
*Significant at p < .05
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number of responses (N = 29) under the “other” category, it was excluded in pairwise and
effect-size calculations.05/number of comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise error rate.
Because of the small number of responses (n = 29) under the “other” category, it was
excluded in pairwise and effect-size calculations.
Responding to Survey Item 16, which stated, “Please indicate the frequency with
which each of the following professional development opportunities is offered to adjuncts
to improve their teaching performance,” CAOs reported the frequency with which their
respective colleges offered various types of professional development opportunities to
adjunct faculty members to improve teaching performance. Reported in Table 27 are
response frequency, median, grouped median, IQR, and mean rank across listed
professional development opportunities. As seen in Table 27, orientation (mean rank =
4.38) was the most frequently used professional development opportunity. A vast majority
of respondents (74.6%) reported that they always offered orientation, and 15.2% and 8.7%
reported that offered orientation often and sometimes respectively. Almost all responding
institutions offered adjunct faculty orientation. One of the respondents of the open-ended
items commented, “I would like to add that it becomes more and more apparent to me that a
strong orientation program needs to be in place to help adjuncts be informed. When
problems occur, it is often as a result of the college not maintaining stronger
communications and expectations of adjuncts. Adjuncts are invaluable to colleges.”
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Table 27
Extent of Use of Professional Development Opportunities
Professional
Responses (%)
Development
Opportunity
N
5
4
3
2
1
Mentoring
137
28.5
33.6
29.9
5.8
2.2
Orientation
138
74.6
15.2
8.7
1.4
0.0
Workshops,
seminars, and short
courses
138
36.2
37.0
21.7
2.9
2.2
Grants for travel
136
4.4
14.7
31.6
32.4
16.9
Release time
135
1.5
7.0
9.6
19.3
68.9
Other
22
9.1
0.0
0.0
4.5
86.4
Note. 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 1 = never

Median
4
5

Grouped
Median
3.85
4.71

IQR
1.50
0.00

Mean
Rank
3.43
4.38

4
3
1
1

4.12
2.52
1.35
1.15

1.00
1.50
1.00
0.00

3.68
2.25
1.26
—

Other types of professional development opportunities offered at respondent
community colleges were as follows: workshops, seminars, and short courses (mean rank =
3.68); mentoring (mean rank = 3.43); grants for travel (mean rank = 2.25); and release time
(mean rank = 1.26). Release time was the lowest ranking professional development
opportunity afforded to adjunct faculty members, as 68.9% of respondents reported that
they “never” offered it to adjuncts. On examining the overall offering of each type of
professional development opportunities, results indicated that of the six professional
development opportunities, at least three (orientation, workshops and short courses, and
mentoring) were offered at 90% of the institutions. Figure 5 shows the mean ranks.
An analysis of responses under the “other” category revealed some of the issues
surrounding professional development of adjunct faculty. For example, one of the survey
respondents commented, “Although we have made our extensive professional development
offerings available to adjunct faculty, few take advantage of it as they are typically busy
professionals with little time for anything other than teaching the class to which they are
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assigned. We have no funds to offer them travel to conferences.” Other commented, “We
have to offer monetary payment to get adjunct faculty to participate in many activities. As
with all colleges, some are ready participants and others are very busy and find it difficult
to participate.” One additional comment made by a respondent highlighted the significance
of monetary incentives to ensure adjunct faculty participation in professional development
activities: “We have a points system for adjunct faculty development that allows them to
earn additional compensation for participation and implementation.”

Mean Rank of Porfessional Development Opportunities

5

4.38

4.5
4
3.5

3.68
3.43

3
2.5

2.25

2
1.5

1.26

1
0.5
0
Mentoring

Orientation

Workshops

Grants

Professional Development Opportunities

Figure 5. Mean rank of professional development opportunities.

Release time
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Friedman’s test was conducted to assess if there were differences among the mean
ranks of the professional development opportunities offered to adjunct faculty members. A
statistically significant difference was found (χ2 [4, N = 134] = 380.286, p < .05). This
indicates that there were differences among the mean ranks of professional development
opportunities across responding community colleges. Follow-up pairwise comparisons and
effect-size computations were next carried out by using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table
28 shows the pairwise comparisons and effect size between the professional development
opportunities using a Bonferroni correction (α = .05/number of comparisons) to maintain
.05 family-wise error rate. Because of the small number of responses (n = 22) under the
“other” category, it was excluded in pairwise and effect-size calculations.

Table 28
Wilcoxon-Signed (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests
of Professional Development Opportunities

Professional
Development
Opportunity
Mentoring
Orientation
Workshops, seminars,
and short courses
Grants for travel
Release time
*Significant at p < .05

Mentoring

Orientation
-7.56* (.46)

Evaluation Source
Workshops,
seminars, and
Grants for
short courses
travel
-2.05
-7.40* (.45)
-6.33* (.38)
-9.41* (.57)
-8.53* (.52)

Release time
-9.59* (.58)
-10.11* (.61)
-9.86* (.60)
-8.22* (.50)
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Research Subquestion 2b
Research Subquestion 2b asked, “To what extent do public community colleges use
specified sources of evaluation data to make decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty
employment?”
CAOs were asked to rate how frequently specified sources of data were used to
inform employment decisions at their respective institutions. A listing of possible sources
of data was provided for consideration, including evaluation of classroom teaching by
students, evaluation by department chair, evaluation by dean, self-evaluation of teaching,
evaluation by peers, classroom observations, evaluation of teaching materials, informal
feedback, student performance , and other. Five-point ordered category items were used to
rate these 10 sources of data (always = 5, often = 4, sometimes = 3, rarely = 2, never = 1).
Given this 5-point scale, the source of data with the highest mean rank was identified as the
most frequently used source of data at the responding community colleges. Reported in
Table 29 are response frequency, median, grouped median, IQR, and mean rank related to
the extent of use of specified sources of data in employment decisions.
Thirty-eight percent of respondents reported that they always used student
evaluation of classroom teaching as a source of data, 35.0% often used it, and 22.9%
sometimes used it. In other words, at least 95.9% of responding community colleges used
student evaluation of classroom teaching in evaluating adjunct faculty teaching
performance.
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Table 29
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Use of Sources of Data
to Inform Employment Decisions
Source of Data
N
140
135
139
133
137
139

5
37.9
34.8
33.1
3.8
5.1
36.0

Responses (%)
4
3
2
35.0
22.9
2.9
31.9
17.8
1.5
29.5
16.5
9.4
10.5
18.0 27.1
12.4
26.3 19.7
36.7
21.6
7.0

1
1.4
14.1
11.5
40.6
36.5
5.0

Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Evaluation of
138
14.5
23.9
36.2 13.8
11.6
teaching materials
Informal feedback 134
8.2
15.7
38.8 18.7
18.7
Student
133
7.5
21.8
40.6 16.5
13.5
performance
Other
25
8.0
16.0
12.0
4.0
60.0
Note. 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 1 = never

Median
4
4
4
2
2
4

Grouped
Median
4.14
4.02
3.90
1.87
2.15
4.11

IQR
2.00
2.25
3.00
2.00
2.00
1.25

Mean
Rank
6.72
6.08
5.96
2.89
3.36
6.63

3

3.21

1.25

4.83

3
3

2.76
2.98

1.00
1.25

4.06
4.44

1

1.62

2.00

—

Other sources of data were also used and ranked as: classroom observation (mean
rank = 6.63), evaluation by department chair (mean rank = 6.08), evaluation by dean (mean
rank = 5.96), evaluation of teaching materials (mean rank = 4.83), student performance
(mean rank = 4.44), informal feedback (mean rank = 4.06), evaluation by peers (mean rank
= 3.36), and self-evaluation of teaching (mean rank = 2.89). The source of data “selfevaluation of teaching” received the lowest mean ranking as only 3.8% of respondents
reported that they always used it for employment decisions and 40.6% reported that they
never used it.
Three sources of data (student performance, informal feedback, and evaluation of
teaching materials) were frequently used under often or sometimes categories: student
performance (62.4%), evaluations of teaching materials (60.0%), and informal feedback
(54.5%). On examining the overall use of each source of data, results indicated that, of the
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10 sources of data, at least five (evaluation of classroom teaching by students, classroom
observation, evaluation by department chair, evaluation of teaching materials, evaluation by
dean) were used by at least 74% of responding community colleges. These five data
sources constituted 50% of all listed data sources on the survey instrument. Figure 6 shows
the mean rank.
7.00
6.00

6.65

Mean Rank of Sources of Data
5.48

5.87

5.49

5.00

4.36

4.00

4.73

5.04
4.04

3.33

3.00
2.00
1.00
0.00

Source of Data
Figure 6. Mean rank of sources of data to inform employment decisions.

Under the “other” category, a total of four comments were received. Respondents
identified other sources of data used at their institutions as: (1) “student complaints,” (2)
“decisions concerning adjunct faculty employment are decided upon by the respective
program coordinator and/or school dean,” (3) “attitude,” and (4) “status of state budget
support for the institution.”
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Several respondents, in response to open-ended Item 18, reported that adjunct
faculty evaluation data were used to inform adjuncts’ employment decisions at their
respective institutions–a summative perspective. For example, some of the responses were:
(1) “Our evaluation process is important in determining which adjuncts we will continue to
employ and which ones we will not employ,” (2) “[adjunct faculty evaluation is] essential
for rehire,” (3) “Critical in determining teaching effectiveness and rehiring,” (4) “Adjunct
faculty are an important resource for our students, and evaluations are taken very seriously.
Unsatisfactory evaluations will end a person’s teaching career with the college,” (5) “We
usually look at teaching performance by adjuncts as only providing information whether
that teacher should be rehired,” (6) “Adjunct teaching-performance evaluation at this
institution primarily supports the decision whether to employ the adjunct instructor or not,
and secondarily supports decisions about professional development of these instructors,”
and (7) “It plays an important role in whether we continue using the person.”
Friedman’s test was conducted to evaluate differences in mean ranks of specified
sources of data that were used to inform employment decisions of adjuncts. The results of
Friedman’s test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in the extent of
use of sources of data at responding community colleges (χ2 [8, N = 127] = 346.237, p <
.05). Follow-up pairwise comparisons were next carried out by using Wilcoxon-signed
ranks test. Table 30 shows the pairwise comparisons between the sources of data using a
Bonferroni correction (α = .05/number of comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise error
rate. Because of the small number of responses (n = 25) under the “other” category, it was
excluded in pairwise and effect-size calculations.

Table 30
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests of Specified Sources of Data Used to Inform Employment
Evaluation Source
Source of Data

Students

Dept.
chair

Dean

Self

Peers

-2.74

-2.87

-8.80*
(.17

-8l.60*
(.52)

-.69

-7.64*
(.47)
-7.56*
(.46)

Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Teaching
materials
Informal

Classroom
observation

Teaching
materials

Unsolicited

Student
performance

-.63

-6.40* (.38

-7.93* (.48)

-7.22* (.44)

-7.39*
(.45)

-1.84

-3.93* (.24)

-5.72* (.35)

-4.79* (.29)

-6.92*
(.42)

-2.50

-3.36

-5.43* (.33)

-4.73* (.29)

-1.21

-9.03* (.55)

-6.54* (.40)

-4.90* (.30)

-5.94* (.36)

-8.63* (.52)

-5.83* (.35)

-3.61* (.22)

-4.61* (.28)

-6.80*

-7.63* (.46)

-7.02* (.43)

-3.22

-2.05
-1.78

Student
performance
*Significant at p < .05
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Research Subquestion 2c
Research Subquestion 2c asked, “To what extent are evaluation data shared with the
adjunct faculty members?”
CAOs were asked to rate how frequently specified sources of data were shared with
adjunct faculty members. A listing of possible sources of data was provided for
consideration, including evaluation of classroom teaching by students, evaluation by
department chair, evaluation by dean, self-evaluation of teaching, evaluation by peers,
classroom observations, evaluation of teaching materials, informal feedback, student
performance, and other. Reported in Table 31 are response frequency, median, grouped
median, IQR, and mean rank related to the extent of sharing evaluation data with the
adjunct faculty members. Five-point ordered category items were used to rate these 10
sources of data (always = 5, often = 4, sometimes = 3, rarely = 2, never = 1). Given this 5point scale, the source of data with the highest mean rank was identified as the most
frequently shared source of data at the responding community colleges. As appears in
Table 31, CAOs reported that they most frequently shared students evaluation of classroom
teaching (mean rank = 7.11) with adjunct faculty. Almost 90% of respondents reported that
they always shared, 8% reported that they often shared and 1.5% sometimes shared it. In
other words, at least 99.5% of responding community colleges shared students’ evaluation
of classroom teaching with adjunct faculty.
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Table 31
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Sharing Data with Adjunct Faculty
Source of Data
Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Evaluation of
teaching materials
Informal feedback
Student
performance
Other

