
UC San Diego
UC San Diego Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Title
Teaching in Context: Exploring the Factors that Influence Community College Faculty 
Teaching Practices

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6x6423bd

Author
Rattner, Mariette

Publication Date
2018
 
Peer reviewed|Thesis/dissertation

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6x6423bd
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


 

 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SAN DIEGO 

 

Teaching in Context: Exploring the Factors that Influence Community College Faculty Teaching 

Practices 

 

A dissertation submitted in partial satisfaction of the requirements for the degree Doctor of 

Education 

 

 

 

in 

 

 

 

Teaching and Learning 

 

 

by 

 

 

 

Mariette Davies Rattner 

 

 

 

Committee in Charge: 

Christopher Halter, Chair 

Shana Cohen 

Gabriele Weinhausen 

 

2018 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 2018 

Mariette Davies Rattner 

All rights reserved.



 

   

iii 

The Dissertation of Mariette Davies Rattner is approved, and it is acceptable in quality and form 

for publication on microfilm and electronically: 

 

  

  

  

  

 Chair 

 

 

 

 

 

University of California San Diego 

2018 



 

   

iv 

Dedication 

This dissertation is dedicated to my teachers, Dr. Cynthia Schubert-Irastorza and the late Dr. 

Walter B. Crawford, in gratitude for their mentorship and support. 



 

   

v 

Epigram 

“…there is no essential conflict between loving to teach and working to reform education.  An 

authentic movement is not a play for power—it is teaching and learning writ large.  Now the 

world becomes our classroom, and the potential to teach and learn is found everywhere.  We 

need only be in the world as our true selves, with open hearts and minds.”  

 Parker J. Palmer 



 

   

vi 

Table of Contents 

Dedication ...................................................................................................................................... iv 

Epigram ............................................................................................................................................v 

Table of Contents ........................................................................................................................... vi 

List of Figures ..................................................................................................................................x 

List of Tables ................................................................................................................................ xii 

VITA ............................................................................................................................................ xiii 

Abstract of the Dissertation ......................................................................................................... xiv 

Chapter 1: Introduction ....................................................................................................................1 

Accountability in Public Higher Education: Focus on Outcome Measures ................................1 

The Role of Context in Shaping Teaching Practice .....................................................................5 

Goals of the Study and Research Questions ..............................................................................13 

Chapter 2: Review of Literature ....................................................................................................15 

Research on Part-time Adjunct Faculty’s Instructional Quality ................................................17 

Research on Part-time Adjunct Faculty’s Need for Professional Development ........................21 

Research on Factors that Affect Part-time Adjunct Faculty’s Ability to Implement Best 

Practices in Teaching .................................................................................................................22 

Additional Research about the Relative Effectiveness of Part-time Adjunct and Full-time 

Faculty Instruction Needed ........................................................................................................23 

Viewing the Contextual Factors Affecting Faculty Teaching Practices through the Lens of the 

Bronfenbrenner (1997) Ecological Model .................................................................................24 

Effective Teaching in Higher Education ....................................................................................27 

Chapter 3: Methodology ................................................................................................................30 



 

   

vii 

Research Design.........................................................................................................................30 

Setting ........................................................................................................................................31 

Data Collection ..........................................................................................................................32 

Survey. .......................................................................................................................................32 

Survey sample profile. ...............................................................................................................33 

Interview. ...................................................................................................................................37 

Data Analysis Procedures ..........................................................................................................40 

Survey Data Analysis Procedures. ............................................................................................40 

Interview Data Reduction and Analysis Procedures. ................................................................40 

Limitations .................................................................................................................................41 

Chapter 4: Findings ........................................................................................................................44 

Unexpected Finding ...................................................................................................................44 

Finding 1: Study participants differ from the university faculty discussed in much of the 

research literature. .....................................................................................................................48 

Research Questions 1, 1a, and 1b: Examining and Comparing the Reported Teaching Practices 

of FT and PT Community College Faculty................................................................................50 

Comparing the instructional practices of FT and PT faculty. ...................................................51 

Finding 2: FT faculty employ progressive teaching methods to a greater degree than PT 

faculty. .......................................................................................................................................52 

Alignment of full-time and part-time faculty teaching methods with the Chickering and 

Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct. ..........................................................................63 



 

   

viii 

Finding 3: FT and PT faculty tend to agree on the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven 

Principles” tenets related to making connections with students and engaging students with 

coursework. ...............................................................................................................................65 

Finding 4: FT faculty are more likely than PT faculty to communicate feedback to students 

and hold students to expressed high expectations. ....................................................................70 

Summary discussion of data patterns and findings about faculty teaching practices. ..............74 

Research Questions 2 and 2a: Exploring the Relationship between Contextual Factors and the 

Teaching Practices of FT and PT Faculty ..................................................................................81 

General perceptions about community college teaching. ..........................................................82 

Perceptions about the classroom environment. .........................................................................84 

Finding 5: In the context of student diversity, both FT and PT faculty recognize the unique 

characteristics of community college students that differentiate them from traditional 

university students. ....................................................................................................................85 

Perceptions about the school or department environment. ........................................................90 

Finding 6: Both FT and PT faculty perceive collaboration to be taking place within their 

school or department, but desire more collaboration, or find collaboration to be challenging. 91 

Finding 7: PT faculty perceive that they are in various ways excluded from the community of 

their school or department, whereas FT faculty do not. ............................................................96 

PT respondent perceptions about respect and inclusion. ...........................................................99 

Perceptions about the college environment. ............................................................................101 

Finding 9: FT faculty are more concerned than PT faculty about college policies related to 

resources that support teaching effectiveness.  PT faculty are more concerned than FT faculty 

about policies related to employment. .....................................................................................102 



 

   

ix 

Chapter 5: Discussion of Findings and Implications ...................................................................108 

Observations Regarding the Reported Use of Traditional and Progressive Teaching Methods 

by Full-Time and Part-Time Respondents ...............................................................................108 

The nature of engagement. ......................................................................................................110 

Beyond understandings about engagement: The role of environmental factors. ....................112 

Chapter 6: Conclusion..................................................................................................................118 

Appendix I: Faculty Survey .........................................................................................................121 

Appendix II: Faculty Interview Schedule ....................................................................................127 

References ....................................................................................................................................128 

 



 

   

x 

List of Figures  

Figure 1. Adapted Bronfenbrenner Ecological Model Depicting Environmental Factors that 

Influence Faculty Teaching Practices ....................................................................................26 

Figure 2. Employment Category of Survey Respondents (N=28)……………………………….34 

Figure 3. Discipline Areas of Survey Respondents (N=28): Humanities (N=4), Mathematics & 

Natural Sciences (N=4), Business &Technology (N=13), Social & Behavioral Sciences 

(N=1), Arts &Languages (N=3), Exercise Science (N=1), Health Sciences & Public Service 

(N=2)………………………………………………………………………………………..35 

Figure 4. Survey Respondent Years of HE Teaching Experience, by Employment Classification 

(% Values Rounded)………………………………………………………………………..36 

Figure 5. Distribution FT & PT Survey Participants Based on Non-teaching Work Experience in 

Discipline Area (% Values Rounded)………………………………………………………46 

Figure 6. Percentage of FT & PT Survey Participants with Non-teaching Work .related 

Discipline Classification (FT with non-teaching experience N=13; PT with non-teaching 

experience N=7; all participants with non-teaching experience N=20)……………………47 

Figure 7. Reported Teaching Methods by Respondent Employment Classification……………51 

Figure 8. Correspondence of Teaching Methods Reported by FT and PT Faculty to Progressive 

Teaching Practices Associated with Chickering & Gamson (1987) "Seven 

Principles"…………………………………………………………………………………..64 

Figure 9. Percentages of Survey Respondents Reporting Use of Progressive Teaching Methods 

(% Values Rounded)………………………………………………………………………..78 

Figure 10. Interview Respondent Perceptions about Community College Teaching....................82 

 



 

   

xi 

Figure 11. Interview Respondent Perceptions about Types of Student Diversity 

Encountered………………………………………………………………………………...84 

Figure 12. Interview Respondent Perceptions about Students' Academic 

Performance/Achievement……………………………………………………………….....87 

Figure 13. Respondent Perceptions about Student Motivation……………………......................89 

Figure 14. Respondent Perceptions about Collaboration & PD within Department………….....92 

Figure 15. Perceptions about School’s/Department’s Support for Faculty 

Collaboration………………………………………………………………….....................93 

Figure 16. Interview Participant Perceptions about Needs that Remain Unmet by Their 

School/Department, or Desired Changes to School/Department Policies/Practices (FT N=4, 

PT N=4)………………………………………………………………………………….....96 

Figure 17. Interview Respondent Perceptions about Needs that Remain Unmet by the College 

(FT N=4, PT N=4)………………………………………………………………………...103 

Figure 18. Faculty Perceptions about Challenges Associated with PT Teaching at 

College…………………………………………………………………………………….104 



 

   

xii 

List of Tables  

Table 1. Evolution of the California Community College System ..................................................2 

Table 2. Data Collection Matrix ....................................................................................................31 

 

 

 



 

   

xiii 

VITA 

1980-1987 Rockwell International Corporation 

1981  Bachelor of Arts, California State University, Long Beach 

1986  Master of Business Administration, University of Southern California 

1987-1993 Fluor Daniel, Inc. 

2000-present San Diego Mesa College 

2018  Doctor of Education, University of California San Diego 

 

PUBLICATIONS 

Galbenski, P., O’Connor, M., Rattner, M., and Steedly, M. (2013). Marketing standards. In 

National standards for business education: What America’s students should know and be able to 

do in business. (4
th

 ed., pp. 123-133). Reston, VA: National Business Education Association. 

 

FIELDS OF STUDY 

Major Field: Education Studies 

 Studies in Business Administration 

 Studies in English



 

   

xiv 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

Teaching in Context: Exploring the Factors 

that Influence Community College Faculty Teaching Practices 

 

 

by 

 

Mariette Davies Rattner 

 

Doctor of Education in Teaching and Learning 

 

University of California San Diego, 2018 

 

Christopher Halter, Chair 

 

 

 

In the current climate of accountability that characterizes public higher education in the 

U.S., policymakers rely heavily on institutional performance outcome measures such as retention 

and graduation rates for the purpose of evaluating the instructional effectiveness of colleges and 

universities.  In recent years, criticism based on such performance outcomes has been leveled at 

these institutions as regards their heavy reliance on part-time adjunct faculty.  Critics have 

argued that these outcomes show that part-time adjuncts teach less effectively than full-time 

permanent faculty, and therefore do not deliver value for the government funding allocated to the 

institutions that employ them. 
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Much of the existing research about the teaching effectiveness of part-time adjunct 

faculty relative to full-time permanent faculty, however, is characterized by inconsistent 

findings.  Many of these studies rely on student performance and behavioral outcomes to 

measure instructional effectiveness.  It can be argued that, in general, the outcome-oriented 

approach to assessing instructional effectiveness is inadequate, because it does not take into 

account the environmental circumstances that act as inputs to the educational process and impact 

faculty’s ability to teach effectively.  A balanced assessment of instructional quality requires 

examination of these inputs, particularly the ways in which government and institutional policies 

and practices influence instructors’ teaching practices, as well as assessment of institutional or 

student performance outcomes.  

This dissertation describes a mixed methods study that examines and compares the 

reported teaching practices of full-time and part-time community college faculty; assesses the 

degree to which these practices align with or diverge from the principles associated with the 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education 

construct; and employs the Bronfenbrenner (1997) Ecological Model as a framework for 

exploring how the environmental factors that shape faculty’s day-to-day professional experiences 

influence their teaching practices.  Important findings of this study include the fact that full-time 

faculty employ progressive teaching methods to a greater extent than part-time faculty; that part-

time faculty feel excluded from the community of their school or department; and that 

institutional policies and practices that limit part-time faculty access to teaching-related 

resources can inhibit their implementation of effective teaching methods. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Accountability in Public Higher Education: Focus on Outcome Measures 

Considerable media commentary in recent years has focused on calling into question the 

effectiveness of instruction in U.S. higher education.  According to a recent study by the 

McKinsey Center for Government, only one in four U.S. employers believes that American 

universities are adequately educating students for the workplace (Barton et al., 2013).  Implicit in 

this perception is the notion that the purpose of higher education is to prepare students for the 

workplace.  Other ideas about the goals of higher education and the kinds of knowledge that 

colleges and universities should impart to students exist as well, however, and it is not 

unreasonable to posit that these ideas to a large extent shape understandings about what 

constitutes “effective instruction”  (Bridges, 2010; Chan et al., 2014; Labaree, 1997). 

It is worthwhile to consider how this diversity of opinion about the goals of higher 

education, particularly community college education, came to exist.  As Steenhausen and Kuhn 

(2012) describe in their book about the restructuring of adult education in California, the 

traditional mission of the California community colleges, which like adult schools were 

originally governed by the State Board of Education, was to provide students with a lower-

division collegiate education (Steenhausen & Kuhn, 2012).  This distinguished community 

colleges from adult schools, whose mission was to provide students with instruction oriented 

towards the workplace and civic life.  When the mission of the community colleges was 

expanded by the California legislature to include provision of workplace-oriented adult 

education, however, and governance of community colleges was subsequently transferred, as can 

be seen in Table 1, from the State Board of Education to the California Community Colleges 

Board of Governors, the distinction between the missions of community colleges and adult 
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schools became blurred (Steenhausen & Kuhn, 2012).  It is possible that this ambiguity has 

contributed at least in part to the current diversity of opinion about the purpose of a community 

college education and the academic outcomes that should result from it. 

Table 1. Evolution of the California Community College System 

Date Event 

1910 CA’s first junior college established by Fresno Schools 

Superintendent as an extension of Fresno High School. 

1921 CA legislature permits voters to establish community college 

districts to administer community colleges.  Colleges fall under 

the authority of the State Board of Education, which also governs 

K-12 education. 

1960 Donohoe Act establishes community colleges as a category of 

higher education.  CA State Board of Education remains 

governing entity. 

1968 Governance of CA community colleges is transferred from CA 

State Board of Education to the Board of Governors of the 

California Junior Colleges. 

1970 CA community colleges’ affiliation is legally transferred from 

local K-12 school districts to community college districts. 

Note: Adapted from http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/edu/adult-education/restructuring-adult-

education-120412.aspx. 

 

In terms of the issue of public scrutiny of higher education’s instructional effectiveness, 

community colleges have, like four-year institutions, come under fire recently, despite their 

pursuit of a workforce preparation mission, in regard to their heavy reliance on part-time faculty 

to teach class sections.   Much of the discussion about this issue has focused on the instructional 

http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/edu/adult-education/restructuring-adult-education-120412.aspx
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/edu/adult-education/restructuring-adult-education-120412.aspx
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effectiveness of part-time faculty, with some research indicating that students taught by them are 

less likely to persist in their studies and graduate than those taught by full-time faculty (Jaeger & 

Eagan, 2009, 2011).  This has created the perception that the extensive employment of part-time 

instructors at community colleges does not represent the best value in terms of the educational 

results returned for each dollar of public funding invested in them. 

The existing literature about the instructional effectiveness of part-time adjunct faculty 

relative to full-time permanent faculty teaching in American community colleges, however, is 

somewhat inconclusive (Korgan, 2016).  It is important to note that, in this literature, the means 

of assessing effectiveness varies.  In some studies, it is measured in terms of student performance 

outcomes, such as retention and pass rates in courses, program completion rates, and graduation 

rates (Eagan & Jaeger, 2009; Jacoby, 2006; Jaeger & Eagan, 2009, 2011).  In other studies, 

instructional effectiveness is assessed in terms of student behaviors, such as demonstration of 

skill mastery in subsequent courses, decision to take additional courses in the same discipline as 

the course taught by the instructor, or decision to major in that discipline (Baldwin & 

Wawrzynski, 2011; Bettinger & Long, 2004). 

One commonality shared by both types of effectiveness measures employed in these 

studies, however, is their focus on the outcomes of the educational process, such as 

demonstration of competence in a subsequent course in the discipline or graduation from the 

institution.  This research focus on outcome measures aligns with a general shift that has taken 

place over the past two decades in notions about how public institutions of higher education in 

the U.S. should be regulated.  Whereas in the past policymakers concentrated their attention 

primarily on assuring the efficient and effective allocation of resources to colleges and 

universities, and on providing oversight of their leadership’s decision making, today they 
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increasingly seek to motivate public colleges and universities to improve their performance, and 

rely on outcome measures such as retention and graduation rates for that purpose (McLendon et 

al., 2006). 

 The problem with this approach is that outcome measures alone do not provide a 

complete or necessarily accurate assessment of the teaching that is taking place in colleges and 

universities.  Evaluative methods that rely exclusively on student performance or behavioral 

outcomes fail to account for the possibility that students may be receiving excellent instruction in 

their courses, but dropping out of or failing them, or not completing their programs of study, 

because of life circumstances beyond the influence of their instructors or institutions.  In fact, a 

number of research studies identify such life factors as an important influence on students’ 

academic progress (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Conway, 2009; Stewart, Merrill & Saluri, 1985).  To 

fully and accurately assess the effectiveness of instruction being provided by community 

colleges and universities, it is therefore necessary to examine not only student performance 

outcomes, but the instructional methods that faculty employ; to evaluate the methods using some 

generally accepted measure of quality; and to delve into the workplace circumstances that 

influence faculty’s decision to use those practices.  In other words, meaningful evaluation of the 

quality of instruction that is happening in community colleges requires a focus on the educational 

inputs of the teaching and learning process, as well as on the outcomes. 

Interestingly, relatively few studies about the instructional effectiveness of community 

college instructors examine their teaching practices, which has led to a call for additional 

research in this domain (Baldwin & Wawrzynski, 2011).  This study is undertaken in response to 

that call and will focus on how community college instructors facilitate instruction in their 

classes and why they employ specific teaching practices.  Understanding how community 



 

5 

college teaching is conducted today and comprehending the factors that promote or inhibit high-

quality instruction can provide a base from which educational policymakers and community 

college leadership could work towards ensuring that the instruction provided by college faculty 

is consistently informed by best practices.  Doing this would promote consistently deep and rich 

learning among students and support consistent improvement in institutional course and learning 

outcomes, as well.  In addition, since the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior 

Colleges (ACCJC), which is the body that accredits California community colleges, requires 

them to demonstrate a pattern of continuous improvement in various domains, including student 

learning outcomes, it is essential for colleges to find ways of promoting consistently high-quality 

teaching among all faculty. 

The Role of Context in Shaping Teaching Practice 

It can reasonably be argued that contextual, or environmental, factors exert a considerable 

influence on the development of community college instructors, and that at least some of these 

factors affect instructor decisions about teaching practices.   In a recent study that examines the 

perceptions of non-tenure-track faculty teaching at four-year institutions regarding their 

professional working conditions, Kezar (2013a) finds that they experience departmental policies 

and practices as important factors in shaping their ability to develop and implement effective 

learning experiences for their students.  Specifically, these faculty describe how unsupportive 

practices, such as the last-minute scheduling of their class sections and their exclusion from 

professional development opportunities and departmental meetings, impede their ability to 

design high-quality courses and prepare for teaching, as well as advise their students (Kezar, 

2013a).  In another study that compares the instructional effectiveness of part-time to full-time 

faculty at colleges and universities, Korgan (2016) states, “During an era of accountability and 
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elevated public inquiry into the effectiveness of higher education’s faculty, coupled with the 

troubles and challenges that contingent [part-time] faculty face while navigating the culture of 

academe, it is important to understand the linkages between academic workplace conditions and 

the efficacy of academic labor known to affect students (p. 15).” 

These studies underscore the importance of understanding how the environmental factors 

of faculty’s professional lives shape their practice.  A useful framework for conducting such an 

examination is Bronfenbrenner’s (1997) Ecological Model of Human Development.  Adapting 

this framework to the study of community college faculty development facilitates a focus on the 

nested environments in which faculty work.  Such a focus permits examination of their 

interactions with students (in the microsystem of the classroom), with their departments, schools, 

and the college (in the mesosystem), and with the regulatory forces (in the exosystem) that 

influence the institutional policies and practices that shape the realities of their professional lives. 

One important influence on faculty in the microsystem of the classroom is the growing 

diversity of the student population.  In fact, there is a considerable body of research about the 

increasing diversity of community college students, much of which calls for the use of 

progressive teaching methods that acknowledge and support the different approaches to learning 

that characterize learners of different ages, ethnicities, and cultural backgrounds (Anderson, 

2003; Astin, 1984; Barbatis, 2010; Barrington, 2004; Bean & Metzner, 1985).  For example, in 

his examination of the impact of changing demographics on American higher education, 

Anderson (2003) highlights the increasing diversity of U.S. college students in terms of their 

ethnicity, race, socioeconomic status, background, and age, asserting that such nontraditional 

students have different learning styles, patterns of attendance, and educational objectives than 

traditional college students.  Barrington (2004) examines the effects of employing Gardner’s 
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(1983) Multiple Intelligence Theory (MI), which posits eight types of intelligence, including 

logical/mathematical, verbal/linguistic, visual/spatial, musical/rhythmic, bodily/kinesthetic, 

interpersonal, and intrapersonal and naturalistic, in the higher education setting, where it has not 

commonly been used.   In this study, Barrington (2004) argues for the efficacy of MI and other 

inclusive pedagogies in teaching an increasingly diverse population of college students whose 

different ways of knowing may not be recognized in classes where learning is promoted and 

assessed through methods designed to reflect only the logical/mathematical or verbal/linguistic 

intelligence traditionally measured in IQ tests.    

Astin (1984) articulates a student involvement theory of educational development in his 

paper, drawing attention to the fact that the limited time and energy of college students must be 

divided between academic and nonacademic pursuits.  He maintains that faculty need to cultivate 

awareness about the ways in which their instructional practices, including rules about class 

attendance and accessibility for office hours, can impact time-constrained students' ability to 

involve themselves in educational endeavors (Astin, 1984).  This consideration is perhaps 

especially important in the context of a diverse student population that includes nontraditional 

older, part-time, and commuter learners whose family- and work-related responsibilities 

consume a large percentage of their available time.  In their study about educational attrition 

among such students, Bean and Metzner (1985) find that their academic persistence is more 

heavily influenced by factors unrelated to academic life, such as family and relationship 

problems and employment-related stress, than it is by the existence of the social connections in 

the college setting that tend to strongly influence the persistence of more traditional college 

students.  In contrast, Barbatis (2010) finds in his study about the perceptions of underprepared 

college students who had participated in a first-year learning community at an ethnically diverse 
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community college that the presence of such social connections with instructors, staff, peers, and 

student organizations, as well as familial support, are important factors in student persistence.  

