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Associate Faculty;
Directing a Rich Resource

of the Basic Course

MARCIA D. DIXSON

ASSOCIATE faculty (also called part-time and adjunct) provide from thirty-eight to
fifty-seven percent of instruction in higher education (four-year and graduate
institutions) {Grusin & Reed, 1994). Percentages for Ihe basic course may be even

higher, especially in institutions with few or no graduate teaching assistants. Collectively,
associate faculty have a real impact on the integrity and practicality of our programs. The
Basic Course Director (BCD) has a number of important responsibilities and concerns when
directing associate faculty. This paper offers beginning BCDs some initial ideas and seeks
to open discussion about directing associate faculty.

HIRING ASSOCIATE FACULTY

Creating a pool
The first responsihility of the BCD is to hire the best available associate faculty. This process
needs to begin before a position is vacant hy creating and maintaining a pool of qualified
applicants. Advertising in local and regional newspapers as well as by word of mouth can
build such a pool. Ads should include all the qualifications pertinent to the position, what
documentation should be submitted with the application letter (resumes, recommendation
letters, transcripts), and deadline dates. If no position is open at the time, note in the ad that
the department is creating a p<x)l for future use (Hugenberg, 1993). The ad and subsequent
hiring process need to pay attention to equal opportunity employment practices.
When a position is open, and several desirable candidates are interviewed, their applications
should be kept on file to increase the quality of the pool and give the BCD more flexibility,
options, and peace of mind. To maintain this pool, periodically assure individuals of your
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continued interest in their employment and encourage candidates to inform you of address
and availability changes.

This way, last minute vacancies due to sudden resignations or rises in enrollment can be
quickly filled. For instance, two weeks hefore classes began in Fall, 1994, our department at
Indiana-Purdue University, Fort Wayne, was told by the school that, due to higher than
expected enrollment, we needed to add three sections of the basic course! The department
chair and BCD were both out of town. However, contingency plans had been left regarding
previously interviewed applicants from the pool. The department secretary had no trouble
staffing all three sections in plenty of time for final registration. Such fiexibility and ability
to make last minute adaptations is necessary given the unpredictable climate of today's
colleges.

Making hiring decisions
Usually, hiring choices are ba.sed upon the traditional criteria of education and experi-

ence. Associate faculty should have at least a Masters degree, preferably in communication.
However, the types of education required and/or preferred depend on the institution and the
availability of qualified applicants. The BCD should review transcripts to discover whether
the applicant has at least taken a course similar to the basic course (Hugenberg, 1993).
While we all prefer actual classroom teaching experience, we can also consider candidates
experiences in communication training or facilitation. Experience such as communication
consulting work; i.e., training workshops in negotiation, presentation skills, running effec-
tive meetings, are comparable to some teaching experience (although not equivalent to actual
classroom experience). Consider a candidate's experience in reference to the needs and
backgrounds of the students.

The BCD also needs to consider information relevant to scheduling. Is the candidate
available during the day? evenings? weekends? what times? Recruiting excellent associate
faculty is of little use if they are not available when needed.

The BCD, alone or in consultation with the chair or faculty committee, is generally
responsible for hiring. Therefore, s/he needs to be aware of hiring standards set by the
department, school, and university as well as salary information, scheduling possibilities and
the probable term of the position. Applicants will also want to know how standardized the
course is and what resources will be available to them (office, computer, clerical help etc.)
(an issue I will retum to later).
Leslie (1978) offers some questions for consideration of the effectiveness of the associate
faculty hiritig process:

• Who initiates the hiring process?
• How many people (on the average) are contacted before the job is

offered?
• How long does each "search" take?
• Is the position advertised in local publications?
• How much lead time is given to the part-time faculty member asked

to teach?
• Are there criteria for selection?
• Do other full-time faculty in the department have an opportunity to

meet the prospective faculty member?
• Are the credentials required of part-timers similar to those asked of

full-timers?
• Does the college have a listing of potential part-time faculty readily

available? (p. 78).
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ORIENTING ASSOCIATE FACULTY

Monroe and Denman (1991) discuss the importance of an ongoing orientation of
associate faculty. Becau.se role ambiguity has been associated with depressed levels of
performance and lower job satisfaction and commitment. Monroe and Dcnham (1991) slate
that honest, direct explanations of expectations are appreciated by associate faculty. Monroe
and Denham also believe that role socialization cannot be a one shot effort; it needs to be an
ongoing effort by the basic course director to be sure associate faculty understand their roles
and have the ability to ask questions about and negotiate reasonable changes in those roles.
This section of the paper offers a few suggestions to facilitate the socialization of associate
faculty. The sections on empowering and evaluating should also be considered ways to
accomplish role socialization.

