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The effects of part-time faculty appointments on instructional techniques and commitment
to teaching

The last 30 years have brought about dramatic @saimgthe composition of the
American professoriate. Between 1970 and 2003atineber of part-time faculty increased by
422%, while full-time faculty increased by only 71%chuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Even with
the rapid proliferation of part-time appointmeriesy have studied the impacts that these
appointments have had on colleges and univers8egeral scholars (Baldwin & Chronister,
2001; Gappa & Leslie, 1993) have asserted thattpaet faculty are as effective in delivering
instruction as their full-time counterparts, butyorecently have researchers begun to conduct
empirical research on the effects of part-time ltgoon undergraduate education. Recent studies
have found a negative relationship between thetipart-time faculty members on persistence
(Eagan, Jaeger, & Thornton, 2008) and graduatitas (&hrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Jacoby,
2006). Others (Umbach, 2007) suggest that, compaitedheir full-time peers, part-time
faculty interact less frequently with students,rgpess time preparing for classes, and have
lower expectations of their students. Even witls tirowing body of research, we still know
relatively little about how part-time faculty aftdastruction and the undergraduate experience.

The proposed study seeks to expand this body e&rels by focusing on the relationship
between faculty appointment type (part-time vefsillsime) and instructional practices and
commitment to teaching. A long line of inquiry segts that faculty play a central role in
undergraduate education (Astin, 1993; Kuh & Hu,2@®ascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005,
Umbach & Wawryzinski, 2005). However, most of thesearch treats faculty as a
heterogeneous group and does not examine the inlEdcippointment type has on faculty
instruction. Relying on social exchange theory psylchological contracts research (see Blau,

1964; Kalleberg, 2000; Pearce, 1993), this stuétg #s following questions:



1. To what degree do part-time faculty members diffem their full-time peers in their
instructional approaches and commitment to teaéhing
2. What effect does proportion of part-time facultyanampus have on the
instructional approaches and commitment to teacbiropth full-time and part-time
faculty?
3. To what extent can other institutional charactessexplain differences in
instruction?
Conceptual Framework
Framing this study are theories from labor ecostsrand their research on contingent
work arrangements. Labor economists define contingierk as “any job in which an individual
does not have an explicit or implicit contract limng-term employment or on in which the
minimum hours worked can vary in a nonsystematiomed’ (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, p.
3). The normal or standard work arrangement forkexa during the twentieth century was
performed full time and was thought to continuesiimitely (Kalleberg, 2000). Part-time college
faculty fall under this definition of contingent wkers.
As in higher education, the demand for contingemtkvarrangements in the U.S. labor
force, has grown dramatically (Barker & Christense08; Connelly & Gallagher, 2004;
Kalleberg, 2000; Liden, Wayne, Kraimer, & Sparro@@03; Matusik & Hill, 1998; Pfeffer &
Baron, 1988). As a result, a rather large bodyeséarch on the effectiveness of contingent
workers in the U.S. has developed in recent y&ageral studies have applied social exchange
theory (Blau, 1964) to the study of contingent vaysk Social exchange theory posits that
individuals form relationships with those who canwpde valued resources. In exchange for

these resources, individuals will reciprocate (@ael, 1960) by providing resources and



support. Thus, individuals will exhibit greater caiitment to an organization when they feel
supported and rewarded (Rhoades, Eisenberger, &IIrgd901). This commitment, in turn,
manifests itself in increased performance and atloek behaviors that benefit the organization.
Recent research indicates that contingent workerteas committed to their employers and
perform at lower levels than then more permanemkars (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004; Liden
et al., 2003; Pearce, 1993).

Others have argued that contingent workers hawegative effect on other employees
within an organization (Kalleberg, 2000; Pearc&3)9They rely on psychological contract
theory, a concept closely related to social exchahgory, which suggests that employees and
employers develop mutual obligations whereby thplegee owes an employer certain
contributions and the employer owes inducements/tok (Robinson, Kratz, & Rousseau,
1994; Rousseau, 1995). Researchers contend tltgptdam employees of an organization where
a large number of contingent workers are employdldeel insecure about their status in their
job; thus, the psychological contract and empldyest in the organization are broken. In turn,
job performance (Kraimer, Wayne, Liden, & Sparro2@)5) and organizational commitment
(Pearce, 1993) decline.

