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PART-TIME FACULTY IN PRIVATE JUNIOR COLLEGES. 1985-86

During the 198081 acadenic year, a study of the status of part-

time faculty in private two-year colleges in the nation was conducted.

The results of that study are included in the ERIC Database.1 Recent

requests from comnunity college staff nenbers combined with the desire

to have current information on the status of two-year college faculty

prompted the writer to replicate the study at the nid-point in the

decade of the 1980s. This report contains the findings of that second

study.

The Study

During the spring semester of 1986, a survey imTtrizmnt was mailed

to each of the private, two-year institutions listed in the 1985 COmmunity,

Tchnical and Junior College Directory published by the American Associa-

tion of 0oummity and Junior Colleges. Instruments were nailed to 142

institutions in 37 states. Sixty-eight institutions were independent,

non-profit colleges; 64 were church-related colleges; and 10 were indepen-

dent, profit colleges.

The survey instrument was sent to the president of each institution

requesting that either the president or an appropriate member of the

administrative staff respond to 18 items designed to secure data relative

37.filton L. Smith. Part-Time Faculty in Private Junior Colleges
(Alexandria. VA.: ERIC Document Teproducticn Service, ED23]. 141, 1981).
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to the status of part-time faculty, in the respondent's institution during

the 1985-86 academic year. Table 1 shows a summary of the nuMber and

percentage of instruments returned.

Table I

Return Rate of Instruments Mailed

No. No. Per Cent No. Usable Per Cent Usable
Mailed Returned Returned Returns Returns

142 88 61.97% 85 59.85%

Forty-six of the 64 church-related oolleges returned usable instru-

ments (71% return); 33 of the 68 independent. non-profit institutions

returned usable instruments (48% return); and 6 of the 10 independent,

profit institutions returned usable instruments (60% return). Such a

high rate of return supports a generalization of the findings to the

total population of 142 private, two-year colleges in the United States.

The Results of the Study

Leta in respcnse to 18 items were requeuted. The findings are

reported for each item in two ways: (1) by totals for all responding

institutions, and (2) by sdb-totals far each category of private insti-

tution, i.e., church-related (C.R.); independent, non-profit (Ind.N.P.);

and independent, profit (Ind.Pr.).

Item 1. Airing this acadermicyemr (1985-86) are there any part-time

facultv employed in your institution? Of the 85 responding institutions,

84 (98.82%) employed part-time faculty. Table 2 shous complete data.

Table 2

Instituticns Employing Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

Type of College No. Responding No. Respcnding Total
Affirmatively Negatively

C.R. 45 1 46

Ind.N.P. 33 0 33

Ind.Pr. 6 0 6

'Dotal 84 1 85
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man -tine facul (head °malt) are 1 ed? What

is the total head count of all faculty -- both full and part-tine? There

were 84 institutions which responded to this item. The data are ahown in

Table 3.

TS,pe of

OolIege

Table 3

Part-Time Faculty vs. FUll-Time Faculty
1985-86

Mbet Fewest Average Most Fewest
Part-Time Part-Time Part-Time FUll-Time
Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty

Average
Full-Time
Faculty

C.R.(N=45) 185 1 18 274 4 32

Ind.N.P.(N=33) 193 1 41 68 3 30

Ind.Pr.(N=6) 168 2 47 36 15

Total(N=84) 193 1 29 274 3 30

Largest PerCent
Part-Time Facul

Smallest PerCent Average PerCent
Part-Time Facul Part-Time Facul

C.R.(N=45) 84% 3% 38%

Ind.N.P.(N=33) 96% 15% 59%

Ind.Pr. (N=6) 82% 14% 76%

Ibtal(N=84) 96% 3% 50%

increase, decrease, or the same as last year (1984-85)? There were 82

institutions from which responses to this item were secured. Of that

nunber, 35% indicated an increase, 16% indicated a decrease, and 49%

indicated that the number was about the same as the previous year.

Complete data are shown in Table 4.

Table 4 .