Handbook
Once hiring decisions are made, new associate faculty need an orientation to the basic

course, the department, and the university. A handbook is highly recommended. Depending
on the level of standardization of the course, the handbook may include sample syllabi,
assignments, evaluation sheets and specific policies for the course: i.e., grading, testing,
attendance requirements, and minimal requirements. It sbould also contain information
regarding program philosophy and goals, as well as housekeeping items such as parking,
personnel forms, pay dates, library privileges and clerical support. Madsen and Mermer
(1993) recommend a set of formalized policies for all part-time instructors regarding role
expectations and responsibilities (office hours, covering courses during instructor absence,
etc.) (p. 105). Thus, all associate faculty become socialized into a role congruent with the
needsoftheuniversity and the expectations ofthe department. The more information in the
handbook, the fewer last minute questions.

A Basic Course Committee, composed ofthe Basic Course Director, some full time and
associate faculty members and the department secretary, is a good choice for creating the
handbook. This way relevant information from ail perspectives can be included. At the very
least, consult these sources.

Workshops
Be.sides the handbook, training sessions or workshops may be used to orient new

instructors, ranging from relatively informal meetings between the new instructor and the
BCD to several hour or multiple day workshops which do intensive teacher training including
how to grade student speeches, choosing assignments and practicing lecturing.

For instance. Hugenberg (1993) recommends training asswiate faculty in grading
student performances by using videotapes and a standardized grading sheet (sucb as the
Competent Speaker evaluation form). The Competent Speaker evaluation form is a standard-
ized public speaking grading form which can be obtained from SCA. It comes with a manual
on use and training and a training video will be available soon. This kind of training
standardizes public speaking grading across sections ofthe basic course. Hugenberg (1993)
further proposes associate faculty attend a workshop on teaching tips (lecturing, leading
discussion, working with students) with opportunities for practice and feedback.

Mentoring
Another method to orient and develop new associate faculty members is a mentoring

program. Assign a full-time faculty member or an experienced associate faculty person to the
new associate faculty member. This gives the new associate faculty someone to consult when
problems arise or he/she simply needs to discuss course ideas. The associate faculty member
also begins to establish a support network. The BCD may take on this role him/herself if there
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are not large numbers of associate faculty. Either way. the mentor needs to be experienced,
willing and available to the associate faculty member. Ideally, the associate faculty will visit
the mentor's class and vice-versa.

Mentoring has been shown to have significantly positive effects on the career success
of new professors and graduate students (Hill, Bahniuk & Dobos. 1989). Similar rewards
could be reaped by associate faculty (Hugenberg. 1993; Madsen & Mermen 1993). However,
due to the sometimes temporary nature of the associate faculty position, mentoring beyond
the first semester may realize diminishing retums for the time invested.

Which orientation method is best depends on the education and experience of the newly
hired instructor and the resources (including other faculty willing to help) available to the
BCD. Associate faculty, especially those new to teaching, tend to be quite concerned about
the fundamentals, such as how to put the syllabus together and where to find ideas for
activities and assignments. According to several associate faculty who have used our
handbook, it helps them to overcome these first obstacles. Some mechanism for helping
associate faculty plan their course and make policy, assignment and grading decisions is
necessary.

STANDARDIZATION OF COURSE AND PROCEDURES

Standardization is one system for helping associate faculty make course decisions. How
much a basic course should be standardized depends on what purpose the course serves and
who teaches it. If the course is required by many degree programs or is a part of a general
education curriculum, specific criteria may need to be met.

Standardization increases continuity and "quality control" between sections and makes
instructors' jobs easier by making some pedagogical decisions for them. It also takes away
much of the freedom and many of the opportunities for instructors to take ownership of their
courses by "creating" them. German (1993) offers an extensive list of potential advantages
and disadvantages that should be considered when making standardization decisions. An
abbreviated version of that list includes:

Advantages:
• Consistent course experience for everyone enrolled in the course
" Quality control
• Easier to argue the importance of a basic course when it is taught in

a dependable manner
• Easier to implement changes
• Consistency; ensures continuity from instructor to instructor and

from year to year
• Easier to train new instructors (prepared course materials etc.)

Disadvantages
• Highly regulated basic course may not allow for individual devia-

tions
" Stifles teacher development
• Morale may suffer
• Encourages counterproductive student behaviors such as plagiarism,

files of assignments and ahsenteeism (since notes can be copied from
students in other sections) (p. 149-150).