These studies about the factors that influence academic success for students of different 

ages, ethnicities, and cultural backgrounds highlight the diversity of student needs that 

characterizes the microenvironment of the higher education classroom.  It can be argued that the 

degree to which college faculty take these needs into account in designing and facilitating 

instruction and assessing student learning directly impacts the quality of learning that takes place 

in their classes.  As Kuh et al. (2006) point out in their review of the literature about student 

success, by implementing teaching practices that create an engaging classroom experience, 

accommodate students’ different learning styles, and address potential gaps in students’ 

educational preparation, faculty can enhance the likelihood that students will achieve their 

educational objectives. 

 Another important microsystem that warrants consideration in the context of this study, 

namely, that of the college school or department, can be envisioned as the environment in which 

faculty interact with their peers, and in which they directly encounter the directives and policies 

of deans and similar mid-level college administrators.  As discussed earlier, the opportunity to 

collaborate with and receive feedback from colleagues and administrators, and to participate in 

professional development activities, has been identified as an important influence on whether or 

not faculty employ progressive teaching methods (Keim & Biletzky, 1999).  Since that is the 

case, it is reasonable to argue that the degree to which the policies and practices of the school or 

departmental microsystem promote such collaboration, feedback, and professional development 

directly impacts the quality of instruction that is provided to students. 
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 A third microsystem of importance to faculty’s ability to implement progressive teaching 

practices in the classroom is that of the college as a whole.  In the college environment, faculty 

directly interact with college leaders during events such as term convocations, and experience 

working conditions that are shaped by the directives and policies that those leaders create.  As 

with the policies and practices that characterize the school or departmental microsystem, the 

extent to which these college-wide directives and policies support the professional development 

of faculty can affect the likelihood that they will employ teaching methods grounded in recent 

research findings about effective instruction (Keim & Biletzky, 1999). 

 Together, the three microenvironments discussed above can be viewed as composing the 

mesosystem that community college faculty inhabit as they go about the work of teaching 

students.  The microsystems are distinct from one another, but interrelated in that circumstances 

and occurrences in each can impact the others, potentially affecting faculty and influencing the 

teaching practices that they choose to employ.  For example, it is reasonable to assume that 

college-wide directives that limit access to professional development to full-time faculty will 

influence the behavior of school or departmental deans in making professional development 

opportunities available to the part-time adjunct faculty who work in their areas of responsibility.  

This circumstance in turn can affect those part-time adjuncts’ ability to learn about and 

implement progressive teaching practices in their classrooms.  Given this interrelatedness of the 

microsystems, it is meaningful in the context of this study to explore the ways in which the 

interacting microsystem forces determine the nature of the mesosystem that comprises them. 

In the exosystem of government regulation, policy-related drivers represent an important 

contextual force that can impact faculty teaching practices.  This is in part because, as public 

institutions, community colleges are dependent on federal and state government for funding, and 
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therefore must be responsive to the government priorities and directives expressed through 

federal and state educational policies.  The institutional policies and practices developed by 

college leadership in response to government priorities and directives can be thought, at least to 

some extent, to fashion the character of the mesosystem, where instructors interact with college, 

school, and departmental administrative leaders and with colleagues, and respond to those 

institutional policies and practices as they teach their students.  To understand the significance of 

these relationships in California community colleges, it is helpful to review the role that federal 

and state government have historically played in shaping higher education in California, and how 

that role has evolved. 

The widely held notion in the U.S. that public higher education should be accessible to all 

has its roots in the mid-1940s, when policymakers were concerned about preventing a return to 

Depression-era unemployment rates after World War II.  During that period, both federal and 

state governments devised and began implementing a macroeconomic strategy focused on 

increasing access to higher education through large-scale investment in the physical capacity of 

public colleges and universities and the development of educational funding policies, such as the 

GI Bill, that would enable more people to go to college (Douglass, 2010).  In response to this 

investment, California greatly expanded its public higher education systems by establishing new 

campuses, hiring new faculty, and eventually developing its own scholarship programs to replace 

the GI Bill (Douglass, 2010).  As shown earlier in Table 1, in 1960, the state legally recognized 

community colleges as a category of higher education. 

As time has gone by, access to higher education increasingly has come to be perceived as 

essential to socioeconomic mobility (Douglass, 2010).  Demand for higher education often goes 

up during economic downturns, as those who lose their jobs or fear to lose them undertake 
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college or university degrees in order to improve their employment prospects.  This being the 

case, it is unsurprising that, during the recent Great Recession of 2008-2009, U.S. higher 

education enrollment demand rose dramatically, particularly at public institutions, where tuition 

tends to be considerably less expensive than it is at for-profit and private colleges and 

universities (Douglass, 2010). 

Unfortunately, funding for public higher education underwent drastic cuts during this 

period, just as enrollment demand was rising.  State appropriations for public colleges and 

universities, many of which receive a substantial percentage of their budget from government 

funding, dropped from $75.3 billion in 2007 to $73.8 billion in 2010.  This resulted in tuition 

increases at public universities, which were implemented to offset the loss of state funding and 

which shifted more of the cost associated with higher education to students (Barr & Turner, 

2014). 

In February 2009, the Obama administration responded with its first stimulus package, 

the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA).  This legislation provided 

substantial funding for infrastructure, science, and engineering research, and moderate funding 

for education, the arts, and social sciences (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, n.d.).  In 

July of the same year, the administration announced its American Graduation Initiative, which 

allocated $12 billion to community colleges for the purpose of adding 5 million new graduates to 

the U.S. economy by 2020 (Shear & Vise, 2009).  Together, these measures helped to mitigate 

state funding cuts to higher education and supported increased enrollment, particularly at 

community colleges.  State budget shortfalls were so large, however, that colleges and 

universities were still forced to slash course offerings, a move that delayed many students’ 

completion of their degree programs.  Institutions also laid off faculty and staff, and reduced the 
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salaries and benefits of the faculty and staff that they retained. These conditions considerably 

reduced access to higher education in states such as California, and particularly impacted open-

access four-year institutions and community colleges (Barr & Turner, 2014; Douglass, 2010). 

 One of the outcomes of this situation was a perceived need on the part of government for more 

rigorous oversight of the ways in which public colleges and universities spend the funding 

allocated to them. 

As a result, the current post-recession era is characterized by a powerful culture of 

budgetary accountability in higher education, which has been growing in influence for more than 

two decades (Alexander, 2000; Korgan, 2016; McLendon et al., 2006).  This culture is strongly 

evidenced across the U.S. by states’ growing use of performance-based funding models that tie 

funding to institutional attainment of state-identified objectives, as measured by various 

institutional performance outcomes, as opposed to traditional funding models that base funding 

on full-time-equivalent student enrollment numbers (www.ncsl.org).  In addition, states, 

including California, have become highly dependent on federal funding for community college 

education in the wake of the Great Recession, and it can be argued that this dependence has 

increased federal influence in determining community college educational priorities (Barr & 

Turner, 2014).  These developments represent an important contextual force that shapes 

instructors’ experience of working in the community college environment. 

To illustrate, as Alexander (2000) describes in his report on the monitoring and 

assessment of institutional performance in higher education, states have for some time exerted 

considerable pressure on public institutions to use public funding more efficiently, requiring 

them to demonstrate greater productivity and accountability.  Post-Great-Recession federal 

initiatives, such as the Obama administration’s establishment in 2013 of the College Scorecard, 

http://www.ncsl.org/
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now to a large extent drive the climate of accountability that currently characterizes public higher 

education.  As stated on the U.S. Department of Education’s website, the Scorecard—as part of 

former President Obama’s efforts to hold colleges accountable for cost, value and quality—

highlights key indicators about the cost and value of institutions across the country to help 

students choose a school that is well-suited to meet their needs, priced affordably, and able to 

facilitate attainment of their educational and career goals (ed.gov, n.d.). 

Although such efforts to promote efficiency and transparency in higher education may in 

many ways be perceived as beneficial, it should be noted that the regulatory pressure exerted on 

colleges and universities to monitor and demonstrate productivity may in fact negatively impact 

teaching and learning.  One reason for this is that government directives requiring extensive 

institutional performance outcome reporting can result in an increased administrative workload 

for the faculty who generate the required reports, thereby reducing their available time for 

activities more directly related to teaching (Alexander, 2000).  This increased workload, like the 

other environmental factors discussed earlier in this introduction, may well impact instructors’ 

decisions about the teaching methods they employ in their courses. 

Goals of the Study and Research Questions 

This research study employs a mixed-methods approach that includes an initial email 

survey and subsequent interviews to examine the teaching practices of full-time (FT) and part-

time (PT) community college faculty.  This approach was selected to permit identification of 

faculty’s reported teaching practices and assessment of the degree to which they align with or 

diverge from the principles associated with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) Seven Principles 

for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education construct, which is a well-known model of higher 

education teaching that to date has been cited in Google Scholar more than 7,400 times (Google 
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Scholar, July 2018).  In addition, as mentioned earlier, this study employs the Bronfenbrenner 

(1997) Ecological Model as a framework for exploring the lived professional experiences of 

faculty to uncover similarities, differences, and potential relationships between FT and PT 

employment category, reported use of specific teaching methods, and perceptions about the 

opportunities or obstacles associated with environmental factors that shape their day-to-day 

experiences.  Identifying and understanding these relationships provides insights into those 

aspects of faculty’s professional environment that support good teaching practice, and those that 

do not.  The research questions that this study seeks to address are as follows: 

1. What methods do community college faculty report using to teach their students? 

a. How do reported teaching methods compare between FT and PT employment 

categories of community college instructors? 

b. To what extent do reported teaching methods employed by different FT & PT 

employment categories of community college faculty correspond to the Seven 

Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education construct proposed by 

Chickering & Gamson (1987)? 

2. How do contextual factors such as government legislation, institutional and departmental 

policies and practices, and instruction-related working conditions relate to faculty 

teaching practices? 

a. How does the experience of these contextual factors differ for FT & PT instructor 

employment categories?  



 

15 

 

Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

As mentioned earlier, research about the teaching effectiveness of part-time adjunct 

faculty relative to full-time permanent faculty is characterized by inconsistent findings.  Many of 

the earlier research studies argue that the instructional effectiveness of part-time faculty is 

comparable to that of full-time faculty.  A number of more recent studies, however, find that the 

performance outcomes of students taught by part-time adjuncts are inferior to those of students 

taught by full-time permanent faculty.   Several studies delve into the reasons for observed 

differences in instructional effectiveness, and some suggest remedies.  The following three 

categories of findings emerged from this review of the literature about the instructional 

effectiveness of community college faculty: findings related to part-time faculty’s instructional 

quality relative to that of full-time faculty; findings related to part-time faculty’s need for 

professional development; and findings related to factors that affect part-time faculty’s ability to 

implement best practices in their teaching.  These categories are discussed later in this chapter. 

The fact that a number of the abovementioned studies, specifically those that delve into 

the reasons for observed differences in the instructional effectiveness of part-time relative to full-

time faculty, draw attention to the role that working conditions play in influencing faculty 

decisions about teaching suggests that the nature of this influence is worth exploring.  Since 

working conditions are to a large extent created by institutional policies and practices, which are 

themselves created by college leaders at least partly in response to federal and state legislation 

and accreditation requirements, understanding which policies, practices, laws, and requirements 

are perceived by faculty as supportive of good practice and which are seen as impediments to 

good practice can uncover areas in which change is needed to promote effective instruction.  A 
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helpful theoretical framework for examining the influence of such environmental influences on 

teaching practices is the Bronfenbrenner (1997) Ecological Model.  This literature review will 

explore the use of the Bronfenbrenner (1997) framework as a tool for investigating faculty 

perspectives about how their working conditions promote or frustrate their efforts to teach the 

way that they want to teach. 

Lastly, in light of the questions that have been raised in recent years about the 

effectiveness of instruction in U.S. higher education, it is meaningful to assess the teaching 

practices that faculty use in the context of some accepted standard of good practice.  As 

discussed in the Introduction chapter, the Chickering and Gamson (1987) Seven Principles for 

Good Practice in Undergraduate Education construct is a well-known model of higher education 

teaching that is useful for this purpose.  As its name indicates, the construct comprises seven 

commonly accepted principles, distilled from research findings about good teaching and learning 

in higher education, that are associated with good teaching practice (Chickering & Gamson, 

1987).  The principles include 

 encouraging contacts between students and faculty; 

 developing reciprocity and cooperation among students; 

 using active learning techniques; 

 giving prompt feedback; 

 emphasizing time on task; 

 communicating high expectations; 

 respecting diverse talents and ways of learning. 
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These principles provide a means of operationalizing good teaching practice in higher education, 

and are therefore useful for the purpose of evaluating the teaching practices identified in this 

study (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). 

Research on Part-time Adjunct Faculty’s Instructional Quality 

In her literature review of studies on the subject of part-time faculty in community 

colleges, Banachowski (1996) cites four studies that find the quality of instruction provided by 

part-time adjunct faculty to be inferior to that provided by full-time contract faculty and six other 

studies that suggest no significant difference between the quality of instruction provided by the 

two groups.  The first four studies find that a majority of part-time adjuncts tend not to integrate 

new teaching methods into their practice (Digranes & Digranes, 1995; Kelly, 1990), that students 

taught by part-time adjunct faculty perform less well on reading and writing examinations than 

students taught by full-time permanent faculty (Spangler, 1990), and that part-time adjuncts tend 

to award higher grades to students than full-time permanent faculty do (Fedler, 1989). 

Several of the six studies discussed in Banachowski’s (1996) review that support the 

view that part-time adjuncts’ instructional effectiveness is equivalent to that of full-time 

permanent faculty do so rather weakly.  Two of these studies find that the data from a national 

study about part-time adjuncts’ perceptions regarding professional development programs at 

two-year colleges show that part-time instructors experience the same instructional delivery 

methods as full-time permanent faculty through their professional development activities 

(Impara, Hoerner, Clowes, & Atkins, 1991; Kelly, 1992).  Banachowski (1996) does not clarify 

how these part-time adjuncts’ experience of instructional delivery methods in the context of 

professional development relates to their teaching practices, however, so the meaningfulness of 

this finding is uncertain. 
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Banachowski (1996) also cites a study by Rhodes (1991) in which survey data about the 

teaching priorities of department heads, division directors, deans, and part-time adjunct faculty at 

Northwestern Michigan College are found to show that all four groups share the same teaching 

priorities.  Based on this information, Banachowski (1996) asserts that part-time and full-time 

faculty use similar instructional methods.  The legitimacy of this claim is questionable, however, 

since it cannot be assumed that the adjuncts’ survey responses reflect their actual classroom 

teaching practices. 

In addition, Banachowski (1996) cites a study by Sworder (1987) that finds that students 

exhibit no preference for full-time instructors versus part-time instructors when they are 

choosing courses in which to enroll.  Sworder (1987) concludes on the basis of this finding that 

the quality of instruction provided by part-time adjuncts is equivalent to that provided by full-

time permanent faculty.  The problem with this conclusion is that it is founded on the 

unsupported assumption that students’ lack of preference for full-time instructors over part-time 

instructors when enrolling indicates that the instructional effectiveness of full-time and part-time 

instructors is equivalent. 

Banachowski (1996) also cites more convincing studies that support the equivalent 

instructional effectiveness of full-time and part-time instructors, however.  One of these, by 

Iadevaia (1991) finds no difference in the pass grades awarded to Pima Community College 

students by part-time adjuncts relative to full-time contract faculty.  Although meaningful, this 

finding does not prove that the quality of instruction provided by part-time adjuncts relative to 

full-time permanent faculty is equivalent, since it does not take into account that grades may not 

reflect the quality of learning that has taken place, or the possibility that instructors may use 

different grade-curving criteria in order to achieve a normal grade distribution in their classes. 



 

19 

 Another, more compelling, study also cited by Banachowski (1996) was conducted by Bolge 

(1995) and finds no difference in pre- and post-exam scores on the mathematics portion of the 

New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test for students taught math by full-time permanent 

faculty relative to those taught by part-time adjunct faculty.  This finding is interpreted by Bolge 

(1995) to mean that there is no significant difference in the learning accomplished by the two 

groups of students. 

Like the studies cited in Banachowsi’s (1996) review of the literature, other more recent 

studies also demonstrate the contradictory nature of research findings about the instructional 

effectiveness of part-time adjunct faculty compared to full-time permanent faculty.  For example, 

in a study employing hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) for continuous dependent variables to 

examine the relationships between faculty part-time or full-time employment category and the 

study’s measures of educator effectiveness, which included the ability to cultivate habits of mind 

in students and the employment of student-centered teaching and strong assessment practices, 

Korgan (2016) finds that part-time faculty scored substantially higher across all of the measures 

than did full-time tenure-track faculty.  In another study, Landrum (2009) finds that a review of 

student evaluations and course grade distributions indicates no significant difference between the 

effectiveness of part-time and full-time faculty, while Sonner (2000) discovers evidence through 

analysis of the grades awarded in every business class at a small public university over an eight-

quarter period that adjunct faculty on average give higher grades to students than do full-time 

permanent faculty. 

Jaeger and Eagan (2011) find through statistical analysis of six institutions within a 

public education system that first-year college students taught by part-time adjunct faculty are 

less likely to be retained in their courses than first-year students taught by full-time permanent 
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faculty.   In another study, Jaeger and Eagan (2009) analyze student- and institution-level data 

from the California community college system and find that a modest but significant negative 

effect on the probability of completing an associate’s degree results from students’ exposure to 

part-time adjunct faculty.  In yet another study, Eagan and Jaeger (2009) employ hierarchical 

generalized linear modeling (HGLM) to assess how exposure to part-time faculty affects the 

likelihood that community college students will transfer to four-year institutions. They find that 

the likelihood of transfer decreases significantly as students’ exposure to part-time faculty 

increases.  This finding reinforces that of Jacoby (2006), whose analysis of institutional data 

from the Integrated Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS) of the National Center for Educational 

Statistics (NCES) shows that community college graduation rates decrease as the proportion of 

part-time faculty employed increases. 

Bettinger and Long (2004), however, uncover very different findings in a study that they 

conducted for the National Bureau of Economic Research.  Their research analyzed how adjunct 

and graduate assistant instructors influence students’ likelihood of enrolling in and passing 

subsequent courses in the same discipline.  The findings show that, although part-time adjunct 

faculty in the university setting generally tend to reduce students’ interest in science and 

humanities-related subjects as compared to full-time faculty, the opposite is true for some 

professional and technical fields, such as business and computer science.  For these disciplines, 

the employment of part-time adjunct faculty actually enhances student learning, as measured by 

pass rates in subsequent courses (Bettinger & Long, 2004). 

Interestingly, the findings of Baldwin and Wawrzynski (2011) in a later study reinforce 

this finding.  Their research, which explores the extent to which technology use and teaching 

practices vary among tenured, tenure-track, full-time contingent, and part-time contingent 
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faculty, shows that part-time contingent faculty teaching in the business disciplines of accounting 

and finance do not differ significantly from their full-time counterparts in terms of their teaching 

practices.  They also find, however, that part-time contingent instructors in other disciplines are 

generally less likely than their full-time counterparts to use term research papers, essay exams, 

and group projects in their teaching practice. 

Research on Part-time Adjunct Faculty’s Need for Professional Development 

Much of the literature that reports discrepancies in the quality of learning facilitated by 

part-time adjunct faculty relative to full-time permanent faculty points to corresponding 

discrepancies in the level of institutional or departmental support and opportunities for 

professional development available to the two groups.  Professional development can be an 

effective means of promoting the use of instructional methods that encourage critical thinking, 

such as demonstrations and small group discussions, among part-time faculty (Keim & Biletzky, 

1999).  Part-time faculty would also benefit from peer and administrative feedback about the 

quality of their teaching (Keim & Biletzky, 1999). 

The co-occurrence of these reported differences in the instructional effectiveness of part-

time adjunct relative to full-time permanent faculty and differences in each group’s access to 

professional development is important to note.  Other studies, discussed in the following section, 

point to additional working-condition-related factors that impact part-time faculty’s ability to 

teach effectively.  It is telling that both sets of studies point to a potential relationship between 

working conditions and teaching practices, which is a primary focus of this research study. 
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Research on Factors that Affect Part-time Adjunct Faculty’s Ability to Implement Best 

Practices in Teaching 

A number of research studies in this domain suggest that many of the relatively poor 

performance outcomes associated with the use of part-time adjunct faculty may be owing to 

circumstances beyond these faculty’s control.  For example, in a qualitative case study that 

examines how institutional policies impact both full-time and part-time non-tenure-track 

university instructors’ ability to teach effectively, Kezar (2013a) finds that many experience 

unfavorable working conditions that make it difficult for them to plan their courses and teach 

subject matter according to current best practices.  Research finds many part-time adjunct faculty 

to be competent instructors (Leslie & Gapa, 2002), but suggests that they are not receiving the 

professional development and support they need to optimize their teaching practice (Kezar, 

2013a).  They typically do not have offices in which to meet with students face-to-face, which 

limits their ability to advise students, and may not have compensated office hours, which limits 

their incentive to meet with students outside of their scheduled class time (Christensen, 2008). 

 In addition, Kezar (2013a) finds that part-time adjunct faculty often lack the opportunity to 

receive informal feedback from their peers, or to discuss learning outcomes or course syllabi 

with them.  Benjamin (2002) finds that part-time adjunct faculty are less involved in student 

learning than are full-time permanent faculty because the relatively poor compensation they 

receive makes it necessary for them to spend time commuting to work at multiple institutions, 

which limits their available time for working with students outside of the classroom.  Brewster 

(2000) suggests that part-timers may be tempted to inflate grades or make courses less rigorous 

in hopes of receiving favorable end-of-term evaluations from students.  These evaluations are 

frequently used in decision-making about rehiring them for subsequent terms (Christensen, 
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2008), despite the fact that the evaluations are often incomplete and may not provide an accurate 

assessment of instructor effectiveness (Keim & Biletzky, 1999). 

Additional Research about the Relative Effectiveness of Part-time Adjunct and Full-time 

Faculty Instruction Needed 

As Baldwin and Wawrzynski (2011) point out, much of the existing research concerning 

the instructional effectiveness of part-time adjunct faculty relative to full-time permanent faculty 

consists of studies that are narrowly focused on the relationship between part-time adjuncts’ 

presence at institutions and various measures of student performance, such as graduation rates. 

 They call for additional research that examines the teaching practices of adjunct instructors in 

specific academic disciplines (Baldwin and Wawrzynski, 2011).  Korgan (2016) likewise states 

that 

[d]espite more recent attention on effective teaching as a measure of good practice, 

we know little about how higher education’s contingent academics compare with 

their traditional counterparts across measures of instruction. Few studies have 

contrasted contingent faculty with full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty, 

especially with regard to the extent to which the subgroups may differentially 

engage student-centered methods (p. 48). 