Relationship of Part-Time Faculty in 1985 to Previous Year

Type of
College

No. Responding No. & PerCent No. & PerCent No. & PerCent
Showing Increase Showing Lecrease Shing Same

C. R. 44 14 (32%) 10 (23%) 20 (45%)

Ind. N. P . 32 11 (35%) 3 ( 9%) 18 (56%)

Ind. Pr. 6 4 (67%) 0 ( 0%) 2 (33%)

Total 82 29 (35%) 13 (16%) 40 (49%)
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Item 4. In which subject area(s) do you employ the most

faculty? There were responses from 79 institutions to this item. The

discipline in which most part-time faculty were employed was business.

Among church-related institutions, the most frequent response was business.

followed by mathematics, English, science. music, and social sciences.

Amcng independent, non-profit institutions, the order of frequency was

business, humanities, English, and technical areas. Each of the six

responding independent, profit institutions indicated a different disci-

pline as the one in which most part-time faculty were employed.

Item 5. What is the average teaching load of part-time faculty?

Of the 83 institutions responding to this item, 39 indicated that one course

per semester or quarter was the average load; 39 indicated that two courses

per senester or quarter was the average load; two reported that three

courses per semester or quarter was the average load; and three institutions

reported an average load of four courses per semester or quarter.

Among church-related institutions, 56% reported one course as an

average load, 40% reported two courses as an average load, 2% reported

thxye courses as an average load, and 2% reported four courses as an

average load. Amcng independent, non-profit institutions, an average

load of one course was reported by 44% of the institutions, an average

load of two courses by 53%, and an average load of three courses by 3%.

Among independent, profit institutions, 67% reported two courses and

33% reported four courses as average loads.

Item 6. What is the average salary per course paid to part-time

faculty? There were 84 institutions which responded to this item.

Table 5 shows the resulting data.
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Table 5

Average Salary Paid to.Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

Amount Paid
Per COurse

C.R.Oolleges Ind.N.P.Colleges
No. PerCent No. PerCent

Ind.Pr.Colleges
No. PerCent

Total Colleges
No. Peri:Int

Less than $500 2 4% 12% 2 33% 8 10%
$500-$750 20% 3 9% 1 17% 13 15%
$750-$1000 17 38% 33% 1 17% 29 35%
Above $1000 17 38% 15 46% 2 33% 34 40%
Tbtal 45 100% 33 100% 6 100% 84 100%

Item 7. Are part-time faculty provided with offices on campus? Of the

84 institutions responding to this item, 23 of them (28%) indicated that

offices were not provided to part-time faculty. There were 61 institu-

tions (72%) reporting that offices were provided for either some or all

of the part-time faculty; 28 institutions (33%) provided offices for all

part-time faculty, and 33 institutions (39%) provided offices for some

part-time faculty. Data by type of institution are shown in Table 6.

Table 6

Provision of Offices for Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

Provision or
Office

C.R.031.res
No. PerCent

Ind.N.P.Colleges
NO. PerCent

Ind.Pr.Colleges
No. PerCent

Total Colleges
No. PerCent

No Provision 10 22% 8 24% 83% 23 28%
Yes, for same 21 47% 12 36% 0% 33 39%
Yes, fbr all 14 31% 13 40% 1 17% 28 33%
Total 45 100% 33 100% 6 100% 84 100%

Item 8. Are part-time faculty required to be an campus for student

advisement and consultation a specified ntmber of hours per week in addition

to the time ih class? There were 84 institutions responding to this item .

of which 52 (62%) indicated no required hours for student advisement.

Among the 32 institutions (38%) requiring student advisement hours, there

was no uniformity as to amount required. Responses ranged from "unspecified"

7



6.

to "determined by chairman" to specified amounts ranging frun one hour

to five hours.

Hours
Required

Data by type of private institution are shown in Table 7.