After considering these advantages and disadvantages, the BCD (in conjunction with
other department members) needs to consider how much and what aspects should be
standardized. Some areas to consider include:
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• Standardization of assignments and their weights
• Use of standardized grading sheets and instructions
• Use ofthe same textbook across sections
• Standardized syllabus, including absentee policy, approximate time

spent on all units of the course, and time of midterm and final
examinations

• Standardized midterm and final examination (Fleuriet, 1993, p. 156)

An effective BCD will standardize the course to maximize the advantages and minimize
the disadvantages of standardization. For instance, standardizing such areas as text, atten-
dance, grading policies and exams provides foundations upon which faculty can create
activities, assignments and supplemental materials to tailor the course in their own unique
way {Madsen & Mermer, 1993, p. 104).

Indiana-Purdue at Fort Wayne (IPFW) strikes what seems to be a workable balance by
providing a siandard textbook (detennined by a committee which includes associate faculty)
and certain minimal guidelines which aU faculty are expected to meet:

Fundamentals of Speech Communication Policies: IPFW
\. All COM 114 sections will have a maximum class size of 26.
2. All sections should be required to use tbe same text.
3. All sections should meet the following course content standards:

a. A minimum of three graded oral assignments; including two
student prepared speeches, and one group project.

b. A minimum of two examinations that count for 40% of the
students* grade covering both text and lecture material.

c. A minimum of one graded, written assignment.
d. Each area of the course: public speaking, group communication

and interpersonal communication, should receive a minimum of
three weeks' attention.

e. A student's grade will retlect performance and knowledge in all
three areas of the course.

f. A student must have a passing average (60%) on both exams and
non-exam assignments in order to pass the course.

4. All instructors will submit syllabi, assignments and tests to the Basic
Course Director.

5. All sections of COM 114, day. evening and summer, will administer
a standardized student evaluation.
(COM 114 Policies, Approved, 1991, IPFW).

The fact that all faculty are required to meet the same criteria not only provides better
continuity between sections, it also sends a message to associate faculty that everyone
teaching the basic course is held to the same standards, in short, we are "all in this together."

Whatever level of standardization is used, some process for monitoring faculty's
meeting of criteria needs to be established. Procedures as intrusive as "dropping" in on classes
and specifically asking students if criteria were met can be used but are recommended only
in extreme cases and when the BCD has the "power" to do something about those faculty not
meeting and refusing to meet the criteria. Less harsh procedures such as asking for syllabi and
instructional materials may be just as effective for monitoring and better for relationships. For
instance, I have a standard checklist which I fill out regarding each (associate and full-time)
faculty's syllabi. Usually just letting them know thai a criteria is not being met Is enough. If
not. this can be followed up by conversations regarding the problem and notes in personnel
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flies referred to in hiring for subsequent semester. The less the BCD looks like "big brother"
the better. Associate faculty and most employees work better in an atmosphere of trust which
requires the BCD to empower associate faculty as much as possible,

EMPOWERING ASSOCIATE FACULTY

Whatever method is used, associate faculty orientation needs to begin an ongoing
process of training and empowering associate faculty members. Empowering associate
faculty is crucial to helping them capitalize on their strengths. Empowering associate faculty
means granting them some control over their courses, treating them with the respect they are
due rather than as a group of subordinates, and including them in decision making processes
that affect their courses and/or professional lives.

Associate faculty are in a peculiar position within the university hierarchy. They are "not
quite" faculty, yet neither are they staff or students. They perform the same teaching tasks as
tenure track faculty but often are not included in faculty meetings or social gatherings. They
are frequently excluded from pedagogical decision making, even when such decision making
has a direct impact on theircourses (Reed & Grusin, 1989), Associate faculty tend to receive
lower pay, no fringe benefits, no chances for promotion and no job security. This situation
may cause associate faculty to feel like a fringe population, rather than an important part of
the department. Given that, their motivation to reach program goals or adhere to departmental
norms may be low.

A first step in empowering associate faculty is encouraging them to take ownership of
their classes in the same manner as other faculty would. To begin with, they need to be told
that, within certain boundaries, it is "tbeir" class and they should use their own strengths and
teaching style to create a classroom conducive to learning. At the same time, they should feel
free to come to the BCD for other faculty, if appropriate) if they have problems, questions,
or ideas to discuss. While associate faculty should feel ownership of their course(s), they
should not feel adrift.