 

Korgan’s (2016) point about the need for more research in this domain is well taken.  As 

mentioned in the Introduction chapter, the problem with much of the research in this area is that 

it relies on superficial student performance measures to determine whether instructors are 

teaching effectively, without examining the teaching and learning processes that are occurring 

inside community college classrooms or taking into account how external influences such as 

government and institutional policies and practices may be impacting those processes.  An 

exploration of the ways in which part-time adjunct and full-time contract faculty undertake the 

process of course design and implementation in the context of the environments in which they 

function would provide more meaningful insights into faculty teaching and student learning. 
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  Such research would increase our understanding not only of what part-time and full-time 

community college faculty are doing in the classroom, but why they are doing it, and most 

importantly, whether specific changes in government policy and or institutional policies and 

practices might remove obstacles that interfere with the teaching and learning process. 

Viewing the Contextual Factors Affecting Faculty Teaching Practices through the Lens of 

the Bronfenbrenner (1997) Ecological Model 

Examining the environmental contexts in which faculty work and develop is a useful way 

to discern how that environment shapes their practice.  As indicated by Kezar’s (2013a) findings 

about adjuncts’ lack of institutional support and access to professional development and peer 

feedback, as well as findings about their relatively poor compensation (Benjamin, 2002) and lack 

of compensated office hours (Christensen, 2008), the working environment that faculty 

experience can be an important influence on their choice of teaching methods, and therefore is 

worth examining more closely.  To facilitate such an examination in this study, the 

Bronfenbrenner (1997) Ecological Model will be employed as a theoretical framework. 

The Bronfenbrenner (1997) Ecological Model is based on two fundamental propositions. 

 The first expresses the notion that human development occurs through increasingly complex 

reciprocal interactions between an individual and the people, symbols, and objects in her 

immediate environment.  These interactions are called “proximal processes.”  To be effective, 

they must occur regularly over an extended period of time (Bronfenbrenner, 1997).  The second 

proposition expresses that the power, direction, content, and form of the proximal processes vary 

as a function of the immediate and more distant environments in which the processes take place, 

as well as on the attributes of the developing individual and the inherent characteristics of the 

developmental outcomes being considered (Bronfenbrenner, 1997).  Bronfenbrenner (1997) 
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conceptualizes the developing individual’s ecological environment from that person’s 

perspective, as a system of nested environments spreading outward from the individual. 

These nested environments include the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, 

macrosystem, and chronosystem.  The microsystem is the immediate environment of the 

individual and is the setting in which she enacts her social roles, engages in interpersonal 

interactions, and performs activities.  The mesosystem comprises the connections between the 

multiple microenvironments in which the individual functions.  The exosystem consists of the 

connections between two or more environments or settings, at least one of which does not 

contain the individual, that indirectly influence the processes occurring in her microsystem.  The 

macrosystem comprises the pattern of micro-, meso-, and exosystems that characterize the 

particular culture in which the developing individual functions.  Lastly, the chronosystem 

consists of the changes that occur over time in the individual and in the environment that the 

individual inhabits (Bronfenbrenner, 1997). 

Adapting the Bronfenbrenner (1997) framework to the study of community college 

faculty development facilitates a focus on the nested environments in which faculty work, 

permitting examination of their interactions with students in the microsystem of their classroom 

practice; with peers and mid-level administrators in the microsystem of their department or 

school; with college leadership in the microsystem of the college as a whole; and with the federal 

and state regulatory forces in the exosystem that influence the institutional policies that shape the 

realities of their professional lives.  Figure 1 depicts these environments as a series of concentric 

semi-circles, with the central semi-circle representing the instructor who is engaged in teaching; 

the next semi-circle representing microsystem of the classroom in which the instructor’s 

interactions with students take place; the next semi-circle representing the microsystem of the 
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college school or department in which the instructor works; and the next semi-circle representing 

the microsystem of the college as a whole.  Together, these three interacting microsystems 

compose the mesosystem of the faculty member’s work environment. The outermost semi-circle 

represents the exosystem of government regulatory bodies, from which mandates and policies 

that impact community colleges originate. 

The two-headed arrows that bridge the semi-circles represent the interactions that occur 

across the environments, and demonstrate that those interactions are mutual.  They indicate, for 

example, that classroom teaching practices not only are shaped by federal and state mandates, 

policies, and standards, as well as college, school, and department policies and practices, but also  

 

Figure 1. Adapted Bronfenbrenner Ecological Model Depicting Environmental Factors that Influence Faculty 

Teaching Practices 

result in student performance outcomes that in turn influence federal, state, and institutional 

decisions and behaviors.  The two-headed arrows extending from the central instructor and 

teaching methods semi-circle to the classroom, department or school, and college semi-circles 

represent the faculty member’s interactions with students, administrators, and or peers in those 
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microsystems.  Since the findings of this study are in part meant to identify potential changes to 

government and institutional policy and practice that are needed to support faculty efforts to 

teach effectively, and since the information that will constitute those findings relates to the 

interacting micro-, meso-, and exosystems, this research will focus exclusively on those three 

Bronfenbrenner (1997) environments. 

Effective Teaching in Higher Education 

The literature about the effectiveness of higher education is replete with books, studies, 

and articles about different learning theories and pedagogical approaches.  Although the purpose 

of this study is not to exhaustively review the epistemologies and learning theories associated 

with higher education teaching, it is meaningful to acknowledge that community college faculty 

may consciously or unconsciously adhere to notions associated with particular epistemologies 

and theories that shape their ideas about what constitutes effective teaching.  A broad overview 

of prominent epistemological and theoretical perspectives in educational research is therefore 

helpful to include here. 

In their analysis of the notions of objectivity associated with different epistemologies, 

Freeman and Jones (1980) discuss two well-known epistemological traditions in educational 

research, which they refer to as positivism and interpretivism.  They describe positivism as a 

perspective in which research is viewed as a means of making generalizations about social 

behaviors, with a focus on explaining, predicting, and controlling those behaviors (Freeman & 

Jones, 1980).  In contrast, interpretivism focuses on research as a means of clarifying the ways in 

which the social world is constructed by the meanings that people infuse into their experience of 

reality (Freeman & Jones, 1980). 
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It can be observed that theories about learning tend to differ depending on the 

epistemology in which they are rooted.  In his discussion of the advantages of experiential 

learning theory, Kolb (1995) identifies three types of learning theories: rationalist or cognitive 

theories that focus on the acquisition, use, and remembering of abstract symbols in the learning 

process; behavioral theories characterized by an empirical perspective that denies the role of 

subjective experience and consciousness in the learning process; and experiential theories that 

integrate cognition, behavior, perspective, and experience in the learning process.  Much of the 

recent research about teaching and learning is grounded in interpretivistic epistemology and 

experiential learning theory. 

Muijs & Reynolds (2010), for example, align with interpretivism and experiential theory 

in their book about recent research related to effective teaching and teachers, in which they assert 

that learning is an active process in which students construct meaning from the various inputs 

they receive as they are taught.  Terenzini and Pascarella (1998) likewise align with experiential 

learning theory in their discussion of the implications for colleges of changing undergraduate 

student demographics, decreasing public-sector support for higher education, the increasing role 

of information technology in education, and the growing importance of community colleges in 

the higher education landscape.  In this work, they underscore the importance of active student 

involvement as a critical factor in student development and learning (Terenzini & Pascarella, 

1998).  Ewell and Jones (1996) also stress the importance of active student learning experiences, 

as well as coherent curricular design and frequent performance-related feedback from instructors, 

in their catalog of good practice indicators for undergraduate education, and all of these can be 

associated with experiential learning theory.  To support their assertions, they cite the national 

Involvement in Learning (NIE, 1984) report and Integrity in the College Curriculum (AAC, 
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1985) report, as well as the Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education 

(Chickering & Gamson, 1987), which they describe as codifying good teaching practices (Ewell 

& Jones, 1996). 

Given that the promotion of active learning emerges as a theme in much of the literature 

about effective teaching and that this literature endorses the Chickering and Gamson (1987) 

Seven Principles construct as a tool for assessing the degree to which teaching practices promote 

active learning, it makes sense to employ the construct in the context of this study about how 

environmental factors influence community college faculty teaching practices.  As discussed 

earlier, the construct offers specific descriptors of effective teaching practice (namely, the seven 

principles, themselves) to which the teaching methods that faculty report using can be compared.  

In addition, application of the construct facilitates consideration of the ways in which the 

environmental factors experienced by faculty support or impede their operationalization of 

particular construct-related principles.  Gaining such a detailed understanding of how 

environment impacts teaching effectiveness can facilitate identification of needed changes in 

government and institutional policies and practices. 

 



 

30 

Chapter 3: Methodology 

Research Design  

This chapter presents the methodology for this mixed-methods study, which consists of 

two sequential phases.  In the first phase, an invitation to participate in the study was sent to the 

650 faculty members listed in the Del Sur College (a pseudonym) faculty email directory list 

(DL).  Only 28 faculty members, or just over 4% of those contacted, responded to this invitation 

before the study was closed to accrual and completed the digital survey used to collect data in 

this first phase (see Appendix A). 

The questions included in this survey solicited demographic data, such as full-time or 

part-time employment category, years of higher education teaching experience, and years of non-

teaching work experience in the discipline area, as well as descriptive data, such as preferred 

teaching methods and approaches to addressing student learning difficulties, from the survey 

respondents.  These data informed the purposive selection, based on survey responses, of 

interview participants for the second phase of the study, which consisted of an interview of ten 

survey respondents.  Questions included in the interview schedule invited interviewees to 

elaborate on their survey responses and express their perceptions about the experience of 

working as a community college instructor, particularly the working conditions that characterize 

their professional lives. 

This two-phase approach was chosen in order to permit classification of demographic and 

descriptive survey data, as well as descriptive interview data, on the basis of faculty employment 

category, years of teaching experience, years of non-teaching experience in the discipline, and 

other demographic data obtained from the survey.  The general intention behind the research 

design for this study is to uncover and explore how faculty’s experience of the working 
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environments of their classrooms, schools or departments, and the college as a whole, all of 

which are shaped in part by government and institutional policies, impacts their decisions about 

their teaching practices.  It was therefore important to assure that the data collection instruments 

used in this study did indeed capture the data needed to address this intention.  The matrix shown 

in Table 2 below depicts the alignment between the study’s research questions, the kinds of 

information needed to address them, and the data collection instruments that were employed to 

obtain that information.  Details about how the instruments were used and how the data obtained 

were analyzed are discussed below the table.  

Table 2. Data Collection Matrix 

Research question Kinds of data needed to answer 

question 

Data collection instrument 

used to capture needed data 

RQ 1.  What are teaching 

practices of CC faculty? 

List of the teaching practices 

reported by instructors 

Survey & interview 

RQ 1 Sub.-a.  How do 

teaching methods 

compare/contrast among 

different faculty categories? 

List of the teaching practices 

reported by instructors 

Survey & interview 

RQ 1 Sub.-b.  Degree 

correspondence of FT/PT 

teaching methods to 

Chickering & Gamson (1997) 

Seven Principles? 

List of the seven principles 

 

List & discussion of the 

teaching practices reported by 

instructors 

2 research of relevant 

literature 

 

Survey & interview 

RQ 2. Relationship between 

contextual factors (e.g., 

legislation, policy, practices) 

and teaching methods? 

Faculty identification of and 

perceptions about the factors 

that influence their teaching 

practices 

Survey & interview 

RQ 2 Sub.-a.  Different effect 

for FT/PT? 

Faculty perceptions about 

supports/impediments to their 

teaching practice 

Survey & interview 

 

Setting  

This study took place at a suburban community college that is part of a community 

college district in Southern California that I will refer to as the Valle Verde Community College 

District (a pseudonym).  The college is one of the largest community colleges in the state and is 
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accredited by the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC), which 

is the accreditation arm of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) 

responsible for evaluating and accrediting private and public post-secondary institutions located 

in the western U.S. that offer two-year programs of study and confer the associate degree 

(accjc.org).   During the 2016-2017 academic year, the median for-credit class section size at the 

college was 23 students, and just over 5,700 credit class sections were offered 

(scorecard.cccco.edu).  Faculty at the college were classified during this period as 50% full-time 

tenured or tenure-track and 50% part-time adjunct (scorecard.cccco.edu). 

Data Collection  

Survey. The first phase of this study, which took place over a 30-day period, involved a 

digital survey that was generated in and made accessible to survey participants through the 

Qualtrics Research Core (https://www.qualtrics.com/) survey creation and analysis application.  

It is worth mentioning here that the Valle Verde District Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

policies governing research activities conducted at Del Sur College prohibit “external 

researchers,” namely, researchers affiliated with institutions outside of the District, from directly 

contacting faculty employed by the District.  As a UCSD doctoral student, I was classified by the 

IRB as an external researcher.  To comply with the no-direct-contact policy, I was therefore 

required to draft an email invitation to participate in the study and email that invitation to the 

Valle Verde District IRB, with the understanding that the IRB would forward it to the 650 

faculty members listed in the Del Sur College faculty email DL.  The IRB did so on February 24, 

2017. 

It is also worth noting that, although Valle Verde District IRB policy permitted me to 

express the purpose of the study and include my email address in this invitation, it did not permit 

https://www.qualtrics.com/
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me to include a link to the survey.  This meant that, in order to take the survey, prospective study 

participants had to contact me at my email address and express their willingness to receive 

another email from me that contained a link to the survey.  Only those faculty members who did 

this were emailed the link to the survey. 

As of March 10, 2017, only 15 Del Sur College faculty members, representing roughly 2 

percent of the Del Sur College faculty email DL, had responded to the invitation and taken the 

survey.  I contacted the Valle Verde District IRB to ascertain whether there had been some 

problem in emailing the invitation to the DL, and was informed that the invitation appeared to 

have gone directly to many faculty members’ email junk folders.  The invitation was therefore 

emailed a second time to the Del Sur College faculty email DL on March 13, 2017. 

As of March 26, 2017, an additional 13 faculty members had responded to that second 

invitation and completed the survey, bringing the total number of survey participants to 28.  At 

that point, I decided to close the study to accrual to permit the selection and interviewing of ten 

research subjects for the second phase of the study.  I made this decision because I thought it 

important to begin the second phase of the data collection process as soon as possible, so as to 

complete it by the end of April, since the Del Sur College spring semester was scheduled to end 

on May 27, 2017.  I thought that college faculty members would likely be extremely busy 

throughout the month of May, potentially making their participation in the interview 

inconvenient.  I was also concerned that faculty would become unavailable to participate in the 

study after the term ended, when they would likely disperse for the summer break. 

Survey sample profile. As shown in Figure 2, of the 28 Del Sur faculty who completed 

the survey, 18 instructors, or 64%, reported that they were employed full time, and 10 

instructors, or 36%, reported that they were employed part time.  In this context, the ratio of full-
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time-to-part-time faculty in the survey sample is somewhat skewed relative to that of the Del Sur 

College faculty body as a whole, where half of the faculty are classified as full-time tenured or 

tenure-track, and half are classified as part-time (scorecard.cccco.edu).  Despite the fact that 

more full-time than part-time faculty participated in the survey, however, it is still possible to 

gain insights that are meaningful in the context of this study’s research questions from the 

comparison of part-time participants’ survey responses to the responses of their full-time 

colleagues. 

  

Figure 2. Employment Category of Survey Respondents (N=28) 

In addition to employment classification data, the survey elicited data about the discipline 

areas in which respondents teach.  Discipline area was considered an important demographic 

characteristic of the faculty included in this study because of the potential for instructors within a 

given discipline to employ similar methods in teaching students, possibly because they have 

collaborated with one another about what works well in promoting student learning, or because 

they think that the nature of their discipline lends itself to particular teaching approaches.  It was 

therefore considered desirable to include faculty from as many of the college’s schools or 

departments as possible for this study, so that a broad range of teaching practices used at the 

college would be represented, supporting the external validity of this research. 

64% 

36% FT (N=18)

PT (N=10)
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The survey item in which each participant reported the college school or department with 

which she or he is affiliated was used as a means of broadly identifying the discipline area in 

which that faculty member teaches.  Figure 3 illustrates the discipline area makeup of the survey 

sample, by percentage.  I decided to analyze the discipline-related data for the survey sample as a 

whole, rather than breaking discipline data out on the basis of full-time or part-time employment 

classification, as a means of assuring that the identity of every survey respondent remains 

confidential.  This was necessary because some of the discipline areas within Del Sur College 

employ only a small number of instructors, and it was important to assure that the identities of 

survey participants working within those disciplines could not be determined from the analysis 

provided in this report. 

 As can be seen in Figure 3, 46% of the survey respondents reported working in the 

college’s School of Business and Technology.  I suspect that this was because I teach in this 

school and am known to most of the instructors, who may have taken the survey to express  

 

Figure 3. Discipline Areas of Survey Respondents (N=28): Humanities (N=4), Mathematics & Natural 

Sciences (N=4), Business &Technology (N=13), Social & Behavioral Sciences (N=1), Arts & Languages (N=3), 

Exercise Science (N=1), Health Sciences & Public Service (N=2) 

collegial support for my research.  Respondents who reported working in the Schools of 

Mathematics and Natural Sciences, Humanities, and Arts and Languages represent another 39% 

Humanities 
14% 

Mathematics 
& Natural 
Sciences 

14% 

Business & 
Technology 

46% 

Social & 
Behavioral 

Sciences 
4% 

Exercise 
Science 

4% 

Health 
Sciences & 

Public Service 
7% 

Arts & 
Languages 

11% 
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of the sample.  The remaining 15% is made up of participants who reported working in the 

Schools of Health Sciences and Public Service, Exercise Science, and Social and Behavioral 

Sciences. 

The survey also collected data related to the years of higher education (HE) teaching 

experience reported by respondents.  This data is graphically represented in Figure 4.  Years of 

HE teaching experience was thought to be worth considering as a demographic descriptor of  

 

Figure 4. Survey Respondent Years of HE Teaching Experience, by Employment Classification (% Values 

Rounded) 

faculty because of the possibility that instructors who have been teaching for a longer period of 

time, regardless of their FT or PT employment classification, have had more opportunity relative 

to newer instructors to modify their teaching practices in response to their observations about 

which practices seem most effective in promoting student learning, or in response to pedagogical 

knowledge acquired through participation in professional development activities.   Interestingly, 

6% 

17% 

0 

6% 

72% 

0 

10% 10% 

20% 

60% 

4% 

14% 

4% 

11% 

68% 

1-3 Years 3-5 Years 5-7 Years 7-10 Years >10 Years

Percentage FT Faculty
(N=18)

Percentage PT Faculty
(N=10)
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Faculty (N=28)
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more than 70% of full-time and 60% of part-time faculty who participated in the survey reported 

having more than 10 years of HE teaching experience. 

Interview.  In the second phase of the study, recorded interviews were conducted with a 

stratified, purposively-selected sample of 10 survey respondents.  Only survey participants who 

had provided a positive response to the survey item inquiring about respondent willingness to 

participate in an interview were considered for inclusion in the interview sample.  The interview 

was designed to last approximately 60 minutes.  The actual duration of the interviews ranged 

from 44 minutes to 97 minutes, with an average duration of approximately 66 minutes.   To 

permit collection of meaningful data about respondent teaching practices and perceptions about 

teaching in the community college setting, the interview was formatted as a semi-structured 

instrument. 

Interviews were conducted with the selected faculty members in my office at Del Sur 

College, in their offices, or at some other location, according to participant preferences.  The 

interviews took place between April 5 and April 24, 2017.  Before beginning the interview, each 

participant read and signed interview participation and audio recording consent forms approved 

by the UCSD IRB and Valle Verde District IRB.  In addition, each interview participant received 

a $30 Amazon gift card for their willingness to take part in the interview portion of the study.  

No compensation was provided to study participants who only took part in the initial survey. 

Interview sample selection process.  Of the 28 Del Sur College faculty members who 

completed the initial survey, 25 provided their email address in response to the survey item 

requesting that an email address be provided if the respondent was willing to take part in an 

interview.  The interview sample was selected from this pool of 25 participants with three criteria 

in mind.  The first was to include an equal number of FT and PT faculty respondents within the 
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sample, so as to assure that the perspectives expressed in the interview evenly reflect the 

perceptions of participants from both employment categories.  The second criterion was to 

ensure that a range of reported teaching practices, including highly traditional, mixed traditional 

and progressive, and highly progressive, as evaluated according to the Chickering and Gamson 

(1987) Seven Principles construct, is represented among participants classified as FT and 

participants classified as PT, so that a range of notions about teaching methods and reasons for 

using particular teaching practices is captured in the interview data.  The third criterion was to 

assure the greatest possible diversity of representation within the sample in terms of respondent 

departments or schools, to support representation in the interview data of diverse thoughts and 

experiences. 

To carry out the selection process in the context of these criteria, I first stratified the pool 

of 25 potential interview respondents on the basis of FT and PT employment category.  This 

stratification divided the pool of 25 into two groups: the FT group, which contained 15 

individuals, and the PT group, which contained ten.   From the FT group, I eliminated two 

respondents on whose performance evaluation committees I sit in order to protect the internal 

validity of the interview responses.  This reduced the size of the FT group to 13 potential 

interview respondents. 

I then classified the reported teaching methods of each individual in the FT group as 

primarily traditional, a combination of traditional and progressive, or primarily progressive, 

employing the Chickering and Gamson (1987) Seven Principles construct to evaluate the 

teaching practices.  I selected five individuals from the FT group such that all three 

classifications of teaching practices, and as great a variety of departments and schools as 

possible, were represented in the sample.  I repeated this process with the PT group, again 
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selecting five individuals.  My sense was that a sample size of ten would be large enough to 

provide meaningful data, but not so large as to be unmanageable in terms of the time constraints 

associated with the end-of-academic-year timing of the data collection process for the study.  

The reason for the interview sample selection approach described above was to assure 

that the scope of faculty perspectives and approaches to teaching considered in this study was as 

broad as possible.  This was important, since one of the objectives of this study is to uncover 

how faculty perceptions about the contextual environmental factors that shape their professional 

lives impact their decisions about which teaching practices they will use.  In addition, assuring 

that a wide range of perspectives and teaching practices is considered in the study supports the 

external validity of this research. 

Interview data collection process.  The ten survey respondents who were selected for 

inclusion in the interview sample were contacted via email for scheduling of their interviews.  

