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The problem of this study involved identifying and ranking perceptions of 

the attributes of exemplary teaching of adjunct faculty of the Dallas County 

Community College District. Data was collected by a 75 item opinionnaire and a 

demographic data sheet which was sent to a population of 3,000 employees of the 

Dallas County Community College District and 100 exemplary faculty from 39 of 

the 50 United States. 

The five chapters were titled Introduction, Review of Literature, Methods, 

Presentation and Analysis of Findings, and Summary, Discussion, Conclusions, 

and Recommendations. Revealed through the findings of Chapter 4 was the 

order of attributes as a Grand grand rank found through the combining of the 

grand rank order of the Dallas County Community Colleges' employees and the 

rank order of the nationally recognized exemplary faculty. 

Findings disclosed that a rank ordering of items represented by Kendall's 

W at .9654 with a chi-square of 142.8815 at the .001 level of significance. These 

findings led to the rejection of three null hypotheses and the following related 

conclusions: (1) perceptions of importance of teaching attributes, can be rank 

ordered, (2) while a high level of significant values of W may be interpreted as 



meaning that the observers and judges are applying essentially the same standard 

in ranking the variables, their pooled ordering may serve as a standard, 

(3) ordering of perceptions of exemplary teaching attributes is possible, and 

(4) rankings of attributes provides a usable list of variables that can be employed 

in evaluation. 

Recommendations for further study include design of an evaluation 

instrument incorporating all or part of the attributes for use in adjunct 

classrooms, and creation of a staff development program designed to help those 

who are less proficient in the classroom. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

A major concern of higher education has been to provide quality 

instruction for all students while encouraging continual faculty development 

towards higher levels of classroom achievement. An examination of the attributes 

of exemplary teaching which are critical in providing quality instruction has been 

in need of comprehensive study, especially within the ranks of adjunct faculty. 

The keepers of American education in its early years were great 

philosophers, primarily men of robust intellectual stature whose concern was the 

preservation of academia for its own sake. If there has been one certain ideal in 

education, it is that time shapes and changes, allows for reform and digression, 

and provides humans diversity in educational opportunities. John Dewey (1916) 

was a well established professor at Columbia when he published his best-known 

volume of education Democracy and Education. It was a pragmatic masterpiece 

that rejected the previous authoritarian and classical approaches to education and 

embraced a concept of education pointing out that "man was an organism living in 

an environment, an environment which helps to shape man, but which in turn can 

be modified by man...and the business of education was to improve the quality of 

experience that human beings had" (p. 95). -
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As time has changed philosophies of education, it has also changed the 

philosophy regarding those who deliver education. The small aristocratic 

population of college students in America in 1916 allowed colleges and 

universities the luxury of employing large full-time faculty ranks that is no longer 

possible. Budget restrictions and the concept of the "open door" have required 

increasing the number of adjuncts (Kern, 1986). Colleges have become more 

deliberate in their actions to certify that students in adjunct classrooms acquire 

equal education to that attained in the full-time faculty classrooms. 

The Dallas County Community College District (DCCCD) has been one of 

those institutions of higher education that has employed large numbers of adjunct 

faculty. In the Spring Semester of 1991, the DCCCD had 2,216 adjunct faculty 

working in a district of 2,953 faculty teaching credit classes at seven colleges 

(DCCCD Board Minutes, 1991). In one year's time the number of part-time 

faculty (PTF) had grown by 155 to a total of 2,371 part-time faculty. The 

aggregate number of full-time faculty (FTF) employed in the district during the 

same time was diminished by 11 to 726 for a total of 3,153 teaching faculty 

(DCCCD Personnel Payroll Records, 1992). Concern for quality has always been 

an issue in the Dallas County Community Colleges, and now the DCCCD seeks 

to find formative means of evaluation that reaffirm the value of those more 

traditional elements that the adjunct faculty bring to the district's classrooms 

while finding developmental measures to encourage constant growth in those 

elements that might be considered observable attributes of exemplary instruction. 
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Since part-time faculty members have played such a critical role in both 

the financial stability of the community college and the future success of the 

students who have attended the community college, it has become critical that 

community college administrators have criteria on which to evaluate part-time 

faculty that encourages the pursuit of exemplary instruction and provides a means 

to prescribe staff development which supports teaching success. Therefore, to 

encourage instructional excellence, attributes of exemplary instruction have been 

identified that will help to provide determinants of adjunct staff development. 

The methodology for identifying these attributes has involved the evaluation 

researchers, evaluating administrators, full-time faculty, part-time faculty, and 

nationally recognized community college faculty. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study involved identifying and ranking perceptions of 

the attributes of exemplary teaching of adjunct faculty in the Dallas County 

Community College District. 

Purposes of the Study 

In addition to resolving the basic problem of the study, the following 

purposes for the study were set forth: 

1. To determine administrative, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty 

perceptions regarding the exemplary teaching skills, characteristics, or attitudes of 

adjunct faculty in the Dallas County Community College District and 
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2. To determine the perception of importance through rank order of the 

exemplary teaching skills, characteristics, and attitudes as determined by the 

administration, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty of the Dallas County 

Community College District and, 

3. To validate the perceptions and the rank order of elements by DCCCD 

employees by means of statistical comparison to the rank order of a select group 

of nationally recognized external faculty in the field of community college 

teaching excellence. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions were formulated in order to achieve the 

purposes of this study: 

1. What are the observable teaching attributes of exemplary adjunct 

faculty in the Dallas County Community College District? 

2. What are the skills, characteristics, or attitudes that typify exemplary 

adjunct faculty teaching as perceived by evaluating administrators in the Dallas 

County Community College District? 

3. What are the skills, characteristics, or attitudes that typify exemplary 

adjunct faculty teaching as perceived by those who are full-time teaching faculty 

in the Dallas County Community College District? 

4. What are the skills, characteristics, or attitudes that typify exemplary 

adjunct faculty teaching as perceived by those who are adjunct faculty in the 

Dallas County Community College District? 
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5. What are the skills, characteristics, or attitudes that typify exemplary 

adjunct faculty teaching as perceived by those who are recognized nationally as 

exemplary community college external faculty? 

6. Which of these attributes can be consistently ranked as most important 

by the administration, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty of the Dallas County 

Community College District and in what order can the attributes be most 

consistently ranked by each group? 

7. What relationship exists between those skills, characteristics, or 

attitudes which are perceived to be exemplary in a collective ranking of 

importance and attributes ranked by the individual groups of evaluating 

administrators, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty of the DCCCD? 

8. What relationship exists between the ranking of attributes by the 

Dallas County Community College District employees and that of a select group 

of nationally recognized exemplary community college external faculty? 

The null hypotheses for this study are as follows: 

1. There is no relationship of concordance between those attribute mean 

rankings of the evaluating administrators, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty 

of the Dallas County Community College District. 

2. There is no relationship of concordance between those attribute mean 

rankings of the employees (EA's, FTF's, and PTF's) in the Dallas County 

Community College District and the attribute mean ranking of the group of 

nationally recognized exemplary community college external faculty (EF's). 
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3. There is no ability to create and rank a list of teaching attributes to 

use in adjunct instructional evaluation by means of processes utilized in this study. 

Significance of the Study 

The intent of the research design was to contribute to the formal research 

and literature now available on the topic of adjunct faculty evaluation and 

especially to provide an method for identification and ranking that not only 

establishes which part-time faculty attributes are now considered exemplary but 

a method of research that allows that ranking to be re-validated as needed to 

address changes in teaching by adjunct faculty. This study is a significant 

extension to research in evaluation that provides an accurate method of 

prescribing formative programs of staff development which positively affect the 

growth of part-time faculty and the advancement of institutional effectiveness. 

Definition of Terms 

Classroom Instruction as defined for this study refers to teaching of credit 

classes in the area of academic transfer and technical/occupational courses. 

The Dallas County Community College District (DCCCD't was the source 

of the population used in this study. It consists of seven autonomous community 

colleges within one college district in Dallas County, Texas. 

The Demographic Data Sheet fDDS^ provided demographic data on those 

who responded to the opinionnaire by asking twenty-five (25) questions and 

provided an opportunity for write-in input. 
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Evaluating Administrators (EA) were those administrators who had 

evaluation responsibilities for adjunct faculty. 

Exemplary Instruction (ED was defined as teaching that involved the 

learner to the extent that success in the classroom was elicited. 

External Faculty CEF'I were those 100 faculty randomly selected from the 

book Teaching as Leading (Baker, Roueche, and Gillett-Karam, 1990) who were 

identified as exemplaiy community college faculty. 

Faculty refers to all of those who teach for the Dallas County Community 

College District including, full-time and part-time faculty teaching in credit 

programs. 

Full-Time Faculty (FT faculty or Fi JrO refers to all faculty on contract for 

one or more years who were required to perform a teaching load of at least five 

courses of three credit hours per semester for each of the fall and spring 

semesters. 

The Quality Attribute Opinionnaire (OACM was the seventy-five (75) 

question instrument used to collect perceptions of exemplary teaching attributes 

for this study. 

Part-Time Faculty (PTF) refers to all faculty on a single semester contract 

to teach no more than seven credit hours of instruction during that specific 

contract period. 

The Select Panel of Authorities (SPA) was a group of ten nationally 

renowned experts who have been consistently recognized for their research, 



8 

writing, and/or contribution in the realm of community college teaching excellence 

or evaluation. 

Teaching Skills (TSV Teaching Characteristics (TCY and Teaching 

Attitudes (TA). for the purpose of this study, were recognized as those elements 

perceived to be critical to exemplary instruction as rated by the evaluating 

administrators, full-time faculty, part-time faculty, and external faculty who 

responded to the Quality Attribute Opinionnaire and Demographic Data Sheet. 

Definitions of the various administrative and faculty positions came from 

the Dallas County Community College District Policy and Procedure Manual 

(1991) and Personnel Guide (1990). 

Assumptions 

The following assumption was made for this study: 

It was assumed that subjects responded honestly to the instruments they 

received. Each of these instruments involved self-reporting of responses by the 

subject. The instruments utilized were the Quality Attribute Opinionnaire (QAO) 

and the Demographic Data Sheet. 

Limitations 

The following limitation of this study should be noted: 

Generalizations from the results of this study should be confined to groups 

(adjunct faculty) similar to those in this study e.g., community college adjunct 

faculty from a large, metropolitan, multi-campus community college district. In 

addition, groups studied should have similar responsibilities to those used in this 

study. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The literature was reviewed to synthesize findings and results of research 

in the field of adjunct faculty evaluation. The review focused on five areas 

including the following: the history of evaluation in education; the purposes for 

hiring and evaluating adjunct faculty; the results of research related to exemplary 

teaching skills, characteristics, and attitudes found in exemplary teaching; the 

procedures used in faculty evaluation processes; and the uses of information 

derived from or generated in the process of evaluation. Although examined 

separately in this study, the five areas were integral to examining the total 

evaluation process for adjunct faculty. While the literature studied addressed 

predominately the full-time faculty member, it was believed that certain 

generalities could be drawn from the research that applied to all adjunct faculty. 

A chronological ordering was attempted in reviewing each of the five areas 

mentioned. 

In A Conceptual Framework for Staff Evaluation. Smith (1983) pointed 

out that the history of faculty evaluation could be traced back to the earliest 

colleges and universities of the world. His early description stated that 

universities around 1000 A.D., often were driven by students who employed and 

dismissed the faculty members who, in turn, hired the university administration (p. 
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3). The students or those supporting the student had employer rights and assume 

dearly evaluation duties as employers of faculty. The evaluation process has 

changed along with the responsibility of those doing the evaluating. 