The BCD needs to reinforce the empowerment of the associate faculty by treating them
with the respect they deserve. Associate faculty are adults, many of them successful
professionals; "stress the 'faculty" more than the part time" (Reed & Grusin, 1989, p, 30) or
the 'associate' in the title. They may not have the educational level and/or teaching expertise
of tenure-track faculty. They do, however, bring "real-world" experience that many of us
lack. For instance, students at IPFW have opportunities to be taught by associate faculty with
experiences ranging from career counseling, investment counseling, and social service work
to corporate communications, assistant prosecuting attomey and broadcasting. Add to this
the fact that many of the faculty have been perfecting their teaching of the basic course for
ten years or more and tbe result is diversity of background with focused experience within
the basic course. When we factor in the upper level and graduate courses tbat can be taught
by tenure track faculty because we have qualified associate faculty to help cover the basic
course, tbe importance and the strengths of associate faculty become glaringly apparent.
Most associate faculty bave earned the respect, if not the gratitude, of the rest of the
department.

However, attitudes are not enough. Associate faculty need to be empowered by being
included in relevant decision making and respected by having their opinions listened to, "The
BCD who provides the opportunity for the part-time instructor to co-create course objectives
and structures creates an environment wbere eacb instructor strives to reach common
educational goals and performance levels" (Madsen & Mermer, 1993, p, 103), When asked
(via the attached survey), our associate faculty reported lack of dialogue with other faculty
and not enough knowledge of department events as a recurring problem.

In order to overcome these problems, Hugenberg (1993) recommends the BCD hold
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periodic staff meetings with associate faculty instructors. Such meetings give associate
faculty a sense ofownership ofthe course (Hugenberg, 1993). They also offer the BCD the
opportunity to gather information regarding students' perceptions ofthe basic course. Two
or three meetings on the same topic may have to be held to accommodate diverse schedules.

However, since many associate faculty hold down other jobs, they may have little
interest or time for meetings. Of the eight people who responded to this question on a recent
survey, five said they would be willing to attend meetings if they were infrequent (once a
semester). The other three did not want meetings at all.

In such circumstances, the BCD needs to use other methods for including associate
faculty in course decision making. Informal conversations, letters, memos, or surveys are all
possibilities. Such efforts communicate respect for the unique experience and perspective of
the associate faculty member and add valuable infomiation to the decision making process.
Inclusion, in this way. empowers associate faculty and makes them feel like they are
important members of the department, which they are!

DEVELOPING ASSOCIATE FACULTY

Besides empowering associate faculty, the BCD should develop systematic ways to help
them improve their teaching skills. Mentoring and standardization can help. However, to be
successful, a faculty development program needs to provide opportunities: "(1) for regular
ass(x:iation with full-titne colleagues, (2) for orientation to the institution, (3) for identifica-
tion of problems in his or her instructional style, and (4) for the development of additional
instructional skills" (Leslie, 1978, p. 83). Ofthese four, the most ignored in the literature are
regular association with colleagues and development of additional instructional skills. We
tend to orient and evaluate (identify problems) associate faculty but do not provide systematic
support for including them in a collegial atmosphere or helping them improve their teaching,
unless the mentoring program is used. Having a mentor provides collegial support and
performance feedback with suggestions for improvement. For instance, another associate
faculty member, a full time faculty member or the BCD can visit classrooms to offer
suggestions, support and open the lines of communication. Lacking a mentor program, some
ways to provide collegial support are to include associate faculty at departmental meetings
and social events. Improving teaching can be accomplished by providing workshops about
specific areas of teaching which may concern several associate faculty or holding one-on-one
consultations about teaching improvement. The BCD needs to evaluate associate faculty and
consider available resources to create a suecessful faculty development program.

EVALUATING ASSOCIATE FACULTY

Evaluation of associate faculty may be done for purposes of teaching development or as
a basis for retention decisions. In either case, specific criteria should be created to allow the
evaluator to focus on what the department feels is important to good teaching. These criteria
also help determine what evaluation method(s) are most appropriate. Choices for evaluation
include; student evaluations, self-evaluations, syllabi and other instructional materials, and
direct observation of teaching.

Student evaluation
Because ofea.se of distribution and computation (most are computerized), these are popular
(Hugenberg, 1993). Students' opinions should be solicited since they have the most direct
experience with the instructor and are in a position to gauge the impact of the associate
faculty's teaching. However, there are mixed results of research exploring the effects of
various factors on student evaluations. Some research has found that evaluations were
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skewed toward men and instructors with dynamic presentation styles, regardless ofthe actual
teaming which occurred (Bee, 1993). On the other hand. Cross (as reported in "Final Report,"
1994) in a review of this research finds the effects of most characteristics (gender, grade point
average, college year, academic ability, age, and grade expectations) were negligible. Class
size and type of course requirement (major course, elective or general education) did affect
evaluatiotis in the expected directions (classes which were smaller, in the major or an elective
were rated systematically higher), Backlund (1992) in a meta-review ofthe literature on this
subject challenged many ofthe presently held perceptiotis about student evaluations. He
found that student ratings tended to he consistent, not contitigent on how well they liked the
instructor, just as accurate ahout the comparative worth of their learning experience
immediately following the course as they were after they had graduated, reliable (when forms
are well-developed), not dependent on the grade they receive or think they will receive in the
course and useful for improving instructional performance (pp. 9-10), Backlund (1992)
emphasizes the necessity of creating standardized procedures (instructor leaves the room,
etc.) and formats for student evaluation.