Each interview was recorded as a digital audio file that was named with a random number 

identifier, rather than the interviewee’s name.  The interview audio recording files were sent via 

email to the Rev.com professional transcription service, which created written transcripts of the 

recorded interviews.  Upon receiving email notification from Rev.com that a given transcript was 

ready, I accessed the Rev.com website, downloaded the transcript, and reviewed it for accuracy, 

reading it while listening to the audio recording associated with it.  This was done to assure that 

what was written in the transcript accurately corresponded to what was said in the associated 

recorded interview.  In cases where the transcript did not correspond to the recorded interview, I 

made corrections to the transcript. 
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Data Analysis Procedures  

Survey Data Analysis Procedures.  The survey response data for this study were 

analyzed using the Qualtrics survey application and Microsoft Excel.  I generated cross-

tabulation reports of survey data, in which participant responses to survey questions were sorted 

and compared on the basis of full-time (FT) and part-time (PT) employment classification, in 

Qualtrics, and exported these reports into Excel spreadsheets.  Excel was used to generate 

descriptive statistics (frequency counts) so that patterns of response to survey questions related to 

FT and PT faculty members’ reported teaching methods and perceptions about working 

environment could be identified.   

Interview Data Reduction and Analysis Procedures.  Because of concerns that I was 

beginning to experience regarding the diminishing time remaining in the sabbatical leave of 

absence that I had taken from my teaching position in order to conduct this research study, I 

decided to analyze only eight of the 10 interview transcripts that I had collected.  The criteria that 

I applied in eliminating two transcripts were the same as those I used in selecting the original 10, 

which are discussed earlier in this chapter.  Keeping these criteria in mind, I was able to 

eliminate one FT participant and one PT participant, both of whom taught in schools or 

departments that would remain represented in the interview sample if they were eliminated, from 

the10 respondents originally selected for the interview sample, leaving eight transcripts to 

analyze.  

These eight transcripts were uploaded into the MaxQDA qualitative data analysis 

application.  Once they were uploaded, I reviewed them carefully and coded them, using both a 

priori codes directly based on the Chickering and Gamson (1987) Seven Principles construct and 

emergent thematic codes related to notions of nested, interactive contexts, as expressed in 



 

41 

Bronfenbrenner’s (1997) Ecological Model.  Specifically, these emergent codes reflected the 

microenvironments of the classroom, department or school, and college, which together form the 

mesoenvironment; and the macroenvironment of state and federal governmental policy, which 

shapes public community college education.  Both the a priori and the emergent codes were 

grouped to identify themes in interviewee responses that were relevant to the research questions, 

and from these themes the study findings were developed.  I conducted the coding process in an 

iterative and recursive manner, modifying many of the original codes based on my observations 

as I worked through the interview transcripts. 

Once coding was completed, an analysis memo summarizing each interview participant’s 

interview data and integrating those data with her or his survey response data was generated 

within the MaxQDA application.  The MaxQDA code matrix browser function was then used to 

extract interview data for exporting into Microsoft Excel.  These exported data were used to 

construct interview code occurrence tally spreadsheets in Excel.  From the spreadsheets, charts 

illustrating the tallies, especially in terms of the similarities and differences in the data provided 

by full-time and part-time respondents, were created.  Data patterns revealed in the charts that 

were relevant in the context of addressing this study’s research questions were noted and 

supplemented as appropriate with information from the interview analysis memos mentioned 

earlier. 

Limitations  

One limitation of this study relates to my positionality in the research setting.  I am 

currently a tenured full-time faculty member at the institution where I conducted the research, 

and have long-standing personal relationships with many of the individuals who were invited to 

participate in this study.  Moreover, I have in the past worked in a position of authority in my 
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school, having served as department chair, and I currently sit on the evaluation committees of 

four full-time tenure-track colleagues.  These circumstances could threaten the internal validity 

of this research in that study participants may have been reluctant to share their authentic 

perceptions with me during the interview process.  Aside from this potential risk, there is also the 

risk that I may have experienced a tendency to make assumptions about what an interviewee 

whom I know personally meant by an unclear statement. 

To mitigate these threats, I decided not to include individuals on whose evaluation 

committees I sit in the interview sample.  I also made a point of reassuring interviewees of the 

confidentiality of and complete lack of consequence for their responses verbally, as well as in the 

consent documents that I presented to them at the beginning of the study.  In addition, I 

maintained vigilance regarding the potential for making personal assumptions about what 

respondents meant, should they make unclear statements, and verbally assured them prior to 

conducting the interview that there were no “right” answers to any of my questions. 

Another limitation of this study lies in the fact that the survey data are self-reported by 

faculty respondents, rather than collected through classroom observation or document review.  

This raises the possibility that the teaching methods that faculty report using in the survey may 

not reflect their actual teaching practices, which could call into question the internal and external 

validity of the study findings.  To address this issue, I included questions in the interview 

schedule that were intended to elicit detailed discussion of teaching practices.  These questions 

draw out specific information about teaching methods that faculty think have effectively 

promoted learning among their students, as well as methods did not work as well as hoped; about 

creative approaches that faculty have employed to compensate for any lack of supportive 

resources; and about whether and how faculty teaching practices have changed over time.  By 
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eliciting this kind of information, these interview questions presented a means of validating the 

survey response data. 

An additional limitation associated with the approach employed in this study is the 

relatively small size of the survey sample.  It is important to note that, for this study’s survey 

findings to have been statistically significant and generalizable to the body of Del Sur College 

faculty as a whole, at least 242 Del Sur College faculty members of the 650 invited to participate 

in the study would need to have completed the survey.  The smaller-than-anticipated sample size 

of 28 survey respondents therefore precludes the possibility of statistical generalization of the 

survey findings. 

A primary purpose of this research, however, is to explore potential relationships between 

the teaching practices and workplace-related perceptions of full-time and part-time faculty at the 

college, and the smallness of the survey sample does not impede achievement of that purpose.  

Moreover, rich data from the interviews supplement the survey data, and, together, the combined 

survey and interview data promote the external and internal validity of this study.  In addition, 

although smaller than expected, the survey sample was still large enough and diverse enough to 

permit selection of five full-time and five part-time faculty from a variety of discipline areas, 

with a range of teaching experience and non-teaching work experience in their disciplines, and 

with varying approaches to teaching their students, for the interview sample in the second phase 

of the study, which also supports the external and internal validity of this research.
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Chapter 4: Findings 

This chapter focuses on the research findings of this study, which fall into four 

categories.  The finding in the first category, which was unexpected, relates to the ways in which 

the participants in this study differ from those who feature in much of the existing research 

literature about teaching in the higher education setting.  Findings in the second category pertain 

to how the reported teaching practices of full-time (FT) respondents differ from those of part-

time (PT) respondents, and the extent to which the reported teaching methods of both FT and PT 

study participants correspond to the Chickering and Gamson (1987) Seven Principles construct.  

In the third category, findings relate to respondent perceptions about the contextual settings in 

which they work, specifically, the classroom environment, the department or school 

environment, the college environment, and the state and federal regulatory environment, how 

those perceptions do or do not differ for FT and PT participants, and how those perceptions 

impact their teaching practices.  Findings in the fourth category focus on the relationships 

between the demographic and descriptive characteristics of respondents, their experience of 

contextual workplace factors, and their reported teaching methods. 

Unexpected Finding 

As discussed in the Chapter 3, the survey used in this study collected not only 

demographic data about respondents, but descriptive data related to their reported years of non-

teaching work experience in the discipline area, as well.  Possession of non-teaching work 

experience in the discipline area was considered a meaningful descriptor for survey participants 

because of the possibility that this study’s findings might expand on those of Bettinger and Long 

(2004), discussed in Chapter 2, which express that the employment of part-time adjunct faculty 

in professional and technical disciplines such as business and computer science actually 
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enhanced student learning as measured by pass rates in subsequent courses, whereas the 

employment of part-time faculty in teaching in the discipline areas of science and the humanities  

reduced students’ interest in those fields (Bettinger & Long, 2004).  Although the notion is not 

directly expressed in the Bettinger and Long (2004) study, their findings raise questions about 

the ways in which possession of non-teaching experience in the discipline-related workplace may 

influence an instructor’s teaching practices in the classroom setting, particularly if that instructor 

is concurrently engaged in teaching and non-teaching work. 

Such ongoing involvement in non-teaching employment might reasonably be associated 

with an awareness of the current realities of the discipline-related workplace, which in turn may 

shape her or his thinking about the skills needed by students aspiring to enter that workplace and 

how attainment of those skills should be promoted.   For this study, I therefore thought it 

worthwhile to discover whether differences could be observed in the teaching practices and 

perceptions of faculty with non-teaching experience in their field and or current involvement in 

non-teaching work, as compared to faculty without such experience.  To permit this analysis, the 

survey respondents for this study were sorted by their reported full-time or part-time 

employment classification; whether or not they report possessing non-teaching work experience 

in their discipline; and whether or not they report being currently involved in non-teaching work.  

As can be seen in Figure 5, of the 28 survey respondents, 20, or 71%, reported working in their 

discipline area prior to becoming community college instructors.  This percentage held across the 

full-time and part-time employment classifications, with about 72% of full-time and 70% of part-

time faculty reporting having such non-teaching work experience. 

Interestingly, the story is different if current non-teaching employment is examined.  As 

can also be observed in Figure 5, of the 18 full-time faculty members who responded to the  
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Figure 5. Distribution FT & PT Survey Participants Based on Non-teaching Work Experience in Discipline 

Area (% Values Rounded) 

survey, nine, or 50%, reported that they are currently engaged in non-teaching work in their 

discipline area.  In contrast, only one, or 10%, of the part-time survey respondents reported being 

currently engaged in non-teaching work.  This disparity raises additional questions about the 

underlying reasons for its existence, as well as about the ways in which their dependence on 

contingent teaching assignments may impact the workplace-related expectations, perceptions, 

and teaching practices of the part-time faculty who derive their income from teaching alone. 

To permit a degree of comparison of the data described above to the Bettinger and Long 

(2004) findings about the relative instructional effectiveness of full-time and part-time faculty in 

professional or technical disciplines compared to humanities-related disciplines, the survey 

respondents’ discipline areas were likewise categorized into these two groupings.  The survey 

sample subject-matter areas of business, technology, exercise science, and health science, which 

are all associated with the career programs listed on the Del Sur College Career Education 

webpage, were classified as professional or technical, while the discipline areas of mathematics, 
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natural science, social science, humanities, arts, and languages were classified as science or 

humanities-related.  Figure 6 illustrates the distribution of full-time and part-time survey sample 

respondents who reported having non-teaching work experience in their discipline area, grouped 

into either the professional or technical category or the science or humanities-related category. 

As can be seen in Figure 6, of the 28 members of the survey sample, 11 full-time survey 

participants and five part-time participants, or 16 faculty members all together, reported teaching 

in a discipline area categorized as professional or technical.  Ten of the 11 full-time participants, 

or 91%, and all five of the part-time participants, or 100%, reported having non-teaching work 

experience in their discipline area.  Respondents who reported teaching in science or humanities-

related disciplines were fewer, numbering 12 all together.  Of these 12, seven were full-time 

 

Figure 6. Percentage of FT & PT Survey Participants with Non-teaching Work Experience in Discipline Area 

by Professional/Technical or Science/Humanities-related Discipline Classification (FT with non-teaching 

experience N=13; PT with non-teaching experience N=7; all participants with non-teaching experience N=20) 

instructors, and five were part-time.  Of the seven full-time instructors, only three, or 43%, 

reported having non-teaching work experience in their discipline area.  Of the five part-time 

instructors, two, or 40%, reported having such non-teaching work experience. 

As these data reveal, the relative percentages of full-time and part-time respondents with 

discipline-related non-teaching work experience in the professional or technical category are 

nearly equal, as are the relative percentages of full-time and part-time respondents with such 
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experience in the science or humanities-related category.  Perhaps unsurprisingly, the percentage 

of survey respondents with such non-teaching experience is far greater for those grouped into the 

professional or technical category than for those grouped into the science or humanities-related 

category, regardless of full-time or part-time employment classification.  This suggests a 

relationship between a respondent’s discipline area and the likelihood that that respondent will 

possess non-teaching experience in his or her field. 

Such a relationship may reflect the fact that curriculum for professional or technical 

discipline areas is likely to be based on the skills and knowledge deemed necessary for 

employment in the professional or technical workplace.  If that is the case, it can be argued that 

community college instructors possessing a master’s degree in those discipline areas are 

probably equipped for non-teaching work in their field.  In the science or humanities-related 

disciplines, however, different priorities, such as the advancement of knowledge in the field, may 

drive curriculum.  Knowledge imparted by study of such disciplines may not be as directly 

transferrable to the non-academic workplace as the knowledge and skills imparted by study of 

professional or technical disciplines, making it more difficult for individuals educated in science 

or humanities-related disciplines to obtain employment other than teaching.  In addition, 

obtaining non-teaching work in such disciplines may require a Ph.D., leaving community college 

instructors who possess only a master’s degree without the opportunity to engage in non-

teaching work in their field. 

Finding 1: Study participants differ from the university faculty discussed in much of 

the research literature.  The data shown in Figure 6 also draw attention to an important 

apparent difference between the community college faculty at Del Sur College who participated 

in this study and the instructors involved in the Bettinger and Long (2004) study, who all taught 
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at public four-year colleges.  In their study, Bettinger and Long (2004) assert that, for at least 

some disciplines, part-time adjunct instructors with previous or concurrent non-teaching work 

experience in their discipline area may be better able to teach the subject matter and assist 

students in eventually obtaining jobs in their field than full-time academics who lack such non-

teaching work experience or connections.  At Del Sur College, however, the survey data indicate 

that a roughly equivalent percentage of both FT and PT respondents have previous or concurrent 

non-teaching work experience in their discipline area, whether they teach in a professional or 

technical discipline area, where the percentages are 91% for full-time respondents and 100% for 

part-time respondents, or in a science or humanities-related discipline area, where the 

percentages are 43% for full-time and 40% for part-time. 

From this data, it is reasonable to conclude that FT and PT study participants enjoy to a 

roughly equal degree any potential advantages conferred on teaching practice by non-teaching 

experience in the discipline-related workplace.  In this way, the FT respondents in this study 

differ from the full-time academics described by Bettinger and Long (2004), who are 

characterized as less cognizant of the non-teaching discipline-related workplace than their part-

time counterparts, and therefore less able to engage students with relevant learning activities.  

This is meaningful for a couple of reasons, one being that, given their relatively equivalent 

experience of the non-teaching discipline-related workplace, one can reasonably expect FT 

respondents and PT respondents in this study to be equally capable of designing relevant learning 

activities to teach the subject matter and of assisting students in obtaining jobs in their discipline.  

The second, and perhaps more important, reason that this finding is meaningful is that, in 

pointing out a fundamental difference between the participants in this study and those described 

by Bettinger and Long (2004), it suggests the possibility that there may be other important 
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characteristics, as yet unknown, that differentiate community college instructors like those who 

participated in this study from university and four-year college instructors like those who 

participated in the research described by Bettinger and Long (2004).  This possibility carries 

implications for future research in that, if such differences indeed exist and are widespread, 

researchers should exercise caution in extending the implications of research findings obtained 

from studies conducted at universities and four-year institutions to the community college 

setting. 

Research Questions 1, 1a, and 1b: Examining and Comparing the Reported Teaching 

Practices of FT and PT Community College Faculty 

As stated earlier, to provide an in-depth understanding of their reported teaching 

practices, this study reviews the ways in which interview participants describe implementing 

their teaching methods, as well as their expressed intentions in facilitating instruction.  In 

addition, the study examines the degree to which the teaching practices reported by study 

participants align with or diverge from the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” 

construct.  The purpose of this analysis is to address the following research questions: 

1. What methods do community college faculty report using to teach their students? 

a. How do reported teaching methods compare between FT and PT employment 

categories of community college instructors? 

b. To what extent do reported teaching methods employed by different FT & PT 

employment categories of community college faculty correspond to the Seven 

Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education construct proposed by 

Chickering & Gamson (1987)? 
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Figure 7, shown below, illustrates survey respondents’ reporting of the teaching methods they 

use to instruct students.   

 

Figure 7. Reported Teaching Methods by Respondent Employment Classification 

Comparing the instructional practices of FT and PT faculty.  In Figure 7, data are 

displayed for FT respondents, PT respondents, and all survey respondents to permit comparison 

of teaching methods by employment classification.  As indicated in the figure’s legend, the data 

represent the responses of 18 FT respondents and 10 PT respondents, or 28 respondents all 

together.  In the chart, the more traditional teaching methods are grouped together on the left, 

and the more progressive methods, as evaluated by the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven 

Principles” construct, are grouped on the right. 

FT (N=18) PT (N=10) All (N=28)

Traditional Teaching Methods Progressive Teaching Methods 
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Finding 2: FT faculty employ progressive teaching methods to a greater degree than 

PT faculty.   

Interactive discussion.  As can be observed in Figure 7, the most commonly 

reported teaching method is interactive classroom discussion, which all 28 survey respondents 

express using.  Interview data, however, reveal that study participants facilitate such discussion 

in very different ways, with some employing a strongly instructor-focused approach that aligns 

closely with traditional lecture, while others emphasize the role of students in the process.  This 

suggests that notions about what constitutes an interactive class discussion vary across the survey 

sample, and that it would therefore be inappropriate to assume that a given participant who 

reports using this instructional method is implementing it in a progressive, student-centered way.  

Rationale for classifying interactive discussion as a traditional teaching method.  Given 

that much of the literature about higher education instruction discussed in Chapter 2 calls for the 

implementation of progressive teaching approaches that support active learning among diverse 

learners, is important to note here that the classification of interactive discussion as a traditional 

or a progressive approach to teaching must depend on how such discussion is facilitated 

(Anderson, 2003; Astin, 1984; Barbatis, 2010; Barrington, 2004; Bean & Metzner, 1985).  

Chickering and Gamson (1987) identify intellectually challenging discussions as being 

supportive of active learning but, as mentioned earlier, a review of the interview participant 

comments about interactive discussion reveals that they have different ideas about what such a 

discussion entails, as well as different approaches to facilitating it.  In fact, some of the scenarios 

that interview respondents describe in discussing their facilitation of interactive class discussions 

are instructor-centered, with the discussion more closely resembling a lecture than a back-and-

forth exchange of ideas between instructor and students or between students, while other 
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described scenarios are clearly student-centered.  These differences raise questions as to whether 

the survey respondents who report using this teaching method are employing a traditional, 

instructor-centered approach to instruction or a progressive, student-centered approach that 

promotes active learning and aligns more closely with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) 

“Seven Principles,” particularly since the survey instrument was not structured to capture the 

distinction. 

Examining the data related to use of interactive discussion as a teaching method.  To 

illustrate, one participant, who is a full-time faculty member, expresses his sense that the 

campus-supported instructional technology that he employs to post his lecture materials online 

facilitates interactive discussion during his lectures.  He states, “...students have the comfort of 

knowing, hey, what the professor is saying, basically, it is online, I can refer to it…. I can 

actually listen, or I can actually participate in the discussion.  It adds to the fluidity…. [W]e have 

greater flexibility and fluidity, and we can have more discussions, as opposed to just 

communicating information that they could've easily gotten from a book somewhere.  I don't 

have to just parrot the book.” 

This perspective is echoed by another participant, who is also a full-time instructor.  He 

states, “I've come to rely more heavily on Blackboard for face-to-face classes to put assignments 

and instructions and things like that….  I think it just is more efficient to do all that writing ahead 

of time, and now you can spend more time discussing the material rather than putting it up on the 

board for the students to copy.” Both of these instructors discuss interactive discussion in the 

context of classroom lecture, as a kind of corollary of lecture that technology supports by freeing 

students from the necessity of writing detailed notes, thus making it easier for them to pose 

comments and ask questions.  In these instances, it can reasonably be inferred that the instructors 
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seek to promote student engagement and support learning by using technology to reduce 

extraneous cognitive load that is irrelevant to attainment of learning objectives. 

A third interview participant, who teaches part-time, also discusses interactive discussion 

in the context of lecture, but without the technology emphasis that characterizes the above two 

participants’ remarks.  This instructor describes her efforts to engage students in class discussion.  

She states, “I think the onus is upon the teacher, particularly at the beginning of every class… to 

set the tone, get the things going, get some information out there, let it sink in, and then maybe 

later, in a question and answer discussion period, you might get that couple of students that will 

play ball with you….  They speak up, and then that helps other people go, ‘Well I’m going to try 

it.’”  She expresses that her approach to eliciting student participation in class discussions is 

intended to result in "less of me and more of them,” although she, like the two interview 

participants discussed above, mentions interactive discussion in the context of lecture. 

A fourth interview participant, who is also a part-time instructor, describes a different 

kind of discussion that she facilitates in her classes.  This instructor tells of interactions in which 

she calls on students in the process of going over homework problems with them during the class 

period.  She states, “I tell them, ‘I don't care if you did it or not, I'm going to call on you in 

class.’”  From this statement, it can reasonably be surmised that she considers her role as 

discussion facilitator to entail directing a conversation about how to solve the homework 

problems she mentions, and students’ role to entail responding to the prompts or questions that 

she addresses to them in the process. 

All four of the scenarios described above are characterized by interactive discussions that 

seem, to varying degrees, to be instructor-centered.  In contrast, two other interview participants 

recount examples of class discussions that are highly student-centered.  Both of these participants 
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are full-time instructors.  One describes having her students learn fundamental course material by 

working collaboratively at the board during class.  She states, “…I have them doing drills, and 

I've always done that, and the students really like it because it gets them out of their seat.  I say, 

‘If you don't know it, look on your neighbor’s.’  Because it's learning, that, you figure it out.  

And then we talk through it.”  In this example, the students’ role in the interactive discussions 

appears to be more central, with the instructor acting as initiator and moderator, rather than 

discussion leader. 

The other interview participant who describes a more student-centered approach to 

facilitating interactive discussion relates a scenario in which she has students write down aspects 

of the day’s lesson about which they are unclear and then discuss their points of uncertainty in 

class.  She states, “[W]e start with conversation after the question of the day, of why they 

answered it the way they did, and go around having people free-discuss that.  And then I… pass 

around just these little cards that… [capture] muddy points, something that you didn't get from 

that reading and listening to that PowerPoint.  And… I collect those, and then… I put them in 

groups, like an activity group, and they have little discussions based on [muddy] points that I 

have.  And so, after that, they have their break, and while they have their break I read those 

muddy points to see how many are so similar that that's something we really all need to do as a 

class, versus just one-on-one conversation with them.”  In this example, even the discussion 

topics are to a large extent identified by the students. 