N
137
129
134
121
130
136

5
89.8
58.9
56.7
34.7
23.1
72.8

Responses (%)
4
3
2
8.0
1.5
0.7
14.0
7.8
5.4
7.5
12.7
9.0
4.1
6.6
12.4
4.6
10.8
16.2
15.4
7.4
0.7

1
0.0
14.0
14.2
42.1
45.4
3.7

Median
5.00
5.00
5.00
2.00
2.00
5.00

129

43.4

11.6

24.8

3.9

16.3

4.00

129
129

19.4
22.5

19.4
21.7

29.5
27.1

14.0
13.2

17.8
15.5

22

9.1

0.0

13.6

4.5

72.7

Grouped
Median
4.89
4.43
4.32
2.17
1.88
4.69

IQR
4.00
4.00
2.00
4.00
2.00
0.75

Mean
Rank
7.11
5.77
5.31
3.83
3.26
6.50

3.95

2.00

4.88

3.00
3.00

3.14
3.31

1.00
2.75

4.07
4.28

1.00

1.35

0.75

—

Note. 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 1 = never

Other sources of data were also shared and ranked as: classroom observation (mean
rank = 6.50), evaluation by department chair (mean rank = 5.77), evaluation by dean (mean
rank = 5.31), evaluation of teaching materials (mean rank = 4.88), student performance
(mean rank = 4.28), informal feedback (mean rank = 4.07), self-evaluation of teaching
(mean rank = 3.83), and evaluation by peers (mean rank = 3.26). Figure 7 shows these
results.
The source of data of evaluation by peers received lowest ranking as 23.1% of
respondents reported that they “always” shared it, but 45.4% reported that they “never”
shared it with adjunct faculty members. Two other relatively lower ranking sources of data
(student performance and informal feedback) were frequently shared under “often” or
“sometimes” categories: student performance (48.8%) and informal feedback (48.9%).
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When examining the overall extent of sharing evaluation data with adjunct faculty, results
indicated that of the 10 sources of data, six (classroom teaching, attendance and availability,
and innovation in teaching methods) were shared with adjunct faculty members by at least
76.9% of the responding colleges.

7.00
6.00

6.65

Mean Rank of Sources of Data
5.48

5.87

5.49

5.00
4.00

4.36

4.73

5.04
4.04

3.33

3.00
2.00
1.00
0.00

Source of Data
Figure 7. Mean ranking of sources of data shared with adjuncts.

There were a total of 22 responses under the “other” category. Only 9.1% of the
respondents reported that they always shared “other” sources of data with adjunct faculty,
but the overwhelming majority (72.7%) reported that they never shared “other” sources of
data. Further examination of the “other” category revealed three comments: (1) “Once the
program coordinator has reviewed the instructor, the report is prepared and reviewed with
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the adjunct instructor and program coordinator. Suggestions for improved teaching
methods are discussed. Decisions regarding continued teaching for adjunct faculty are
decided upon by the respective program coordinator and/or school dean,” (2) “Shared with
the adjunct being evaluated, not generally,” and (3) “Please note—our college does not
have department chairs.”
Friedman’s test was conducted to assess if there were differences among the mean
ranks of sources of data that were shared with adjunct faculty. A statistically significant
difference was found (χ2 [8, N = 111] = 276.257, p < .05). This indicates that there were
differences among the mean ranks of sources of data. Follow-up pairwise comparisons and
effect-size computations were next carried out by using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table
32 shows the pairwise comparisons and effect sizes among the sources of data that were
shared with adjunct faculty members using a Bonferroni correction (α = .05/number of
comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise error rate. Because of the small number of
responses (n = 22) under the “other” category, it was excluded in pairwise and effect-size
calculations.

Research Subquestion 2d
Research Subquestion 2d asked, “To what extent are specified sources of evaluation
data used to recognize adjunct faculty teaching performance?”
CAOs were asked to rate the extent to which specified sources of data were used to
recognize excellence in teaching performance. This question was addressed by first
identifying if adjunct faculty teaching performance was formally or informally recognized

Table 32
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests of Specified Sources of Data Shared with Adjunct Faculty
Evaluation Source
Source of Data

Students

Students

Dept.
chair

Dean

Self

Peers

-5.85*
(.36)

-6.33*
(.38)

-7.74*
(.48)

-8.77*
(.54)

-.41

-4.37*
(.28)
-5.04*
(.32)

Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Teaching
materials
Informal

Classroom
observation

Teaching
materials

Informal

Student
performance

-4.29* (.26)

-7.18* (.44)

-8.62* (.53)

-8.39* (.51)

-6.52*
(.41)

-3.55* (.22)

-2.35* (.15)

-4.70* (.29)

-3.99* (.25)

-6.18*
(.38)

-5.02* (.31)

-1.05

-3.97* (.24)

-3.37

-2.34

-6.90* (.43)

-4.34* (.27)

-1.92

-2.77

-8.24* (.51)

-6.04* (.38)

-3.80* (.24)

-4.72* (.29)

-6.50* (.40)

-7.73* (.47)

-7.24* (.44)

-3.16

-2.61
-1.20

Student
performance
*Significant at p < .05
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at the responding community colleges and then determining the extent of use of each source
of data (Item 12). Also, a supplemental item in the survey instrument asked CAOs to rate
the extent to which each of the listed rewards were used for recognizing teaching
performance (Item 14).
As seen in Table 33, 56 (40%) of the respondents reported that they formally
recognized adjunct faculty teaching performance, 26 (18.6%) did not formally recognize
adjunct faculty teaching performance, and 58 (41.4%) of respondents reported that they did
not recognize adjunct faculty teaching performance. A vast majority of respondents
(60.0%) reported that they did not formally recognize adjunct faculty members or did not
recognize at all.
Table 33
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Use of Sources
of Data to Inform Employment Decisions
Recognition Status
Adjunct faculty are formally
recognized.
Adjunct faculty are informally
recognized
Adjunct faculty are not recognized
Total

Frequency
56

Percent Responding Affirmatively
40.0

26

18.6

58
140

41.4
100.0

A listing of possible sources of data was provided for consideration, including
evaluation of classroom teaching by students, evaluation by department chair, evaluation by
dean, self-evaluation of teaching, evaluation by peers, classroom observations, evaluation
of teaching materials, informal feedback, student performance, and other. Five-point
ordered category items were used to rate these 10 sources of data (always = 5, often = 4,
sometimes = 3, rarely = 2, never = 1). Given this 5-point scale, the source of data with the
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highest mean rank was identified as the most frequently shared source of data at the
responding community colleges.
Reported in Table 34 are response frequency, median, grouped median, IQR, and
mean rank related to the extent of use of source of data to recognize adjunct faculty
teaching performance. As seen in Table 34, evaluation of classroom teaching by students
(mean rank = 6.65) was reported as the most frequently used sources of data. Almost
52.0% of respondents reported that they always used evaluation of classroom teaching by
students to recognize adjunct faculty teaching performance, 19.0% reported that they used it
often and 20.3% used it sometimes. In other words, at least 91.3% of responding
community colleges used evaluation of classroom teaching by students as a source of data
to recognize excellence in teaching performance.

Table 34
Frequency Distribution of Extent of Use of Data Sources to Recognize Teaching Performance
Source of Data
N
79
75
76
74
74
77

5
51.9
34.7
35.5
12.2
12.2
39.0

Responses (%)
4
3
2
19.0
20.3
2.5
18.7
16.0
6.7
18.4
22.4
5.3
5.4
17.6
17.6
21.6
29.7
8.1
18.2
26.0
6.5

1
6.3
24.0
18.4
47.3
28.4
10.4

Students
Chair
Dean
Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Teaching materials
75
17.3
18.7
36.0
10.7 17.3
Informal
76
22.4
22.4
30.3
6.6 18.4
Student
76
13.2
14.5
32.9
13.2 26.3
performance
Other
19
21.1
0.00 26.3
0.00 52.6
Note. 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 1 = never

Median
5
4
4
2
3
4

Grouped
Median
4.32
3.65
3.74
1.81
2.00
2.50

IQR
2.00
3.25
3.25
2.00
2.92
3.91

Mean
Rank
6.65
5.48
5.49
3.33
4.36
5.87

3
3
3

2.00
2.00
2.00

3.14
3.37
2.74

4.73
5.04
4.04

1

2.00

2.20

—
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Other sources were also used and ranked as: classroom observation (mean rank =
5.87), evaluation by dean (mean rank = 5.49), evaluation by department chair (mean rank =
5.48), informal feedback (mean rank = 5.04), evaluation of teaching materials (mean rank =
4.73), evaluation by peers (mean rank = 4.36), student performance (mean rank = 4.04), and
self-evaluation of teaching (mean ranking = 3.33). When examining the overall use of each
source of data for recognizing adjunct faculty, results indicated that of the 10 sources of
data, five (evaluation of classroom teaching by students, classroom observations, evaluation
by dean, informal feedback, and evaluation of teaching materials) were used to recognize
adjunct faculty teaching excellence in at least 72% of the responding community colleges.
Figure 8 shows mean ranks of sources of data.
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6.00

6.65

Mean Rank of Sources of Data
5.48

5.87
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5.00
4.00
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4.73
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3.00
2.00
1.00
0.00

Source of Data
Figure 8. Mean rank of specified data sources to recognize teaching performance.

4.04
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The self-evaluation of teaching received the lowest mean ranking as 12.2% of the
respondents reported that they always used it as a source of data, but 47.3% reported that
they never used it. Similarly, student performance emerged as another low-ranking source
of data used in recognizing adjunct faculty as 13.2% respondents reported that their
institutions always used it, but 26.3% reported that their institutions never used it.
Friedman’s test was conducted to assess if there were differences among the mean
ranks of specified sources of data that were used to recognize adjunct faculty members. A
statistically significant difference was found (χ2 [8, N = 69] = 112.576, p < .05). This
indicates that there were differences among the mean ranks of specified sources of data.
Follow-up pairwise comparisons and size effects computations were next carried out by
using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table 35 shows the pairwise comparisons and effect
sizes between the sources of data used to recognize adjunct faculty teaching performance
using a Bonferroni correction (α = .05/number of comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise
error rate. Because of the small number of responses (n = 19) under the “other” category, it
was excluded in pairwise and effect-size calculations.
Through Survey Item 14, CAOs were asked to rate how frequently particular
rewards were offered to adjunct faculty to recognize excellence in teaching performance. A
listing of rewards was provided for consideration, including, “Faculty of the Year award,”
certificate in excellence, continuation of teaching contract, involvement in curriculum
development, monetary rewards, conference funding, and other. Five-point ordered
category items were used to rate these seven rewards (always = 5, often = 4, sometimes = 3,

Table 35
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests of Specified Sources of Data Used to Recognize Teaching Performance
Evaluation Source
Source of Data

Students

Dept.
chair

Dean

Self

Peers

Classroom
observation

Teaching
materials

Informal

Student
performance

-2.88

4.80*
(.39)

-2.30

7.75

-4.68* (.380

-3.99* (.32)

-5.71* (.46)

-.60

4.32*
(.35)

-2.24

-1.76

-1.22

-.06

-3.27

4.69*
(.38)

-2.31

-1.25

-1.86

-1.28

-3.58* (.29)

-2.67*
(.22)

-5.80* (.47)

-4.40* (.36)

-4.10* (.33)

-2.89

3.74* (.30)

-1.67

-2.07

-.33

-3.78* (.31)

-2.58

-4.72* (.38)

-.71

2.83

Students
-3.87*
(.31)
Chair

Dean

Self
Peers
Classroom
observation
Teaching
materials
Informal

-2.88

Student
performance

140

*Significant at p < .05
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rarely = 2, never = 1). Given this 5-point scale, the type of rewards with the highest mean
rank was identified as the most frequently offered reward. Reported in Table 36 are
response frequency, median, grouped median, IQR, and mean rank related to rewards
offered to adjunct faculty. As seen in the table, CAOs reported that continuation of
teaching contract (mean rank = 4.86) was the most frequently used reward to recognize
adjunct faculty teaching performance. Fifty-five percent of respondents reported that they
always used continuation of teaching contract as a reward, 30.8% reported often used it, and
2.6% “sometimes” used it. In other words, at least 88.4% of the responding community
colleges used continuation of teaching contract to reward adjunct faculty.