In his College The Undergraduate Experience in America. Boyer (1987) 

noted, "...evaluation of teachers is the mark of a good college" and went on to add 

that Princeton University had only initiated an evaluation "program" for its faculty 

in 1969. Behrendt and Parsons (1983) pointed out that in January 1971 the 

concept of educational accountability was presented to the membership of the 

American Association of Community and Junior Colleges in a monograph 

published to propose that faculty evaluation focus on "how well students were 

being taught" (p. 33). Smith (p. 4) continued his elaboration on the history of 

faculty evaluation by saying that the framework for community college evaluation 

systems was conceived as a result of "a dramatic shift to more comprehensive and 

systematically planned faculty and staff evaluation systems." Historically, it was 

not until the early 1970's that faculty evaluation became systematic in design with 

a comprehensive approach and charge, this was a result of the adoption of 

management by objectives (MBO) systems from business and industry as the 

planning panacea of that decade (Exxon, 1979). With MBO came a whole 

concept of accountability to performance objectives that were negotiated between 

faculty and the department chairman which required periodic review. 

The systematic evaluation of adjuncts was a natural step that occurred, in 

part, as a by-product of the full-time faculty evaluation process and as industry 



11 

provided more adjuncts to the increasing number of technical programs of the 

1970's that junior and community colleges offered to fill growing job markets. 

As the number of part-time faculty increased, it became increasingly more 

important for administration to resolve the quality of instruction questions related 

to full versus part-time instruction through comprehensive evaluation systems. 

Unfortunately, as Smith (p. 7) documents, "to date, most community colleges have 

focused their evaluation efforts on the development of improved full-time faculty 

evaluation systems. Such efforts have often neglected other equally important 

personnel groups in two-year colleges, such as administrators, part-time faculty, 

academic support staff, and so on" (p. 7). 

Numerous other writers of the 1970's provided research that related to the 

quality-teaching issue. Some of the researchers wrote on the need to better 

support part-time faculty through closer supervision and more frequent 

evaluation. In general they stated that "the part-time faculty were step-children of 

the community college" (Bender and Hammons, 1972); that part-time faculty were 

"the forgotten and neglected" (Bender and Breuder, 1973; Hoenninger and Black, 

1978); that the "adjunct faculty deserve a better deal" (Anderson, 1975; and 

Williams 1972); and that in relationship to evaluation "part-time faculty needs 

full-time supervision" (Cooke, and Hurlburt, 1976). This was an awakening 

period when numerous issues relating to adjuncts were discussed. These issues 

seemed interwoven or at least related to quality instruction as a whole. 
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In the decade of the 1970's, some of the issues related to part-time 

evaluation as tied to classroom excellence were reviewed in the large quantity of 

new research performed. How well the adjuncts were prepped by orientation for 

their position before entering the classroom was one of the areas exhaustively 

studied (Keehan, 1972; Kennedy, 1966; Swain, 1976; and Van Hemert, 1977). 

Another issue which received a great deal of researchers' time was related to 

availability of opportunities for part-timers to be a part of the curriculum 

development process (Elwood, 1976). Yet another related question was the types 

of staff development were provided to assist part-timers to become better teachers 

(Croy, 1973; Falk, 1975; Justice, 1976; Koltai, 1976; Lombardi, 1975; McCarter 

and Grigsby, 1976; and Pelham, 1972). Finally, a large series of district and 

regional surveys were taken and position-papers presented at conventions that 

related directly to adjunct faculty teaching success. This research done in the 

1970's set the pace for future endeavors (Blai, 1975; Ferris, 1976; Fryer, 1977; 

Gleazer, 1977; Grymes, 1976; Hagemeyer, 1977; Koltai, 1977; Magarrell, 1977; 

Marsh, 1975; Quanty, 1976; and Tucker, 1977). 

Some of the issues and concerns were related to both full-time and 

part-time instructional success. One such concern was the need for a new 

"framework" for evaluation to be established. Miller's (1972) Evaluating Faculty 

Performance was soon followed by the Southern Regional Education Board 

project in 1977 (Smith, p. 6) that was funded to develop a four component faculty 

evaluation "framework" called a "Systematic Faculty Evaluation Program." In the 
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same year classroom effectiveness was addressed by a project of the Kansas State 

University project Instructional Development and Effectiveness Assessment 

(IDEA) system (Poole and Dellow, 1983) that promoted an introduction to 

evaluation based on successful completion of specifically prioritized classroom 

objectives. 

It was not long until major commissioned studies related to evaluation of 

instruction and quality issues began to appear. Some of the 70's to 80's bridge 

was built from Friedlander's (1979) "Instructional Practices of Part-Time Versus 

Full-Time Faculty in Community Colleges," Fryer's paper for the American 

Council on Education (1977) "New Policies for the Part-Time Faculty," and 

Kellams' (1980) paper for the American Educational Research Association " 

Staffing with Part-Time Faculty: Who Benefits and Who Loses?" Each of these 

studies helped clarify parts of the complex puzzle of quality instruction and 

part-time faculty evaluation. 

Several general studies were also commissioned about that time that 

brought some of the 1980's research activity to the issues of higher education 

quality instruction at all levels. The demonstrated need for "outcomes measures" 

was brought to the nation's attention in A Quest for Common Learning by Boyer 

and Levine (1981). In response to the A Nation At Risk report (Gardner, 1983), 

higher educations' attention was again directed to quality issues and student 

success. Pressure for greater student responsibility coupled with involvement in 

the instructional process has been more recently promoted through Involvement 
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Tn T.earning by Mortimer (1984) and his study group on the conditions of 

excellence in American higher education. Even more recent concern for 

"institutional effectiveness" has been evidenced in new sections of several 

accrediting agencies' handbooks, including the Southern Association of Colleges 

and Schools' Criteria for Accreditation '(1991) and its Resource Manual on 

Institutional Effectiveness (1991). It is no wonder that many institutions of higher 

education have become more introspective regarding the number of adjuncts 

employed. Adjuncts' ability to succeed in the classroom and the institution's 

ability to conduct valid types of evaluation, to provide support, and to develop 

greater probability of success in part-time faculty, have all received a great deal of 

recent consideration. 

Two recent studies provided considerable information on the current state 

of part-time faculty evaluation in the nation's community colleges. The 1987 

Study of Part-Time Instruction by the Research an Analysis Unit of the California 

Community Colleges provided a comprehensive review of part-time faculty duties, 

the selection processes, and evaluation practices that highlighted both California's 

and a large number of other states' recent developments in the use and evaluation 

of adjunct faculty (Office of the Chancellor, 1987). The 1990 Study on the Use of 

Part-Time Faculty from the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board provided 

a similar review of current use of part-time faculty (Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board Committee on the use of Part-Time Faculty, 1990). A review 
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of some parts of these two documents provides a framework for current 

developments as might be generalized to all American community colleges. 

The California document was designed to look at the current policies and 

practices used by its community colleges. While it surveyed other states for their 

own policies and practices, it was primarily a document to clarify new direction 

for use of part-time faculty in California. This data provided direction in 

establishing current practices in the evaluation of part-time faculty and represents 

one of the very few pieces of research on part-time faculty to be found to date. 

Counting California's own responses, 35 states accounting for 75 percent of public 

community college enrollment in the United States responded. Texas and New 

York did not respond at that time. Some key elements of the report showed that 

while evaluation for part-timers, as a process, had continued to evolve, very few 

consistent elements were found across processes and no consistent attribute list 

was reported in the study (1987). 

The common elements that were reported in California were interesting 

considering that the state did not have a statutory requirement for evaluation. 

"All but eleven California community college districts had formal policies for the 

evaluation of part-time faculty which was a substantial change in five years" 

according to the study. The study stated that "in nearly all the other states 

surveyed, policies for evaluating part-time faculty were set by the local colleges;" 

however, it also indicated that in two-thirds (19) of the responding states a 

statewide policy or statutory requirement for the evaluation of full-time faculty 
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existed. While the report concluded that part-time faculty evaluation for 

California should be considered in a standard policy to handle both full and 

part-time evaluation in the same way, it gave no specific recommendations on 

methods for evaluating nor a process and deadline for writing a policy (1987, 

p. 71). 

The report on Texas community colleges was still being prepared at that 

time which was part of the reason that a response to California's survey was not 

submitted. The Texas study prepared by the Committee on the Use of Part Time 

Faculty (1990), while supportive of adjuncts, was of little value in looking at 

precedent-setting evaluation processes; however, in its boldly highlighted 

recommendations, the report did suggest that all Texas colleges "should have 

well-planned supervision and evaluation procedures" (1990, p. 5). The report 

provided no suggestion of a state statutory requirement or a mandated process in 

relationship to part-time evaluation activities leaving interpretation of the 

recommendation to each individual institution. The Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board did leave Texas colleges with responsibility in evaluation of 

part-time faculty. These new systems' evolution will undoubtedly formulate the 

next page in the history of part-time evaluation and staff development. 

In conclusion, the history of evaluation in education and the community 

college continues to unfold; and as the roll of part-time faculty has grown, their 

evaluation has become an issue of constant concern. Only in recent years has 

education directed much attention to the quality of adjunct performance, and only 
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in the past ten years have governmental agencies begun to ask pointed questions 

through their surveys and reports causing community colleges to finally move into 

action. 

The purposes for hiring and evaluating adjunct instructors were the second 

of five concerns in reviewing the related literature, and it was important to 

consider these elements in establishing the need for a study related to adjunct 

faculty attributes. The dissension in community college circles over the number 

of full-time versus part-time faculty (Magarrell, 1977 and 1978; and Schultz, 

1976;) and the question of quality teaching provided by each group has been well 

documented and researched (Evertson and Holley, 1981; Feistritzer, 1983; Maher 

and Ebben, 1978; Mark, 1977; O'Connell and Smartt, 1979; Scriven, 1981; and 

Soar, Medley, and Coker, 1983) in many respects; but a number of areas related 

to evaluation, and especially evaluation of the part-time faculty, remain 

unaddressed. 

The percentage of adjuncts has been chronicled regularly in recent years. 

Kern (1986) recorded an increase from 23 percent in 1966 to 41 percent in 1980, 

and Carson (1988) recorded another rise to 57 percent in 1987. In 1992 the 

adjunct population of the Dallas County Community College District was 

reported to vary by semester but in the Spring Semester was over 76 percent 

(DCCCD Board Minutes, 1992) of the total faculty. As the percentage of 

adjuncts in the community colleges across the country continues to increase, 
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review of the issues has multiplied in the form of both sponsored and 

unsponsored research. 

The funding of higher education at a cost that the masses of society could 

afford was the primary reason that adjunct numbers began to rise. However, 

other justifications for hiring adjuncts were for their specific skill or knowledge, to 

provide staffing flexibility, to teach at odd-hours and off-campus. It was thought 

that their educational credentials were equal to those who taught in full-time 

positions. That assumption made them legitimate options to full-time faculty. 

They were also thought to possess certain extra attributes because of their regular 

association with the business world through the ongoing practice of their 

individual teaching disciplines. Yet not in any study to date have researchers 

noted that adjuncts were hired in large numbers especially due to quality teaching 

characteristics (Carson, 1988; Hauff and Berdie, 1989; and Office of the 

Chancellor, 1987). The extra attributes or specific knowledge held by part-time 

faculty were thought to compliment full-time faculty and their exhibition of more 

traditional academic roles (Carson, 1988). At that time, adjuncts were hired even 

though these attributes often did not exist or the adjuncts had actually never 

worked in the disciplines despite holding advanced degrees. 