As the examples described above illustrate, the interactive discussions reported as a 

teaching method by study participants vary considerably in terms of their purpose, means of 

facilitation, and the degree to which they are instructor- or student-centered.  Absent additional, 

observational research that uncovers how study participants who report using this teaching 
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method are actually implementing it, it is not possible to ascertain whether they are in fact 

employing a progressive teaching method that supports active learning.  For this reason, 

interactive discussion is classified in this study as a traditional teaching method, with the 

acknowledgement that respondents who report using this method are likely at least to perceive 

the importance of a back-and-forth exchange of ideas between themselves and their students as a 

means of supporting student learning. 

Assignment of homework.  Figure 7 reveals that, after interactive discussion, the next 

most frequently reported teaching practice is the assignment of homework, which all of the full-

time respondents and all but one of the part-time respondents, or 96% of the survey participants, 

express using.  It is interesting to note that the single respondent who does not report assigning 

homework in her survey response suggests in her interview that she does indeed assign some 

kind of work for students to complete at home.  She states of her students, “…[F]or the most 

part, they do their work….  Every once in a while I get a student that wants to take the class as an 

honors class, so there's more reading and more papers, and I don't mind that as long as they do 

the work.” 

From this statement, it can reasonably be surmised that the instructor does assign reading 

and essays or reports to at least her honors students.  This suggests that her decision not to report 

the assignment of homework as a teaching method in her survey response may be the result of a 

distinction that she is making between the assignment of papers and the assignment of weekly or 

routine homework.  This possibility is meaningful in the context of this study since, if that is the 

case and she does in fact assign students work of some kind to complete at home, the study data 

indicate that all study participants report the assignment of homework as a teaching method. 
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Lecture.  As can also be observed in Figure 7, after the assignment of homework, the use 

of lecture is the most frequently reported teaching method in this study.  In all, 26 survey 

respondents, or 93% of the participants, express that they use classroom lecture or online lecture 

to teach.  Of these 26, 16 are classified as full-time faculty members, representing 89% of full-

time respondents, and 10 are classified as part-time, representing 100% of part-time respondents.  

The data therefore indicate that part-time participants report relying on lecture as a method of 

instruction to a somewhat greater degree than full-time participants do. 

Interview comments about respondents’ intentions in using lecture as a teaching method 

are somewhat limited.  One part-time respondent who reports employing only traditional 

teaching methods expresses her view that lecture is an important means of imparting knowledge 

she has, herself, acquired.  She relies heavily on lecturing and explaining subject matter as a 

means of teaching, and states, "I tell them, I don't care how many times I have to explain it.  I'll 

put it on the board.  I'll explain it….”  In expressing her preference for lecture as a learning 

method over collaborative group work, she asserts, “I'd much rather lecture to them for an hour 

or hour and a half, or three hours, or whatever time it takes, because then I can tell…they're 

learning, and they aren't depending on other students.” 

She develops this notion further, asserting that in-class group work “just takes up time 

that I could be lecturing…. I don't like it.”  Her view is that allocating class time to group work 

requiring student collaboration "just does not make sense to me, because my students are 

depending on me to share information….  I've got information to share because of all my years 

of actually working in [a discipline-related workplace] environment….”  It is clear from this 

respondent’s remarks that she perceives traditional lecturing and explaining as the best means of 

promoting learning among her students, and therefore as her responsibility. 
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Another part-time interview participant who likewise relies entirely on traditional 

teaching methods also expresses that she teaches by lecturing.  She expresses that she uses a few 

visual aids, but thinks that when she uses aids such as PowerPoint slides, students are too busy 

copying from them to get much from lecture.  She states, "[W]ith most of the lectures, it's mostly 

lecture.  I don't do many worksheets or in-class activities.”  She does report employing 

instructional technology during lecture, however, and mentions using YouTube clips and a video 

as teaching tools.  With regard to other kinds of visual aids, she says that, early in her career, she 

used more visual aids during lecture, but that "[it] got to a point where I didn't think the students 

were getting the visual aids as much.  They just kind of thought that it was a break in lecture.  So 

now I'm mostly lecturing.”  It is curious that this instructor expresses her sense that students may 

be too busy copying her PowerPoint slides to get much from her lecture, but does not elaborate 

any further about this issue.  Her silence on the matter raises questions about whether she is 

aware of professional development opportunities that could help her devise ways if addressing it, 

and if not, why not. 

In light of survey respondents’ widespread reported use of lecture as a teaching method, 

the relative paucity of interview participant comments about the use of lecture is interesting.  The 

dearth of discussion suggests the possibility that respondents’ familiarity with this traditional, 

instructor-centered teaching method may have led them to accept without questioning its 

effectiveness in promoting student learning.  If that is the case, the circumstance points to an area 

in which relevant professional development opportunities could be beneficial in increasing 

faculty awareness and use of more student-centered teaching approaches that support active 

learning. 
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Collaborative work.  Twenty-five survey respondents, or 89% of all, express that they 

require students to engage in collaborative work and or create opportunities for them to do so 

voluntarily.  Of these 25, 18 are classified as full-time instructors, representing 100% of full-time 

participants, and seven are classified as part-time, representing 70% of part-time participants.  

This 30-percentage-point spread between full-time and part-time survey respondents’ reported 

use of collaborative work as a teaching method is considerable, and raises questions as to the 

reasons for the difference. 

Several full-time interview participants express satisfaction with the learning that they 

perceive to result from collaboration among students.  For example, one of them states, “We 

do… some icebreakers at the beginning, and we talk a lot about learning styles, and they have to 

rotate into groups… so they're not always just with one.  So it just happens that... because they 

get to know each other and there really [are] no cliques, they really do help each other.  And so, 

some will help with the technology for those who are older that maybe aren't as familiar with 

that, and then our old ones tend to help [the younger ones] more with their professionalism….  

And I really find that, those active groups doing that, has been really exciting to see that 

applied… from my theory, from my [education] classes, that it actually works.” 

Another full-time interview participant discusses out how she employs collaborative 

drilling during lessons to promote equity in her classes, helping students who are less 

academically prepared gain the fundamental skills they need to successfully complete her 

courses.  She states, “…[T]he marginal ones, who sometimes are the hardest workers, are the 

ones that are benefiting from it the most, because the drilling, that reinforcing, that really locks it 

in….  It's a way to bring up more of the students… as they are trying to get so many skills that 

need a certain amount of memorization.” 
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Interestingly, full-time and part-time interview respondents who discuss their decision to 

assign collaborative work to students on a voluntary basis only, or not to assign it at all, cite the 

same or similar reasons for that decision.  One of them, a full-time instructor who makes 

collaborative work voluntary, states, “I'm kind of conservative about what to try out, but I can 

say that at first I was enthusiastic about the idea of group work….  But the thing is, I've been to 

meetings where we do group work, and I'm still skeptical about group work because of the fact 

that work is uneven, and that assessing that work is also uneven. The fact that it's uneven, I don't 

like things that are uneven.” 

Another respondent, who is a part-time instructor, states, “Somewhere in [the past], the 

'in' thing in the education system was to divide people up into groups, and you give them 

assignments, and they'd do them as groups….  That was such a disaster.  That was a big farce.  

As far as I'm concerned, it was developed by so-called educators that didn't want to go to the 

trouble of actually educating anybody, so they were making the students do it....  People don't 

work.  You have four people, and they're supposed to do a group project, and some of them don't 

bother to help.  Others end up doing all the work.  They don't like it….  As far as teaching the 

subject, they’re just sitting there, talking to each other, and they’re not really learning the 

subject.” 

The comments of these two respondents point to concerns shared by some full-time and 

part-time interview participants regarding the efficacy of collaborative work as a teaching 

method.  Specifically, each of them expresses a sense that collaborative work as a teaching 

method is vulnerable to uneven participation among those who are supposed to be collaborating, 

and that uneven assessment of learning is the result of that vulnerability.  It is interesting to note, 

however, their approaches to addressing this shared concern differ, with the full-time respondent 
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offering students the option of voluntary collaboration, and the part-time respondent avoiding the 

use of collaborative work entirely. 

It can be surmised from interview participants’ expressed perceptions about the efficacy 

of collaborative group work as a teaching method that respondent experiences with this 

instructional approach vary considerably.  This suggests the possibility that study participants’ 

knowledge about how to effectively structure and facilitate collaborative learning activities may 

also vary.  If that is the case, professional development opportunities focused on this topic could 

be helpful in supplying faculty with the skills they need to develop and implement collaborative 

group exercises in their classes. 

Personal consultation.  For the purposes of this study, personal consultation is defined as 

consisting of one-to-one interactions between instructors and students that take place face-to-

face, over the telephone, or via an Internet communication application such as Skype 

(www.skype.com).  Email communication has been excluded from this definition, since it can be 

argued that email as a medium lacks the immediacy of the telephone and of applications like 

Skype (www.skype.com), and does not facilitate the same kind of unfiltered, in-depth discussion.  

The interview respondents who describe their use of personal consultation as a teaching method 

express that they engage in these interactions with their students before or after class, during 

scheduled personal appointments, and or during their office hours, if they hold office hours. 

The data shown in Figure 7 indicate that the use of personal consultation to support 

learning is reported to a considerably greater degree by full-time survey respondents than it is by 

part-time respondents.  Specifically, Figure 7 shows that 17 respondents, or 61% of all, report 

employing personal consultation as a teaching method.  Of these 17, 13 are full-time instructors, 

representing 72% of full-time respondents.  Four are part-time instructors, representing 40% of 
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part-time respondents.  This 32-percentage-point spread between full-time and part-time survey 

respondents’ reported use of personal consultation as a teaching method, which is even greater 

than the point spread between full-time and part-time respondents’ reported use of collaborative 

work, raises questions about the reasons for the difference.  One such question relates to the role 

that compensation or other resources, or the absence of compensation or other resources, for time 

spent in consulting with students outside of class time may play in faculty decisions regarding 

use of personal consultation as a teaching method. 

Interview data suggest that the absence of compensation may indeed play such a role.  

For example, one PT study participant whose response to the survey item about methods used to 

address student learning difficulties does not include meeting with students during office hours 

expresses in her interview why she does not hold office hours.  She states, "…I'm an adjunct.  I 

don't have an office.  They don't give me a computer….  [Full-time faculty] get paid for office 

hours.  I don't….  There's a token amount [of money available to adjuncts for holding office 

hours], but I'm not getting paid for the preparation….  So there's a little frustration there." 

Flipped classroom.  As can be also observed in Figure 7, the greatest percentage-point 

difference between full-time and part-time respondents’ reported teaching practices occurs in 

their employment of the flipped classroom method.  Although multiple ways of implementing 

the flipped classroom exist, a central characteristic of this approach to promoting active learning 

among students is its reliance on Internet technology to reverse the traditional pattern of 

classroom instruction (Tucker, 2012).  In the flipped classroom, instructors develop interactive 

lessons that usually include videos, which students access via the Internet at home, before class 

(Tucker, 2012).  Class time is devoted primarily to clarification of subject-matter-related 

concepts and collaborative group work (Tucker, 2012). 
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The data indicate that nine survey respondents, or 32% of all, report employing the 

flipped classroom as a teaching method.  Of the nine, eight are full-time instructors, representing 

44% of full-time survey participants.  Only one part-time instructor, representing 10% of part-

time participants, reports employing this approach.  Given that the flipped classroom as a 

teaching method emerged relatively recently, it is reasonable to speculate as to whether its 

limited use among full-time respondents, and even more restricted use among part-time 

respondents, may at least in part be related to study participants’ access to professional 

development that would inform them about the method and how to implement it effectively 

(Tucker, 2012).  It is also worth considering whether perceived lack of time to revise their course 

materials to align with the flipped classroom format may be a factor in respondents’ decisions 

not to employ this instructional approach. 

Alignment of full-time and part-time faculty teaching methods with the Chickering 

and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct.  As stated earlier, one of the research 

questions that this study addresses concerns the degree to which participants’ reported teaching 

methods align with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct.  For the 

purposes of this study, teaching practices such as the use of lecture, assignment of homework, 

and facilitation of interactive class discussion are classified as traditional and instructor-centered, 

because they have been in general use for an extended period of time and because they often 

emphasize the role of the instructor in transmitting knowledge to students.  Teaching methods 

such as the flipped classroom, assignment of collaborative work, and facilitation of personal 

consultation with the instructor, on the other hand, are classified as progressive, in part because 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) specifically identify structured, collaborative learning exercises 

as being student-centered and supportive of active learning, and in part because these methods 
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can be designed to accommodate the different approaches to learning that characterize non-

traditional community college students of diverse ages, ethnicities, and cultural backgrounds 

(Anderson, 2003; Astin, 1984; Barbatis, 2010; Barrington, 2004; Bean & Metzner, 1985). 

Figure 8 illustrates the data related to this issue of correspondence of reported teaching  

 

Figure 8.  Correspondence of Teaching Methods Reported by FT and PT Faculty to Progressive Teaching 

Practices Associated with Chickering & Gamson (1987) "Seven Principles" 

methods to the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct.  In Figure 8, the 

items listed on the left side of the chart either correspond directly to one of the seven Chickering 

and Gamson (1987) tenets or reflect an aspect of one of the principles.  The bar scales to the right 

of each item illustrate the percentages of full-time and part-time interview respondents who 

describe intentions or behaviors related to that principle.  As can be observed in Figure 8, both 

full-time and part-time interview participants express behaviors and or intentions that correspond 

to one or more of these principles. 
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Finding 3: FT and PT faculty tend to agree on the Chickering and Gamson (1987) 

“Seven Principles” tenets related to making connections with students and engaging 

students with coursework. 

Encouraging contacts between students and faculty.  In discussing this principle, 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) state, “Frequent student-faculty contact in   

and out of classes is the most important factor in student motivation and involvement.  Faculty 

concern helps students get through rough times and keep on working (p. 3).”  As Figure 8 

illustrates, 100% of the interview participants described ways in which they seek to promote 

such contacts between themselves and their students.  With regard to the ways in which study 

participants interact with students outside of the lesson-delivery aspect of instruction, the data 

indicate that such contacts may take place in the classroom before and after class, in faculty 

offices during office hours, or remotely, via telephone and through Internet media such as email 

and learning management system communication tools. 

Many of the interactions with students described by interview respondents are focused on 

clarification of subject matter-related concepts.  Some, however, are not.  Themes that emerge 

from analysis of the data related to study participant promotion of contacts with students include 

respondents asking students for assistance with classroom technology, board erasing, or carrying 

of materials; interacting with students during office hours to resolve learning challenges; 

advising students with regard to personal life-related issues; demonstrating sensitivity toward 

students regarding the instructor-student power dynamic; using technology to maintain contact 

with absent students; and developing a rapport with students through various techniques, 

including expression of interest in students’ personal experiences, cultivation of  a sense of 

classroom community, and the use of humor.  
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To illustrate, one interviewee who is a part-time instructor describes her efforts to 

cultivate a rapport with students by asking them for assistance with various tasks.  She states, “I 

learned… that if you ask the students for help, they feel, ‘Oh, I'm helping….’  And these aren't 

kids, these are adults, but it's like, ‘So, can someone fix this Mac for me?  I can't seem to get 

what I'm supposed to be getting….’  I probably can do it, but I think they do appreciate that 

they're…‘Oh, she called on me, I'm going to help.’” 

Another respondent, who is also a part-time instructor, describes her efforts to help a 

student whose first language is not English prepare for an important interview that he needed to 

undergo in order to resolve a problem in his personal life.  She states, “Then he tells me about 

this tremendous problem that he has.  So what I did was, I thought of a persuasion technique for 

his interview.  So I got up at 6:00 and sent him an email.  Then I called his house… and I just 

said, ‘Whoever gets this message, be sure that this student checks their email, because I’ve sent 

him a detailed email that might be helpful before they get to that 10:00 appointment.’  So I think 

I bend over backward sometimes.” 

Still another respondent, who is a part-time instructor, describes how she seeks to 

cultivate a sense of belonging and community in students by encouraging them to introduce 

themselves at the beginning of the term.  She states, “I'll have them introduce themselves first 

week, first day….  Learning names makes them feel welcome or part of a learning community….  

I also say that I don't want you to not know the other student on the other side of the classroom… 

so, I'll mix them up.  Sometimes I'll force them to go move on the other side.  Sometimes I have 

them pull little numbers out of a hat, and you can find the other number three over there….  

Maybe it pushes them a little bit.” 
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With regard to this principle, therefore, the data indicate that all interview participants 

express ways in which they promote contact between themselves and their students.  They 

describe their efforts to initiate interactions with students, behave responsively when approached 

by students, encourage students to come to them with questions or challenges, and or attend to 

the affective aspects of their interactions with students.  No notable differences are apparent in 

the responses of full-time and part-time respondents in this domain. 

Developing reciprocity and cooperation among students.  In considering the learning-

related benefits associated with student collaboration, Chickering and Gamson (1987) state, 

“Working with others often increases involvement in learning.  Sharing one's own ideas and 

responding to others' reactions sharpens thinking and deepens understanding (p. 3).”  Figure 8 

indicates that 75% of full-time and 75% of part-time interview respondents, or three participants 

in each employment category, describe efforts to encourage students to interact with one another.  

Many of the FT participant responses in this domain focus on the ways in which collaborative 

group work, which is discussed earlier in the context of respondents’ reported teaching methods, 

promotes reciprocity and cooperation.  Themes that emerge from analysis of these interview data 

include the ways in which group work enables students of different ages to support one another’s 

learning and the effectiveness of peer-to-peer teaching. 

Interestingly, one PT interview respondent who reports no use of collaborative work as a 

teaching method expresses her perception that students help one another through such peer-to-

peer teaching.  She states, “I'll explain it, and if all of a sudden I see one student explaining it to 

the other, I stop and let them do it.  Because another perspective on it may be good.”  This same 

part-time participant also states, “If they want to [work together], let them do it outside the 

classroom.  I do know people that get together.…  I went outside, and there was two of my 
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students getting together on something.  One was teaching the other.  They both are ‘A’ 

students….  They're working before my class….  [But] I don’t want to take class time for it.” 

It is worth noting that this PT interview participant reports using only traditional teaching 

methods in her survey response, and states in her interview that she perceives group work to be 

characterized by uneven participation.  The fact that she expresses recognition that peer-to-peer 

teaching is effective, but does not think it worthwhile to incorporate learning activities that elicit 

peer-to-peer teaching into her lessons is worth noting, especially in light of the fact that this 

respondent expresses a reluctance to place students in a position of having to depend on one 

another in the learning process.  Her remarks suggest that she perceives the learning achieved 

through peer-to-peer teaching to be less reliable in terms of consistency or effectiveness than 

learning attained via the traditional, instructor-centered teaching methods that she elects to 

employ. 

Using active learning techniques.  In describing the principle of active learning, 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) assert that students need to discuss and write about what they are 

learning and be able to relate it to their daily lives in order to learn.  As mentioned earlier, they 

identify structured, student-centered learning exercises such as group projects, peer reviews, and 

intellectually challenging discussions as being supportive of active learning (Chickering & 

Gamson, 1987).  Most of the interview participants in this study talk about their use of such 

learning exercises, describing how they facilitate collaborative case study analysis, chunk subject 

matter for collaborative group discussion, use physical movement techniques and out-of-seat 

activities in the classroom to support learning, and or implement collaborative problem-solving 

activities. 
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Notably, the interview data indicate that, while all four full-time respondents, or 100% of 

full-time participants, discuss facilitating these kinds of student-centered learning activities, only 

two part-time participants, representing 50% of part-time respondents, do so.  Interestingly, the 

two part-time study participants who make no mention of active learning techniques in their 

interviews also report in their survey responses that they use only traditional teaching methods, 

such as lecture, homework assignments, and instructor-centered interactive discussion.  This 

circumstance is suggestive of the limited capacity of traditional teaching approaches to support 

active learning.  

Emphasizing time on task.  In their discussion of this principle, Chickering and Gamson 

(1987) assert, “There is no substitute for time on task….  Allocating realistic amounts of time 

means effective learning for students and effective teaching for faculty (p. 4).”  The data shown 

in Figure 8 indicate that 50% of both full-time and part-time interview participants, or four 

respondents all together, discuss their efforts to use class time effectively and or help students fit 

study time into their busy schedules. 

With regard to what these efforts entailed, the two interview respondents who are part-

time instructors describe situations in which they devised contingency plans in order to use class 

time effectively despite a classroom technology malfunction that interfered with their planned 

lesson.  Another respondent, who is a full-time instructor, describes ways in which she seeks to 

maximize students’ time on task by helping them fit study into their personal schedules.  She 

states, “I give them all these techniques and tasks to work on, smaller tasks sometimes, and 

resources that I have for practicing… in the midst of other things, because they need, some of 

them… 40 hours of homework every week… to get up to speed.”  Still another respondent, who 

is also a full-time faculty member, describes how she arrives at her classroom 15 minutes early 
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in order to be able to start class as soon as the appointed time arrives.  This respondent also 

discusses how she employs collaborative learning activities that keep students on task during 

class time, stating, “…[M]aybe there are areas that they need development… so then I might mix 

them up a little bit, if I find that there’s somebody who’s really strong in that, I'll put them with 

somebody who maybe is struggling with that, and have them work with them on the side… so 

everybody, nobody's not doing anything.  Everybody's always doing something.  So that's really 

good.” 

 An interesting point to note in the interview responses discussed above is the different 

contexts in which the issue of emphasizing time on task appears in the remarks of the full-time 

participants relative to the part-time participants.  Specifically, whereas time on task emerges as 

a theme in the full-time participants’ descriptions of teaching practices that they routinely use, it 

surfaces in the part-time respondents’ remarks only in the context of contingency strategies that 

they employ when classroom technology fails and they are unable to facilitate their lessons as 

planned.  This contrast raises questions as to whether differences in the professional experiences 

of full-time relative to part-time faculty might in some way be contributing to the difference in 

their perspectives. 

Finding 4: FT faculty are more likely than PT faculty to communicate feedback to 

students and hold students to expressed high expectations. 

Giving prompt feedback.  Chickering and Gamson (1987) stress the importance of 

performance-related feedback in promoting learning, asserting that students need such feedback 

throughout their college careers in order to profit from their studies.  As can be observed in 

Figure 8, 50% of interview respondents who teach full-time versus 25% of respondents who 

teach part-time describe efforts to provide performance-related feedback to their students.  
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Analysis of their comments indicates that this feedback includes in-class analysis of students’ 

homework, critiques based on observation of students’ performance of subject-matter-related 

tasks in a professional setting, and formative critiques of students’ project presentations. 

It is interesting to note that the feedback discussed by study participants is provided in a 

verbal, rather than a written, context.  While this cannot be construed to mean that written 

feedback is not provided for students, it is thought-provoking when considered in light of the fact 

that 46% of survey respondents, including 10 out of 18 FT instructors and three out of 10 PT 

instructors, report that large class sizes make it challenging for them to teach the way they want 

to teach.  This suggests the possibility that instructors who find it difficult to provide 

individualized written feedback on the work of large numbers of students may be relying on oral 

feedback provided in class to address the issue. 