While we know a great deal about the effects otiogent workers in the general
workforce, we know relatively little about the effe of contingent appointments on higher
education. More specifically, we know little abadlg effects that contingent faculty have on
undergraduate education. The few studies that égplered the impact of contingent faculty on
undergraduate education have used single instigsioo have been limited in their scope. For
example, one study at a community college foundifferences between part-time faculty and

full-time faculty in student learning in a remedmaath class (Bolge, 1995). Some (Bettinger &



Long, 2005; Harrington & Schibik, 2001) found a atge relationship between the number of
part-time faculty members a student has and tk&ntion to the second semester and
graduation rates (Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005). Finalipbach (2007) suggests that, compared
with their full-time peers, part-time faculty ingat less frequently with students, spend less time
preparing for classes, and expect less work fragir gtudents. He also found a negative
relationship between the percentage of part-timalfgon a campus and the frequency of
faculty student interaction.

Using social exchange theory and psychologicalrectd research, | offer two general
hypotheses about the effects of part-time facuttyeaching and learning. First, relative to full-
time faculty, part-timers will exhibit lower levetd commitment to their institution and will
exhibit lower levels of instructional performan&econd, faculty on campuses with high
proportions of part-time faculty will engage stutieless frequently in classroom activities that
enhance student learning and will have lower legétsommitment to teaching.

Method
Sample and dependent measures

This study uses full-time and part-time instrucibfaculty in the 2001 HERI Faculty
Survey. Unlike many national data sets of collegmilty, the HERI faculty data include a series
of questions related to instruction, as well asmpgrehensive set of control variables. The
sample includes 20,616 faculty members from148tuigins. Approximately 15% of these
faculty members hold part-time appointments.

| use three factor composites representing instmat practices as dependent measures
(See Appendix A for variables included in the magleThe first is a nine-item construet=(77)

that representactive learningechniques and includes measures such as freqoéotass



discussions and use of cooperative learning. Tbemsemeasure, goal of educating the
preparing citizensis a nine-item factor composite=88) that includes questions that assess the
level of importance faculty place on goals suchelping to develop personal values and
preparing for responsible citizenship. The thircdamee represents inclusiond¥ersityin
instruction and is a two-item construat(92) that consists of measures of whether a facult
member requires readings on racial/ethnic issuésvamen/gender issues. | also model three
single-item measures that are proxies for commitrteeteachingtime spent preparingpr
class;time spent advisirigounseling students; and participation teaching workshap
Analytical approach

Because | am interested in both the individualiasttutional effects on instruction, |
employ a series of hierarchical linear models (HLNfhplicit in the research questions posed is
a data structure where faculty are nested withileges and universities. Traditionally,
researchers built individual-level regression medehere they included institution-level
characteristics. This use of regression is consitlby many as inappropriate when examining
complex data at multiple levels (Heck & Thomas, @00uke, 2004). In fact, it is quite possible
that this traditional strategy will result in inarate parameter estimates (Ethington, 1997; Heck
& Thomas, 2000; Luke, 2004; Raudenbush & Bryk, 30Qing HLM overcomes the problems
associated with complex multilevel data by simutausly estimating equations for both
individual and institutional effects. It also allewne to effectively explore the contextual effects
of employing large numbers of contingent facultyaocampus.

It is important to note that teaching workshop @dicghotomous outcome, therefore it
must be modeled using logistic HLM rather thandtedard HLM employed all of the other

dependent measures used in these analyses. Troiatdrpretation, with the exception of



participation in a teaching workshop, the coeffitgerepresent a change in a standard deviation
in the dependent measure that results from a ontestienge in the independent measure,
holding all other variables in the model equal. thar teaching workshop outcome, | convert the
coefficients to probabilities. In other words, threpresent the change in the probability of
participating in a teaching workshop as a resuét ohe-unit change in the independent measure.
For categorical independent measures, the numégrssent the difference in the probability of
participating in a teaching workshop between tihgetagroup and the reference group.

Null model.Most (Ethington, 1997; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002pvdo multilevel model
recommend running analyses in three steps: thamadkl, the within model, and the full model.
The first step is to create a model with no predigtriables. The intercept for this model, often
called the null model or one-way ANOVA model, wéls\aed to vary, thereby partitioning the
variance within and between institutions. The rssof the null model are used to estimate the
proportion of variance that exists between andiwitiolleges. Table 1 presents the variance
components. The proportion of variance betweeritingins, often called the intraclass
correlation (ICC), ranges from .01 for whether eufey member participated in a teaching
workshop (dichotomous}o .10 for educating the whole student. Althougmewhat small, the
variance between institutions for all of the measus not trivial, and warrants further
investigation. Additionally, for this study, it @nceptually important to understand the
organizational effects (e.g., proportion of pamti that significantly relate to the dependent
measures used in this study.