Table 36
Frequency Distribution of Faculty Rewards Based on Teaching Performance
Faculty Rewards
N
79

5
54.4

Responses (%)
4
3
2
12.7
6.3
5.1

1
21.5

Faculty of the Year
award
Certificate in
73
15.1
5.5
13.7
11.0
54.8
Excellence
Continuation of
78
55.1
30.8
2.6
1.3
10.3
teaching contract
Involvement in
73
9.6
26.0
30.1
9.6
24.7
curriculum
development
Monetary rewards
74
13.5
9.5
12.2
17.6
47.3
Conference
76
11.8
22.4
30.3
14.5
21.1
funding
Other
21
9.5
14.3
4.8
0.0
71.4
Note. 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 1 = never

Median
4.00

Grouped
Median
4.32

IQR
2.75

Mean
Rank
4.19

1.00

1.68

2.00

2.58

4.00

4.47

1.00

4.86

2.50

3.02

3.00

3.49

1.00
3.00

1.81
2.97

2.00
2.50

2.56
3.32

1.00

1.75

1.50

—
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Other types of rewards were ranked as follows: continuation of teaching contract
(mean rank = 4.86), “Faculty of the Year” award (mean rank = 4.19), involvement in
curriculum development (mean rank = 3.49), conference funding (mean rank = 3.32),
certificate of excellence (mean rank = 2.58), and monetary rewards (mean rank = 2.56).
Monetary rewards were ranked at the lowest mean rank as 13.5% of the respondents
reported that they “always” used them but 47.3% reported that they “never” used them to
recognize teaching performance. On examining the overall distribution of each reward
across all responding community colleges, results indicated that of the seven types of
rewards, at least four (continuation of teaching contract, Faculty of the Year award,
involvement in curriculum development, and conference funding) were used in at least 64%
of the responding colleges. Figure 9 shows the mean ranks.

Mean Rank of Rewards
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Figure 9. Mean rank of rewards to recognize adjunct faculty.
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Under the “other” category, six respondents provided additional information about
the types of rewards offered to adjunct faculty: (1) “We present credit and noncredit adjunct
instructors of the year at our Fall Faculty Convocation Program. We also recognize adjunct
faculty who have taught at least 30 years. As of this date, we have at least 12 adjunct
faculty who have reached this milestone,” (2) “Award for Adjuncts (State Level),” (3)
“Monetary award is part of adjunct advancement program; continued excellence required
for continued monetary award,” (4) “Board of Trustees Award,” (5) “Department
recognition receptions,” and (6) “Monthly recognition by Faculty Senate at board meeting.”
Friedman’s test was conducted to assess the differences between the types of
rewards that were used to recognize adjunct faculty teaching performance. A statistically
significant difference was (χ2 [5, N = 71] = 102.62, p < .05). This indicates that there were
differences among the mean ranks of rewards. Follow-up pairwise comparisons and effectsize computations were next carried out by using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table 37
shows the pairwise comparisons and effect sizes among faculty rewards using a Bonferroni
correction (α = .05/number of comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise error rate. Because
of the small number of responses (n = 21) under the “other” category, it was excluded in
pairwise and effect-size calculations.
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Table 37
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up Pairwise Tests of Faculty Rewards

Faculty of
the Year
award

Faculty Reward
Faculty of the
Year award
Certificate in
Excellence
Continuation of
teaching
contract
Involvement in
curriculum
development
Monetary
rewards
Conference
funding
*Significant at p < .05

Certificate in
Excellence
-4.92* (.40)

Evaluation Source
Continuation
Involvement
of teaching
in curriculum
contract
development
-1.90

-2.61

Monetary
rewards
-5.04*
(.41)

Conference
funding

-5.72* (.47)

-3.31* (.27)

-.36

-3.20

-5.44* (.44)

-5.57*
(.45)

-5.45* (.44)

-2.99*
(.25)

-.63

3.12

-3.42

Research Subquestion 2e
Research Question 2e asked, “How do faculty evaluation data influence
organizational learning within public community colleges?”
CAOs were asked to rate the extents to which individual institutional policies were
influenced by the results of faculty evaluations. The institutional policies listed in the
survey were hiring and recruitment, orientation, integration into campus culture,
professional development, teaching evaluation, working conditions, and other. Five-point
ordered category items were used to rate these 10 sources of data (always = 5, often = 4,
sometimes = 3, rarely = 2, never = 1). Given this 5-point scale, the institutional policy that
scored the highest mean rank was identified as the most frequently reviewed policy, based
on evaluations. Reported in Table 38 are response frequency, median, grouped median,
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IQR, and mean rank across institutional policies. As seen in Table 38, the institutional
policy that was most frequently influenced by the results of faculty evaluations was
orientation (mean rank = 3.94). Orientation was reviewed on a 5-point scale as follows:
always = 25.74%, often = 36.76%, sometimes = 21.32%, rarely = 9.56%, and never =
6.62%). In other words, based on evaluations, at least 83.82% of the responding
community colleges reviewed orientation policy. Evaluations were also used to review
other policies with the following mean ranks: hiring and recruitment (mean rank = 3.83),
teaching evaluation (mean rank = 3.54), integration (mean rank = 3.34), professional
development (mean rank = 3.33), and working conditions (mean rank = 3.02). Figure 10
shows these mean ranks of institutional policies reviewed on the basis of evaluation data.

Table 38
Frequency Distribution of Influence of Faculty Evaluation Data on Institutional Policies
Responses (%)
Institutional Policy

N

5

4

3

2

1

Median

Grouped
Median

IQR

Mean
Rank

Hiring and
recruiting

137

27.0

32.1

23.4

9.5

8.0

3.00

3.75

2.00

3.83

Orientation

136

25.7

36.8

21.3

9.6

6.6

3.00

3.79

2.00

3.94

Integration

135

13.3

35.6

32.6

11.9

6.7

3.00

3.44

2.00

3.34

Professional
development

137

13.9

32.8

34.3

9.5

9.5

3.00

3.41

2.00

3.33

Teaching
evaluation

136

24.3

27.2

29.4

5.8

10.3

3.00

3.57

2.00

3.54

Working
conditions

131

12.2

28.2

34.4

11.5

13.7

3.00

3.24

2.00

3.02

Other
19
0.0
5.3
0.0
10.5
84.2
Note. 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 1 = never

1.00

1.15

0.00

—
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Mean Rank of Institutional Policies Reviewed
6
4.86

5
4.19
4

3.49

3

2.58

3.32
2.56

2
1
0
Faculty of the
Year award

Certificate in
Excellence

Continuation of Involvement in
contract
development

Monetary
rewards

Conference
funding

Institutional Policy
Figure 10. Mean rank of the institutional policies.

On examining the overall influence of evaluations data on each of the institutional
policies, results indicated that of seven listed institutional policies, adjunct faculty
evaluations influenced five (orientation, hiring and recruitment, integration into campus
life, professional development, and teaching evaluation) in at least 80% of the institutions.
No respondents provided examples for the “other” category. The institutional policy of
working conditions was most infrequently reviewed at responding institutions, based on
adjunct faculty evaluations. Only 12.21% of the responding community colleges always
reviewed it, and 13.74% never reviewed it. At least 63.00% of the respondents reported
that they reviewed it often or sometimes. These results show lack of consistency among
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institutions in terms of using evaluations to review institutional policy pertaining to the
working conditions of adjunct faculty.
Friedman’s test was conducted to assess if there were differences among the mean
ranks of institutional policies that were influenced by results of adjunct faculty evaluations.
A statistically significant difference was found (χ2 [5, N = 129] = 38.354, p < .05). This
indicates that there were differences among the mean ranks of institutional policies at
responding community colleges. Follow-up pairwise comparisons and effect-size
computations were next carried out by using Wilcoxon-signed ranks test. Table 39 shows
the pairwise comparisons and effect sizes among the institutional policies that were
influenced by faculty evaluation results using a Bonferroni correction (α = .05/number of
comparisons) to maintain .05 family-wise error rate. Because of the small number of
responses (n = 19) under the “other” category, it was excluded in pairwise and effect-size
calculations.
Table 39
Wilcoxon z (and Effect Size r) Statistics for Follow-Up
Pairwise Tests of Institutional Policy

Institutional
Hiring and
Policy
recruiting
Hiring and
recruiting
Orientation
Integration
Professional
development
Teaching
evaluation
Working
conditions
*Significant at p < .05

Orientation
-.49

Evaluation Source
Professional
Integration
development
-2.51
-2.95* (.18)

-3.13* (.20)
-3.50* (.21)
-.70

Teaching
evaluation

Working
conditions

-1.43
-1.88
-.97

-4.15* (.25)
-4.74* (.30)
-9.91* (.61)

-1.75

-1.83
-2.90
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Analysis of Open-Ended Questions
There were two open-ended items in the survey instrument: Item 18 and Item 19.
Survey Item 18 asked respondents to express their views on adjunct teaching-performance
evaluation and the role it plays at their respective institutions. A total of 91 (63.63%)
responses were collected and then categorized around common themes such as the role of
adjunct faculty in community colleges, the role of adjunct faculty evaluations, professional
development, and status of college resources to conduct evaluations. A frequency
distribution table (see Table 40) was then constructed based on the prevalence of each
theme across survey response.
Survey Item 19 asked if respondents wanted to share anything that had not been
asked in the survey. A total of 24 responses were collected, with a great deal of
overlapping among comments. Some of the responses are listed as follows:
1.

“We will be conducting focus groups to gather input from adjunct instructors
that will be used in a new systemic design for hiring, orientation, training,
and evaluation practices at the college. Adjunct instructors are included in
employee surveys, including the Personal Assessment of College
Environment (PACE) completed every other year. Data is reviewed by
leaders in the learning and used to establish improvement plans.”

2.

“We have two levels of part-timers: “part-time” and “adjunct.” Adjuncts are
covered by an appendix to the faculty contract and have some rights.
Faculty evaluation here is heavily weighted toward student evaluations.”

3.

“I’d be interested in hearing about practices that have engaged adjunct
faculty more into the institutional culture. We treat them more like outside
contractors than colleagues.”

4.

“Without adjuncts, I do not believe many institutions could survive. They
are greatly appreciated.”
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Table 40
Frequency Distribution for Open-Ended Responses (Item # 18)
Category
Role of Adjuncts

Adjunct Evaluations

Professional
development

Resources of
Evaluations










































Key Themes
Strong group
Part of college community
Play critical role
Role is limited
Committed teachers
Integral part of institution
Key to student success
Vital to institution’s mission
Important
Need improvement
Evaluation for continuous improvement
Formative opportunities
Critical for student success
Ensure learning outcomes
Provide learning experience
Ensure high quality instruction
Mandated by union contract
Measure of success
Required by accreditation body
Essential for rehire/summative
Mirror full-time faculty evaluation
Standard practice
Way of knowledge expansion
Critical to mission
Initiated by students complaint
Should be consistent, decentralized, consensus-based
Student feedback offers a primary tool fair practice
Evaluations need improvement at institution
Students evaluations for improving skills
Evaluations and professional development are same
Needs a better job to offer professional development
Professional development is same as that for full-time faculty
Extremely important
Evaluations are important for professional development
Mandatory professional development.
Evaluations are not structured
Outcomes depend on evaluator’s quality, not enough time
Evaluations are limited by union agreement.
Lack of time and resources for evaluations
Evaluations need more attention

Frequency
9

58

8

16
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5.

“The pay disparity remains a huge issue, but it is so deep in the culture
nationwide that to overcome it seems unlikely.”

6.

“I would like to add that it becomes more and more apparent to me that a
strong orientation program needs to be in place to help adjuncts be informed.
When problems occur, it is often as a result of the college not maintaining
stronger communications and expectations of adjuncts. Adjuncts are
invaluable to colleges.”

7.

“Our college is developing a promotion system for adjuncts.”

8.

“I like to have adjunct faculty who are also working in the field of study. I
see adjunct teaching as a way for practitioners to share their knowledge and
field experience with their students. Some adjunct faculty try to make a
career of teaching in this role. From a financial standpoint, earnings from
teaching should be a supplement for adjunct faculty and not the main source
of their income.”

9.

“We have a points system for adjunct faculty development that allows them
to earn additional compensation for participation and implementation.”

10.

“We have empowered our full-time faculty to play a larger role in assuring
that our part-time faculty are qualified, are utilizing the same learning
objectives/assessments, and are provided opportunities for meaningful
professional development.”

11.

“We have a dean that is specifically assigned to adjunct hiring, orientation,
and meets with the adjunct faculty council. Our faculty contract includes an
adjunct file [where adjuncts] based on quality of their performance are
placed into the file. Adjuncts in the file receive priority over adjuncts not in
the file in course selection.”

12.

“Just note that our college uses deans to evaluate all faculty—we do not
have department chairs. The size of our adjunct faculty makes it difficult to
require peer evaluation. Peer evaluation is part of the FT evaluation process,
but not for adjuncts.”

13.

“Pay for adjunct instructors is the same as full-time faculty overload. Again,
adjuncts don't have a union, but we try to ensure increases in pay relative to
what the results are from full-time negotiations.”

14.

“At our institution, any adjunct that would like to pursue professional
development is asked to complete a professional development plan. That
plan outlines what PD they would like to pursue and why. Funds are then
allocated.”
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15.

“Although we have made our extensive professional development offerings
available to adjunct faculty, few take advantage of it as they are typically
busy professionals with little time for anything other than teaching the class
to which they are assigned. We have no funds to offer them travel to
conferences.”

16.

