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Private Christian University (PCU)

* Private, non-profit, liberal arts
university located in the Midwest of the
United States of America

197 full-time, traditional faculty

431 post-traditional adjunct faculty
members

1,837 online students



Growth of Online Learning

* 70.7% of all higher
education institutions
offered a form of distance

education in 2014 (Windes & 35.0%
Lesht, 2014).

e 70.8% of schools said that
online learning was
strategically critical (allen & 20.0%

Seaman, 2015). 15 0%
* In 2014, only 28% of faculty o0%
agreed that on online 0
learning was legitimate. In o I [
2002, that number was 0.0%
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Problem Statement

Adjunct faculty are the new majority of faculty with 40-60% of 4-year college and

university instruction being supported by adjunct faculty (Bettinger & Long, 2010; Meixner,
Kruck, & Madden, 2010).

Some researchers have correlated lower student learning outcomes and grade
inflation to the use of adjunct faculty, in comparison with full-time faculty, and

researchers recommend additional faculty development support as a solution (Baldwin
& Wawrzynski, 2011; Mueller, Mandermach, & Sanderson, 2013).

Colleges and universities are underserving their adjunct faculty, particularly in the
area of professional development (smallwood, 2002).

Adjunct faculty development should include the clarification of expectations
between the university and the adjunct faculty around adjunct faculty roles and
responsibilities (Garii & Peterson, 2006).



Research Purpose Statement

The purpose of the current study was to:

 evaluate the differences in expectations among
1. administrators,
2. full-time residential faculty members,
3. online adjunct faculty members, and
4. online students

* related to online instructional behaviors at PCU
* in order to improve PCU’s adjunct faculty development program.



LITERATURE REVIEW




Factors of Quality for Online Learning

* Teaching online requires different skill sets
and techniques in comparison to teaching
in the F2F classroom (Buckenmeyer, Hixon, Barczyk,
and Feldman, 2013).

 Satisfied students persist through the

program and dissatisfied students Setting Selecting

disengage and drop out (Bailie, 2014). S , content
 Community of Inquiry, applied to online

learning by Garrison, Anderson, and Social

Archer (2000)

Presence
1. Cognitive Presence

2. Social Presence
3. Teaching Presence

Adapted from Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2000)



Online Adjunct Faculty

Few full-time faculty have wanted to teach online (edford, 2009).

One-third of full-time faculty have taught an online course (seaman, 2009).

Institutions rely on adjunct faculty to fulfill their missions (martinak, 2013).

The professional adjunct faculty member
 Made a career of adjunct teaching
e Often taught simultaneously for two to four institutions
* Entrepreneurial professionals (Bedford, 2009)

Concerns over quality of adjunct faculty may be due more to the working
conditions than to academic learning outputs (Maynard and Joseph, 2008; Mueller et al., 2013)



Significance of the Study

The majority of studies related to online adjunct faculty were conducted at
community colleges or within traditional student populations.

e Only Bailie (2015) addressed expectations for online instruction between faculty
and students. Bailie was interested in whether those groups could arrive at
consensus about instructional expectations.

* No study considered online instructional expectations among administrators, full-
time faculty, adjunct faculty, and students in a post-traditional population.

* No study sought to understand the expectations for online instruction for each of
those groups.

* Without understanding expectations for online instruction, it is challenging to
ensure student satisfaction in online classes.
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Research Questions

1. What differences exist in expectations of online instructional behaviors
among administrators, full-time faculty members, online adjunct faculty
members, and online students?

2. How do adjunct faculty members’ perceptions of administrator priorities
for online instructional behaviors differ from administrators’ actual
priorities?

3. What is the relationship between one’s past experience with online
learning and one’s expectations for online instructional behaviors?



Research Design

* Quantitative, non-experimental, fixed design methodology utilizing a survey
instrument created by the researcher for cross-sectional data collection (Leedy &
Ormrod, 2013; Salkind, 2012)

e Population: 25 administrators, 197 full-time faculty, 431 adjunct faculty, and
1,837 online students. The population represented a convenience sampling from
one university.

* To support validity, the survey instrument was created based on institutional
criteria for online instruction, which had been developed by a taskforce that
reviewed industry best practices, accreditation standards, professional
organizations, and the community of inquiry theoretical framework, which
provided construct validity (salkind, 2012).