A great deal has been written regarding the purpose for the systematic 

evaluation of faculty during the last four decades (see Miller, 1974, for an 

extensive annotated bibliography). The less recent studies of the 1970's that 

researchers regard highly have been narrowed in this study to two particular 
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works: the Miller studies Developing Faculty Performance (1972), and 

Developing Programs For Faculty Evaluation (1974). Both texts have been cited 

in numerous publications, and the latter is considered equally important to both 

evaluation purposes and the procedures used for evaluation (Arreola, 1983; 

Braskamp, Brandenburg, & Ory, 1984; Centra, 1978; Doyle, 1975; Fitzgerald & 

Grafton, 1981; Kronk & Shipla, 1980; Mark, 1982; O'Connell & Wergin, 1982; 

Polishook, 1982; Poole & Dellow, 1983; Seldin, 1975, 1980; Southern Regional 

Education Board, 1977; and Smith, 1983). 

Miller singled out the significant influences that give faculty evaluation 

purpose in his book Developing Programs for Faculty Evaluation as "five critical 

issues in the management of higher education" (p. 1). The five issues he listed 

were finance, governance, accountability, flexibility, and goals. He went on to list 

the following nine evaluative categories: "classroom teaching, advising, faculty 

service and relations, management (administration), performing and visual arts, 

professional services, publications, public service, and research" (p. 16). 

Classroom teaching was suggested as being the most important, and the categories 

were to measure overall performance. He went on further to identify five types 

of assessment of classroom teaching: "student evaluations, classroom visitations, 

review of teaching materials and procedures, special incident reports, and 

self-evaluation" (p. 13). It is worth noting at this point that although Miller wrote 

primarily about full-time faculty, the adjunct instructor also influenced Miller's 

five critical management issues, involved at least a portion of the nine evaluative 
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categories, primarily classroom teaching, and was involved with all five types of 

assessment to greater or lesser degrees. 

Empirical research was extensively cited as a means of acquiring credibility 

in Miller's work (1974). Turner (1986) cited Miller's 283 publication annotated 

bibliography as a "plethora of background information regarding the development 

of faculty evaluation prior to 1974." 

Centra (1977) focused on two purposes of faculty evaluation which 

corroborated the earlier writings of Miller: making personnel decisions 

(summative evaluation) and instructional improvement (formative evaluation). 

He also confirmed that peer rating could be reliable if additional time were 

allowed for classroom visitation and if training in observation were provided. 

As Centra completed his work, the Southern Regional Education Board 

(1977) was also completing a study which involved all 843 of the post-secondary 

institutions in its region. This Carnegie Corporation supported project received a 

63.6 percent response that identified the same elements as Centra as purposes for 

the practice of conducting faculty evaluation: "(1) providing data for making fair 

and appropriate personnel decisions, and (2) providing assistance or stimulation 

for faculty development and improvement" (p. 31). The respondents of the survey 

stated in 54 percent of the returns that the formative purpose was the most 

important at their institutions. 

More recent studies involving the review of part-timers alone confirmed 

earlier generalizations of purpose. Ashworth (1988) stated that evaluation of 
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part-time faculty in the community college is purposed by the need for improving 

overall institutional effectiveness. The Board of Governors (1987) of the 

California Community Colleges discussed part-time faculty evaluation as an 

agenda item stating that the number of part-timers employed should be no more 

than 30 percent of a district's work force and should be closely evaluated for the 

purpose of maintaining the integrity of all teaching. Perhaps the most 

comprehensive study of community college teachers in recent years was reviewed 

in Teaching as Leading by Baker, Roueche, and Gillett-Karam (1990). This text 

related the purpose of faculty evaluation as follows: "...to ask questions 

concerning students' effects on teachers and that of teachers on students" (p. 4). 

According to Carson (1988) it is likely that significant numbers of part-time 

faculty will be found in the community colleges for some time and observations of 

teaching quality followed by post-observation conferences should be included in 

the adjunct evaluation process. Benjet (1989) noted that the large numbers of 

part-time faculty also meant large unions and faculty organizations because 

adjuncts were entering into collective bargaining in order to achieve some equity 

with full-time teachers who were much fewer in number but seemed to receive all 

of the benefits. These two studies reemphasized managements' concern for 

quality in adjunct teaching. If part-timers were to be used in large numbers, 

allowed to organize, and if observations were to be a part of evaluation, the time 

spent in observing those individuals needs to be in meaningful cost effective 

activity that utilizes evaluators' time and efforts in a constructive manner. 
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The third part of the literature search was concerned with the 

identification of studies on exemplary skills, characteristics, and attitudes of 

adjunct faculty. The time spent produced sparse numbers of formal research 

activity; and specifically on the topic of exemplary adjunct teaching, little was 

found. Fortunately, of the group discovered with relevant attribute information, 

most had some community college adjunct faculty relationship or value. 

They were also found to be current and capable of content credibility. The 

quality attributes of adjuncts in the college often included basic classroom 

management skills, ability to organize well, to design instructional activities, or 

abilities associated with teaching strategies (Monroe 1972). Skills associated with 

interpersonal communications and knowledge of techniques used to gain student 

involvement in the learning process were other attributes that were also 

frequently noted by Brawer (1968). Reviewing for certain observable traits or 

characteristics of quality teaching are normally associated with classroom 

visitations and the observation of full-time faculty (Baker and Roueche, 1987) by 

evaluating administrators. The same traits or characteristics should be considered 

equally valid elements of teaching to expect in successful part-time faculty. 

Several characteristic inventories were mentioned by Eble (1988) in The 

Craft of Teaching. He discussed Ryans' study on Characteristics of Teachers 

(1960) which is dated in value and was designed to look at characteristics of 

public school teachers. A good number of studies identified the part-time faculty 

member in terms of characteristics of sex, ethnic origin, educational preparation, 
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age, and other categories(Balboni, 1975; Blai, 1975; California University, 1976; 

Hirst and Bailey, 1983; and Russell, 1979), but none dealt with the characteristics 

or attributes of quality teaching in depth. Aleamoni (1987) is one of the very few 

that has even looked at the attributes of teaching. In his Technique for 

Evaluation and Improving Instruction, he identified a list of useful attributes but 

did not treat them in depth. Roueche and Baker (1987) provide the best group 

of exemplary descriptors in Access and Excellence. None of these inventories 

covers wide ranges of attributes. The importance of instruments that rank 

exemplary traits for consistent adjunct treatment would resolve many issues both 

old and new. 

Few validated check-lists, inventories, or processes to aid in identifying 

quality attributes for adjuncts have been created, and the ones that could be 

found were somewhat dated or limited in scope (Astin, 1982). The results of 

searching literature provided a greater sense of urgency for the attributes of 

adjuncts to be reviewed and ranked if possible. 

Behrendt and Parsons (pp. 37-43) listed several comprehensive community 

colleges' methods or procedures for conducting evaluation activities with adjuncts. 

Generally faculty were reviewed in their first course and in alternate courses 

thereafter. The instructors were allowed to accept or reject the dates proposed 

for the visit but were required to provide alternate suggestions. Instructors were 

then required to provide the visiting evaluator with some information on what 

would be happening during the visit to class that specific instructional period. 
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Occasionally some form of pre-assessment meetings were held, generally for a 

preclass briefing on how the process would be treated by the evaluator. After the 

review, the instructor and evaluator would review the data observed with some 

discussion emphasizing necessary staff development. Few institutions have 

prescriptive evaluations based on observation that promote improvement 

programs in specific attributes and encourage exemplary part-time faculty 

instruction (Ashworth, 1988). In many cases adjuncts simply were not extended 

an offer of continued employment if they were observed to be less competent in 

teaching. The evaluating administrators in many cases released less skillful 

adjuncts rather than try to determine weaknesses and provide corrective training 

(1988). 

The literature reviewed showed clearly that part-time faculty evaluation 

was not a new process in education. It left many questions unanswered except to 

suggest that much was still needed in the processes that were currently in use to 

make them as effective as those used with full-time faculty. In general, most 

writers even suggested that the part-time faculty member's role would grow in the 

future and the quality of education offered students would become even more 

dependent on review processes and prescribed staff development for adjuncts. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

The following procedures were designed to carry out the systematic process 

of data collection for the purpose of providing answers to the research questions 

posed earlier in the content of this study. The study was conducted within the 

colleges of the Dallas County Community College District which is a metropolitan 

multi-college district and by mail solicitation which requested participation of 

randomly selected community college faculty from thirty-nine (39) states. The 

study was conducted over a period of one year, April 1991 through April 1992, 

with data acquisition from the Quality Attributes Opinionnaire and the 

Demographics Data Sheet which were mailed to each subject along with specific 

instructions for completion of the instrument, time deadlines for response, and 

instructions for return of the instrument The statistical analysis of the data was 

conducted personally by the investigator in conjunction with the computer 

facilities of the DCCCD's North Lake College Research Office. 

Subjects 

The participants for this study were volunteers who were identified as 

Dallas County Community College District personnel or were randomly selected 

from a list of nationally recognized exemplary faculty found in the book Teaching 
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as Leading - Profiles Of Excellence in The Open-Door College (Baker, Roueche, 

and Gillett-Karam, 1990). Subjects either had evaluative administration roles 

over full-time and/or part-time faculty, were contracted credit full-time teaching 

faculty, or were contracted credit adjunct teaching faculty. The administrators 

involved possessed a variety of different job titles including, but not limited to, 

Vice-President of Instruction, Vice-President of Students, Dean of Instruction, 

Division Chairman, Evening Dean, Division Evening Supervisor, or Lead 

Instructor. There were at least two common denominators for all of the subjects. 

The first common denominator to all subjects was that found in the 

elements of those positions described above. The subjects normally were those 

positioned in community colleges in roles directly related to instruction or the 

supervision of instruction. The second common denominator that all subjects 

shared was that each had an equal opportunity to participate regardless of normal 

fluctuations in job responsibilities that may have caused questions about 

permanent affiliation with one of the groups, i.e., a full-time faculty member who 

was on sabbatical for one semester still participated, an administrator who only 

evaluated in the spring semester also participated, part-time instructors who were 

only provided a summer contract participated, and so on. 

The DCCCD subjects for each group were assigned by means of a list of 

all possible employees of the population of the Dallas County Community College 

District certified by the Board of Trustees of the district for the Fall 1991 
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semester. The list of external faculty from the nationally recognized group of 

four hundred were selected by employing "quota sampling" (Kerlinger, 1973) for a 

typical randomization of the potential subjects. Each of these groups of subjects 

has been further individually defined in the Definition of Terms section of this 

study. The population for the DCCCD groups fluctuated daily; therefore, 

approximate numbers for each group were estimated for the study, but based on 

district records (Board Minutes DCCCD, 1991) each of the subject groups were 

as follows: evaluating administrators (EA's) approximately 60; full-time faculty 

(FTF's) approximately 740; and part-time faculty (PTF's) approximately 2,200. 

The total group combined made up an approximate population of 3,000. 

The sample drawn from the external faculty list of 400 provided 

approximately 25 percent of the population or 100 subjects who received the 

QAO and DDS. This number added to the DCCCD's 3,000 brought the total to 

3,100 who were sent copies of the survey. Potential subjects were identified with 

assistance from the District Personnel Office, the District Director of Staff 

Development, the Assistant to the Vice-Chancellor for Academic Affairs, and the 

seven individual college Personnel Directors. The college Director of Personnel 

had access to information on potential job titles, places of employment, e.g., at 

which campus an individual was employed within the multi-college district. 

Addresses for external faculty were located in the American Association of Junior 

and Community Colleges' Membership Directory (1988). 
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Instrumentation 

The instruments used in this investigation consisted of an opinionnaire and 

a demographic data sheet constructed by the investigator that were provided to 

each subject for their personal completion. The opinionnaire was constructed as 

a Thurstone equal-appearing interval scales built on the seven item principle 

where the ultimate product, a set of 75 attribute items, were used for the same 

purpose of assigning subjects' attribute scores (Thurston, 1929). 