There is no research to date which looks at student evaluation scores as a function of
faculty status (regular or associate) (Bee. 1993, p. 310). So. while student evaluations are
valid indicators of instructor success, it is preferable that they not be the only indicators used,
especially for retention decisions. Student evaluations are also more accurately used across
a number of sections and semesters. Many of us have experienced a combination of
personalities, times or days which created courses difficult to teach regardless of expertise,
skill, or motivation. Thus, a pattern of student evaluations creates a more valid picture ofthe
instructor's abilities. (See Appendix A for a sample student evaluation.)

Self-evaluation
Self-evaluations can be an excellent way to discover areas where an individual or group of
associate faculty may need help. For instance, I administered a brief self-evaluation
(Appendix B) with four questions (on nine-point Likert scales) about instructor's prepared-
ness, confidence, and absolute and relevant satisfaction with their own teaching of public
speaking, small group cotmnunication and interpersonal communication. Cronbach Alphas
for the three scales were not outstanding, but given the small number of respondents (8) and
informal nature of this work, acceptable for our uses. Self-evaluation of public speaking
achieved a Cronbach alpha of .57; small group achieved .68 and the interpersonal scale
achieved a respectable .89. With only eight respondents, there were still significant differ-
ences between the three areas (descriptive statistics reported below) indicating instructors
had higher satisfaction and confidence in their teaching of public speaking than small group
or interpersonal communication.

TABLE 1

Instructor self-evaluations of skills and satisfaction in teaching of three areas

N of cases
Minimum
Maximum
Mean
Standard Dev

Puhltc
Speaking

8.00
33.00
36.00
35.12

1.36

Small
Group

8.00
28.00
36.00
30.31

2.78

Interpersonal
Communication

8.00
20.00
33.00
26.43
4.98
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Paired sample t-tests yielded significant differences between public speaking and small
group communication (t = 3.95; g < .006; df = 7) and public speaking and interpersonal
communication (t = 4.28; p < .004; df = 7). The difference between interpersonal communi-
cation and small group communication approached significance ( L=2.12;p< .072;dr=7).
Interestingly, students perceived parallel differences in how well they learned the three areas
(descriptive statistics below).

TABLE 2

Student evaluations of improvement of communication skills

N of cases*
Minimum
Maximum
Mean
Standard Dev

Public
Speaking

7
4.15
4.60
4.43
0.18

Small
Group

7
4.00
4.40
4.28
0.14

Interpersonal
Communication

8
4.10

• • • ^ 4 . 4 5

:•/ " 4.31
0.13

*Each case represents the average for an instructor's class of 20-26 students.

Paired t-tests found significant differences between student reports of improvement of
skills in public speaking and interpersonal (t = 3.10; g < .02; df = 6) and public speaking and
small group (t = 4.86; p< .(X)3;df =6). Differences between interpersonal communication
and small group skills improvement were not signiftcant(l=.834; i2< .44;df=6). Students
felt thai Iheir public speaking skills improved the most while small group and interpersonal
communication skills improved significantly less.

Taken together, these two measures indicate small group communication and interper-
sonal communication as the weakercomponentsof thecourse. These types of evaluations can
yield information for teacher and program improvement allowing the BCD todiscover where
to allocate resources for in-service training. This is especially true in the hybrid course where
people are frequently strong in one or two communication contexts but may struggle with the
third.

Evaluation of syllabi and other in.structiotial materials (te.sts. handouts, assignments)
Evaluation of instructional materials yields infonnation regarding an instructor's

organizational and test construction skills as well as his/her ability to meet course criteria and
create appropriate assignments given the content and level of the course. The evaluation of
instructional materials can also yield information about whether or not associate faculty are
establishing demands on students which arc consistent with regular faculty. Such consistency
issues impact on the integrity (Leslie, 1978) of thecourse as well as its ability to meet program
and general education needs.

Direct oh.ser\'ation of teaching
Direct observation, actually sitting in on a class(es), allows the BCD or other evaluator

to see firsthand how the associate faculty member interacts with students, organizes a class,
and answers questions. The BCD can then give the associate faculty member feedback
regarding their teaching strengths and weaknesses.