Table 7

Required Student Advisement Hours
by Part-Time Faculty

1985-86

C.R.Colleges Ind.N.P.Ooileges Ind.Pr.Oolleges Total Colleges
No. PerCent No. PerGant No. PerCent No. PerCent

No 27 60% 22 67% . 3 50% 52 62%
Yes 18 40% 11 33% 3 50% 32 38%
Tbtal 45 100% 33 100% 6 100% 84 100%

Item 9. What does the college expect of part-tine facultywith regard

to faculty meetings? Only 14% of the 84 responding institutions required

part-time faculty to attend faculty meetings. One college reported that

part-tima faculty were prohibited from attending faculty meetings. Table 8

details the data on this item.

Table 8

Attendance at Faculty Meetings by Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

Attendance at C.R.Cblleges Ind.N.P.Colleges Ind.Pr.Colleges Total Colleg;
Faculty Meeting No. PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCem

Required to Attend 7 16% 1 3% 66% 12 14%
Alloued to Attend 20 44% 17 52% 1 17% 38 45%
Not Required to Attend18 40% 14 42% 1 17% 33 40%
Not Alloutd to Attend 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 1 1%
Total 45 100% 33 100% 6 100% 84 100%

Item 10. What does the college expect of part-time faculty with regard

to service on faculty committees? There were 83 institutions which

responded to this item, only one of which required committee service

of part-tithe .faculty. Fbur institutions prohibited such service. Complete

data on this item are shown in Table 9.
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Table 9

Committee Service by Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

commiffee zervice C.E.Colleges
Status No. PerCent

Ind.N.P.Colleges
No. PerCent

Ind.FrAlblleges Total-DEMWT
No. PerCent No. PerCent

Required to Serve 1 2% 0 0% 0% 1 1%
Allowed to Serve 15 33% 17 52% 80% 36 43%
Not Required to Serve 26 58% 15 45% 1 20% 51%
Not Allcwed to Serve 3 7% 1 3% 0% Li 5%
Total 45 100% 33 100% 100% 83 100%

Item U. Do part-tine faculty receive the same fringe benefits as

full-time faculty? In only 5 of the 84 institutions which responded to

this item did part-time faculty receive the same fringe benefits as full-

tire faculty. Of the remaining 79 institutions responding negatively to

this item, 6 (100%) were independent, pmofit institutions; 32 (97%) were

independent, non-profit institutions, and 41 (91%) were church-related

institutions.

The major differences in fringe benefits between full-time and pert-

time faculty were no insurance and no retirement benefits. Less frequently

mentioned differences were no sick leave, half the sick leave, less faculty

development support, and no residence pmovided.

Item 12. What does the college expect of part-time faculty with

regard to orientation/inservice progreus offered by the institution?

No institution prohibited pert-time faculty from attending such programs.

All of them either required attendance or encouraged it. Complete data

cn this item are shown in Table 10.
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Table 10

Part-Time Faculty Attendance at Orientaticn/Inservice
1985-86

Attendance Status C.R.Cblleges ind.d.P.C011eges Ind.Pr.Uolleges Total Calegps
No. PerCent No. PerCnt No. PerCent No. PerCent

Required to Attend 14 31% 15 47% 3 50% 32 39%
Allowed to Attend 17 38% B. 34% 2 33% 30 36%
Not Required to Attend 14 31% 6 19% 1 17% 21 25%
Not Allowed to Attend 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0. 0%
Total 45 100% 32 100% 6 100% 83 100%

Item 13. ro your part-time faculty, on the average, have less, more .

or equal formal education than your full-time faculty? Eighty-six per cent

of the 84 responding institutions indicated that part-time faculty had an

equal amount of formal education to that of the full-time faculty.

Complete data relating to this item are shown in Table U.

Table 11

Formal Education of Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

status of kormal C.R.Colleges Ind.N.P.Colleges Ind.Pr.C011eges Tbtal Colleges
Education NO. PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent

Less than Full-time Faculty 6 13% 0 0% 1 17% 7 8%
Mbre than FUll-time Faculty 2 5% 2 6% 1 17% 5 6%
Equal to FUll-time Faculty 37 82% 31 94% 4 66% 72 86%
Tbtal 45 100% 33 100% 6 100% 84 100%