Validity for the Quality Attributes Opinionnaire (QAO) was attained 

through a series of validation tests suggested in Kerlinger's (1973) Foundations of 

Behavioral Research. The intent of the research design was to significantly 

contribute to the formal educational research and literature available in the area 

of adjunct faculty evaluation. The first test of validity (pp. 456-461), that of 

construct validity, was resolved by technique of item collection for the instrument. 

The initial list of items was constructed partially from a list of 172 items 

generated at a DCCCD one-day retreat involving 33 evaluating administrators 

All other items were accepted as descriptors of skills, characteristics, or attitudes 

found in a minimum of ten previously conducted and documented classroom 

visitation sessions with part-time faculty of the DCCCD or selected from 

previously created attribute check-lists validated for use as survey instruments in 

other studies or evaluation research (Andrews, 1985; Brawer, 1968; Centra, 1977; 

Easton, 1984; Gutskey and Easton, 1983; Hirst and Bailey, 1983; League for 

Innovation in the Community College, 1980; Miller, 1974 and 1992; Monroe, 
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1972; Moomaw, 1977; Omaha Boy, 1985; Pate, 1990; Roueche and Baker, 1987; 

Turner, 1986; and Wotruba and Wright, 1975). 

The 100-item opinionnaire was sent to a ten-person panel of experts in the 

field of faculty evaluation. While participants have requested to remain 

anonymous, they can be described by their positions. The group consisted of two 

community college Presidents who have served both as faculty and President's of 

the American Association of Community Colleges (one male and one female); 

two women Vice-Presidents of Instruction who have severed on state and national 

commissions reviewing part-time faculty; the director of a leading national 

community college organization who is known for his research and writing on the 

topic of evaluation in the community college; three researchers who both write 

and teach in the field of community college teaching (two male and female), and 

two male community college division chairs who write in the subject areas of 

adjunct faculty and faculty evaluation. This select panel of authorities (SPA) 

reviewed the item list for content validity of the questions (Kerlinger, pp. 

457-459). Where two or more of the SPA members questioned the validity of any 

given item on the 100 item list, a substitute item was selected by the individual 

from a list of 25 next most desirable items. The ability of the select panel of 

authorities to write in items as they rated the instrument was another method 

used to further assist in validating the criterion-related validity of the instrument 

The panel made several suggestions that were adapted to the original survey. The 

most notable was to shorten the survey from 100 items to 75 because of 
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redundancy found in questions and to shorten respondent reading time thus 

retaining attention. These suggestions were incorporated in the final QAO. 

The final method of validation was acquired through the ability of the 

subjects to rank the item opinionnaire, and add additional write-in responses 

themselves. Criterion-related and construct validity were assumed for those 

additional or substitute items offered where three of more SPA's agreed. 

Reliability of items within the opinionnaire was established through the 

application of the data analysis tools of the study in which the coefficient of 

concordance W was sought for the ranking of the instrument items. The test of 

the ranks is reviewed later in providing concordance data between sets and thus 

providing reliability in use of Kendall's coefficient of concordance W as reported 

by Ferguson (1976, p. 373). The use of this statistical tool suggested that the 

greater the registered concordance of sets the more reliable the items of the 

opinionnaire and the greater the variation in the ranks of sums. 

It should be noted here that a factoral analysis of variables was considered 

as a part of the study design, but was rejected based on the appropriateness of 

the research tool. This design is primarily concerned with the ability to rank 

variables rapport and the nature of concordance (harmony, agreement, or 

congruency) of that fit in rankings from diverse groups of varied populations as 

opposed to the clustering or valuing of high or low values of variables from 

groups of similar nature and size. Seigel (p. 19) suggests that a nonparametric 

design is the most appropriate tool to apply under these conditions if findings as 
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reported here are to allow for lack of parametric consistency. The strong 

agreement of concordance about the use or actual belonging of a variable in 

evaluation was sought in the findings, and not a process for the selection of one 

variable's value over another. Ranking in the study is for the purpose of showing 

strength of belonging and a relationship of belonging to other variables hence a 

number of tables are provided in the findings to establish the relationships of 

variables and group perception. 

Research Design 

After the 100 items were reviewed by the SPA, the final design of the 

opinionnaire was created using Ventura Desktop Publishing Version 3.0 and 

incorporating the 75 most frequently suggested items from those reviewed and 

submitted as write-in items by the SPA. There were only two write-in items that 

were suggested often enough for selection. Seven of the ten reviewers suggested 

that the instrument be shortened. With the alterations in place, the instrument 

was printed and distributed. See the final QAO format in the Appendix as 

Appendix A. 

In addition to the final QAO, a final copy of the Demographic Data Sheet 

(DDS) that was given to subjects may be found in Appendix B. 

Procedures 

Step 1: Permission to conduct this study was obtained from the 

Chancellor's Cabinet, consisting of the Chancellor of the Dallas County 

Community College District, the Vice-Chancellors, the Seven College 
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Presidents, and the Provost of the Bill J. Priest Center for Economic 

Development. 

See Appendix C for letter of transmittal seeking permission and 

Appendix D for the response to the transmittal letter. 

Step 2: The investigator created the initial 100-item instrument and a 20-item 

demographic study instrument with support in the construction of items 

from the Dallas County Community College Districts' Division 

Chairmen's Council. 

Step 3: The identification of DCCCD participants was conducted with 

assistance from the DCCCD Director of Personnel, and contacts were 

established with the Director of Personnel for each individual college 

in order to expedite the instruments' distribution and collection. 

Step 4: A select panel of ten authorities was identified and contacted for 

assistance in reviewing and validating the instruments' item validity. 

Step 5: Upon completion by SPA reduction to 75 items, the QAO attributes 

and the DDS instruments were desk top published for duplication and 

distribution to the subjects. 

Step 6: A reasonable deadline of two weeks completion and return was 

established and personal visits were made to each college who had not 

returned the instruments in a timely fashion by November. Questions 

about the instruments were handled by telephone. The imposition of 

this time frame and handling procedure should have helped minimize 
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any bias that may have been introduced into the study. Result 

distortion was limited by providing minimal opportunity for discussion 

of the instrument which was reinforced by short return dates. 

Step 7: After data collection time deadlines passed and it was determined that 

a significant enough return was achieved, no efforts were made to 

secure individual interviews and/or other follow-up activity due to the 

size of the adequate sample collected. Each subject was instructed to 

return the copy of his instruments to the investigator's office at North 

Lake College via the self-addressed envelope provided with his package 

of materials in the districts inter-college mail system. Attached to each 

of these envelopes was the QAO, the DDS, and a consent form 

alerting the subjects to the research and volunteer nature of the study. 

See Appendix E for a copy of the consent form. Subjects were offered 

an opportunity to receive a summary of findings from the study. Each 

subject was informed of the location of information in the Chancellor's 

Cabinet Minutes which have been normally available to the public 

through the DCCCD college electronic mail and library systems. 

Step 8: The Quality Attribute Opinionnaire was also mailed to an external 

faculty group nationally renowned as exemplary faculty to assess the 

ranking relationship between subject groups and that of the EF group. 
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Procedures for the Analysis of Data 

The following procedures were implemented for the analysis of the data 

collected in this study. 

Step 1: The data collected from each subject was coded with a three digit 

number followed by a label for subject group i.e., EA, FTF, PTF, or 

EF, and entered into the computer as a part of a subject group i.e., the 

subject group evaluating administrators, the subject group fulltime 

faculty, and the subject group part-time faculty. Data entered into the 

computer in this activity was visually verified for accuracy of input and 

completely reviewed once after entry to check for input error. 

Step 2: Nonparametric descriptive statistics were generated on the data. Each 

subject group was tested for data comprising m sets of ranks. A 

descriptive measure of the agreement or concordance between the m 

sets of each subject group was provided by a test of Kendall's 

coefficient of concordance W. This test provided the degree of 

variation or concordance to which subjects had relationship with the 

subject group. The degree of agreement between subjects reflects itself 

in the variation in the rank sums. When all subjects agreed, the 

variation was a maximum. A disagreement between subjects was 

represented by a reduction in the variation. Maximum disagreement 

provided the basis for the rank sums to tend to be more or less equal. 

It was this circumstance that provided the bases for determination that 
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a definition of a coefficient of concordance did or did not exist. If in 

the ranking process tied ranks occur, the data was not reviewed by the 

coefficient of concordance W, but rather by proceeding as before but 

using the test for the coefficient of concordance with tied ranks. The 

correction would have produce little change in the overall effect of 

concordance unless numerous tied ranks appeared which tends to 

create a move towards maximum disagreement as the rank sums tend 

to be more or less equal or tied (Kerlinger, pp. 288-295). 

Step 3: After the subject groups were all tested for internal concordance W, a 

test comparison of subject groups' coefficient of concordance W was 

the next step. If there was no difference between subgroups, a 

comparison of the grand master rank of subgroups was to be 

conducted with the grand rank of the external faculty means of the 

coefficient of concordance W unless either or both groups 

demonstrated sufficient tied ranks to warrant a test of coefficient of 

concordance with tied ranks. One of these tests was to be used to seek 

agreement or concordance of grand ranks which would demonstrate 

both a construct validity of the QAO and a valid ranking of the most 

important teaching attributes (Ferguson, pp. 373-376). 

Step 4: If the subject groups were found to be significantly different after step 

two and a lack of concordance found to exist between groups, the 

investigator was then to check the individual concordance of each 
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subject group rank against the grand rank of the EF group to 

determine if any subject group is in concordance with the EF group. 

Individual or collective concordance agreements were to be used to 

provide acceptable solutions for ranking of attributes. If no two groups 

showed a significant concordance, it was to be assumed that the 

elements could not be successfully ranked for use as indicators of 

exemplary instruction. All levels of significance were to be reported. 

Step 5: The final interpretation of statistical analysis which the investigator 

hoped to find was a state of individual subject concordance with 

subject groups that produced a subject group grand mean rank that 

was in concordance with the grand mean rank of the select panel of 

experts. If overall perceptions regarding ranking of attributes of 

exemplary evaluation and their rank order of importance to success in 

the classroom were found to be in concordance across all groups then 

an interpretation could be assumed that the attributes were ranked in 

an order that could be used to review adjunct faculty and provide 

prescriptive suggestions about their individual staff development needs 

based on an ability to demonstrate mastery of the attribute in relation 

to classroom instruction having a level of reasonable assurance that 

exemplary instruction might be an attainable goal of aD adjunct faculty 

who were reviewed with these attributes as part of the review. The 

analyses was conducted using SPSS/PC + V2.0 (Norusis and SPSS, 

1988). Data was prepared in summary and tabular form. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Procedures for collection of data and procedures for analysis of data as 

outlined in Chapter 3 were followed in conducting the study. After all data were 

collected and coded for analysis, they were submitted to statistical analyses. The 

findings of these statistical analyses are reported here. 

Demographic data analyses revealed that there were 637 usable subject 

responses of the 643 total returned. Included in the returns were responses from 

all seven (7) of the Dallas County Community Colleges and thirty-three (33) of 

the thirty-seven (37) states represented by the external faculty group. Of the 

3,100 total Quality Attribute Opinionnaires and Demographic Data Sheets 

distributed, 20.54% were returned. The six (6) responses eliminated from data 

analyses were five (5) from the PTF group and one (1) from the EF group. In all 

but one case the respondents did not complete the QAO. The one (1) 

respondent who was eliminated for not returning the DDS with the completed 

QAO was from the PTF group. The one respondent from the EF group who 

returned the QAO and the DDS completely blank stated no part-time faculty 

were employed within the community college surveyed, hence completion of the 
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QAO and DDS would be of little or no value to the study. Subsequently, the 

final size of the sample that was employed for purposes of data analyses was 637. 