“Our college is fortunate that many of the adjuncts who work for us are
retired from our institution. We have also had the opportunity to hire several
adjuncts to become full-time instructors.”

17.

“I encourage adjuncts who want permanent positions to shop around and be
willing to move.”

18.

“Our adjuncts are represented by the same union as full-time faculty.”

19.

“We have to offer monetary payment to get adjunct faculty to participate in
many activities. As with all colleges, some are ready participants and others
are very busy and find it difficult to participate.”

Chapter Summary
This chapter reported the data analysis pertaining to two main research questions. A
total of 143 responses were collected through SurveyMonkeyTM and were downloaded into
SPSS software for statistical analysis. Data pertaining to general institutional
characteristics were summarized and presented in the form of frequency distribution table.
The ordinal data were analyzed by using median, IQR, and mean rank. Spearmen’s rank
correlations were computed to examine the relationships between two predictor variables
(institutional size and percentage of adjunct faculty teaching credit-bearing courses) and the
extent of use of specified evaluation criteria and sources of data. Friedman’s test was used
to investigate the statistical significance between the mean ranks of outcomes. Pairwise
comparisons and effect-size computations were then carried out to investigate which two
factors contributed to significance by using Bonferroni correction to maintain a .05 family-
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wise error rate. Two other nonparametric tests, the Kruskal-Wallis test and the MannWhitney U test, were used to test the difference between the extent of use of evaluation
criteria and the source of data across geographic locations and adjunct union status at
responding community colleges. These tests are used when one of the variables is not
ordinal. Finally, responses pertaining to open-ended questions were categorized and
enumerated in the form of a frequency distribution table. The next chapter presents a
discussion of the overall study, including conclusions, limitations, recommendations for
future research, and implications for practice.

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to explore the current status of adjunct faculty
teaching performance evaluation at public community colleges across the United States and
to examine how the results were used to make decisions pertaining to professional
development, employment, and recognizing excellence in teaching performance. This
chapter provides a discussion of results, limitations of the study, conclusions, implications
of the study’s results, and recommendations for future research.

Discussion of Results
The first section of the survey instrument contained items pertaining to the general
institutional characteristics of responding public community colleges. These institutional
characteristics included: geographic location, institutional size, percentage of adjuncts
teaching credit-bearing courses, union status of adjunct faculty, and status of adjunct faculty
evaluations.

Geographic Location
The 2010 Carnegie Basic Classification of Associate’s Colleges has provided a
comprehensive framework to examine the institutional diversity of public community
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colleges in terms of geographic location, institutional size, and governance system. Based
on geographic location, two-year public community colleges can be broadly classified into
three categories: rural-, urban-, and suburban-serving public community colleges (Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2010).
The majority of survey respondents identified their institutions as rural-serving
(50.7%) followed by suburban-serving (30.3%) and urban-serving (19%) institutions. The
overall survey response rate was low (around 18.9%), but the percentages of responses
from each category of public community college approximated the total survey population
distribution as seen in Table 2 (Chapter 3). If this approximation is considered valid, the
results of this study can be used to predict the geographic characteristics of the overall
survey population.

Institutional Size
The 2010 Carnegie Basic Classification of Associate’s Colleges has noted the
importance of institutional size in classifying public community colleges (Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2010). Institutional size has been considered
one of the most important characteristics when comparing public community colleges
(Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Previous studies on faculty evaluation have used institutional size
to examine faculty performance evaluation practices at community colleges (Daugherty,
2001; Langen, 2011; Zitlow, 1988). Based on the number of responses for each of the five
levels of institutional size, the modal class appeared to be 2,000 to 4,999 students (38.5%
responses), although sizeable proportions were present in each of the other size categories
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(except for the category of fewer than 500 students). As seen in Table 1, the modal class of
2,000-4,999 students represents medium size institutions (Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, 2010). In terms of aggregate frequency, almost 84.7% of the
responding institutions have full-time equivalent (FTE) in the range 500-9,999 students.

Percentage of Adjunct Faculty Members
Based on the number of responses from each of the nine levels of percentage of
adjunct faculty teaching credit-bearing courses, the modal category was 41% to 50%,
although sizeable numbers of adjunct faculty members were present in each of the
percentage categories (except for the categories of fewer than 10% and greater than 71%).
The majority of survey respondents (29.8%) indicated that adjuncts at their institutions
teach 41% to 50% of credit-bearing courses. This percentage is slightly less than the
numbers recently reported by the Center for Community College Student Engagement
(CCCSE, 2014). According to the CCCSE report, adjunct faculty teach 58% of community
college classes (CCCSE, 2014).

Union Status of Adjunct Faculty
The majority of survey respondents (79%) reported that their institutions did not
have an adjunct faculty union. These findings are not surprising, as there are many states
where adjunct faculty unions do not exist (Kato, 2011). While full-time faculty members
are represented by myriads of national organizations such as the National Education
Association (NEA), the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the
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Service Employee International Union (SEIU), and the American Federation of Teachers
(AFT), this is not true for adjunct faculty members. Some states such as Illinois, California,
and New York have separate adjunct faculty unions, while in other states adjuncts are
represented by full-time faculty unions (Kato, 2011).

Status of Adjunct Faculty Evaluations
All respondents reported that their institutions conducted adjunct faculty
evaluations. This finding to some extent collaborates previous studies on adjunct faculty
evaluations. For example, Langen’s (2011) study reported that 63% of the sample
institutions required the evaluation of adjunct faculty on a regular basis, 20% did not
require adjunct faculty evaluations on a regular basis, and 7% did not evaluate adjunct
faculty at all. But Oprean’s (2012) study, at 58 North Carolina community college systems,
concluded that a vast majority (86.2%) of the responding community colleges conducted
adjunct faculty evaluations while only 4.2% did not conduct adjunct faculty evaluations.
As 100% of the responding CAOs in this study reported that they conduct adjunct
faculty evaluations, it might be assumed that these colleges value their adjuncts and invest
resources to ensure quality of teaching either through formative or summative evaluations.
An analysis of open-ended survey responses (item #18) also supported this position. A vast
majority of respondents acknowledged the important role that adjunct faculty members
played at their respective institutions; some even expressed concerns about the lack of
available resources required to evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance. For example,
one of the respondents made a comment that, “Performance evaluation is a critical part of
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our continuous improvement process.” Another commented that, “My view is that adjunct
teaching performance evaluations are critical in measuring the success of instruction
individually and to the College in total and it is important to give both the adjunct and
students a means to communicate teaching effectiveness. Their evaluations play a
significant role in the college.” As these comments were made by chief academic officers
(CAOs) of the responding community colleges, it can be assumed that at many community
colleges adjunct faculty enjoyed the support and attention of top-level administration.
The practice of evaluating faculty performance can be seen through the lens of
organizational learning framework – discovery process. According to Argyris and Schon
(1978), discovery is the process of detecting an error between expected and actual
performance and collecting data around established performance criteria and goals. The
success of this process rests on clearly defining the goals and objectives of evaluations and
sharing results with employees being evaluated.
The vast majority (83.2%) of CAOs of this study reported that evaluations of
adjunct faculty members were same across the college, while 16.8% reported that
evaluations varied by departments. One of the respondents made a comment that, “The
evaluation of adjunct teaching performance at our institution follows a standard process but
is highly decentralized at the department level.” Another commented that, “We do
department specific professional development, but not enough college-wide. Our evaluation
methods are also department specific, loosely controlled by the collective bargaining
agreement, and probably not consistent.” Because each discipline requires a specific
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instructional setting, it can be assumed that departments used certain criteria or sources of
data for evaluating teaching appropriate to specific disciplines.
Responding to a survey item regarding the mandate of adjunct faculty evaluations at
responding community colleges, CAOs reported that adjunct faculty evaluations were: (1)
mandated by adjunct union contract (10.7%), (2) mandated by state coordinating agencies
(5.7%), (3) mandated by regional accrediting agencies (25.7%), (4) carried out on a
voluntary basis (22.9%), and (5) mandated by other sources (35%). The low percentage of
responding community colleges (10.7%), where adjunct faculty evaluations were mandated
by the union, can be to some extent equated with the percentage of responding community
colleges (21%) where adjunct faculty existed (Table 7).
A majority of respondents to the “other” category of this item reported that adjunct
faculty evaluations were mandated by their institutional policies (“college policies”). This
finding supports the notion that responding institutions, irrespective of types of mandates,
evaluated their adjunct faculty teaching performance.
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Discussion of Research Question 1

Evaluation Criteria
The following evaluation criteria were considered for this study: (1) classroom
teaching, (2) college service, (3) attendance and reliability, (4) innovation in teaching
methods, (5) course and curriculum development, (6) length of service, and (7) other.
CAOs reported classroom teaching as the most frequently used criterion of adjunct faculty
teaching performance evaluations at their institutions followed by attendance and
reliability. However, all evaluation criteria were used at responding institutions but with
varying frequency.
The findings of this study are consistent with previous studies on faculty evaluation.
Classroom teaching has been consistently identified in the higher education literature and
research as the most prominent criterion of faculty teaching performance evaluation
(Arreola, 2007; Daugherty, 2001; Hightower, 2010; Langen, 2011; Seldin, 2006; Zitlow,
1988). As teaching is the primary mission of a community college, quality of teaching
cannot be ignored in a systematic faculty performance evaluation process. Unlike faculty at
most four-year institutions, community college faculty members spend the majority of their
time in the classroom and preparing for classroom instructions. Although there is a general
disagreement on what criteria should be used to capture all aspects of faculty teaching a set
of following skills can be indicative of effective classroom teaching: (1) course subject
matter, (2) instructional design, (3) instructional delivery, (4) assessment of student
learning, and (5) management of course contents (Arreola, 2007). The scope of this study
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was limited to determining the frequency with which a given set of criteria, such as
classroom teaching and others, were used in evaluating adjunct faculty reaching
performance; it did not explore whether adjunct faculty had those skills to ensure effective
teaching.
Attendance and reliability emerged as another major criterion (second in rank) of
adjunct faculty teaching performance. This finding corroborates Langen’s (2011) finding
that “availability to teach” was one of the major factor in evaluating adjunct faculty
teaching performance in sample institutions of higher education. In addition to offer
effective classroom teaching, adjunct faculty are also expected to demonstrate punctuality
in meeting all their classes on time, attend regular college events and discipline-specific
trainings when asked, and adhere to college policies pertaining to student and staff
communications. One of the survey respondents commented that, “Adjuncts are evaluated
on multiple performance factors and their attendance at discipline specific training.” As a
large number of adjuncts teach classes during evening hours, weekends, and off campus or
online, they have to work under little or no direct supervision. This aspect of adjunct
faculty working conditions can be used to explain why responding community colleges
used attendance and reliability as major criteria of adjunct faculty teaching performance.
According to survey respondents, the criterion innovation in teaching methods (third
in rank) was more frequently used in evaluating adjunct faculty teaching performance than
course and curriculum development criterion. As community colleges serve a
disproportionate number of nontraditional students, faculty are challenged to shape their
teaching style to meet the instructional needs of their students. Although innovation in
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teaching emerged as one of the frequently used criteria of adjunct faculty evaluations, this
study did not explore which innovative teaching methods were used at responding
institutions?
Length of service and college service (fifth and sixth in ranks) emerged as two
infrequently used criteria of adjunct faculty teaching performance. These findings
corroborate Langen’s (2011) findings but contradict those presented by Zitlow (1988) and
Daugherty (2001) in their studies. Both latter studies found college service and length of
service as important criteria of faculty evaluations in two-year institutions of higher
education. A recent research on faculty evaluation in liberal arts colleges also indicated
length of service and college service as two major criteria in evaluating faculty performance
(Miller & Seldin, 2014).
Multiple reasons can be cited to explain the low ranking of these two criteria. For
example, institutions of higher education may equate length of service with the faculty
member’s contribution to the institutional mission (Miller & Seldin, 2014). As adjuncts are
hired on a term-by-term basis and have minimum or no control over the continuity of their
employment, unless specified by a collective bargaining agreement, it might be possible
that length of service does not play any significant role in teaching performance
evaluations.
Likewise college service was not reported as a frequently used criterion of adjunct
faculty teaching performance evaluations. The majority (56%) of respondents reported that
they never used this criterion. This finding is consistent with previous studies which noted
adjunct faculty members’ lack of involvement in campus activities (CCCSE, 2014; Oprean,
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2012; Roueche et al., 1995). One possible reason could be the employment terms and
conditions of adjunct faculty members. In contrast to full-time faculty, in many community
colleges, adjuncts are hired to teach courses and may not be encouraged or allowed to
participate in college service such as committee work, student advising, and other campus
activities. A qualitative analysis of survey responses also supports this position. For
example, according to one of the survey respondents, “We do not ask our adjunct faculty to
participate in activities beyond the classroom activities and activities associated with
classroom teaching (i.e., response to student questions, some office hours to answer
questions).” Another made a comment that, “The evaluation of adjunct faculty should
mirror the evaluation of full-time faculty related to classroom teaching. The only difference
has to do with how much an adjunct is expected to contribute to the college outside of the
classroom. Since they are paid for instruction, I do not expect them to participate in
committees, etc.”
The list of criteria used in this study was not exhaustive. Due to lack of research in
the area of adjunct faculty evaluations at community colleges, the criteria used in this study
cannot be compared directly with those used by other researchers. However, responses
under the “other” category yielded some additional criteria that were used at responding
colleges: “student evaluations,” “adherence to college policies,” “timeline for the
submission of paperwork,” “effective disposition of non-teaching duties.” “student
engagement and satisfaction,” “support for student learning.” and “course materials.”