Item 14. D3 your part-time faculty, on the averme. have less more,

or equal teaching experience when compared to yotrr full-time faculty? Only

two institutions -- bcth church related colleges -- reported that part-time

faculty had more teaching experience than full-time faculty. Most

institutions reported that the experience was equal; however, 44 per cent

reported less teaching experience for part-time faculty. Table 12 shows

complete data an this item.
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Table 12

Teaching EXperience of Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

Status a Teadhing
EXperience

C.R.Cblleges Ind.N.P.Collegps Imd.Pr.Oolleges Total Coll.
NO. FerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent

Less than FUll-Time Faculty 17 38% 17 52% 3 50% 37 44%
Hare than FUll-Time Faculty 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 2 2%
Equal to FUll-Time Faculty 26 58% 16 48% 3 50% 45 54%
natal 45 100% 33 100% 6 100% 84 100%

Item 15. Are your part-time faculty evaluated on the same bases as are

your full-time faculty? Eighty-too per cent of the 84 responding institutions

reported the fact that part-time faculty were evaluated on the same banes

as were the full-time faculty. Some differences reported by the 18% of

institutions not using the same bases included: (1) no formal evaluation at

all for part-tine faculty; (2) less formal evaluation of part-tine faculty!

(3) work experience substituted far formal education for part-tine faculty;

(4) part-time faculty evaluated only cn teaching performance with no

requirement for student advisement, committee work, or other service; and (5)

part-time faculty are evaluated by persanal interviews with an administrator.

Data secured on this item are shown in Table 13.

Table 13

Evaluation of Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

Same Bases as for C.R.Colleges Ind.N.P.Colleges Ind(Pr.Colleges Total Cblleges
FUll-Time Faculty No. PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent

Yes 36 80% 28 85% 5 83% 69 82%
NO 9 20% 5 15% 1 17% 15 18%
Total 45 100% 33 100% 6 100% 84 100%

Item 16. What estimated percentage of your part-tine faculty are

employed: full-time elsewhere; Tart-tine elsewhere; not employed elsewhere?

1 1
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Sixty of the 81 institutions (74%) reported that a majority of their part-

tine faculty were employed elsewhere, either full-time or part-time.

TWelve institutions reported that 100% of their partatime faculty were

employed full-time elsewhere, and six institutions r-ported that 100%

of their part-time faculty were employed part-time elsewhere. Only 10

institutions (12%) reported that a majority of their part-time faculty

were not employed elsewhere. Complete data on this item are reported in

Table 14.

Table 14

Employment Status of Part-Tine Faculty
1985-86

lmployment Status ot Part- C. R. C011eges Ind . N. P. Coll. Ind. Pr. Cal. Total Colleges
Time Faculty No. PerCent NO. PerCent kik). PerCent No. PerCent

Majority % employed
full-time elsewhere 22 49% 18 60% 5 83% 45 56%

Majority % employed
part-time elseWhere 8 18% 6 20% 1 17% 15 18%

Majority % employed
nowhere else 8 18% 2 7% 0 0% 10 12%

NO majority % among
the three options 7 15% 4 13% 0 0% 11 14%

Tbtal 45 100% 30 100% 6 100% 81 100%

Item 17. Bank the following reasons for the employment of part-time

faculty in your institution, plus other reasons wbich you may inclukft, by

placing anumber 1 for highest rank, 2 for second highest rank, 3 for third

highest rank, etc. There were 84 institutions which responded to this item.

The reason most frequently ranked as nunber 1 wes "to accommodate enrollments

which do not justify full-time faculty." Other les frequently ranked

reasons are contained in Table 15.