A comparison of the actual significance levels as determined by the 

empirically derived distributions of Kendall's test for coefficient of concordance 

W to the nominal significance level .01 are reported in Table 7. The number of 

m variables (degrees of freedom + one) and the number of pair of k ranks/cases, 

are found at the end of each distribution in Tables 2 - 6 in addition to the 

collective record of Table 7. The record of findings of W, chi square, level of 

significance s, and cross-tabulation of these items are empirically provided in the 

same Tables. 

Inspection of the data presented in Table 7 revealed several patterns. 

First, regardless of the distribution, all tests of W yielded significance levels 

corresponding to the .001 level even though tested only to the .01 range. Second, 

where perfect agreement exists between judges provides a return W = 1 and a 

maximum disagreement provides a return W = 0, the test for homogeneity of 

ranks as recorded in Kendall's W were significantly alike. Third, as a measure of 

relation of the k rankings, a review of the chi square findings at df=74 for each 

distribution provides consistently similar results in regard to nominal levels of 

Siegel's Table B (Siegel p. 248) "table of critical values of chi square," as a 

measure for rejection or acceptance of the null hypotheses of this study. 

From the above mentioned patterns and other possible trends exhibited in 

Tables 1 - 7, it became apparent that the study of the measure of the significance 
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of attributes as indicators of exemplary instruction is quite complex and while the 

mutual concordance of rankings is one strong measure of acceptance of any given 

variable, all variables must be considered in several contexts which include the 

interrelationships between a number of quite different additional parameters. 

Since the problem of the study involved identifying and ranking 

perceptions of the attributes of exemplary teaching of adjunct faculty in the 

Dallas County Community College District, hypotheses I and II were set forth in 

order to identify levels of perceptions and set boundaries in rankings for the 

identification of exemplary attributes. For this reason hypotheses I and II were 

tested at the .01 level of significance and were restricted to specified values for 

the parameters of sample sizes, number and type of groups, departure from the 

assumptions, and nominal significance levels. Significance in terms of the 

coefficient of concordance W will be measured to four decimal places and will be 

illustrated by approaching 1.0 if robust. The strong agreement of concordance 

about the use or actual belonging of a variable in evaluation was sought in the 

findings, and not a process for the selection of one variable's value over another. 

Ranking in the study is for the purpose of showing strength of belonging and a 

relationship of belonging to other variables hence a number of tables are provided 

in the findings to establish the relationships of variables and group perception. 

Hypothesis I 

As originally asserted in Chapter 1, hypothesis I was stated in the following 

terms: ^ 



40 

There is no relationship of concordance between those attribute mean 

rankings of the evaluating administrators, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty 

of the Dallas County Community College District. 

The formulation of this hypothesis and its subsequent testing required the 

explicit definition for attribute mean rankings of the evaluating administrators, 

full-time faculty, and part-time faculty of the Dallas County Community College 

District. It further required that no relationship of concordance, was to be 

demonstrated as a part of findings related to the empirical study of the 

distributions. The statement of this hypothesis allowed the flexibility required for 

this investigation and facilitated the remainder of the investigation by providing a 

sense of directionality. The partial disclosure of findings related to this 

hypothesis is included as Tables 1-7. Additional findings are provided as a part of 

this discussion of the results found in the forenamed Tables 1-7. 

Table 1 has been arranged to display the individual mean of each of the 

responding groups for each variable from the QAO. Attributes have been coded 

numerically one (1) to seventy-five (75) and aligned by alpha coding B to BX. A 

descriptive measure of the agreement of ranks or concordance between the m sets 

of each subject group was provided by a test of Kendall's coefficient of 

concordance W. The application of Kendall's coefficient of concordance W 

provided the degree of variation or concordance to which each of these subjects 

reflects itself in the variation in the rank sums. The rank ordering of these 

groups was not attempted here as the task was merely to acquire" item rank 
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numbers for the combined mean rank of all the pairs of means. Rank ordering of 

pairs appears in a later table. 

As a measure of studying hypothesis 1, various combinations of pair ranks 

were reviewed using Kendall's nonparametric tool, coefficient of concordance W. 

Table 2 reflects the findings of the pair of ranks for evaluating administrator (EA) 

and for the full-time faculty (FTF) perceptions of attributes. Findings indicate a 

strong agreement of perception regarding the attribute group titled "Attitudes" 

found as items fifty-seven (57) through sixty-four (64). These variables, also alpha 

labeled BF through BM, contained four of the highest ten mean ranked items. 

Items related to enthusiasm for the subject (58-BH), teaching enthusiasm 

(57-BF), an attitude that teaching can and should be an enjoyable experience 

(61-BJ), and demonstration of the attitude that the subject is worthy of study 

(60-BI) were ranked first (1), fifth (5), eighth (8), and ninth (9) respectively. 

An additional review of the lowest rank ordered items in this pair revealed 

three of the least ten variables came from the group titled "Classroom 

Management Skills". The items perceived least valued as attributes of exemplary 

instruction included the ability for adjuncts to support campus activities while 

covering all course objectives (12-M), in arranging the classroom in anticipation of 

special activities for maximum learning to occur (9-J), and in optimal use of 

classroom space, environment, and teaching tools (10-K) were ranked seventy-fifth 

(75), seventy-first (71), and sixty-ninth (69) of the 75 ranked. 
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Table 1 

Aggregate Mean Scores of Subject Groups EA Fl'h, and PTF for OAO 

Questions with Unordered Mean Rank by Variable Accompanied bv Question/ 

Variable Codes 

Mean Ranks bv CB (Postion^ 

Variable 
CB-
> Group 

EA 
Mean 

FTF 
Mean 

PTF 
Mean 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Rank 
Item# 

Vs 

Mean Item 
Code 

Ranks 1 2.030 2.153 1.815 55.33 57 B 

2 2.548 2.564 2.053 67.67 70 C 

3 1.878 2.015 1.979 52.00 52 D 

4 1.636 1.782 1.823 35.50 33 E 

5 1.969 2.301 2.063 62.17 64 F 

6 1.818 2.272 1.801 52.67 53 G 

7 1.656 1.718 1.685 30.50 28 H 

8 1.757 2.068 2.088 53.33 56 I 

9 2.212 2.415 2.539 70.50 72 J 

10 2.062 2.324 2.529 69.00 71 K 

11 1.968 2.171 2.247 61.00 62 L 

12 3.129 3.358 3.255 75.00 75 M 

13 1.636 2.022 2.314 49.17 50 N 

14 1.645 1.956 2.277 48.67 47 O 

15 1.272 1.288 1.200 3.50 3 P 

16 1.272 1.394 1.266 5.50 5 Q 

17 1.697 1.391 1.520 21.33 20 - R 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Aggregate Mean Scores of Subject Groups EA. U K and PTF for OAO 

Questions with Unordered Mean Rank bv Variable Accompanied bv Question/ 

Variable Codes 

Mean Ranks bv CB (Postion^ 

CB-> Group 

EA 
Mean 

FTF 
Mean 

PTF 
Mean 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Rank 
Item# 

Variable 

Mean Item 
Code 

Ranks 18 2.645 2.316 2.589 72.67 74 S 

19 1.903 1.861 2.219 53.00 55 T 

20 1.242 1.234 1.266 3.33 2 U 

2 1 1.545 1.718 1.510 22.33 22 V 

22 1.575 1.784 1.808 33.17 30 w 

23 1.454 1.737 1.673 25.17 23 X 

24 1.757 1.746 1.765 37.33 36 Y 

25 1.757 1.789 1.692 37.67 38 Z 

26 1.818 1.958 1.851 48.67 48 AA 

27 1.787 1.920 1.707 42.67 44 AB 

28 1.818 1.784 1.571 36.50 35 AC 

29 2.258 2.059 2.227 62.33 65 AD 

30 1.636 1.659 1.652 26.50 25 AE 

31 1.709 1.930 1.794 40.67 43 AF 

32 1.784 1.786 1.836 39.67 41 AG 

33 1.757 1.739 1.782 37.33 37 AH 

34 2.375 2.182 2.055 64.00 67 AI 

35 1.727 1.833 1.662 36.33 34 AJ 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Aggregate Mean Scores of Subject Groups EA. frTF. and PTF for OAO 

Questions with Unordered Mean Rank bv Variable Accompanied bv Question/ 

Variable Codes 

Mean Ranks bv CB (Postion) 

CB-> Group 

EA 
Mean 

FTF 
Mean 

PTF 
Mean 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Rank 
Item# 

Van 

Mean Item 
Code 

Ranks 36 1.727 1.688 1.523 28.33 26 AK 

37 1.545 1.697 1.693 26.17 24 AL 

38 1.909 2.047 1.922 52.83 54 AM 

39 2.303 2.272 2.076 65.67 69 AN 

40 2.333 2.554 2.539 72.00 73 AO 

41 1.620 1.627 2.349 38.67 39 AP 

42 2.030 2.179 2.319 64.67 68 AQ 

43 1.969 2.036 2.065 56.83 60 AR 

44 1.968 2.264 2.172 61.67 63 AS 

45 1.666 2.194 1.976 50.33 51 AT 

46 1.606 1.860 1.580 31.67 29 AU 

47 1.545 1.621 1.429 18.50 17 AV 

48 1.545 1.595 1.393 17.17 16 AW 

49 1.757 2.083 1.786 46.33 46 AX 

50 1.636 1.656 1.426 22.17 21 AY 

51 1.393 1.569 1.368 13.00 11 AZ 

52 1.363 1.357 1.268 6.67 6 BA 

53 2.212 2.162 1.926 59.17 61 BB 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Aggregate Mean Scores of Subject Groups EA Kl'h. and PTF for OAO 

Questions with Unordered Mean Rank by Variable Accompanied bv Question/ 

Variable Codes 

Mean Ranks bv CB (Tostionl 

CB-> Group 

EA 
Mean 

FTF 
Mean 

PTF 
Mean 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Rank 
Item# 

Va 

Mean Item 
Code 

Ranks 54 1.575 1.733 1.708 29.00 27 BC 

55 1.727 1.842 1.878 43.00 45 BD 

56 1.593 1.894 1.946 40.33 42 BE 

57 1.393 1.238 1.216 5.00 4 BF 

58 1.750 1.420 1.390 21.00 19 BG 

59 1.181 1.200 1.230 2.00 1 BH 

60 1.437 1.256 1.345 9.33 9 BI 

61 1.333 1.441 1.284 7.83 7 BJ 

62 1.393 1.484 1.319 10.33 10 BK 

63 1.484 1.452 1.517 16.33 15 BL 

64 2.030 1.795 1.829 49.00 49 BM 

65 1.121 1.487 1.347 8.67 8 BN 

66 1.333 1.517 1.481 13.17 12 BO 

67 1.781 1.816 1.504 35.33 31 BP 

68 2.000 2.217 1.800 55.67 58 BQ 

69 1.575 1.685 1.338 18.67 18 BR 

70 1.454 1.570 1.303 13.17 13 BS 

71 1.424 1.546 1.419 14.33 14 BT 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Aggregate Mean Scores of Subject Groups EA. MK and PTF for OAO 

Questions with Unordered Mean Rank bv Variable Accompanied bv Question/ 

Variable Codes 

Mean Ranks bv CB (Tostion^ 

EA FTF PTF Combo Combo 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Rank Va 

CB-> Group Rank Item# 

Mean Item 
Code 

Ranks 72 1.968 2.148 1.967 56.00 59 BU 

73 2.312 2.037 2.264 63.00 66 BV 

7 4 1.906 1.697 1.615 35.33 32 BW 

75 1.909 1.805 1.543 39.50 40 BX 

Note: 

The first three columns represent the mean of 75 sets of group judgments for the 

Quality Attribute Opinionnaire found in Appendix A. The coding of items has 

been applied by numerical system 1 - 75 to coincide with the alpha coding B - BX 

used in SPSS processing of raw data from a Lotus 1-2-3 spreadsheet. 