163
Specified Sources of Data
Chief academic officers (CAOs) reported that student evaluations of classroom
teaching were the most frequently used source of data in adjunct faculty evaluation
followed by classroom observations. This finding is consistent with the results of previous
studies on faculty evaluations in institutions of higher education (Arreola, 2007; Daugherty,
2001; Langen, 2008; Scott, 2010; Wallin, 2005; Maitland & Rhoades, 2005). Student
evaluation of classroom teaching is the most frequently used source of data for faculty
evaluation irrespective of the type of institution (two-year or four-year) and faculty
employment status (full-time or adjunct) (Wallin, 2005; Arreola, 2007) . Responding to an
open-ended survey item, one of the respondents commented that, “The classroom
observation evaluations and student surveys are intended to expand adjunct faculty
member’s knowledge of the goals of the college in support of the mission.” Another
commented, “Our system relies heavily on what the student evaluation of instruction survey
tells the administrator and classroom observations by the dean.” Maitland and Rhoades
(2005) conducted a study on adjunct faculty collective bargaining agreements in four states:
California, Illinois, Michigan, and Oregon. They reported that most faculty contracts called
for adjunct faculty evaluations, with student evaluations of classroom teaching and
classroom observation as two major sources of evaluation data.
Langen (2011) compared the accuracy of various sources of data and found that
classroom observations were the most reliable source of data in evaluating adjunct faculty
members. Recent literature has affirmed its ever expanding role in faculty evaluations
(Miller & Seldin, 2014). Although student evaluation of classroom teaching emerged as the
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most frequently used source of data, it is not clear whether responding community colleges
used any standardized instruments to collect student ratings of instruction or instead used
“homemade” student rating forms. (Arreola, 2007).
According to the results of this study, responding community colleges relied on
multiple sources of data to meet the information demands of multiple stakeholders (Arreola,
2007). Based on survey responses, five out of ten listed sources of data (evaluation of
classroom teaching by students, classroom observation, evaluation by department chair,
evaluation of teaching materials, evaluation by dean) were used by at least 74% of
responding community colleges. The results of this study corroborate previous studies
(Daugherty, 2001; Arreola, 2007; Langen, 2011) and challenge the notion that adjunct
faculty evaluations are limited to student evaluations of faculty teaching performance (Jolly
et al., 2014; Wallin, 2005).
Evaluation by department chair and evaluation by dean were also reported as
prominent sources of data (third and fourth in mean rank respectively). It might be
interesting to note here that responding community colleges relied more on students and
colleagues (classroom observations and evaluation of teaching materials) in adjunct faculty
evaluations than administrators (dean and chairs). Previous studies on faculty evaluations in
two-year community colleges have noted the roles of chair and dean in faculty teaching
performance evaluations (Daugherty, 2001; Seldin, 1996; Zitlow, 1988). It can be assumed
that chairs and dean play the administrative roles of initiating and implementing adjunct
faculty evaluations and that they have a significant discretion in making decisions
pertaining to professional development and continued employment of adjunct faculty
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members. However, it is not clear from the findings of this study that which sources of data
they relied on to evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance – whether they relied on
student ratings of faculty or classroom observations or other sources of data? According to
Seldin’s (1996) research, deans and department chairs rarely conduct their own evaluations
to generate information but rely instead on student evaluations and self-evaluations.
Another source of data with a relatively higher mean rank (fifth in mean rank) was
evaluation of teaching materials. This finding was consistent with Langen’s (2011)
research, which reported “syllabus reviews” and “review of teaching materials” as two
major sources of evaluation data. The evaluations of teaching materials, such as course
syllabi and examinations, provide insights about the planning and preparation involved in
designing and delivering a course (Miller & Seldin, 2014). Twenty-five percent of
respondents reported that they always used evaluations of teaching material as a source of
data, while thirty-seven percent reported that they used it “sometimes.”
Two other sources of data–peer evaluation and self-evaluations–were ranked at
relatively lower mean value. Only 8% of the respondents reported that they always used
evaluation by peers, while 37% reported that they never used peer evaluations. Although
peer evaluations are well-documented sources of data in literature and research and
mandated by several faculty union contracts, their meaningful implementation demands
institutional commitment and resources. For example, peer evaluators need to be trained
and resources such as time must be allocated to allow a thorough review of course materials
and teaching portfolio–two essential aspects of peer evaluations. Given the relatively small
number of institutions in this study using peer evaluations, it can be assumed that peer
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evaluations of adjunct faculty members were not on the priority list of institutions due to
the amount of resources they demanded. Another possible reason of the low ranking for
peer evaluation in this study stems from the potential duplication in the list of data sources
given with the survey instrument. The term “Peer evaluation” might have been interpreted
by survey respondents as referring to classroom observations and evaluation of teaching
materials–two sources of data listed in the survey instrument. Previous studies have shown
a mixed pattern. Daugherty (2001) used both classroom observation and evaluation of
teaching materials as part of peer evaluations, while Langen (2011) used peer evaluation,
classroom observation, and review of teaching materials as three distinct sources of data in
faculty evaluations. Arreola (2007) defines classroom observations as a subset of peer
evaluation of teaching performance. Future research may note this duplication.
Several writers such as Theall and Franklin (2010) support the use of student
performance data in assessing teaching performance. For them, the evaluations of faculty
performance should not be limited to classroom experiences but also include student
learning outcomes. In this study, the student performance emerged as an infrequent source
of data in adjunct faculty evaluations. Only 9% of respondents always used student
performance, while 23.3% never used it. However, 53.3% used it often or sometimes.
These results show some level of inconsistency among responding community colleges in
using student performance as a source of data. These findings are consistent with Langen’s
(2011) study, which reported that student performance (grade reviews) was amongst the
low-ranked source of data in faculty evaluations. Seldin’s (1999) research on faculty
evaluation practices at liberal colleges reported only 5-7% of the responding colleges
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“always used” student outcomes for faculty evaluations. Hence, the situation has not
changed during the last 15 years. The recent accountability movement calls for improving
student outcomes, that is, “what they learned in the course” (Berk, 2014, p. 88), and
effective teaching has been recognized as one of the factors that could positively influence
student performance.

Relationship Analysis
Two sub-questions of Research Question One investigated the relationships between
predictor variables including percentage of adjuncts teaching credit-bearing courses,
geographic location, institutional size, union status and the extent of use of evaluation
criteria and specified sources of data. The following sections discuss these relationships.

Percentage of Adjunct Faculty
The percentage of adjunct faculty members teaching credit-bearing courses reflects
institutional dependency on adjuncts. Giving the growing number of adjuncts and
unionization movement, this study examined if there was any relationship between the
percentage of adjunct faculty members teaching credit-bearing courses and the extent of use
of specified evaluation criteria and the specified sources of data. The statistical analysis of
survey responses did not reveal any significant relationships between the percentage of
adjuncts and use of specified evaluation criteria. It leads to the conclusion that the
percentage of adjunct faculty members did not relate to the frequency with which individual
criteria were used at responding community colleges.

168
An examination of the overall relationships between the percentage of adjunct
faculty members teaching credit-bearing courses and the use of specified sources of data
also revealed no statistical significance, except for one individual source of data: Selfevaluation of teaching. Although the relationship was significant but very weak to warrant
any further investigation. It leads to the conclusion that the percentage of adjunct faculty
members did not relate to the frequency with which individual sources of data were used at
responding community colleges. These findings are not consistent with Langen’s (2011)
study, which reported a significant difference in the evaluation practices based on the
percentage of adjuncts at responding institutions.

Geographic Location
The impact of geographic location on institutional policies such as adjunct hiring,
inclusion, and professional development is well documented in the literature (Charlier
&Williams, 2011; Spaniel & Scott, 2013). Charlier and Williams used the Carnegie
classification system and examined the demand for adjunct faculty members based on
geographic location of community colleges. Spaniel and Scott conducted a survey of 75
adjunct faculty members at community colleges in the state of Texas and reported that
100% of the adjunct faculty members at rural colleges received student feedback across the
scale point always, often, and sometimes. However, 12.6% of adjuncts at urban and 16% of
adjuncts at suburban community colleges rarely or never received student feedback. It is
important to note here that Spaniel and Scott’s study was limited to two-year colleges in
Texas and their primary focus was to investigate the inclusion of adjunct faculty based on
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institution type. As such to date there is no nationwide study that investigated the impact of
geographic location on adjunct faculty evaluation practices.
This study attempted to explore if there was any relationship between geographic
location of a community college and the extent of use of evaluation criteria and sources of
data to evaluate adjunct faculty members. The statistical analysis of the survey responses
data did not support any statistical significance. It leads to the conclusion that the
geographic location of responding institutions did not relate to the frequency with which
individual criteria or source of data were used at responding community colleges.

Institutional Size
Institutional size has been considered one of the most important characteristics
when comparing public community colleges (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Previous studies on
faculty evaluation have used institutional size to examine faculty performance evaluation
practices at community colleges (Daugherty, 2001; Langen, 2011; Zitlow, 1988). The
statistical analysis of survey responses did not reveal any statistical significance, except for
one source of data: Self-evaluation of teaching. Although the relationship was significant,
but too weak to warrant any further investigation. This research finding is consistent with
Daugherty’s (2001) study on faculty evaluation in two-year community colleges, which
reported no overall statistical significance between institutional size and extent of use of
various performance evaluation factors. However, Daugherty’s study indicated a
significant difference between the extent of use of three individual performance evaluation
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factors: dean evaluation, peer evaluation, and evaluation of teaching materials and size of
the institution.

Union Status
This study investigated the relationship between the two levels of union status (yes
or no) at the responding institutions and extent of use of evaluation criteria and specified
sources of data. No significant differences were found between the status of the adjunct
faculty union and the extent of use of specified criteria for adjunct faculty evaluations
except for one criterion, Course and curriculum development, that was found significant
(p=.00). Although this criterion was significant, the corresponding effect size (r=.18) was
too small to warrant any further investigation. Similarly, no significant differences were
found between the status of adjunct faculty union and the extent of use of specified source
of data except for two sources of data, student performance and informal feedback.
Although both sources of data were significant, the corresponding effect sizes (0.09 and
0.18) were too small to warrant any further investigation. These findings are consistent
with the findings of Daugherty’s (2001) study, which reported no significant difference
between faculty union status and the extent of use of teaching performance factors.
However, Daugherty found a significant difference between the extent of use of four
performance factors—student evaluation, peer evaluation, and review of course syllabi, and
classroom visits—and the union status of faculty.
A vast majority of respondents (79%) reported that their institutions did not have
adjunct union, while 21% reported that they had one. However, adjunct faculty evaluations
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were carried out at 100% of the responding institutions. These results show that,
irrespective of the union status, responding institutions considered faculty evaluations to be
an important factor in the improvement of instructional quality. The qualitative responses
support this finding. An analysis of the qualitative responses under Item 18 of the survey
instrument (Table 40) indicate that a large number of respondents stressed the importance
of adjunct faculty evaluation in improving instructional quality while also expressing their
concerns about lack of available resources to establish an effective faculty evaluation
system at their respective institutions. However, at least two respondents presented a
slightly different picture. One reported that, “I believe that adjunct faculty are not evaluated
enough. Under the collective bargaining agreement, adjuncts are only evaluated once in
their careers. Once they achieve seniority, it is virtually impossible to deny them a future
course or to not rehire.” Another commented that, “Though mandated by union contract,
only a few departments effectively evaluate after a person is on [the] seniority list. This
usually requires complaints about [the] instructor.” It may reasonable to assume that at
some of the responding community colleges, adjunct faculty unions negotiated the terms
and conditions of faculty evaluation policies.
Although the results of this study did not support any relationships between the
status of adjunct faculty union and extent of use of specified criteria and specified source of
data, the influence of adjunct faculty unions on policies and procedures pertaining to
adjunct faculty evaluations and employment decisions cannot be simply ruled out (Wallin,
2005). In an era of growing adjunct unionisms, institutions tend to rely on more clear
guidelines and procedures leading to employment decisions (Kezar & Sam, 2013).
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Discussion of Research Question 2