* The survey instrument was created in Snap Surveys, contained 29, six-point
Likert-style questions related to online instructional behaviors, and contained
demographic questions.

* Snap Surveys ensured the anonymity of participants, thereby protecting validity.



Survey Pilot

Piloted at a peer
Midwestern, private,
nonprofit university

IRB approval from the was
received on September 4,
2015

Pilot conducted on
September 16, 2015

Reliability was verified by a
Cronbach’s alpha score of
.868, which indicated good
relia bl|lty (Yockey, 2011).

12 suggestions were made
to improve the survey, but
none were substantive

Sample Survey Item

Online instructors should provide an orienting
post at the start of each week that provides
students with guidelines on what she or he
expects for their forum posts.

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

O oo O O



Data Collection

* The survey was distributed November 2, 2015 to the entire population of 2,490
recipients by institutional email. This date avoided peak work times for faculty
and students, thereby supporting validity.

* To reduce a sense of coercion and to support validity, the survey was sent in a
routine manner from the student help desk, the faculty help desk, and from the
office of academic affairs.

* The response rate was 24.6%, or 613 of 2,490 recipients.

* Chronbach’s alpha for the survey was .957, which indicated excellent reliability
(Yockey, 2011).



Research Question One: Analytical Methods

What differences exist in expectations of online instructional behaviors among administrators,
full-time faculty members, online adjunct faculty members, and online students?

* Welch’s variant of the one-way, between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA)

due to violation of the homogeneity of variance assumption among many items
(Yockey, 2011; Welch, 1947)

* A Bonferroni post hoc test was used to identify where differences existed among
the groups (Newsom, 2013)

* A Hochberg procedure was used to control for Type 1 familywise error.



Research Questions Two and Three: Analytical Methods

RQ 2: How do adjunct faculty members’ RQ 3: What is the relationship between one’s
perceptions of administrator priorities for past experience with online learning and one’s
online instructional behaviors differ from expectations of online instructional behaviors?

administrators’ actual priorities?

e t-test for independent means e Pearson product-moment
(Salkind, 2014) correlation (salkind, 2014)



Limitations

One online learning model:
asynchronous

Convenience sampling

Instructional standards from one
university

Self-created survey instrument

Small administrator sample size (n =
25) limits criterion validity

Confounding variables: prior
student exposure to stronger or
weaker online instructors, academic
disciplines, online class sizes

Adjunct use of institutional email

Residential adjunct faculty receipt
of the survey



FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS




Comparison of Means for Each [tem

Administrator —Residential Faculty = —Online Adjunct —Online Student




Research Question One - Administrators

What differences exist in expectations of online instructional behaviors among administrators,
full-time faculty members, online adjunct faculty members, and online students?

Full-Time Online Online

| Admini -
tem Administrator Faculty Adjunct  Student

2 5.48 4.65* 4.80 5.33

8 5.42 4.66* 5.06 5.27

10 5.21 4.56* 4.87 5.14

11 4.96 4.53 4.78 4.25* Cognitive Presence
18 5.04 4.19* 4.50 4.73 Social Presence

21 5.08 4.33%* 4.68 5.19 Teaching Presence
28 4.52 3.24*** 3.97 4.71 Institutional Presence

*p<.05, *** p<.001



tem Administrator Full-Time Online Online
Faculty Adjunct Student
2 5.48* 4.65 4.80 5.33***
4 5.16 4.49 4.65 4.95%*
8 5.42* 4.66 5.06 5.27***
9 5.25 4.32 4.54 5.17**
10 5.21* 4.56 4.87 5.14***
15 4.88 4.32 4.83* 4.87**
18 5.04%* 4.19 4.5 4.73**
20 5.04 4.54 4.74 5.01%
21 5.08* 4.33 4.68 5.19***
22 5.32 4.76 5.00 5.35%**
23 4.68 4.37 4.67 4.82%
24 4.4 4.13 4.35 4.89%**
26 5.04 4.44 4.69 5.19***
27 5.16 4.59 4.93 5.42%***
28 4.52%** 3.24 3.97** 4.71%**
29 4.72 3.86 4.12 4.66%**