It is worth recording again that Kendall's W was found approaching 1 at 

.9309 for this pair of ranks. The concordance associated with the ordering of 

these ranks was ledgered at the level .001 of significance for df=74. Concordance 

was indicated by administrators and full-time faculty ranked perception. This 

relationship between administrators and faculty is established as a benchmark to 

note in analysis of findings for the other groups of this study. The findings 
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reference these items in a comparative format throughout each pair of 

distributions. From them a significance is sought to measure the hypotheses of 

the study and to gain answers for all research questions. 

In looking at findings, the element the investigator seeks from each 

distribution is an agreement or affiliation through strength in congruency of rank 

recorded in the statistical notation of the coefficient of concordance W. This 

arithmetic process provides no attempt to assign value to the items or determine 

what items should be eliminated from classroom observations. A factor analysis 

might accomplish such a task, but value is not sought in the findings of this study. 

However, agreement on belonging in the form of a robust of W is sought. 

Findings in relationship to the review of a pair of ranks, EA and PTF, are 

found in Table 3. A review of this ranking provides additional testimonial for the 

same group of items previously mentioned in relationship to "Attitudes" and 

"Classroom Management Skills." The same four high ranking items and the 

identical three low ranking items were found in this ordering of attribute 

perception. The perceptions of the 33 administrators was a constant, but the 

introduction of 350 PTF respondents as a substitute for the 195 FTF participants 

provided additional support of concordance in statistical mean ranks. 

The findings provided a slightly less credible agreement in W ranking of 

the two groups evaluation administrators and part-time faculty of the DCCCD. 

With a substantial correlation to previous findings, W for this pair ranking of two 

cases was .8917. The calculation of chi square, utilizing the formula x = 
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Table 2 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and FTE 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and M l 

Group 

EA FTF Combo Combo 
Mean Mean Mean Mean V 
Rank Rank Rank Rank 

(auk Item # Item # Item # 1 

1 65-BN 59-BH 59-BH 1.50 BH 

2 59-BH 20-U 20-U 2.50 U 

3 20-U 57-BF 15-P 4.75 P 

4 15-P 60-BI 16-Q 6.25 Q 

5 16-Q 15-P 57-BF 6.50 BF 

6 61-BJ 52-BA 52-BA 7.00 BA 

7 66-BO 17-R 65-BN 7.00 BN 

8 52-BA 16-Q 61-BJ 8.25 BJ 

9 57-BF 58-BG 60-BI 8.50 BI 

10 62-BK 61-BJ 66-BO 10.25 BO 

11 51-AZ 63-BL 62-BK 11.00 BK 

12 71-BT 62-BK 51-AZ 13.00 AZ 

13 60-BI 65-BN 63-BL 13.50 BL 

14 70-BS 66-BO 71-BT 1350 BT 

15 23-V 71-BT 70-BS 15.75 BS 

16 63-BL 51-AZ 48-AW 18.25 AW 

17 48-AW 70-BS 47-AV 18.75 AV 

18 47-AV 48-AW 17-R 20.50 R 

19 37-AL 47-AV 23-X 22.25 X 

Variable 

Code 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and fr'l'H 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and Ki.fr 

Group 

Mean Rank 

Ranks 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

EA 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

21-V 

69-BR 

54-BC 

22-W 

56-BE 

46-AU 

41-AP 

40-AY 

30-AE 

4-E 

13-N 

14-0 

7-H 

45-AT 

17-R 

31-AF 

36-AK 

35-AJ 

55-BD 

58-BG 

24-Y 

FTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

41-AP 

40-AY 

30-AE 

36-AK 

69-BR 

37-AL 

74-BW 

21-V 

7-H 

54-BC 

23-X 

33-AH 

24-Y 

4-E 

22-W 

28-AC 

32-AG 

25-Z 

64-BM 

75-BX 

67-BP 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

37-AL 

21-V 

41-AP 

69-BR 

58-BG 

40-AY 

30-AE 

54-BC 

22-W 

7-H 

36-AK 

4-E 

46-AU 

56-BE 

32-AG 

33-AH 

24-Y 

74-BW 

14-0 

35-AJ 

13-N 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

22.25 

23.00 

23.00 

23.00 

24.50 

24.75 

25.25 

25 JO 

28.25 

29.75 

30.50 

30.75 

34.00 

34.50 

36.00 

37.00 

37.50 

39.00 

39.50 

39.50 

39.75 

Variable 

Code 

AL 

V 

AP 

BR 

BG 

AY 

AE 

BC 

W 

H 

AK 

E 

AU 

BE 

AG 

AH 

Y 

BW 

O 

AJ 

N 



Table 2 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and FIE 

A test by Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and h'lh 

50 

Group 

EA 
Mean 
Rank 

FTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

V 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # i 

Ranks 41 33-AH 35-AJ 25-Z 40.00 Z 

42 25-Z 55-BD 55-BD 40.00 BD 

43 49-AX 46-AU 31-AF 41.00 AF 

44 8-1 19-T 28-AC 41.75 AC 

45 67-BD 56-BE 67-BP 43.00 BP 

46 32-AG 27-AB 27-AB 46.50 AB 

47 27-AB 31-AF 75-BX 46.50 BX 

48 28-AC 14-0 19-T 48.00 T 

49 26-AA 26-AA 45-AT 48.00 AT 

50 6-G 3-D 26-AA 49.00 AA 

51 3-D 13-N 8-1 49.50 I 

52 19-T 43-AR 3-D 50.00 D 

53 74-BW 73-BV 49-AX 50.00 AX 

54 75-BX 38-AM 64-BM 50.00 BM 

55 38-AM 29-AD 38-AM 54.25 AM 

56 72-BU 8-1 43-AR 55.75 AR 

57 11-L 48-AX 72-BU 57.50 BU 

58 44-AS 72-BU 6-G 58.00 G 

59 43-AR 1-B 11-L 59.00 L 

60 5-F 53-BB 1-B 61.00 B 

61 68-BQ 11-L 29-AD 61.50 AD 

Variable 

Code 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and FIE 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and fr'JL'F 

EA FTF Combo Combo 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Variable 

Group Rank Rank Rank Rank 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 

Ranks 62 64-BM 42-AQ 44-AS 61.50 AS 

63 1-B 34-AI 73-BV 61.50 BV 

64 42-AQ 45-AT 42-AQ 62.50 AQ 

65 10-K 68-BQ 68-BQ 63.00 BQ 

66 53-BV 44-AS 53-BV 63.25 BV 

67 9-J 6-G 5-F 64.25 FB 

68 29-AD 30-AN 34-AI 67.50 AI 

69 34-AN 5-F 10-K 68.00 K 

70 73-BV 18-S 39-AN 68.50 AN 

71 40-A0 10-K 9-J 69.25 J 

72 34-AI 12-M 18-S 72.00 S 

73 2-C 9-J 40-A0 72.00 AO 

74 18-S 40-A0 2-C 73.50 C 

75 12-M 2-C 12-M 75.00 M 

Cases W Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom Significance 

2 .9309 137.7764 74 .001 

k(N-l)W, produced another positive measure of the coefficient of concordance at 

131.96846 for df=74 which was recorded at the .001 level of significance. 
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This reading of Kendall's W and the associated statistical elements of the 

study of groups EA and PTF, led to the analysis of a third distribution, FTF and 

PTF to acquire findings regarding the final possible arrangement of these three 

groups. In this third reading of Kendall's W, the investigator found supportive 

elements to suggest triangular concordance of the three groups. A review of 

Table 4 provides corroboration to the strength of the research design by exposure 

of the third tabulation's results listing the strength in high rankings of previously 

mentioned items coupled with the related weakness in low rankings of other 

forementioned attributes of exemplary instruction. Of note were the pairing 

effects of each individual variable (B - BX) across the tabulations. Regardless of 

position, large numbers of variables were found to be judged in close proximity 

and in many cases, large numbers of individual items were in near perfect 

alignment across groups and distributions. An observation that serves as an 

example of this phenomenon is variable AV which was ranked eighteen (18) by 

EA's and PTF's while gathering strong support from FTFs with a rank ordering of 

nineteen (19) for the same attribute. 

Deposition of Table 4 pair ranks for FTF and PTF sets of attributes from 

the QAO provided a coefficient of concordance W = .9333. This measure of 

concordance was the strongest of the three groups and as anteriorly provided, 

suggested a potential concordance for all groups. The further examination of this 

distribution of ranks reveals a chi square of 138.1357 which is significant to the 

.001 level where df=24. The collective analysis shown in Tabled and the 
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additional elements of the distributions of Tables 2 and 3 set a pattern that 

required a final affidavit to be created as a grand review of concordance of the 

three individual groups EA, FTF, and PTF. 

The cumulative distribution of three pair of ranks as tested by Kendall's 

coefficient of concordance W was the final review of these variables as a group of 

Dallas County Community College employee perceptions of attributes of 

exemplary part-time instruction. The recording of results is found in Table 5. 

This table requires a much closer analysis than those leading to this distribution. 

The initial findings for the 3 cases (EF, FTF, and PTF) when processed 

using Kendall's coefficient of concordance W revealed that W = .8915, 

Chi-Square = 197.9184, and for the fourth time in these distributions, significance 

was found at the .001 level for df = 74. 

In review of the lowest recording of W for the group of tests, an 

observation should be provided that this was the only rank ordering using 3 

groups/cases. This element alone lends to an overall effect of lessening the 

concordance possibility between groups. While W = .8915 the lowest of the four 

W's acquired, it clearly supports the research structure by being the lowest 

recorded. Adding to that analysis, it should also be noted that this level of 

concordance is significant. 

