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Are There Instructional Differences Between
Fulltime and Parttime Faculty

R. Eric Landrum

Boise State University

Abstract

Using data from 8 academic departments and 361sesunught during a semester, | examined
differences between fulltime and parttime facuhytlie areas of general demographic variables,
student evaluation of teaching outcomes, and téteilglition of grades earned. | expected fulltime
faculty to exhibit higher teaching evaluations daeds lenient grade distributions, yet neither
hypothesis was supported. However, substantidérdifices exist in the support mechanisms
provided to parttime and fulltime faculty. Thessults are discussed in the context of a growing
national reliance on parttime faculty, and the ptig implications of this trend.

Differences Between Fulltime and Parttime I nstructional Faculty

It is undeniable that in the United States, higbeucation’s reliance on adjunct/parttime facultygiswing. In
examining the data from the National Center for &dion Statistics (2005), in 1992 parttime facudymprised
41.7% of the instructional faculty at degree-gnagtinstitutions; by 2003, 43.7% of the instructibfeculty were
parttime faculty. Not only are the ranks of pantifaculty growing larger (in proportion to all fdty ranks), but
parttime faculty increases are occurring at anlacad rate. From 1992 to 2003, there was a 2%2#éase in the
number of fulltime faculty, but during the same eimeriod, there was a 40.6% increase in the nuaibgarttime
faculty. My particular interest in this topic addses pedagogical (e.g., grade distributions) annmance issues
(e.g., student evaluations of teaching) of fulltiamel parttime faculty.

Previous researchers address the areas in whiiméuland parttime faculty differ. For instancasdhik (2006)
reported on that at community colleges, when gragina@and completion rates are examined, institigtiorth higher
rates of fulltime faculty members also have higt@mpletion rates as compared to community colleg#slower
rates of fulltime faculty members. In a study bé tprofessional attitudes of community college figgiRifkin

(1998) found that, compared to fulltime faculty,rifime faculty exhibit (a) less involvement in dacium,

instruction, and scholarship, (b) less autonomynfitbe institution, and (c) appear less respongiiénstitutional
behavior (a variable that Rifkin refers to as imiiy. In a comparison of fulltime and parttimensmunity college
faculty, Hellman (1998) found no significant difégrces between the groups on student evaluatioomet: Only
one evaluative item even approached a significéferdnce, with fulltime faculty scoring higher anstructor
availability outside of class compared to parttifagulty. However, given the inherent differencestvieen
community colleges and 4-year institutions, it ifficlilt to generalize these results to other typpésducational
institutions.

Some work does exist concerning differences betwie#time and parttime faculty on student evaluatioof
teaching. Ghaffari-Samai, Davis, and De Filipi994) studied the differences between fulltime padtime
faculty over two years with respect to grading ficgs, learning outcomes as related to writinglskdnd student
ratings of teaching effectiveness. The only défere reported by Ghaffari-Samai et al. was thania of the years
studied, parttime faculty assigned a greater ptaporof higher grades (specifically, As and Bs)ntHalltime
faculty. In a comparison of off-campus parttimeulty compared to on-campus fulltime faculty, VibeINewmyer,
and Stivers (1985) found that although parttimeilfigowere rated significantly lower than fulltimedulty, parttime
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faculty scored high, in the strong to outstandiagge (fulltime faculty just scored exceptionallgtnér). In a study
of instructional effectiveness by Wollert and WE00), they found that in most cases, parttim&uesors did not
receive lower student ratings of instruction thaa fulltime faculty.

Even though previous work has addressed the diffee between fulltime and parttime faculty, thespret study
attempted to simplify and focus the examinatiortiefse differences in three areas: demographic ctesistics,
student evaluation of instruction, and grade distion. Other studies address some of these issuesome were
conducted at community colleges, whereas othermimeal differences between on- and off-campus instn.
My goal was to conduct a comparison of fulltime gwarttime faculty in a broad fashion, utilizing riple
departments, faculty, and courses located withia cwllege of a large, Western 4-year comprehensiveersity.
To my knowledge, no study has addressed thesesissusuch a manner. Using archival data, my gas o
examine differences between fulltime and parttiamufty within the contexts of (a) demographic chtesastics, (b)
student evaluation of instruction and (c) graddrithgtions. Given the previous literature, | expdtat when
differences do exist, fulltime faculty will receinmetter ratings than parttime faculty. | also estpthat parttime
faculty will be more lenient in their grade distitions (higher course GPAs) compared to fulltimeufty due to
differences in prior teaching experience.