The BCD needs to consider whether or not to use surprise visits for direct observation.
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Hugenberg (1993) proposes using unatinounced visits, possibly because a more natural
teaching style tnay be observed; the associate faculty tnetiiber will not be able to prepare a
special lesson plan just for the BCD's visit. While this may be true, surprise visits conjure
tnemories of supervisors "checking up" on student teachers. Associate faculty should not feel
threatened or subordinated by this

Whether or not the BCD chooses to use surprise visits depends on the type of relationship
s/he is attempting to foster with associate faculty members. Trying to develop an atmosphere
of collahoration and facilitation may be difficult if the associate faculty member feels that
surprise observation visits are being used to "keep them on their toes" in much the same way
that pop quizzes are used in the classroom.

In most cases, it is probably more effective and efficient for BCDs to ask the associate
faculty member to "invite" them into the classroom.! also encourage associate faculty lo
invite other faculty (associate or full-time) to observe their teaching so they receive feedback
from more than one perspective. Associate faculty may wish to sit in on other faculty courses
if they and the other faculty member are comfortable with this arrangement.

Feedback
Even though retention decisions may be a primary purpose for many of these activities,

evaluation is much more useful and fosters less suspicion and stress if it is also used to develop
associate faculty strengths and alleviate weaknesses. To that end, some form of feedback;
written or oral, which discusses strengths, weaknesses and recommendations is crucial,
especially for tiew associate faculty. If possible, conferences should be held with new
associate faculty at the beginning of the semester and at appropriate intervals during the
semester (Reed & Grusin, 1989), These conferences should include discussions of student
rapport, grading practices/problems, and other concems of the BCD or associate faculty, A
conference should also occur towards the end of the semester to discuss strengths and
weaknesses and create plans for improvement.

OTHER CONCERNS

Scheduling ' ''•••-
An important part of the BCD's job is staffing sections of the basic course. This is

complicated by the outside commitments of associate faculty which must be respected. The
more sections and personnel, the earlier this procedure should start. At least two weeks before
the BCD plans to undertake this job, he/she should solicit scheduling preferences. I generally
ask for three pieces of information: 1) how many sections do associate faculty want to teach;
2) when can they teach; and 3) when would they prefer to teach, I ask the last two questions
of all faculty who will be teaching the basic course the next semester.

From this. 1 compile a grid of sections I can staff using people's preferences. After that,
I fill sections from faculty's "can teach" times. Occasionally. I tnay call associate faculty
members and ask them to choose between two alternative schedules; neither of which meets
their preferences. For instance, would they rather be done by noon or teach only two days a
week? This not only gives them the choice between undesirable alternatives, but also lets
them know that their needs matter even if 1 cannot meet them completely. For our associate
faculty people who are relatively stable, I pass on an "ideal" schedule of basic courses to our
department chair. This gives him that much more infonnation when scheduling subsequent
semesters. When scheduling preferences are not met, it is probably better to tell those
associate faculty via a phone call or face-to-face conversation, A BCD does not need to
apologize, since all faculty should know that everyone's preferences cannot be accommo-
dated. However, being autocratic and delivering ultimatums of "teach this schedule or else"
(even when such is the case) may earn the BCD an "or else" that means a hiring search.
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Grievances
When students have a problem in the basic course, their first recourse after their

instructor should be the BCD. In those situations, the BCD is somewhat caught in the middle.
Studentshave the right to have their grievances heard and, ifvi'arrimted, acted upon. Yet, the
BCD should not undermine associate faculty, especially if a climate of candor and coopera-
tion is a goal. The BCD needs to support associate faculty members, talking confidentially,
listening carefully and demonstrating trust, and still give students a fair hearing. Ideally, the
director helps the instructor solve the problem (Madsen & Mernier. 1993). Occasionally, the
BCD needs to act as negotiator or arbitrator.

A file should be kept of each case listing the grievance and the follow-up. This
documents the BCD"s actions and provides a history should subsequent students have similar
grievances against the same associate faculty member.

Grading
Fedler, Counts & Soner (1989) raise the concern that associate faculty grade systemati-

cally easier (higher) than tenure track faculty. Fedler et. al. (1989) looked at adjunct
professors in three journalism schools. They found that tenure faculty members awarded A"s
toF'sinaratioof7.7to I while adjunctawardedA'stoF'sata 12.1 to I ratio. The difference
in average GPAs for classes was less than a tenth of a point: 2.90 for associate faculty and
2.81 for tenure faculty. No significance lests were reported.

To investigate this concern. I analyzed 43 sections ofthe basic course at IPFW from Fall
'93. Spring '94 and Summer "94. comparing tenure track faculty and associate faculty. While
there were differences based on faculty status when looking at A to F ratios: associate faculty
had a 5.1 to 1 while regular faculty had a 4.6 to 1 A to F ratio (See Figure 1), a statistical
analysis of average GPA per class between associate and regular faculty demonstrated no
significant differences (t - .16; df = 41; E < .87; See Table 3). In short, at IPFW, there was
no evidence that associate faculty grade significantly "easier" than regular faculty.