Another consideration within these statistical results is the effect the use of 

3 cases played in calculation of chi square. The 2 formula, as previously 

observed, is x = k(N-l)W. For the analysis of three groups where k had been 
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Table 3 

F.ffert of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and PTF 

EA PTF Combo Combo 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Variable 

Group Rank Rank Rank Rank 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 

Ranks 1 65-BN 15-P 59-BH 2.50 BH 

2 59-BH 57-BF 15-P 2.75 P 

3 20-U 59-BH 20-U 4.00 U 

4 15-P 20-U 16-Q 4.25 Q 

5 16-Q 16-Q 57-BF 6.00 BF 

6 61-BJ 52-BA 65-BN 6.50 BN 

7 66-BO 61-BJ 61-BJ 6.75 BJ 

8 52-BA 70-BS 52-BA 7.00 BA 

9 57-BF 62-BK 62-BK 9.50 BK 

10 62-BK 69-BR 70-BS 11.25 BS 

11 51-AZ 60-BI 51-AZ 11.50 AZ 

12 71-BT 65-BN 60-BI 12.00 BI 

13 60-BI 51-AZ 66-BO 12.75 BO 

14 70-BS 58-BG 71-BT 14.00 BT 

15 23-V 48-AW 69-BR 16.00 BR 

16 63-BL 71-BT 48-AW 16.75 AW 

17 48-AW 40-AY 47-AV 18.25 AV 

18 47-AV 47-AV 63-BL 19.00 BL 

19 47-AL 66-BO 21-V 19.75 V 

20 21-V 67-BP 23-X 22.75 X 

21 69-BR 21-V 40-AY 22.75 AY 

22 54-BC 63-BL 46-AU 26.00 AU 

23 22-W 17-R 37-AL 26.25 AL 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and PTF 

A test by Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and PTF 

Group 

Mean Rank 

Ranks 24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

EA 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

56-BE 

46-AU 

41-AP 

40-AY 

30-AE 

4-E 

13-N 

14-0 

7-H 

45-AT 

17-R 

31-AF 

36-AK 

35-AJ 

55-BD 

58-BG 

24-Y 

33-AH 

25-Z 

49-AX 

8-1 

67-BP 

32-AG 

PTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

36-AK 

75-BX 

28-AC 

46-AU 

74-BW 

30-AE 

35-AJ 

23-X 

7-H 

25-Z 

37-AL 

27-AB 

54-BC 

24-Y 

33-AH 

49-AX 

31-AF 

68-BQ 

6-G 

22-W 

1-B 

4-E 

64-BM 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

58-BG 

17-R 

30-AE 

54-BC 

36-AK 

7-H 

22-W 

67-BP 

13-AJ 

4-E 

28-AC 

31-AF 

25-Z 

56-BE 

75-BX 

24-Y 

33-AH 

74-BW 

27-AB 

49-AX 

32-AG 

45-AT 

55-BD 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

27.00 

28.50 

28.75 

29.00 

31.00 

32.00 

32.50 

33.50 

34.00 

36.75 

37.50 

37.50 

38.05 

38.00 

39.75 

40.00 

40.50 

40.50 

41.00 

41.00 

41.50 

43.50 

43.50 

Variable 

Code 

BG 

R 

AE 

BC 

AK 

H 

WP 

BP 

AJ 

E 

AC 

AF 

Z 

BE 

BX 

Y 

AH 

BW 

AB 

AX 

AG 

AT 

BD 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and PTF 

EA PTF Combo Combo 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Variable 

Group Rank Rank Rank Rank 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 

Ranks 47 27-AB 32-AG 6-G 45.50 G 

48 28-AC 26-AA 41-AP 48.00 AP 

49 26-AA 55-BD 13-N 48.25 N 

50 6-G 38-AM 26-AA 48.50 AA 

51 3-D 55-BB 14-0 49.00 O 

52 19-T 56-BE 68-BQ 51.00 BQ 

53 74-BW 72-BU 8-1 52.00 I 

54 75-BX 45-AT 38-AM 52.25 AM 

55 38-AM 3-D 3-D 53.00 D 

56 72-BU 2-C 1-B 53.50 B 

57 11-L 34-AI 64-BM 54.50 BM 

58 44-AS 5-F 72-BU 55.00 BU 

59 43-AR 43-AR 19-T 57.50 T 

60 5-F 39-AN 5-F 58.75 F 
61 68-BQ 8-1 53-BB 58.75 BB 
62 64-BM 44-AS 43-AR 59.25 AR 
63 1-B 19-T 44-AS 59.50 AS 
64 42-AQ 29-AD 11-L 61.00 L 
65 10-K 11-L 2-C 64.50 C 
66 53-BB 12-M 34-AI 64.50 AI 
67 9-J 73-BV 39-AN 64.50 AN 
68 29-AD 14-0 29-AD 66.00 AD 
69 39-AN 13-N 42-AQ 66.00 AQ 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks EA 

and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks EA and PTF 

EA PTF Combo Combo 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Variable 

Group Rank Rank Rank Rank 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 

Ranks 70 73-BV 42-AQ 10-K 68.00 K 

71 40-A0 41-AP 73-BV 68.00 BV 

72 34-AI 10-K 9-J 69.75 J 

73 2-C 9-J 40-AD 71.50 AD 

74 18-S 40-A0 18-S 74.00 S 

75 12-M 18-S 12-M 75.00 M 

Cases W Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom Significance 

.8917 .001 131.96846 74 

consistently, regardless of high or low rank, the three groups of DCCCD 

employees ranked their perceptions of these individual attributes, two it now is 

equal to 3. This substitution provides for the increase in chi-square as a measure 

arithmetic function. Where k = 3, n = 75, and W = .9654, a simple calculation 

of chi square is as follows 3(75-l).9654 = 197.9184. The results are another 

support of credit to an arrangement of concordance within ranks. 

Where individual elements were ranked near one another in the previous 

distributions, it becomes more obvious in observation of Table 5 how closely and 



58 

Table 4 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks FTF 

and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks FTF and 

PTF 

Group 

FTF 
Mean 
Rank 

PTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Variable 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 
Ranks 1 59-BH 15-P 59-BH 2.00 BH 

2 20-U 57-BF 57-BF 2.50 BF 
3 57-BF 59-BH 15-P 3.00 P 
4 60-BI 20-U 20-U 3.50 U 
5 15-P 16-Q 16-Q 6.00 Q 

6 52-BA 52-BA 52-BA 6.00 BA 
7 17-R 61-BJ 60-BI 7.50 BI 
8 16-Q 70-BS 61-BJ 8.50 BJ 
9 58-BG 62-BK 62-BK 10.50 BK 

10 61-BJ 69-BR 58-BG 11.50 BG 
11 63-BL 60-BI 65-BN 12.50 BN 
12 62-BK 65-BN 70-BS 12.50 BS 
13 65-BN 51-AZ 51-AZ 14.50 AZ 
14 66-BO 58-BG 17-R 15.00 R 
15 71-BT 48-AW 71-BT 15.50 BT 
16 51-AZ 71-BT 48-AW 16.50 AW 
17 70-BS 40-AY 63-BL 16.50 BL 
18 48-AW 47-AV 66-BO 16.50 BO 
19 47-AV 66-BO 69-BR 17.00 BR 
20 41-AP 67-BP 47-AV 18.50 AV 
21 40-AY 21-V 40-AY 19.00 AY 
22 30-AE 63-BL 36-AK 23.50 AK 
23 36-AK 17-R 21-V 24.25 V 
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Table 4 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks FTF 

and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks M y and 

PTF 

Group 

Mean Rank 

Ranks 24 

25 

26 
27 

28 
29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

FTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

69-BR 

37-AL 

74-BW 

21-V 

7-H 

54-BC 

23-X 

33-AH 

24-Y 

4-E 

22-W 

28-AC 

32-AG 

25-Z 

64-BM 

75-BX 

67-PB 

35-AJ 

55-BD 

46-AU 

19-T 

56-BE 

27-AB 

PTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

36-AK 

75-BX 

28-AC 

46-AU 

74-BW 

30-AE 

35-AJ 

23-X 

7-H 

25-Z 

37-AL 

27-AB 

54-BC 

24-Y 

33-AH 

49-AX 

31-AF 

68-BQ 

6-G 

22-W 

1-B 

4-E 

64-BM 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

30-AE 

74-BW 

7-H 

37-AL 

67-BP 

28-AC 

23-X 

75-BX 

54-BC 

24-Y 

33-AH 

25-Z 

46-AU 

35-AJ 

22-W 

4-E 

27-AB 

32-AG 

64-BM 

31-AF 

41-AP 

55-BD 

49-AX 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

25.50 

26.50 

29.75 

30.00 

30.00 

30.25 

30.50 

32.00 

32.50 

34.50 

34.50 

35.00 

35.00 

35.50 

38.75 

39.00 

40.50 

41.50 

42.00 

43.50 

45.00 

45.50 

48.00 

Variable 

Code 

AE 

BW 

H 

AL 

BP 

AC 

X 

BX 

BC 

Y 

AH 

Z 

AU 

AJ 

W 

E 

AB 

AG 

BM 

AF 

AP 

BD 

AX 
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Table 4 (Continued) 

F.ffect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks tit 

and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks F l h and 

Group 

FTF 
Mean 
Rank 

PTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Variable 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 

Ranks 47 31-AF 32-AG 26-AA 48.50 AA 

48 14-0 26-AA 56-BE 48.50 BE 

49 26-AA 55-BD 1-B 51.50 B 

50 3-D 38-AM 38-AM 52.00 AM 

51 13-N 53-BB 3-D 52.50 D 

52 43-AR 56-BE 68-BQ 53.00 BQ 

53 73-BV 72-BU 19-T 53.50 T 

54 38-AM 45-AT 6-G 54.50 G 

55 29-AD 3-D 43-AR 55.50 AR 

56 8-1 2-C 53-BB 55.50 BB 

57 48-AX 34-AI 72-BU 55.50 BU 

58 72-BU 5-F 14-0 57.50 O 

59 1-B 43-AR 8-1 58.50 I 

60 53-BB 39-AN 45-AT 59.00 AT 

61 11-L 8-1 13-N 59.50 N 

62 42-AQ 44-AS 29-AD 59.50 AD 

63 34-AI 19-T 72-BV 59.50 BV 

64 45-AT 29-AD 34-AI 60.00 AI 

65 68-BQ 11-L 11-L 63.00 L 

66 44-AS 12-M 5-F 63.50 F 

67 6-G 73-BV 39-AN 64.00 AN 

68 39-AN 14-0 44-AS 64.00 AS 

69 5-F 13-N 2-C 65.00 C 
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Table 4 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for a Pair of Ranks FTF 

and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of a pair of ranks and 

PTF 

Group 

b'lb 
Mean 
Rank 

PTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Combo 
Mean 
Rank 

Variable 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 

Ranks 70 18-S 42-AQ 42-AQ 65.50 AQ 

71 10-K 41-AP 10-K 71.00 K 

72 12-M 10-K 18-S 72.00 S 

73 9-J 9-J 9-J 72.50 J 

74 40-A0 40-A0 40-A0 72.50 AO 

75 2-C 18-X 12-M 75.00 M 

Cases W Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom Significance 

2 .9333 138.1357 74 .001 

A simple analysis of the data reveals that there is a high level of 

significance in the coefficient of concordance between the mean ranks of the EF, 

FTF, and PTF groups as captured in the record of the Grand Mean Rank and 

Grand Rank numerical/alpha distributions of Table 5 as produced in summative 

data resultant of analyses in the Dallas County Community College District of 

perceptions of seventy-five attributes of exemplary part-time instruction. It 

further provides that a ranking of variables demonstrating a relationship of 

concordance at the .001 level of significance is possible. Hypothesis I, therefore, 

is rejected. -
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Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis II declared the following: There is no relationship of 

concordance between those attribute mean rankings of the employees (EA's, 

FTF's, and PTF's) in the Dallas County Community College District and the 

attribute mean ranking of the group of nationally recognized exemplary 

community college external faculty (EF's). In resolution of this hypothesis, the 

findings produced by data analyses are entered here. 

Having produced a Grand Mean Rank from the combined ranks of the 

three DCCCD employee groups, a test of this Grand Mean Rank as a single pair 

of ranks against the pair of ranks provided by the group of exemplary external 

faculty (EF's) was conducted employing Kendall's coefficient of concordance W as 

the testing instrument. 