M ethod

Participants

The unit of analysis for this study was individgalctions of undergraduate courses taught in thiegobf Social
Sciences and Public Affairs at Boise State Unitgrduring the Fall 2003 semester. After receiviegevant
approvals at all levels (see Procedure), all bui faculty members consented for their evaluatiota da be
included in the study (their data were deleted@/ding a sample frame of 361 courses taught in @adments
(number of courses in parentheses): Anthropology=( 34), Criminal Justice Administrationn (= 38),
Communicationr = 112), History i = 64), Political Sciencen(= 34), Psychologyn= 32), Sociologyrf = 30), and
Social Work (= 17).

Materials

For each course taught during that Fall 2003 semese sought the following data: department, ceurgsmber

(then recoded into lower division/upper divisionymber of credits, location where taught (on oraafinpus), type
of instruction (in person, Internet, telecoursejurse start time, student evaluation of instructieean scores for
each of 14 college-wide questions (for each coumisjribution of grades allotted for each coursgal course

enrollment, course GPA (number of grade pointsexhby students in the course divided by the nurobetudents

enrolled), instructor rank (then recoded fulltinreparttime), whether or not the instructor has Hit® on campus,
whether or not the instructor has a University éraddress, number of years at the University, nunabe/ears

teaching, and number of classes taught per semester

Procedure

After receiving project approvals from our Institutal Review Board and Dean’s Office, we contacézdth
Department Chair to solicit their participation the project. Each of the 8 department chairs aurseto
participate by providing their departmental facidisaluation data. Prior to use, however, we caetheach faculty
member in the college (via the department chaid) @ked permission to use their Fall 2003 studealuation of
teaching data for each course section taught. idemtfality was assured. Two faculty members digigédo their
use of their data, and it was deleted from the deta

Results and Discussion

| present my analytical strategy in three sectiqi$:examination of differences between fulltimed grarttime
faculty with respect to overall differences on gaildemographic variables; (2) examination of teaching
evaluation questions for differences between fulitiand parttime faculty; and (3) examination ofdgrdistribution
data for fulltime and parttime instructor differexsc

Fulltime/Parttime Differences on Demographic/General Variables

Fulltime vs. parttime comparisons on variables mes$ using the nominal scale were analyzed usirigSGhare
for each variable (type of instruction, campus a&fi campus email address, teaching lower or uppésiah
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courses, and teaching on campus or not). Therawtas significant association between facultyustgfulltime vs.
parttime) and the instruction type (in person, imé, or telecourse)? (2, N = 249) = 4.62, n.s. Fulltime faculty
taught in person 95.9% of the time, whereas pagttiatulty taught in person 95.1% of the time. Ehemas a
significant association between faculty status whéther or not the instructor has an office on aasng” (1, N =
261) = 111.05p < .001. Whereas 78.8% of the courses taught litynfa faculty have an office on campus, the
corresponding number for parttime faculty is 21.2¥here is an association between faculty statdswarether or
not an instructor has an email addregg1, N = 258) = 102.02p < .001. From the course data, 76.1% of fulltime
faculty have campus email addresses, whereas 23 @farttime faculty have campus email addressesgaRling
the course level of classes taught, there wasréfis@nt association between faculty status ang@rioon of lower-
division or upper-division classes taugyft,(1, N = 257) = 22.25p < .001. Fulltime faculty divided their efforts by
teaching 54.2% of their courses at the lower divisiand 45.8% of their courses at the upper division
correspondingly, parttime faculty divided theiratt by teaching 82.7% of their courses at the tadiidsion, and
17.3% of their courses at the upper division levEhere is not a significant association betweenlfs status and
whether or not the instruction was held on campfi$l, N = 269) = 3.25, n.s. Fulltime faculty taught caes on
campus 81.7% of the time, whereas parttime fadalight on campus 72.4% of the time.

Fulltime vs. parttime comparisons on variables mess using the interval/ratio scale were analyzgidgia t-test
for each variable (number of course credits, dfane, total course enrollment, years at the Unitgrs/ears
teaching, and number of classes taught per semesldrere was not a significant difference betwédtime
faculty (M = 2.70,SD = 0.8) and parttime facultyM = 2.88,3D = 0.5) in the number of credits per clag243) =
1.84, n.s. There was not a significant differebetveen fulltime facultyNl = 1331.57,SD = 308.3) and parttime
faculty M = 1362.503D = 396.9) in the average start time of claé&32) = 0.67, n.s. There was not a significant
difference between fulltime faculty( = 41.70,SD = 36.0) and parttime facultyM = 40.55,SD = 33.8) in the
average number of students enrolled per cif884) = -0.22, n.s. There was a significant ddfere between
fulltime faculty M = 13.95,9D = 9.5) and parttime faculty = 7.84,SD = 6.4) in the average number of years at
the Universityt(264) = -5.70p < .001. There was a significant difference betwkstime faculty M = 17.88,3D

= 9.6) and parttime faculty = 9.62,SD = 7.3) in the average number of total years tewmchikperiencet(238) = -
7.21,p < .001. There was a significant difference betwédltime faculty M = 2.26,SD = 1.3) and parttime
faculty M = 1.84,SD = 0.8) in the average number of classes taughtgraesternt(267) = -2.93p < .001.