Professional Development
The research sub-question pertaining to the use of evaluations in professional
development decisions was addressed through one main survey item and two
supplementary survey items. One of the supplementary items asked respondents if their
institutions used evaluation results to determine the professional development needs of
adjunct faculty members. A very small percentage (5.4%) of respondents reported that they
always used evaluation results, while 7.7% reported that they never used them. However,
an examination of the overall responses indicated that at least 60% of responding
community colleges used evaluation results, always to sometimes, to determine the
professional development needs of adjuncts. Analysis of respondents’ comments also
supports these results. For example, one of the survey respondents commented that
“Evaluations and professional development are same”; other stated, “Evaluations are
important for professional development.” A similar comment was, “Evaluation is essential
and a part of professional development. Evaluation should be designed to be constructive
and not destructive.”
Several studies on adjunct faculty have identified professional development as a
critical component of institutional support services to adjunct faculty members (Oprean,
2012; French, 2000). There is a significant amount of literature that links evaluation and
professional development. Arreola (2007) asserts that, “If some aspects of faculty
performance is to be evaluated, then there should exist resources or opportunities that
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enable faculty to gain or enhance their skills necessary for that performance” (p.xxii). The
findings of this study corroborate the findings of Zitlow’s (1988) study, which reported that
55.3% of surveyed two-year institutions used faculty evaluation results to plan faculty
development activities. Similarly, Daugherty’s (2001) study reported that 52.1% of
community colleges used faculty evaluation data to plan and design faculty development
activities; however, 47.9% did not consistently use evaluation data to inform professional
development decisions. The results of this study seemed promising as many responding
institutions were engaged in formative evaluations of adjuncts , but they seemed to be little
inconsistent. For example, only 5.4% of the respondents always used evaluations to
determine professional development needs of adjuncts while 27.7% and 39.2% used them
often or sometimes respectively.
In responding to a question inquiring about sources of data which were frequently
used to offer professional development opportunities, CAOs reported classroom
observation as most frequently used source of data followed by evaluation of classroom
teaching by students. At least 73% of the responding colleges always or sometimes used
classroom observations in professional development decisions. It is interesting to note here
that, unlike previous studies on faculty evaluations, classroom observations in this study
surpassed, in mean ranking, evaluation of classroom teaching by students. For example, in
Langen’s study, student evaluations of classroom teaching emerged as the top-ranked
source of data to inform professional development decisions instead of classroom
observation in this study.
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There is a growing acknowledgment of the critical role of classroom observation in
faculty professional development (Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006). As Arreola states, “peer
observation of classroom teaching performance is becoming a more frequent part of the
faculty evaluation landscape” (p. 95). Miller and Seldin’s (2014) studied changing faculty
evaluation practices at institutions of higher education, over a period of 10 years, and
reported a 20% increase in the use of classroom observations. Arreola and other writers do
not recommend the use of classroom observations for summative purposes. Based on the
results of this study, it can be assumed that responding community colleges used classroom
observations as a developmental tool to offer professional development opportunities to
adjunct faculty members.
A supplementary survey item asked CAOs to rate the frequency with which listed
professional development opportunities were offered to adjuncts. All responding
institutions (100%) offered orientation to adjunct faculty members. Adjunct faculty
orientation provides an avenue to assimilate them into the college culture (Wallin, 2005). A
vast majority of responding institutions offered workshops and mentoring opportunities on
always to sometimes scale. Mentoring was third in rank. These findings were consistent
with previous nationwide study on adjunct faculty professional development which reported
orientation and mentoring as two major professional development activities. (Scott, 2010).
However, it is not clear whether the professional development opportunities were
mandatory or adjunct faculty participation was voluntary? Also, it is not clear how
responding community colleges measured the effectiveness of professional development
opportunities specifically their impact on teaching effectiveness and student learning?
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Within the perspective of organizational learning framework, developing and
offering professional development opportunities to adjuncts can be equated with two
organizational learning processes: invention and production. Invention is designing
solutions to solve a given organizational problem or opportunity; production is the
implementation of those solutions. The results of this study suggest that responding
community colleges were engaged in adjunct faculty teaching performance evaluations and
they used results of evaluations in making decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty
professional development.

Employment Decisions
CAOs reported that their institutions used evaluations in employment decisions.
Evaluation of classroom teaching by students emerged as the most frequently used source
of data followed by classroom observation. It is important to note here that unlike
professional development decisions, responding community colleges relied on student
evaluation of classroom teaching in employment decisions. Use of student ratings has been
consistently cited in higher education literature as a major source of data to inform
employment decisions (Arreola, 2007; Campion et al., 2000; Daugherty, 2001; Langen,
2008; Seldin, 2006). Campion et al. revealed that 52.9% of the responding community
colleges used results from student evaluations to make reappointment decisions. Langen
(2011) reported that 87% of responding institutions relied on student evaluations of
teaching for summative evaluations. For Seldin, students are in a better situation to observe
faculty teaching and provide feedback about its quality. Hence, the findings of this study
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are consistent with previous research. The use of student evaluation of classroom teaching
should not be limited to summative purposes. For example, one of the respondents
commented that, “Student evaluations are of limited value in any particular instance. They
can be useful to show trends over time. They can point to the kinds of professional
development needed. This is important for us in a small, rural college, as we don't always
have someone else qualified to hire, so we need to help the people we have to develop their
craft.”
The remaining sources of data were infrequently used at responding community
colleges. They included: evaluation by peers, self-evaluations, informal feedback, and
student performance. These findings are also consistent with Langen’s (2011) study, which
reported that sources of data such as peer evaluation, grade performance (student
performance), informal student feedback (informal feedback), and self-evaluations of
teaching were least relied upon in the summative evaluation process.
A comparative analysis of extent of use of five top-ranked sources of data
(Evaluation of classroom teaching by students, evaluation by dean, evaluation by
department chair, classroom observations, and evaluation of teaching materials) for
professional development and employment decisions provides additional insights about the
consistent use of individual sources of data. For example, 37.9% of the responding
institutions always used evaluation of classroom teaching for employment decisions while
19.4% of them always used it for professional development decisions. Similar comparisons
for remaining four sources of data are as follows: evaluation by dean (33.10% for
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employment decisions and 12.6% for professional development); evaluation by chair
(34.8% for employment decisions and 15% for professional development); classroom
observation (36% for employment decisions and 21% for professional development); and
evaluation of teaching materials (14.5% for employment decisions and 9.8% for
professional development). It is clear from this analysis that responding community
colleges were more consistent in using multiple sources of data for employment decisions
as compared to those for professional development decisions.

Data Sharing With Adjuncts
The vast majority of CAOs reported that the results of faculty evaluations were
always shared with adjunct faculty members. The top five sources of data that were always
shared with faculty included: evaluation of classroom teaching by students (89.8%),
classroom observations (72.8%), evaluations by department chair (58.9%), evaluations by
dean (56.7%), and evaluation of teaching materials (43.4%). Student evaluations of
classroom teaching appeared to be the most frequently shared source of data followed by
classroom observations. These findings are consistent with the results of other findings
explained in the preceding sections of this chapter – evaluation of classroom teaching by
students and classroom observations consistently emerged as two dominant sources of data
used in adjunct faculty evaluations. These findings are also consistent with Campion et al.’s
(2000) study which reported that 92.2% of the responding community colleges allowed
adjunct faculty to review student evaluations and that 80.4% of instructional leaders
reviewed student evaluations with adjuncts. A number for writers have suggested that
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institutions should involve faculty in the design and implementation of performance
evaluations process (Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006). Lack of involvement may potentially
cause negative attitudes about the entire process. The perception about the potential use of
evaluation data influences the overall effectiveness of any evaluation process including
faculty performance evaluation (Rifkin, 1995).
It seems promising that the two most frequently used sources of data, evaluation of
classroom teaching by students and classroom observations, were always shared in 89.8%
and 72.8% of the responding institutions respectively; however, these findings did not align
with another finding of this study that a very small percentage (5.4%) of respondents
always used evaluations to determine adjunct faculty professional development needs. It
may assume that many responding community colleges shared evaluations with adjuncts
but did not use them into meaningful interventions to improve teaching performance.

Recognition and Reward
An analysis of survey responses suggested that many responding community
colleges used evaluations to recognize their adjunct faculty members. A significant number
of CAOs (41.4%) reported that their institutions did not formally or informally recognize
adjunct faculty teaching performance, while 40% reported that they formally recognized
teaching performance and 18.6% reported that they informally recognized adjunct faculty.
As commented by one of the survey respondents, “Adjuncts fill an essential role at our
college. More recognition of adjunct teaching excellence is needed. I have worked toward
making that recognition happen.” Responding community colleges used evaluation of
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classroom teaching by students as the major source of data to recognize adjunct faculty on
teaching excellence followed by evaluation by dean and classroom observation. It is
important to note here that evaluation of classroom teaching by students was also the most
widely used source of data in overall teaching performance evaluations and employment
decisions. The frequent use of dean and chair evaluations to some extent highlighted the
administrative role that dean and chairs played in making decisions pertaining to faculty
recognition.
Faculty evaluation, both summative and formative, is most likely to become part of
institutional culture if faculty members are recognized based on their performance (Arreola,
2007; Wallin, 2004). Community colleges need to build and support a culture where
adjunct performance is recognized.
The vast majority of CAOs reported that their colleges always offered “continuation
of teaching contract” and “Faculty of the Year Award” as rewards to recognize adjunct
faculty excellence in teaching performance. These findings are consistent with Oprean’s
(2012) study, which reported that 45.5% of the survey respondents stated that positive
evaluations resulted in consideration of future employment contracts, while 33.7% of
respondents reported that their institutions offered no reward for work performance. It is
important to note that continuation of teaching contract was most frequently offered reward
at responding community colleges to recognize excellence in teaching excellence. This
might be due to the fact that adjuncts work on a temporary basis and their continued
employment is not guaranteed by the colleges unless it is mandated by faculty contract.
Limiting adjunct faculty rewards to continued employment might not be helpful in
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nurturing a productive relationship with this group and may hamper their integration into
campus culture. Some CAOs reported that their institutions offered conference funding
(often or sometimes), but this was not a top-ranked reward in the survey.
Monetary awards were ranked lowest in this study. Only 13.5% of respondents
reported that they always reward adjuncts monetarily based on teaching performance, while
47.3% reported that they never used such awards. It can be assumed that many institutions
were struggling with crunching financial resources and that did not allow them to offer
monetary rewards to adjuncts. Other types of rewards offered to adjuncts included
conference funding and involvement in curriculum development. These findings are
consistent with Daugherty’s (2001) study, which reported that funding for travel, special
faculty awards to recognize teaching excellence, and faculty release time for
program/curriculum development were the three most frequently used rewards to recognize
adjunct faculty members.
The results of this study revealed that a significant number of responding
institutions (41.4%) did not reward their adjuncts for their performance. Previous research
studies support a positive relationship between adjunct faculty recognition and their
participation in professional development, integration into campus culture, and overall
instructional performance. It is therefore critical for community colleges to recognize the
efforts of the majority of their instructional workforce. Gappa and Leslie (1993) asserted
the importance of adjunct faculty recognition as follows: “Knowing that they are eligible
for recognition and rewards can go a long way toward increasing the efforts and the
commitment that part-timers put into their assignments” (p. 275).
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Use of Evaluation Results for Institutional Policies
There is a line of research that supports the use of evaluations in solving
organizational issues pertaining to its programs, policies, and structures (Torres & Preskill,
2001). The data generated through performance evaluations generate new knowledge
which can be institutionalized by embedding it into organizational policies. Taking
organizational learning framework, it is equivalent to the generalization process. In the
words of Snyder and Cummings (1997), “Generalization refers to the process by which
organizations evaluate their experience, document the results, and encode them through
organization routines (e.g., Policies and procedures”) (p. 16).
CAOs in this reported that their institutions used results of evaluations to review
institutional policies including hiring and recruitment, orientation, integration, professional
development, teaching evaluation, and working conditions. Top three institutional policies
that were most frequently reviewed by institutions, based on evaluation results, were:
orientation, hiring and recruitment, and teaching evaluation. On examining the overall
review of each individual institutional policy, results indicated that at least 80% of the
responding institutions always or sometimes used evaluation results to review institutional
policies, except institutional policy pertaining to adjunct faculty working conditions. These
results suggest a sharp contrast between the use of evaluations in reviewing institutional
policies: many responding colleges used evaluations to review orientation policy which has
to do with the professional development of adjunct faculty while a relatively small number
of responding colleges reviewed policy pertaining to working conditions of adjunct faculty
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which has to do with the terms of their employment such as salary, benefits, and other
aspects of employment.

Limitations of the Study
For this study, the following limitations were considered:
1.

Although the survey response rate was not low, there was still a large group

that did not respond.
2.

The scope of this study was limited to those adjunct faculty members who

were teaching credit-bearing courses in a traditional, face-to-face mode of instruction.
This scope was clearly identified with the introductory letter that was originally sent to
chief academic officers in the survey population. As a large number of adjunct faculty
members are involved in teaching online and non-credit courses at community colleges,
results of this study may not be generalized to all those adjuncts who teach online and noncredit courses at community colleges.
3.

