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Abstract 

Colleges and universities are increasingly reliant on non-tenure-track (NTT) faculty to achieve 

increased efficiency and reduced instructional costs.  Simultaneously, there is a renewed focus 

on the critical role that effective teaching plays in achieving improved student and institutional 

outcomes.  Faculty development centers on campuses help equip instructors with knowledge, 

skills, techniques, and other supports to enhance teaching and learning.  This qualitative study of 

fifteen NTT faculty teaching at public regional comprehensive universities in the Western United 

States utilizes the expectancy theory of motivation to explain how NTT faculty perceived faculty 

development efforts relative to their teaching performance and expected intrinsically and 

extrinsically motivated outcomes.  Non-tenure-track faculty in the study believe faculty 

development, notably purposefully designed workshops and online and face-to-face cohorts, 

result in an improved teaching and learning experience for themselves and their students.  

Intrinsic motivational factors including, improved learning experience, teaching self-efficacy, 

impacting student outcomes, gaining a sense of teaching autonomy, and building a teaching-

focused faculty community, had the greatest impact on how participants perceived faculty 

development.  Non-tenure-track faculty also valued continuous employment as an outcome but 

did not believe it linked to engaging in faculty development.  The participants identified time 

constraints, feeling exploited in their role, chaotic course scheduling, feelings of isolation, and a 

lack of consistent access to health benefits as demotivating factors.  The researcher recommends 

that academic leaders develop and sustain a culture within which teaching and research are 

equally valued and find ways to balance the cost savings associated with using contingent faculty 

with supporting NTT faculty’s basic hygiene needs.  

Keywords: Non-tenure-track faculty, faculty development, expectancy theory, intrinsic 

motivation, extrinsic motivation, effective teaching, efficacy, autonomy  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 

Higher education leaders are increasingly looking to effective teaching and instructional 

quality improvements as a means of increasing postsecondary educational attainment and 

ensuring educational quality (MacCormack, Snow, Gyurko, & Candio Sekel, 2018).  In the U.S., 

there is currently a national effort to bring teaching excellence to the forefront of the student 

success agenda and elevate the role that effective teaching plays in promoting positive student 

and institutional outcomes, and the part that the professional development of faculty plays in 

equipping all faculty—tenure-track (TT) and part- and full-time NTT faculty—with evidence-

based pedagogy to improve their teaching practice (Esters, 2017; Taylor, 2017).  Faculty 

development programming exists along a continuum of formats and levels of intensity, and in the 

present study includes any efforts facilitated by a campus teaching and learning center that aims 

to equip instructors with knowledge, skills, techniques, or other supports to enhance teaching and 

learning.  

Well-documented research supports the connections between instructional quality and 

student engagement, support, and learning outcomes (Jankowski, 2017; Stupnisky, BrckaLorenz, 

Yuhas, & Guay, 2018).  Researchers have found that when faculty utilize research-based 

pedagogical practices, the gains in student learning, engagement, persistence, and degree 

completion have a positive impact on the broader institution (Brown & Kurzweil, 2018).  For 

this reason, faculty development plays a critical role in preparing faculty to be successful and is 

intended to instigate expert learning and improve teaching capacity and practice (Haras, 

Ginsberg, Fernández, & Magruder, 2017).  Notably, when faculty possess positive perceptions of 

recommended changes to their instructional approaches, they are more likely to implement those 
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changes (Condon, Iverson, Manduca, Rutz, & Willett, 2015).  Faculty also tend to embrace what 

they are rewarded for, and when conditions exist that encourage faculty to dedicate more time, 

attention, and energy to improving the instructional experience, they are likely to do so (Taylor 

et al., 2017).  Sorcinelli, Berg, Bond, and Watson (2017) note that participation in faculty 

professional development activities also has a positive effect on the teaching culture of the 

institution.  Kezar (2013b; 2017), however, cautions that for faculty development to impact upon 

changes in teaching practice the environment must support and encourage faculty to alter the 

curriculum and engage in the continuous improvement of their teaching.   

The continuous improvement of the teaching practice of faculty members is essential to 

the mission of colleges and universities.  One demonstration of the value placed on teaching is 

the type of support provided within the organization for NTT faculty (Taylor et al., 2017).  Non-

tenure-track faculty, which includes full- and part-time contract faculty, now comprise more than 

two-thirds of the college professoriate (Jones, Hutchens, Hulbert, Lewis, & Brown, 2017; Kezar 

& Gehrke, 2014).  Part-time faculty, a segment of the broader NTT faculty population, 

comprised nearly half of the overall 1.6 million postsecondary education faculty in 2015.  This 

represents a 95% increase since 1995 (McFarland et al., 2017), rendering part-time faculty the 

fastest growing segment of the professoriate (Jones et al., 2017).   

Colleges and universities are increasingly relying on NTT faculty to meet the critical 

instructional needs of their institutions due to the greater flexibility and reduced costs associated 

with hiring NTT faculty (Maxey & Kezar, 2015).  Consequently, the increasing use of NTT 

faculty necessitates an investment by colleges and universities in supporting and empowering 

these faculty with evidence-based teaching practices that enable them to meet the student 

learning and graduation goals of their institutions (Gyurko, MacCormack, Bless, & Jodl, 2016).   
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An important step, however, in increasing the likelihood that NTT faculty will 

experiment with evidence-based teaching practices and implement changes is to examine the 

factors that impact upon the ability and motivation of NTT faculty to make these changes (A. 

Kezar, personal communication, April 6, 2018).  In this regard, research upon NTT faculty 

perceptions of the value of faculty development efforts relative to improving teaching 

performance and achieving specific teaching outcomes is almost nonexistent in the scholarly 

literature (T. Zakrajsek, personal communication, April 20, 2018). 

 
Statement of the Problem 

Institutions increasingly rely on NTT faculty to teach a majority of their students, yet 

NTT faculty often lack resources such as research support, office space, clerical support, a 

teaching assistant, and professional development opportunities—all of which contribute to their 

sense of alienation and job dissatisfaction (Brown & Fuller, 2017; Kezar, 2013b; Ott & Cisneros, 

2015).  The lack of faculty professional development opportunities is particularly troubling, as 

professional development is linked to improved student outcomes (Jankowski, 2017).   

For faculty development efforts to have an impact, Taylor et al. (2017) argue that 

institutional leaders must promote a model of continuous improvement that encourages and 

rewards recursive practice and a culture that privileges teaching quality as a part of academic 

work or recognizes good teaching through other endowments.  Given the important role NTT 

faculty play in student learning, leaders at institutions of higher education would benefit from a 

more comprehensive understanding of the factors that motivate NTT faculty to engage in faculty 

development efforts.  Understanding the perceptions of NTT faculty regarding the expected 

outcomes of participating in faculty development efforts, such as the possibility of continued 

employment, attainment of a TT position, or the intrinsic satisfaction of being a better teacher 

would also be useful information. 
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Institutions need to support and develop their faculty to improve their teaching practice 

and encourage the use of evidence-based practices.  Although the continuous improvement of 

teaching practice theoretically aligns with institutional missions, support for and recognition of 

teaching achievements for NTT faculty are frequently undervalued on many American campuses 

(Taylor et al., 2017).  Offering faculty development opportunities for NTT faculty is important, 

but the mere availability of these opportunities and the resulting impact upon teaching 

effectiveness cannot be examined in isolation from the factors that support or inhibit NTT faculty 

from availing themselves of these offerings and subsequently implementing changes to their 

teaching practice (A. Kezar, personal communication, April 6, 2018).  If NTT faculty do not 

perceive faculty development efforts as leading to a beneficial or meaningful outcome, there is 

little incentive for them to participate in professional development or improve their teaching 

practice.   

 
Significance of the Study 

Researching NTT faculty perceptions regarding engagement in and outcomes of faculty 

development is essential because this may help to understand the motivation and commitment of 

NTT faculty to continued professional development and their willingness to experiment with and 

implement instructional improvements (C. Haras, personal communication, April 4, 2018; T. 

Zakrajsek, personal communication, April 5, 2018).  Stupnisky et al. (2018) suggest that 

motivation impacts upon how faculty teach, which includes faculty members’ use of well-

documented teaching practices.  Recent research on faculty motivations for teaching has focused 

on intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors and compared motivations for teaching across 

institution types but has not looked specifically at NTT faculty (Stupnisky et al., 2018).  

Research by Banerjee, Gupta, and Bates (2017) on the motivation of academics in higher 

education to transfer learning from faculty development programs into practice examined 
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organizational factors such as culture and climate.  However, the research by Banerjee et al. 

(2017) excluded individual faculty characteristics such as self-efficacy, motivation, job 

commitment, and personality. 

Of the few studies that have examined the teaching motivations of NTT faculty 

specifically, researchers found noteworthy differences in the experiences, satisfaction, and 

attitudes of these faculty, but even less research has been conducted using the various NTT 

faculty typologies to further understand the teaching motivations and commitments of this 

specific population of faculty (Conclusions and Suggestions for Further Research, 2010).  

Examining NTT faculty members’ motivations for engaging in faculty development efforts and 

understanding how and why these efforts are valued adds to the literature on faculty motivations 

for teaching and faculty professional development.  Further, disaggregating NTT faculty by their 

employment type (i.e., full-time or part-time) and faculty appointment type (i.e., course, annual, 

or multi-year contracts) may help academic leaders identify the factors that motivate or inhibit 

NTT faculty of all types to participate in efforts to improve teaching and practice.  The present 

study may also help academic leaders understand the perceived associations that NTT faculty 

have between engaging in professional development efforts and the expected outcomes 

associated with those efforts (i.e., the outcome one expects to achieve as a result of expending 

the effort to improve performance).  

 
Research Objectives 

The objectives of this exploratory research study were to: 

1) Understand the motivations of NTT faculty to engage in faculty development efforts. 

2) Evaluate the extent to which Vroom’s expectancy theory analyzing expectancy, 

instrumentality, and valence explains NTT faculty motivations to engage in faculty 

development efforts. 



6 

Research Questions 

RQ1: How do the elements of expectancy, instrumentality, and valence intersect  

with NTT faculty members’ motivation to engage in faculty development efforts? 

RQ2: What do NTT faculty perceive to be the most significant demotivating factors to 

participation in faculty development efforts? 

 
Working Model 

 

Figure 1. Working Model: NTT Faculty Motivation to Engage in Faculty Development 

 
Propositions 

Within this study, qualitative analyses were used to test the following propositions: 

- Proposition 1a: The perceptions of NTT faculty indicate that expectancy is an 

important determinant of their motivation to engage in faculty development efforts.  

- Proposition 1b: The perceptions of NTT faculty indicate that sufficient 

instrumentality exists between engaging in faculty development efforts and achieving 

the expected outcomes aligned with their intrinsic motivation to improve the learning 

experience, improve teaching self-efficacy, and positively impact student outcomes.  

- Proposition 1c: The perceptions of NTT faculty indicate that insufficient 

instrumentality exists between engaging in faculty development efforts and achieving 
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the expected outcomes aligned with their extrinsic motivation regarding the 

institutional recognition of good teaching, an improved teaching culture, and 

continuous employment.  

- Proposition 1d: The perceptions of NTT faculty indicate that sufficient valence exists 

for the expected outcomes aligned with their intrinsic motivation to engage in faculty 

development efforts.  

- Proposition 1e: The perceptions of NTT faculty indicate that sufficient valence exists 

for the expected outcomes aligned with their extrinsic motivation to engage in faculty 

development efforts.  

- Proposition 2: The NTT faculty perceive that the most significant demotivating 

factors to engaging in faculty development efforts are lack of recognition, an 

unfavorable department or campus teaching climate, lack of availability of 

professional development opportunities, time constraints, and lack of compensation 

for non-instructional activities. 

 
Definition of Terms 

Expectancy. This refers to the perceived likelihood by an individual that a specific job-

related effort (E) will result in a certain level of job performance (P).  The perceived likelihood 

that an effort will lead to a performance goal (E-P) ranges between two extremes: either an 

individual does not perceive the effort will lead to the desired performance level or the individual 

perceives with certainty that the effort will lead to the desired performance level (Lunenburg, 

2011).  

Faculty development. This term refers to support and resources for faculty, including TT, 

NTT, and graduate teaching assistants, supported by faculty development professionals (“faculty 
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developers”) or through external resources to effectively and positively impact upon student 

learning and outcomes (von Hoene, Nilson, & Siering, 2017).  These may include:  

one-on-one consultations; student focus groups; face-to-face and online 

workshops and courses on teaching; in-house and external conferences on 

teaching; funding for teaching innovations and research and travel to teaching 

conferences; faculty learning communities and discussion groups; and collections 

of publications and videos. (p. 18) 

Instrumentality. Instrumentality refers to an individual’s perception of the likelihood that 

a given level of achieved task performance (P) will lead to a specific work outcome (O).  Similar 

to expectancy, instrumentality is based on an individual’s perception that task performance will 

lead to an expected outcome (P-O) and ranges between two extremes: the individual either 

perceives that achieving the task performance will not result in the expected outcome or will 

always result in the expected outcome (Lunenburg, 2011). 

Non-tenure-track (NTT). Includes full-time academic staff that are not on the TT and 

who typically work at a single institution, and part-time faculty who might teach at more than 

one institution (Kezar & Maxey, 2012).  This term is synonymous with “contingent faculty” 

which includes part- and full-time NTT faculty whose primary job is to teach (Sorcinelli et al., 

2017), and who are employed on fixed-term contracts (Hearn, Burns, & Riffe, 2017). 

Teaching efficacy. Bandura (1997) defines self-efficacy as ‘‘beliefs in one’s capabilities 

to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments’’ (p. 3).  This 

term also relates to the teaching goals that faculty set for themselves and their corresponding 

teaching practice (Künsting, Neuber, & Lipowsky, 2016).  In the present study, teaching efficacy 

was strongly tied to participants’ perceptions concerning the efficacy of their teaching with 

technology.  
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Valence. Valence refers to the strength of an individual’s preference for a particular 

outcome and is either positive or negative based on the preference the individual has for the 

expected outcome (Lunenburg, 2011).  The original definition provided by Vroom describes 

valence as all possible affective orientations toward an expected outcome, which has been 

interpreted to include the importance, attractiveness, desirability, or anticipated satisfaction the 

individual associates with an expected outcome (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996). 

Work motivation. In Vroom’s expectancy theory, motivation is defined as the product of 

the attractiveness of various outcomes and the likelihood of the outcome occurring (Chen, Gupta, 

& Hoshower, 2006).  Motivation in the context of expectancy theory is a product of the three 

components—expectancy, instrumentality, and valence—and requires all three to be congruent 

in order for motivation to occur (Turcan, 2010).  Motivation includes extrinsic motivators such 

as rewards for performance or compliance and intrinsic motivators resulting from individuals’ 

satisfaction with their work (Turcan, 2010). 

 
Organization and Summary 

This study explored an essential construct of NTT faculty motivations to engage in 

faculty development efforts.  The present study used the foundational aspects of a process theory 

of motivation, Vroom’s expectancy theory, to understand how NTT faculty perceived faculty 

development efforts as a lever for improving their work performance vis-à-vis teaching practice 

(expectancy), their perceptions of the likelihood that improved teaching leads to specific 

outcomes or rewards (instrumentality), and exposed the value that NTT place on outcomes 

related to participating in faculty development efforts (valence). 

Chapter 2 is an analysis of the existing scholarly literature on faculty development and 

efforts to improve teaching effectiveness for NTT faculty, the motivational factors that 

contribute to continuous teaching improvement, and the outcomes NTT faculty receive from 
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participating in faculty professional development efforts, including rewards or endowments such 

as extended teaching contracts.  The chapter also explores the application of expectancy theory 

within a higher education context as it has previously been applied to faculty motivations to 

perform in earlier studies.  

Chapter 3 outlines the methodology of the study and includes a review of the 

methodologies used in similar studies that informed the design of this study along with the 

delimitations placed upon the study population.  This chapter reviews the process for developing 

the participant pre-interview survey, the interview questions and protocol, and the data collection 

and coding process used to analyze the survey results.  

Chapter 4 presents the findings from the interviews and the connections to expectancy, 

instrumentality, and valence that surfaced during the interviews.  This chapter also covers the 

themes that emerged from the discussions with the NTT faculty surrounding the demotivating 

factors and barriers that exist to participating in faculty development, and the subsequent focus 

group conducted with faculty development scholar-practitioners.  

Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the findings and concludes with the NTT faculty 

perceptions of faculty development efforts and the connections between the expectancy theory 

outcomes that are associated with the NTT faculty engagement in faculty development efforts.  

This chapter also includes recommendations for future research and practice. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
Introduction 

The modern academic enterprise increasingly relies upon faculty outside of the traditional 

tenure line to respond to economic pressures and changing curricular demands in order to meet 

the research, scholarship, teaching, administrative, and service needs of institutions (Boston 

University, 2010).  Accordingly, as U.S. colleges and universities increase their reliance upon 

NTT or “contingent” or adjunct faculty, a group which already comprises the majority of all 

faculty at most institutions of this type across the U.S. in both urban and rural areas (Hurlburt & 

McGarrah, 2016), it will become increasingly important to understand the factors that influence 

how NTT faculty approach their jobs coupled with the workplace outcomes that these faculty 

expect to achieve (Ott & Cisneros, 2015).   

Camara, O'Connor, Mattern, and Hanson (2015) suggested behavior, such as 

conscientiousness in adults, which includes “level of diligence, effort, organization, self-control, 

and compliance” (pp. 33-34), has an influential role in predicting essential workplace outcomes 

such as job performance.  Understanding the influential factors within the faculty workplace 

outcomes is important because there has been an increasing focus on the importance of high-

quality college instruction, which includes the use of evidence-based teaching practices, as a 

means to help achieve the postsecondary education attainment goals in the U.S. (MacCormack et 

al., 2018).  For faculty within the university setting, the emphasis on workplace outcomes has 

generally been focused upon the tripartite of teaching, research, and service (Theall, 2010).  Non-

tenure-track faculty, however, are generally hired specifically to teach (U.S. Government 

Accountability Office [GAO], 2017), meaning the workplace outcomes for NTT faculty are often 
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measured by their teaching effectiveness and less so, if at all, by research and service (Theall, 

2010).   

Consequently, this study was guided by the recognition that workplace outcomes for 

NTT faculty, who are hired specifically to teach, are generally organized around teaching 

effectiveness.  The study applied the motivational framework of expectancy theory to elucidate 

the factors that motivate NTT faculty to engage in faculty development efforts compared to the 

value that these faculty place on specific intrinsically and extrinsically motivated outcomes.   

In the present study, the researcher examined NTT faculty’s motivations for engaging in 

faculty development to improve their teaching effectiveness, a primary outcome for NTT faculty, 

and achieve expected work outcomes.  Significant attention was given to faculty development as 

a lever for improving teaching practice, and teaching culture which has been shown to support or 

inhibit the engagement of NTT faculty in faculty development efforts to improve teaching 

effectiveness.  Finally, this study presented a process theory of motivation—expectancy theory—

to describe the factors that motivated the NTT faculty to engage in faculty development efforts in 

conjunction with expectancy theory’s connection to the perceived outcomes of participation in 

faculty development. 

Literature Review Strategy 

The present study was designed to focus on the sizable and growing population of NTT 

faculty, which included any full- or part-time faculty not on the tenure line, faculty classified as 

adjunct or contingent, graduate teaching assistants, and any faculty who are contracted on a 

course, annual, or multi-year basis and whose primary purpose is to teach (Kezar & Maxey, 

2012; Sorcinelli et al., 2017).  Exploring NTT faculty motivations to engage in efforts to improve 

teaching began with identifying the most critical elements in the literature pertinent to teaching 

effectiveness, faculty development, and the motivational theories applicable to faculty in a higher 
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education setting.  The first strategy included interviews with subject matter experts familiar with 

NTT faculty development and who had an awareness of faculty motivation; these individuals 

provided guidance on the specialized topics to explore as part of the literature review.  The 

second strategy involved searching scholarly databases, including Academic Search Premier, 

OpenDissertations, eBook Collection (EBSCOhost), Education Source, ERIC, MEDLINE, 

PsycARTICLES, and PsycINFO, for peer-reviewed journal articles and studies that included 

motivational theories in order to explain faculty engagement in teaching and professional 

development with a specific focus on NTT faculty, expectancy theory, and faculty development.  

The third strategy involved accessing research-based white papers from reputable national 

organizations focused on higher education and professional and organizational faculty 

development.  

 
Importance of the Research 

Despite the well-documented evidence that supports the use of effective teaching 

practices, not all faculty use best practices when teaching (Stupnisky et al., 2018).  One possible 

reason faculty may not utilize evidence-based teaching practices is that many have not received 

pedagogical training as part of their formal education, or the training they received did not equip 

them with the effective teaching practices that facilitate good teaching and learning 

(Rowbotham, 2015).  Stupnisky et al. (2018) have suggested motivation may also be an 

important determinant in whether faculty engage in the use of effective teaching practices; 

however, Stupnisky et al. (2018) did not specifically look at NTT faculty, and instead examined 

faculty satisfaction and intrinsic and extrinsic motivation with a focus on institution type.   

Non-tenure-track faculty play a critical instructional role within colleges and frequently 

are assigned to teach mission-critical undergraduate courses on many campuses (Haras, 

Ginsberg, et al., 2017).  Kezar and Sam (2011) noted the existence of preconceived notions about 
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NTT faculty by TT faculty colleagues and educational researchers, notably in the research that 

examined NTT faculty from a deficit perspective and assumed NTT faculty were less committed 

and engaged in their work and also less productive.  Following a review of existent research, Ott 

and Cisneros (2015) observed that NTT faculty were sometimes viewed as paraprofessional 

employees, less qualified than their TT colleagues, and motivated by different aspects of their 

work.  In their review of faculty development practices and research, Haras, Ginsberg, et al. 

(2017) emphasized the critical role that institutions play in equipping all faculty with evidence-

based teaching practices and ensuring that all faculty can achieve and maintain the high levels of 

teaching effectiveness which impact student retention and completion. 

A critical issue in this study was to understand perceptions regarding the aspects that 

impact NTT faculty’s motivation to engage in faculty development efforts and also to uncover 

barriers to their participation in faculty development.  Teaching effectiveness was of particular 

interest as the primary responsibility or workplace outcome of NTT faculty is teaching, or a 

combination of teaching with research or service (Hurlburt & McGarrah, 2016).  The present 

study explored the factors that motivated NTT faculty to engage in faculty development 

activities with the purpose of examining associations between NTT faculty engagement in 

development efforts and the perceptions by NTT faculty that participation leads to particular 

outcomes.  The study further examined the perceived value that NTT faculty placed on the 

expected outcomes that result from faculty development participation. 

 
Teaching Effectiveness 

Teaching effectiveness can be described as the ability of faculty to motivate and facilitate 

student learning (Nilson, as cited in Taylor et al., 2017), and involves the conditions that allow 

faculty to plan for and apply evidence-based teaching practices and engage in continuous 

instructional improvement (Taylor et al., 2017).  Seldin (as cited in Canale, Herdklotz, & Wild, 
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2012) summarized the hallmarks of good teaching as “being well-prepared for class, 

demonstrating comprehensive subject knowledge, motivating students, being fair and reasonable 

in managing the details of learning, and being sincerely interested in the subject matter and in 

teaching itself” (p. 1).   

The evaluation of teaching effectiveness builds on and includes elements from action 

science, which involves a type of proposed intervention, reflective practice, and adult learning 

theory; all of which are designed to help improve teaching practice and maintain faculty 

motivation in support of instructional excellence (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999).  One of the most 

common methods for evaluating the teaching effectiveness of instructors is through formal 

student course evaluations (Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017; Ott & Cisneros, 2015; Stupnisky, Hall, 

Daniels, & Mensah, 2017; Treischl & Wolbring, 2017), followed by peer observation or 

consultation, and which may also include other methods such as teaching portfolios, teaching 

awards, and student progress (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999; Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017; Honeycutt, 

Thelen, & Ford, 2010; Kezar, 2013a; Ott & Cisneros, 2015; Schwartz & Muller, n.d.). 

Often, the assessment of the teaching effectiveness of full-time NTT faculty occurs 

through student evaluations of teaching and teaching appraisals by a department chair (Merritt 

Boyd, 2016).  Adjunct faculty, a specific sub-set of NTT faculty that includes part- and full-time 

contract faculty, often only receive feedback about their teaching effectiveness from student 

evaluations, and the limited opportunities for feedback from department chairs or faculty 

colleagues reduce the opportunities for these faculty to enhance their teaching effectiveness 

(Kezar & Maxey, 2015).  

Evidence-Based Teaching 

Institutions, working with their teaching centers, have a responsibility to ensure that all 

faculty are taught how to use evidence-based teaching practices, which, in turn, produce 
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acknowledged impacts upon student retention and completion rates (Haras, Ginsberg, et al., 

2017).  Numerous scholars have provided definitions for evidence-based teaching practices over 

the years.  In their seminal work on undergraduate education, Chickering and Gamson (1987) set 

forth seven principles for good practice in undergraduate education, which included instruction 

that encourages student and faculty interaction, developing cooperation among students, using 

active-learning techniques, providing prompt feedback, emphasizing time on task, 

communicating high expectations, and respecting diverse talents and ways of learning.  

Stupnisky et al. (2018) also suggested evidence-based teaching practices included well-organized 

class sessions, providing clarity during instruction, giving prompt feedback on student work, 

integrating previously taught material with new concepts, encouraging reflection on course 

material, and facilitating student collaborations.  

In recent years, there have been efforts to create evidence-based teaching frameworks and 

inquiry- and practice-based models centered around the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 

(SoTL).  The Association of College and University Educators (ACUE) has examined over 300 

SoTL citations and engaged with teaching and learning expert scholars to catalog and formalize 

the evidence-based teaching practices demonstrated to improve student achievement into a 

framework for effective teaching practices (MacCormack et al., 2018).  Using the evidence-

based teaching practices cataloged and formalized into its framework, ACUE developed a course 

to help faculty improve their teaching practice through online, cohort-based modules to 

complement the faculty development activities offered by teaching and learning centers at 

colleges and universities (von Hoene et al., 2017).  Another example of an evidence-based 

national faculty development model is Faculty Guild, an online practice platform for faculty 

which is based on the Global Skills for College Completion project at LaGuardia Community 

College in New York.  The Faculty Guild model was created using faculty development experts 
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who developed an online, structured faculty learning community which involves peer analysis 

and reflection upon 20 evidence-based teaching practices (Faculty Guild, 2018).  In the UK, 

several higher education groups collaborated to create The UK Professional Standards 

Framework, a comprehensive set of professional standards for faculty engaged in teaching and 

supporting learning. This nationally recognized framework has allowed UK institutions to 

benchmark the success of their teaching and learning efforts (The Higher Education Academy, 

2011). 

Existing Approaches to Assessing Teaching Effectiveness 

Changes in the professoriate, student demographics, and the postsecondary learning 

environment have led the existing approaches to improving teaching effectiveness to be mostly 

episodic and ineffective in meeting the demands placed on faculty, and on the faculty 

development professionals charged with helping faculty develop their pedagogical skills and 

teaching capacities (Taylor et al., 2017).  The increasing financial and accountability pressures 

facing academic administrators led Miller and Seldin (2014) to examine teaching evaluation 

methods to determine whether contemporary methods for evaluating overall faculty performance 

and faculty teaching performance had changed since Seldin’s seminal work in 1999 on effective 

practices for evaluating college and university faculty performance and teaching outcomes. 

Miller and Seldin (2014) surveyed 410 academic deans at accredited four-year liberal arts 

colleges to identify the considerations exercised by deans to determine faculty promotions in 

rank, tenure, or retention and compared these responses to an earlier survey in 2000.  It is 

important to note that the Miller and Seldin study of academic deans did not specifically inquire 

into the evaluation of NTT versus TT faculty.  For this reason, the results did provide context 

regarding how academic deans thought about teaching evaluations, but could not explicitly 

account for the evaluations of NTT faculty teaching performance.  Table 1 highlights some of the 
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leading methods for evaluating faculty teaching performance used by the academic deans who 

completed the survey and reveals the change in evaluation methods from 2000 to 2010.  

Table 1 

Information Sources Used to Evaluate Teaching Effectiveness 

Information Source 2000 (N = 506) 2010 (N = 401) % Change 
Systematic student ratings 88.1 % 94.2 % 6.1 % 
Chair evaluation 70.4 % 79.1 % 8.7 % 
Self-evaluation 58.7 % 67.6 % 8.9 % 
Dean evaluation 64.9 % 67.6 % 2.7 % 
Classroom visits 40.3 % 60.4 % 20.1 % 
Committee evaluation 46.0 % 52.5 % 6.5 % 
Course syllabi and exams 38.6 % 42.5 % 3.9 % 
Colleagues’ opinions 44.0 % 41.0 % -3.0 % 
Scholarly research/publications 26.9 % 28.0 % 1.1 % 

 
The primary methods for assessing teaching effectiveness, as demonstrated in the SoTL, 

including teaching evaluations, peer observation, and reflective practice, are described in more 

detail in this chapter.  An understanding of the ways in which the teaching effectiveness of NTT 

faculty are assessed was crucial to this study because it could impact the degree to which NTT 

faculty engaged in efforts to improve their teaching and the value they placed on the outcomes of 

faculty development, for example, if the faculty member believed participation in faculty 

development would positively impact how their teaching was assessed. 

Teaching evaluations. Teaching evaluations can often have a dual purpose; evaluations 

may be used positively in a developmental manner to enhance teaching abilities and improve a 

course, or they may be used for administrative purposes.  They may also be used punitively by 

students to punish an instructor when students perceive the instructor as overly rigorous or 

demanding (Canale et al., 2012; Chen & Hoshower, 2003; Honeycutt et al., 2010). 