In addition to part-time status and proportion aftgime faculty at an institution, |

include a variety of independent variables of Hathulty characteristics (gender, race/ethnicity,

The ICCs for dichotomous outcomes are typicallyeyaimall and are often not used to describe vagibetween
institutions because they do little to explain targe of variance for categorical outcomes (Raudgmi& Bryk,
2002).



highest degree earned, academic discipline of ttepat, number of courses taught in fall term,
years since highest degree, age, age squared;, saldrsalary term) and institutional attributes
(Carnegie classification, sector, urbanicity, uggaduate headcount, and minority serving
institution status).

Within modelThe second step of the modeling procedure isrition of the within-
institution models (also known as the level one et®dr the individual level models). My
primary variable of interest is appointment tympresented by part-time (full-time is the
reference group). Also included in the level onaleis are a number of controls that previous
research suggests effects teaching strategiesy@rddtions with students. | introduce a dummy-
coded variable representing gender (1=female, Ognaald a series of dummy-coded variables
for race/ethnicity (with whites being the referemmeg¢egory. | also include highest degree earned,
the number of years since highest degree, anchadeage squared (to account for the nonlinear
relationship between age and instructional appreseind commitment to teaching) are included
in the models as controls for experience. In addjtto control for the possible effect that the
number of courses a faculty member teaches maydratlee outcome variables, | included the
number of courses taught in the academic yearemibdels. Finally, included in the models are
variables representing the academic disciplingppbantment. | use Biglan’s (1973a, 1973b)
classification of academic fields to control fosciplinary differences in instruction. Based on
Biglan, | classify faculty into one of four discipary types types: hard-applied, hard-pure, soft-
applied, soft-pure.

Full model.In the third step in the modeling process, | bilié between-institution
model (also known as the level two model) by allogvihe intercept to vary by institution. | then

modeled the intercept (or institution average) witstitutional characteristics. | did this in two



steps. First, in addition to the level one variablancluded only the proportion of part-time
faculty at an institution at level two. In the sadcstep, | added controls for other institutional
characteristics. Included in the level two modets@ntrols for five variables (doctoral, masters,
bachelor’'s, community college, and other institatigpe) representing Carnegie Classification. |
also include locale or urbanicity (urban, suburlznrd rural) and sector (public or private). To
control for size of the institution, | include umgeaduate headcount in the models. Finally, |
introduce a variable that represents whether tHegmis a minority serving institution
(Hispanic Serving Institution or Historically Blackollege or University).

In the final step of the modeling process, | rand®a any of the part-time appointment
type slopes that had significant variance compaéntother words, when the effect of being a
part-time faculty member varied significantly biitution, | modeled the average institution
part-time differentials with the institutional claateristics included in the random intercept
models. By doing this, | was able to assess insiital differences for part-time.

Results

Instructional practices

Table 2 presents a summary of the models of faaudtructional practices. Although the
effects are relatively small (ranging from -0.06 8030.09 SD in the fully controlled model),
relative to their full-time counterparts, part-g@rfaculty engage in place less of an emphasis on
active learning, preparing well-rounded citizerg] diversity experiences. We see few if any
changes in the coefficients between the withinfalig controlled models.

The intercept model, or the model of institutioaaérages, suggests no statistically
significant effect of the proportion of part-tima&culty on the good teaching measures. The

intercept model does, however, suggest some diifesebased on an institution’s



10

characteristics. For example, faculty at doctoralgng institutions engage less frequently
(ranging from -0.09 to -0.12 SD) than do facultypatcalaureate granting institutions in all three
of the teaching practices measured here. Facupisi\ate colleges and universities place less of
an emphasis on diversity in their teaching thanltgat public colleges.

Among the three instructional practice variabtedy the part-time slope variance for
active learning was statistically significant. Thisggests that the part-time effect on measures of
educating the whole student and diversity doesant significantly between institutions. In
contrast, the part-time effect on active learningglvary significantly between colleges and
universities, but the slope model does little tenitfy where these differences lie.

Commitment to teaching

The differences between part-time and full-timeufgcin their commitment to teaching
are far more striking (see table 3). The within eledndicate that part-time faculty spend at
least a half a standard deviation less time pregdadr class and advising their students than full-
time faculty. These differences change very ldffier institutional variables are added to the
models. Likewise, relative to full-time faculty, pdéime faculty are 68 percentage points less
likely to participate in a teaching workshop, attentrolling for all institutional and individual
level variables.