This was a descriptive study intended to explore the current status of adjunct

faculty evaluation practices at public community colleges. However, the study was not
designed to identify how these practices were operationalized at responding community
colleges. Although the study findings revealed that community colleges used faculty
evaluation data to inform professional development decisions, the study did not explore
how this worked at responding community colleges.
4.

The selection of evaluation criteria and sources of were based on an

extensive review of literature including previous studies on faculty teaching performance
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evaluations at the institutions of higher education. However, it was not possible to create
an exhaustive list of evaluation criteria and sources of data that were used in community
colleges. To address this issue, other category was created in the survey instrument
allowing respondents to identify criteria and sources of data used at their institutions and
different from those given with the survey instrument.
5.

Only Chief Academic Officers (CAOs) were invited to participate in the

survey based on the assumption that they would be in a better position to report adjunct
faculty teaching performance evaluation practices at community colleges.
6.

Like other web-based surveys, the self-reporting nature of this study offered

limitations, including that of the potential for selective response bias.

Conclusion
The results of this study indicated that responding public community colleges value
their adjunct faculty members and their contribution in meeting institutional goals of access
and student success. The survey data showed that all 143 responding community colleges
evaluated their adjuncts; many offered some types of professional development
opportunities and some recognized adjunct faculty’s teaching excellence. An analysis of
qualitative survey responses also revealed a strong support base for adjuncts at responding
institutions. These findings are consistent with previous research by Levin et al. (2006)
which reported that adjunct faculty were an integral part of the institutions and were
primarily hired to achieve flexibility and affordability.
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All responding community colleges in this study conducted faculty evaluations;
however, the scope of evaluation varied from one institution to another. Some colleges
used standard evaluation methods throughout the institutions, while others used methods
that varied from one department to another. However, it is not clear whether departmental
evaluations were based on specific disciplines or determined by other factors. It is
interesting to note here that majority of responding community colleges (79%) did not have
adjunct faculty union. In many responding community colleges, adjunct faculty teaching
performance evaluations were either voluntary or mandated by internal institutional policies
rather than external agencies. These findings suggest that responding community colleges
were engaged in adjunct faculty teaching performance evaluations because they wanted to
improve their teaching performance.
All listed evaluation criteria were used at the responding community colleges, some
with more frequency than others. Classroom teaching emerged as the most frequently used
criterion of adjunct faculty teaching performance evaluation followed by attendance and
reliability. As teaching is the primary mission of a community college and touches every
aspect of its operations, it is logical to include classroom teaching as a major factor in
evaluating faculty teaching performance. If student learning is the central mission, then
ensuring quality of classroom teaching must be a top institutional priority. Innovation in
teaching methods emerged as the third most frequently used evaluation criterion.
Community colleges are open access institutions and offer educational opportunities to a
large population of underprepared, adult students. Several research studies have
documented a positive connection between teaching style and effective student learning. It
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is critical to design instructional methods that could support the learning style of diverse
student populations.
Three evaluation criteria—college service, length of service, and curriculum and
course development—were infrequently used at responding community colleges. It is
interesting to note here that community colleges used criterion “innovation in teaching”
more frequently than the “course and curriculum development” criterion in evaluating
adjunct faculty teaching performance. Low rankings of the “college service” and “length of
service” criteria may be attributed to the nature of adjunct faculty employment. Both
criteria are used in the evaluations of full-time faculty at many institutions of higher
education, but this is not the case for adjunct faculty. It might be due to the transient nature
of adjunct faculty employment that these two criteria did not get much attention at
responding community colleges.
Responding community colleges used multiple sources of data in evaluating adjunct
faculty teaching performance. The five most frequently used sources of data were:
evaluation of classroom teaching by students, classroom observation, evaluation of teaching
materials, evaluation by department chair, and evaluation by dean. However, all sources of
data were used with varying frequencies. Student evaluations of classroom teaching and
classroom observations emerged as two dominant sources of data for adjunct faculty
evaluations. Research abounds in the area of student evaluation of teaching, and there are
rarely any higher education institutions that do not rely on students to evaluate faculty
teaching performance. Classroom observation is also a growing area of faculty evaluations,
and this study confirms its popularity among community colleges. Two sources of data–
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self-evaluation of teaching and evaluation by peers–were infrequently used sources of data.
Evaluation by peers was ranked at a relatively low level, possibly because many
respondents did not differentiate between classroom observation and evaluation by peers in
the survey. Peers often conduct classroom observations and review instructional materials.
This study did not find any significant difference between the types of institutions
based on geographic location, institutional size, union status, and percentage of adjunct
faculty members teaching credit-bearing courses and the extent of use of specified
evaluation criteria and sources of data. In previous studies on faculty evaluations,
institutional size and union status of the faculty were used as two predictor variables to
investigate their influence on the extent of use of specified faculty performance criteria and
sources of data. None of them reported any significance differences in the extent of use of
any specified criteria and source of data. Hence the results of this study corroborate the
results obtained in previous studies (Daugherty, 2001; Zitlow, 1988). The percentage of
adjunct faculty at a responding institutions was a statistically significant factor in Langen’s
(2011) research, but her study was not limited to community colleges and relied on a mix of
four-year, two-year, public, and private institutions.
Adjunct faculty evaluations were conducted at the responding community colleges
for two purposes: summative and formative. A small number (5.4%) of responding
community colleges always used evaluations to determine the professional development
needs of adjunct faculty member, while 67% reported that they used evaluations often or
sometimes. These findings show some level of inconsistency among responding colleges in
using evaluations for professional development needs. Classroom observations emerged as
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the most frequently used source of data in professional development decisions followed by
student evaluations of classroom teaching; however, all data sources were used with
varying frequencies in professional development decisions. Although student evaluation of
classroom teaching was the most frequently used source of data in overall adjunct faculty
performance evaluations, responding institutions relied more on classroom observations in
professional development decisions. Evaluation by peers and self-evaluation of teaching
were the most infrequently used sources of data in professional development decisions.
Responding institutions offered various professional development opportunities to
adjuncts including mentoring, orientation, workshops and seminars, grants of travel, release
time, and other. Orientation appeared to be the most widely offered professional
development opportunity, followed by workshops and seminars and mentoring. These
findings corroborate with previous research on faculty professional development in
community college settings. Faculty orientation and mentoring are cited in the literature as
the two most common types of professional development opportunities offered to adjunct
faculty.
Responding community colleges used evaluations in making employment decisions.
Evaluation of classroom teaching by students, classroom observations, evaluation by
department chair, and evaluation by dean were four most frequently used sources of data in
employment decisions. Unlike professional development decisions, respondent community
colleges relied more on evaluation of classroom teaching by students than on classroom
observations. Evaluation by peers and self-evaluation of teaching were the most
infrequently used sources of data in adjunct employment decisions.
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The vast majority of participants reported that they shared evaluation results with
adjunct faculty members. Data generated through evaluation of classroom teaching by
students and classroom observations were shared more frequently than those generated by
other sources. However, all sources of data were shared with adjunct faculty members with
varying frequencies.
A large number of responding community colleges (58.6%) formally or informally
recognized adjunct faculty on teaching performance; remaining colleges (41.4%) did not
recognize adjuncts either formally or informally. Three sources of data were more
frequently used in recognizing excellence in teaching performance: evaluation of classroom
teaching, evaluation by dean, and classroom observation. This finding corroborates with
other findings in this study as the evaluation of classroom teaching by students and
classroom observations were consistently cited as two dominant sources of data used in
making decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty professional development and employment.
A good teaching performance led to continuation of employment and Faculty of the Year
award. Awarding Monetary awards was not a common practice as very few community
colleges always gave monetary awards, while the majority (65%) reported that they never
or rarely offered monetary awards. These findings are consistent with previous research.
Some CAOs reported that they offered conference funding (“often” or “sometimes”), but
this was not a top-ranked reward in the survey.
Responding community colleges used evaluations to review existing institutional
policies pertaining to hiring and recruitment, orientation, integration, professional
development, teaching evaluation, working conditions. Policies pertaining to orientation
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were most frequently reviewed by responding colleges followed by those related to hiring
and recruitment and teaching evaluation of adjunct faculty. The organizational learning
framework (discovery-invention-production-generalization) can be used to further elaborate
this practice. From the findings of this study it is apparent that community colleges
evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance (discovery process); make formative and
summative decisions (invention and production); and embed their learning into
organizational routines in the form of procedures, policies, structure, and routines
(generalization). However, this study was not primarily designed to investigate how such
learning takes place.

Implications for Practice
Based on the findings of this study, all community colleges evaluate their adjuncts
by using various evaluation criteria and sources of data with varying frequency. Three
dominant criteria of faculty performance evaluations were: classroom teaching, attendance
and reliability, and innovation in teaching methods. Some respondents reported that their
institutions used other criteria such as adherence to college policy, effective disposition of
non-teaching duties, and student engagement and satisfaction. As teaching is the primary
mission of a community college, irrespective of faculty status, classroom teaching will
remain as the most dominant criterion of faculty teaching performance evaluation in future
research. It is recommended that community colleges further explore different aspects of
classroom teaching that could enhance student teaching and learning experience. For
example, Arreola (2007) has identified four types of skills that may be included when
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reviewing classroom teaching as an evaluation criterion. These four types of skills pertain
to course design, course delivery, course assessment, and course management. Also, as
indicated by some respondents of this study, non-teaching duties of adjuncts may need to be
further explored for their inclusion as faculty evaluation criteria. Although adjuncts are
hired primarily for teaching, every institution is different and may have different set of
expectations for their adjunct faculty including non-teaching job responsibilities.
The evaluation of classroom teaching by students and classroom observations
emerged as two dominant sources of data in evaluating overall adjunct faculty teaching
performance and in making decisions pertaining to professional development, employment,
recognizing excellence in teaching performance. Classroom observations emerged as an
important source of data in professional development and employment decisions. Other
studies also cited classroom observations as one of the most frequently used sources of
data. To increase the reliability and validity of classroom observations, it might be critical
for community colleges to prepare and train a team of qualified observers.
Self-evaluation of teaching emerged as a relatively less frequently used source of
data in professional development and employment decisions. However, community
colleges should encourage adjunct faculty to pursue this method of performance
evaluations. This will provide an opportunity to document teaching philosophy, teaching
goals, and methods to achieve those goals. Although self-evaluation data may not be used
for employment decisions, but they can be used to interpret evaluation results from other
data sources.
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Student performance emerged as a relatively less frequently used source of data in
the overall evaluation of adjunct faculty members and in making decisions pertaining to
professional development, employment, and recognizing excellence in teaching
performance. In the era of growing accountability and national calls for increasing student
completion rates, community colleges should pay attention on using student performance
data to identify instructional areas where faculty development is needed. It can be argued
that student performance in examinations and other summative assessment may not be
directly related to the quality of faculty teaching or faculty teaching performance; a wellprepared faculty may positively impact student outcomes.
Many community colleges in this study offered professional development
opportunities to adjuncts based on evaluations. Some respondents made comments that
adjuncts were running a busy schedule and that hampered their participation in professional
development events. As suggested by several writers, such as Wallin (2005) and others,
community colleges may offer professional development activities with some flexibility to
ensure adjuncts participation. This flexibility can be achieved by offering professional
development opportunities online or late evening hours.
The responding community colleges in this study reported that they recognized
adjunct faculty teaching performance by extending their teaching contracts. Moreover,
monetary awards were infrequently used to recognize teaching excellence. Although it
might be difficult to offer monetary awards, especially in community colleges with small
resource base, non-monetary awards such as recognition in major college events and
college publications may be offered without investing much resources.
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The evaluation data that are generated through student evaluations, classroom
observations, and other sources may potentially provide an opportunity for community
colleges to identify performance gaps and offer solutions to bridge those gaps. Community
colleges may use such data to offer professional development opportunities or make
employment decisions. Also, community colleges use evaluation data to review their
current policies and procedures that may cause performance gaps. Although the findings of
this study revealed that community colleges used evaluation data to review institutional
policies, it is not clear how the outcomes of this review would be institutionalized for the
future course of actions. Community colleges may establish a closed-loop process through
which they could monitor the impact of subsequent policy reviews on faculty teaching
performance.

Recommendations for Future Research
Based on the findings of this study, following recommendations are suggested for future
research:
1.

Although this study has generated data on specified evaluation criteria and

sources of data that were used to evaluate adjunct faculty teaching performance at public
community colleges, there is a need to further explore how these criteria are determined and
whether adjunct faculty are involved in designing these criteria. As more and more
community colleges are adopting an online format for instructional delivery, there is a need
to extend the scope of this research to determine how evaluation criteria and sources of data
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for face-to-face teaching are different from those used for online teaching. Moreover, future
research may also include adjunct faculty members who teach non-credit courses.
2.