Fulltime/Parttime Differences on Teaching Evaluation Items

The 14 items contained on the teaching evaluattom fare presented in Table 1, with correspondingneg
standard deviations, andtest scores. There were no statistically sigaiftcdifferences between fulltime and
parttime faculty on any of the teaching evaluattems.

Fulltime/Parttime Differences in Grade Allocation

To detect any overall differences between facutyus and grade allocation, | conductedt@st. There was not a
significant difference between fulltime faculty (= 2.71,SD = 0.6) and parttime faculty\{ = 2.86,SD = 0.4) on
course GPAt(211) = 1.80, n.s. Although parttime faculty haslightly higher course GPA, this difference was$ no
significant.

Conclusions

Given this data, it is remarkable what parttimeufgcaccomplish in light of the reduced resourcesilable. Even
though parttime faculty are less likely to haveoffice, a University email account, and teach aatgeproportion
of lower division students compared to fulltime ddg (and less experience teaching), | found naificant
differences in students’ evaluation of instructiwor in course grade distributions. This finding Heoth positive
and negative consequences. As advocates for $tledening, it is a positive outcome that our parngt faculty
perform just as well as the fulltime faculty in seds to student evaluations of teaching and cogrsee
distributions in this sample. However, adjunctulicpersevere in the face of diminished resousrebs support. In
some instances, this may hasten an institutiorianed (or over-reliance) on adjunct faculty—it ist rihat the
adjunct faculty do more with less, but it appehet they do the same with less.

My expectations prior to this study were not supgar | expected that when there were teachinguatiahs
differences, fulltime faculty would perform betténan parttime faculty—however, there were no sigaift
differences (as presented in Table 1). | also eggethat parttime faculty would be more lenientheir grade
distributions, however, there was also no significdifference. Finding no difference in studentlertions of
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teaching is similar to other previous studies (&rafSamai, et al., 1994; Hellman, 1998; Wollertvgest, 2000),
even though some of these studies were conductednatnunity colleges. This study is unique in ttiet data
come from 8 different departments and over 35Cckffit course sections; this variability in the dadlps external
validity and the generalizability of these outcomes

Although substantial differences were found with tegree of support provided to parttime facultg@®pared to
fulltime faculty, student course evaluation scaaed course grade distributions did not differ digantly between
fulltime and parttime faculty. These are importéintings to consider in light of growing reliancationwide on
the utilization of parttime faculty. Those of uhavare advocates for student learning can be nesbdly these
results, but care must be taken not to abuse marttaculty and their remarkable ability to accomsiplisimilar
teaching and learning outcomes with reduced ressuas compared to fulltime faculty.
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Table 1

Differences Between Fulltime and Parttime Faculty on Teaching Evaluation Items

ltem Fulltime Parttime t test
Faculty Faculty

Mean ED) | Mean ED)

s e eessed Ty W] A% | aen=126.ns
fZaii:nstructors methO(.js of eval.uatlon.were (4(3244; (4(324% {(187) = 0.56, n.s.
ﬁ;):lnrztructor was avallabl-e (-:Iurlng office é)l;; (40%3 1(187) =-2.39, n.s.
gh:)mzlslgurjzz?]rpm.efld this instructor to (40263 (40169) t(187) = -0.49, n.s.
ke oppae e, a | 84 | e | am=omns
Sl.alglsstructor seemed well-prepared for (40126) (40122) 1(187) = -0.63, n.s.
7. Instructor expressed ideas clearly (‘625‘; (‘6253)’ t(187) =-0.13, n.s.
8. Objectives of the course were met é)?’f) (40247) t(187) =-0.75, n.s.
e e e | 434 | s =osns
lle%r,rb‘\;sglgnments were of value to my (4(3247) (4(3147) 1(186) = -1.48, n.s.
11. | expect to receive the grade of (4(3136; (4(3133; t(186) = -0.44, n.s.
12. Overall, | would rate this course (303;{7) (30:1?; t(186) = -0.63, n.s.
e om0 | & | wse-oi0.ns.
14. Overall, | would rate this instructor as (3’04;3 (30455 t(186) =-0.79, n.s.

Notes. Items 1-10 were rated on a scale fromdirengly disagree to 5 =strongly agree. However, means in this
table are taken from mean scores calculated pss @hat is, unweighted means). Items 11 and 18 wrginally
rated on a scale from 1Eto 5 =A. Items 12 and 14 were originally rated on a sfrale 1 =poor to 4 =excellent.
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