The intercept models indicate that the proportibpast-time faculty has an effect on the
commitment of all faculty on a campus, regardldssppointment type. With every standard
deviation increase in the proportion of part-timeulty on a campus, the average time spent
preparing for class drops .09 SD, average timetsgsbnising drops .06 SD, and the probability

of attending a teaching workshop drops approxingdt&lpercentage points.
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Other institutional characteristics also affectrage faculty commitment to teaching.
Faculty at doctoral institutions are less committeteaching, relative to faculty members at
bachelors institutions. Doctoral institution fagutpend .24 SD less time preparing for class and
.41 SD less time advising. They also are 30 peaggnpoints less likely to participate in a
teaching workshop. The results regarding commusathege faculty commitment to teaching are
more mixed. While community college faculty speesisl time advising (-.21 SD) compared to
faculty at bachelor’s institutions, they spend appnately the same time preparing for class and
are 46 percentage points more likely to participate teaching workshop. The news is equally
mixed for faculty at minority serving institutio®1SIs). While MSI faculty spend more time
advising than faculty at predominantly white ingdibns (PWIs), they are significantly less likely
to participate in a teaching workshop.

The part time effect varied significantly betweaatitutions for all three of the
commitment to teaching measures (see the partdiope variance); therefore, | modeled all
three part-time slopes. The first model suggestsghrt-timers at community colleges spend less
time preparing for class than part-time facultpathelor’s institutions. Private institution part-
timers spend less time preparing for class thatigpathool part-timers. In contrast, part-time
faculty at MSIs spend more time preparing for ckass their part-time colleagues at PWIs. In
terms of time spent advising, the proportion oftyt@ne faculty has a small negative effect on
the average time part-timers spend on advising iBitihe only place where the proportion of
part-time faculty has any effect on the part-tinfeedential. Part-timers at nearly all institution
types (excluding the “other” category) are sigrafity less likely than part-timers at bachelor’'s

institutions to attend a teaching workshop. Theégy difference is at community colleges,
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where part-timers are 61 percentage points leslylik attend a workshop than part-timers at
bachelor’s colleges.

Some of the organizational effects on faculty cotmnmant to teaching are best seen
graphically. Figures 1 and 2 presents the effegrroportion of part-time faculty has on time
spent preparing for class and advising. Each gdars represents variation in the proportion of
part-time faculty on a campus. The first pair, lpr@portion of part-time faculty, represents
institutions whose part-time faculty make up 12%hefir faculty headcount (1 SD below the
mean in proportion of part-time faculty). The ab@awerage part-time pair of bars indicates
means of full-time and part-time faculty on camputieat have 56% part-time faculty (1 SD
above the mean in proportion of part-time faculfy)e final pair, high part-time, represents
campuses where part-time faculty make up 78% aof tdwerall faculty (2 SD above the mean).

Both of these figures indicate the dramatic eftbat the representation of part-time
faculty on a campus can have on both part-timefalitime faculty commitment to teaching.
When a campus has relatively few part-time facalgmbers, full-time faculty are above
average on both time spent preparing for clasdiar@spent advising. Relative to the overall
mean for all faculty, part-time faculty at thesdl@ges spend nearly 0.40 SD less time preparing
for class and 0.45 less time advising studentsl&\the part-time/full-time gap remains constant
as the representation of part-timers increasese@dhat both of their deviations from the
overall means drop below the overall faculty mé&n.campuses where part-time faculty
representation is high, full-time faculty are mtdran 0.10 SD lower than the overall mean on
time spent advising and time spent preparing fas<lRelative to the overall mean, part-time
faculty on these largely part-time faculty campusgsnd more than 0.60 SD less time preparing

for class and 0.80 SD less time advising students.
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Part-time faculty commitment to teaching also v&bg institutional type. Figures 3 and
4 display differences in time spent preparing fass and advising students between part-time
faculty and the overall full-time average. On agesgart-time faculty spend approximately half
a SD less than full time faculty preparing for slésee Figure 3). In contrast, part-time faculty
spend considerably less than the average partféicudty member (more than one-third of a
SD). We see very large deficits in time spent ddgiamong part-time faculty at doctoral
universities and community colleges (see figureMhile part-timers, on average, spend
approximately spend approximately one half a SB tean full-time peers, part-time faculty at
community colleges and doctoral universities spaoglroximately 1 SD less than full-time
faculty.