*p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001

Cognitive Presence
Social Presence
Teaching Presence

Institutional Presence



item  Administrator Full-time Online Online
Faculty Adjunct Student
2 548 4.65 4.80 5.33%*
10 5.21 4.56 4.87 5.14**
11 4.96 4.53 4.78 4.25**
14 4.84 4.36 4.74 4.18*
15 4.88 4.32% 4.83 4.87
21 5.08 4.33 4.68 5.19**
24 4.40 4.13 4.35 4.89**
26 5.04 4.44 4.69 5.19%** Cognitive Presence
27 5.16 4.59 4.93 5.42%* Social Presence
28 4.52 3.24%* 3.97 4.71*** Teaching Presence
29 4.72 3.86 4.12 4.66% Institutional Presence

*p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001



Cognitive Presence
Social Presence
Teaching Presence

Institutional Presence

ttem  Administrator Full-time Online Online
Faculty Adjunct Student

2 5.48 4.65%** 4.80** 5.33
4 5.16 4.49* 4.65 4.95
8 5.42 4.66%** 5.06 5.27
9 5.25 4.32%* 4.54 5.17
10 5.21 4 56%** 4.87** 5.14
11 4.96* 4.53 4.78** 4.25
14 4.84 4.36 4.74* 4.18
15 4.88 4.32%* 4.83 4.87
18 5.04 4.19** 4.5 4.73
20 5.04 4.54* 4.74 5.01
21 5.08 4,33%*x* 4.68** 5.19
22 5.32 4.76%** 5.00 5.35
23 4.68 4.37* 4.67 4.82
24 4.40 4,]13%*x* 4.35** 4.89
26 5.04 4.44%** 4.69** 5.19
27 5.16 4 59%** 4,93** 5.42
28 4.52 3.24%** 3.97*** 4.71
29 4.72 3.86%** 4.12* 4.66

*p<.05 **p<.01, *** p<.001



Research Question One: Conclusions

What differences exist in expectations of online instructional behaviors among administrators,
full-time faculty members, online adjunct faculty members, and online students?

* There was a difference in expectations of instructional behaviors among the four
groups.

* Administrators held the highest expectations for online instructional behaviors.

* Online students tended to have higher priorities for online instructional behavior
than did full-time faculty and online adjunct faculty members.

* Adjunct faculty have as high or higher expectations of online instruction as full-
time faculty.

* Full-time faculty and students differ more dramatically than any other group
combination. Of those differences, 31%, or five of 16 items, related to the
cognitive presence of the instructor.



Research Question Two

How do adjunct faculty members’ perceptions of administrator priorities for online instructional
behaviors differ from administrators’ actual priorities?

Administrator Adjunct
ltem M SD M SD t
1 5 1 4.4 1.48 2.21%* Cognitive Presence
2 548 0.82 4.47 1.43 4,13%** Social Presence
5 496 0.98 4.39 1.54 2.07* Teaching Presence
10 5.25 0.94 4.65 0.94 2.22%* Institutional Presence

* p <.05, *** p < .001



Research Question Two: Conclusions

How do adjunct faculty members’ perceptions of administrator priorities for online instructional
behaviors differ from administrators’ actual priorities?

* There was strong alignment between adjunct faculty members’ perceptions and
administrators’ actual expectations.



Research Question Three - Administrators

What is the relationship between one’s past experience with online learning and one’s expectations
of online instructional behaviors?

Years at Years
PCU Comprehensive Cognitive Presence
ltem r r Social Presence
4 0.334 A413* Teaching Presence
29 -.482* -0.177 Institutional Presence

*p<.05



Research Question Three — Full-Time Faculty

Experience with Online

Experience with F2F Education

Education
Years at Years Years
PCU Comprehensive Years at PCU Comprehensive
ltem r r r r
5 .309* 312* 0.187 0.007
6 .251* 0.135 -0.023 -0.079
8 244 0.206 0.112 -0.011
9 .258* 0.218 0.112 0
17 .239* 0.201 0.16 -0.071
19  -0.091 -.269* -0.03 -0.089 Cognitive Presence
22 .244% .303* 0.107 -0.101 Social Presence
27 313%* 332°%* 242%* -0.06 Teaching Presence
28 -0.076 -242% -0.1 -0.207 Institutional Presence

* p<.05, ** p<.01



Research Question Three — Adjunct Faculty and Students

Years at Years Courses
PCU Comprehensive Taken
Iltem r r r
1 .136* 0.033 182**
3 0.073 -0.052 157**
5 .155** 0.035 0.102
7 .180** 0.006 .136*
9 0.059 -0.069 .119*
10 0.109 0.007 .139*
16 .138* 0.043 117*
17 0.104 0.006 .115*
24 116* 0.034 0.101

* p< .05, ** p< .01

Cognitive Presence
Social Presence
Teaching Presence

Institutional Presence



Research Question Three: Conclusions

What is the relationship between one’s past experience with online learning and one’s expectations
of online instructional behaviors?