Communicating high expectations.  With respect to the principle of communicating high 

expectations to students, Chickering and Gamson (1987) express that being held to high 

expectations by their instructors results in better academic performance for both highly capable 

students and ill-prepared or unmotivated students.  Figure 8 reveals that 75% of interview 

respondents who teach full-time, representing three of the four full-time respondents, and 25% of 

respondents who teach part-time, representing one of the four part-time respondents, describe 

efforts to inform students about their grading and other syllabus policies and or discuss situations 

in which they held a struggling student to the academic standards expressed in their course 

syllabus. 

The data also indicate that 50% of PT respondents describe situations in which they 

relaxed their syllabus policies or accepted a lower level of academic performance in order to 

accommodate a student whom they perceived to be struggling, whereas none of the FT 
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respondents report situations in which they lowered the standards expressed in their course 

syllabi.  In fact, the data show that two full-time respondents describe situations in which they 

sought and found ways to support a struggling student without compromising their syllabus 

policies. 

Analysis of the remarks of the interview participants who report relaxing assignment 

deadlines or lowering their expectation of students’ academic performance reveals that they did 

so out of a desire to help students or promote equity, and or a desire to avoid dropping students 

because their course enrollment numbers were already low.  For example, one respondent 

explains, “I have a student who’s… been absent too many times.  They also haven’t done 

anything yet.  But the situation is, I have a class with low enrollment this semester, and that 

person is a member of that class.  So it made me more liberal.  Plus the person is African 

American.  These are sometimes people at risk.  You try to meet each student where they need to 

be met.  In the old days, what I learned was treat them all the same.  Well, that changed in my 

tenure as a teacher.  Treat them all different, because they’re all different.” 

These data reveal that instructor notions about the importance of holding students to 

expressed standards may vary, with some perceiving that flexibility in responding to students 

who do not meet expectations is appropriate in some circumstances, or even preferable to rigid 

enforcement of academic standards or policies.  It is interesting that the respondents in this study 

who express adopting the more flexible perspective on the issue both teach part-time.  This 

circumstance suggests the possibility that the connection reported in recent research between 

instructors’ high expectations and students’ strong academic performance may not be known to 

all college faculty, and perhaps is less known to part-time instructors than it is to those who teach 

full-time. 
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Respecting diverse talents and ways of learning.  As regards this principle, Chickering 

and Gamson (1987) maintain that, “People bring different talents and styles of learning to 

college….  Students need the opportunity to show their talents and learn in ways that work for 

them.  Then they can be pushed to learning in new ways that do not come so easily (p. 5).”   

Figure 8 illustrates that 75% of interview respondents who teach full-time, or three full-time 

respondents, and 50% of respondents who teach part-time, or two part-time respondents, discuss 

how they acknowledge and support the different ways in which students learn.  For example, one 

full-time respondent describes working to boost the confidence of a student whose first language 

is not English by pointing out the ways in which her familiarity with a different language and 

culture will be beneficial to her clients when she enters the workplace.  Another full-time 

instructor explains how she uses physical movement in her classes to help her students learn, 

stating, “I get them to engage different parts of their body, because neural feedback from 

physical interaction activates different parts of your brain.” 

Other interview participants speak about supporting the different ways in which students 

learn in more general terms.  One respondent who teaches full-time, for example, describes the 

necessity of adjusting her teaching style from term to term in order to adapt to the needs of her 

students.  Another respondent who is a part-time instructor describes coming to the realization 

that students from other countries may be accustomed to educational practices that are very 

different from those commonly used in the United States.  Two other respondents, both of whom 

teach full-time, make remarks that express their awareness of students’ different learning styles, 

with one specifically mentioning the needs of kinesthetic learners. 

 These interview data suggest that full-time and part-time respondents share similar 

perspectives with regard to the principle of respecting students’ diverse talents and ways of 
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learning.  The interview remarks related to this principle all express respondents’ awareness of 

both the diversity of ways in which students learn and the need for instructors to accommodate 

that diversity in order to support learning.  No notable distinction in the responses of study 

participants who teach full-time relative to those who teach part-time emerges from analysis of 

the data associated with this domain. 

Summary discussion of data patterns and findings about faculty teaching practices.  

The above discussion focuses primarily on study findings associated with survey respondents’ 

reported teaching practices and interview respondents’ remarks relating to behaviors and or 

teaching methods that align with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” 

construct.  These findings, and the data patterns on which they are based, tell a story about the 

ways in which study participants seek to promote learning in their classes, the different notions 

about teaching and learning that guide their choices in this endeavor, and how their instructional 

approaches compare on the basis of their FT or PT employment classification.  The following 

discussion addresses what this story has to say regarding research Questions 1, 1a, and 1b. 

Research Question 1 asks, “What methods do community college faculty report using to 

teach their students?”  The collective study data indicate that 100% of survey respondents report 

facilitating interactive discussion as a teaching method, 96% report assigning homework, 93% 

report employing lecture, 89% report facilitating collaborative work, 61% report offering 

personal consultation, and 32% report implementing the flipped classroom.  These data not only 

express the instructional methods that respondents report using, but reveal that both FT and PT 

study respondents report using approaches evaluated as traditional according to the Chickering 

and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct, such as class discussion, homework, and 
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lecture, to a greater extent than they employ progressive teaching methods such as collaborative 

work, personal consultation, and the flipped classroom. 

Research Question 1a inquires, “How do reported teaching methods compare between FT 

and PT employment categories of community college instructors?”  Interestingly, the data reveal 

that a greater percentage of respondents categorized as FT faculty report assigning homework, 

facilitating collaborative work, offering personal consultation, and implementing the flipped 

classroom.  On the other hand, a greater percentage of participants categorized as PT faculty 

report employing lecture.  These patterns become even more interesting when considered in the 

context of research Question 1b, which asks, “To what extent do reported teaching methods of 

community college faculty correspond to the “Seven Principles for Good Practice in 

Undergraduate Education” construct proposed by Chickering and Gamson (1987)?” 

As expressed in Finding 2, study data suggest that FT faculty are more likely to employ 

progressive teaching methods than PT faculty.  This assessment is further developed in  Finding 

3, which expresses that FT and PT faculty tend to agree on the Chickering and Gamson (1987) 

“Seven Principles” tenets related to making connections with students and engaging students 

with coursework, and in Finding 4, which expresses that FT faculty are more likely than PT 

faculty to demonstrate observance of the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” 

tenets related to communicating feedback to students and holding students to expressed high 

expectations.  All three of these findings are relevant in the context of addressing research 

Questions 1a and 1b, but a deeper analysis of the data from which the findings emerge yields a 

more nuanced understanding of the factors that are driving the data patterns. 

What the interview and survey data, considered separately and together, reveal about 

how the reported teaching practices of FT and PT study participants compare.  As Figure 8 
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illustrates, the interview data for this study reveal that all respondents mention at least intentions, 

if not actual teaching practices, that align with one or more of the tenets associated with the 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct.  Although the absence of a 

particular interviewee’s remarks about any one of these principles cannot be construed to mean 

that that interviewee’s teaching practices never align with the principle, it is still meaningful to 

observe the degree to which respondents discuss their use of teaching methods that correspond to 

the Chickering and Gamson (1987) principles, especially when their remarks are considered in 

the context of the teaching methods that they report using in their survey responses.  To 

illustrate, if a participant makes no mention during his interview of using any teaching 

approaches that could be described as supportive of active learning, and also reports in his survey 

response that he uses only lecture and the assignment of homework as teaching methods, it is 

reasonable to conclude that he indeed does not employ teaching methods that support active 

learning.  It is therefore worthwhile to explore what the interview and survey data, considered 

both separately and together, reveal about how the reported teaching practices of study 

participants who teach full-time compare to those who teach part-time in terms of their alignment 

with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct. 

What do the interview data tell us about the teaching practices of respondents teaching 

full-time relative to part-time?  As can be observed in Figure 8, the percentage of interview 

respondents teaching full-time who discuss teaching practices that align with the Chickering and 

Gamson (1987) principles of encouraging student-faculty contact, developing reciprocity and 

cooperation among students, and emphasizing time on task is the same for each principle as the 

percentage of respondents teaching part-time who mention such teaching practices.  For each of 

these principles, therefore, there is no observable difference in the reported teaching practices of 
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FT and PT interview respondents.  This similarity between FT and PT respondents is captured in 

Finding 3.  Figure 8 also shows that 100% of both FT and PT respondents describe efforts to 

engage students with coursework.  Although supporting student engagement is not itself one of 

the tenets associated with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct, it is 

worth noting that, regardless of the teaching methods they report using, all study participants 

express efforts to do so. 

In contrast, a sizeable response-rate difference, a spread of 50 percentage points, can be 

observed between interview participants teaching full-time and those teaching part-time in their 

remarks about teaching approaches that align with the principles of using active learning 

techniques and communicating high expectations for student learning.  Specifically, for the 

principle of using active learning techniques, 100% of respondents who teach full-time, 

compared to 50% of respondents who teach part-time, describe using practices that correspond to 

the principle.  For the principle of communicating high expectations, the data show that 75% of 

FT participants report corresponding practices, compared to only 25% of PT participants.  

Perhaps most tellingly, while no respondents who teach full-time mention relaxing their 

performance standards or lowering their academic expectations of their students, half of the 

respondents who teach part-time state that they do so.  Finding 4 expresses these differences. 

Generally speaking, then, the data discussed above reveal that interview respondents who 

teach full-time mention teaching behaviors or practices that align with the Chickering and 

Gamson (1987) principles more often than respondents who teach part-time do.  As mentioned 

earlier, however, the absence of interviewee remarks relating to any one of the Chickering and 

Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” cannot be construed to mean that interviewee teaching 

practices never align with that principle.  For this reason, the interview data relating to alignment 
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of respondents’ reported teaching practices with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven 

Principles” becomes more compelling when considered in the context of the teaching methods 

that respondents report using in their survey responses.   

What do the survey data tell us about the teaching practices of respondents teaching full-

time relative to part-time?  In light of interview data indicating that full-time respondents 

mention employing teaching practices that align with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven 

Principles” construct to a greater extent than part-time respondents do, uncovering the extent to 

which full-time and part-time participants in this study report using progressive teaching 

methods to promote learning is a particularly meaningful endeavor.  Figure 9 compares the 

percentages of full-time and part-time survey participants who report using traditional compared 

to progressive teaching methods.  As can be observed in Figure 9, only three out of 28 survey 

respondents, or 11% of all, report use of no progressive teaching methods. 

The data show that roughly 89% of respondents report using a combination of traditional  

 

Figure 9.  Percentages of Survey Respondents Reporting Use of Progressive Teaching Methods (% Values 

Rounded) 

teaching methods, such as lecture, homework assignments, and or interactive discussion, and at 

least one progressive teaching method, such as the flipped classroom, assignment of 

collaborative work, and or personal consultation.  The three exceptions are all PT instructors who 
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report using only traditional teaching methods, even though they make remarks in their 

interviews about behaviors or intentions that align with at least one of the Chickering and 

Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct tenets. 

Two of these three PT survey respondents report employing interactive classroom 

discussion or online discussion forums, lecture or online lecture, and the assignment of 

homework as teaching methods.  The third PT respondent reports using only interactive 

discussion and lecture to teach.  Even taking the responses of these three PT participants into 

account, the survey data indicate that a large majority of respondents report using at least one 

progressive teaching method that aligns with one or more of the principles expressed in the 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct. 

 The data become more revealing when the degree to which FT survey respondents report 

employing progressive teaching methods is compared to the degree to which PT survey 

respondents report using them.  The data illustrated in Figure 9 indicate that four full-time survey 

respondents, or 22% of full-time participants, report using only one such method in their 

teaching practice, whereas two part-time respondents, or 20% of part-time participants, report 

using only one.  As these data indicate, the percentages of full-time and part-time respondents 

who report employing progressive teaching approaches to a very limited extent are roughly the 

same.  The data also reveal, however, that this is not the case for more extensive use of 

progressive methods. 

Figure 9 also shows that 14 full-time survey respondents, or 78% of full-time 

participants, report that they employ two or three progressive teaching methods in their teaching 

practice.  In addition, the data indicate that five part-time respondents, or 50% of part-time 

survey participants, report using two or three such methods.  This 28-percentage-point spread 
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represents a considerable difference between FT and PT survey respondents with regard to the 

degree to which they report using progressive, student-centered teaching practices. 

What do the interview and survey data together tell us about the teaching practices of 

respondents teaching full-time relative to part-time?  Considering the interview data relating to 

the alignment of respondent teaching practices with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven 

Principles” in the context of the survey data relating to respondents’ reported teaching practices 

allows for a degree of triangulation that supports the validity of study findings.  As discussed 

earlier, the interview data show that, although all FT and PT respondents report behaviors, 

intentions, or teaching practices that align with at least one of the tenets associated with the 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct, FT respondents mention engaging 

in teaching practices that correspond to the principles to a greater extent than PT respondents do.  

This is confirmed by the survey data, which indicate that roughly the same percentages of FT 

and PT respondents report using one or two progressive teaching methods, but that a 

considerably larger percentage of FT respondents, at 39%, compared to PT respondents, at 10%, 

report using all three progressive methods.  In addition, the data show that, whereas none of the 

survey participants who teach full-time report using no progressive teaching methods, 30% of 

part-time respondents report no use.   

These data indicate that the greatest differences in the reported practices of survey 

respondents teaching full-time relative to those teaching part-time exist at the high and low ends 

of the range of progressive teaching method use.  This notion is supported by the interview 

responses, which indicate that, in general, respondents who teach full-time discuss using 

methods that align with the Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” active learning 
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construct more than respondents who teach part-time.  What these data do not reveal, however, 

are the reasons for this pattern.   

It is possible that differences in the contextual experiences of full-time relative to part-

time study participants may be contributing to the difference in their reported use of progressive 

teaching methods.  This possibility is supported by the comments of some part-time interview 

respondents regarding their need to travel to multiple institutions to make a living from part-time 

teaching, their perceived lack of a reasonable number of fully compensated office hours during 

which to meet with students for personal consultation, and their perceived lack of physical 

facilities other than their classrooms in which to hold such meetings.  These comments are 

explored in depth in the following discussion about the ways in which study participants’ 

experience of their working environment influences their teaching practices. 

Research Questions 2 and 2a: Exploring the Relationship between Contextual Factors and 

the Teaching Practices of FT and PT Faculty 

In addition to examining and comparing the reported teaching methods of full-time and 

part-time community college faculty, this study investigates and compares participants’ 

perceptions about their working environment and how their experience of that environment 

influences their teaching practices.  These areas of inquiry are expressed in research Question 2, 

which asks, “How do contextual factors such as government legislation, institutional and 

departmental policies and practices, and instruction-related working conditions relate to faculty 

teaching practices?” and in research Question 2a, which inquires, “How does the experience of 

these contextual factors differ for FT and PT instructor employment categories?”  For the 

purpose of analysis, the respondents’ working environment is viewed through the lens of the 

Bronfenbrenner (1997) ecological model, which is discussed in Chapter 2.  Aligning with the 
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Bronfenbrenner (1997) framework, this working environment is examined in the context of the 

nested classroom, school or department, and college microsystems in which the study 

participants experience their professional lives, which together make up the workplace 

mesosystem, and the environment of state and federal regulation, which is external to the college 

but exercises influence over its workings, and which makes up the macrosystem. 

General perceptions about community college teaching.  The predominant theme 

emerging from analysis of interview respondents’ expressed perceptions about community 

college teaching in general is that student learning is a matter of concern.  As illustrated in Figure 

10, 50% of FT interview respondents and 100% of PT respondents express perceptions related to  

 

Figure 10.  Interview Respondent Perceptions about Community College Teaching 

this issue.  Interestingly, however, a notable difference can be observed in the nature of FT 

respondents’ comments about student learning relative to PT participants’ comments.  

Specifically, whereas FT participants express ways in which they seek to promote learning 

among all of their students, especially those who are struggling, PT respondents focus on the 

affective aspects of teaching, particularly on their sense of responsibility as regards assuring that 

students learn. 

50% 

100% 

Student learning is a concern

FT (N=4) PT (N=4)



 

83 

To illustrate, one of the two FT interview respondents who express concern about student 

learning states, “I also try to keep the students who are not as high-performance with the 

program.  There's a certain number of students that are just getting by, but the learning of these 

skills is a very long-term thing.  I have a bigger picture in mind.  Maybe the C students who can 

just squeak by are not going to be the highest performers in the university, but they might… have 

incredible talents, and that I'm looking at it over say the next 20 years of their life, what do they 

need to survive as… professionals…?  These skills will be really important to them.”  The other 

FT respondent expresses a similar perspective, stating, “So it makes me want to be a better role 

model, put things in perspective.  Just pause when things seem a little crazy and just treat 

everyone with respect and try and get the best out of them, and let them know that each one of 

them is capable and give them that confidence to know they have it.  Because I've seen so many 

that were really struggling, and they are amazing… now.” 

 In contrast, the PT interview participants express issues such as how they worry about 

their students’ learning, or feel to some degree answerable for whether their students learn or not.  

For example, one PT respondent states, “I'm pretty sensitive.  I take it deeply.  If I see 

something's not being understood or grasped, I feel bad, so I'll teach it in a different way or 

reinforce it.  If I feel like they didn't get a unit, I can just see it, I'll do it again in a different way 

or a more engaging way, because we have ups and downs, ourselves.  I take stuff personally.  I 

want to do a good job.  I love learning, and I want to encourage others to love learning.  An 

instructor can make you love learning.”  Another PT participant similarly states, “It's hard, 

because I care if they get it, I care if they don't get it.  I don't blame myself anymore, but I want 

them to get it.”  Yet another PT respondent confides in her remarks about a particular struggling 

student, “…[I]t makes me worry overnight.” 
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 What is perhaps most striking about the different nature of FT and PT participants’ 

expressions of concern about student learning is the sense of anxiety that overshadows the PT 

respondents’ comments.  Both FT and PT participants mention struggling students, but whereas 

the FT interviewees’ remarks focus on how they value struggling students and work to assure 

that they learn, the PT interviewees’ comments mostly express the feelings of concern that they 

experience when they perceive that students are struggling.  These data suggest that FT 

respondents approach the process of teaching their struggling students with a sense of agency, 

whereas PT respondents are more inclined to worry about the fact that students are struggling, or 

to wonder whether their teaching is in some way responsible for the struggle they perceive to be 

occurring. 

Perceptions about the classroom environment.  Another major theme that emerges 

from analysis of the interview data is that of student diversity.  Figure 11 illustrates interviewees’  

 

Figure 11.  Interview Respondent Perceptions about Types of Student Diversity Encountered 

expressed perceptions about the array of characteristics that they encounter in their students in 

the microenvironment of the classroom.  As can be observed in the figure, interview respondent 
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comments focus on the general diversity of their students, as well as on specific kinds of student 

diversity.  In terms of comparing the remarks of FT participants to those of PT, Figure 11 reveals 

that FT respondents note all types of diversity except for language, whereas PT respondents 

comment on most types, but not on general diversity or socioeconomic status. 

Finding 5: In the context of student diversity, both FT and PT faculty recognize the 

unique characteristics of community college students that differentiate them from 

traditional university students.  The interview data contain multiple examples of the ways in 

which both FT and PT respondents perceive their students to be different from traditional 

university students.  For example, one FT respondent states, “I think it's easy to think of our 

students like they're sitting in a dorm room waiting to do homework assignments and prepping 

for tests.  But our students are out in the world, and there's all sorts of things that are happening 

that are helping and hindering their education… jobs and babies and marriages and divorces and 

all sorts of all these other kinds of things….  [R]elatively few of our students are only students.”  

Another FT respondent asserts that the college’s student population “is extremely varied, 

because I think that we are an extension of both the university higher education system and we're 

an extension of K12….  [W]e get students that are every bit as good as the majority of students at 

[two local universities], and we get students who were quite unsuccessful in high school that are 

now getting a second chance at trying to catch up.”  These perceptions are echoed by a PT 

participant, who also expresses her sense of why the college’s students are at different levels of 

preparedness, stating, “We have an open door policy.  We allow high school students to come 

and take classes.  We allow students who haven’t graduated from high school take a chance.  

They test them and see what level they can come in at.” 
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Still another FT respondent describes her perceptions about her students’ variety of 

experience and diverse levels of preparedness, stating, “So, about half our students have already 

completed their bachelor's degrees, and decided this was the route they wanted to take so that 

they could get employment.  Then I have people that were lawyers.  I have a few that had their 

master's already that came back for this.  I have ones where this is their first time actually being 

in college after working at Trader Joe's for ten years.  So you get the whole gamut.” 

It is clear from the abundance of remarks such as these in the interview data that both FT 

and PT respondents perceive the characteristics that differentiate their students from traditional 

university students.  This is meaningful in the context of research Questions 2 and 2a, because it 

can reasonably be argued that student diversity, particularly diversity of academic preparedness 

for college-level work, impacts study participants in the process of facilitating learning in 

classroom microenvironment.  As Figure 11 illustrates, both FT and PT interview respondents 

make comments about students’ academic preparedness.  Three FT and two PT interviewees 

mention this topic, making it the most frequently mentioned type of student diversity identified 

by interview participants.  The survey response data support this point, with 20 participants, or 

71% of all, reporting that they perceive student unpreparedness as an obstacle to their ability to 

teach the way they want to teach.  Moreover, FT and PT survey respondents share this perception 

in roughly equal proportion, with 13 FT, representing 72% of FT, and seven PT, representing 

70% of PT, reporting student unpreparedness as an obstacle. 

To illustrate, one FT interview respondent describes realizing that some of his students 

lack the basic math skills needed to do a simple calculation in his non-math course.  He states, 

“And what seems like a pretty basic, plug-in-the-numbers math formula is challenging for, 

evidently, a fair number of students, where I think I spent more time correcting the math when 
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they turned the assignment in… than the actual content aspects of the assignment.  So I've used a 

more simplified approach to that, just to avoid the math phobia or math limitations on calculating 

that.” 

Interestingly, however, although the data indicate that FT and PT respondents share the 

perception that their students reflect a wide range of academic preparedness, their expressed 

views about their students’ academic performance diverge considerably.  This divergence can be 

observed in Figure 12, which illustrates interview participants’ perceptions about student 

 

Figure 12.  Interview Respondent Perceptions about Students' Academic Performance/Achievement 

academic performance.  Figure 12 shows that three of the four FT respondents describe the 

academic performance of their students as strong, whereas no PT respondents do.  In addition, 

although FT respondents express awareness of students’ lack of preparedness for college work, 

their interview comments tend focus on how they bridge the skills gap, so that unprepared 

students who enroll in their courses are able to achieve at higher levels.  There is no mention of 

ways of addressing student unpreparedness in the remarks of PT respondents. 