Limitations

When considering these results, it is importantrtderstand this study is not without its
limitations. First, it is possible that the sampfdaculty used for the study is likely biased.
Institutions volunteered to survey their facultiasg it is possible that faculty from institutions
who chose to participate in the study are diffefesrn faculty at institutions who opted not to
participate. It is also important to note that garte faculty members were largely
underrepresented in this dataset. While differemzag exist in ways that cannot be measured
guantitatively, when | compared the faculty usethgse analyses to faculty nationally, they
were not statistically different in terms of Carree@lassification, sector and region. It also is
important to note that this is possibly the largksia set that includes a very detailed accounting

of faculty attitudes, instructional techniques, avatk patterns in and out of the classroom.
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Second, the intraclass correlations, or the amoiwariation explained by institutional
membership, are somewhat low ranging from 0.0116.0n other words, most of the variance
between faculty (90% to 99%) lies within instituteorather than between institutions. Therefore,
any assertions made about organizational effectsldmot be overstated. However, because
models of behaviors and attitudes often explaiy litte of the variance between individuals,
the conclusions drawn here should not be disredaaddrivial. In fact, the models presented in
this study explain a considerable amount of theveeh-institution variance.

Third, with the exception of coefficients in thenomitment models, many of the effect
sizes for many of the part-time faculty coefficeare quite small. If we use the guidelines
proposed by Rosenthal and Rosnow (1991), the pagtdffect sizes for academic challenge and
time spent preparing for class are small and tfexies$ize for active and collaborative techniques
is trivial. While these small effects should beenpreted with some caution, they are still worthy
of note given the overall pattern of negative éfexf part-time faculty. Likewise, it is important
to be cautious in the application of any guidelingsffect size interpretation. Some (Hill &
Thompson, 2004) have argued that these guidelieearhitrary and that effect sizes should be
considered in the context of each study.

Discussion and implications

Guided by social exchange theory and psychologmalracts research, | offered two
general hypotheses about the effects of part-tanelfy on teaching and learning. First, relative
to full-time faculty, part-timers will exhibit lowdevels of commitment to their institution and
will exhibit lower levels of instructional performee. This study offers some compelling
evidence to suggest that, compared with theirtfale peers, part-time faculty are

underperforming in their delivery of undergraduatgruction and are less committed to
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teaching. When compared with full-time faculty, teme faculty advise students less
frequently, use active teaching techniques lesnofilace a lower priority on educating students
to be good citizens, spend less time preparingléss, include diversity in their teaching less
frequently, and are less likely to participate iteaching workshop. These findings support and
add to the negative effects of part-time appointmérund by Umbach (2007).

The concept of social exchange theory may be &t Wwere. As social exchange theory
suggests, contingent faculty are likely to recipteche support they receive from colleges and
universities. Faculty in part-time appointmentsndaw wages, receive little support for
professional development, and work in environmémds often marginalize them (Gappa &
Leslie, 1993). Given these work conditions, it ddaurprise few that part-time faculty display a
lack of commitment and perform less effectivelyrthiaeir full-time. Therefore, while this study
identifies some deficiencies among part-time faguttis important not to lay blame entirely on
faculty in these appointments.

The second hypotheses contended that faculty opusas with high proportions of part-
time faculty will engage students less frequentlglassroom activities that enhance student
learning and will have lower levels of commitmenmtéaching. The findings of this study offer
mixed support for this hypotheses. It seems thdaallty members’ commitment to teaching,
regardless of appointment type, drops as the ptiopoof part-time faculty members on a
campus increases. The proportion of part-time fgar a college campus is negatively related
to all three of the commitment measures used sgtudy. The psychological contract does
appear to be broken for faculty members who woikstttutions with large numbers of part-
time faculty, and this broken contract is signifidg affecting full- and part-time faculty

commitment to teaching. This finding extends prasiaork that found a negative relationship
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between part time representation on a college thaanid faculty commitment to teaching as
measured by frequency of student-faculty interasti@Jmbach, 2007). On the other hand, this
study found that the proportion of part-time faguh a college campus had no contextual effect
on the instructional techniques studied here.