* There was no statistically significant relationship between past experience and

current priorities for adjunct faculty members and minimal relationship for
administrators.

* For students, there was a relationship in nine of 29, or 31% of items, between
past experience and current online instructional priorities.

* Traditional classroom teaching weakly influences one’s online instructional
priorities.

* This conclusion confirms prior research findings that different skillsets are required for online
teaching (Buckenmeyer et al., 2013).

* This conclusion may help explain why Allen and Seaman (2015) reported that, since 2002,
only 28% of faculty have expressed confidence in the quality of online learning. Without
proficiency, confidence would fail to follow.

* For full-time faculty, there was a relationship on nine of 29, or 31% of items, when the
variable was online teaching rather than traditional classroom teaching.



IMPLICATIONS &

RECOMMENDATIONS




Implications

* Full-time faculty members’ low priority for online instructional behaviors may contribute
to their perception of online learning as lower quality that traditional learning.

* Full-time faculty members may need additional faculty development before teaching
online.

 Mandated online instructional expectations are justified based on the differences in
expectations between administrators and students, on one hand, and adjunct and full-
time faculty, on the other hand (gailie, 2015).

* Quality online instruction may be more of a factor of the specialization of the instructor
in that delivery modality rather than a factor of the instructor’s status as a faculty
member.

* Heavy reliance on adjunct faculty members for online delivery is not ipso facto a liability.

e PCU’s faculty development program heavily emphasizes the social presence of the
instructor. There were few statistically significant differences in this category, implying
that the program is effective within that category. However, PCU’s adjunct faculty
development program may be improved by better emphasizing the cognitive presence of
the instructor.



Recommendations

 What is the correlation between the priorities that adjunct faculty members
ascribe to online instructional behaviors and the success of students in their
courses?

* Do the lower priorities for online instructional behavior of full-time faculty
contribute to their perception that online learning is of lower quality than
traditional learning?

* Duplicate this study in different online models, such as synchronous, adaptive, or
competency-based contexts.

* Explore how the confounding variables of class size and academic disciplines
influence the priorities for online instructional behaviors.



REFERENCES




Allen. I. E. & Seaman, J. (2015). Grade level: Tracking online education in the United States. Babson Park, MA: Babson
Survey Research Group.

Backhaus, K. (2009). Desire for professional development among adjunct business faculty. Journal of Faculty Development,
23(1), 40-47.

Bailie, J. L. (2014). What online students want compared to what institutions expect. Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration, 17(2). Retrieved from http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla

Bailie, J. L. (2015). Online graduate instruction: What faculty consider reasonable in relation to what students expect.
MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 11(1). 42-53.

Bair, D. E. & Bair, M. A. (2011). Paradoxes of online teaching. International Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning, 5(2). Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.georgiasouthern.edu/ij-sotl

Baldwin, R. G., & Wawrzynski, M. R. (2011). Contingent faculty as teachers: What we know; what we need to know.
American Behavioral Scientist, 55(11), 1485-1509. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764211409194

Bedford, L. A. (2009). The professional adjunct: An emerging trend in online instruction. Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration, 12(3). Retrieved from http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla

Bettinger, E. P., & Long, B. T. (2010). Does cheaper mean better? The impact of using adjunct instructors on student
outcomes. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 92(3), 598-613.

Buckenmeyer, J., Hixon, E., Barczyk, C., & Feldman, L. (2013). Does participation in a faculty distance education mentoring
program comprehensively improve teaching methods? International Journal of E-Learning, 12(2), 139-152.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764211409194

The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. (2015, May 27). Retrieved from
http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/

Dolan, V. (2011). The isolation of online adjunct faculty and its impact on performance. International Review of Research in
Open and Distance Learning, 12(2), 62-77.