Teaching evaluations, also referred to as student ratings of instruction (SRI) or student 

evaluations of teaching (SET), are widely used tools by colleges and universities to evaluate the 
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teaching effectiveness of their instructors (Chen & Hoshower, 2003).  The SETs involve 

students' evaluations of faculty performance in the classroom and take into account student 

characteristics, instructor attributes, and institutional and classroom settings (Nowell, Gale, & 

Handley, 2010).  Meyer, Doromal, Wei, and Zhu (2017) state SRIs are “typically norm-

referenced measures such that an instructor’s score takes on meaning by comparing it to the 

scores of other instructors” (p. 546) and which are used to rank order instructors and reward the 

best or reject the worst instructors. 

Peer observation. Increasingly, American colleges and universities are moving beyond 

student evaluations to assess instructors’ teaching effectiveness and instead using summative 

peer reviews as part of the decision-making process with regard to faculty promotions, 

reappointments, tenure, or merit pay (Iqbal, 2013).  Fox and Hackerman (2003) noted that peer 

observation could be a useful tool if and when peer observers are appropriately trained and when 

peer observation is used as a voluntary and informal procedure to guide instructional 

improvement rather than as a tool for making personnel decisions.  Peer observation remains a 

highly sensitive issue, and the mere presence of faculty colleagues observing instruction in the 

classroom setting has been noted to affect the instructional dynamics of a course (Fox & 

Hackerman, 2003).  Peer observation also contains collegial coaching which includes and moves 

beyond observations of classroom teaching to include an instructional consultation involving a 

review of course materials and discussions about teaching practices with peers or trained 

observers (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999).  

Reflective practice. Traditional evaluations of instruction have focused on the collection 

of data rather than its interpretation and have not fully recognized the utility of faculty reflective 

practice, that is, the process of thinking about or reflecting upon a subject with the intention of 

learning from the experience (Winchester & Winchester, 2011).  Reflective practice requires 
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faculty participants within a cohort to implement a new teaching technique then reflect upon 

their practice with peers (Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017).  In the book Taking College Teaching 

Seriously: Pedagogy Matters!, Mellow, Woolis, Klages-Bombich, Restler, and Arca (2015) 

focused on the significance of reflection as an effective teaching practice and suggested that 

faculty reflection was best when organized around a community of practice focused on specific 

teaching and learning goals.  In fact, in some graduate teaching certificate programs, students are 

required to submit written reflections about their experiences of implementing a technique or 

practice learned in a faculty development workshop (Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017).   

Factors that Impact Teaching Effectiveness 

 Teaching effectiveness can be impacted by any number of individual characteristics or 

external moderating factors.  Regarding the teaching improvement efforts of instructors, 

Sorcinelli et al. (2017) noted that the importance of faculty participation in professional 

development is key to an instructors’ adoption of research-tested instructional ideas and 

strategies, but they also cautioned that faculty development is just one of many influences that 

affect faculty members’ approaches to teaching.  In their research on the connections between 

instructional quality, student outcomes, and institutional finances, Brown and Kurzweil (2018) 

examined earlier studies and found that instructor characteristics, such as tenure or full-time 

teaching status, teaching experience, and level of education, had positive impacts upon student 

outcomes, whereas faculty rank and salary had no effect on student outcomes.  Rawn and Fox 

(2018) noted the increasing use of full- and part-time teaching-focused contract faculty and their 

low pay, lack of job security, and limited recognition and ability to participate fully in the 

academic community also had a significant influence upon NTT faculty work. 

Faculty appointment type. Non-tenure-track faculty appointments generally fall into 

two categories: part-time and full-time faculty, although the majority of NTT faculty are part-
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time (Jones et al., 2017).  Non-tenure-track faculty operate on term, annual, or in some cases, 

multi-year contracts with their primary responsibility being teaching (Merritt Boyd, 2016).  Part-

time faculty generally receive contracts on a course-by-course basis (Kezar & Maxey, 2015), 

whereas full-time NTT faculty may receive course, annual, or multi-year contracts with the 

expectation of renewal (Jones et al., 2017).  

Uncertainty about continuous employment. The tenure system in higher education 

affords a certain level of job security to faculty who are tenured or on the tenure track (Merritt 

Boyd, 2016).  Faculty appointments off the tenure track, however, are not privy to the benefits of 

the continuous employment that tenure affords (Boston University, 2010).  The very nature of 

NTT faculty as contingent or contracted for specific teaching assignments leads to uncertainty 

about their future employment, which may have implications for their teaching effectiveness. 

Maxey and Kezar (2015) contended that how NTT faculty are evaluated and the ways in which 

decisions are made about their continued employment may discourage their use of high-impact 

teaching practices.   

Teaching experience. Studies of early- and mid-career faculty suggested that teaching, 

as measured by student evaluations, improves with experience (Hammond & Morgan, 1991).  

McKeachie (as cited in Hammond & Morgan, 1991) found that faculty received their lowest 

average teaching ratings in their first two years of teaching, while Centra and Creech (as cited in 

Hammond & Morgan, 1991) found that faculty earned their highest average teacher ratings in 

years three through 12 of teaching, with little change in the years following.  Studies on 

community college adjunct faculty found that faculty with less than five years of teaching 

experience tended to experience lower levels of teaching efficacy than faculty with six or more 

years of teaching experience at the college level, indicating that as individuals accumulated 

successful teaching experiences, their efficacy and confidence increased (Tyndall, 2017).  
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However, studies have shown mixed results regarding whether the number of years teaching 

does impact upon teaching effectiveness.  A University of Phoenix study of over 30,000 course 

sections found positive changes to student evaluations of teaching were mostly unassociated with 

the instructors' levels of experience (De Vlieger, Jacob, & Stange, as cited in Haras, Taylor, et 

al., 2017).  However, Enochs and Needham (as cited in Tyndall, 2017) found a positive 

correlation between faculty members’ instructional skills and teaching experience and found that 

professional development helped to improve teaching self-efficacy.  

Faculty development. Faculty development lies at the intersection of the three crucial 

pillars of academia, that is, teaching, learning, and research, and specifically, faculty 

development programs and activities traditionally aimed to help individual faculty improve 

teaching use evidence-based practices and improve student learning (Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017).  

Evidence has indicated that when NTT faculty undergo comprehensive, systematized 

professional development, they are more likely to implement teaching practices that are proven 

to produce improved student outcomes (Gyurko et al., 2016), especially when aligned with a 

validated framework for effective teaching and learning (J. Gyurko, personal communication, 

August 28, 2018).  Faculty development assumes various forms based on the level of resources 

an institution commits to the effort.  Thus, faculty development programming, and teaching and 

learning centers exist along a continuum.  For example, a center might be staffed by a part-time 

director who holds a faculty rank with teaching responsibilities, or a center might be staffed with 

multiple full-time employees under the direction of a full-time director dedicated to 

programming and assessment (Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017).   

Types of faculty professional development. Faculty development adopts various formats 

and levels of intensity, and might include “individual consultations, departmental consultations, 

workshops, seminars, conferences, teaching assistant training programs, annual award programs, 
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materials on teaching development, and institutional participation in grants and research on 

teaching and faculty development” (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999, p. 73).  

Assessing the effectiveness of faculty development. Faculty development activities have 

been measured with varying degrees of depth, most often tracking faculty participation in and 

satisfaction with workshops, followed by tracking changes in the instructional practices of 

individual faculty over time, and less often tracking changes in student learning over time (Beach 

et al., as cited in Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017).  As a result of the diverse landscape of teaching and 

learning centers discussed above, confusion exists around the demonstrable outcomes 

institutional leaders should expect.  For this reason, ACE created the Beta Faculty Development 

Center Matrix to help institutional leaders and faculty developers assess their institutional 

commitment to faculty professional development within four key areas: organizational structure, 

center location, resource allocation and infrastructure, and programs and services (Haras, 

Ginsberg, Magruder, & Zakrajsek, n.d.).  The American Council on Education later worked with 

the Professional and Organizational Development Network for Higher Education on a second 

generation of the beta matrix; The Center for Teaching and Learning Matrix was an updated tool 

for institutions to use to assess their faculty development efforts (Collins-Brown et al., 2018). 

Barriers to NTT faculty participation in faculty development. Non-tenure-track faculty 

have experienced limited access to faculty professional development opportunities to improve 

their teaching (Maxey & Kezar, 2015).  Brown and Fuller (2017) identified schedule-induced 

isolation as one factor limiting the ability of NTT faculty to connect with other faculty and also 

limiting the ability of faculty developers to provide them with professional development 

opportunities.  Brooks (2010) noted how blended communities of practice that leveraged face-to-

face and online components helped faculty gain the most out of the professional development 

experience.  Other researchers have supported the need for more scalable, flexible, and online or 
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blended cohort-based faculty professional development (Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017; von Hoene 

et al., 2017).  Blended and online faculty development models complement and augment place-

based faculty development activities that may limit the ability of NTT faculty to participate due 

to schedule-induced isolation or time constraints. 

Institutional policies and practices. In a national study involving 144 universities in the 

U.S., Waltman and August (2007) found NTT faculty were treated differently by their 

institutions with regard to hiring standards and processes, employment terms, compensation, 

benefits, and other professional aspects.  Such organizational policies and standards influence 

“employees’ self-perceptions, success expectations, interpersonal relatedness, trust, efficacy, risk 

taking and innovation and organizational commitment” (Deci, and Swanson & Holton, as cited 

in Hardré & Kollmann, 2012, p. 725).  Gagné and Deci (2005) and Latham (as cited in Hardré & 

Cox, 2009) further suggested that the ways in which institutional policies, practice, and 

expectations are communicated can influence faculty members’ efforts, goals, and performance 

outcomes.  Kezar (2017) has suggested the need to institutionalize a culture of teaching 

excellence in which leaders appropriately incentivize and reward faculty teaching excellence and 

faculty’s use of evidence-based teaching practices, as well as allocate institutional resources to 

develop an infrastructure that supports continuous improvement around teaching. 

Teaching culture. For faculty teaching at a college or university, the work culture may 

be characterized by multiple factors, such as research, teaching, service, administrative and 

programmatic support, and differences in faculty types; all of which may shape the culture 

positively or negatively, or lead to a dominant or subordinate culture (Feldman & Paulsen, 

1999).  Importantly, teaching culture is shaped by the level of visibility and importance that 

senior administrators place on instruction, and on emphasizing an appropriate balance between 

teaching and scholarship (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999).  Clampitt (as cited in Haras, Taylor, et al., 
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2017) noted that within an organizational context, individuals (i.e., faculty in the case of colleges 

and universities) as members of the larger organizational enterprise help to shape the culture, 

while simultaneously being shaped by the culture.   

As the proportion of faculty on campuses is increasingly comprised of NTT faculty, NTT 

faculty are in some cases becoming more empowered through unionization and the emergence of 

more NTT faculty-friendly institutional policies (Merritt Boyd, 2016).  The growing reliance on 

NTT faculty and recent efforts to empower this particular population has resulted in tenured and 

TT faculty witnessing their power and influence diminishing within their institutions and within 

the academy (Waltman & August, 2007).  Nonetheless, Boston University (2010) identified 

several concerns held by NTT faculty concerning the institution's teaching culture, including 

“unequal treatment, under-recognition of their work, lack of opportunities, and apprehension 

about being considered second-class citizens by colleagues within the tenure system” (Boston 

University, 2010, p. 3).   

In one study of NTT faculty perceptions of the teaching culture, Kezar (2013a) 

interviewed 107 NTT faculty in 25 departments across three institutions and identified 

differences in the full- and part-time NTT faculty perspectives on the culture.  Kezar noted that 

both groups tended to agree on the overall perception of the culture, but some full-time NTT 

faculty felt they had built relationships that protected them from the more negative aspects of the 

destructive and neutral cultures that more often plague part-time NTT faculty.  Kezar (2013a) 

described the destructive culture as being characterized by “active disrespect for NTTF 

members” and “elitist in perspective, believing only faculty who have earned a doctorate, 

obtained a TT position, and are awarded tenure are worthy academics” (p. 164).  The neutral 

culture, however, did not involve actively disrespecting NTT faculty, rather NTT faculty “are 

mostly ignored” and “not invited to meetings or acknowledged” by other faculty (p. 168).  
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Relationships with colleagues. Groen, Wilderom, and Wouters (2017) posited that social 

factors have a mediating role in addition to the cognitive and motivational factors in influencing 

an individual’s job performance in so much that significant others (e.g., colleagues and clients, 

whom in higher education may be viewed as students) exert influence over the behavior of an 

employee when that employee believes these individuals have the power to bestow rewards or 

punishments such as stigmatization or rejection.  Generally, employees tend to perform well if 

those they perceive as being their significant others encourage them to perform well (Groen et 

al., 2017).  Although evidence suggests that NTT faculty are satisfied with many aspects of their 

positions, there is some indication that NTT faculty are part of a culture in which they do not feel 

respected by their colleagues and also experience a sense of social and organizational 

marginalization (Alleman, Allen, & Haviland, 2017).  

 
Motivational Theories in the Learning Environment 

In describing an instructor’s commitment to teaching, Wergin (2003) stated motivation is 

a key factor and suggests motivation is driven by individual autonomy, a sense of community, 

recognition, and efficacy.  Stupnisky et al. (2018) offered a definition of faculty motivations for 

teaching which they purported are determined by three basic psychological needs (autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness).  When all three are supported, faculty are autonomously motivated 

to teach, and this motivation results in an increased use of evidence-based teaching practices. 

Several theories have been applied within organizational and training contexts to explain 

the motivation of individuals to perform (Smith, Maxasuriya, Caputi, & Hammer, 2008).  

Contemporary theories of motivation involve beliefs about an individual's competence, measured 

through expectancy of success, self-efficacy, confidence, and self-concept, all of which address 

the critical question “Can I do it?” (Cook & Artino, 2016).  Not all of the contemporary theories 

of motivation, however, address the concept of the value that the individual places on the 
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outcome of competence or an increased ability to perform (Cook & Artino, 2016).  The present 

study sought to understand the factors that motivated NTT faculty to engage in faculty 

development efforts; notably, this study examined the value that individual NTT faculty placed 

on the outcomes of participating in faculty development activities.  The value of the outcomes is 

important because much of the research on NTT faculty has been approached from a deficit 

perspective in which the NTT faculty are lacking in some regard (Kezar & Sam, 2011).  Kezar 

and Sam (2011) have suggested that removing the deficit from the equation allows the researcher 

to focus the questions and framing on the institutional responsibility to support and help NTT 

faculty improve their teaching as opposed to framing the research from a perspective in which 

NTT faculty lack commitment, engagement, or productivity.   

Blumberg and Pringle (as cited in Kezar, 2013a) offered a worker and faculty 

performance framework based on an individual’s “willingness to perform, capacity to perform, 

and opportunity to perform” (p. 155).  This three-factor performance framework by Blumberg 

and Pringle “emphasizes individual traits and characteristics that are important for worker 

performance and also looks at institutional responsibility and structures that are related to 

whether workers can perform optimally” (as cited in Kezar, 2013a, pp. 155-156).  Limited 

research exists on the motivational factors for NTT faculty to engage in teaching improvement 

efforts compared to the outcome of those efforts, and which accounts for the value placed by 

NTT faculty on the outcome of improved teaching effectiveness.   

A Process Theory of Motivation: Expectancy Theory 

Among the various theories of motivation that exist, process theories of motivation are 

particularly applicable to examining faculty motivations to engage in teaching improvement 

efforts because process theories address questions in relation to the whole process, including the 

factors that energize, direct, and sustain behavior (Turcan, 2010).  The benefit of the process 



28 

theories of motivation is that these theories can help to better explain how motivation can be 

sustained over time (Turcan, 2010).  The particular process theory of motivation used in the 

present study is a reconceptulized model of Vroom’s expectancy theory applicable for a 

qualitatitve context.  

Vroom’s expectancy theory is one of the most promising conceptualizations of individual 

motivation (Chen & Hoshower, 2003), and offers a general framework for examining employee 

behavior and understanding motivation in adult populations, ranging from university students to 

secondary and postsecondary instructors (Turcan, 2010).  The expectancy theory approach 

suggests a relationship exists between external standards and internal perceptions, both of which 

inform an individual’s subsequent actions (Hardré & Kollmann, 2012).  Expectancy models are 

especially useful for understanding human motivation because they provide cognitive 

explanations of human behavior that view the individual as an active, thinking, predicting 

creature within an environmental context in which the individual continuously evaluates the 

outcomes (e.g., recognition, rewards, continued employment) of his behavior to subjectively 

assess the likelihood that specific efforts will lead to particular outcomes (Chen & Hoshower, 

2003).   

 

Figure 2. Vroom’s Expectancy Theory Process 

Expectancy theory (see Figure 2) posits that if an individual puts forth a certain degree of 

effort, that effort is perceived as translating into an increase in performance; and the individual’s 
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perception that increased performance leads to a particular desired outcome or reward therefore 

leads the individual to expend the effort because the effort leads to a level of performance which 

the individual believes leads to the valued outcome they expect to achieve (Turcan, 2010). 

Simply put, expectancy theory examines the connections between effort and 

performance, performance and outcomes, and the value of an expected outcome.  In applying 

expectancy theory, three conditions are necessary for motivation to occur: they are expectancy, 

instrumentality, and valence (Turcan, 2010).  Smith et al. (2008) note two major components 

included in Vroom's expectancy model: an individual's expectation that performing a specific act 

will result in a specific outcome (expectancy) and the value the individual places on the outcome 

that results from the increased performance (valence).  Instrumentality is important, but if the 

individual does not place a high enough value on the outcome, instrumentality may not be 

enough to motivate an individual to engage in the effort to achieve a desired level of 

performance. 

In examining employees’ motivations to engage in professional development efforts to 

improve their job performance and effectiveness, Smith et al. (2008) found expectancy theory 

provided a framework within which to understand training motivation, motivation to learn, and 

training effectiveness.  Turcan (2010) applied Vroom’s expectancy theory in a college setting to 

examine whether expectancy theory could predict faculty members’ motivations for using an 

online course management system.  In this study, Turcan (2010) found that expectancy had the 

strongest relationship with faculty’s motivation to use online course management tools and 

expectancy made a significant contribution to the regression model used to predict faculty 

motivation to use online course management tools.  The study also, however, revealed that 

valence and instrumentality were themselves significant motivational factors but were not 
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significant as part of the regression model in predicting faculty motivation to use online course 

management tools.   

An earlier study by Chen et al. (2006) applied expectancy theory to examine the 

motivations of tenured and non-tenured faculty to conduct research.  They found that tenured 

faculty were intrinsically motivated to conduct research whereas non-tenured faculty were 

extrinsically motivated to conduct research.  In the same study, research productivity had the 

highest correlations with research motivation for tenured and non-tenured faculty.  Chen et al. 

(2006) found promotion and tenure to be the most highly valued rewards by NTT faculty 

regardless of their level of research productivity.   

Expectancy theory has been widely used to understand performance among the 

contingent labor force more broadly, with only a few studies including NTT faculty specifically.  

This led Kezar and Sam (2011) to find mixed evidence regarding the use of the expectancy 

theory to explain NTT faculty behavior.  The present study built upon this need for further study 

and research to explore how expectancy theory could be applied to NTT faculty behaviors and 

perceptions concerning the outcomes associated with engaging in faculty development and the 

factors that motivated them to engage in their professional development. 

 
Motivational Aspects of Teaching Effectiveness 

Organizational commitment by faculty has decreased over time, and such diminished 

commitment has been found to impact motivation and involvement, task performance, and the 

adoption of organizational values and priorities (Hardré & Cox, 2009).  Both internal and 

external forces have a significant influence on the faculty role and faculty members' motivation 

(Honeycutt et al., 2010).  In their research on faculty work and performance, Hardré and Cox 

(2009) observed that most studies of faculty work focused on external conditions in order to 

predict faculty productivity, leaving internal mediating processes unexplored.  The present study 
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explored these internal mediators, for example, incongruence between the stated and lived values 

placed on the teaching effectiveness of an institution and the impact this had on NTT faculty’s 

perceptions regarding participating in faculty development efforts.  Hardré and Cox (2009) also 

found that when an employee internalized the organization's values, this internalization produced 

positive motivation and performance, whereas if these values were not internalized then 

motivation was most likely influenced by external factors and possibly reduced the likelihood of 

sustained performance.   

In discussing faculty members’ involvement with and contributions to enhancing 

teaching and learning, Fox and Hackerman (2003) commented that effective teaching should be 

pursued as a scholarly, collaborative effort with departmental colleagues, faculty in other 

departments, and more broadly across disciplines.  To foster effective teaching, Haras, Taylor, et 

al. (2017) imply the environment must support intrinsic motivation and allow faculty to plan, 

apply, and improve upon instructional practices.  Haras, Ginsberg, et al. (2017) advocated for a 

meta-instructional framework that aligns faculty motivation with institutional values and 

supports instructional autonomy without compromising instructional quality, along with a meta-

framework that aligns instructional practices with comprehensive research on motivation and 

adult learning.  A meta-instructional framework is one that enables faculty developers, and 

centers for teaching and learning, “to more consistently create, implement, and study faculty 

learning” and enables faculty “to create, implement, and study course design, instructional plans, 

and individual strategies” (Taylor et al., 2017, p. 76). 

Intrinsic Motivation 

Deci, Kasser, and Ryan (as cited in Stupnisky et al., 2018) noted that when faculty 

motivation is optimal, tha is, intrinsic or autonomous, faculty may be more likely to utilize 

teaching best practices and have a higher level of engagement which may stimulate teaching 
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innovation and excellence.  Gagné et al. (2015) defined intrinsic motivation as “doing an activity 

for its own sake, that is, because it is interesting and enjoyable in itself” (p. 179).  Intrinsic 

motivation is the most autonomous type of motivation and is linked to internal motivators such 

as a desire to be helpful; make a difference in students’ development; interact with students; feel 

a sense of competence; engage in continuous learning; and achieve a sense of autonomy, 

independence, and self-determination (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999).  

Extrinsic Motivation  

Extrinsic motivation requires an instrumentality between the activity and a separable 

outcome, consequently satisfaction comes from achieving the separable outcome and not from 

the activity itself (Gagné & Deci, 2005).  Gagné et al. (2015) defined extrinsic motivation as 

“engaging in the activity for instrumental reasons, such as receiving rewards and approval, 

avoiding punishments or criticism, boosting one’s self-esteem, or reaching a personally valued 

goal” (p. 179).  Extrinsic motivation includes situations in which an individual is conditioned to 

receive external rewards that are linked to performance; in the case of faculty, this may be 

promotion and tenure, pay, professional development, teaching and administrative resources, and 

special privileges (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999).  Deci, Kasser, and Ryan (as cited in Stupnisky et 

al., 2018) proposed that when motivation is extrinsic or controlled, this is sub-optimal, and in 

this case, faculty may choose less effective strategies and pursue the shortest path to achieve the 

intended goal.   

Teaching Efficacy 

Bandura (as cited in Busch, Fallan, & Pettersen, 1998) asserted that self-efficacy, that is, 

one’s belief in one’s ability to successfully execute a specific behavior, has a significant positive 

correlation to motivation and future performance.  When contemplating teaching self-efficacy, 

the term can be applied to the teaching goals college faculty set for themselves and their 
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corresponding teaching practices (Künsting et al., 2016).  Bong and Skaalvik (as cited in 

Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014) explained that “efficacy judgments are not general judgments of 

one's skills and abilities but judgments of what one can do with whatever skills and abilities one 

possesses” (p. 69).  Maddux, Sherer, and Rogers (1982) clarified that whereas self-efficacy 

expectancy concerns one’s beliefs about one's ability to successfully perform a behavior, this is 

independent of outcome expectancy, which is concerned with one’s perceptions of the likelihood 

that certain behavior leads to a specific outcome.  The experiment by Maddux et al. (1982) 

confirmed the independence that exists between self-efficacy expectancy and outcome 

expectancy to affect behavioral changes.  These definitions of self-efficacy in relation to 

expectancy led the researcher in the present study to posit self-efficacy as merely one self-

perceived dimension of competence among other contributing dimensions. 

Dunkin (as cited in Busch et al., 1998) observed differences in how novice and expert 

teachers assessed their teaching effectiveness, their teaching self-efficacy, and the criteria by 

which they evaluated themselves.  The observed difference in self-efficacy between novices and 

experienced instructors was found to be important, because when faculty have stronger self-

efficacy and a positive perception of changes to their teaching practice, they are more likely to 

implement changes to their instructional approach (Condon et al., as cited in Haras, Taylor, et al., 

2017).  Rowbotham (2015) further suggested that the continued practice and implementation of 

these changes by faculty could have a positive impact on self-efficacy and instructional practice.   

A teacher’s sense of self-efficacy and its connection to a sense of autonomy have been 

associated with motivational and emotional work outcomes (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014).  

Condon et al. (2015) have also noted that an individual’s positive perceptions regarding their 

ability to make recommended changes to their teaching is an essential factor in the changing of 

that teaching practice.  In the present study, aligned with the process theory of expectancy which 
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progresses from effort to performance to outcome, the researcher viewed teaching performance, 

efficacy, and autonomy along a process continuum (see Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. Teaching Performance, Efficacy, and Autonomy Process Continuum 

Student Learning 

Faculty accountability for student learning has increased over the past decade and is one 

factor through which institutions and faculty are held accountable (Pallas, Neumann, & 

Campbell, 2017; Rowbotham, 2015).  The 2006 report by the Spellings Commission on the 

Future of Higher Education helped to catalyze an outcomes-based accreditation movement 

whereby regional accreditors required colleges and universities to report on student learning 

outcomes as an important accountability metric (Pallas et al., 2017).  For this reason, examining 

student learning as one of the motivational factors for why NTT faculty teach and engage in 

faculty development efforts was an essential aspect of the present study.  

Nilson (as cited in Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017) suggested that teaching effectiveness is the 

ability to motivate and facilitate student learning.  Brown and Kurzweil (2018) found that 

perceived teaching effectiveness as measured by student evaluations correlated positively with 

student outcomes.  Jankowski (2017), in a paper examining the connections between instruction 

and student outcomes, acknowledged learning as a process of co-constructing understanding and 

arguing for “a mutually shaping relationship between student accomplishment and intentional, 
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scaffolded use of engaging pedagogies such as active, applied, and experiential learning, high-

impact practices, reflection, and timely formative feedback” (p. 1).   

Often, teaching outcomes on student learning occur through student evaluations of 

instruction (Chen & Hoshower, 2003).  However, Fox and Hackerman (2003) stated that 

teaching evaluations cannot be used in isolation, and evaluations should be used with a focus 

upon improving student learning and developing professionally.  Beyond teaching evaluations, 

faculty can demonstrate their accomplishments in fostering student learning by producing 

teaching portfolios and other artifacts that demonstrate their increased interest in teaching and 

which impact on student learning (Fox & Hackerman, 2003; Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017).  

 
Expectancy Theory and Faculty Motivation Constructs 

Expectancy theory is useful in understanding human motivation, and importantly the 

theory has implications for “enhancing employee motivation by altering the individual's effort-

to-performance expectancy, performance-to-reward expectancy, and reward values” (Lunenburg, 

2011, p. 3).  Expectancy-valence motivational models have been extensively researched over the 

years and have been expanded and refined by researchers such as Porter and Lawler in 1968, and 

Pinder in 1987 (Lunenburg, 2011).  Expectancy theory uses extrinsic rewards (e.g., satisfaction 

through salaries, bonuses, commissions, perks, benefits, and cash) and intrinsic motivators (e.g., 

taking pride in one’s work, sense of helping) to explain workplace behaviors (Thomas, as cited 

in Turcan 2010).  Expectancy theory is grounded on the underlying assumptions that people join 

organizations with expectations about their needs and motivations, that behavior is a conscious 

choice, that people want different things from their organizations, and that people will choose 

among alternatives to optimize personal outcomes (Vroom, as cited in Lunenburg, 2011).   

Expectancy theory has been widely used to describe and predict work motivation using a 

monotonic interaction between valence, instrumentality, and expectancy to calculate a 
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motivational force (Reinharth & Wahba, 1975).  Though initially introduced as a quantitative 

tool, expectancy theory has been successfully used in qualitative studies to explain employee 

motivation.  In a qualitative study by Alavi, Moteabbed, and Arasti (2012), the researchers used 

expectancy theory to explain the development of the career orientations of engineering 

professionals at six Iranian companies.  While the Alavi et al. (2012) study did not focus on 

college faculty, it did offer a context for how expectancy theory could be qualitatively used to 

explain employee motivation.  In the Alavi et al. (2012) study, the researchers found that 

perceived competencies played an important role in the expectancy component, external factors 

impacted the instrumentality component, and values and needs played an important role in the 

valence component of the framework.   

Regarding the instrumentality component, Alavi et al. (2012) noted that external factors 

moderated the impact that career anchors had on career orientation, for instance, the 

compensation system and available career ladders for a technical role are external factors that 

may affect one’s orientation from a technical to a managerial role.  A limitation of the Alavi et 

al. (2012) study was that expectancy theory assumes rationality in the decision-making process 

and that future qualitative studies using expectancy theory to explain motivation should account 

for the affective dimensions of motivation.  A key factor to note for the present study was the 

finding by Alavi et al. (2012) that expectancy theory could provide some interpretation of how to 

understand the qualitative data, but expectancy theory could not help account for the affective 

phenomena or other limitations that impact rational decision making in the motivational process.   