This study also highlights some other importantaigational effects related to the
employment of part-time faculty and perhaps sommeem for those at doctoral universities and
community colleges. Relative to faculty at bachsldegree granting colleges, faculty at
doctoral universities place less of an emphasithernstructional practices used in this study.
Institution type also seems to be related to fgatdimmitment to teaching and the relationship
between commitment to teaching and part-time appants. In particular, faculty members at
doctoral universities, and to a somewhat lesseamngxtommunity college faculty, appear to be
among the least committed. This translates to émwear commitment of part-time faculty
members on these campuses.

These findings have important research, policy, @adtice implications. As
administrators attempt to balance efficiency aridatizeness when deciding who should deliver
instruction on their campuses, they would be wiseansider the impact part-time faculty have
on undergraduate education. Gappa & Leslie (1988¢ Isuggested that colleges and
universities should develop a campus-wide plarttferuse of part-time faculty. The evidence
presented in this study should be a part of theudsion when developing such plans.

These findings also suggest that hiring and supmppart-time faculty does much more
than enhance efficiency. Part-timers have consider@fect on the way instruction is delivered.
As part of the decision-making process to hire-piaré faculty, colleges and universities might

consider what is reasonable to expect from themréasonable to expect that part-timers will
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engage in effective teaching practices as frequamil will be as committed to teaching as their
full-time peers? The way a campus answers thistiquesan have a profound impact on the way
they treat part-time appointments. If campus answggs”, it is incumbent upon them to provide
the support structures and evaluation processessiare part-time faculty effectiveness. Results
suggest that an answer of “no” will not only hawveeffect on undergraduates, it is likely to
perpetuate feelings of marginalization among paretfaculty.

Colleges and universities also are advised to geopart-time faculty with support and
training that is likely to increase their commitrmhanust, and performance. Gappa and Leslie
(1993) offer a number of suggestions. Among thérmy recommend that colleges offer benefits,
conduct regular performance reviews, provide irtgtonal support and professional
development, develop a salary scale, create stasfiarprogression through the salary scale,
and provide equitable compensation to part-timalfgcBaldwin and Chronister (2001) provide
similar suggestions to institutions when workinghafull-time tenure-ineligible faculty that may
also be helpful. They suggest institutions crealefaned probationary period and explicit
evaluation criteria for contingent faculty. Theg@recommend that contingent faculty be
allowed to participate in campus governance andatum development.

Policy makers also might consider the negativecgdfef contingent appointments when
allocating funds to higher education. Sharp deslingoublic funding in recent years have forced
colleges and universities to seek more inexpensaes to deliver instruction and to increasingly
rely on short-term employment arrangements to raadritexibility in their human resource
decisions (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa & i&s1993; Tierney, 1998). Clearly, the

negative impact of the use of part-time facultgnsunintended consequence of budget cuts, but
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it is a consequence that should be considered wbkry makers weigh issues of efficiency and
quality.

Finally, the findings from this study leave manyegtions unanswered, offering several
opportunities for additional inquiry. Future ressgramight explore the effects that initiatives
aimed at part-time faculty, such as professionaéhigpment support, have on commitment and
performance. Similarly, it would be instructivekioow how frequently part-time faculty
participate in professional development activiaesl training on campuses where such
opportunities are offered to them. Studies of kimsl would provide guidance to institutions
seeking to develop policies and support mechanismsontingent faculty. It also might be
useful to test directly the theories of social extle and psychological contracts by examining
feelings of trust and commitment among part-tineufiy and their relationship with
effectiveness. A related study might examine windites and support mechanisms engender
the greatest feelings of trust and commitment anpargtime faculty.

Conclusion

This study extends our understanding about thetsfteat part-time appointment have
on commitment to teaching and instructional prastiaVhile much is still unresolved, it is clear
that currently, part-time faculty tend to be leHeaive in their instruction and are less
committed to teaching than their full-time peerkisiseems particularly important given the

rapid increases in part-time appointments.
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Table 1. Variance components and inter-class @irogls of dependent measures

Commitment to teaching

Instruction
Active Educating Time spent Time spent  Teaching
Learning Whole Diversity preparing advising workshop
Total Variance 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01
Variance within institutions 0.95 0.90 0.98 0.95 0.98
Variance between institutions 0.04 0.10 0.03 0.06 0.03 20 0.
Proportion between institutions 0.04 0.10 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.01

Note: See Snijders and Bosker (1999) for calcutatiovariance components of dichotomous
outcomes (teaching workshop)



23

Table 2. Summary table of institution-level coetfitts of the hierarchical model instructional
practices and commitment to teaching

Active learning Preparing citizens Diversity

Within Within Within
Model Full Model Model Full Model Model Full Model

Individual-level variables
Part-time -0.087 -0.092* -0.065*  -0.064* -0.071* -0.070*