FIGURE 1

Comparisons of grade profiles (Percentages A, B, C, D, F)
by Faculty status: IPFW faculty

A B C D F A B C D F

AsBOclata faculty Tsnura faculty

HSft
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TABLE 3

Statistics and T-test on Average GPA by Faculty type for IPFW faculty

Faculty status , N MEAN SD

Associate Faculty
Tenure Faculty

t=0.16

30
13

2.89
2.87

0.42
0.49

However, this may not be the case in all institutions. By asking colleagues from several
institutions, I was able to obtain similar data from four other institutions: a large midwestern
university, a small midwestern religious college, and two small private northeastern univer-
sities. The analysis ofthe grades from 28 sections ofthe basic communication course taught
by associate faculty and 17 sections taught by tenure track faculty yielded a different picture
than IPFW. The A to F ratio for associate faculty at these institutions was 18 to 1 for associate
faculty and 5 to 1 for tenure track faculty (See Figure 2). A statistical analysis of average GPA
per class between associate and regular faculty demonstrated significant differences ( t =
4.76; df = 43; p < .0001; See Table 4). What differences might exist between these other
institutions and IPf^ that would account for so great a difference in grading practices
between associate faculty and tenure track faculty? Answering that question is beyond the
scope of this paper but certainly deserves attention. If differences in grading practices can be
minimized, consistent treatment across sections can be enhanced.

FIGURE 2

Comparisons of grade profiles (Percentages A, B, C, D, F)
by Faculty status: Faculty from other institutions

10

Attocfate faculty Ttnure faculty
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TABLE 4

Statistics and T-test on Average GPA by Faculty type for faculty from other institutions

Faculty status N MEAN SD

Associate Faculty 28 3.30 0,39

Tenure Faculty 17 2.76 0,33

t = 4.76 df = 43E<0.0001

CONCLUSION

The lack of research on part-time/associate faculty in communication and, particularly, in the
basic course is dismaying. Given tbe numbers and possible influence of associate faculty on
the basic course, more research i.s certainly needed. Lacking such research, a good deal of this
paper offers advice from authors who are or have been directors and anecdotal evidence from
my own experience as both an associate faculty member and, presently, a basic course
director.

It is important that the BCD gives serious consideration to tbe processes of hiring,
orienting, developing and evaluating associate faculty. Associate faculty offer many oppor-
tunities and challenges to the Basic Course Director, Because they are not traditional
academics, they often bring a refreshingly different perspective to the classroom and the
department. They may need mentoring to develop self-confidence, hone their teaching skills
and begin to think of themselves as fully contributing metnbers of the department. Their
scheduling needs require the BCD to input different factors into the decision making process.
However, since they are a vital part of staffing the basic course and offering quality
instniction to our students in many institutions, the BCD will find the effort rewarding.

The key to effectively directing associate faculty is the key to effectively directing the
basic course, treat people {colleague.s, students etc.) with respect, honesty and openness.
Associate faculty are a unique group of instructors with a worthwhile contribution to make
to the basic course; in short, a rich resource to enhance the basic course.
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NOTES

'Data from these four institutions were analyzed together because either the institution did
not contribute enough data for separate analysis or the data analyzed separately produced the
same results as pooled analysis.

APPENDIX A
SAMPLE STUDENT EVALUATION FORM

PLEASE NOTE: YOUR INSTRUCTOR WILL NOT READ ANY PART OF THESE
EVALUATIONS UNTIL AFTER YOUR FINAL COURSE GRADES HAVE BEEN
SUBMITTED TO THE REGISTRAR.

INSTRUCTOR AND COURSE APPRAISAL

Please read each statement carefully, then select one of the following answers:

5 4 3 2 1

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Mark your answer clearly in the appropriate space on the Computer Answer Sheet.