Faculty-engaged efforts to improve their teaching effectiveness can also be viewed from 

a job-specific context in which Banerjee et al. (2017) suggested that motivations to transfer 

training (e.g., newly acquired teaching techniques) necessitate an individual to possess the drive 

or inspiration to apply the knowledge gained from formal or informal learning to a job-specific 
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context (e.g., implementing a new teaching technique in the classroom).  Huczynski and Lewis 

(as cited in Banerjee et al., 2017) noted that the motivation to transfer this training was higher 

when individuals valued the outcome or had a specific objective for engaging in the training.  

The present study sought to examine NTT faculty motivation to engage in faculty development 

activities and understand the value that NTT faculty members placed upon the outcome of 

engaging in the effort, for which transferring training in order to improve teaching practice was 

one possible outcome. 

Expectancy 

An essential aspect of employee performance measurement and job performance includes 

the employee’s perceived control over performing well and the belief that performance will lead 

to a particular outcome.  A central tenet in Vroom’s expectancy theory is that expectancy is a 

momentary belief or perception of the probability that performing in a certain way will lead to a 

particular outcome (Desimone, Werner, & Harris, as cited in Turcan, 2010; Groen et al., 2017).  

In describing expectancy, Pinder (as cited in Turcan, 2010) stated that if an individual believes 

an outcome is achievable, s/he is then more motivated to try to achieve the outcome; this level of 

expectancy is a determinant of the effort the individual will exert to achieve the outcome.  In her 

study of faculty members’ use of online course management tools, Turcan (2010) found that 

expectancy had a strong and significant relationship with faculty members’ motivation to use 

online course management tools and was a significant predictor of faculty’s motivation to use the 

same tools.  In the case of NTT faculty, Vroom’s expectancy theory would suggest a faculty 

member will be motivated to participate in faculty development or other teaching improvement 

efforts only if engaging in these efforts is perceived to have instrumentality (e.g., result in 

performance improvement or increased teaching effectiveness that is believed to lead to a 
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particular outcome), and only if the faculty member places value on the outcome that results 

from the effort to perform. 

Instrumentality 

Instrumentality is an association between outcomes; it accounts for an individual’s 

perception of the probability that a given level of achieved task performance will lead to various 

work outcomes (Lunenburg, 2011; Turcan, 2010).  Instrumentality can range between an 

individual perceiving no likelihood that achieving a certain performance level leads to attaining a 

specific outcome to an individual perceiving a strong likelihood that achieving a certain 

performance level, for instance, effective teaching, leads to attaining a specific outcome 

(Lunenburg, 2011).  In the present study, instrumentality was applied as a theoretical underlying 

concept to explain the perceived behaviors and actions of NTT faculty regarding their 

engagement in faculty development efforts.   

Leaders can positively impact instrumentality by increasing individuals’ beliefs that good 

performance will result in valued rewards, and by creating a direct linkage between the desired 

performance and the anticipated outcome or reward desired by the employee (Lunenburg, 2011).  

Lunenburg (2011) further stated that employees need to see the rewards process at work; in 

essence, the actions and words of management need to be aligned.  Rewards may be actual or 

monetary, or they can be symbolic (Markham, Dow, & McKee, as cited in Lunenburg, 2011).  

As previously stated, Turcan (2010) applied expectancy theory to explain faculty members’ 

motivation to use online course management tools and found that although instrumentality was a 

significant factor independently, it was not a significant predictor of motivation.  In the present 

study, instrumentality is best considered as the individual’s perception that successfully 

achieving a certain level of performance leads to a desired outcome; for example, working at 

being a better teacher would lead to better teaching evaluations and better teaching evaluations 
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would lead to continued employment, for example, if continued employment was the expected 

outcome of better teaching evaluations and also valued by the individual (T. Zakrajsek, personal 

communication, June 30, 2018).  

Valence 

Valence signifies the value an individual places on an outcome and is affected by an 

individual’s needs, goals, values, and preferences.  Turcan (2010) noted an important distinction, 

that is, valence is affective and refers to one’s affective or emotional orientation toward a 

particular outcome; it is not based on the actual value of the outcome.  Vroom (as cited in 

Turcan, 2010) stated that discrepancies between a desired outcome and the actual level of 

satisfaction might arise; for example, an employee may perform their job satisfactorily in order 

to achieve a certain performance level to gain a promotion, but it does not necessarily mean that 

the employee is satisfied with their job.  In Turcan’s (2010) study examining faculty members’ 

motivation to use online course management tools, the analyses indicated that valence was not a 

significant predictor of motivation, but that independently it was a significant factor.  In this 

regard, Lunenburg (2011) suggested that leaders might increase the expected value of the 

rewards resulting from the desired performance at the same time as taking care to recognize that 

not all employees desire the same rewards.  

 
Summary 

The literature review has provided context for the importance of studying the ballooning 

population of faculty who are off the TT, and who are generally contracted with their primary 

responsibility as teaching.  Given the nature of NTT faculty and their teaching role, these faculty 

substantially impact student learning outcomes and success.  As NTT faculty are positioned to 

have a significant impact on student outcomes, colleges and universities must invest in preparing 

their teaching faculty with the pedagogical skills and evidence-based teaching practices 
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necessary to positively impact upon students.  This is generally achieved through faculty 

development in centers for teaching and learning at colleges and universities, online faculty 

development programs such as the ACUE Course and Faculty Guild, teaching and learning 

conferences such as the Lilly Conferences, and through organizations such as the Professional 

and Organizational Development Network for Higher Education and National Institute for Staff 

and Organizational Development.  However, the mere availability of faculty development and 

teaching improvement resources does not mean NTT faculty will avail themselves of these 

resources, and if they do avail themselves, that they will necessarily implement improvements in 

their teaching.  

There are many gaps in the literature surrounding NTT faculty, in part because this group 

is not readily identifiable and comprises part- and full-time faculty who work on a contract basis, 

and may work at multiple institutions, thus it is not always easy to secure their involvement.  

Other studies on faculty motivations to teach have examined motivation from a purely intrinsic 

or extrinsic perspective, have focused solely on TT faculty, or on part-time or full-time NTT 

faculty, or examined motivations based on institutional type or discipline.  A gap exists 

specifically around understanding the motivations of NTT faculty to engage in faculty 

development efforts, and explicitly making connections between expectancy, instrumentality, 

and valence.   

In the present study, the researcher sought to use the expectancy theory of motivation to 

examine and explain the factors that motivated NTT faculty to engage in efforts to improve their 

teaching practice.  The researcher sought to understand how NTT faculty perceived their 

engagement in faculty development efforts was a lever for improving their performance, that is, 

teaching practice (expectancy), to understand their perceptions regarding the likelihood that 

improved performance led to specific outcomes or rewards (instrumentality), and to expose the 
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value that NTT place on outcomes related to participating in faculty development efforts 

(valence).  The outcomes of the present study sought to provide information for academic leaders 

about the factors that motivated and inhibited NTT faculty participation in faculty development, 

as well as understand how NTT faculty valued teaching improvement efforts and the associated 

outcomes of those efforts.   

  



42 

CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 
This study sought to understand the factors that motivated NTT faculty to engage in 

faculty development efforts.  The researcher’s intention was to explore NTT faculty motivation 

using the elements of expectancy, instrumentality, and valence using a highly utilized and well-

regarded expectancy theory of motivation—Vroom's expectancy theory—to understand how 

particular intrinsic outcomes (e.g., improved teaching self-efficacy and improved student 

outcomes) and extrinsic outcomes (e.g., recognition, teaching culture, and continued 

employment) as perceived by NTT faculty impacted upon their motivation to engage in faculty 

development.  The present study offers a deeper understanding of the perceptions held by NTT 

faculty about the value of and resulting outcomes from participating in faculty development 

efforts.  Findings from the present study may provide academic leaders with important 

information to aid in the design and development of effective faculty development efforts that 

are aligned with outcomes valued by NTT faculty.   

 
Qualitative Research Design 

Given the phenomenological nature of this study, the researcher employed a qualitative 

approach to conduct semi-structured interviews followed by an expert scholar-practitioner focus 

group.  The qualitative design and interviews included open-ended questions about faculty 

development efforts, perceived outcomes or rewards for participating in faculty development, 

and motivating factors and barriers to NTT faculty participation in faculty development.  The 

focus group was used to clarify the themes identified from the in-depth interviews.  In the study, 

the researcher used the elements of expectancy theory to understand how each of them impacted 

upon the motivation of NTT faculty to engage in faculty development efforts and to identify 
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themes concerning the outcomes that motivated NTT faculty participation in faculty 

development.  The researcher conducted qualitative research to answer the following research 

questions:  

RQ1: How do the elements of expectancy, instrumentality, and valence intersect  

with NTT faculty members’ motivation to engage in faculty development efforts? 

RQ2: What do NTT faculty perceive to be the most significant demotivating factors to 

participation in faculty development efforts? 

 
Target Population 

The present study was explicitly limited to NTT faculty, which included any full- or part-

time faculty not on the tenure line, faculty classified as adjunct or contingent, graduate teaching 

assistants, and any faculty who were contracted on a course, annual, or multi-year basis and 

whose primary purpose was to teach (Kezar & Maxey, 2012; Sorcinelli et al., 2017).  Further, the 

study only included part- and full-time NTT faculty teaching within the eighteen months that 

preceded the invitation to participate in the study.  The target population for the present study 

was comprised of NTT faculty who taught primarily at public regional comprehensive 

universities in the Western United States.  The institutions represented in the study were all 

classified as Master’s Colleges and Universities with a high or very high undergraduate 

enrollment profile as determined by the institution’s Carnegie Classification designation.  The 

sampling plan aligned with the key qualitative elements recommended by Moser and Korstjens 

(2018) which include the deliberate sampling of a small population; the emergence of a sample 

population that could change during the study process, that is, the inclusion or exclusion criteria 

might change; the sample being determined by conceptual requirements and not necessarily the 

representativeness of the population; and the sampling plan being appropriate when the 

population is sufficient to fully understand the phenomenon being researched.  
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The researcher attempted to limit participation to part-time NTT faculty, specifically, to 

focus on faculty who were contracted primarily to teach undergraduate courses in programs not 

classified by the researcher as professional programs or specialized disciplines.  The researcher 

attempted to exclude part-time NTT faculty from the following professional programs and 

specialized disciplines: accounting and finance, allied health, engineering, film and media 

studies, hospitality, law, medical, nursing, real estate, and teacher credentialing.  In the study, the 

researcher intended to study part-time NTT faculty whose typology aligned with what Fuller, 

Brown, and Smith (2017) termed involuntary part-time faculty, those classified as aspiring 

hopefuls or involuntary freelancers, which also includes road scholars.  The rationale for 

attempting to exclude part-time NTT faculty from professional programs and specialized 

disciplines was to exclude much of what Fuller et al. (2017) deemed to be voluntary part-time 

faculty.  The exclusion of voluntary part-time faculty was based on research which has exposed 

noticeable differences between involuntary and voluntary part-time faculty regarding their 

perceived work satisfaction, relationships with and respect from colleagues, and job 

advancement and security (Eagan, Jaeger, & Grantham, 2015).  For this reason, the researcher in 

the present study wanted to gain a clearer sense of a particular faculty type given the notable 

differences among key workplace outcomes noted by Eagan et al. (2015).  Table 2 offers 

definitions of the voluntary and involuntary part-time faculty typologies.  Although the 

researcher sought to recruit part-time involuntary faculty, the researcher did not exclude full-time 

NTT lecturers, adjuncts, and professors operating on course, annual, or multi-year contracts that 

were recruited by faculty developer colleagues. 

Human Subject Considerations 

To comply with the applicable federal laws and regulations on the protection of human 

subjects, the pre-interview survey, semi-structured interview questions, and interview protocol 
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were submitted to and approved by the Human Subjects Review Committee at Wilmington 

University (Appendix A).   

Table 2 

The NTT Part-Time Faculty Typology (Fuller et al., 2017) 

Voluntary Part-Time Faculty 

Graduate students Individuals working toward a graduate or terminal degree who teach 
part-time as part of an award package or to gain experience. 

Outside specialists Individuals employed full-time outside the academy who teach part-time; 
usually, experts in their field sought out for their experience and not 
interested in teaching full-time. 

Voluntary 
freelancers 

Individuals who choose part-time teaching and combine it with other 
part-time employment opportunities. This also includes individuals who 
voluntarily teach part-time and do not have other employment. 

Career enders Individuals retired from a full-time career within or outside the academy 
who now seek to teach part-time to remain current in their field, have a 
love for teaching, or view part-time teaching as a transition to retirement. 

Involuntary Part-Time Faculty 

Aspiring hopefuls Individuals who have recently completed their degree and teach part-
time because it is the best opportunity available; includes individuals 
beginning an academic career who have not found full-time employment. 

Involuntary 
freelancers 

Individuals who combine part-time teaching with other part-time non-
teaching employment; may include road scholars.  

Road scholars Individuals who combine part-time teaching at more than one institution; 
resembles a full-time teaching career without the benefits of full-time 
academic work.  

 

Limitations 

The limitations inherent within this study stemmed from the limited availability of the 

resources necessary to conduct a larger-scale national study.  The limitations of the study 

included:  

1) The study population was limited to NTT faculty teaching at public universities in the 

Western United States where the researcher had colleagues involved in leading their 

campus’ faculty development efforts. 
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2) The study only included NTT faculty who were identified and recruited for the study 

by a faculty development professional previously known to the researcher.    

3) The NTT faculty in the study taught at universities within which faculty were 

represented by a union with a collective bargaining agreement (CBA) in place that 

covered both TT and NTT faculty.  This may have impacted upon how respondents 

perceived the relationships between engagements in instructional improvement efforts 

and the expected outcomes. 

4) Owing to the non-random convenience sampling and snowball sampling techniques 

used, there could have been intentional or unintentional bias regarding the 

participants recruited for the study. 

5) Due to the qualitative nature of the study and limited population of 15 NTT faculty, 

the results were not generalizable but could be useful for academic leaders and 

faculty developers working with NTT faculty at Master’s Colleges and Universities 

with a high or very high undergraduate enrollment profile, as determined by the 

institution’s Carnegie Classification designation, and where faculty are unionized. 

 
Delimitations 

The delimitations inherent within this study included the choice by the researcher to limit 

the target population to NTT faculty who had taught at least one class in the previous eighteen 

months at a public regional comprehensive university in the Western United States where the 

researcher had pre-existing relationships with faculty development professionals.  This decision 

could have excluded a segment of the NTT faculty population who taught sporadically or who 

had taught at other colleges and universities within the preceding eighteen months but who did 

not teach at one of the particular universities included in the study during that time.  

Additionally, the researcher attempted to exclude part-time NTT faculty who taught in 
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professional programs or specialized disciplines and whom the researcher considered to be 

voluntary part-time faculty, as classified in Table 2. 

 
Assumptions 

The researcher assumed that the respondents were honest and candid in their responses 

concerning their perceptions of engagement in faculty development efforts and the associated 

outcomes.  To promote honest and candid responses, the researcher assured the respondents that 

their responses would not be identifiable or personally attributed to them.  The researcher also 

explained the purpose of the study and how he hoped the findings from the study might 

positively impact future practice for faculty development professionals and faculty affairs 

policies at higher education institutions.  

The researcher was also aware of potential biases that might stem from his experience as 

a voluntary part-time NTT faculty member (a self-identified outside specialist in the faculty 

typology in Table 2) and from directing an effective teaching practice and research agenda at a 

large national higher education association representing campus leaders.  The researcher was 

confident that any biases would minimally impact the outcomes of the research because the 

interviews were recorded and transcribed and a transparent coding process was used, along with 

a follow-up focus group consisting of faculty development scholar-practitioners.  The researcher 

believes his experience and professional perspective working at a national higher education 

reform level and as an adjunct faculty benefit his interpretation of the findings. 

 
The Delphi Study Approach 

Given that the present study was phenomenological, it was essential to the researcher that 

the study design allowed for the flexibility to learn from the study experience in real time and 

make adjustments based upon what the researcher learned during the course of the study process.  
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A Delphi study seemed most appropriate in this case as the researcher was not applying 

expectancy theory quantitatively to determine the motivation force.   

The Delphi study approach allowed for the continuous engagement of the study 

participants with expert knowledge of the issue and an iterative data collection process which 

might include providing summary feedback to the participants throughout the data collection 

process and might also involve introducing different perspectives to enable the participants to 

refine their own views and move toward consensus (Maxey & Kezar, 2016).  This approach also 

granted the researcher some subjectivity with regard to making expert judgments when there was 

incomplete knowledge of a problem or a lack of consensus around an outcome (Maxey & Kezar, 

2015).  Rowe, Frantz, and Bozalek (2013) noted the benefits of using a Delphi study in cases in 

which the researcher needs to attain an agreement on a shared understanding of a nebulous topic 

and relies on data gathered from domain experts, when there are no clear criteria to define the 

nature of the expert participants.  In the case of the present study, the intended research outcome 

of understanding how faculty development outcomes motivated or inhibited NTT faculty’s 

engagement in efforts to improve teaching was nebulous and was impacted by takeaways learned 

throughout the study and from the NTT faculty and faculty development practitioner 

participants.  

Delphi studies may take on various forms based on the intended scope and outcome of 

the research.  For example, a Policy Delphi study includes iterative rounds of surveys where 

experts or stakeholders respond to a specific problem or issue in order to disclose the range of 

perspectives that exist regarding the problem or issue (Maxey & Kezar, 2015).  Another variation 

is to amend one or more of the conventional Delphi study’s characteristics or processes (e.g., 

interchange surveys and interviews, conduct fewer or additional rounds of questioning, or change 

the nature of the researcher-participant interaction); this Modified Delphi approach preserves the 
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goals and maintains the benefits of the Delphi technique (Maxey & Kezar, 2015; 2016).  Table 3 

provides an overview of the characteristics and processes of various Delphi study approaches.   

Modified Policy Delphi Technique 

As the researcher had previously researched and worked closely with faculty 

development practitioners and scholars to understand the impacts and outcomes of faculty 

development programming, a modified policy Delphi technique was used so that the researcher 

could contextualize the participants’ interview responses and probe other contextual and 

environmental factors known to the researcher.  In addition, the thematic outcomes of the 

interviews were discussed with a focus group of faculty development scholar-practitioners.  This 

approach involved a mix of non-random convenience and snowball sampling, conducting a pre-

interview survey, individual phone interviews, and establishing a faculty development scholar-

practitioner focus group to further clarify the themes identified within the interviews.   

Non-random convenience sampling. The researcher used a non-random convenience 

sampling technique to engage five existing faculty development practitioner colleagues from 

public regional comprehensive universities in the Western United States to assist with the study.  

The faculty development colleagues were recruited via an invitation email (see Appendix B).  

The faculty development practitioners were informed that they would not be identified 

personally in the study and that any personally identifiable information would remain 

confidential, and a pseudonym would be used to attribute any comments to them.  The researcher 

also affirmed that the faculty developers would not publicly identify or attribute participation in 

the study to any individual they referred to the study.   
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Table 3 

Delphi Study Characteristics 

 Conventional Delphi 
(Maxey & Kezar, 2016) 

Policy Delphi 
(Maxey & Kezar, 2016) 

Change-oriented Delphi 
(Maxey & Kezar, 2016) 

Modified Policy Delphi 
(Present Study) 

Main 
purpose 

Future forecasting; develop 
consensus on a problem. 

Draws out opposing views 
about a problem; reveal a 
range of possible policy 
alternatives. 

Solve a complex social or 
natural problem 
collectively. 

Understand the range of 
factors that impact faculty 
motivation to engage in 
professional development. 

Process Participants purposefully identified and recruited; 
multiple, iterative rounds of surveys administered. 
Structured feedback to participants between survey 
rounds to distill ideas.  

In-person meetings; 
additional resources; 
stakeholders help design 
the survey or meetings; 
much longer process.  

Non-random convenience 
sampling; snowball 
sampling; pre-interview 
survey; phone interviews; 
practitioner focus group. 

Type of 
participants 

Homogenous expert group 
with specialized expert 
knowledge of the topic. 

Experts engaged; benefit 
comes from heterogeneous 
group to support the 
identification of multiple 
perspectives; participants 
are practitioners or those 
impacted by the policies. 

Intentionally involves 
people positioned to 
address the problem or 
situation and implement 
solutions.  

Heterogeneous group; 
NTT faculty and faculty 
developers; both groups 
impact and are impacted 
by policies and practices 
that shape the outcome.   

Sample size Varies, but often between 
30-60 participants. 

Varies based on scope and 
resources availability; 
typically, larger population 
is due to expanded scope. 

Larger samples to 
represent more diverse sets 
of stakeholders. 

Fifteen faculty members 
and three faculty 
development expert 
practitioners. 

Intended 
outcome 

Consensus on a likely 
future outcome to inform 
strategic plan or direction. 

Understand range of views 
about an issue or problem 
and potential solutions; 
participants are generally 
not engaged in the 
decision-making process. 

Series of solutions for 
actual implementation. 

Institutional policy and 
practice recommendations 
for academic leaders; 
impact practice, policies, 
or structural issues. 
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Snowball sampling. A snowball sampling technique was then used within which each 

faculty development practitioner colleague (“faculty developer”) was asked to identify five NTT 

faculty at their institution, or in their network of NTT faculty within the public university system, 

who met the target population criteria specified in the study protocol.  In identifying the five 

potential NTT faculty participants, faculty developers were asked to recruit a diverse spread of 

faculty who represented different ages, gender identities, races or ethnicities, years of teaching 

experience at the college level, and varying levels of engagement with faculty development, and 

to attempt to recruit faculty with the following characteristics: 

1) A full-time NTT faculty member working on an annual or multi-year contract. 

2) An involuntary part-time faculty member.  However, individuals classified as 

voluntary part-time faculty were not excluded from participating in the study.  The 

part-time faculty typologies are explained in Table 2 in this chapter. 

3) If teaching part-time, primarily teaching lower-division courses outside of 

professional programs and specialized disciplines as classified by the researcher.  

These included: accounting and finance, allied health, engineering, film and media 

studies, hospitality, law, medical, nursing, real estate, and teacher credentialing. 

Once a faculty developer identified potential NTT faculty participants, the developer asked each 

of the potential study participants to complete the pre-interview survey which also included 

information about the study and the informed consent.  To minimize any faculty feeling coerced 

into participating, this method allowed NTT faculty recruited by the faculty developer colleagues 

to opt-in to participating and sharing their information as opposed to their information being 

shared with the researcher first, which would have required faculty to opt-out of participation 

after being contacted by the researcher.  Four of the five faculty developers contacted agreed to 

help recruit study participants.  After the first round of recruitment, the researcher had obtained 



52 
 

ten respondents.  As not enough survey responses had been received, the researcher asked the 

four faculty developers to recruit an additional two or three NTT faculty to participate in the 

study.  The faculty developer colleagues invited a total of 25 part-time and two full-time NTT 

faculty to participate in the study.  The snowball sampling technique resulted in a total of 15 

NTT faculty—two full-time and 13 part-time—who were referred to and participated in the 

study.  The study population of 15 individuals aligned with the recommendation by Creswell (as 

cited in Groenewald, 2004) that phenomenological research should include in-depth interviews 

with up to 10 people.  The researcher also reached saturation, that is the interviewees did not 

introduce new topics or perspectives for further exploration, with 15 participants, which was 

more than the two to 10 participants Boyd (as cited in Groenewald, 2004) recommends as 

sufficient to reach saturation in a phenomenological study.  

Pre-interview survey. An online pre-interview survey (see Appendix C) was used to 

collect necessary information about the participants that would be useful for analyzing the 

results, drawing conclusions, and identifying themes within the responses across all the 

participants.  The pre-interview survey was built and administered using a paid version of 

Cognito Forms, an online form building service that utilizes secure socket layer protection to 

safeguard the data entered into its forms and to protect the user data stored on the server.  Four of 

the 15 respondents were unable to access the survey link due to IP restrictions on their campus 

networks, so the researcher sent the questions via email and asked the respondents to reply to the 

email with their responses and acknowledgment of the informed consent.  

The pre-interview survey was also used to inform the participants about the purpose and 

goals of the study, the expected time commitment required to complete a pre-interview survey 

(5-10 minutes) and participate in a single phone interview (45-60 minutes) and also included 

information about the study protocol and human subject considerations.  An informed consent 
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statement was included in the pre-interview survey in which the participants were notified that 

the phone interviews would be recorded and outlined how participants’ information including 

any electronic, virtual, and recorded correspondence would be used, stored, disseminated, and 

subsequently destroyed.  The participants were informed that their identities, including name, 

institutional affiliation, or any other personally identifiable information, would be anonymized 

and that a pseudonym would be used to present their shared experiences. 

In the pre-interview survey, all NTT faculty were asked about their motivation regarding 

attaining a TT position, and part-time NTT faculty were asked to self-identify with a descriptive 

statement aligned with one of Fuller et al. (2017) involuntary part-time faculty typologies.  

Respondents were also asked to provide information about their employment status (full- or part-

time), faculty appointment type (course, annual, or multi-year contract), academic discipline, 

highest degree earned, years of teaching experience at the college level, and gender identity.  The 

purpose of the pre-interview survey was to ensure that the phone interview time could be used to 

focus on questions about faculty development engagement and expected outcomes.  This allowed 

the researcher to focus on the interview questions aligned with expectancy, instrumentality, and 

valence, as opposed to asking about demographic information or other moderator variable data 

that were captured in the pre-interview survey. 

Interview guide. The researcher developed an interview guide (see Appendix D) which 

included the interview questions that the researcher intended to ask the participants and served as 

a roadmap for conducting individual 45-60-minute recorded phone interviews with each NTT 

faculty participant in the study.  The interview questions were generated from a review of the 

existent literature on NTT faculty motivation, faculty professional development, and NTT 

faculty outcomes.  The interview guide, including the pre-interview questions and the phone 

interview questions, was reviewed by three subject matter experts familiar with NTT faculty, 
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faculty development, and qualitative research to ensure that the questions were appropriate for 

the intended population and the aim of the study. 

Although the interview guide was structured along the four elements of engagement, 

outcomes, effort, and performance, the researcher observed that the respondents were addressing 

performance in their answers to the questions about expected outcomes and effort.  For this 

reason, after the first three interviews, the researcher embedded the performance-related 

questions in the interview guide into the conversation that ensued from the respondents’ answers 

to the outcome questions.  The researcher also focused more attention on questions related to the 

respondents’ personal outcomes as it became apparent from the interviews early on that 

respondents were returning to personal outcomes and broader social and equity issues around 

NTT faculty experiences even when the questions were geared towards professional outcomes.  

These changes were aligned with the intent of the modified policy Delphi technique which 

Maxey and Kezar (2016) noted allows the researcher to use an iterative data collection process 

and to introduce new or different perspectives that enable participants to reflect on their 

responses and refine their views to move toward consensus. 

Focus group. Following a thematic review of the transcribed participant interviews and 

qualitative analysis using the researcher’s intuition, the researcher conducted a focus group with 

the same three faculty development expert practitioners who had initially reviewed and validated 

the questions in the pre-interview survey and interview guide so the researcher could receive 

their feedback and perspectives on the themes that had emerged from the content analysis.  

 
Data Collection and Instrumentation 

The data sources used to collect information about the participants in the study included 

written responses to the pre-interview survey, audio recordings and transcriptions of the 

participant interviews, field notes, and notes from the faculty development scholar-practitioners.   
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The phone interviews were recorded using the Rev Voice Recorder application on the 

iPhone.  A backup recording of the interviews was made using the QuickTime audio recording 

application on MacBook.  The Rev Voice Recorder service ensured the security and 

confidentiality of the audio recording and transcription files by using TLS 1.2 encryption on all 

files.  The company requires all of its transcriptionists to sign strict confidentiality agreements 

and all files are stored privately and deleted upon the client’s request. 

Before each transcription, a pseudonym was assigned to the participant in the recording, 

and each study participant was referred to in any transcribed materials by their assigned 

pseudonym.  Following the transcription, the researcher removed any of the participants’ 

personally identifiable information from the written record of the interview.  The digital audio 

files and digital transcription files were stored by the researcher in a password-protected 

encrypted folder on the researcher’s cloud-based Dropbox storage account.  The files were stored 

in a backup location in a password-protected, encrypted folder on the researcher’s personal 

computer hard drive.  The researcher used Microsoft Excel to classify the transcribed interview 

data into deductive and inductive code groups based on the literature review and the researcher’s 

existing knowledge of faculty professional development and faculty affairs.  

 
Data Analysis 

Thematic analysis was used to identify common factors or elements around NTT faculty 

motivation to engage in faculty development and to understand the expected outcomes associated 

with faculty development participation.  Thematic analysis involves searching for themes that 

emerge from qualitative research and which surface through carefully reading and re-reading the 

data in order to recognize patterns which develop into themes and become the categories for 

analysis (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006).  The researcher used a process of thematic coding 

that involved pre-determining themes based on the researcher’s analysis of the literature and his 
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past and current research on the subject matter (deductive coding) as well as inductive coding, or 

identification of the themes that emerged from the interviews with the participants (Fereday & 

Muir-Cochrane, 2006).   

The researcher created a codebook (see Appendix E) with pre-identified words and 

phrases based on the existing research surrounding faculty development outcomes, NTT faculty 

characteristics, and teaching effectiveness, and based on questions within the interview guide.  

Three subject matter experts reviewed the original codebook before conducting interviews.  