A large number of responding CAOs in this study reported that they used

evaluation data to determine professional development needs of adjunct faculty members.
However, it is not clear how this exchange takes place. It would be a worthwhile scholarly
activity to explore the mechanisms through which this exchange process.
3.

The survey population of this study consisted of chief academic officers at

public community colleges who reported the current status of adjunct faculty evaluations at
their institutions. Several studies reported that adjunct faculty expressed their interest in
receiving feedback on their teaching performance. It might be interesting to study adjunct
faculty perspectives on the importance of teaching performance evaluations and use of
evaluation data in making various institutional decisions.
4.

Several CAOs in this study reported that they offered professional

development opportunities to adjunct faculty members. However, there is no clarity yet on
the effectiveness of such professional development opportunities - how community colleges
evaluate the effectiveness of orientation, mentoring, workshops, and others in improving
the teaching performance of adjuncts? Additionally, it remains to be seen how evaluation
data can be used to mediate the relationship between classroom teaching and institutional
effectiveness in terms of student success.
5.

There is a need to investigate whether adjunct faculty should be evaluated

using the same methods as those used for full-time faculty or whether there should be a
different set of methods.
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6. Participants in this study reported that they used adjunct faculty evaluation data to
review institutional policies pertaining to adjuncts. This is a potential area for further
research. It might be a worthwhile scholarly activity to investigate if faculty evaluations
lead to organizational learning and change and how it happens?
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT
Survey of Adjunct Faculty Evaluation Practices at Public Community Colleges
Section A: General Institutional Data
1. How do you classify your college in terms of its geographic location?
o Rural-serving
o Suburban-serving
o Urban-serving
2. How do you classify your college in terms of full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment
during Fall 2013 term?
o Fewer than 500 students
o Between 500-1,999 students
o Between 2,000-4,999 students
o Between 5,000-9,999 students
o 10,000 or more students
3. What percentage of your credit-bearing courses is taught by adjunct faculty?
o 1%-10%
o 11%-20%
o 21%-30%
o 31%-40%
o 41%-50%
o 51%-60%
o 61 %-70%
o 71%-80%
o 81%-90%
o 91%-100%
4.

Does your college have an adjunct faculty union?
o Yes
o No

5.

Does your college evaluate the teaching performance of adjunct faculty members?
o Yes, throughout the college
o Varies by department
o No
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Section B: Adjunct Evaluation
6. Adjunct faculty evaluation in your college is:
o Mandated by the adjunct union contract
o Mandated by the state coordinating agency
o Mandated by regional accreditation agency
o Voluntary
o Other, please specify
7. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following specified criteria is
used to evaluate adjunct faculty member’s teaching performance at your college.
Evaluation
Criteria
Classroom teaching

College service
(Examples: academic
advising, committee
work, participation in
campus events, etc.)
Attendance and
reliability
Innovation in teaching
methods
Course and curriculum
development
Length of service
Other

1=
Always

2 = Often

3=
Sometimes

4 = Rarely

5=
Never
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8. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following specified sources of
data is used to evaluate an adjunct faculty member’s teaching performance at your
college.
Sources of Data
Evaluation of classroom
teaching by students

Evaluation by department
chair
Evaluation by dean
Self-evaluation of teaching
Evaluation by peers
Classroom observations
Evaluation of teaching
materials
Informal feedback
(Examples: informal student
feedback, peers feedback,
other comments outside the
classroom)
Student performance
(Examples: grades,
performance in later
courses, performance in
licensure examinations)
Other

1=
Always

2=
Often

3=
Sometimes

4=
Rarely

5=
Never
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9. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following sources of data is
used to inform professional development opportunities for adjunct faculty at your
college?
Sources of Data
Evaluation of classroom
teaching by students

Evaluation by department
chair
Evaluation by dean
Self-evaluation of teaching
Evaluation by peers
Classroom observations
Evaluation of teaching
materials
Informal
feedback (Examples:
informal student feedback,
peers feedback, other
comments outside the
classroom)
Student performance
(Examples: grades,
performance in later courses,
performance in licensure
examinations)
Other

1=
Always

2=
Often

3=
Sometimes

4=
Rarely

5=
Never
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10. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following sources of data is
used to make decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty employment at your college.
Sources of Data
Evaluation of classroom teaching by
students

Evaluation by department chair

Evaluation by dean

Self- evaluation of teaching
Evaluation by peers
Classroom observations
Evaluation of teaching materials
Informal feedback (Examples:
informal student feedback, peers
feedback, other comments outside the
classroom)
Student performance
(Examples: grades, performance in
later courses, performance in
licensure examinations)
Other

1=
Always

2=
Often

3=
Sometimes

4=
Rarely

5=
Never
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11. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following sources of data are
shared with adjunct faculty at your college.
Sources of Data
Evaluation of classroom teaching
by students

Evaluation by department chair

Evaluation by dean

Self-evaluation of teaching
Evaluation by peers
Classroom observations
Evaluation of teaching materials
Informal feedback (Examples:
informal student feedback, peers
feedback, other comments outside
the classroom)
Student performance
(Examples: grades, performance in
later courses, performance in
licensure examinations)
Other

1=
Always

2=
Often

3=
Sometimes

4=
Rarely

5=
Never
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12. Does your college offer recognition to adjunct faculty members based on their
teaching performance?
o Yes, adjunct faculty are formally recognized
o Yes, adjunct faculty are informally recognized
o No
13. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following sources of data is
used to recognize adjunct faculty for excellence in teaching performance
Sources of Data
Evaluation of classroom
teaching by students
Evaluation by department chair
Evaluation by dean
Self – evaluation of teaching
Evaluation by peers
Classroom observations
Evaluation of teaching materials
Informal feedback (Examples:
informal student feedback, peers
feedback, other comments
outside the classroom)
Student performance
(Examples: grades, performance
in later courses, performance in
licensure examinations)
Other

1=
Always

2=
Often

3=
Sometimes

4=
Rarely

5=
Never
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14. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following rewards is offered to
adjunct faculty members to recognize excellence in teaching performance.
1=
Always
Faculty of the Year award
Certificate of Excellence
Continuation of teaching contract
Involvement in curriculum
development
Monetary awards
Conference funding
Other

2=
Often

3=
Sometimes

4=
Rarely

5=
Never
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Section C: Adjunct Professional Development
15. To what extent are evaluation data used to determine the professional development
needs of adjunct faculty at your college?
1 = Always

2 = Often

3 = Sometimes

4 = Rarely

5 = Never

16. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following professional
development opportunities is offered to adjuncts to improve their teaching
performance.
1 = Always

Mentoring
Orientation

Workshops,
seminars, and
short courses
Grants for
travel
Release time
Other

2 = Often

3 = Sometimes

4 = Rarely

5 = Never
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Section D: Organizational Learning
17. Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following institutional policies
is influenced by the outcomes of adjunct faculty evaluations.
Institutional
Policies

1 = Always

2= Often

3 = Sometimes

4 = Rarely

5 = Never

Hiring and
recruitment

Orientation
Integration into
campus culture
Professional
development
Teaching
evaluation
Working
conditions
Other

18. What are your views on adjunct teaching-performance evaluation and the role it
plays in your institution?
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19. Is there anything that you would like to share that has not been asked on this
survey?

Submit
THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY!
If you wish to receive a copy of the results, please click on the survey link below to provide
your email address. Your email address will not be linked to the survey responses you just
completed.
[Survey Link]

Submit
THANK YOU
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VALIDATION OF SURVEY INSTRUMENT
EXPERT PANEL FEEDBACK FORM
Thank you for your willingness to serve as a member of the expert review panel. Please
review and evaluate the survey instrument to determine if it adequately measures the
content area of this study: general institutional profile, faculty evaluation, professional
development, and organizational learning. Any suggestions and additional comments for
the further improvement of this instrument would be greatly appreciated.
Content area
General Institutional
Characteristics
(Section A)

Pertinent survey items
Item 1-Item 5

Faculty Evaluation
(Section B)

Item 6-Item 14

Professional Development
(Section C)

Item 15-Item 16

Comments / feedback
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Organizational Learning
(Section D)

Item 17-Item 19

Overall Feedback for Improvement (if any)

APPENDIX C
VALIDATION OF SURVEY INSTRUMENT:
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VALIDATION OF SURVEY INSTRUMENT
FIELD TEST FEEDBACK FORM
Thank you for your willingness to serve as a member of the field test team. Please
complete the survey instrument and provide your feedback on following items:
Content area
General Institutional Profile
(Section A)
Item 1-Item 5

Faculty Evaluation
(Section B)

Item 6-Item 14

Professional Development
(Section C)

Item 15-Item 16

Testing criteria*
1. Do items in the survey fit
together?
2. Are items in the survey
difficult to follow?
3. Does the “skip-questions
function” work well?
4. How much time does it
take to complete this section
of the survey?
5. Do you experience loss of
attention or monotony?
1. Do items in the survey fit
together?
2. Are items in the survey
difficult to follow?
3. Does the “skip-questions
function” work well?
4. How much time does it
take to complete this section
of the survey?
5. Do you experience loss of
attention or monotony?
1. Do items in the survey fit
together?
2. Are items in the survey
difficult to follow?
3. Does the “skip-questions
function” work well?
4. How much time does it
take to complete this section
of the survey?
5. Do you experience loss of
attention or monotony?

Comments / feedback
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Organizational Learning
(Section D)
Item 17-Item 19

1. Do items in the survey fit
together?
2. Are items in the survey
difficult to follow?
3. Does the “skip-questions
function” work well?
4. How much time does it
take to complete this section
of the survey?
5. Do you experience loss of
attention or monotony?

Overall Feedback for Improvement (if any)

*Adapted from Vaus, D. (2002). Surveys in social research. Psychology Press.
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Dear Chief Academic Officer:
I am a doctoral candidate of the Department of Counseling, Adult, and Higher Education,
College of Education at Northern Illinois University (NIU). As part of my doctoral study, I
am conducting research on “Adjunct Faculty Evaluation at Public Community Colleges: A
Precursor of Organizational Learning.” The purpose of this study is to explore the current
status of adjunct faculty teaching evaluation practices at public community colleges across
the United States and how the evaluation data are used to make decisions pertaining to
adjunct faculty employment and professional development. The study findings will provide
research data that could assist individual public community colleges to review and refine
institutional policies and procedures pertaining to their adjunct faculty members. The scope
of this study is limited to those adjunct faculty members who are teaching credit-bearing
courses in a traditional, face-to-face mode of instruction.
I am particularly interested in your responses because of your role as the leader and the
manager of the academic mission of the institution and, ultimately, the guardian of
academic excellence. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You can
stop at any point or choose not to answer any particular question. All responses will remain
completely anonymous. Results will be presented in aggregate only, with no identifying
information. There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this study. The
survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. You may receive a copy of the
summary findings upon request. Here is the link to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/AdjunctFacultyEvaluations
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact the Office
of Research Compliance and Integrity (ORCI) at NIU at (815) 753-8588. If you have any
questions regarding this study and particularly about this survey, please contact my
dissertation chair, Dr. Amy Rose, [phone number], or email arose@niu.edu. I can be
reached at [phone number], or email, muddassir.siddiqi@morton.edu.
Please complete the survey by August 4, 2014.
participation.

Thank you in advance for your

Sincerely,
Muhammad M Siddiqi
Doctoral Candidate, NIU
Provost, Morton College, Cicero, Illinois
If you do not want to participate in this survey or do not wish to receive further emails from
me, please click the link below, and you will be automatically removed from the survey
mailing list.
[RemoveLink]
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INFORMED CONSENT
The purpose of this study is to explore the current status of adjunct faculty teaching
evaluation practices at public community colleges across the United States and how the
evaluation data are used to make decisions pertaining to adjunct faculty employment and
professional development. You are invited to participate in this study because of your role
in the capacity of chief academic officer of the college and a person ultimately responsible
for the academic integrity of instructional programs.
Your participation in this study is voluntary, and refusal to participate or discontinuation of
participation will involve no penalty or loss of benefits. You may choose not to answer a
specific question.
The procedure involves completing an online survey that will take approximately 10-15
minutes. All data are stored in a password protected electronic format. All responses will
remain completely anonymous. Results will be presented in aggregate only, with no
identifying information. There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this
study.
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact the Office
of Research Compliance and Integrity (ORCI) at Northern Illinois University (NIU) at
(815) 753-8588. If you have any questions regarding this study and particularly about this
survey, please contact my dissertation chair, Dr. Amy Rose, [phone number], or email
arose@niu.edu. I can be reached at [phone number], or email,
muddassir.siddiqi@morton.edu.
ELECTRONIC CONSENT:
Please select your choice below.
Clicking on the "Agree" button below indicates that:
• You have read the above information
• You voluntarily agree to participate
• You are at least 18 years of age
If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline participation by
clicking on the "Disagree" button.
o
Agree
o
Disagree
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