1 9
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Table 15

Reasons for EMployment of Part-Tim Faculty
1985-86

Item No.C.R.Colleges Tbtal Col
Ranking Item #1 Ranking Item #1 Ranking Item #1 Ranking#1

Tb accommodate enrollments
which do not justify full-
time faculty

To acquire competent persons
in fields where full-time
faculty are not available

To meet off-campus and even-
ing class needs

To achieve curricular
flexibility

TO effect financial savings
To have facultyvqho are kept

up-to-date by their daily
work

Total

24 13 2 39 (46%)

10 6 3 19 (23%)

7 7 0 14 (17%)

2 4 0 6 ( 7%)
2 2 0 4 ( 5%)

0 1 1 2 ( 2%)
45 33 6 84 (100%)

Item 18. Rank the following sources film which you employed part-time

faculty, plus other sources which you may include, by placing a number 1

for the source from which you employ the most, 2 for the source from which

you employ second most, etc. There were 78 institutions wtich responded

to this itemu Forty-one per cent of the institutions listed business/

industry employees as the nurber 1 source for part-time faculty. The

frequency of the rankings of other sources is shown in Table 16.

Table 16

Sources for Part-Time Faculty
1985-86

Source No. C.Cofl. No.Ind:N.P.Coll. No.ind.Pr.Coll. Total Coll.
Ranking Source #1 Ranking Source #1 Ranking Source#1 Rankin #1

MOO,

Business/Industry
EMployees 8 19 6 32 (41%)

Qualified Cbmmunity
Members not other-
wise employed ',:i 2 0 11 (14%)

High SChool Faculty 6 2 0 8 (10%)

Faculty fran 4-Yr.
Ciollege/Uhiv. 3 5 0 8 (10%)

1 A
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Spouse of Faculty
!limbers 7 0 0 7 ( 9%)

Other 2-Year College
Faculty 2 3 0 5 ( 7%)

Retired Community
Mmber 3 0 0 3 ( 4%)

Administrator in
Junior C011ege 2 0 0 2 ( 3%)

University Student 1 0 0 1 ( 1%)
Dominican Fathers 1 0 0 1 ( 1%)

Total 42 31 5 78 (100%)

Summary

The data included in this report of a study of private, two-year

colleges in the nation were cbtainad fran survey instruments returned by

85 of the 142 colleges listed in the 1985 Community, Technical, and Junior

College Directory published by the American Association of Community and

Junior Cblleges. Major findings of the study include: (1) 98.82% of

responding colleges employed part-time faculty; (2) on the average, 50%

of total faculty in colleges responding were part-time umbers although

percentages ranged among institutions from 96% to 3% part-time; (3) 49%

of the responding colleges reported the employment of about the same

number of part-time faculty as in the previous year, 35% reported an

increase fram the previous year and 16% reported a decrease from the

previous year; (4) business was the discipline most frequently listed

as the subject in which part-time faculty are employed; (5) 47% of the

responding institutions reported that one course persemester or quarter

was an average load for part-time faculty, 47% reported two courses, 2%

reported three courses, and 4% reported four courses; (6) 40% of the

responding institutions reported salaries above $1000 per course taught

by part-time faculty, 35% reported salaries of $750-$1000 per course,

15% reported salaries of $500-$750 per course, and 10% reported salaries

14
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of less than $500 per course; (7) 72% of all responding colleges pro-

vided some office space for most part-time faculty while

28% provided no office space at all; (8) 62% of the responding institu-

tions indicated that no hours on campus for student advisement were required

of part-time faculty; (9) only 14% of the responding institutions required

part-time faculty to attend faculty meetings; (10) service on faculty

committees was required of part-time faculty in only 1% of the responding

institutions and was prohibited in 5% of them; (11) part-time faculty

received the same fringe benefits as full-time faculty in only 6% of the

responding institutions; (12) attendance at orientation/inservice

programs was required of part-time faculty in 39% of the responding

institutions; (13) the formal education of part-time faculty was

considered by responding institutions to be essentially equal to that of

full-time faculty; (14) teaching expevience of part-time faculty was re-

ported by 54% of the responding institations as equal to that of full-time

faculty while in 44% of the institutions it was reported as less than that

of full-time faculty; (15) 82% of the responding institutions reported

that part-time and full-time faculty were evaluated on the same bases;

(16) 56% of the responding institutions reported that a majority of their

part-time faculty were employed full-time elsewhere; (17) to accommodate

enrollments which do not justify full-time faculty was the reason most

frequently ranked first for employing part-time faculty; and (18) more

part-time faculty were employed from local businesses and industries than

from any other single source.
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