1. My instructor displays a clear understanding of course topics.
2. My instructor explains assignments clearly.
3. My instructor has an effective style of presentation.
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4. My instructor seems prepared for class.
5. My instructor stimulates interest in the course.
6. This course has challenged me to think critically,

7. My instructor emphasizes relationships between and among topics.
8. My instructor makes good use of examples and illustrations.
9. My instructor evaluates often and provides help where needed.
10. My instructor is readily available for consultation.
11. My instructor suggests specific ways I can improve.
12. My instructor returns papers quickly enough to benefit me.
13. My instructor relates to me as an individual.
14. My instructor deals fairly and impartially with me.
15. My instructor develops classroom discussion skillfully.
16. Exams accurately assess what I have learned in this course.
17. Exams in this course have instructional value.
18. Oral assignments have instructional value.
19. Written assignments have instructional value.
20. Oral assignments are related to goals of this course.
21. Written assignments are related to goals of this course. r •
22. The teaching strategy used in this course is appropriate.
23. I would enjoy taking another course from this instructor.
24. My instructor motivates me to do my best work.
25. My instructor explains difficult material clearly.
26. Course assignments are interesting and stimulating.
27. Overall, this course is among the best I have ever taken.
28. Overall, this instructor is among the best teachers I have known.
29. The text for this course was understandable.
30. The text for this course was interesting.
3L I improved my interpersonal communication skills.
32. I improved my group communication skills,
33. I improved my public speaking skills.
34. Because of this course, I plan to take further communication courses.
35. On the back ofthe answer sheet, please list what you liked most about this class

and why.
36. On the back of the answer sheet, please list what you would change about this

elass and why.

APPENDIX B
ASSOCIATE FACULTY SURVEY

The following information is being gathered for three purposes: I) To determine what I can
do to better serve your needs and enable you to be the "best you can be"; 2) To prepare for
a panel for tbe national convention of Speech Communication Association on Directing the
Basic Course; 3) To prepare for a panel for the convention of Central States Communication
Association next year on incorporating interpersonal communication into the basic course.
To meet these goals. I need your help. Specifically, I need two things from you: I) Your
answers to these questions and 2) your permission to use the evaluation forms from your
courses to make some comparisons with this survey and syllabi. Once I have the information,
all names will be removed (your data will be anonymous). I realize that, as director, I already
have access to most of this information. However. I will not use this information for research
purposes without your permission, Infonnation from this survey will only be used for
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research and improving the course. If at all possible, I would appreciate having your results
by the end of finals week. Thank you for your cooperation.

I would also like to urge you to make comments either written or oral if there are problems
that I need to pay attention to or if you have ideas for improving the basie course or some
aspect ofthe basic course. Most of you have been here much longer than 1.1 welcome your
input.

Marcia D. Dixson

Teaching the PUBLIC SPEAKING component ofthe hasic course:

How well prepared do you feel to teach this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

Not prepared Very prepared

How much do you enjoy teaching this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

Not at all Very much

In comparison with the other two major areas of the course, how would you rate your
teachingof this aspect of the course? •_ ' ' " -

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Worse than the other two Best of the three

How confident are you in your teaching of this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

Not confident at all Very confident

Teaching the SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION component ofthe basic course:

How well prepared do you feel to teach this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

Not prepared at all Very prepared
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How much do you enjoy teaching this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

Not at all Very much

ln comparison with the other two major areas of the course, how would you rate your
teaching of this aspect of the course?

1 2 34 5 67 89

Worse than the other two Best of the three

How confident are you in your teaching of this aspect of the course?

! 2 3 4 5 67 89

Not confident at al! ;- •. v • . . Very confident

Teaching the INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION component of the basic
course:

How well prepared do you feel to teach this aspect of the course?

I 2 34 5 67 89

Nol prepared at all Very prepared

How mueh do you enjoy teaching this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 67 89

Not at all Very much

In comparison with lhe other two major areas of the course, how would you rate your
teaching of this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

Worse than the other two Best of the three
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How confident are you in your teaching of this aspect of the course?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

Not confident at all Very confident

Other aspects of teaching the basic course:

1. At this time, do you incorporate any intercultural issues/activities into your course?
If so, could you briefly describe one or two of tbese?

2. At this time, do you incorporate gender issues/activities into your course? If so,
could you briefly describe one or two of tbese?

3. Associate faculty are in somewhat of a unique position. Do you see any problems
associate faculty have that other facuhy do not?

What, if any, strengths do you see tbat are unique to associate faculty (i.e., specific
assets that associate faculty bring to tbe classroom that other faculty may not)?

4. Would you like more or less involvement with: full-time faculty?
other associate faculty?

5. Would you be interested in having meetings about the basic course? Yes. No. If yes,
what would you like to see bappen in sucb meetings?

If yes, who would you want to attend such meetings (just associate faculty, the
director, the department chair, otber faculty teaching the course)?

If yes, how often would you like such meetings to occur? (Monthly, bi-monthly,
once a semester, once a year)

6. Any particular problems you would like to see addressed?

7. Other comments:

I give my permission for tbe information in tbis survey, from my syllabi and my course
evaluation forms to be used for researcb and improving tbe basic course provided all sucb
information, once gatbered and coded, remains anonymous,

Signature Date

204