Using deductively and inductively coded themes, the researcher chose to manually code the data 

from the interview transcripts to identify themes aligned with the stated propositions.  The 

manual coding process led the researcher to eliminate some of the pre-identified deductive codes 

and identify and inductively code emergent themes not initially identified in the research 

proposal.  The updated codebook (Appendix F) included the addition of inductive codes related 

to personal and social outcomes, and the researcher re-categorized the deductive codes from 

effort, performance, outcomes, and engagement, to expectancy, instrumentality, valence, and 

barriers.  Following the thematic analysis of the interview results, the researcher used the 

elements of Vroom’s expectancy theory to interpret the participants’ responses in order to 

explain motivation using the constructs of expectancy, instrumentality, and valence.  The final 

Excel codebook which reflected the participants’ responses was sent to an external faculty 

development expert and the dissertation committee chair for review. 

Based on the highly contextualized nature of the interviews and the importance of 

behavioral cues that the researcher observed during the interviews, some context was not 

available in the transcribed interview text, so an external coder would have missed paralanguage 

cues, which the Cambridge dictionary refers to as “the ways in which people show what they 

mean other than by the words they use, for example by their tone of voice, or by making sounds 
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with the breath.”  Instead, the researcher validated the interview findings through a focus group 

that involved sharing the themes with three teaching and learning scholar-practitioner subject 

matter experts (SMEs) who engaged in a sense-making process to further clarify some of the 

ambiguous or anomalous findings.   

 
Summary 

Research suggests people make choices about the level at which they perform based on 

the level of performance that leads to the best possible outcomes they can expect to achieve.  

This research sought to better understand why NTT faculty engaged in faculty development, 

their perceptions about the outcomes of faculty development, and the outcomes NTT faculty 

expected to realize as a result of their participation in that development.  The researcher also 

intended to draw out NTT faculty’s experiences of engaging in faculty development and their 

perceptions of this development as it related to their teaching effectiveness.  The modified policy 

Delphi technique allowed the researcher to present the study results and offer practical 

applications for faculty development professionals and academic leaders seeking to better align 

NTT faculty development expectations and outcomes with the perceived value that NTT faculty 

place on those outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 
Introduction 

This study explored the perceptions of 15 NTT faculty teaching primarily at public, 

regional, comprehensive universities in the Western United States.  The interviews lasted 

between 25 and 47 minutes each and occurred over a period of seven weeks.  The study explored 

the factors that motivated NTT faculty to engage in faculty professional development activities, 

revealed the outcomes that NTT faculty expected to realize as a result of participating in faculty 

development, and identified the barriers and challenges to participating in faculty development.  

Within this study, faculty development included any efforts facilitated by a campus teaching and 

learning center that aimed to equip instructors with knowledge, skills, techniques, or other 

supports to enhance teaching and learning.   

The study findings demonstrated that the NTT faculty involved in the study were 

extremely committed to improving the learning experience and outcomes of their students.  To 

this end, the highest priority of the respondents was to improve their teaching through gaining a 

better understanding of pedagogy and acquiring knowledge, skills, and techniques to improve the 

teaching and learning experience and improve student outcomes – with the former helping them 

to achieve the latter.  There was also a strong desire to build a community with other faculty 

whose primary focus was teaching; this was highly valued, that is, valence was high.  However, 

instrumentality, that is, the NTT faculty’s perception that such a community developed as a 

result of faculty development, was only moderately sufficient.  In addition, a consistent lever for 

engaging in faculty development for the respondents was to enhance their ability and efficacy in 

using technology in the classroom, namely to better understand how to utilize the institution’s 

learning management system.  The respondents noted that although they enjoyed and benefited 
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from their faculty development experiences, they perceived the teaching culture of their 

institution as only mildly supportive of engaging in faculty development, and shared that often it 

was connections made with staff in the faculty development center that kept them returning for 

further development.  Finally, it became clear that part-time faculty in particular felt exploited by 

their institutions and viewed the systemic issues around NTT faculty scheduling, benefits, and 

isolation as important equity issues that they believed academic leaders needed to address.  The 

themes identified within the present study align with earlier research which demonstrated that 

when institutions properly recruit, select, and support NTT faculty, and regularize their working 

conditions, they can be highly effective teachers (Bowen, 2016). 

The researcher validated the interview findings by sharing the themes with three teaching 

and learning scholar-practitioner SMEs who engaged in a sense-making process to further clarify 

some of the ambiguous or anomalous findings.  This led the researcher to make two notable 

adjustments: (1) separate responses for institutional and student recognition, and (2) include 

verbiage regarding a key study limitation, that is, a CBA that covered NTT faculty, which may 

have altered how the respondents perceived extrinsic outcomes around continuous employment 

and compensation.  The SMEs noted one anomaly, that is, the possibility that the respondents 

had conflated their personal time constraints with the timing of faculty development as a barrier 

to participation; this is discussed further in Chapter 5. 

This chapter is organized to firstly present background information and descriptive 

statistics about the study population, followed by an analysis of the study outcomes for each of 

the propositions for the two research questions.  The chapter also includes other key findings 

related to NTT faculty perceptions about their work, which are related but not directly linked to 

engagement in faculty development; however, the researcher considered these tangential findings 

relevant to include as they contain implications for future research and practice.  
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Sample Statistics 

The participants provided demographic information (generational affiliation, gender, and 

educational attainment) and professional information (employment status, faculty appointment 

type, NTT faculty typology, teaching goals and experience, and academic discipline). 

Generational affiliation. The respondents self-identified with a particular age group 

characterized by a generational category.  Eight people self-identified as Generation X or 

GenXers (ages 38-53 years), five as Baby Boomers (ages 54-72 years), and two as Millennials 

(ages 22-37 years).  Comparatively, a 2018 national survey of more than 500 adjunct faculty, 

found that 34% of adjunct faculty were aged 55 to 69 years, 32% were aged 40 to 54 years, 28% 

were under the age of 40 years, and 6% were 70 years or older (Yakoboski, 2018).  The present 

study contained a higher representation of Generation X and a lower representation of Millennial 

respondents compared to the national study. 

Gender. The present study included six (40%) male participants and nine (60%) female 

participants, as opposed to a national study that indicated that 52% of adjunct faculty were 

women (Yakoboski, 2018).  None of the participants declined to state a gender preference.  

There was one notable difference in results by gender: none of the male respondents indicated a 

moderate or high valence for compensation. 

Educational attainment. The study included six faculty (40%) with an academic 

doctorate (Ph.D., EdD, or DBA), two (13%) with a terminal degree in their field (MLIS, MFA, 

or JD), and seven (47%) with a master’s degree.  Comparatively, national statistics on part-time 

or NTT faculty, also referred to as adjunct faculty, revealed 56% of these faculty have a master’s 

degree and one-third have attained a doctorate (Yakoboski, 2018).  Interestingly, none of the 

respondents whose highest level of educational attainment was a master’s degree indicated 

scheduling of faculty development activities as an issue; however, they did indicate that they had 
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general time constraints which precluded them from fully taking advantage of the available 

faculty development opportunities.   

Employment status. Although the researcher intended to focus on part-time faculty in 

the study, the snowball sampling technique resulted in two full-time and 13 part-time faculty 

being interviewed.  According to a 2018 study by the TIAA Institute, 53% of faculty at public 

master’s universities were NTT, and of that 53%, 72% were part-time faculty (Yakoboski, 2018).  

Although the current study did not mirror the statistics presented in the national 2018 Adjunct 

Faculty Survey by the TIAA Institute, the researcher found it reasonable that the present study 

included a significant number of more part-time as opposed to full-time NTT faculty.  Three 

respondents also indicated that they maintained non-academic part-time employment in addition 

to their teaching roles, but none of the respondents in the study specifically indicated maintaining 

non-academic full-time employment in addition to their NTT faculty roles.  The non-academic 

employment demographics in the study did not coincide with the national study of adjunct 

faculty cited above which disclosed that 44% of adjunct faculty held paid employment aside 

from their college or university employment (Yakoboski, 2018). 

Faculty appointment type. The present study included six respondents teaching on a 

term or course contract, five teaching on an annual contract, and four teaching on a multi-year 

contract.  Not surprisingly, respondents teaching on term and annual contracts experienced more 

substantial time constraints than their multi-year counterparts.  

Teaching goals and experience. Two respondents had less than five years of college-

level teaching experience, six respondents had 5-10 years’ experience, and seven respondents 

had 11+ years’ experience.  All six of the respondents with 5-10 years of experience also 

indicated their teaching goal was to attain a TT position.  Only two of the seven respondents with 

more than 11 years of teaching experience indicated their teaching goal was to attain a TT 
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position. Neither of the two respondents with less than five years of college teaching experience 

indicated a desire to attain a TT position.  In total, eight respondents (53%) desired a TT 

position, which closely mirrored the national study which revealed that half of adjunct faculty 

desired a TT position (Yakoboski, 2018). 

NTT faculty typology. In addition to the two full-time faculty, the study included part-

time faculty across four of the NTT faculty typologies: the breakdown of the faculty typology is 

included in Table 4.  An explanation of the various part-time faculty typologies can be found in 

Table 2 of Chapter 3.  Four of the 15 respondents (27%) were classified as road scholars, 

meaning they taught at more than one campus; this aligns closely with the national study that 

indicated that approximately 22% of adjunct faculty taught three or more classes at two or more 

institutions during the semester the study was conducted (Yakoboski, 2018).   

Table 4 

The NTT Faculty Typology Breakdown (Fuller et al., 2017) 

Typology Description 
# of 
Participants 

Aspiring 
hopefuls 

Recently completed their degree and teach part-time because it is 
the best opportunity available; includes individuals starting an 
academic career that have not found full-time employment. 

8 

Road 
scholars 

Combine part-time teaching at more than one institution; 
resembles a full-time teaching career without the benefits of full-
time academic work. 

4 

Graduate 
students 

Working toward a graduate or terminal degree, teach part-time 
as part of an awards package or to gain experience. 

3 

Involuntary 
freelancers 

Combine part-time teaching with other part-time non-teaching 
employment; may include road scholars. 

1 

Note: The total was higher than the actual number of participants because three aspiring hopefuls 
were secondarily classified as graduate students as they were currently enrolled in a doctoral 
program.  One part-time NTT faculty respondent did not self-identify in the pre-interview survey 
with a faculty typology, and two respondents identified as full-time NTT faculty members.  None 
of the part-time NTT faculty indicated holding full-time employment outside of academe. 
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Two prominent themes emerged through the NTT faculty typology.  Respondents who 

were dually classified as graduate students and aspiring hopefuls tended not to focus on 

institutional or student recognition or teaching culture as either an outcome of faculty 

development or as a motivating factor for engaging in faculty development.  Secondly, the two 

full-time faculty did not indicate compensation as either an expected outcome of faculty 

development or indicate high valence for compensation; whereas, part-time faculty indicated 

higher valence for compensation as an expected outcome.   

Academic Discipline. The study included faculty teaching across a broad array of 

academic disciplines; consequently, the researcher classified the disciplines into five categories: 

Composition, Communication and Critical Thinking (CCCT); Social Sciences (SS); Scientific 

Inquiry and Quantitative Reasoning (SIQ); Arts and Humanities (AH); Specialized or 

Professional Programs (SPP); and Self-Development, Guidance, and Well-Being (SDG).  There 

were no significant differences between the academic disciplines regarding faculty development 

engagement or motivation.  Thus, the researcher categorized the academic disciplines into one of 

five broad disciplinary categories (see Table 5). 
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Table 5 

Academic Discipline 

Disciplinary Categories Academic Disciplines 
# of 
Participants 

Composition, 
Communication and 
Critical Thinking  

English composition, critical thinking, 
communications studies, and oral and written 
communication 

5 

Social Sciences  Cultural studies, economics, history, political 
science, psychology, sociology, business, and 
computer science 

5 

Scientific Inquiry and 
Quantitative Reasoning  

Physical and life sciences, and mathematics and 
quantitative reasoning 

3 

Arts and Humanities  Arts, music, and theater, foreign languages, and 
American sign language 

3 

Specialized or Professional 
Programs  

Finance, management, and mechanical 
engineering 

2 

Self-Development, 
Guidance, and Well-Being  

Counseling, family studies, and health 1 

Note: Some participants teach in more than one subject area.  
 

Participant Personae 

 A total of 15 NTT faculty participated in the present study representing different 

demographic and teaching backgrounds.  An important aspect of this qualitative research was to 

tell the stories of these NTT faculty with sufficient context to support the narrative.  Aligned 

with the human subject protections in the study protocol, each of the respondents was assigned a 

pseudonym to which their responses were attributed.  Table 6 includes the 15 personae, including 

the relevant demographic and teaching characteristics.  

  



65 
 

Table 6 

Participant Personae 

Participant Age Category Educational 
Attainment 

NTT Faculty 
Typology 

Academic 
Discipline 

Years of 
experience 

Kevin Gen-X Master’s Road scholar* CCCT 20+ 
Jay Baby Boomer Master’s Full-time SPP 4 
Diego Gen-X Master’s Road scholar* SPP 6 
Lilly Baby Boomer Doctorate Aspiring hopeful* CCCT 20 
Claire Gen-X Doctorate Aspiring hopeful SIQ 12 
Rebecca Millennial Master’s  Involuntary 

freelancer 
AH 4 

Kiyana Baby Boomer Doctorate Aspiring hopeful SIQ, AH 20 
Marisol Baby Boomer Master’s  Aspiring hopeful; 

graduate student* 
SS 7 

Isabella Gen-X Doctorate Road scholar SIQ 11 
Beth Gen-X Master’s  Aspiring hopeful; 

graduate student* 
CCCT, SS 5 

Toby Gen-X Doctorate Full-time SS 11 
Yolanda Gen-X Doctorate Aspiring hopeful* SS, SDG 5 
Miguel Baby Boomer Master’s  No response CCCT, 

AH 
18 

Kate Millennial Terminal degree Road scholar* CCCT 8 
Darnell Gen-X Terminal degree Aspiring hopeful; 

graduate student* 
SS 5 

* Indicates respondent was seeking a TT position.  
 
 

RQ 1: Expectancy Theory and NTT Faculty Motivations 

The first research question was, “How do the elements of expectancy, instrumentality, 

and valence intersect with NTT faculty members’ motivation to engage in faculty development 

efforts?”  This research question included five propositions designed to demonstrate how NTT 

faculty perceive: 1) faculty development efforts as a lever for improving their teaching 

performance, that is, teaching practice and effectiveness (expectancy); 2) the likelihood that 

improved teaching will lead to specific outcomes or rewards (instrumentality); and 3) the value 

of the outcomes associated with participating in faculty development efforts (valence).  Based 
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upon the sample sizes and results from other phenomenological research studies (Groenewald, 

2004; Moser & Korstjens, 2018), the researcher set the cut-off point at six affirmative responses 

from the study participants to affirm the propositions around expectancy, instrumentality, and 

valence and engagement in faculty development.  

Proposition 1a – Expectancy 

Proposition 1a stated that expectancy was an important determinant of NTT faculty’s 

motivation to engage in faculty development efforts.  Within this study, expectancy refers to the 

likelihood of NTT faculty perceiving that engaging in faculty development efforts results in a 

certain level of teaching performance.  This proposition was confirmed with 12 out of 15 (80%) 

respondents indicating that they believed engaging in some faculty development had a positive 

impact on their teaching performance.  The NTT faculty in the study believed that faculty 

development specifically helped them improve their performance, gain new knowledge and skills 

to be better teachers, and improve their ability to teach with technology (See Table 7).     

Within the discussions, the researcher asked the participants about three areas related to 

expectancy: 1) the specific aspects of faculty development that led them to engage in the efforts, 

2) the concept of working hard to achieve desired results, and 3) the types of faculty 

development respondents felt were most beneficial to meeting their expectations.  In this regard, 

a key aspect of motivating NTT faculty to engage in faculty development was when the 

developer or trainer made explicit connections between the specific faculty development effort 

and its impact on teaching practice and student learning.   

An observation that arose during the focus group, following the researcher’s analysis and 

coding of the interviews, was that the responses for this proposition were very outcome-focused; 

however, this aligned with the questions in the interview guide which were geared towards 

understanding how movement through the linear process of expectancy to instrumentality to 
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valence was positioned with the expected outcomes associated with engagement in faculty 

development. 

Table 7 

Perceived Outcomes of Faculty Development 

Benefit Example N Frequency 
(%) 

Teaching 
performance 

“I know that I am a better teacher than I was six years 
ago, it's because I am learning new techniques and 
experimenting in the classroom. It makes me better” 
(Diego). 

12 80% 

Gain new 
knowledge and 
skills to improve 
teaching 

“I like to know that I am on the cutting edge of what's 
happening. I really want to do what's best for the 
students, what will help them learn better, learn more 
… that's why my main reason for engaging is to make 
my teaching effective for the students” (Kiyana). 

12 80% 

Teaching with 
technology 

“I've realized I need to know how to use technology in 
the classroom, so a lot of the training I've been doing is 
connected to technology” (Miguel). 

6 40% 

 
Teaching performance. There was a strong sense among the respondents that faculty 

development helped them to improve their teaching, and that better teaching was a direct impact 

of participating in faculty development.  Additionally, eight of the respondents mentioned the 

importance of undergoing a facilitated experience where they could put what they had learned 

into practice coupled with opportunities to follow-up with peers or faculty developers in order to 

reflect upon the implementation.  The perception that faculty development helped the NTT 

faculty in the present study to improve their teaching performance was a primary factor that 

contributed to their expectancy, that is, their perception that engaging in a specific effort would 

lead to a certain level of performance achievement. 

Motivation to engage. Regarding engagement in faculty development, Kate commented 

that what motivated her to participate was “being able to see a practice or concept in action or an 

example of its use, take that back to the classroom, and see the impact on students.”  Kevin 

mentioned, “The cohort model helps me the most because it's something that continues 
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throughout the semester, and the way it's set up, you're encouraged to try a technique in the class 

and report back on how it went.”  When discussing what would help him translate a faculty 

development activity into something that could impact upon his teaching performance, Darnell 

said, “When they make clear connections between the practice and student learning” and 

“whenever they frame stuff in terms of how it affects student learning, I get it.” 

Working hard to improve performance. Another element of expectancy centered 

around the question, “Does working hard help you to be a better teacher?”  The NTT faculty in 

the study believed they worked hard at being effective instructors; they also believed that being 

an NTT faculty member was hard work because they often worked on their own time, unpaid, to 

accomplish things to benefit their teaching and their students.  There was the sense that this hard 

work was worth the effort to help students perform better.  Marisol stated, “I put a lot of hours 

into bringing current events into the classroom; I do a lot of reading; that takes time because I 

want to engage students with things that are happening in the world today.”  Yolanda also 

shared, “I feel like I'm always trying to make my curriculum better and stronger. I think I work 

very hard. I think the students can tell.”  Kate remarked, “I feel like there really are no other 

options but to work hard as a teacher” and went on to state, “I feel like I have to work hard at this 

job, otherwise, I won’t be as effective a teacher as I should be and students won't get as much out 

of it as I want them to.” 

Types of faculty development. Regarding the types of activities that NTT faculty 

perceived had the most impact upon their teaching performance, eight respondents indicated 

workshops (53%).  However, the respondents provided additional context for the workshops they 

found useful: six respondents stated cohort-based workshops (40%) while one respondent 

mentioned classroom observations (6%).  Ten respondents indicated that an expectancy of 

improved teaching was most likely when they were provided with some technique or tool 
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through faculty development which they were expected to put into practice in the classroom, 

then reflect upon the experience, share their experience with their peers, and practice the 

technique again.  Though respondents generally found workshops to be helpful, they also 

clarified that the workshops needed to fit into their schedules due to time constraints.  They also 

indicated that time spent in workshops needed to be spent purposefully.  Lilly stated, “The all-

day workshops are really hard to do, to find the time for them, but they've really been helpful.”  

Isabella elaborated on her experience with workshops by saying: 

Workshops that last a whole day are a waste of time. If it's going to be two hours, 

I'll usually go. If it's going to be a whole day, I don't usually go because the first 

and last hours are usually a waste of time with introductions and small talk. 

Participants noted that cohort-based faculty development, both in-person and online, was 

beneficial when there was an opportunity to interact with other faculty.  Regarding the cohort-

based model, Kate said, “I like cohorts because I like the sense of community and bringing us 

together and faculty learning and working together, but I found online modules to work as well.” 

Proposition 1b – Instrumentality and Intrinsic Motivation 

This proposition focused on the concept of instrumentality—an individual’s perception of 

the likelihood that if they engaged in faculty development efforts, it led to specific intrinsically 

motivated work outcomes (see Table 8).  This proposition was affirmed with the NTT faculty’s 

responses indicating sufficient instrumentality between engaging in faculty development and 

achieving expected outcomes that aligned with their intrinsic motivations to (a) improve the 

learning experience, (b) improve teaching self-efficacy, and (c) positively impact student 

outcomes.  Three additional expected outcomes of engaging in faculty development emerged 

through the NTT faculty interviews that were not initially included in the proposition: improving 
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their ability to teach with technology, increasing their sense of teaching autonomy, and building 

a sense of community among teaching-focused faculty colleagues.   

Table 8 

Perceived Instrumentality with Intrinsically Motivated Outcomes 

Outcome Example N 
Frequency 
(%) 

Improve the 
learning experience 

“Students are able to see their improvement. They're 
able to have more attainable goals, and their 
motivation was better. Our relationship was better 
because I was clear with them and they were clear 
with me, they improved, they were more engaged, 
and they were focused” (Rebecca). 

13 87% 

Improve teaching 
efficacy  

“Doing faculty development gives me new ideas of 
how to teach and reinforces and supports things I’m 
already doing. I feel more confident that what I'm 
doing is making a difference” (Jay).  

9 60% 

Teaching with 
technology 

“In general, I do faculty development to improve my 
teaching, to reach students, and to keep up with new 
trends in all aspects of technology” (Isabella). 

6 40% 

Impact student 
outcomes 

“Seeing how my whole philosophy has changed 
from this model where so many students are 
expected not to do well to instead really trying to 
figure out a way to reach most of them and push 
them through to be successful and to have that 
agency in their success, that's definitely the most 
important outcome for me” (Beth). 

12 80% 

Sense of autonomy “I think faculty development encourages risk taking, 
whereas if I weren't engaging in these different 
communities and learning about different strategies 
to try to reach students on a different level, I 
probably wouldn't go outside of my comfort zone. 
My teaching would be much more formulaic I think, 
whereas now I feel more empowered to actually try 
things. I would never have that if I didn't feel 
comfortable that I was supported” (Beth). 

7 47% 

Sense of 
community 

“Just getting to know other faculty members because 
it can be isolating just teaching your class and that's 
it” (Darnell). 

6 40% 

 
Improve the learning experience. Related to improving their teaching performance, 

which was a contributing factor to the respondents’ perceived expectancy associated with 

engaging in faculty development, 13 NTT faculty (87%) believed that faculty development led to 
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better teaching which they perceived as resulting in an improved learning experience.  This 

included better management of their instructional time and classroom activities, and increasing 

student engagement in the learning process.  Two respondents, Lilly and Miguel, each had close 

to 20 years of college-level teaching experience and remarked on how better teaching has 

impacted their classroom environments.  

Lilly remarked:  

I expect students to become more engaged and excited about what they're learning 

as opposed to just sitting there listening to a lecture, getting more out of the 

materials, more interested, and that they'll become more engaged.  

 Miguel shared: 

Now, some of my most successful classes are where I only speak at the start and 

end of the class, and the rest of the time the students are doing the work.  They are 

teaching each other and learning from each other. 

Improve teaching efficacy. Nine respondents felt as though engaging in faculty 

development helped to improve their overall teaching efficacy, which extends beyond equipping 

teachers with the practices and skills to better plan, organize, and implement new practices, to 

include improving their confidence and capability to set and execute teaching goals for 

themselves and help students set learning goals (Bandura, 1997; Künsting et al., 2016).  Another 

aspect of improving their teaching ability that some faculty realized as they underwent 

developmental opportunities was an awareness of the lack of preparation they had received in 

teaching or pedagogy as part of their graduate studies.  Regarding the new knowledge she had 

gained by undergoing faculty development, Rebecca remarked, “I didn't know there was a 

method to my teaching, so, the whole methodology of academia was something I became 

passionate about.”   
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In this regard, Kiyana explained, “I get a sense of competence, and I feel that if I am 

competent at something, then I am unstoppable. I like the feeling of knowing that I know and 

understand what it is I'm supposed to do.”  Discussing how her teaching efficacy has improved 

after participating in faculty development, Lilly stated: 

I've been teaching for 20 years, starting as a graduate teaching assistant, and I've 

been resistant to a lot of the research-based types of teaching.  But then, through 

faculty development, I realized I need to do something else because what I'm 

doing isn't quite working anymore.  I've noticed that while it takes more time to 

come up with stuff and then prepare for an engaging class, it's making me more 

excited to teach as well.  I feel sort of frustrated with myself for putting it off for 

so long. 

Commenting on her need to ready herself for a last-minute teaching assignment, Rebecca 

commented, “I got thrown into teaching the course two or three weeks after the semester started. 

I didn't really know how to do it, but of course, I said yes. Then, I ran to our development office 

on campus for help.” 

Not simply teaching in the way I was taught. Three respondents commented on the need 

to acquire new knowledge and skills and not merely teach the same way that they were taught in 

graduate school.  These respondents felt faculty development helped them develop the skills to 

surpass simply teaching in the way they were taught.  Miguel stated: 

I felt I was starting to teach the way I was taught, and it was not effective 

anymore.  Maybe early in my career it worked, and I don't know if I got more 

boring or if the students got bored easier or a combination of both, but I felt I 

needed to do something to create a little more excitement in the classroom.  When 

I came out of school, I just taught the way I was taught.  I don't know if people 
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really thought about student learning objectives back in the day, but now I try to 

make everything connect to student learning objectives. 

Kate, a part-time instructor with a terminal degree who taught communication studies 

shared, “I hope I am learning something that wasn't covered in graduate school, that I am getting 

new information that I can use and that it's going to be reflected in my teaching in the 

classroom.”  Toby remarked: 

Some faculty, they feel they did all of the work to get a Ph.D. and become a 

professor and expect that students will just learn it the same way they did.  Well, 

it's not the same world now as when we were in grad school, you have to reach 

students differently, so faculty development helps me add tricks to my toolbox 

that'll help me reach students, that's important to me.  

Teaching with technology. Related to the theme that emerged around improving 

teaching efficacy, the respondents in the present study indicated a desire to improve their ability 

to teach with technology.  Increasing faculty capacity and confidence in teaching with 

technology was not initially included in the codebook.  Six faculty indicated their engagement 

with faculty development was directly tied to teaching with technology, which directly impacted 

upon their perceived expectancy.  The same six faculty also indicated it was important for them 

to learn new technology in order to reach their students and improve the learning environment.  

There were no clear connections between the respondents’ desire to increase their ability to teach 

with technology and factors related to generational type, educational attainment, years of 

teaching, or the desire to attain a TT position.  The respondents indicated the need to better 

utilize technology, which ranged from understanding the learning management system to 

redesigning face-to-face courses in a blended format.  
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Darnell, a part-time instructor and a current doctoral student, commented that faculty 

developers helped him to understand and utilize the functionality of the online learning platform, 

saying, “Their online management system, Moodle, I couldn't upload my quiz to Moodle, so I 

had to drop by and get help to figure out how to upload my new test.” 

After participating in some faculty development workshops prepared her to embed 

technology into a course redesign, Kate redeveloped one of her courses into a hybrid format 

utilizing a flipped classroom model with help from the faculty development center.  She 

remarked, “It became very clear for me that I needed to be specific and concise.  The flipped 

model helped me get right into the content and really better manage my classroom time.” 

Positively impact student outcomes. The NTT faculty in the present study were highly 

interested in impacting student outcomes as a result of faculty development, and there was 

sufficient instrumentality to support the respondents' perceptions that faculty development would 

benefit the learning and understanding of their students.  The respondents indicated a strong 

desire to better engage students and help them to develop a sense of ownership over their 

learning, and they believed their engagement in faculty development helped them succeed in this 

effort.  The NTT faculty in the study also recognized a need to develop techniques and practices 

that equipped them to help first-generation students and students who come from low 

socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds to persist and succeed in their education.   

Marisol shared, “I have been getting more interested in knowing what makes teaching 

effective for first-generation college students, because research shows what they need and that 

when they leave college, well, the retention part is very important.”  Toby commented, “the more 

techniques that I learn in faculty development that allow me to show students different ways 

around a problem, different ways for me to communicate a question so students can understand 

what they're learning, the better.”  Kevin mentioned: 
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I want to find ways to engage my students with the material.  Number one is to 

engage students in my class and get them interested in the material.  That helps 

me to achieve my goal for the class, which is student success. 

Sense of autonomy. Seven of the respondents indicated that making the effort to engage 

in faculty development and improving their teaching provided them with some increased level of 

autonomy or self-regulation over their teaching along with experimenting with new techniques in 

their classrooms.  Beth commented: 

I think faculty development encourages risk taking whereas if I weren't engaging 

in these different communities and learning about different strategies to try to 

reach students on a different level, I probably wouldn't want to go outside of my 

comfort zone . . . It would be much more formulaic I think whereas now I feel 

empowered to actually try things and have students take control where then I have 

no idea how the class is going to evolve on a given day. I would never have that if 

I didn't feel comfortable that I was supported. 

Regarding her desire to experiment and implement what she had learned from faculty 

development, Claire shared: 

Now that I have financial stability, now my goals are just being able to take risks 

and being able to fail and being able to go to bed knowing that I tried something 

interesting and new, and knowing that I always can improve. 