For example, one FT respondent describes how she uses technology and friendly 

competition to assure that students who lack the basic skills needed to pass her courses acquire 

those skills.  She states, “[T]he students that make it through [her course] are quite skilled, and I 

would say could stand up to most four-year programs at that level….  We have to prepare 
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students to transfer somewhere else and be tested.  It's a different way of approaching these 

students than someone who's going to graduate from a four-year university and then go on to 

grad school….  So I created this website, and it tested all the fundamentals….  Built into this 

online system is a weekly tournament… and they are given points based on the number of 

correct problems they do in the week, and how fast they do the overall….  I've noticed, all of a 

sudden, they didn't just do their homework once, but they do it five, six times….”  It is clear 

from this participant’s comments that she views her students’ lack of preparedness as a challenge 

that she can address through her teaching approaches. 

 Another FT interview participant expresses her perception that the students who complete 

her courses are able to outcompete students from other institutions in the job market.  She 

describes the interpersonal skills that she cultivates in her students develop in addition to their 

technical skills, asserting, “…when we get our surveys from our community members, they will 

hire one of our students over other programs because of that strength of those soft skills, so I feel 

really proud about that.”   In contrast, a PT interview respondent who perceives her students’ 

academic performance to be adequate rather than strong states, “Well, the majority of them are 

quiet and don't speak up, and they kind of get lost, because about 3% are loud and obnoxious and 

they detract….  So, for the most part, they do their work.  The averages on the test are about 

average, there's a couple of outstanding students that always get As, there's a couple of students 

that always get Fs.” 

 The fact that FT respondents express the perception that their students’ academic 

performance is strong, whereas PT respondents do not, aligns with the notion that FT 

respondents experience a greater sense of agency in facilitating learning among students of 

diverse backgrounds than PT respondents do.   It also suggests the possibility that FT interview 
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participants are generally more optimistic about the efficacy of their teaching practices.  The 

likelihood of this is supported by the data trend shown in Figure 13, which illustrates 

respondents’ perceptions about their students’ motivation. 

 

Figure 13.  Respondent Perceptions about Student Motivation 

As can be observed in Figure 13, three out of four FT interview respondents express 

positive perceptions about the degree to which their students are motivated. Only one out of four 

PT respondents does, and some of her remarks focus on the extrinsic motivation that she believes 

drove one of her struggling students to enroll in her class.  Of him, she states, “Of course, he’s on 

the GI bill and that’s maybe why he’s taking the class, partly.  I mean, that is a big draw, to make 

a few grand every semester because you took a class.  There’s a lot of money.”  This respondent 

also speaks positively about student motivation in a general sense, however, asserting, “You got 

these people that want to learn, for one reason or another, even if it’s just because they have to 

move on to their degree.  They want to learn.” 

Another PT respondent is less sanguine in her views about student motivation.  She 

states, “I've compared notes with other teachers, and we're finding out that a lot of the students 

are just plain lazy, nowadays.  They want everything handed to them.”  Interestingly, however, 

she is the only interviewee who expresses pessimism about her students’ drive to learn. 
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FT respondent remarks about student motivation are more numerous and more 

consistently positive than those of PT participants.  For example, one FT respondent describes 

how she perceives community college students to be different from students in the other 

institutions where she has taught.  She states, “one big change that I noticed coming to a 

community college situation, and especially Del Sur, is that the students here are very strongly 

self-motivated, proportionately more so than in any of the other locations.” 

Another FT respondent describes his STEM students as highly motivated, asserting, “… 

[T]he motivations are already baked in: ‘I want a good job.  I want a good, stable job, good 

money.’”  Still another FT respondent expresses her admiration for her students’ determination.  

She states, “And I like the community college clientele, the students.   They're very diverse, 

they're very resilient.  The things they do to get through school, the financial hardship, the 

personal hardships, yet they come to class every day and they will make it work, and it makes me 

really proud of all of them.” 

These interview data about student motivation, considered in light of the stronger sense 

of agency conveyed by FT relative to PT respondent remarks and the more positive perceptions 

expressed by FT relative to PT respondents about their students’ academic performance, support 

the idea that FT instructors at Del Sur College experience the classroom microsystem in a more 

positive way than PT instructors do.  This notion raises questions about possible reasons for the 

difference in FT and PT respondent perceptions.   Such questions must include how conditions in 

the school, department, or college microsystems could be contributing to the difference in 

perceived experience. 

Perceptions about the school or department environment.  Interview data reveal 

notable similarities and differences in the perceptions of FT and PT respondents about the school 
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or department microenvironment in which they work.  Perspectives expressed by participants 

focus primarily on the issues of collegiality within the school or department, the degree to which 

department meetings support collaboration or professional development, and the ways in which 

collaboration is or is not taking place among colleagues.  Of these three areas of focus, the issue 

of collaboration is discussed by the largest number of both FT and PT respondents. 

Finding 6: Both FT and PT faculty perceive collaboration to be taking place within 

their school or department, but desire more collaboration, or find collaboration to be 

challenging.  As Figure 14 illustrates, both FT and PT interview participants perceive  
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Figure 14.  Respondent Perceptions about Collaboration & PD within Department 

collaboration to be happening within their school or department, with 75% of FT and 100% of 

PT expressing this observation.  Interestingly, however, 100% of both FT and PT respondents  

also perceive that this collaboration is insufficient, or difficult to accomplish.  These 

observations are reinforced by the data presented in Figure 15, which illustrates the similar 

perspectives communicated by FT and PT interview respondents regarding the issue of 

collaboration. 
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Figure 15.  Perceptions about School’s/Department’s Support for Faculty Collaboration 

Many of the interview comments about faculty collaboration focus on the ways in which 

the co-location of faculty offices within a building inhabited by a school or department supports 

interaction among instructors, and the ways in which differences in instructor teaching schedules 

or personal preferences inhibit it.  For example, regarding the co-location of department faculty 

offices, one FT respondent states, “The fact that we're close to each other, we can talk.  The 

adjuncts even have offices.  It's six to an office, but we do enjoy visiting each other's offices, and 

sometimes we'll chat about ideas….  Just conversations can be very helpful.”  Another FT 

respondent similarly states, “[W]e see each other in the halls or in the bathroom and occasionally 

in the lunch room.  We all get along really well, so we try to, maybe once a month, maybe once 

every two months, go to happy hour or something like that, just to reconnect….  But I would say 

I talk with everybody in this hallway at least every day.” 

The remarks of these two FT respondents contrast sharply, however, with those of a PT 

participant who has not found the co-location of faculty offices supportive of collaboration.  She 

states of her colleagues, “[Y]ou don't see them, even when I tried to use the adjunct workroom… 

and all the offices were there, I never saw them.”  Her comments about being unable to find 
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colleagues in their offices align with other respondents’ remarks about the barrier to 

collaboration imposed by schedule differences, which can result in faculty members from the 

same school or department seldom seeing one another on campus. 

To illustrate, one FT participant states, “…it would be really nice to be able to… share 

what each of us does that we like, that works for us….   But again it's that whole time... that's 

probably the impeding thing is… our schedules are all different….”  This respondent also 

suggests a way of overcoming the obstacles to collaboration presented by schedule differences, 

remarking, “I like that idea somebody made about... have a blocked time, like a brown bag lunch 

time, where… there's no classes during that time, no meetings during that time, so you really 

could use that time to know that you're available to collaborate with each other.” 

 Another FT respondent states, “And the problem in that is, you don't have enough time to 

be able to interact with one another.  The scheduling for faculty… is, they're here, there, 

everywhere….  You’ve got your own little cell, and you're dealing with that, and you really don't 

have the time or the opportunity to be able to interact.”  Yet another FT participant mentions 

subject matter differences in addition to schedule differences as a barrier to collaboration.  She 

asserts, “[W]e're all in very different topics, different areas, subject areas.  There's no overlap in 

terms of, ‘I'm teaching this and you're teaching this, oh, look how you're doing it….’   We don't 

see each other that much, just because schedules are different.”  Course content differences are 

also mentioned as a barrier to collaboration, although a lesser obstacle than schedule differences, 

by another FT participant, who states, “The practical matter of days, times, schedules, that tends 

to maybe separate us into certain natural groupings, perhaps even more so than [course] content 

level.  Who do you see, basically, who do you see?” 
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 As mentioned earlier, the personal preferences of colleagues are also identified by study 

participants as a barrier to collaboration.  Three out of four PT respondents express 

disappointment or frustration at their colleagues’ perceived unresponsiveness or unwillingness to 

share information.  One of them states, “One of our chairpersons in the past wanted us to all do a 

class for each other and share our favorite class.  With that handout or... whatever the draw was, 

that you were doing with the students, and it went down… there weren’t enough people that 

wanted to share, which I thought was really too bad.” 

Another PT respondent expresses her frustration about her colleagues’ perceived 

unwillingness to collaborate, asserting, “It seems like… you'll go to a dean… but then they'll say 

you have to go check with your peers.  You check with your peers, they resist.  The dean has no 

authority to tell any instructor… to have a collaborative meeting….  Maybe being adjuncts, we're 

all busy, running off to the next job, but even the full-timers.  Are they so loaded that they don't 

have time to take extra, collaborative… peer sharing, a little time?”   Still another PT participant 

states, “[E]ven when… a lot of us were at the [former department] building, the full-timers 

wouldn't talk to us.  I had a couple that would… but the others, it's like, ‘You don't count.  You 

don't matter.  We won't talk to you.’” 

 These data indicate that both FT and PT study respondents value collaboration with their 

colleagues and perceive it to be occurring within their school or department to at least some 

extent, although they find opportunities for it to be limited.  Perhaps more importantly, however, 

the remarks of the PT respondents who express frustration or disappointment at their colleagues’ 

perceived unwillingness to collaborate point to a profound difference in the way that PT 

participants experience the school or department microenvironment as compared to FT 

participants.  This difference emerges more fully in remarks made by PT respondents regarding 
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teaching-related resource or opportunity needs that they perceive to remain unmet, or changes 

that they believe should be made to policies or practices in order to better support faculty.  Many 

of their comments pertain to policies and practices implemented by leadership in the college 

microenvironment, but several relate to matters that pertain to the school or department 

microenvironment.  These are illustrated in Figure 16. 

 

Figure 16.  Interview Participant Perceptions about Needs that Remain Unmet by Their School/Department, 

or Desired Changes to School/Department Policies/Practices (FT N=4, PT N=4) 

Finding 7: PT faculty perceive that they are in various ways excluded from the 

community of their school or department, whereas FT faculty do not.  As Figure 16 shows, 

very few FT interview respondents mention unmet needs that pertain to the school or department 

microenvironment.  In contrast, three out of four PT respondents express that they do not 

experience adequate communication from their school or department.  Even more strikingly, 

100% of PT participants express a desire for greater respect or recognition, or for more inclusion 

within the community of the school or department.  FT participants express no need for better 

departmental communication, greater respect, or more inclusion.  These data reveal a stark 
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difference in the way PT respondents experience the microenvironment of the school or 

department relative to FT respondents. 

As regards the issue of communication, PT participants express the sense that 

information about policies and available resources is not shared with them by school or 

department leadership.  For example, one PT participant expresses her sense of frustration at 

being excluded from information sharing by her department chair, who “thinks the adjuncts don't 

need to be included.  Said that several times, ‘Oh, you don't have to bother with stuff like this.’  

Hello?  And then all of the sudden down the line, you did need to know about it….” 

Another PT interview participant describes receiving no communication from her 

department about her contractual rights as an adjunct faculty member.  She states, “[W]e [PT 

faculty] have to apply for everything we want, whereas with full-timers, they get tenure after so 

many years.  We have to apply for priority of assignment, but nobody told me that.  I've been 

here for… years, and nobody told me I had to apply for priority of assignment.  I was never 

told.” 

Still another PT respondent who perceives a lack of communication from her school or 

department describes taking the matter of communication with PT faculty into her own hands.  

She asserts, “In fact, there was so much I wasn't told about that now, every semester, I put out a 

letter that I email to all adjuncts, saying, ‘You may have been taught about this, but you probably 

weren't, or may not have been, so, here, I'm covering it.’  I send that out, and I get good 

comments back about, ‘Thank goodness.  Nobody ever told me about that one.’”  This PT 

respondent also expresses the perception that department or college administration in some cases 

deliberately withholds information from PT faculty, claiming, “I was told, for example, I wanted 

to make sure I was in the retirement system, ‘Oh no, you're an adjunct.  Part-timers don't get any 
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benefits.’  You need to find out what your benefits are and push for them, because people lie.  

They're either lying out directly, or they just don't know, or they're too lazy to tell you, or 

whatever.  So I missed out on part of the time that I could have been doing it.”  These pointed 

remarks are particularly meaningful, because they convey not only a desire for more and better 

communication, but a deep distrust that has evolved because received communication has been 

perceived as misleading. 

Finding 8: School or department policies and practices that limit PT faculty access 

to teaching –related resources can inhibit PT faculty’s implementation of effective teaching 

methods.  It is reasonable to argue that such distrust of those whose decisions shape the 

conditions in which the above-mentioned PT instructor works is likely to impact, at least to some 

extent, her teaching practice.  In fact, her own remarks confirm this.  In explaining why she 

seldom uses the classroom projector during lectures, relying almost exclusively on the 

whiteboard as a visual aid, she describes an instance in which she was asked to give up a room 

with a working projector to another instructor, and teach instead in a room where the projector 

did not work.  She says, “Why should I use [PowerPoint]?  Why should I even prepare it if I'm 

not going to be able to use it, and I can't depend on [the classroom projector] being there….?  

They actually changed my room one time because, ‘Oh, there's this teacher that absolutely has to 

have the projector.  Do you mind?’  What am I going to say?  ‘Oh sure, give me the room that 

doesn't work.’” 

Another instance of school or department practices directly impacting instructor teaching 

practices can be observed in the remarks of a different PT respondent.  Although she does not 

express distrust of department leadership, this participant does mention how the limited 

professional development opportunities afforded by her department impact her ability to teach 
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the way she wants to teach.  Specifically, she describes how her lack of training in the use of a 

technology device in her classroom makes it impossible for her to use that device in her teaching 

practice, although she would like to do so.  She states, “I do admit I don’t know how to use that 

machine.  I’ve never been trained.  I’d like to know how to use that….  I think they said, ‘Oh, we 

had one [training] session.’  It was like, ‘Well, really?’  … I maybe didn’t know about it.  I 

would have picked it.”  Her experience, like the experience described in the previous paragraph, 

represents a prime example of how department practices can influence whether or not faculty 

employ progressive teaching practices in the microenvironment of the classroom. 

PT respondent perceptions about respect and inclusion.  As mentioned earlier, in 

addition to the perception that they receive inadequate communication from their school or 

department, all PT interview respondents express that they are not sufficiently respected or 

recognized, or that they are in various ways excluded from the school or department community.  

To illustrate, one PT participant states, “I think… that the adjuncts aren't getting the respect we 

want….  I don't do a half-job because I'm part-time….  We are in a class system.  So, there's the 

administrators, there's the full-timers, and then way, way down here, there's the adjuncts….  We 

are not being asked for input.”  Interestingly, another PT respondent expresses a similar 

perspective.  She states, “Once you’re committed to your purpose, whatever it is, teaching for 

me, you’re full-time even if you’re only getting paid half-time.  They get all of me.  I’m not here 

as a part of a person.  I’m not 67% here.  I’m 100% here….”   

Still another PT participant more bluntly communicates her view that she and other PT 

instructors are excluded from the department community.  She asserts, “Adjuncts are second-

class citizens.  We're treated that way.”  She adds, “We're teaching the same subjects.  We 

probably have more knowledge… than a lot of people do, because so many of us have worked in 
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the field.  Yet, we're not asked for things.  We're not asked for our advice.   We're not asked for 

input.”  Another PT respondent similarly conveys her sense that other PT instructors besides 

herself feel dissatisfied with this aspect of their work environment.   She states, “[T]he adjunct 

situation is not good….  I pick up they don't feel appreciated.” 

The remarks of one FT interview participant resonate powerfully in the context of PT 

respondent perceptions about disrespect for PT faculty.  In discussing a perceived shortage of 

highly qualified prospective adjunct faculty in his discipline, this respondent states, “[W]e're 

kind of forced to hire the ones who are even minimally qualified, in our eyes….  We are very 

discerning at the contract [FT] level, but at the adjunct [PT] level, basically, if you're qualified, 

we can take you.”  Although it cannot be assumed that the views of this single interview 

respondent are widely shared by Del Sur College FT faculty or administrative leadership, his 

remarks raise questions as to whether others in the campus community likewise perceive PT 

faculty as minimally qualified to teach, or less qualified than FT faculty.  If that is the case, it 

could in part account for the experiences described by PT respondents in their remarks about 

feeling disrespected or unrecognized, as well as for the sense of alienation that those remarks 

convey. 

In contrast, no such sense of alienation is communicated in the remarks of FT 

respondents, very few of whom express needs that are currently unmet by their school or 

department.  In fact, only one FT interview participant expresses such a need, namely, a desire 

for more mentoring as regards choosing committees on which to serve.  Even so, this respondent 

also expresses her general satisfaction with her department, stating, “I feel so supported, I'm 

spoiled over here.”  Her remark stands in sharp contrast to the comments of PT respondents who 

describe their sense of being unvalued or excluded by their school or department.  This 
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difference suggests another important way in which the microenvironment of the school or 

department at Del Sur College is experienced differently by PT relative to FT instructors.  

Perceptions about the college environment.  In discussing their perceptions about the 

college microsystem, interview respondents mostly focus on needs that they perceive to be as yet 

unmet by the college, or on policies or practices that they think need to be changed.  One 

respondent, a FT faculty member, does express positive perceptions about the college’s 

supportiveness for faculty, stating, “My experiences have been very positive… the environment 

here, specifically at Del Sur, is about shared governance, and they really mean that from the 

bottom up, meaning you have a voice, you have people that are going to pay attention to you….  

[E]ven the administration, I find, is very responsive, and it requires time and work and all that… 

but if you're willing to do that, there's a lot of administrative support from what we care about.” 

Another respondent, a PT instructor, also expresses satisfaction with college policy.  Her 

remarks, however, relate to benefits and pay, rather than to faculty voice in college governance.  

Specifically, this PT participant focuses on the fact that PT faculty at Del Sur College are eligible 

for employment benefits, and that compensation is available to PT instructors if they choose to 

hold office hours.  It is worth noting the very different nature of the source of her satisfaction, 

which pertains to the employment-related issue of compensation, compared to that of the FT 

instructor discussed previously, which pertains to the agency-related issue of influence in 

decision-making, a matter that can viewed as impacting teaching effectiveness.   This difference 

in FT relative to PT focus also emerges in the expressed perceptions of the other FT and PT 

interview participants, who comment on the ways in which they think college policies and 

practices could be improved to better support faculty. 
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Finding 9: FT faculty are more concerned than PT faculty about college policies 

related to resources that support teaching effectiveness.  PT faculty are more concerned 

than FT faculty about policies related to employment.  As illustrated in Figure 17, both FT 

and PT respondents express needs that they perceive to be currently unmet by the college, or 

changes to college policies and practices that they think need to be made to better support faculty 

and or teaching.  The data reveal, however, that whereas FT participant remarks focus both on 

resources or opportunities that they think would support their teaching practice and on the 

perceived challenges experienced their PT colleagues, PT respondent comments focus much 

more heavily on their working conditions and compensation.  It is noteworthy that the plight of 

PT faculty at the college is the topic most commonly mentioned by interview participants in the 

domain of unmet needs or desired changes, with six out of eight interview respondents broaching 

this subject, three of which are FT and three of which are PT.  The fact that 75% of participants 

express unmet needs in this domain points to the importance of understanding the circumstances 

from which their perceptions about unmet needs arise. 
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Figure 17.  Interview Respondent Perceptions about Needs that Remain Unmet by the College (FT N=4, PT 

N=4)  

Figure 18 is helpful in this context, since it presents an analysis of participant remarks 

pertaining to the challenges associated with teaching part-time at Del Sur College.  As can be 

observed in Figure 18, these remarks focus on challenging issues faced by PT faculty at the 

college.  Two of these issues are mentioned by six of the eight respondents.  The first issue  
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Figure 18.  Faculty Perceptions about Challenges Associated with PT Teaching at College 

pertains to the ways in which college policies or practices negatively affect the ability of PT 

faculty to employ teaching practices that would be classified as progressive according to the 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” construct.  Comments related to this issue are 

expressed by 75% of FT respondents and 75% of PT respondents.  The second issue pertains to 

how PT faculty’s need to travel to multiple institutions in order to cobble together a living from 

teaching shapes their experience as community college instructors.  Fifty percent of FT 

respondents and 100% of PT respondents make remarks about this matter. 

 In terms of the issue about college policy effects on PT teaching practices, several 

specific ways in which college policies or practices are perceived by respondents to constrain PT 

faculty teaching methods emerge from analysis of the data.  These include how policy deters PT 

faculty from offering office hours for personal consultation with students, from pursuing 

professional development opportunities that could enhance their teaching practice, and from 

collaborating with their colleagues.  Notably, the matter of PT faculty’s need to travel to multiple 
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institutions to teach is often mentioned by respondents in the context of policy-related constraints 

on PT faculty. 

For example, one PT respondent who does not hold office hours expresses frustration at 

the relatively small number of office hours for which college policy would permit her to claim 

compensation, as well as at the inconsistent payment rate for those hours.  She asserts, 

“Everybody says, ‘Oh, you get to have office hours….’  We get 10 a semester.  And ours aren't 

paid at our regular pay….  Ours are put into a pool, and then they divide the pool up by how 

many people, and for I think the first semester we got it, it was only $13 an hour.  Then it went 

up to $17.  Now it's 30-something an hour….  It's not dependable….   I'm not getting decent 

[office] hours to begin with… even though I'm expected to do all this stuff.” 

 Her perceptions are echoed by another PT participant, who also expresses the view that 

some PT faculty do not hold office hours because they lack the time.  She states, “… just to 

make a living, for part-timers, we have to do a lot of working and driving and getting to know 

different faculty, different campuses….  The thing with part-time office hours is, it’s all in the 

pool, and the money that’s allotted towards office hours is divided by how many faculty take 

advantage of it.  Some faculty never do office hours.   It’s optional for [PT] faculty because, like 

I said, some adjuncts are moving across the city and they have to be somewhere else very 

quickly.” 