Part-time dope model

Doctoral -0.038
Master's -0.033
Community college -0.182
Other institution type -0.13%
Bachelor's institutions (reference group)

Private 0.026
Urban -0.065
Suburban -0.036
Rural (reference group)

Minority serving institution -0.002
Size 0.049
Proportion part-time faculty -0.003

I nter cept model

Intercept 0.000 0.003 0.019 0.028 0.011 0.018
Doctoral -0.099+ -0.123+ -0.093+
Master's -0.034 0.059 -0.052
Community college -0.17% 0.051 -0.043
Other institution type -0.091 0.254 -0.148
Bachelor's institutions (reference group)

Private 0.018 0.183 -0.04%
Urban -0.054 -0.09% 0.022
Suburban -0.076+* -0.058 0.009
Rural (reference group)

Minority serving institution -0.039 0.057 0.043
Size -0.001 -0.008 -0.013
Proportion part-time faculty -0.010 -0.024 0.014
Variance Components

Variance between institutions 0.024 0.021 % 0.061%+  0.045% 0.01=+  0.01%=
Part-time slope variance 0.037 0.038** 0.01 0.009

Variance within institutions 0.858 0.858 0.817 0.818 20.7 0.73
Variance between explained 43.1% 50.1% 37.8% 53.8% 64.9966.7%
Variance within explained 10.1% 10.1% 9.3% 9.2% 25.4%  3%b.
Reliability-Intercept 0.719 0.697 0.865 0.829 0.588 0.577
Reliability-Slope 0.330 0.335 0.142 0.143

Note: Level-1 controls include number of coursesgtd during the academic year, years teaching,geyeler, level
of highest degree, race/ethnicity, academic dis@pdf appointment
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Table 3. Summary table of institution-level coatfitts from the hierarchical linear models
model commitment to teaching variables.
Time spent preparing Time spent advising Teachindslwp

Within Within Within
Model Full Model Model Full Model Model Full Model

Individual-level variables
Part-time -0.503* -0.508*+ -0.561** -0.568% -0.714* -0.682 %

Part-time slope mode

Doctoral 0.129 -0.003 -0.314
Master's 0.042 -0.047 -0.443
Community college -0.286 -0.117 -0.610
Other institution type 0.220 0.53% 0.930%
Bachelor's institutions (reference group)

Private -0.173+ 0.017 -0.033
Urban 0.021 0.024 0.049
Suburban 0.043 0.122 -0.005
Rural (reference group)

Minority serving institution 0.144 0.102 -0.007
Size 0.013 0.037 0.090
Proportion part-time faculty 0.011 -0.060 -0.042

I nter cept model

Intercept 0.034  0.041+ -0.007 -0.013 0.046+  0.060*+
Doctoral -0.247 % -0.410* -0.300*
Master's -0.110~ -0.047 0.127
Community college -0.090 -0.21¥2 0.456*
Other institution type -0.226 -0.417 0.145
Bachelor's institutions (reference group)

Private -0.053 -0.064 -0.062
Urban -0.027 0.042 -0.026
Suburban 0.011 0.054 -0.116
Rural (reference group)

Minority serving institution -0.101 0.096 -0.270+
Size -0.036 -0.014 -0.065
Proportion part-time faculty -0.088¢ -0.055+ -0.105+*

Variance Components

Variance between institutions 0.046 0.027* 0.025%+  0.021** 0.185%=*  (0.126*
Part-time slope variance 0.04% 0.029* 0.04»+  0.03* 0.122*  0.121*
Variance within institutions 0.866 0.867 0.919 0.918

Variance between explained 20.7% 53.1% 18.6% 31.4% 9.3% 8.293
Variance within explained 8.7% 8.7% 6.0% 6.0%

Reliability-Intercept 0.825 0.743 0.720 0.688 0.790 0.726
Reliability-Slope 0.376 0.281 0.331 0.279 0.243 0.241

Note: Level-1 controls include number of coursestd during the academic year, years teaching,gagaler, level
of highest degree, race/ethnicity, academic dis@pbdf appointment.
Teaching workshop is a dichotomous outcome; caeffts are represented as changes in probability.
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Figure 1. The effect of proportion part-time faguttembers on the time part-time and full-time
faculty spend preparing for class.
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Figure 2. The effect of proportion part-time faguttembers on the time part-time and full-time
faculty spend advising.
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Figure 3. The effect of institutional type on tivae part-time faculty spend preparing for class.
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Figure 4. The effect of institutional type on tiva¢ part-time faculty spend advising.
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Appendix A
Description of variables included in models