Sense of community. There was a sense among seven of the respondents that 

participating in faculty development helped them build connections with other NTT faculty and 

helped develop a community among teaching-oriented faculty that made them feel supported.  

When talking about the relationships faculty development helped her to develop with other 

teaching-focused faculty, Claire put it this way: 
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I feel at home on this campus because I have made friends, I feel like a part of the 

community of teacher-scholars who are teachers first.  I feel a sense of belonging, 

and I feel maybe my department doesn't fully support my methods, but there are 

people on this campus that do, and I can always look to them for encouragement 

if I start to doubt my path. 

Proposition 1c – Instrumentality and Extrinsic Motivation 

The perceptions of the NTT faculty in the study supported the original proposition that 

insufficient instrumentality existed between engaging in faculty development efforts and 

achieving the expected outcomes that were aligned with their extrinsic motivations for the 

recognition of good teaching, improved teaching culture, and continuous employment, which for 

eight respondents included attaining a TT position (see Table 9).  However, important sub-

themes emerged under the categories of teaching culture and continuous employment.  For 

teaching culture, the respondents noted that colleagues in their departments did not prioritize 

faculty development; consequently, while they perceived faculty development as helping to build 

relationships with other faculty who engaged in development, it did not necessarily have a 

positive impact on the broader teaching culture.  For continuous employment, the respondents 

shared concerns about how they perceived other non-teaching factors impacting upon decisions 

regarding their continued employment, for example, a perception that relationships with 

colleagues mattered more than the quality of teaching.  The researcher also believed that the fact 

that NTT faculty in the study all worked at universities where they were affiliated with a faculty 

union might have impacted upon how respondents perceived the extrinsic outcomes such as 

teaching culture and continuous employment.  
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Table 9 

Perceived Instrumentality with Extrinsically Motivated Outcomes 

Outcome Example N 
Frequency 
(%) 

Institutional 
recognition of good 
teaching 

“As a lecturer, these are things that kind of give you 
a little bit of an edge. It shows that you're invested in 
the students” (Yolanda). 

2 13% 

Improved teaching 
culture 

“My participation in faculty development puts me in 
contact with other instructors in other disciplines 
that maybe have a kinder, gentler, student-success-
oriented approach. It's almost like I'm looking for 
role models” (Claire). 

2 13% 

Continuous 
employment 

“I am hopeful that it will help me do better, which 
will get me better reviews, and eventually I'll get on 
a three-year contract rather than a semester by 
semester appointment” (Jay). 

5 34% 

 
Institutional recognition of good teaching. The participants’ responses demonstrated 

insufficient instrumentality between engaging in faculty development and the outcome of the 

institutional recognition of good teaching.  Only two respondents (13%) perceived that their 

institution would recognize good teaching.  Another two respondents perceived institutional 

recognition unconstructively; they indicated that recognition could create tension or competition 

between part-time faculty who felt that if they were not recognized it may be perceived that they 

were not doing good work, which would decrease their motivation to teach at a high level or 

pursue efforts to improve their teaching.  Miguel said: 

I think a lot of part-time instructors are competing for jobs.  If somebody gets 

recognized, it might make others feel like they’re behind. Maybe they feel they 

are just as effective of an instructor, but they don't have time to get to the training. 

 The original proposition stated only institutional recognition of good teaching was a 

potential extrinsic outcome; it did not include student recognition of good teaching, nor were the 

questions in the interview guide aimed at student recognition.  Two respondents mentioned 

student recognition of good teaching as an outcome they expected to realize as a result of faculty 
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development.  The focus group discussion with the SMEs led to the researcher not including any 

student recognition findings as part of the recognition of good teaching in this proposition.  This 

was because the findings could be misleading, given that student recognition was not how the 

recognition of good teaching was framed to the participants during the interviews.  The 

researcher decided student recognition of good teaching was better aligned with aspects of NTT 

faculty commitment discussed in Chapter 5.   

Improved teaching culture. The participants’ responses indicated insufficient 

instrumentality between engaging in faculty development and improving the teaching culture.  

The culture described by respondents mostly aligned with what Kezar (2013a) deems to be a 

neutral culture, that is, mostly ignoring NTT faculty and not including them in departmental 

activities.  Five of the NTT faculty interviewed in the study commented that faculty development 

was generally not promoted on their campus or in their department, but they thought faculty 

development should be encouraged and, if encouraged, it would contribute positively to the 

culture.  Miguel commented: 

I don't know anyone else in my department who is taking the same trainings.  

Nobody mentions them in meetings or in other ways.  I feel they should be talking 

more about it.  I think we should have a way to talk about the training and share it. 

In discussing the culture at her institution, specifically around how performance was 

talked about, Lilly remarked, “As a lecturer we have peer evaluations, but we don’t consult 

afterward; it would be nice if we could sit down and talk about it."  Lilly went on to share that in 

her experience at her present institution, the culture was focused more on evaluation as a passive 

activity rather than for active development.  She shared that when peer evaluations of teaching 

did occur, "they send the review to the dean, the dean writes a letter that ‘based on the review we 

find you worthy of being reappointed’ type of thing.” 
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A more positive culture would align with what Kezar (2013a) describes as an inclusive 

culture within which NTT faculty are respected, treated as colleagues, invited to all meetings and 

events, and encouraged to participate in governance and service.  A step beyond the inclusive 

culture would be a shift towards a learning culture, within which departmental faculty, chairs, 

and staff intentionally support NTT faculty, and which privileges professional development, 

mentoring and orientation, and systematic evaluation and feedback (Kezar, 2013a). 

Continuous employment.  Respondents perceived insufficient instrumentality between 

engaging in faculty development and continuous employment, that is, receiving a subsequent 

term, annual, or multi-year contract, or being offered additional courses.  This finding could be 

impacted by the fact that NTT faculty who participated in the study all worked at institutions 

where they were unionized and covered by a CBA with provisions concerning employment.   

Only one respondent indicated continuous employment was their primary motivation for 

participating in faculty development, and of the five respondents who indicated they believed 

faculty development led to continuous employment, four were male.  When the matter of 

continuous employment arose in the other interviews, all the other respondents indicated 

continuous employment as a secondary or indirect outcome.  The respondents noted that faculty 

development could be something that goes into a faculty file, and might be considered a part of a 

faculty review process, but it was not a determinant of whether or not a contract was renewed.   

Rebecca noted, “There is nothing about my job that feels secure.  If I have low 

enrollment, my class gets canceled.  As far as job security, faculty development doesn't directly 

give me any sort of job security.”  Darnell commented, “There's not a sense that if you attend 

more workshops, you get a raise or get promoted or shift from being NTT to TT.  It's either you 

teach well enough or not.” 
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Two sub-themes emerged related to the indirect role that faculty development had on 

decisions about the continuous employment of the NTT faculty; these involved how faculty 

development impacted upon evaluations of teaching and whether peer relationships superseded 

what went into one’s faculty supplemental or teaching file.  

Teaching evaluations. The respondents indicated that faculty development indirectly 

impacted upon employment, but not necessarily positively.  Although the participants believed 

faculty development helped improve their teaching, which they also believed led to better student 

learning, there was a perception that better student learning did not always translate to good 

student evaluations because experimenting with new practices and challenging students with new 

pedagogical approaches could result in negative student feedback and negatively impact upon 

NTT faculty employment.  Toby stated: 

The biggest downside for non-tenured faculty for development is when we try to 

bring something new and innovative into the classroom, and it doesn't work or 

students don't like it and they complain.  Your chance of coming back is much 

less likely than a TT professor who tried something out and it didn't work. 

Relationships matter. Though not sufficient to support instrumentality between faculty 

development and continuous employment, four respondents perceived that decisions about their 

continuous employment were more driven by relationships with a department chair or another 

administrator who had control over course assignments and less by teaching performance.  

Kiyana noted, “It all depends on who is in the position of giving out the classes and so forth. So, 

as a lecturer, you may have the reputation and so forth, but I don't feel that always translates into 

getting classes.”  Yolanda indicated: 

There is favoritism.  I like this person, I'm going to make sure they get a class and 

it doesn't really matter if they're qualified or even have good reviews.  It does fall 
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in line with favor, also name recognition and those who have name appeal at the 

university. 

Proposition 1d – Intrinsically Motivated Outcomes 

The perceptions of the NTT faculty based on the participants’ responses supported the 

proposition that there was sufficient valence for the expected outcomes aligned with their 

intrinsic motivation to engage in faculty development efforts.  Note that valence refers to an 

individual’s preference for an expected outcome.  The most frequently noted intrinsic motivators 

in the study, depicted in Table 10, included the ability to teach more effectively, improve one’s 

capacity to teach with technology, impact upon student outcomes positively, gain a sense of 

teaching autonomy, and develop a sense of community with other teaching-focused faculty.  

Table 10 

Frequency of Responses for Valence of Intrinsically Motivated Outcomes 

Outcome Example N 
Frequency 
(%) 

Teaching more 
effectively 

“I have an insatiable desire to get better at what I do. I 
always thought that if I am going to be a professor, I have 
to be the best professor I can be” (Marisol). 

10 67% 

Teaching with 
technology 

“I need to keep up with ever-changing technology and 
different styles of learning, different ways to bring new 
ideas, new concepts to the classroom” (Kate). 

6 40% 

Impact student 
outcomes 

“I just want to make sure that students know that they can 
achieve. It's more or less my value set that I believe 
everyone can learn, so it's just a matter of making sure 
that there are as few barriers to learning and mastering 
subject material as possible” (Darnell). 

9 60% 

Sense of 
autonomy 

“As long as I feel confident, that gives me the courage to 
go out and do these new things that are supposed to help 
students. So, I think competence and confidence are two 
things I look for, and that gives me the freedom to test out 
new things” (Kiyana). 

7 47% 

Sense of 
community  

“I was really happy that my chair was prioritizing wanting 
to have all the faculty together just to try to foster 
collegiality among us.” (Yolanda). 

10 67% 
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Teaching more effectively. Regarding the desire to teach more effectively, there was a 

sense that as faculty members, they had a professional responsibility to develop and continually 

improve their practice.  The respondents believed that faculty development helped them to 

achieve this, and the respondents also placed a high value on teaching more effectively, which 

often connected to their desire to help students succeed.  Lilly commented, “I take my teaching 

seriously, which is probably why I'm an adjunct and not a tenured professor because I put 

teaching before research. I want to be a good teacher.”  Jay talked about his desire to be better, 

saying, “I hate doing something that I don’t feel like I'm good at. I always want to be better, so 

it's a personal thing more than anything.” 

Teaching with technology. Similarly to the desire to teach more effectively, the 

respondents indicated a desire to become better at teaching with technology.  As discussed in 

Proposition 1b, the NTT faculty in the study believed that faculty development helped them to 

utilize technology in the classroom, and six respondents noted it as something they valued as an 

outcome.  Kiyana commented, “I participated in faculty development because the learning 

management system they were using at the time, I was not familiar with it, so I went to classes 

and so on, then I went to some other faculty development activities.” 

Positively impact student outcomes. The NTT faculty in the study recognized the need 

to be increasingly student-centered in order to meet the needs of a diverse population of learners, 

which they noted to include students with a low SES, multi-lingual learners, and students 

balancing work and other life commitments.  There was also a sense that the respondents wanted 

to instill a sense of self-directedness or agency in their students.  Beth noted what positively 

impacting student outcomes meant to her: 

Student success for sure.  Yeah, just seeing how my whole philosophy has 

changed from this model where so many students are expected not to do well to 
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really trying to figure out a way to reach most of them and to push them through 

to be successful and to have that agency in their success, that's definitely the most 

important.  

For Marisol, the desire to teach more effectively in order to impact upon students was 

best explained as: 

For me, the desire to contribute is intense, and it's driven by my understanding of 

the changing demographics in the country, understanding how difficult it is, and 

knowing how knowledge can help them make more money to address their 

income gap.  So, I'm going to do my best to help these students finish college.  

And, in my classroom, I ask my students to write a letter to the professor every 

semester.  I ask them to tell me what obstacles you are confronting that might 

impede your success in the course, tell me your strengths you believe will help 

you be successful in the course, to share a few sentences about yourself, what you 

are afraid of and what you are most proud of.  Everybody wants to be known, to 

be heard, to be seen.  It's that simple.  It takes about three or four hours of my 

time, but by reading those letters, the students know I'm interested in them. 

Sense of autonomy. The NTT faculty valued autonomy and being able to test what they 

learned from faculty development.  They were cognizant, however, that trying new classroom 

techniques could have negative implications if the departmental culture or expectations did not 

allow for experimentation or some level of risk taking with regard to trying new techniques in 

the classroom. 

Claire teaches in the physical sciences, and she discussed the existing perception among 

the faculty in her department regarding how they should teach.  
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There's a perception in our department that you teach to the standards, and if 

students can't get it, then they just don't get it.  It's like, here are the slides, we 

would like you to lecture from the slides.  So, there's no room for experimentation 

or risk taking or to try something new, there're certainly no incentives for that. 

Recalling his experiences implementing new techniques in the classroom, Toby stated: 

No study, no lesson plan survives contact with the students.  You have to be able 

to change in the real world.  So, we’re given something to try with students, say 

they don't immediately love it, then we have to worry about what my student 

evals are going to look like and wonder if I'm going to lose my job. 

Sense of community. The NTT faculty in the study had already indicated they believed 

faculty development enabled a sense of community among other teaching-focused faculty, and 

this proposition was supported in that the respondents placed a high value on developing a sense 

of community.  Toby explained his desire for a community: 

I want to connect with other teachers and other professors who care about this 

stuff.  I want to connect with the people whose focus isn't on the next grant but on 

the next student.  We are a very student-focused university, but there are still a lot 

of people who prioritize research over students: I don't.  

Proposition 1e – Extrinsically Motivated Outcomes 

The perceptions of the NTT faculty in the study did not support the original proposition 

of sufficient valence existing between engaging in faculty development efforts and their expected 

outcomes being aligned with their extrinsic motivation (see Table 11).  The one exception was 

continuous employment, which the respondents noted most frequently as the extrinsic outcome 

they valued.  Extrinsic factors included in the study were improving the teaching culture, 

continuous employment, compensation, and the institutional recognition of good teaching.  The 
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researcher was not able to determine with confidence whether sufficient valence existed for 

extrinsic factors related to improving the teaching culture, compensation, and institutional 

recognition because there were important contextual factors that contributed to valence for these 

three factors.  A CBA was in place for all of the NTT faculty in the study, regardless of their 

institution, which impacted specific employment outcomes.  The CBA might have impacted how 

the respondents perceived or talked about the extrinsic factors, or even excluded these factors 

from the conversation altogether.  After the first three interviews, the researcher realized that the 

respondents were asking for examples of extrinsically and intrinsically motivated outcomes, so 

the researcher provided examples of these outcomes (presented in the interview guide, see 

Appendix D).  In this way, the respondents were aided in the identification of potential outcomes 

and asked to identify which outcome they most valued as a result of faculty development.   

Table 11 

Frequency of Responses for Valence of Extrinsically Motivated Outcomes 

Outcome Example N 
Frequency 
(%) 

Continuous 
employment 

“It's more so I can feel confident about what I'm 
doing, then they can see I'm putting in the work, or 
they can see the courses I've developed to see that I 
know what I'm doing, so there's an indirect benefit 
to employment” (Rebecca). 

8 53% 

Improved teaching 
culture 

“As an adjunct, I don’t see how the full-time people 
or the TT people are going to listen to me, why 
would they listen to me? I really had to confront my 
own fears and self-doubt when I started engaging 
more in faculty development” (Claire). 

4 27% 

Compensation “I think development is there to keep NTT going 
and performing and interested, but it's not for any 
sort of raise that you might get out of it” (Beth). 

3 20% 

Institutional 
recognition of good 
teaching 

N/A 0 0% 

 
Continuous employment. Throughout the interviews, the respondents indicated their 

frustration with the lack of stability in their employment and how that impacted them both 
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personally and professionally.  The responses were sufficient to support valence for continuous 

employment; however, when this topic arose in conversations, the respondents talked about how 

they contributed meaningfully to the institution but felt exploited, which included feeling 

uncertain about their short- and long-term professional stability. 

Marisol shared her experience of her workload and feelings of uncertainty by saying, 

“I'm teaching 15 credits, that's the maximum you can teach as a part-time lecturer, so I'm able to 

do that.  But, who knows, maybe next semester I might not get the full 15 credits.”  Miguel 

noted, “A couple of people that I thought were really good instructors have left the field because 

they wanted more stable employment.”   

Kate had an optimistic view about her experience and desire for continued employment: 

I've been fortunate enough to have hopefully built my reputation and my standing 

in both schools and both departments that there's no question about my teaching, 

so it's been regular employment even though I'm still classified as an adjunct.  I 

definitely want to keep my job; I want to keep doing this work.  I love it, and I 

just want the institutions to ask me back. 

Promotion. A sub-theme that arose around continuous employment was the desire to 

attain a TT position or move from part-time to full-time NTT employment, which the 

respondents believed would provide additional income stability.  Eight respondents hoped to 

attain a TT position in the future; all were part-time; four on an annual contract, three on a term 

contract, and one on a multi-year contract, and the average number of years teaching at the 

college level for the eight respondents was ten years.  A few of the respondents indicated they 

had given up seeking a TT position and had stopped considering that as a possible outcome of 

their career, regardless of whether they participated in faculty development, improved their 

teaching, or received positive student evaluations.  For those who had cast aside aspirations of a 
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TT position and realized the reality of part-time faculty work, their thinking had shifted from 

personal and career outcomes, and they instead sought job satisfaction by making the students 

their primary focus. 

In describing her employment experience and the choices she has made, Claire 

expressed: 

The longer I've been here the more I see it as a career, being a career part-timer, 

seeing that people can make a career out of it.  So that shifted my thinking to 

abandon thoughts of climbing the ladder, which is what I was trying to do at the 

beginning.  Now, I'm kind of settled in, and I've started to make decisions based 

on what's going to be the best for my students, not what's going to be the best for 

me. 

Yolanda talked about her journey through the process to apply for and try to attain a TT 

position: 

I'm going into my fourth year of applying for full-time positions, but you know, 

I'm really tired.  I think I might be giving up in this next year.  It takes so much 

energy, above teaching, above presenting, publishing, to try to do all these 

different applications. 

Improved teaching culture. The respondents did not indicate a strong preference for the 

outcome of an improved teaching culture, but they did view the institutional teaching culture as 

separate from building a community with other teaching-focused faculty.  The teaching culture 

encompassed a broader sense of how the NTT faculty felt their TT colleagues viewed and treated 

them, and the departmental practices that excluded NTT faculty from fully participating in 

departmental activities and decisions.   
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Claire remarked about her experience, “As part-timers, I think it's kind of depressing how 

we don't really form a great community in our own department.”  Kiyana explained her feelings 

about the teaching culture she has experienced: 

Faculty who are based on the TT, to people like me who are lecturers, I suspect 

they talk of my lifestyle and that they maybe see us as a little less than, maybe.  

Outside of the university, I don't think people say you're TT or NTT or just a 

lecturer; outside of the university you're a professor from the university.  I think 

outside you get respect from the fact that this is who you are and what you do. 

Compensation. Few respondents indicated compensation as a valued outcome of 

engaging in faculty development.  However, this was important in that respondents recognized 

compensation was essential to survive, but they were not hopeful that compensation would 

improve in the near future.  Another important contextual factor that impacted the value the 

respondents placed on compensation was whether or not they had a significant other as their 

primary source of income or whether their financial needs were being met by outside 

employment; this was the case in at least three of the interviews.  At least two respondents 

referred to the low compensation and sporadic health and retirement benefits as a “social justice” 

issue.  Interestingly, male respondents did not indicate a moderate or high valence for 

compensation.   

Institutional recognition of good teaching. No respondents indicated valuing 

institutional recognition as an outcome of participating in faculty development.  Claire stated, 

“I'm not really interested in recognition by my department, that's not a driving force for me at 

all.”  However, as valence is based on individual responses and is highly individualized, it was 

hard to posit that there was no valence for the recognition of good teaching. 
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Similarly to the institutional recognition of good teaching in Proposition 1c, which 

focused on instrumentality, three respondents indicated that the recognition they valued was not 

from their institution, supervisors, or peers; instead, they valued recognition from their students 

that their teaching was impactful and that the students noticed their extra efforts to improve their 

instruction.  As the original proposition focused only on the institutional recognition of teaching, 

it would have been misleading to count the responses favoring student recognition towards the 

institutional recognition of good teaching.  Again, because of the individualized nature of 

valence, the researcher could not affirm that there was no or low valence for student recognition 

of good teaching since the respondents were not specifically asked about student recognition of 

good teaching, and there were insufficient responses to support high valence.  

 
RQ 2: Demotivating Factors to Participating in Faculty Development 

For the second research question, “What do NTT faculty perceive to be the most 

significant demotivating factors to participation in faculty development efforts?”, the researcher 

proposed lack of recognition, an unfavorable department or campus teaching climate, lack of 

availability of professional development opportunities, time constraints, and lack of 

compensation for non-instructional activities as demotivating factors.  

Proposition 2 – Demotivating Factors 

This proposition stated that the most significant demotivating factors to engaging in 

faculty development efforts were lack of recognition, an unfavorable department or campus 

teaching climate, lack of availability of professional development opportunities, time constraints, 

and lack of compensation for non-instructional activities (see Table 12).   

The NTT faculty in the study did not frequently note lack of recognition, an unfavorable 

teaching climate, or lack of availability as demotivating factors, leading the researcher to reject 

the proposition.  Instead, time constraints and lack of compensation with regard to participating 
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in development were the most frequently cited demotivating factors to participating in faculty 

development.   

Table 12 

Demotivating Factors to Participating in Faculty Development 

Outcome Example N 
Frequency 
(%) 

Lack of recognition N/A 0 0% 
Unfavorable climate N/A 0 0% 
Lack of available 
opportunities 

“Number one is always the time, the lack of time I 
have and the timing of when things are offered” 
(Isabella). 

2 13% 

Time constraints “It's pretty much set up for TT faculty, so it 
assumes that you're always going to be on campus 
between 9:00 and 5:00. That's not always the case” 
(Darnell). 

11 73% 

Lack of 
compensation 

“There is time that TT have assigned, but we don't. 
We don’t get any paid time assigned to learn and 
develop.” Isabella suggested making participation 
in faculty development more equitable, and said, 
“For NTT faculty, they could assign us units, time, 
whatever, for us to go to the workshops, to the 
faculty center, and time for us to prepare and 
implement what we have learned” (Isabella). 

2 13% 

 
Lack of recognition. None of the respondents indicated a lack of recognition as 

something that negatively impacted upon their motivation to engage in faculty development.  

Given that the valence for the institutional recognition of good teaching was very low 

(Proposition 1e), this may be a possible explanation for a lack of recognition not serving as a 

demotivating factor. 

Unfavorable department or campus teaching climate. There was insufficient evidence 

to support the proposition that an unfavorable teaching climate was a demotivating factor to 

participating in faculty development.  In fact, the interviews indicated quite the opposite.  Three 

respondents indicated that when their departmental culture was not welcoming or they felt 

excluded, faculty development offered them an open door and an opportunity to feel a sense of 
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belonging.  Kate commented that at her institution, “Faculty development is encouraged, but it's 

not something where if you don't do it, you're not going to get your contract renewed, or you're 

looked down upon.” 

Lack of availability of professional development opportunities. Only two respondents 

indicated a lack of the availability of faculty development opportunities as a demotivating factor 

to their participation.  There was insufficient evidence to support the proposition that the lack of 

the availability of professional development opportunities was a demotivating factor.  

Experience time constraints. There was sufficient evidence to support the proposition 

that the NTT faculty experienced time constraints that impacted upon their motivation to 

participate in faculty development.  The respondents noted that it was difficult to fit non-

classroom activities into their schedules because they could be assigned courses at multiple 

institutions or have cumbersome course loads.  As a result, they struggled to balance their 

teaching with other family and outside work and life commitments. 

During the interviews, the researcher differentiated between the barriers stemming from 

programs not being offered at times that were feasible for the respondents as opposed to time 

constraints relating to the job itself, that is, the work of being an NTT faculty not affording the 

time or the flexibility to participate in development.   

Kate commented: 

Right now, I'm teaching at two different colleges but I have taught at as many as 

four different colleges just to make ends meet, especially when I first graduated 

and I was getting my foot in the door.  So, the balancing of schedules and 

commuting, that takes a big toll on me being able to participate and do any more 

engagement or anything to help me.  It was, for a couple of years, just get straight 

to class, teach, teach, teach. 
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Lilly shared her experience with scheduling and time constraints: 

Up until this last year and a half I was at two or three other institutions. I didn't 

always have time because the workshops or training usually conflicted with my 

class times or I was teaching somewhere else. That's the main reason I hadn't 

taken advantage of what was offered. 

Jay commented that particular types of faculty development were difficult because of the 

duration of the time commitment involved: 

Finding the time to participate.  The hardest part of the particular program I'm in 

is that there's so much to do in a period of just months, so once I'm done with it, 

it'll take another six months just to go through it all over again and sort it out and 

build it into my classroom. 

Lack of compensation for non-instructional activities. Only two respondents indicated 

that a lack of compensation was a demotivating factor, hence there was insufficient evidence to 

support the proposition that a lack of compensation for non-instructional activities was a 

demotivating factor for participation in faculty development. 

 
Social and Equity Issues for NTT Faculty 

During the interviews, thirteen of the respondents talked about personal outcomes and 

broader social and equity issues around NTT faculty experiences even when the questions under 

consideration were geared toward professional outcomes.  The themes, depicted in Table 13, 

generally focused on the NTT faculty feeling exploited by their institutions regarding their 

benefits and the scheduling of classes, along with feelings of isolation.   
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Table 13 

Perceived Social and Equity Issues 

Outcome Example N 
Frequency 
(%) 

Inconsistency 
of benefits 

“You're not paid a lot, and of course there are no benefits, 
so health insurance there for a while, well, I didn't have any, 
so that was something I had to factor into my income. It's 
the reality of adjunct teaching” (Kate). 

7 47% 

Lack of 
scheduling 
stability 

“I've talked to a number of faculty now who want to be 
better teachers and be there for their students, but they're not 
on the TT, they're adjunct and have discombobulated 
schedules because of the courses they're assigned, that takes 
a personal toll or has an impact on them personally” 
(Claire). 

6 40% 

Feelings of 
isolation 

“I'm starting my eleventh year, and this year for the first 
time, the lecturers within my department were not invited to 
the meeting for the college following the faculty 
convocation. The lecturers, we talked about it, and it made 
us feel a bit diminished. I had to remind myself why I do 
what I do, it's for the students, but I must admit, it hurt just 
a little bit. I wanted to be included” (Kiyana). 

5 33% 

 

Some respondents saw the use of adjunct faculty as an equity issue within higher 

education that needs to be addressed.  The researcher chose to focus attention on questions 

related to the respondents’ personal outcomes because, as previously mentioned, it became 

apparent from the earlier interviews that the respondents kept returning to personal outcomes and 

broader social and equity issues around NTT faculty experiences even when the questions were 

geared towards professional outcomes. 

NTT faculty feel exploited. Based on the discussions that took place with the NTT 

faculty within the study, there was a sense that the treatment of NTT faculty, the low pay, and 

the high expectations placed upon them led the teaching-focused faculty on contract 

appointments to make very conscious trade-offs in their lives in order to perform a job they 

loved.  Two respondents noted that the treatment of the NTT faculty was becoming a “social 

justice” issue and that NTT faculty were filling a significant need at institutions, yet, in many 
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cases, their students were better off than their teachers: regardless of this, NTT faculty still chose 

to teach.  As Kevin states, “We are overworked and underpaid, teaching high course loads, get 

classes assigned last minute or even after the semester starts.”  When talking about the reality of 

teaching part-time as a career, Marisol commented: 

To be an NTT faculty, it's important work, it's critical work, it's time-consuming 

work, and people do it because they care about their job, the work, the students, 

not for the money per course they are getting, so a lot of people are suffering 

silently, I think. 

An example of feeling exploited was offered by Yolanda, who said, “It's so difficult in 

terms of working hard and not getting paid.”  After unpacking the context behind that comment, 

Yolanda explained that the university at which she was employed had transitioned from a quarter 

to a semester system.  With the change, NTT faculty received a per credit hour raise, but NTT 

faculty were paid on a per credit hour basis, so they were paid to teach fewer credit hours and 

therefore actually ended up with less take-home pay.  Yolanda indicated she felt as though the 

university had deceived the part-time faculty and did not provide them with enough information 

about the effects the transition would have on their pay:  

The transition from quarter to semester was not beneficial at all to the lecturers.  

We actually did not get a raise.  You know what I'm saying? You think it's going 

to help you.  In actuality, we went home with less money, and I was there five 

days a week.  We got screwed again.  What was hard too for my colleagues is that 

at that point, when you get your first check, that's not the time to be looking for 

another job to supplement your income. 

Benefits. The study participants indicated that the salary and benefits were not their 

primary motivations for teaching, but there were real-world implications for earning an equitable 
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salary and having consistent access to benefits.  The participants indicated that because their 

access to health and retirement benefits were dependent on the number of courses they taught 

during a given term, this led to ongoing uncertainty about their access to health care or their 

ability to save for retirement.  

In discussing the inconsistency of benefits from semester to semester, Rebecca said, “If I 

have low enrollment and my class gets canceled, I don't have benefits, and I don't get health 

insurance.”  Rebecca went on to discuss her engagement in faculty development and its impact 

upon her ability to obtain future teaching assignments, “Anything I can do even if I'm not getting 

paid that will make me a better teacher so I can offer myself to teach other courses is definitely 

worth it, but it is not my primary motivation.”   