Dolan, M. D., Hall, M. S., Karisson, C. R., & Martinak, M. L. (2013). Five years later: Maryland adjuncts tell us (again) who
they are and what they want. The Journal of Continuing Higher Education, 61(1), 35-45.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07377363.2013.758552

Dreyfuss, S. (2014). Making a tangible difference in campus culture in one year. Academe, 100(5), 23-26.

Gappa, J. M., & Leslie, D. W. (1993). The invisible faculty: Improving the status of part-timers in higher education. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Garii, B. & Peterson, N. J. (2006). Noncore faculty members’ roles: Expectations and system stress. The Education Forum,
70, 215-221.

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2000). Critical inquiry in a text-based environment: Computer conferencing in
higher education. The Internet and Higher Education, 2(2-3), 87-105.

Goldstene, C. (2012). The politics of contingent academic labor. Thought and Action, 9, 7-15.

Joyner, S. A., Fuller, M. B., Holzweiss, P. C., Henderson, S., & Young, R. (2014). The importance of student-instructor
connections in graduate level online courses. MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 10(3), 436-445.

Leedy, P. D., & Ormrod, J. E. (2013). Practical research: Planning and design (10t ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.



Lovvorn, A. S., Barth, M. M., Morris, R. F., & Timmerman, J. E. (2009). Lessons learned from lessons learned: The fit between online
education 'best practices' and small school reality. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 12(4). Retrieved
from: http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla

Mandernach, J., Register, L., & O’Donnell, C. (2015). Characteristics of adjunct faculty teaching online: Institutional implications.
Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 18(1). Retrieved from http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla

Maynard, D. C., & Joseph, T. A. (2008). Are all part-time faculty underemployed? The influence of faculty status preference on
satisfaction and commitment. Higher Education, 55(2), 139-154.

Meixner, C., Kruck, S. E., & Madden, L. T. (2010). Inclusion of part-time faculty for the benefit of faculty and students. College
Teaching, 58(4), 141-147. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2010.484032

Mueller, B., Mandernach, B., & Sanderson, K. (2013). Adjunct versus full-time faculty: Comparison of student outcomes in the
online classroom. MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 9(3), 341-351.

Newsom, J. T. (2013). Post hoc tests. Retrieved from: http://web.pdx.edu/~newsomj/dal/ho posthoc.pdf

Salkind, N. J. (2012). Exploring research (8t ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.
Salkind, N. J. (2014). Statistics for people who (think they) hate statistics. Los Angeles, CA: Sage Publications.
Seaman, J. (2009). Online learning as a strategic asset. Volume IlI: The Paradox of Faculty Voices--Views and Experiences with Online

Learning. Results of a National Faculty Survey, Part of the Online Education Benchmarking Study Conducted by the
APLU-Sloan National Commission on Online Learning. Association of Public and Land-grant Universities.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2010.484032
http://web.pdx.edu/~newsomj/da1/ho_posthoc.pdf

Shattuck, J., Dubins, B., & Zilberman, D. (2011). Maryland Online’s inter-institutional project to train higher education adjunct faculty
to teach online. International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 12(2), 40-61.

Smallwood, S. (2002, August 2). Faculty union issues standards for treatment of adjuncts. The Chronicle of Higher Education.
Retrieved from http://chronicle.com/article/Faculty-Union-Issues-Standards/19140/

Sorcinelli, M. D., Austin, A. E., Eddy, P. L., & Beach, A. L. (2006). Creating the future of faculty development: Learning from the past,
understanding the present. Boston, MA: Anker Publishing.

United States Department of Education. (2014). Competency-based education programs — Questions and answers. Retrieved from:
https://ifap.ed.gov/dpcletters/GEN1423.html

United States Department of Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development. (2009). Evaluation of evidence-
based practices in online learning: A meta-analysis and review of online learning studies. Washington, DC: Author.

Welch, B. L. (1947). The generalization of ‘student’s’ problem when several different population variances are involved. Biometrika,
34(1), 28-35.

Windes, D. L. & Lesht, F. L. (2014). The effects of online teaching experience and institution type on faculty perceptions of teaching
online. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 17(1). Retrieved from http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla

Yockey, R. D. SPSS demystified: A step-by-step guide to successful data analytics (2" ed.). Boston, MA: Prentice Hall.



Thank you