Variable Mean SD Min. Max.  Desription

Dependent measures

Active learning -0.01 1.00 -1.98 3.62  This nine-item swact measures the frequency that faculty engagkests in active
learning. The items include the frequency thatiftgchave students participate in:
Class discussions, cooperative learning, expeakletarning, recitals/demonstra

Diversity 0.00 1.00 -0.79 2.37  This two-item construasures the extent to which faculty members empaasiz
diversity in their instruction. The items includeetfrequency of readings on
racial/ethnic issues and women's studies. Alph&=0.9

Preparing citizens -0.01 1.00 -2.41 2.41  This nine-itemstruct measures the emphasis faculty place ucaédg a well-
rounded student. The items include the level ofdrtgnce faculty place on: Helping
develop personal values, instilling a commitmentammunity service, providing for
emot

Time preparing for class 0.00 1.00 -1.87 3.00  Hoursyemk preparing for teaching

Time advising 0.00 1.00 -1.54 7.56  Hours per week adgisr counseling students

Teaching workshop 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 Ever attendedchieg workshop (1=yes, 0=no)

Institutional Characteristics

Proportion part time 0.00 1.00 -1.57 2.31  Proportiofeafilty holding part-time appointments (SourceiPEDS Fall staffing
data

Doctoral 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 Carnegie classificatiorDdstoral Research-Extensive/Intensive, O=all other

Master's 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 Carnegie classificatioMdster's | and Il, O=all other

Bachelor's 0.27 0.45 0.00 1.00 Carnegie classificafie®accalaureate-Liberal Arts/General=1, O=all other

Community college 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00 Carnegie classification: 1=Community college=1, #iler=1

Other institution type 0.02 0.14 0.00 1.00 Carnegiesifasition: 1=0Other, O=all other

Private 0.58 0.50 0.00 1.00 Sector: 1=private, O=public

Urban 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00  Urbanicity: 1=urban, O=alkoth

Suburban 0.22 0.42 0.00 1.00  Urbanicity: 1=urban friiyell other

Rural 0.28 0.45 0.00 1.00  Urbanicity: 1=rural, O=alleth

Minority serving institution 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00 Hispanic-serving institution or Historically black ingibn=1, all other=

Size 0.00 1.00 -0.70 5.19  Student headcount (SourcEBRDS Enroliment data

Individual Characteristics

Part-time 0.15 0.35 0.00 1.00 1=part-time status, Ostalr

Asian Pacific American 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00 1=Asian Raéimerican, O=all other

African American 0.02 0.14 0.00 1.00 1=African Americ@rall other

Latino/a 0.02 0.14 0.00 1.00 1=Latino/a, O=all other

Other race 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00  1=Other race/ethnicitg|l®ther

Highest degree: Ph.D./Ed.D. 0.69 0.46 0.00 1.00 1=PBdX, O=all other

Highest degree: 1st professional 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00 rafessional degree (e.g., MD, JD, DVM)

Highest degree: Master's 0.21 0.41 0.00 1.00 1=Mastegeeel, O=all other

Highest degree: Bachelor's 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00 1=Bachkelegree, 0= all other

Highest degree: Other 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00 1=Other higlezgee type, O=all other

Female 0.40 0.49 0.00 1.00 1=female, O=male

Years since highest degree 0.00 1.00 -1.58 4.80 Yeaos bighest degree

Age 0.00 1.00 -2.70 4.25  Ageinyears

Age’ 1.00 1.26 0.00 18.08 Age in years squared

Salary 0.00 1.00 -2.05 5.22  Number of courses taughtamlemic year

Number of courses taught 0.00 1.00 -2.39 7.79 Baseysadawerted to 12 month salary

Discipline: Hard-pure 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00 Disciplineappointment (Biglan): 1=hard pure, O=all other

Discipline: Hard-applied 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00 Disciplofeappointment (Biglan): 1=hard applied, O=all athe

Discipline: Soft-pure 0.43 0.49 0.00 1.00 Disciplineapipointment (Biglan): 1=soft pure, O=all other

Discipline: Soft-applied 0.16 0.37 0.00 1.00 Disciplfeappointment (Biglan): 1=soft applied, O=all athe

Discipline: Other 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00 Discipline of ajpment (Biglan): 1=other disciplines, 0=all other