It is important to note, again, that all the study participants worked at institutions where 

their employment was covered under a CBA that included provisions for compensation and 

access to health and retirement benefits.  

Scheduling. Some of the respondents indicated that the way adjuncts were scheduled to 

teach has led to feelings of mental and physical exhaustion.  In one instance, a faculty member 

reported not having enough time between classes at different campuses and having to 

consistently arrive late for a course that she was assigned to teach.  She also mentioned that the 

dean was aware of this but needed an instructor for the course and told her it was acceptable to 

be late.  This led the particular faculty member to feel concerned about how her students would 

view this and how it would be reflected in her student evaluations. 

Isolation. During the study interviews, the feelings of isolation that some faculty 

indicated they experienced were associated with negative perceptions about the teaching culture 

mentioned as part of the instrumentality and valence concerning extrinsic motivators.  However, 
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the sense of isolation and feeling of disconnectedness from colleagues and the institution were 

also connected to the respondents’ sense of being exploited.    

Jay talked about the lack of cohesiveness around the teaching profession in higher 

education and the insufficient preparation instructors receive before they are able to teach 

students.  During the interview, he recalled having conversations with people when he started 

teaching and being asked, “Oh you got your teaching credential?” to which he would reply, “No, 

I'm teaching college—you don't need anything like that.”  Jay went on to state: 

It always amazed me that when I first started teaching in college, it was sort of 

like, here's the class, go do it.  Talk about being thrown into the pool to learn how 

to swim.  I think anybody who has never taught before should have to do some 

type of development before they can teach to have at least some idea of what 

you're supposed to do. 

As she discussed her experience as an NTT faculty and recalled being dismissed as a 

part-time faculty member, Kiyana offered: 

I think universities are missing a great opportunity when they sideline the 

lecturers because you have people with a wealth of knowledge and information 

that they could be bringing into other settings. Many of the lecturers here, they 

have great ideas and so forth but when you're excluded from certain things, the 

university doesn't benefit. It's as simple as inviting adjuncts and lecturers to join 

TT faculty at department meetings. 

Toby talked about how the sense of isolation and not having the support of colleagues 

negatively impacted his perceptions about his ability to take risks or experiment with teaching 

and learning techniques: 
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This has a real-world effect on people, you know if there aren't immediate results 

from trying something out or if there is negative fallout from students not liking a 

technique.  For non-tenured faculty this is our job, it's how we pay our rent, how 

we put food on the table, how we pay off our student loans; and if you can't take 

risks when you do faculty development when it's asking you to take a risk, it's 

extremely stressful.  That's no way to live. 

 
Summary of Findings 

Within this study, the concept of expectancy referred to the respondents’ perceptions 

regarding the likelihood that engaging in faculty development would result in a certain level of 

teaching performance.  In this regard, expectancy increased when there were clear connections 

between faculty development efforts and teaching practice and student learning.  The participants 

perceived the most beneficial types of faculty development as including workshops and cohort-

based models.  The researcher noted that expectancy increased when faculty were given 

opportunities to learn a technique, put it into practice, and reflect on the experience with peers. 

In the present study, the concept of instrumentality referred to the respondents’ 

perceptions that achieving a certain level of teaching performance would result in expected 

outcomes aligned with their intrinsic and extrinsic motivations.  The researcher deduced from the 

NTT faculty responses within the study that sufficient instrumentality existed between engaging 

in faculty development and the expected outcomes aligned with the participants’ intrinsic 

motivations to improve teaching self-efficacy, positively impact student outcomes, increase their 

sense of teaching autonomy, and build a sense of community among teaching-focused faculty.  

Based on the infrequent responses from the study participants about the expected outcomes 

aligned with their extrinsic motivations for the institutional recognition of good teaching, 

improved teaching culture, and continuous employment, the researcher deduced that insufficient 
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instrumentality existed between engaging in faculty development and the participants’ 

extrinsically motivated outcomes.  

Valence referred to an individual’s preference for particular intrinsically or extrinsically 

motivated outcomes aligned with engagement in faculty development.  Faculty within the study 

placed the most value on the outcomes that aligned with their intrinsic motivations to improve 

the learning experience, improve their teaching efficacy and ability to teach with technology, 

positively impact student outcomes, gain a sense of teaching autonomy, and develop a 

community with other teaching-focused colleagues.  The participants valued the extrinsic 

outcome of continuous employment; however, the participants infrequently placed value on the 

extrinsically motivated outcomes that aligned with improving the teaching culture, 

compensation, and institutional recognition. 

Throughout the interviews, the respondents expressed concerns regarding the social and 

equity issues they perceived as connected to their NTT employment.  These included feeling 

exploited in their teaching roles with regard to the benefits they received, the schedules they 

were assigned, and experiencing feelings of isolation or disconnectedness from institutions and 

peers.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 
The purpose of this qualitative expectancy theory study was to investigate what motivates 

NTT faculty to engage in faculty development with the purpose of exploring the connection 

between faculty’s perceptions about the outcomes they expect to achieve and the value they 

place on those expected outcomes in conjunction with that level of engagement.  The study used 

the three elements of expectancy theory—expectancy, instrumentality, and valence—as the 

grounding theory to understand the motivational factors that impact upon the engagement of the 

NTT faculty in faculty professional development.   

Consequently, the researcher sought to answer two research questions: 

RQ1: How do the elements of expectancy, instrumentality, and valence intersect  

with NTT faculty members’ motivation to engage in faculty development efforts? 

RQ2: What do NTT faculty perceive to be the most significant demotivating factors to 

participation in faculty development efforts? 

This chapter includes a discussion of the significant findings related to (a) NTT faculty’s 

engagement in efforts to improve their work performance, (b) the factors associated with higher 

levels of motivation, (c) the factors associated with lower levels of motivation, and (d) the key 

motivational drivers to engaging in faculty development.  Additionally, this chapter provides a 

discussion of the implications relevant to academic leaders, from deans to provosts as well as 

faculty development professionals, regarding institutional policies and practices directed toward 

NTT faculty.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations of the study and areas 

for future research. 

 
 



100 
 

Interpretation of the Findings 

There have been growing calls among higher education researchers to professionalize 

college teaching (Bowen, 2016; Bowen & McPherson, as cited in Haras, Taylor, et al., 2017; 

Haras, Ginsberg, et al., 2017; Rawn & Fox, 2018).  The increasing and sustained reliance on 

NTT faculty combined with calls for more attention to instruction as a lever for improving 

educational attainment are heightening the awareness and need for faculty—especially teaching-

focused faculty—to deepen their understanding of and develop proficiency in evidence-based 

teaching (Haras, Ginsberg, et al., 2017; Rawn & Fox, 2018).  The findings in the present study 

demonstrate an alignment between the motivations for NTT faculty to engage in efforts to 

improve their teaching and the call for “raising the bar for faculty to develop deeper 

understanding of the nature of student learning, learning technologies, best practices in course 

design, and evidence-based practices in teaching” (Rawn & Fox, 2018, p. 593).  

To interpret the findings from the interviews, the researcher conducted a focus group with 

three SMEs who were also familiar with the contextual factors, that is, administration and 

governance structures, funding sources, and the student demographics, of the institutions 

included in the present study.  The researcher shared the outcomes of the content analysis with 

the SMEs and discussed anomalies in the findings and further clarified themes based on existing 

and emergent research studies on NTT faculty and faculty development.    

Overview of NTT Faculty Motivation to Engage in Faculty Development  

The NTT faculty who took part in the study believed that their participation in faculty 

development resulted in the attainment of new knowledge and skills that helped them to improve 

their teaching, which they, in turn, perceived as translating into a better teaching and learning 

experience for themselves and their students.  Making clear connections between the pedagogical 

theory and classroom practice was important to the NTT faculty in the study.  Kate, a road 
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scholar with eight years of college-level teaching, said, “If I'm able to do any of the sessions, 

what I'm looking for are ways that I can apply what I learn into my classroom and understand 

how it's going to benefit my students in their learning and understanding.”  The acquisition of 

new teaching techniques and tools gained from faculty development also led the participants to 

feel more confident in their teaching abilities.  The study revealed that the participants also 

engaged in faculty development to enhance their ability and efficacy in teaching with 

technology. 

The participants found activities most beneficial when there were clear connections 

between the techniques they learned and the impact on their teaching and student learning and 

outcomes, and when there was an expectation that they would implement what they had learned 

from faculty development into their classrooms.  This finding aligns with other research on the 

efficacy of practice and reflection in faculty development (MacCormack, et al., 2018).  Finally, 

the NTT faculty found purposefully designed workshops beneficial, along with online and face-

to-face cohorts that were intentionally designed to build peer interactions and foster a community 

around effective teaching.  This last finding aligns with research on the need to develop learning 

in faculty across professional lines, and involves both disciplinary knowledge and scholarship on 

effective teaching (Zakrajsek, 2014). 

Types of faculty development.  Faculty development varies widely by mission, 

clientele, resources, and programming; the latter of which assumes various forms based on a 

center’s level of resources and infrastructure.  Despite the broad array of faculty development 

offerings available, participants in the present study placed a higher value on two types of 

development: workshops and cohort-based opportunities.  

Workshops. The NTT faculty preferred purposefully designed workshops and cohort-

based faculty development opportunities.  The participants in the study indicated a preference for 
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facilitated workshops and cohort-based faculty development opportunities within which they 

could engage with peers on an ongoing basis.  There was not a noticeable difference in a 

preference for online versus face-to-face engagement, although a significant number of the 

respondents indicated hybrid or blended formats made it easier to fit development into their 

schedules.   

In commenting on her preference for engaging in faculty development, Beth liked 

“workshop series where different faculty members are facilitating different workshops every few 

weeks,” and Miguel indicated a preference for “short meetings where a certain technique or 

method is demonstrated, then you practice it with others in the room. I also appreciate the time to 

meet with the trainers individually, which at my institution, they're available all the time.” 

The study participants clarified that the workshops needed to be intentional and focused 

on specific teaching topics so they could appropriately select activities.  Yolanda remarked: 

I've gone to faculty development where I didn't learn anything. They present it as 

something that I'm going to learn; then I don't learn anything, that kind of saddens 

me. I don't have tons of time, and it's like I gave up two hours of my time where I 

didn't really learn anything. 

Isabella also shared her frustration with workshops that failed to deliver on the expected 

outcome, stating: 

There are times when I go to a workshop, and they finish, and I think, “What did I 

learn? What can I implement in my classroom?” and it's absolutely nothing; it is a 

total waste of my time. That's time I could have spent looking for new articles or 

other stuff. 

Cohort-based learning opportunities. Several respondents mentioned their participation 

in an online cohort-based faculty development model.  Diego noted that what helped him 
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improve his teaching was “When they share specific techniques that I can use in the classroom 

and show how the technique is used, giving an example like in the module videos.”  Remarking 

upon her cohort-based experience, Kiyana emphasized the importance of practice and reflection: 

They give you these resources, and also the fact that you can have actual teachers 

in actual classroom settings implementing these strategies, that's very helpful. 

And, specifically the online module, they do actual classroom settings, and they 

do mockups where the professors are deliberately making mistakes, and you have 

to find it and then reflect on it. 

Factors associated with higher levels of motivation. The NTT faculty in the study 

indicated that intrinsic motivational factors had the most substantial impact on their motivation 

to engage in faculty development.  The researcher identified that the faculty in the study 

perceived that participating in faculty development led to outcomes aligned with their intrinsic 

motivations to improve the learning experience, improve teaching self-efficacy, positively 

impact student outcomes, increase their sense of teaching autonomy, and build a sense of 

community among teaching-focused faculty.  The NTT faculty placed the most value on 

outcomes aligned with their intrinsic motivations to teach more effectively, improve their 

teaching efficacy including their confidence in using technology in the learning environment, 

positively impact student outcomes, increase their sense of teaching autonomy, and develop a 

community of teaching-focused faculty.   

There was one extrinsic motivation factor that the NTT faculty valued as an outcome but 

did not believe resulted from participating in faculty development, and that was continued 

employment.  It was interesting that the NTT faculty placed value on continued employment as 

an outcome, however, they did not believe that faculty development impacted upon decisions 

concerning their continued employment.  The value that the respondents placed on continuous 
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employment was not surprising.  The finding that the NTT faculty did not believe their 

engagement in faculty development contributed to decisions about their continued employment 

could be explained by the fact that all the participants were working at universities within which 

a CBA was in place, which predetermined how employment decisions for TT and NTT faculty 

were made, including eligibility for health and retirement benefits.  

High level of work commitment. National surveys of adjunct and other faculty report that 

they express a strong commitment to their work and a desire for quality professional 

development (Gyurko et al., 2016).  Despite the unfavorable circumstances that the NTT faculty 

perceived regarding their work situation, the study participants remained highly committed to 

their teaching roles and to working with students.  It seemed that for the NTT faculty in the study 

who had cast aside their aspirations of a TT position and accepted the reality of part-time faculty 

work, they transferred their thinking away from personal and career outcomes, and instead 

sought job satisfaction through connections with other faculty and their students, focusing on the 

intrinsic rewards of seeing student learning and outcomes improve.  

The NTT faculty in the study identified positively impacting student learning and 

outcomes as a critical factor that motivated them to stay energized in relation to their work and 

continue to improve their teaching.  Two study participants talked about receiving compensation 

for additional work related to participating in or helping to facilitate and develop faculty 

development activities.  These faculty then invested the money they received in connection with 

participating in faculty development back into their classroom to ultimately benefit their 

students.  Kate described her experience in the following way:  “Sometimes, they offer money or 

material incentives, like a $250 learning grant, and that's money you can use towards supplies 

you need, and that's nice for an adjunct because sometimes we do have to purchase our own 

supplies.” 
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When Claire receives remuneration from participating in faculty development, she 

reinvests it in her students.  She stated: 

I'll take that money, and instead of investing it in something boring like paying 

the rent, I invest in a new set of models or chemicals or something for a new 

classroom activity, and it's not a grant to buy materials with, it's actually a 

paycheck, but I earmark the money personally to reinvest it in classroom 

materials so that it can be more fun and engaging for the students. 

The NTT faculty interviewed in this study, not unlike other NTT faculty, fill a critical 

instructional need in higher education; yet, the study participants feel that they have given up a 

great deal by choosing this profession.  From the 15 interviews conducted with the NTT faculty 

in this study, the researcher posited that the unfavorable working conditions of NTT faculty, 

especially adjunct faculty working on fixed-term contracts, have led them to making very 

conscious trade-offs in life in order to perform a job they love and that they believe is critically 

important.  

Factors associated with lower levels of motivation. Extrinsic factors had the least 

impact upon the motivation of the NTT faculty in the study to engage in faculty development; 

this may have been because some extrinsic factors were not available, for instance, the faculty 

union dictates how continued employment decisions are made.  The researcher found that the 

participants did not perceive engaging in faculty development efforts as leading to expected 

outcomes that aligned with the extrinsic motivations for the institutional recognition of good 

teaching and an improved teaching culture.  The researcher did not find enough evidence based 

on the study interviews to support sufficient valence for the extrinsically motivated outcomes 

that aligned with improving the teaching culture, that is, compensation, institutional recognition 

of good teaching, and continuous employment.  However, the respondents may have placed 
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lower values on or excluded from consideration those extrinsically motivated outcomes because 

of external factors such as a CBA which predetermined factors such as compensation and 

continuous employment.  

Notably, the impact of faculty development on NTT faculty’s teaching effectiveness 

cannot be examined in isolation from other factors that enable or inhibit faculty’s ability to take 

advantage of the available offerings or from their ability to make changes to their teaching 

practice (A. Kezar, personal communication, April 6, 2018).  Research has demonstrated that 

NTT faculty tend to experience low pay and high job insecurity (Rawn & Fox, 2018); schedule-

induced isolation (Brown & Fuller, 2017); limited access to professional development (Maxey & 

Kezar, 2015); disparate treatment regarding hiring standards, employment terms, compensation, 

and benefits (Waltman & August, 2007); and teaching cultures that diminish the work of the 

NTT faculty (Kezar, 2013a).  The respondents in this study identified five demotivating factors 

that either impacted their ability to engage in faculty development or contributed to a lack of 

motivation to engage in these efforts: time constraints; feeling exploited in their role; chaotic 

course scheduling; feelings of isolation; and a lack of consistent access to health benefits. 

 Time constraints. Time constraints were stated most often by the respondents as the 

single factor that precluded them from taking advantage of the faculty development offerings at 

their institutions.  Even when institutions provided faculty development at different times and 

different days, for some faculty it was still too much to fit into their schedules given that they 

were either overcommitted to teaching at multiple institutions or had cumbersome course loads 

and struggled to fit in their family and other life commitments on top of hectic teaching 

schedules.  Diego mentioned, “I create a schedule that sometimes I cannot keep up with.”  Claire 

also talked about the desire to participate but recognized that limited time was a factor when she 
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said, “If there's something that pops up that sounds interesting and it fits into my schedule, I'll do 

it. Otherwise, it's just the time commitments that get in the way.” 

Conversely, Marisol commented that given her other time constraints, faculty 

development actually helped her to save time; she shared, “What they use is from research that is 

available, that is distilled and summarized, so they're saving me time having to find it and 

providing the key information that has been summarized.” 

During the interviews, the researcher was careful to differentiate between the questions 

concerning managing one's time or time constraints as a barrier or demotivating factor and the 

times at which institutions offered faculty development.  Nonetheless, most of the participants 

were clear that there was not a lack of faculty development offerings at their institution. Instead, 

they had to take on heavy course loads which impacted upon their available time to engage in 

development despite their desire to participate.  A few participants mentioned that it would be 

helpful if their institution offered a course release, or an additional stipend for participation, as a 

way for faculty to afford to carve out the time to participate. 

Following the interviews, during the focus group between the researcher and SMEs, the 

researcher and SMEs were somewhat perplexed at these findings because other studies had 

demonstrated the lack of availability of professional development as being connected to the time 

constraints mentioned by the NTT faculty.  The researcher and SMEs wondered whether the 

participants confounded the two elements and indicated this as an area for future research.  

Feeling exploited in their role. Despite the prevalent role of NTT faculty on campuses, 

there are numerous downsides, including being unable to participate in the academic community 

fully, low pay, job insecurity, and little recognition (Eagan et al., 2015; Rawn & Fox, 2018).  

Some of the research on contract faculty who teach on a limited-term basis indicates that this 

population experience lower levels of job satisfaction and extreme dissatisfaction with their 
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working conditions, but not the work itself (Eagan et al., 2015; Rawn & Fox, 2018; Waltman, 

Bergom, Hollenshead, Miller, & August, 2012).  

Within the study, the participants shared their frustrations regarding the general treatment 

of NTT faculty consisting of low pay coupled with high expectations to produce positive student 

outcomes with more limited resources than their TT colleagues, a fragmented structure of health 

benefits, and feelings of being treated as second-class citizens within the faculty community at 

their institutions.  Beth commented, “It's almost like social work in that respect, you give so 

much of yourself for so little in return.”  Another faculty member in the study, Claire, who had 

taught for over ten years, commented:  

There was a time when I was teaching at three different schools at the same time 

and driving around like a crazy person.  It was motivated by the need to pay my 

rent, just pay my bills, to make ends meet. 

During the interview with Beth, she talked about the stark realities of adjunct teaching 

and shared that one of her NTT faculty colleagues lived out of her car; she commented, “She's 

there in the parking lot every morning, and she is grading papers in her car, will go to coffee 

shops to work, but lives out of her car and teaches three classes at the school.” 

Yolanda, who taught part-time for five years and who held out hope that she might 

someday attain a TT position, said: 

What's sad is I don't feel like I have options. This is what I've chosen, and I've 

realized that because of the choice, I've sacrificed a lot of stuff; financial stability, 

my health, I'm not going to have a retirement. It's like, well, I've made a lot of 

sacrifices because I have a lot of debt. I just want to be able to pay my bills and be 

able to live comfortably and in a dignified way, being able to be on my own. 

There's just too many of us that are falling through the cracks. 
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Contrary to the situation Bakley and Brodersen (2018) describe for some contract faculty, 

that is, “Their access to orientation, professional development, administrative and technology 

support, office space, and accommodations for meeting with students typically is limited, 

unclear, or inconsistent” (p. 129), the faculty in the present study did not point toward a lack of 

access to professional development opportunities; in some cases, they received some 

administrative and technology support from their faculty development office.  This finding could 

simply indicate that the schools within which the researcher had connections to the faculty 

developers, and from which the study participants were recruited, were more “proficient” or 

“accomplished” in terms of their organizational structures, resource allocations and 

infrastructures, and programs and services, as described in A Center for Teaching and Learning 

Matrix (Collins-Brown et al., 2018), developed from ACE’s Beta Faculty Development Center 

Matrix (Haras et al., n.d.).  

Chaotic course scheduling. The participants in the study, notably the NTT faculty who 

were classified as road scholars and teaching part-time at multiple institutions, found their 

scheduling to be chaotic and disadvantageous to participating in activities that furthered their 

teaching development.  Kate talked about the diverse scheduling that she experienced as a part-

time faculty and shared her experience with scheduling constraints: 

One semester I taught at four different schools, and one day I went between three 

different schools.  I started teaching at 7:30 am and finished at 10:00 pm, that was 

two classes in the morning, two in the afternoon, and one at night, at three 

different schools. 

Feelings of isolation. The NTT faculty within the study described many of the same 

isolating conditions experienced by other NTT faculty, as noted by Bakley and Brodersen 

(2018).  These involve being excluded from important campus discussions, including meetings 
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about improving student learning, academic progress, and college completion.  This was an 

important finding because prior research has demonstrated that feeling valued by colleagues 

matters, and for the NTT faculty, whose focus is on teaching not research, their teaching status 

can place them in a perceived lower status at research universities.  This places them at higher 

risk of feeling undervalued (Rawn & Fox, 2018).  The study participants also indicated a strong 

desire to develop a sense of community, specifically among other teaching-focused faculty, as an 

expected outcome of faculty development; however, less than half believed faculty development 

led to a sense of community. 

Darnell commented, “It can be isolating just teaching your class, and that's it.”  

Moreover, Kate shared, “Because I'm an adjunct I don't get to attend departmental meetings, so I 

feel sort of out of the loop when it comes to socializing with other faculty.”  Another faculty 

member, Isabella, stated: 

We come here, we work, and we perform, right?  We teach, and that's it.  But we 

don't usually communicate much with the rest of the faculty, the rest of the staff, 

or the students.  Not only me, but other faculty I talk to, we usually feel isolated 

on a big campus. 

Lack of consistent access to health benefits. The NTT faculty reported the lack of 

consistent access to health benefits as another way in which they were being exploited.  In all 

cases, because the participants were represented by a CBA that included TT and NTT faculty, 

the parameters for their benefits eligibility were concrete.  Nevertheless, the participants 

discussed the difficulty of obtaining health benefits one semester, then not having them the next 

semester because their teaching load was too low, then perhaps regaining access to benefits in 

subsequent terms when their teaching load once again reached the minimum threshold.  The lack 

of consistent access to health benefits led some faculty to take on additional non-academic 
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employment to obtain these benefits, and in other cases, faculty stated it was necessary to live 

with family or friends in order to have enough money to pay their bills, including purchasing 

health insurance. 

Kevin explained, “Basically, working on a contingent basis, our employment is not 

guaranteed, and it even affects your health insurance.  You aren’t able to have health insurance if 

you don’t have two or more classes per semester.” 

Key Motivational Drivers of Engagement in Faculty Development 

 This study used a process theory of motivation, expectancy theory, to understand the 

whole process of motivation, including the factors that energized, directed, and sustained the 

NTT faculty to engage in faculty development.  Employing this motivational theory allowed the 

researcher to identify six key motivational drivers that prompt NTT faculty to engage in faculty 

development: facilitated practice and reflection; developing a sense of competency, efficacy, and 

autonomy; teaching with technology; impacting the student learning experience; developing a 

community of teaching-focused faculty; and possessing a high level of work commitment.  

Facilitated practice and reflection. Improving teaching practice and teaching self-

efficacy involved facilitated faculty development together with practice and reflection.  A 

consistent theme throughout the interviews was the desire by NTT faculty to be better teachers, 

to expand their toolbox of methods and techniques, and to teach their students in the way that 

best suited their learning style and not merely to teach students the same way that they were 

taught.  The participants in the study perceived that faculty development helped them to improve 

their teaching.  Commenting on the lack of preparation she had received as a teacher, Lilly noted: 

Pedagogy is not something that seems to be taught to graduate students who are 

going to then become teachers.  It's just so frustrating that the only people who 

know this stuff are the ones who seek it out or get a doctorate in education. 
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Faculty in the study revealed the three aspects of faculty development they believed were 

critically important to the successful implementation of new techniques and growth as an 

instructor: (a) going through a facilitated experience, (b) having opportunities to practice what 

they learned, and (c) being able to reflect on their implementation with their peers or faculty 

development staff.   

Haras (2018) noted that sustained and critical reflection supplemented by an expert 

facilitator and peer feedback creates safe opportunities for faculty to challenge closely held 

assumptions, both visible and invisible.  However, for faculty with heavy teaching loads, such as 

NTT faculty, reflection can at times be incompatible with the heavy demands placed upon them, 

yet it remains important because a lack of reflection risks leading to dispassionate teaching even 

for passionate instructors (Haras, 2018).  This study reinforces earlier research which has 

signaled the value and relevance of reflective practice as a pedagogical tool within the teaching 

field (Haras, 2018; Leslie, 2011; MacCormack et al., 2018; Tyndall, 2017; Winchester & 

Winchester, 2011).  The NTT faculty within this study were committed to the faculty 

development opportunities grounded in practice and reflection, and similarly to another study by 

Tyndall (2017) on adjunct faculty’s self-efficacy, faculty in the present study also desired to 

reflect on their instruction and continue developing competence in key teaching skills.  Marisol 

shared that for her, “Facilitation is key to implementation of the practices in a student-centered 

way.”  

A sense of competency, efficacy, and autonomy. Research has indicated that teachers’ 

sense of self-efficacy and autonomy are associated with motivational and emotional work 

outcomes and act as independent predictors of engagement and job satisfaction (Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2014).  Gaining a sense of pedagogical competence and teaching self-efficacy led the 

respondents in the present study to possessing a cautiously optimistic sense of teaching 
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autonomy.  After participating in faculty development, the respondents felt more confident in 

their approach to teaching and were better able to set teaching goals for themselves and learning 

goals for their students.  This increased sense of teaching efficacy was important, as Condon et 

al. (2015) have noted that teachers’ positive perceptions of their ability to make recommended 

changes to their teaching are an important factor in actually changing teaching practice.   

 

Figure 4. Teaching Performance, Efficacy, and Autonomy Process Continuum 

However, a strong sense of teaching self-efficacy alone was not enough for the 

respondents to feel empowered to make changes to their teaching; they also expressed the need 

to feel a sense of autonomy.  Deci and Ryan (as cited in Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014) have 

suggested that teaching autonomy involves the integration of new teaching techniques and the 

freedom to choose the teaching goals, methods, and strategies consistent with one’s personal 

teaching beliefs and values.  Figure 4 depicts how the researcher interpreted the movement of the 

NTT faculty respondents and their desire to improve their teaching performance which led to an 

increased sense of teaching efficacy, which, in turn, led to an increased sense of teaching 

autonomy.  The NTT faculty generally wanted to feel a sense of competence about their 

teaching.  Kiyana, a college teacher for 20 years, commented: 

I've been hungry, so, the sense of competence, that's the word. I like it. And I feel 

that I am competent at something, that I'm unstoppable.  I like the feeling of 
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knowing that I know and understand what it is I'm supposed to do, and as long as 

I feel confident it gives me the courage to go out and do these new things that are 

supposed to help students.  So, I think that competence and confidence are two 

things I look for.  

Kevin, who has taught at college level for over 20 years, shared, “If I'm going to do 

something, I like knowing I am doing it right and well.”  He elaborated further by stating, “Being 

able to develop habits and skills as a teacher, I kind of think of it like a toolbox, so being able to 

use more of a variety of methods rather than just lecture.” 

Jay, who has taught in a specialized professional program at college level for less than 

five years, shared how faculty development has impacted his ability to teach: 

Well, I came at this rather late in my career.  I started three or four years ago after 

a career in industry.  I had some ideas as to what would work, but there are two 

things: It gives me new ideas of how to do it, and two, reinforces and supports 

things I'm already doing.  So, I feel more confident that what I'm doing is making 

a difference. 

Culture of experimentation enables autonomy. As the discussion about an increased 

sense of autonomy ensued, however, the respondents also shared that the culture of the academic 

department or the institution or teaching culture needs to support experimentation to encourage 

faculty to try the new practices gained through faculty development.  In this regard, faculty 

development and the implementation of new practices and techniques, risk taking, and 

experimentation may be hindered by a culture within which the NTT faculty could be penalized 

if students do not react positively to these different techniques which may translate into negative 

student reviews.  Toby remarked, “We are taking huge risks because if our chairs don't like us 
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and the students complain because we used an innovative teaching technique we learned from 

faculty development, the chair will just fire us for being a pain.” 

The NTT faculty indicated that the culture of the department and their faculty peers 

needed to support the experimentation that allowed them to try new teaching techniques, and 

they need to know that if a new technique did not work, they could learn from the experience and 

make adjustments in the future without being penalized.  The respondents identified that the 

community they had developed through faculty development helped them to feel empowered and 

supported as they selected and implemented new teaching strategies and techniques.  This sense 

of a faculty development community which enabled teaching autonomy was contrary to the 

tension that Hower (2012) noted existed between professional autonomy and developing a peer 

community.  The NTT faculty within this study indicated that a teaching-focused community 

supported their perceived sense of autonomy. 