 Another PT participant expresses her perceptions about PT faculty’s need to travel, which 

can reasonably be attributed at least in part to union policies that restrict the number of class 

sections that PT instructors are permitted to teach to not more than 67% of the full-time course 

load (www.aftguild.org).  She asserts, “You have to become a freeway flier….  Nobody pays you 

for the time in between classes.  I used to come here, teach class, go to [another local college], 
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teach two classes, and then come back here.”  This respondent also ascribes PT faculty’s 

inability to participate in professional development activities to the fact that they are not 

compensated for the time they spend participating in them.  She states, “But we're not getting 

paid to go to [workshops].  For a lot of adjuncts, they can't afford to be there.”  Her remarks 

suggest that, when faced with the choice of whether to travel to another college to teach a class 

section for which they will be paid, or to remain on campus at Del Sur College to participate in 

professional development activities for which they will not be paid, they opt for traveling to 

teach the class section and getting paid.   

This notion is expressed by a different PT respondent in the context of PT faculty’s 

perceived lack of attendance at department meetings.  She asserts, “I also think the adjunct 

situation is really part of it.  They're not here.  They're gone.  We have a school meeting, and we 

have a department meeting.  Of the adjuncts, two or three will show.  It's me and somebody else.  

Where are they?  We have a lot of adjuncts.  They can't, I guess.  They're too busy driving to the 

next job, so communication maybe isn't as good as it could be.” 

 A FT respondent identifies part-timers’ need to travel to multiple institutions to teach as a 

potential impediment to their ability to collaborate with peers.  In describing changes that she 

thinks need to be made to college policy to better support faculty and teaching, she asserts, “I 

think the biggest thing I see is that there is not enough support, or maybe… the imbalance of 

adjunct faculty.  Like, maybe, overusing them to the point where they have to go to five different 

schools and not have benefits, that it probably affects morale as far as being able to have that 

collaborative relationship with your core faculty and your adjunct.” 

 These data, together with the data about the classroom and the school or department 

microsystems discussed earlier, shed considerable light on the ways in which PT respondents 
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experience their working environment differently from FT respondents.  It can be argued that the 

issues that PT participants raise in expressing their unmet needs, such as earning sufficient 

compensation to meet living expenses and feeling included and respected in the workplace, both 

of which relate to Finding 7, are fundamental to the human condition and as a result carry a 

considerable weight of urgency.  It is therefore unsurprising that these needs appear to be 

foremost in the minds of PT respondents.  It can also be argued that FT respondents, whose 

expressed unmet needs are less critical to simple existence, are as a result freer to focus on issues 

related to effective teaching practice.  The contrast highlights a profound difference in what it 

means to teach at Del Sur College as a PT instructor compared to a FT instructor, and suggests a 

compelling reason for Finding 8, which pertains to observed differences in FT compared to PT 

respondents’ reported use of progressive teaching practices, and Finding 9, which pertains to PT 

participants’ focus on issues related to employment.
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Chapter 5: Discussion of Findings and Implications 

 

This chapter considers the most salient findings of this study in terms of what may be 

inferred from them about the relationship between the working conditions experienced by FT 

and PT community college faculty and the teaching practices that they elect to use in instructing 

their students.  The degree to which the findings correspond to those of similar studies discussed 

in Chapter 2 is also examined here, as are the implications of that correspondence.  The goal of 

these reflections is to obtain insights into potential changes that could be implemented in the 

contextual microenvironments that study data suggest exert the most influence over the Del Sur 

College faculty decisions about teaching practices, so as to support a more widespread use of 

progressive teaching methods generally recognized as effective in promoting student learning. 

Observations Regarding the Reported Use of Traditional and Progressive Teaching 

Methods by Full-Time and Part-Time Respondents 

One of the most interesting revelations emerging from this study’s findings is that both 

FT and PT respondents appear to recognize the importance of promoting student engagement, 

regardless of whether they employ teaching practices that support engagement.  As shown in 

Figure 7 and discussed in Chapter 4, the survey data for this study indicate that most of the 

participants report employing a combination of traditional, instructor-centered teaching 

approaches and progressive, student-centered approaches in teaching their students.   It is 

meaningful, however, to note that the greatest percentage-point differences in the reported 

teaching methods of FT and PT survey participants occur for the three progressive teaching 

methods discussed in this study, namely, the use of the flipped classroom, the assignment of 

collaborative work, and personal consultation.  For each of these progressive methods, the spread 
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between the percentage of full-time relative to part-time survey respondents reporting use of the 

method lies between 30 and 35 percentage points.  A much smaller percentage spread of between 

0 and 11 points can be observed in the percentage of full-time relative to part-time respondents 

reporting use of each of the more traditional teaching methods, such as interactive discussion, 

assignment of homework, and lecture.  In addition, the outlier respondents reporting use of all 

three progressive teaching methods are all full-time instructors, whereas the outliers reporting 

exclusive use of traditional teaching methods are all part-time instructors.   

This difference in FT relative to PT survey participants’ reported use of student-centered, 

progressive teaching methods is particularly interesting in light of the fact that, as mentioned 

earlier, all interview participants, including those who report no use of progressive teaching 

methods in their survey responses, describe ways in which they attempt to engage their students 

with coursework.  Although engagement is not itself one of the principles expressed among the 

Chickering and Gamson (1987) “Seven Principles” for promoting effective learning in higher 

education, it is reasonable to surmise that student-centered teaching methods that support active 

learning, which is the objective of the construct’s seven tenets, are effective at least in part 

because they elicit student engagement with the learning process.  The fact that some study 

respondents express the intention of engaging their students with coursework but make little or 

no use of teaching methods generally recognized as supportive of active learning raises questions 

about these respondents’ understandings regarding the construct of engagement.  Research about 

the nature of engagement and the different perspectives regarding engagement that currently 

exist in higher education circles suggests potential reasons for the apparent disconnect between 

these respondents’ expressed intention to engage students and choice of traditional teaching 

methods. 
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The nature of engagement.  In their work on the subject of human motivation, Deci and 

Flaste (1995) assert that, for engagement to be experienced, a sense of intrinsic motivation must 

be present.  They identify two elements that together promote intrinsic motivation in human 

beings.  The first is a sense of competence, which is supported when people understand and 

perceive themselves to be capable of carrying out the activities that they must perform in order to 

succeed in an undertaking.  The second is a sense of autonomy, which is supported when people 

feel that they are included in decision-making related to these activities and perceive the reasons 

for performing them to be meaningful (Deci & Flaste, 1995). 

As mentioned earlier, all of the interview participants in this study express efforts to 

promote student engagement in their classes.  For example, one respondent states, “It's almost a 

little scary about what the future of teaching might mean, how we're going to keep them 

engaged.  They say they want lecture, but then they'll report, ‘Oh, it's boring.’  You give a little 

information, and then get them moving, doing something, or interacting with the little groups.  

They sit there… but then, if you give them too much… so you're always changing your teaching 

because of the students.  Each group is different.  You have to adapt to that.” 

In addition, all of the participants discuss ways in which they seek to evoke intrinsic 

motivation in students by communicating or clarifying the relevance of course material, giving 

students a voice in the design or execution of learning activities, and or supporting students’ 

sense of being capable of completing learning activities.  Themes that emerge from analysis of 

respondent remarks about supporting students’ sense of competence, in particular, are quite 

varied.  They include the use of teaching approaches that facilitate learning for students who are 

struggling; the use of technology to help students build fundamental skills related to subject 

matter; the employment of flexible teaching methods to assure that students who lack of access 
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to technology are not left behind; the use of teaching approaches and resources that address 

students’ basic skills gaps in math or language, or lack of expertise in note-taking or test-taking; 

the adaptation of teaching approaches in response to observation of students’ behavior; the 

importance of kindness in critiquing students; the need to help students overcome nervousness or 

fear; and the employment of specific teaching techniques such as chunking of course material to 

facilitate student learning.  

As discussed earlier, however, the data also show that, although all interview participants 

describe their efforts to engage students by supporting their sense of intrinsic motivation, not all 

report employing teaching methods that are widely accepted as supportive of engagement.  The 

discrepancy suggests that respondents do not necessarily associate cultivation of engagement 

with choice of teaching methods, and in fact may harbor varying understandings about what 

engagement entails.  This possibility is supported by recent research about engagement in post-

secondary education. 

Different perspectives on engagement in higher education: Not everyone focuses on 

teaching methods.  In her review of the literature about engagement, Kahu (2011) asserts that 

there currently is disagreement in higher education circles about what engagement essentially 

means and entails.  She posits that this disagreement is the result of a lack of differentiation 

between the causes and outcomes of engagement and the condition of engagement, itself (Kahu, 

2011).  Kahu (2011) identifies four different perspectives of engagement in the literature about 

this construct.  These perspectives include the psychological view, which conceptualizes 

engagement as an internal process that occurs within the individual; the socio-cultural view, 

which focuses on how socio-cultural factors impact engagement; the behavioral view, which 
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concentrates on the role of teaching practices in promoting engagement; and the holistic view, 

which perceives the construct of engagement as comprising all of these elements (Kahu, 2011). 

Participants’ choice of teaching methods may reflect their notions about the nature of 

engagement.  Given the existence of these different views on the nature of student engagement, 

it is possible that study participants who express intentions or efforts to engage students but 

make limited or no use of progressive teaching methods recognized as supportive of engagement 

do not entertain the behavioral view of the construct that focuses on teaching practice as a 

vehicle for engagement.  To illustrate, one of the part-time interview respondents who reports 

using only traditional teaching methods expresses the satisfaction she feels when she perceives 

her students to be grasping subject matter concepts during her lectures.  She states, “…[I]t is a 

blast to be explaining something to the students and all of a sudden you see the little light bulbs 

going on.  Pretty soon, the whole room, the light bulbs are on.”  Her expressed focus on the 

facial expressions of her students during lecture suggests that she may interpret their apparent 

attentiveness as an outward sign of engagement, which would align with the psychological 

perspective of the construct.  

Beyond understandings about engagement: The role of environmental factors.  The 

potential diversity in respondent understandings about student engagement suggests one reason 

for the apparent disconnect between some participants’ expressed efforts to engage their students 

with coursework and their limited use or non-use of progressive teaching methods recognized as 

supportive of such engagement.  The role that respondents’ experience of environmental 

circumstances plays in this disconnect must also be acknowledged, however.  It is reasonable to 

argue that PT respondents’ more limited use of progressive teaching practices are, at least in part, 

the result of conditions that they experience in the microsystem of the school or department and 
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the college, as discussed in Chapter 4, which make the implementation of progressive teaching 

practices more challenging for PT compared to FT faculty. 

It is worth noting here that respondent data pertaining to the regulatory microenvironment 

are extremely limited, and primarily consist of perceptions about mandates related to the 

standardization of curriculum and the reporting of learning outcomes.  Further, these perceptions 

are generally mentioned in the context of college, school, or department policies.  From this 

circumstance, it can reasonably be surmised that participants are more concerned about the 

policies and practices of the college, or of their school or department, than they are about 

regulatory policy. 

 In the domain of contextual experience and how it relates to faculty teaching practices, 

the degree to which this study’s findings, particularly Findings 2, 4, 6, and 8, confirm the 

findings of related studies discussed in Chapter 2 is striking.  For example, as discussed in 

Chapter 4, Finding 2 expresses that FT faculty employ progressive teaching methods to a greater 

extent than PT faculty, while Finding 8 expresses that school or department policies and 

practices that limit PT faculty access to teaching-related resources can inhibit PT faculty’s 

implementation of effective teaching methods.  Considered in the context of one another, 

Findings 2 and 8 support the notion that policies that restrict PT faculty’s compensation to 

payment directly associated with classroom instruction hours can constrain their willingness and 

or ability to participate in professional development activities and meet with students outside of 

class time.  

In this sense, Findings 2 and 8 together support the findings expressed in Benjamin 

(2002), who observes that part-time faculty are less involved in student learning than full-time 

faculty because the relatively poor compensation they receive makes it necessary for them to 
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commute to work at multiple institutions, limiting the time they have available for working with 

students outside of the classroom.  Similarly, Findings 2 and 8 mirror Christensen (2008), who 

asserts that lack of compensated office hours limits PT instructors’ incentive to meet with 

students outside of their scheduled class time.  Lastly, Findings 2 and 8 confirm Kezar (2013a), 

who finds that many PT faculty experience unfavorable working conditions that do not provide 

the support they need to optimize their teaching practice. 

Finding 4 also resonates in the context of findings from related studies.  Finding 4 

expresses that FT faculty are more likely than PT faculty to hold students to expressed high 

expectations.  This discovery is interesting in the context of Brewster’s (2000) suggestion that 

PT instructors may be tempted to inflate grades or make courses less rigorous in hopes of 

receiving favorable end-of-term evaluations from students, since these evaluations are important 

in determining whether part-timers are offered a teaching assignment in a subsequent term.  The 

data on which Finding 4 is based indicate that concern about their courses being cancelled 

because of low enrollment numbers may also motivate PT faculty to not adhere to high 

standards. 

Another example of correspondence between this and previous studies’ findings can be 

observed in Finding 6, which asserts that both FT and PT faculty perceive collaboration to be 

taking place within their school or department, but desire more collaboration, or find 

collaboration to be challenging.  The data on which Finding 6 is based contain multiple examples 

of PT respondents’ expressed frustration at being unable to collaborate with their peers.  These 

data support Kezar’s (2013a) discovery that part-time adjunct faculty often lack the opportunity 

to receive informal feedback from their peers. 
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 The fact that several of this study’s findings confirm those of previous, related studies is 

important in terms of supporting the legitimacy of the findings.  One limitation of this study is 

the relatively small size of both the survey and interview samples from which the data were 

obtained.  Because they were too small to be statistically significant, these sample sizes 

precluded meaningful statistical analysis of the data and statistical generalizability of the 

findings.  In fact, the small sample sizes rendered it necessary to abandon one of this study’s 

original research questions, which inquired about potential correlations or co-occurrence 

relationships between respondents’ demographic data and data about their reported teaching 

methods and contextual experiences.  The close correspondence between this and other studies’ 

findings, however, argues convincingly for the external validity of the findings, despite the small 

size of the survey and interview samples.  This correspondence strongly suggests that the 

problems and challenges described in this study are widespread and not confined to Del Sur 

College. 

Correspondence between this and previous studies’ findings aside, however, arguably the 

most compelling finding of this study is Finding 7, which expresses that PT faculty perceive that 

they are in various ways excluded from the community of their school or department.  The 

interview data fluently articulate reasons for their sense of exclusion, most of which pertain to 

college, school, or department policies and practices that restrict their access to information, 

resources, professional development opportunities, and full compensation for time spent in 

teaching-related activities taking place outside of the classroom setting.  It is meaningful to point 

out the direct relationship, expressed in Finding 8, between such policies and PT respondents’ 

greater reliance on traditional, as opposed to progressive, teaching methods. 
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This relationship suggests that, in order to promote greater use of progressive, student-

centered teaching methods among PT faculty, Del Sur College leadership must address the 

policies and practices that currently impede their use of these methods.  Potentially the most 

compelling policy-related obstacle highlighted in the data is that of restricted compensation, 

since the data show that it impedes PT respondents’ willingness or ability to meet with students 

outside of class time, participate in professional development activities, and collaborate with 

peers.  One means of removing this obstacle would be to simply offer PT faculty compensation 

at their regular pay rate for the time they spend in such activities.  This could mitigate the 

financial exigency that forces some to choose to travel to another institution to teach, rather than 

to stay on campus to attend professional development workshops or meet with students or 

colleagues. 

Another possible solution would be to create a FT non-tenure-track employment 

classification for faculty at Del Sur College, providing more instructors with sufficient teaching 

employment to eliminate their need to teach at other institutions while preserving a degree of 

staffing flexibility for the college.  Such an employment classification would need to be subject 

to policies and practices that support instructors’ access to information, resources, and 

opportunities, however, as well as compensation for all teaching-related work, in order to 

eliminate the obstacles mentioned above that currently discourage or prevent PT faculty from 

employing progressive teaching methods.  In addition, as Kezar (2013b) points out in her article 

about institutionalizing equitable institutional policies that support non-tenure-track higher 

education faculty’s ability to function effectively in the workplace, college and school or 

departmental leadership would need to find ways of integrating these more equitable policies and 
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practices into the norms, values, and tacit understandings that guide the behavior of college 

faculty, staff, and administrators at Del Sur College. 

This could be challenging, since the data suggest that there are those at the college who 

view the qualifications of instructors not classified as FT tenure-track with a degree of 

skepticism.  Regardless of the difficulty, however, it is of critical importance to the quality of 

instruction at Del Sur College that some means of removing the impediments to student-

centered, progressive teaching posed by institutional policies and practices be devised.  If college 

leadership cannot drive this change, it may fall to PT faculty to drive change themselves via 

mobilization and the exertion of political pressure, as has happened at other institutions (Kezar, 

2013b).
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

 

The primary value of this study lies in its potential to afford insights into those aspects of 

community college faculty’s professional environment that support good teaching practice and 

those that impede it.  The findings resulting from this research contribute to a more balanced 

view of the quality of instruction that is taking place in colleges than that provided by outcome 

measures alone, because they expose the supports and challenges that impact the instructional 

process.  In this way, these findings round out the picture of instructional effectiveness in 

community colleges that has been created by studies that focus exclusively on performance 

measures such as student retention and pass rates in courses, program completion rates, and 

graduation rates, or on student behaviors, such as demonstration of skill mastery in subsequent 

courses, decision to take additional courses in the same discipline as the course taught by a 

particular instructor, or decision to major in that discipline.  In addition, by uncovering the 

environmental factors that support good teaching practice and those that do not, this study’s 

findings indicate ways in which changes to institutional policy and practice could be 

implemented to support community college faculty in their efforts to effectively teach their 

students. 

Given the current climate of government oversight that characterizes higher education in 

the U.S., in which the extensive and continuous measurement and reporting of various 

performance outcomes has been imposed on universities and colleges in an effort to hold them 

accountable for the revenues allocated to them, it is unsurprising that the assessment of 

performance outcomes has become a priority for those institutions.  This is particularly so since, 

as discussed in Chapter 2, both institutional accreditation and state and federal funding are 
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directly tied to institutional compliance with these requirements.  It is of critical importance, 

however, that, in the ongoing endeavor to measure and report assorted outcomes, colleges and 

universities not lose sight of the educational inputs on which those outcomes depend.  As this 

study’s findings show, many of the challenges to effective instruction described by respondents 

result from policies and practices that characterize the college and school or department 

microenvironments that faculty inhabit.  Such policies and practices represent detrimental inputs 

to the educational process.  

As this and other studies have found, institutional policies that even unintentionally 

marginalize and alienate PT faculty, who make up a large percentage of the teaching staff at 

many public colleges and universities, by denying them compensation beyond that directly 

associated with classroom instruction hours; limiting their access to information, training, 

professional development, or other instructional resources; or constraining their ability to 

collaborate with peers obstruct their ability to learn about and implement effective teaching 

practices that support student learning.  In addition, such policies result in an inefficient use of 

limited institutional resources, as when expensive classroom equipment goes unutilized because 

insufficient opportunities for training in its use have been offered, or because information about 

such opportunities has been ineffectively communicated.  In other words, institutional policies 

that result in inadequate support for faculty and the teaching process hamper that process and 

thereby compromise the quality of learning that can be achieved by students.   

The good news is that institutional policies and practices are at least to some extent 

controllable.  Changing those that impede effective teaching and learning, however, requires 

acknowledgement that they do indeed impede and the will to devise more supportive policies and 

practices.  In those cases where such institutional policies are the consequence of short-sighted 
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government mandates or funding formulas, change requires a willingness to vigorously exert 

political pressure on the appropriate parties to remedy the situation. 

Studies such as this one are helpful in pointing out specific ways in which government 

and or institutional policies affect teaching and learning, but more, larger-scale research in this 

domain is needed, particularly research that is specific to the community college setting.  Such 

research could be helpful in persuading government and, where applicable, college leadership to 

find the will to broaden its scope of consideration beyond the mere assessment of performance 

outcomes to include scrutiny of the ways in which policy decisions, as inputs, impact the 

teaching process.  In this way, meaningful change that enhances student learning by assuring that 

every faculty member, whether full-time or part-time, is to the greatest extent possible supported 

in designing and delivering the highest quality of instruction to students can be achieved. 

 

 



 

121 

Appendix I: Faculty Survey 
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Appendix II: Faculty Interview Schedule 

Teaching In Context: Exploring the Factors that Influence Community College Faculty Teaching 

Practices 

1. People wonder about the experience of being a community college professor. What is it like for 

you? 

2. This is a broad question, I know, but can you tell me what your students are like? 

3. Think about a "typical" interaction you recently had with a student (e.g., student asks for 

clarification of an assignment, or for examples of concepts you are discussing in lecture). What 

happened?  OK, how about an "unusual" interaction you recently had with a student. What 

happened in that situation?  How would you say these kinds of interactions (the typical, the 

unusual) impact you as a teacher? 

4. Many instructors find that some of their approach(es) to teaching students evolve over the course 

of their careers, while other approaches stay the same.  What would you say has changed over 

time in the way you teach, and what has stayed the same? 

5. What is one teaching method you use that you think works particularly well in helping your 

students learn?  What is it about that method, do you think, that makes it so effective? 

6. What is a teaching method that you tried that ended up not working as well as you’d hoped it 

would?  What happened?  What did you take away from that experience? 

7. Can you name opportunities or resources (e.g., professional development, opportunity to 

collaborate with peers, etc.) that you have found to be helpful in teaching your students?  Can you 

list them in order of importance? 

8. Can you name opportunities or resources (e.g., professional development, office space, more paid 

office hours, etc.) that you don’t have access to that you think would most help you in teaching 

your students?  (After faculty answers, ask:) Can you list them in order of importance? 

9. Sometimes instructors have to get creative when they don’t have the technology, time, or some 

other resource that they need to teach the way they want to teach.  Has this ever happened to you, 

and if so, could you describe how you handled the situation? 

10. If a friend told you that she/he wanted to become a community college instructor in your 

department, what would you say to her/him?  Why? 

11. Would you say that colleagues in your department have sufficient opportunity to interact with one 

another, or not?  If so, what aspect(s) of your work environment is/are most conducive to those 

interactions?  If not, what would you say is the greatest obstacle to those interactions? 

12. Imagine that you are the supreme leader of the Del Sur College world. What one thing would you 

change, generally speaking?  What is another thing you would change? 

13. What do you think is the one most important change that needs to be made to best support Del 

Sur College faculty? How about the second-most important change that needs to be made?
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