Teaching with technology. Faculty development helped faculty use new technologies in 

the learning environment.  Teaching efficacy in the study largely centered on the NTT faculty’s 

desire to increase their capacity and confidence in teaching with technology; their desire to learn 

new technologies mostly centered around understanding and effectively leveraging the 

institution’s learning management system.  Several faculty members also utilized faculty 

development to redesign a course or courses; they were teaching in hybrid or flipped classrooms 

that were highly dependent on the effective use of teaching technologies.  The participants 

believed faculty development helped them to understand how technology could be used to enable 

them to utilize their class time more effectively.  Miguel relied on faculty development because 

he needed to understand how to use the latest technologies; he stated, “I’m using a lot of 

technology. I was using an active-learning classroom that had computers at every table, so a lot 
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of the training that I've been doing is also connected to technology. I've realized I need to know 

how to use technology in the classroom.” 

Impact the student learning experience. The NTT faculty wanted to build better 

connections with students, improve the learning experience, and motivate students to succeed.  

There was high instrumentality to support the respondents' perceptions that faculty development 

benefited faculty in their teaching which, in turn, was perceived as benefiting the learning and 

understanding of their students.  The respondents indicated a strong desire to better engage 

students and help them to develop a sense of ownership over their learning, and they believed 

their engagement in faculty development helped them succeed in that effort.  Lilly had been 

teaching for 20 years, and she summed up her motivation for engaging in faculty development in 

this way: 

Part of my motivation for taking these workshops is not so much to change the 

rigor, but to figure out how I can help students meet those high expectations and 

to know what I can do to help them get excited, or engaged, or committed to 

reaching those high expectations. 

The NTT faculty in the study also recognized a need to develop the techniques and 

practices that equipped them to help first-generation students and students with a low SES persist 

and succeed in their education.  The NTT faculty in the study demonstrated a genuine 

commitment to students and believed that faculty development helped them find new ways and 

approaches to teaching that would help them better reach their students.  Diego, a road scholar 

teaching in a specialized discipline, noted, “I value developing good habits and good teaching 

techniques that improve the quality of students we continue to have, and if you don’t teach well, 

then we're going to graduate people who are unprepared.”  Marisol, who taught in the social 

sciences and was herself a student completing her doctoral coursework, commented:  
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For me, that desire to contribute is intense, and it's driven by my understanding of 

the changing demographics in the country, understanding how difficult it is, and 

how knowledge, technology, people who work in the computer world, they're 

making more money and that's also further separating the income gap.  So, I'm 

going to do my best to help these students finish college. 

In discussing The Motivational Framework for Culturally Responsive Teaching, 

Ginsberg (2018) noted the importance of intentionally developing instructional plans that help 

students direct their energy, attention, and interest in learning, and suggested that motivation and 

culturally responsive teaching are enabled when faculty develop competencies through authentic 

and effective instruction.  The NTT faculty in this study shared their commitment of being 

aligned with motivating students by developing better instructional techniques and creating a 

learning environment centered on the needs of their students.  Rebecca, who had been teaching 

for less than five years, remarked: 

I started breaking down the lessons into measurable, attainable tasks for students.  

And something that could be measured by me.  They're able to see their 

improvement.  They're able to have attainable goals.  And their motivation was 

better.  Our relationship was better because I was clear with them and they were 

clear with me.  They improved more.  They were more engaged as students and 

more focused.  So, I was able to see that.  That was really cool for me.  

Claire, who taught scientific inquiry and quantitative reasoning, talked about how she 

wanted to change the teaching paradigm in her discipline to be more student-focused: 

Some people's approach to teaching is to just give students the information, tell 

them it's up to them to learn it and fail them if they don't.  I teach in physical 

sciences and the paradigm in my discipline, it's kind of like sink or swim, and I 
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got tired of just seeing students flailing around and failing; that's not the kind of 

teacher I want to be. 

Community of teaching-focused faculty. The researcher observed that for the 

participants in the study developing a sense of community with other faculty who prioritized 

teaching further enabled them to implement new teaching techniques and make changes to their 

teaching practice.  The community developed among the NTT faculty through faculty 

development was significant because when the participants felt isolated from TT faculty 

colleagues in their departments, faculty development was an opportunity for them to attain 

connections to colleagues within their institutions.  This connection to other NTT faculty was 

important because participants perceived their NTT colleagues as valuing teaching over research, 

thus finding a community within which it was not only okay but encouraged to prioritize 

teaching.  The relationships the NTT faculty developed with faculty development center staff 

were also important because they provided a sense of legitimacy and support for the teaching 

methods and practices that the participants were implementing, even if they were uncertain about 

how others in their department would receive the changes.  Rawn and Fox (2018) noted that 

research indicates that feeling valued by colleagues matters, as this study confirmed, but 

cultivating such feelings may be especially challenging for teaching-focused faculty, particularly 

at research-intensive universities where teaching is regarded as a lower-status task than research.  

Discussing why she participated in faculty development, Isabella commented, “What 

motivated me, number one I guess, not feeling that you are totally alone doing something that is 

going to be meaningless in two years when a new administrator comes along and says something 

different.”  Beth shared, “What I'm really interested in from faculty development is the feedback, 

so looking at ways I can improve.  I tend to share the things that I'm struggling with to use the 

community as a sounding board.”   
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The researcher also observed that part of what enabled the community was the desire for 

authenticity among the members of the teaching community.  Claire stated: 

Opportunities where you can really develop relationships with other people that 

persist beyond the training, throughout the year.  The one-, two-, three- or five-

day retreats allow you to forge more trusting relationships and honest and 

authentic friendships that allow for more reflection.  You can be honest about 

your feelings and reactions and what you actually do in the classroom, and they 

can help you reflect on that. 

Importantly, the desire to build community among other teaching-focused faculty should 

not be confused with the desire for a community comprised solely of other NTT faculty; instead, 

the NTT faculty favored a community of faculty who prioritized teaching over research.  This 

community was not limited to a particular appointment type.   

Developing and sustaining a teaching-focused identity. The NTT faculty in the study 

perceived faculty development to be aligned with their teaching-focused faculty identity. At the 

core of their motivation to engage in faculty development, the NTT faculty in the study were 

committed to improving their teaching and positively impacting the student learning experience.  

This commitment to teaching and learning was evident through the participants’ desire to 

increase their sense of teaching autonomy and competence, to create a more productive and 

student-centered learning environment, and to build a community among other teaching-focused 

faculty.  Contemporary approaches to teacher identity consider it to be an ongoing process 

constructed through social context that, when an individual becomes emotionally attached to the 

teaching role, becomes part of the fabric of the individual and an organizing element in life (Van 

Lankveld, Schoonenboom, Volman, Croiset, & Beishuizen, 2018).   
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It should be noted that although the interview guide did not intentionally focus on student 

recognition of good teaching, it is likely that it should have.  Two respondents indicated 

instrumentality between faculty development and student recognition of good teaching and three 

respondents specifically noted that student recognition of their teaching was more important than 

institutional recognition.  Two responses were not sufficient to support instrumentality, but it 

was noteworthy that three respondents specifically differentiated between institutional and 

student recognition and noted that the students’ recognition of their hard work energized them.  

Regarding her commitment to engaging in faculty development, Kate remarked, “Besides 

wanting to try something new and hopefully get something that my students will be interested in 

and further their learning and experience, that's about all that motivates me to do it.”  Lilly 

elaborated on her commitment by sharing the following: 

I was asking for feedback from my students the other day, and I had one student 

raise their hand and say, “I just want you to know, and I talked to others, so I 

know that I'm saying this for many of us, we notice you working hard, and we 

notice you trying new things, and we really appreciate that.”  That made me feel 

good that they are seeing that I'm implementing these new ideas.  They're willing 

to work harder because they see me working harder.  

 
Implications for Policy and Practice 

“Higher education is undergoing an important sea change, where student success and 

learning is a primary focus” (Kezar, 2017).  Addressing this sea change requires shifting the 

traditional teaching and learning structure and culture to one that supports a value-added 

experience for students (Kezar, 2017).  Academic leaders also need to leverage their unique 

instructional assets to design and implement student-focused instructional approaches that better 

support learners’ transitioning to and through college completion.  The continued and growing 
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reliance on NTT faculty to teach a seismically different and more diverse student demographic 

than in past decades means we must earnestly reflect upon the attention paid to instructional 

quality, particularly on how we develop and support teaching-focused faculty, if we are to teach 

and graduate more low-income and first-generation students, adult students, and students with 

disabilities (Esters, 2017; Taylor, 2017).  

The results from this study, which were limited to the NTT faculty teaching at public 

regional comprehensive universities in a particular geographical region, were not dissimilar to 

other research studies that have been conducted on NTT faculty.  The low pay, job insecurity, 

and limited ability of NTT faculty to participate fully in the faculty culture of their institutions 

have a significant impact upon how they see themselves as being valued by the institutions and 

on their work performances (Rawn & Fox, 2018).  From the present study, the researcher 

deduces that the NTT faculty experience demotivating work conditions and job distress, yet, they 

remain highly committed to their teaching roles and their students.  Nevertheless, it is not 

sustainable for NTT faculty to carry out the majority of teaching on college campuses without 

the appropriate institutional structures, culture, and professional and personal support they 

require.  Based on the experiences of the participants in the present study, being an NTT faculty 

member is hard, it can be thankless, there are trade-offs, but they believe they are performing 

impactful and essential work.   

Accordingly, higher education must address the tension that exists between the need to 

cut costs, which employing NTT faculty purportedly helps to accomplish, with the need to invest 

in and support the critical cadre of teaching-focused faculty who have the greatest opportunity to 

impact student outcomes.  In discussing learning organizations, Peter Senge (1990) commented 

that such tension can be resolved “by raising current reality towards the vision, or by lowering 

the vision toward current reality” (p. 9).  Senge goes on to note that when organizations learn 
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how to work with such tension, they also learn how to use the energy resulting from the process 

to generate the momentum to move the present reality toward the desired vision.  As the use of 

NTT faculty is set to increase, not decrease, for the foreseeable future, it will take a collective 

effort from academic leaders—from department chairs to deans, provosts, and presidents—

working with faculty, both TT and NTT, to develop institutional policies and practices that 

bilaterally respect the teaching and research missions of the institution along with respecting the 

contributions that the faculty of all stripes deliver to students and the broader institution. 

 
Recommendations 

As NTT faculty continue to teach higher numbers of courses and effect a meaningful 

impact upon student learning, institutional leaders must make an earnest attempt to signal that 

high-quality instruction is a critical lever of institutional success and is regarded with the same 

esteem as research or service.  Effective teaching has a pluralistic value in terms of helping to 

prepare and progress more students to and through college, as well as improving institutional 

efficiency by improving student outcomes, which leads to increased retention, decreased course 

retakes, and faster time to degree completion (Brown & Kurzweil, 2018).  It makes sense then 

that an institution would invest in quality instruction and supports for NTT or teaching-focused 

faculty given that the majority of the students’ time is spent with such instructors, and presents 

the institution with the opportunity to have the most significant impact on students.  Waltman et 

al. (2012) found that for NTT faculty, teaching and working with students, and personal life, and 

work-life flexibility were associated with job satisfaction, whereas, terms of employment, and 

respect, and inclusion were factors associated with job dissatisfaction.  The areas of job 

dissatisfaction identified by Waltman et al. (2012), that is, terms of employment, and respect, 

and inclusion, are demotivating factors that also arose in the present study.  These findings 

provide academic leaders with a starting point for addressing some of the issues that NTT faculty 
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face as barriers or demotivators to their continued instructional development.  The 

recommendations based on the findings from the present study are assembled from the elements 

of faculty development that the institutions were doing well based on the participants’ responses 

in the study, as well as the areas in which the institutions could improve policy or practice. 

Academic leaders. Provosts, vice/associate/assistant provosts, and deans should take 

steps to elevate the important role of teaching within the academic enterprise and do so in a way 

that acknowledges the business case behind hiring NTT faculty but couples that reality with the 

need to recruit, develop, and retain the best teaching talent.    

Develop and sustain a culture of teaching excellence. Academic leaders should consider 

ways to increase NTT faculty engagement with faculty development as part of an intentional 

strategy to build and sustain a teaching-focused faculty community.  Campuses could prioritize 

teaching and learning centers as the first point of contact for new faculty (Haras, Ginsberg, et al., 

2017) as part of a broader effort to create a culture of teaching excellence within which teaching 

and research are equally valued.  Importantly, leaders should recognize that these efforts must 

extend beyond merely talking about teaching; the culture must be one within which TT faculty 

openly value the contributions of NTT faculty, and in which institutional leaders allocate 

resources to support NTT faculty work (Eagan et al., 2015).  Noting that the institutions 

represented in this study had active faculty development centers, academic leaders can still 

reflect upon the current teaching culture and ask themselves, “Does the current teaching climate 

respect the contribution made by NTT faculty? How so? If not, why not?”  Leaders should ask, 

“Are there policies or practices in place that inhibit the full participation of NTT faculty in the 

academic enterprise? If so, how do these policies and practices benefit a culture of teaching and 

learning?”  Part of answering these questions might include a conversation with the faculty 

development or teaching and learning center staff on campus.  In this regard, an excellent place 
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to begin a conversation is to use The Center for Teaching and Learning Matrix (Collins-Brown 

et al., 2018) to assess the role and impact of teaching and learning efforts with regard to the 

institutional mission, strategic plan, and accreditation requirements.   

Create better linkages between teaching performance and continuous employment. 

Non-tenure-track faculty in the present study highly valued continuous employment; however, 

the participants’ responses suggested there was insufficient instrumentality between engaging in 

faculty development and continuous employment.  Academic leaders should consider reviewing 

and updating faculty affairs and human resource policies and practices to ensure alignment 

between faculty roles and expectations, teaching performance and related improvement efforts, 

and the criteria that factor into decisions about continuous employment or future teaching 

contracts.  This recommendation aligns with the recommendation by Mitten and Ross (2018) for 

faculty and administrators to engage in conversations to identify how institutions might honor 

the importance of teaching-focused faculty, perhaps through differentiated faculty roles coupled 

with differentiated professional expectations, evaluation processes, and rewards.  This may 

impact the perceptions held by NTT faculty about instrumentality and extrinsic outcomes related 

to engagement in faculty development and teaching performance. 

Deans and department chairs should consider the extent to which they encourage faculty 

within their department or college to engage in teaching improvement efforts and how faculty’s 

engagement in these efforts is recognized or rewarded; this may have an important impact on 

NTT faculty’s perceived instrumentality and valence between engaging in faculty development 

and extrinsic outcomes.  For example, department or program chairs could encourage 

participation by making engagement in faculty development one of multiple factors they 

consider when making future course assignments.  Although, chairs also should acknowledge the 

barriers that exist for some NTT faculty that inhibit their engagement in faculty development and 
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work with these faculty to craft solutions that allow them to take advantage of and benefit from 

faculty development.  

Support NTT faculty’s basic hygiene needs. Consistent with recommendations by other 

researchers studying NTT faculty (Kezar, 2013b; Kezar & Maxey, 2015), academic leaders 

ought to consider how they might alleviate some of the barriers NTT faculty currently face 

regarding how they will satisfy basic hygiene needs, such as consistent access to health benefits.  

Research by Hurlburt and McGarrah (2016) demonstrated that colleges that rely more heavily on 

part-time contract faculty have achieved cost savings through managed benefit costs, as part-time 

teaching positions usually do not come with benefits.  The researcher in this study found little 

evidence, however, to demonstrate that cost savings associated with employing NTT faculty are 

being used to offset student tuition costs; instead, at public four-year universities, these cost 

savings are repurposed toward administrative and maintenance expenses (Hurlburt & McGarrah, 

2016).  For college leaders to sustain the contingency movement towards hiring quality NTT 

faculty who teach critical lower-division and gateway courses and who save the institution 

instructional costs, leaders might consider how reinvesting some, though not necessarily all, of 

the associated cost savings back into NTT faculty supports, for instance, providing more 

consistent access to health care benefits when NTT faculty are actively engaged with the 

institution.  This could occur through some means of partially funding health care premiums on a 

pro-rata basis determined by the average annual teaching load.  A step such as this could serve as 

a valuable tool to retain high-quality instructors as well as sustain their commitment to the 

institution. 

Faculty development professionals. A growing body of evidence supports that when 

properly chosen, supported, and treated, NTT faculty can be highly effective teachers, even more 

effective than their tenured counterparts, especially when working with disadvantaged students 
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(Bowen, 2016).  Faculty need support, guidance, and resources to implement evidence-based 

teaching practices and achieve and maintain high levels of teaching effectiveness.  Faculty 

development, done well, has the potential to be a lever for sustained engagement with NTT 

faculty and could potentially serve as a tool to engage and retain NTT faculty and solidify their 

commitment to the institution.  Though the NTT faculty interviewed in this study taught at public 

regional comprehensive universities with active faculty development centers, similar types of 

universities might consider how their centers and programming serve the needs of NTT faculty, 

or determine how the institution might develop a center or programming for NTT faculty. 

Assess the faculty profile to better understand and align programs and services.  

Understanding the composition of faculty at one’s institution, including the mix of full- and part-

time NTT faculty, is critically important to understanding the programmatic and support needs of 

these faculty, and also for center staff to develop programs and services aligned with the 

motivational needs of the various faculty populations.  Once faculty developers have a deeper 

understanding of the faculty population they intend to serve, they might ask, “Are we attempting 

to reach all instructional staff, that is, graduate teaching assistants, part- and full-time NTT 

faculty, and TT faculty, through our programs and services? If not, why not?”  Upon reflecting 

upon the impact of faculty development at one’s institution and how a center currently serves 

faculty compared to what might be needed to support the motivational needs of NTT faculty 

differently, it may be necessary to have conversations with academic leaders about the critical 

instructional development gaps that may exist.  Throughout these conversations, it will be 

important to note that to make a case for resources, a center needs to be able to demonstrate 

evidence of the effectiveness of its work at a level commensurate with the resources allocated to 

the effort (Taylor, 2017).  
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Further, faculty developers should consider the elements that led to increased expectancy 

for NTT faculty in the present study, to ensure they make clear connections between pedagogical 

theory and teaching practice and student learning in future programming.  Knowing the faculty 

population their center serves and the expected outcomes NTT faculty have about engaging in 

faculty development efforts will help developers deliver more purposefully designed workshops 

and cohort-based activities tailored to participants’ needs,    

Develop a teacher-scholar community that equally values teaching and learning.  The 

present study showed that NTT faculty highly valued being part of a teaching-focused 

community and generally believed that faculty development helped them develop a teaching 

community, yet these faculty felt isolated and excluded from their faculty colleagues.  Groen et 

al. (2017) noted that social factors, in addition to cognitive and motivational factors, have a 

mediating role in influencing job performance, and for NTT faculty, those social factors manifest 

through significant others who have the power to exert influence over them, such as faculty 

colleagues, staff, and even students.  Generally, individuals tend to perform well if the people 

they perceive to be their significant others encourage them to perform well (Groen et al., 2017).  

This highlights the importance of creating inclusive communities of NTT, TT, and tenured 

colleagues, which create a space for teaching-focused faculty to feel a deep connection and sense 

of trust with other faculty they perceive to place a similar value on their expected workplace 

outcomes, for example, outcomes related to better teaching, improving student learning, or 

developing a sense of autonomy.   

 
Limitations and Future Research 

 The present study included several limitations which could have impacted the outcomes 

of the study, so it will be important that any future research attempting to replicate this study 
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understands these limitations, along with the opportunities that these limitations offer with regard 

to conducting future research.   

The first limitation in the study was that the study only included 15 NTT faculty, all of 

whom were teaching primarily at one of four public regional comprehensive universities in the 

Western United States, and whom all had CBAs in place that covered tenured, TT, and NTT 

faculty.  The fact that a CBA was in force at each institution represented by the NTT faculty in 

the study means there were limitations on the actual decisions impacting upon their continued 

employment; however, the study still unearthed NTT faculty’s perceptions of how faculty 

development impacted upon their continued employment and job stability.  Further, the non-

random convenience sampling method used to recruit the faculty developers limited the 

institutions included in the study to public regional comprehensive universities with active 

faculty development centers.  The subsequent snowball sampling method was limited to NTT 

faculty known to the faculty developers which means these individuals had likely engaged in 

faculty development previously, thus potentially excluding faculty who had not engaged in 

faculty development. 

Another limitation in the present study was the fact that it only included NTT faculty who 

primarily taught at four-year public regional comprehensive universities, hence these results may 

not be replicable for NTT faculty teaching primarily at two-year institutions, private four-year 

schools, or public or private research-intensive institutions.  A future study might examine how 

these results might differ for faculty working at other types of institutions and in other states or 

regions of the country, such as the south or Midwest, where social and political factors may 

differ greatly from institutions located in the Western United States. 

In addition, the lack of attention paid specifically to the student recognition of good 

teaching, as opposed to institutional recognition was a limitation that should be more closely 
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examined in future research.  The researcher sought to understand how NTT faculty perceived 

the institutional recognition of good teaching but did not specifically ask about student 

recognition, which at least two respondents mentioned as an outcome they expected to realize as 

a result of faculty development.   

Additionally, there are several areas for future research based on the outcomes of this 

study.  Firstly, future research should examine whether the study results could be replicated at 

public regional comprehensive universities where CBAs are not in force, or replicated at two-

year colleges, private four-year schools, or public and private research-intensive universities, and 

at institutions in other geographical regions in the United States.  Secondly, the NTT faculty 

identified intrinsically motivating factors as appreciably more important than extrinsically 

motivated factors regarding what they expected to receive from faculty development and the 

value they placed on the outcomes associated with engaging in faculty development.  Future 

research should explore whether these motivational outcomes would hold up across both TT and 

NTT faculty and also explore how the motivational outcomes differ between voluntary versus 

involuntary part-time faculty (as discussed in Table 2, Chapter 3) since the present study 

included only involuntary part-time NTT faculty. 

Thirdly, given that developing a sense of community among teaching-focused faculty 

was an especially important outcome of engaging in faculty development, especially where 

respondents felt the teaching climate was only mildly supportive of engaging in faculty 

development, more research should be conducted to examine factors related to the teaching 

climate in relationship to the level of scale and impact of faculty development on a campus, and 

the extent to which faculty communities develop.  Future research might also explore how 

encouragement from a dean or department or program chair to engage in faculty development 
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might impact NTT faculty’s motivation to engage, given this was not included as an extrinsic 

factor in this study. 

Fourthly, future research might more intentionally examine the connection between 

student recognition of good teaching and faculty development, more specifically, asking, “How 

does knowing what your students think about your teaching impact your motivation to 

improve?” 

Further, because of the small sample size due to the qualitative nature of the study and 

the wide variation in years’ teaching experience, there were no identifiable patterns between 

teaching experience and motivation or engagement in faculty development, so this is an area that 

future research might explore.  The present study also did not ask NTT faculty about their 

primary or preferred teaching modality, that is online, blended, or face-to-face, so future research 

might also explore whether teaching modality and motivation to engage in faculty development 

are related.  

Finally, the researcher and focus group SMEs found it interesting that the NTT faculty 

consistently mentioned time constraints as a barrier to participating in faculty development, but 

only a few respondents mentioned the timing of faculty development offerings as a barrier.  It 

was possible that the respondents confounded time constraints and the times faculty development 

opportunities were offered, thus, differentiating between these two variables will also be 

important for future research on barriers to engaging in faculty development.  

 
Conclusion 

 As is the case with phenomenological research, the results of this study were not meant to 

be generalizable.  Instead the study and associated findings were meant to shed light on the 

specific experiences faced by a particular segment of the NTT faculty population given certain 

external environmental and contextual factors.  The study sought to better understand the 



131 
 

motivational factors that led NTT faculty to engage in faculty development, specifically 

examining the factors that enabled or inhibited their ability to participate; to understand the 

intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes the NTT faculty expected to achieve as a result of participating 

in faculty development; and to understand the intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes of faculty 

development that the NTT faculty valued most.   

The study results indicated that the NTT faculty were intrinsically motivated to engage in 

faculty development efforts.  These findings could be useful for faculty developers at public 

regional comprehensive universities with active faculty development centers interested in 

elevating the important role that faculty development can have on their campus, along with 

which NTT and TT faculty have representation in a union.  Relatedly, the study revealed the 

social and personal barriers faced by NTT faculty that could impact upon their work motivation 

and ability to engage in continuous instructional development efforts.  These are areas that the 

researcher believes are important for institutions to understand and address as part of a 

comprehensive strategy to recruit, retain, and support the growing population of NTT faculty.  

  



132 
 

References 

Alavi, S. B., Moteabbed, S., & Arasti, M. R. (2012). A qualitative investigation of career 
orientations of a sample of Iranian software engineers. Scientifica Iranica, 19(3), 662-
673.  

Alleman, N. F., Allen, C. C., & Haviland, D. (2017). Collegiality and the collegium in an era of 
faculty differentiation. ASHE Higher Education Report, 43(4), 7-122.  

Bakley, A. L., & Brodersen, L. A. (2018). Waiting to become: Adjunct faculty experiences at 
multi-campus community colleges. Community College Journal of Research and 
Practice, 42(2), 129-145.  

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: W.H. Freeman and 
Company.  

Banerjee, P., Gupta, R., & Bates, R. (2017). Influence of organizational learning culture on 
knowledge worker’s motivation to transfer training: Testing moderating effects of 
learning transfer climate. Current Psychology, 36(3), 606-617.  

Boston University. (2010). Report of the task force for non-tenure-track faculty. Boston, MA: 
Boston University. Retrieved from 
https://www.bu.edu/ntt/files/2010/04/NTTFaculty_TaskForce_Report.pdf  

Bowen, W. G. (2016, April 12). Issues facing major research universities at a time of stress and 
opportunity. New York, NY: Ithaka S+R. Retrieved from 
https://sr.ithaka.org/publications/issues-facing-major-research-universities-at-a-time-of-
stress-and-opportunity/ 

Brooks, C. F. (2010). Toward ‘hybridised’ faculty development for the twenty-first century: 
Blending online communities of practice and face-to-face meetings in instructional and 
professional support programmes. Innovations in Education and Teaching 
International, 47(3), 261-270. 

Brown, J., & Kurzweil, M. (2018). Instructional quality, student outcomes, and institutional 
finances. Washington, DC: American Council on Education. Retrieved from 



133 
 

http://www.acenet.edu/news-room/Documents/Instructional-Quality-Student-Outcomes-
and-Institutional-Finances.pdf 

Brown, M. K., & Fuller, R. (2017). Introduction. In R. Fuller, M. K. Brown, & K. Smith (Eds.), 
Adjunct faculty voices: Cultivating professional development and community at the 
front lines of higher education (pp. 1-5). Sterling, VA: Stylus Publishing. 

Busch, T., Fallan, L., & Pettersen, A. (1998). Disciplinary differences in job satisfaction, self-
efficacy, goal commitment and organisational commitment among faculty employees in 
Norwegian colleges: An empirical assessment of indicators of performance. Quality in 
Higher Education, 4(2), 137-157.  

Camara, W., O'Connor, R., Mattern, K., & Hanson, M. A. (2015). Beyond academics: A holistic 
framework for enhancing education and workplace success. Iowa City, IA: ACT. 
Retrieved from www.act.org/content/dam/act/unsecured/documents/ACT_RR2015-
4.pdf  

Canale, A. M., Herdklotz, C., & Wild, L. (2012). Evaluation of teaching effectiveness: 
Benchmark report & recommendations. Rochester, NY: Rochester Institute of 
Technology. Retrieved from 
http://www.rit.edu/academicaffairs/facultydevelopment/sites/rit.edu.academicaffairs.fac
ultydevelopment/files/docs/Evaluation_of_Teaching_Effectiveness.pdf  

Chen, Y., & Hoshower, L. B. (2003). Student evaluation of teaching effectiveness: An 
assessment of student perception and motivation. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher 
Education, 28(1), 71-88.  

Chen, Y., Gupta, A., & Hoshower, L. (2006). Factors that motivate business faculty to conduct 
research: An expectancy theory analysis. Journal of Education for Business, 81(4), 179-
189. 

Chickering, A. W., & Gamson, Z. F. (1987). Seven principles for good practice in undergraduate 
education. AAHE Bulletin, 39(7), 3-7. 

Collins-Brown, E., Haras, C., Hurney, C., Iuzzini, J., Magruder, E. D., Sorcinelli, M. D., … 
Wright, M. (2018). A center for teaching and learning matrix. Washington, DC: 



134 
 

American Council on Education. Retrieved from https://www.acenet.edu/news-
room/Documents/Center-For-Teaching-Learning-Matrix.pdf  

Conclusions and Suggestions for Further Research. (2010). Non-tenure-track faculty in higher 
education: Theories and tensions. ASHE Higher Education Report, 36(5), 63-72.  

Condon, W., Iverson, E. R., Manduca, C. A., Rutz, C., & Willett, G. (2015). Faculty 
development and student learning: Assessing the connections. Bloomington, IN: Indiana 
University Press. 

Cook, D. A., & Artino, A. R., Jr. (2016). Motivation to learn: An overview of contemporary 
theories. Medical Education, 50, 997-1014.  

Eagan, M. K., Jr., Jaeger, A. J., & Grantham, A. (2015). Supporting the academic majority: 
Policies and practices related to part-time faculty's job satisfaction. The Journal of 
Higher Education, 86(3), 448-483. 

Esters, L. (2017). Introduction. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. Sorcinelli, & L. Von Hoene 
(Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: Assessing the impacts and 
outcomes of faculty development (pp. 1-4). Washington, DC: American Council on 
Education. 

Faculty Guild. (2018, October 30). Faculty Guild to scale faculty development model pioneered 
by LaGuardia Community College Foundation [Press release]. Retrieved from 
https://www.facultyguild.org/resources/2018/10/29/faculty-guild-to-scale-faculty-
development-model-pioneered-by-laguardia-community-college-foundation  

Feldman, K. A., & Paulsen, M. B. (1999). Faculty motivation: The role of a supportive teaching 
culture. New Directions for Teaching & Learning, 78, 69-78.  

Fereday, J., & Muir-Cochrane, E. (2006). Demonstrating rigor using thematic analysis: A hybrid 
approach of inductive and deductive coding and theme development. International 
Journal of Qualitative Methods, 5(1), 80-92. 



135 
 

Fox, M. A., & Hackerman, N. (2003). Evaluating and improving undergraduate teaching in 
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press. 

Fuller, R., Brown, M. K., & Smith, K. (2017). A Portrait of Adjunct Faculty. In R. Fuller, M. K. 
Brown, & K. Smith (Eds.), Adjunct faculty voices: Cultivating professional development 
and community at the front lines of higher education (pp. 9-36). Sterling, VA: Stylus 
Publishing. 

Gagné, M., & Deci, E. L. (2005). Self-determination theory and work motivation. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 26(4), 331-362.  

Gagné, M., Forest, J., Vansteenkiste, M., Crevier-Braud, L., Van den Broeck, A., Aspeli, A. K., 
… Westbye, C. (2015). The multidimensional work motivation scale: Validation 
evidence in seven languages and nine countries. European Journal of Work and 
Organizational Psychology, 24(2), 178-196.  

Ginsburg, M. B. (2018, May 16). A Motivational Framework for Instructional Equity in Higher 
Education. Retrieved from https://www.higheredtoday.org/2018/05/16/motivational-
framework-instructional-equity-higher-education/ 

Groen, B. A. C., Wilderom, C. P. M., & Wouters, M. J. F. (2017). High job performance through 
co-developing performance measures with employees. Human Resource Management, 
56(1), 111-132.  

Groenewald, T. (2004). A phenomenological research design illustrated. International Journal of 
Qualitative Methods, 3(1), 42-55. 

Gyurko, J., MacCormack, P., Bless, M. M., & Jodl, J. (2016). Why Colleges And Universities 
Need to Invest in Quality Teaching Now More Than Ever. New York, NY: Association 
of College and University Educators. Retrieved from http://acue.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/White-Paper-201611114-Web.pdf 

Hammond, P. B., & Morgan, H. P. (1991). Ending mandatory retirement for tenured faculty: The 
Consequences for higher education. Washington, DC: National Academies Press.  



136 
 

Haras, C. (2018). Improving teaching through reflection. New York, NY: Association of College 
and University Educators. Retrieved from https://acue.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/11/ImprovingTeachingThroughReflection-Cat-Haras-1.pdf 

Haras, C., Ginsberg, M., Fernández, E., & Magruder, E. D. (2017). Future Goals and Actions of 
Faculty Development. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. Sorcinelli, & L. von Hoene 
(Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: Assessing the impacts and 
outcomes of faculty development (pp. 55-67). Washington, DC: American Council on 
Education. 

Haras, C., Ginsberg, M., Magruder, E. D., & Zakrajsek, T. (n.d.). A beta faculty development 

center matrix. Washington, DC: American Council on Education. Retrieved from 
http://www.acenet.edu/news-room/Documents/A-Beta-Faculty-Development-Center-
Matrix.pdf 

Haras, C., Taylor, S. C., Zakrajsek, T., Ginsberg, M., & Glover, J. (2017). Promising Practices in 
Assessment of Faculty Development Outcomes. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. 
Sorcinelli, & L. von Hoene (Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: 
Assessing the impacts and outcomes of faculty development (pp. 29-54). Washington, 
DC: American Council on Education. 

Hardré, P. L., & Kollmann, S. L. (2012). Motivational implications of faculty performance 
standards. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 40(6), 724-751.  

Hardré, P., & Cox, M. (2009). Evaluating faculty work: Expectations and standards of faculty 
performance in research universities. Research Papers in Education, 24(4), 383-419.  

Hearn, J., Burns, R. A., & Riffe, K. A. (2017). Academic workforce flexibility and strategic 
outcomes in four-year colleges and universities. New York, NY: TIAA Institute. 
Retrieved from https://www.tiaainstitute.org/sites/default/files/presentations/2017-
12/TIAA%20Institute_Hearn_Academic%20Workforce%20Flexibility_December%202
017.pdf  



137 
 

Honeycutt, E. D., Thelen, S. T., & Ford, J. B. (2010). Evaluating and motivating faculty 
performance: Challenges for marketing chairs. Marketing Education Review, 20(3), 
203-214.  

Hower, M. A. (2012). Faculty Work: Moving Beyond the Paradox of Autonomy and 
Collaboration (Dissertation). Retrieved from 
https://aura.antioch.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1120&context=etds 

Hurlburt, S., & McGarrah, M. (2016). The shifting academic workforce: Where are the 
contingent faculty? New York, NY: TIAA Institute. Retrieved from 
https://www.deltacostproject.org/sites/default/files/products/Shifting-Academic-
Workforce-November-2016_0.pdf 

Iqbal, I. (2013). Academics’ resistance to summative peer review of teaching: questionable 
rewards and the importance of student evaluations. Teaching in Higher Education, 
18(5), 557-569. 

Jankowski, N. A. (2017). Unpacking relationships: Instruction and student outcomes. 
Washington, DC: American Council on Education. Retrieved from 
http://www.acenet.edu/news-room/Documents/Unpacking-Relationships-Instruction-
and-Student-Outcomes.pdf 

Jones, W. A., Hutchens, N. H., Hulbert, A., Lewis, W. D., & Brown, D. M. (2017). Shared 
governance among the new majority: Non-tenure track faculty eligibility for election to 
university faculty senates. Innovation in Higher Education, 42(5-6), 505-519.  

Kezar, A. (2013a). Departmental cultures and non-tenure-track faculty: Willingness, capacity, 
and opportunity to perform at four-year institutions. The Journal of Higher Education, 
84(2), 153-183. 

Kezar, A. (2013b). Examining non-tenure-track faculty perceptions of how departmental policies 
and practices shape their performance and ability to create student learning at four-year 
institutions. Research in Higher Education, 54(5), 571-598.  

Kezar, A. (2017). Foreword. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. Sorcinelli, & L. von Hoene 
(Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: Assessing the impacts and 



138 
 

outcomes of faculty development (pp. 7-8). Washington, DC: American Council on 
Education. 

Kezar, A., & Gehrke, S. (2014). Why are we hiring so many non-tenure-track faculty? Liberal 
Education, 100(1), 44-51.  

Kezar, A., & Maxey, D. (2012). Missing from the institutional data picture: Non-tenure-track 
faculty. New Directions for Institutional Research, 155, 47-65.  

Kezar, A., & Maxey, D. (2015). Adapting by design: Creating faculty roles and defining faculty 
work to ensure an intentional future for colleges and universities. Los Angeles, CA: 
University of Southern California. Retrieved from 
https://pullias.usc.edu/delphi/resources 

Kezar, A., & Sam, C. (2011). Understanding non-tenure track faculty: New assumptions and 
theories for conceptualizing behavior. American Behavioral Scientist, 55(11), 1419-
1442.  

Künsting, J., Neuber, V., & Lipowsky, F. (2016). Teacher self-efficacy as a long-term predictor 
of instructional quality in the classroom. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 
31(3), 299-322.  

Leslie, B. B. (2011). Faculty perceptions of self-efficacy beliefs about facilitating discussion in 
small seminar classrooms: A mixed methods study (Dissertation). Retrieved from 
http://krex.k-
state.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/2097/8447/BarryLeslie2011.pdf?sequence=3&isAllo
wed=y  

Lunenburg, F. C. (2011). Expectancy theory of motivation: Motivating by altering expectations. 
International Journal of Management, Business, and Administration, 15(1), 1-6.  

MacCormack, P., Snow, M., Gyurko, J., & Candio Sekel, J. (2018). Connecting the dots: A 
proposed accountability method for evaluating the efficacy of faculty development and 
its impact on student outcomes. New York, NY: Association of College and University 
Educators. Retrieved from http://acue.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/07/WP3_Connecting-the-Dots.pdf 



139 
 

Maddux, J., Sherer, M., & Rogers, R. (1982). Self-efficacy expectancy and outcome expectancy: 
Their relationship and their effects on behavioral intentions. Cognitive Therapy and 
Research, 6(2), 207-211. 

Maxey, D., & Kezar, A. (2015). Revealing opportunities and obstacles for changing non-tenure-
track faculty practices: An examination of stakeholders’ awareness of institutional 
contradictions. The Journal of Higher Education, 86(4), 564-594. 

Maxey, D., & Kezar, A. (2016). Leveraging the Delphi technique to enrich knowledge and 
engage educational policy problems. Educational Policy, 30(7), 1042-1070. 

McFarland, J., Hussar, B., De Brey, C., Snyder, T., Wang, X., Wilkinson-Flicker, S., … Hinz, S. 
(2017). The condition of education 2017 (NCES 2017-144). Retrieved from 
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017144.pdf 

Mellow, G. O., Woolis, D. D., Klages-Bombich, M., Restler, S., & Arca, R. (2015). Taking 
college seriously: Pedagogy matters! Sterling, VA: Stylus Publishing.  

Merritt Boyd, A. C., III. (2016). Experiences and Perceptions of Full-Time, Non-Tenure-Track 
Faculty at a Four-Year University (Dissertation). Retrieved from 
https://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1256&context=education_etd 

Meyer, J. P., Doromal, J. B., Wei, X., & Zhu, S. (2017). A criterion-referenced approach to 
student ratings of instruction. Research in Higher Education, 58(5), 545-567.  

Miller, J. E., & Seldin, P. (2014). Changing practices in faculty evaluation. Academe, 100(3), 35-
38.  

Mitten, C., & Ross, D. (2018). Sustaining a commitment to teaching in a research-intensive 
university: what we learn from award-winning faculty. Studies in Higher Education, 
43(8), 1348-1361.  

Moser, A., & Korstjens, I. (2018). Series: Practical guidance to qualitative research. Part 3: 
Sampling, data collection and analysis. European Journal of General Practice, 24(1), 9-
18.  



140 
 

Nowell, C., Gale, L. R., & Handley, B. (2010). Assessing faculty performance using student 
evaluations of teaching in an uncontrolled setting. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher 
Education, 35(4), 463-475. 

Ott, M., & Cisneros, J. (2015). Understanding the changing faculty workforce in higher 
education: A comparison of full-time non-tenure track and tenure line experiences. 
Education Policy Analysis Archives, 23(90), 1-28. 

Pallas, A. M., Neumann, A., & Campbell, C. M. (2017). Policies and practices to support 
undergraduate teaching improvement. Cambridge, MA: American Academy of Arts & 
Sciences. Retrieved from 
https://www.amacad.org/sites/default/files/academy/multimedia/pdfs/publications/resear
chpapersmonographs/CFUE_Undergraduate-Teaching/CFUE_Undergraduate-
Teaching.pdf  

Rawn, C. D., & Fox, J. A. (2018). Understanding the work and perceptions of teaching focused 
faculty in a changing academic landscape. Research in Higher Education, 59(5), 591–
622.  

Reinharth, L., & Wahba, M. (1975). Expectancy theory as a predictor of work motivation, effort 
expenditure, and job performance. The Academy of Management Journal, 18(3), 520-
537. 

Rowbotham, M. A. (2015). The impact of faculty development on teacher self-efficacy, skills, 
and perspectives. Edwardsville, IL: Illinois Education Research Council at Southern 
Illinois University Edwardsville. Retrieved from 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED563500.pdf 

Rowe, M., Frantz, J., & Bozalek, V. (2013). Beyond knowledge and skills: The use of a Delphi 
study to develop a technology-mediated teaching strategy. BMC Medical Education, 
13(51), 1-8.  

Schwartz, D., & Muller, E. (n.d.). A summary and analysis of written guidelines for evaluating 
teaching effectiveness at UNC-Chapel Hill. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill. Retrieved from https://beta.provost.unc.edu/wp-



141 
 

content/uploads/2018/02/The-UNC-Center-for-Faculty-Excellence-Report-A-Summary-
and-Analysis-of-Written-Guidelines-for-Evaluating-Teaching-Effectiveness-at-UNC-
Chapel-Hill.pdf 

Senge, P. (1990). The leader’s new work: Building learning organizations. Sloan Management 
Review, 32(1), 7–23. 

Skaalvik, E. M., & Skaalvik, S. (2014). Teacher self-efficacy and perceived autonomy: Relations 
with teacher engagement, job satisfaction, and emotional exhaustion. Psychological 
Reports: Employment & Marketing, 114(1), 68-77.  

Smith, R., Maxasuriya, R., Caputi, P., & Hammer, D. (2008). Exploring the role of goal theory in 
understanding training motivation. International Journal of Training and Development, 
12(1), 54-72. 

Sorcinelli, M. D., Berg J. J., Bond, H., & Watson, C. E. (2017). Why Now is The Time for 
Evidence-Based Faculty Development. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. Sorcinelli, & L. 
von Hoene (Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: Assessing the 
impacts and outcomes of faculty development (pp. 5-16). Washington, DC: American 
Council on Education. 

Stupnisky, R. H., BrckaLorenz, A., Yuhas, B., & Guay, F. (2018). Faculty members’ motivation 
for teaching and best practices: Testing a model based on self-determination theory 
across institution types. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 53, 15-26.  

Stupnisky, R. H., Hall, N. C., Daniels, L. M., & Mensah, E. (2017). Testing a model of pretenure 
faculty members’ teaching and research success: Motivation as a mediator of balance, 
expectations, and collegiality. The Journal of Higher Education, 88(3), 376-400.  

Taylor, S. C. (2017). Preface. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. Sorcinelli, & L. von Hoene 
(Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: Assessing the impacts and 
outcomes of faculty development (pp. 9-10). Washington, DC: American Council on 
Education. 

Taylor, S. C., Haras, C., Magruder, E. D., Fernández, E., Ginsberg, M., & Glover, J. (2017). 
Institutional Investment in Teaching Excellence. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. 



142 
 

Sorcinelli, & L. von Hoene (Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: 
Assessing the impacts and outcomes of faculty development (pp. 69-83). Washington, 
DC: American Council on Education. 

The Higher Education Academy. (2011). The UK professional standards framework for teaching 
and supporting learning in higher education. Yorkshire, UK: The Higher Education 
Academy. Retrieved from https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/system/files/ukpsf_2011_0.pdf 

Theall, M. (2010). Evaluating teaching: From reliability to accountability. New Directions for 
Teaching and Learning, 123, 85-95. 

Treischl, E., & Wolbring, T. (2017). The causal effect of survey mode on students’ evaluations 
of teaching: Empirical evidence from three field experiments. Research in Higher 
Education, 58(8), 904–921. 

Turcan, M. (2010). Expectancy theory as a predictor of faculty motivation to use a course 
management system (Dissertation). Retrieved from 
https://tigerprints.clemson.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1586&context=all_dissertati
ons 

Tyndall, C. L. (2017). Called to teach: A mixed methods exploration of community college 
adjunct faculty’s teaching self-efficacy (Dissertation). Retrieved from 
https://scholarscompass.vcu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=5797&context=etd 

U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2017). Contingent workforce: Size, characteristics, 
compensation, and work experiences of adjunct and other non-tenure-track faculty. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Accountability Office. Retrieved from 
https://www.gao.gov/assets/690/687871.pdf 

Van Eerde, W., & Thierry, H. (1996). Vroom's expectancy models and work-related criteria: A 
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(5), 575-586.  

Van Lankveld, T., Schoonenboom, J., Volman, M., Croiset, G., & Beishuizen, J. (2018). 
Developing a teacher identity in the university context: A systematic review of the 
literature. Higher Education Research & Development, 36(2), 325-342.  



143 
 

von Hoene, L., Nilson, L. B., & Siering, G. (2017). Intended Teaching Effectiveness Outcomes 
for Instructors and Faculty Development. In C. Haras, S. C. Taylor, M. D. Sorcinelli, & 
L. von Hoene (Eds.), Institutional commitment to teaching excellence: Assessing the 
impacts and outcomes of faculty development (pp. 17-27). Washington, DC: American 
Council on Education. 

Waltman, J., & August, L. (2007). Making the best of both worlds: Findings from a national 
institution-level survey on non-tenure track faculty. Ann Arbor, MI: University of 
Michigan. Retrieved from https://www.uccs.edu/nttf/sites/nttf/files/inline-
files/Michigan%20Report%20on%20NTTF.pdf 

Waltman, J., Bergom, I., Hollenshead, C., Miller, J., & August, L. (2012). Factors contributing to 
job satisfaction and dissatisfaction among non-tenure-track faculty. The Journal of 
Higher Education, 83(3), 411-434. 

Wergin, J. F. (2003). Departments that work: Building and sustaining cultures of excellence in 
academic programs. Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing. 

Winchester, T. M., & Winchester, M. (2011). Exploring the impact of faculty reflection on 
weekly student evaluations of teaching. International Journal for Academic 
Development, 16(2), 119-131.  

Yakoboski, P. (2018, November). Adjunct faculty: Who they are and what is their experience? 
New York, NY: TIAA Institute. Retrieved from 
https://www.tiaainstitute.org/publication/adjunct-faculty-survey-2018 

Zakrajsek, T. (2014). Developing learning in faculty: Seeking expert assistance from colleagues. 
New Directions for Higher Education, 165, 63-73.  



144 
 

Appendix A 

Human Subjects Review Committee Approval 

  



145 
 

Appendix B 

Faculty Developer Colleague Participation Email 
 
Hi, (First Name), 
 
I am writing to request your help in identifying non-tenure-track (NTT) faculty to participate in 
my dissertation research study which explores faculty motivations to engage in faculty 
development.  This study may help academic leaders understand NTT faculty’s perceptions 
regarding engaging in professional development efforts and the expected outcomes of these 
efforts.  In this regard, I would greatly appreciate your help in identifying NTT faculty to 
potentially participate in my research study.  
 
To this end, I am asking several faculty developer colleagues in my network, including you, to 
identify five NTT faculty at your institution or in your university system to participate in this 
study.  I am seeking faculty who represent diversity in age, gender, years of teaching at college 
level, and level of engagement in faculty development.  In addition, participants should be either 
full-time faculty working on an annual or multi-year contract or part-time contract faculty who 
primarily teach lower-division general education courses.  This study excludes tenure-track 
faculty, NTT faculty who have not taught at least one course within the system in the previous 18 
months, and NTT faculty primarily teaching in professional programs and specialized disciplines 
such as accounting and finance, allied health, engineering, film and media studies, hospitality, 
law, medical, nursing, real estate, and teacher credentialing. 
 
I ask that you provide the five potential NTT faculty participants with the following link 
(http://tiny.cc/NTT-Faculty-Study) to complete a pre-interview survey which includes the study 
information and the informed consent.  To minimize any faculty feeling coerced into 
participating, this method allows NTT faculty you identify to opt-in to participating and sharing 
their information with me as opposed to you sharing their information with me and faculty 
having to opt-out of participation.  
 
Your institution will not be identified by name; rather, the study, which will involve participants 
from multiple institutions, will refer to NTT faculty teaching within a public university system in 
the West.  To protect the identities of faculty participants, you would agree to not publicly 
identify or attribute participation in the study to any individual you had referred to the study. 
 
Please let me know if you are interested in helping with the study or if you would like to set up a 
phone call to answer any questions about your involvement.  You can also direct any questions 
to my committee chair, Dr. Ruth Norman, at (302) 356-2461 or ruth.t.norman@wilmu.edu. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Steven Taylor 
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Appendix C 

Online Informed Consent Form  
(http://tiny.cc/NTT-Faculty-Study) 

 
Pre-Interview Survey – Page 1 
 
My name is Steven Taylor, and I am a doctoral student at Wilmington University.  I am 
conducting research on non-tenure-track (NTT) faculty attitudes toward professional 
development training.  By way of a mutual faculty development colleague, you have been 
referred as a person who may have an interest in this topic.  Participation in this study is 
completely voluntary; however, I would greatly appreciate your opinions on this important issue.   
 
Participation in the study involves completion of a short online background survey to be 
followed up by a phone interview at a time that is convenient to you.  The background survey 
should take between 5-10 minutes, and the interview should take around 45 minutes.  If you 
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without penalty.    
 
Please be assured that the input received will be aggregated and anonymized. You will not be 
identified personally in the study, and any personally identifiable information will be kept 
confidential.    
 
To proceed to the informed consent and complete the pre-interview survey, select the “Next” 
button below.  This informed consent and background survey should take between 5-10 
minutes to complete.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask. 
 
Thank you,  
 
Steven Taylor 
 
For questions regarding this study or your 
engagement in this study, please contact the 
principal investigator:  
 
Steven Taylor 
809 Otis Place NW #303 
Washington, DC 20010 
(202) 821-7850 
steven.c.taylor@wilmu.edu 
 

For questions or concerns related to the 
quality, integrity, or privacy of this study, 
please contact the Dissertation Chair:  
 
Dr. Ruth Norman 
Wilmington University, College of Business 
Wilson Graduate Center 
31 Reads Way, New Castle, DE 19720 
(302) 356-2461 
ruth.t.norman@wilmu.edu 
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Pre-Interview Survey – Page 2 
 
Informed Consent 
 
Please read the following statements and provide your digital signature to indicate you 
understand and acknowledge the elements of informed consent for this study.  
  

• I understand my participation in this study is completely voluntary.  If I choose to 
participate, my personally identifiable information will be kept private and 
confidential.  Your name or obvious descriptors will not be used in the report.  

• I may withdraw my participation at any time while the study is being conducted.  To 
withdraw from the study, I must notify the principal investigator by email 
at steven.c.taylor@wilmu.edu or the dissertation committee chair, Dr. Ruth Norman 
at ruth.t.norman@wilmu.edu.  Upon my request to withdraw, all information about my 
involvement in the study will be destroyed. 

• My participation in this study will involve a brief survey and an individual phone 
interview, approximately 45-60 minutes in length. The phone interview will be recorded 
only to ensure accuracy of the conversation. The recording will be shared with a third-
party transcription service but my name and personally identifiable information will not 
be shared. I reserve the right to request a copy of the interview transcript. 

• The researcher will ask questions relating to my experiences with faculty professional 
development activities as well my motivations.  

• Findings from this study, including my responses, will be used to provide academic 
leaders with important information to aid in the design and development of effective 
faculty development efforts aligned with outcomes valued by NTT faculty. 

 
Digital Signature 
In accordance with the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (ESIGN 
Act, Pub.L. 106–229, 114 Stat. 464, enacted June 30, 2000, 15 U.S.C. ch. 96), your electronic 
signature is the equivalent of and therefore subject to the same legal scrutiny of authenticity that 
applies to paper documents. 
 
Full Legal Name:  
Date: 
Email: 
A copy of your digitally signed acknowledgment of the informed consent will be emailed to you 
at this address for your records. 
Phone: 
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Pre-Interview Survey – Page 3 
 
Demographic Information 
 
Highest Degree Earned: 

• Academic Doctorate (PhD, EdD, DBA) 
• Terminal Degree (MLIS, MFA, JD) 
• Master’s Degree 
• Bachelor’s Degree 

 
Age Category:  

• 22-37 years (Millennials) 
• 38-53 years (Generation X) 
• 54-72 years (Baby Boomers) 
• 73-90 years (Silent Generation)  

 
Current Gender Identity: 

• Male 
• Female 
• Do not identify 

 
Teaching Profile 
 
My faculty employment is: 

• Full-time 
• Part-time 

 
My faculty appointment is: 

• Term contract 
• Annual contract 
• Multi-year contract 

 
Is your long-term teaching goal to attain a tenure-track teaching position? 

• Yes 
• No 

 
PART-TIME FACULTY: Please select the statement that best describes you: 

• I teach part-time because I have not found full-time academic employment. 
• I combine part-time teaching with other part-time non-teaching employment. 
• I combine part-time teaching at more than one institution. 
• I retired from a full-time career and now seek to teach part-time. 
• I am employed full-time outside the academy and teach part-time but am not interested in 

a full-time teaching position.   
• I am working toward a graduate degree and teach part-time as part of an award package 

or to gain experience. 
• Other 
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Years Teaching College Level (include full- and part-time): 
 
Academic Discipline: 
 
Interview Availability 
 
Please indicate the days of the week and time frames you are generally available to schedule a 
one-hour phone call. 
 
Submission Confirmation 
 
Thank you for your willingness to participate in this important research study.  Your response 
has been recorded.  You will receive a copy of the completed informed consent acknowledgment 
shortly; please retain this for your records. 
 
I will follow-up with you in the next 24-48 hours to schedule our phone interview. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Steven Taylor 
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Appendix D 

Interview Guide 

Introduction 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this interview for my dissertation study.  This 
interview is being conducted to ascertain your views on your motivation to engage in faculty 
development activities.  My aim is to understand what motivates you to engage in faculty 
development and what outcomes you expect to achieve as a result of participating in faculty 
development.  I hope we can speak comfortably and candidly with one another.  The session will 
be recorded to accurately capture your responses.  As a reminder, your identity will remain 
confidential and any information you share will not be attributed to you personally, rather, a 
pseudonym will be assigned to reflect your responses.  Based on this information, do you have 
any questions before we begin? 
 
 
ENGAGEMENT (7-10 minutes) 
 

• What motivates you to participate in faculty development?  
• What barriers prevent you from participating in faculty development?  What could you 

do to address these barriers? 
 
 
OUTCOMES (10-15 minutes) 
Gauge the extent to which certain expected outcomes are valued by individuals. 
 

• As a result of participating in faculty development, what outcomes do you expect to 
achieve for:  

o Your students? 
o Your teaching? 
o Yourself? 

• What outcomes of participating in faculty development do you value most? Value least? 
Prompt, if needed.  

o Positive outcomes might include praise, recognition, pay raises, continued 
employment, improved teaching practice, culture, or student outcomes.  

o Negative outcomes might include reprimands, pay cuts, limited employment 
opportunities or diminished teaching practice, culture, or student outcomes. 

• What would be the outcome of not participating in faculty development? 
 
 
EFFORT (10-15 minutes) 
Gauge how the participant believes exerting a certain level of effort impacts upon their 
performance. 
 

• Have you found that working hard helps you be a better teacher?  
o What type of hard work do you feel makes you perform better as a teacher? 

• Does participating in faculty development help you improve your teaching?  
o If so, can you provide a specific example? If not, why do you think that is? 



151 
 

• What types of faculty development activities would best prepare you to teach effectively?  
• What does or would enable you to put into action what you learn from participating in 

faculty development?  
 
 
PERFORMANCE (10-15 minutes) 
Gauge how the participant believes exerting a certain level of performance results in expected 
outcomes, such as rewards or punishments. 
 

• Do you believe certain levels of teaching effectiveness lead to certain outcomes? Explain. 
• In what ways are student outcomes in your class related to your performance as a 

teacher? 
• In what ways are professional outcomes related to your performance as a teacher? 
• In what ways are personal outcomes related to your performance as a teacher? 
• Do you believe participating in faculty development in order to improve your teaching is 

worth the effort? Why or why not? 
 

 

  



152 
 

Appendix E 

Codebook 

Effort (E) 

Relevance (E-R) 
 

Autonomy  
Task significance  
Feedback 

Interest (E-I) 
 

Skill variety 
Applicability 
The work itself 

Performance (P) 

Mastery (P-M) 
 

Ability 
Teaching effectiveness 
Teaching practice 
Self-efficacy 

Evaluation (P-E) 
Student ratings 
Self-evaluation 
Peer observation 

Outcomes (O) 

Positive (O-P) 

Recognition 
Pay rises 
Continued employment 
Improved teaching practice 
Positive culture 
Student outcomes 

Negative (O-N) 
Reprimands 
Pay cuts 
Limited employment opportunities 
Negative culture 

Engagement (EN) 

Intrinsic Motivators (EN-I) 
 

Personal goals 
Professional goals 
Sense of community 
Connection to colleagues 
Work with students 
Organizational commitment 

Extrinsic Motivators (EN-E) 
Pay  
Promotion 
Awards 

Barriers (EN-B) 
 

Trust 
Availability 
Limited Access 
Institutional policies  
Institutional practices 
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Appendix F 

Revised Codebook 

Expectancy 

Types of FD 

Workshops 
Cohorts 
Online 
Face-to-face 
Center resources 
Individual consultations 
Peer observations 

Engagement 

Skill variety 
Work commitment 
Teach with technology 
Level of feedback 
Personal goals 
Professional goals 
Connection to teaching practice 
Compensation 

Instrumentality 

Intrinsic Motivators 

Improve learning experience 
Teaching self-efficacy 
Impact student outcomes 
Autonomy 
Community 

Extrinsic Motivators 
Recognition of good teaching 
Teaching culture 
Continued employment 

Valence 

Intrinsic Motivators 

Improve learning experience 
Teaching self-efficacy 
Impact student outcomes 
Autonomy 
Community 

Extrinsic Motivators 
Recognition 
Teaching culture 
Continued employment 

Barriers  

Structural 
Lack of recognition 
Availability of FD 
Lack of consistent benefits 
Chaotic course scheduling 

Personal 
Time constraints 
Family or household status 
Making a living 

Social Exploitation 
Feeling isolated 

 