The GRAND Grand Mean Rank of the two cases, EA/FTF/PTF and EF, 

produced a distribution of variables under Kendall's coefficient of concordance W 

that was significant. The highest recording of concordance for any of the 

distributions is found in the results of Table 6. Where W = .9654, it was 

expected to find a chi square of 142.8815 recorded at the .001 level of significance 

for df = 74. The level of concordance recorded in this final review of attributes 

can be seen in the close fit of variables across ranks. Two examples are found in 

variables AK and M which were ranked twenty-four (24) and seventy-five (75) 

respectively, where a perfect alignment of ranking was recorded as a product of 
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Table 5 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA 

FTF. and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of 3 pair of ranks EA. M K 

and PTF 

Group 

Mean Rank 

Ranks 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

EA 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

65-BN 

59-BH 

20-U 

15-P 

16-Q 

61-BJ 

66-BO 

52-BA 

57-BF 

62-BK 

51-AZ 

71-BT 

60-BI 

70-BS 

23-V 

63-BL 

48-AW 

47-AV 

37-AL 

21-B 

69-BR 

54-BC 

FTF 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

59-BH 

20-U 

57-BF 

60-BI 

15-P 

52-BA 

17-R 

16-Q 

58-BG 

61-BJ 

63-BL 

62-BK 

65-BN 

66-BO 

71-BT 

51-AZ 

70-BS 

48-AW 

47-AV 

41-AP 

40-AY 

30-AE 

PTF 
Mean 
Rank 

15-P 

57-BF 

59-BH 

20-U 

16-Q 

52-BA 

61-BJ 

70-BS 

62-BK 

69-BR 

60-BI 

65-BN 

51-AZ 

58-BG 

48-AW 

71-BT 

40-AY 

47-AV 

66-BO 

67-BP 

21-V 

63-BL 

Grand 
Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

59-BH 

20-U 

15-P 

57-BF 

16-Q 

52-BA 

61-BJ 

65-BN 

60-BI 

62-BK 

51-AZ 

66-BO 

70-BS 

71-BT 

63-BL 

48-AW 

47-AV 

69-BR 

68-BG 

17-R 

40-AY 

21-V 

Grand 
Mean 
Rank 

2.00 

333 

3.50 

5.00 

5.50 

6.67 

7.67 

7.83 

8.67 

933 

10.33 

13.00 

13.17 

1433 

1633 

17.17 

18.50 

18.67 

21.00 

2133 

2217 

2233 

Variable 

Code 

BH 

U 

P 

BF 

Q 

BA 

BJ 

BN 

BI 

BK 

AZ 

BO 

BS 

BT 

BL 

AW 

AV 

BR 

BG 

R 

AY 

V 
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Table 5 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA 

FIT, and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of 3 pair of ranks EA F1K 

and PTF 

EA FTF PTF Grand Grand 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Vari 

Group Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Cc 

Ranks 23 22-W 36-AK 17-R 23-X 25.17 X 

24 56-BE 69-BR 36-AK 37-AL 26.17 AL 

25 46-AU 37-AL 75-BX 30-AE 26.50 AE 

26 41-AP 74-BW 28-AC 36-AK 28.33 AK 

27 40-AY 21-V 46-AU 54-BC 29.00 BC 

28 30-AE 7-H 74-BW 7-H 30.50 H 

29 4-EO 54-BC 30-AE 46-AU 31.67 AU 

30 13-N 23-X 35-AJ 22-W 33.17 W 

31 14-0 33-AH 23-X 67-BP 3533 BP 

32 7-H 24-Y 7-H 74-BW 3533 BW 

33 45-AT 4-E 25-Z 4-E 3550 E 

34 17-R 22-W 37-AL 35-AJ 3633 AJ 

35 31-AF 28-AC 27-AB 28-AC 36.50 AC 

36 36-AK 32-AG 45-BC 24-Y 3733 Y 

37 35-AJ 25-Z 24-Y 33-AH 3733 AH 

38 55-BD 64-BM 33-AH 25-Z 37.67 Z 

39 58-BG 75-BX 49-AX 41-AP 38.67 AP 

40 24-Y 67-BP 31-AF 75-BX 39.50 BX 

41 33-AH 35-AJ 68-BQ 32-AG 39.67 AG 

42 25-Z 55-BD 6-G 56-BE 4033 BE 

43 49-AX 46-AU 22-W 32-AF 40767 AF 

44 8-1 19-T 1-B 27-AB 42.67 AB 
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Table 5 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks FA. 

FTF. and PTF 

A test by Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of 3 pair of ranks EA. FTF. 

and PTF 

EA FTF PTF Grand Grand 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Vari 

Group Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Co 

Ranks 45 67-BP 56-BE 4-E 55-BD 43.00 BD 

46 32-AG 27-AB 64-BM 49-AX 46.33 AX 

47 27-AB 31-AF 32-AG 14-0 48.67 O 

48 28-AC 14-0 26-AA 26-AA 48.67 AA 

49 26-AA 26-AA 55-BD 64-BM 49.00 BM 

50 6-G 3-D 38-AM 13-N 49.17 N 

51 3-D 13-N 53-BV 45-AT 50.33 AT 

52 19-T 23-AR 56-BE 3-D 52.00 D 

53 74-BW 73-BV 72-BU 6-G 52.67 G 

54 74-BX 38-AM 45-AT 38-AM 52.83 AM 

55 38-AM 29-AD 3-D 19-T 53.00 T 

56 72-BU 8-1 2-C 8-1 5333 I 

57 11-L 48-AX 34-AI 1-B 55.33 B 

58 44-AS 72-BU 5-F 68-BQ 55.67 BQ 

59 43-AR 1-B 43-AR 72-BU 56.00 BU 

60 5-F 53-BB 39-AN 43-AR 56.83 AR 

61 68-BQ U-L 8-1 53-BB 59.17 BB 

62 64-BM 42-AQ 44-AS 11-L 61.00 L 

63 I-B 34-AI 19-T 44-AS 61.67 AS 

64 42-AQ 45-AT 29-AD 5-F 62.17 F 

65 10-K 68-BQ 11-L 29-AD 62:33 AD 

66 53-BB 44-AS 12-M 73-BV 63.00 BV 
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Table 5 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA. 

FTF. and PTF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W of 3 pair of ranks EA fr'li-1. 

and PTF 

EA FTF PTF Grand Grand 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Variable 

Group Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank 

Mean Rank Item # Item # Item # Code 

Ranks 67 9-J 6-G 73-BV 34-AI 64.00 AI 

68 29-AD 39-AN 14-0 42-AQ 64.67 AQ 

69 39-AN 5-F 13-N 39-AN 65.67 AN 

70 73-BV 18-S 42-AQ 2-C 67.67 C 

71 40-A0 10-K 41-AP 10-K 69.00 K 

72 34-AI 12-M 10-K 9-J 70.55 J 

73 2-C 9-J 9-J 40-A0 72.00 AO 

74 18-S 40-A0 40-A0 18-S 72.67 S 

75 12-M 2-C 18-S 12-M 75.00 M 

Cases W Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom Significance 

3 .8915 197.9184 74 .001 

mutual rank agreement of those two items. Other items with perfect or near 

perfect alignment in ranks are P, BH, BR, AY, AL, BX, AN, and AO. 

The number of items in perfect or near alignment provides concise 

information supporting the study. The high level of W reported suggests that the 

groups ranked attributes with agreement across the entire list of 75 variables. A 
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line-by-line review of the table verifies the extent to which this phenomenon 

occurred. 

A conclusion can be reached from these observations that there is a 

relationship of concordance between those attribute mean rankings of the 

employees (EA's, FTF's, and PTF's) in the Dallas County Community College 

District and the attribute mean ranking of the group of nationally recognized 

exemplary community college external faculty (EF's). This assertion and the 

empirical study of data leads to the rejection of hypothesis II. 

Hypothesis III 

Hypothesis III asserted: There is no ability to create and rank a list of 

teaching attributes to use in adjunct instructional evaluation by means of the 

processes utilized in this study. The review of the findings related to the research 

questions of this study provide direction in addressing hypothesis III. 

The following findings are recorded as a progression toward acceptance or 

rejection of hypothesis III. Final analysis of the attributes used in the Quality 

Attribute Opinionnaire were the first concern of the study. The treatment and 

validation of these variables is then, the first concern in reporting the findings of 

the analyses performed. 

Research question 1 asked the following: what are the observable teaching 

attributes of exemplary adjunct faculty in the Dallas County Community College 

District? Procedures dictated that potential attributes were to be collected from 

the division chairs of the DCCCD; from part-time faculty classroom observations 



68 

Table 6 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA. 

FIT, and PTF Grand Rank bv EF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W using a pair of mean ranks: 

Grand Rank TEA. FTF. & FIT") & EF 

> Group 

Mean Item 

Ranks 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Grand 
Mean Rank 

Item # 

Grand 
Mean 
Rank 

EF,FTF,& PTF 

59-BH 1.200 

15-P 1.250 

20-U 1.250 

57-BF 1.280 

16-Q 1310 

65-BN 1320 

52-BA 1.330 

60-BI 1.350 

61-BJ 1.350 

62-BK 1.400 

51-AZ 1.440 

66-BO 1.440 

70-BS 1.440 

71-BT 1.460 

63-BL 1.480 

48-AW 1.510 

58-BG 1.520 

47-AV 1.530 

69-BR 1.530 

Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

16-Q 

15-P 

57-BF 

59-BH 

66-BO 

60-BI 

20-U 

65-BN 

71-BT 

61-BJ 

52-BA 

48-AW 

51-AZ 

70-BS 

7-H 

62-BK 

21-V 

69-BR 

17-R 

Mean 
Rank 

EF 

1.186 

1.203 

1.203 

1.220 

1.271 

1344 

1339 

1344 

1344 

1355 

1362 

1389 

1.406 

1.413 

1.423 

1.423 

1.491 

1.492 

1.508 

GRAND 
Grand 
MEAN 
Rank 

Item # 

59-BH 

15-P 

16-Q 

57-BF 

20-U 

60-BI 

65-BN 

66-BO 

52-BA 

61-BJ 

71-BT 

51-AZ 

62-BK 

70-BS 

48-AW 

69-BR 

17-R 

21-V 

47-AV 

GRAND 
Grand 
Rank 

2.50 

2.50 

3.00 

3.25 

4.75 

7.25 

7.50 

8.25 

9.00 

9.25 

11.25 

12.50 

12.75 

13.00 

14.00 

18.00 

19.75 

19.75 

19.75 
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Table 6 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA. 

frTK and PTF Grand Rank by EF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W using a pair of mean ranks: 

Grand Rank CEA. FTF. & ?TF) & EF 

> Group 

Mean Item 

Ranks 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

Grand 
Mean Rank 

Item # 

Grand 
Mean 
Rank 

EF,FTF,& PTF 

17-R 1.540 

40-AY 1.570 

21-V 1.590 

23-X 1.620 

36-AK 1.640 

30-AE 1.650 

37-AL 1.650 

54-BC 1.670 

46-AU 1.680 

7-H 1.690 

67-BP 1.700 

22-W 1.720 

28-AC 1.720 

35-AJ 1.740 

74-BW 1.740 

4-E 1.750 

25-Z 1.750 

75-BX 1.750 

Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

32-AG 

47-AV 

40-AY 

58-BG 

36-AK 

33-AH 

37-AL 

63-BL 

54-BC 

56-BE 

41-AP 

4-E 

30-AE 

3-D 

28-AC 

55-BD 

22-W 

75-BX 

Mean 
Rank 

EF 

1.508 

1.525 

1.542 

1.542 

1.576 

1.593 

1.593 

1.603 

1.610 

1.620 

1.635 

1.637 

1.652 

1.672 

1.689 

1.694 

1.696 

1.701 

GRAND 
Grand 
MEAN 
Rank 

Item # 

58-BG 

63-BL 

40-AY 

7-H 

36-AK 

37-AL 

54-BC 

30-AE 

32-AG 

33-AH 

28-AC 

46-AU 

4-E 

22-W 

23-X 

56-BE 

67-BP 

75-BX 

GRAND 
Grand 
Rank 

19.75 

21.00 

21.75 

22.25 

24.00 

25.50 

27.50 

29.25 

29.75 

32.00 

32.75 

33.00 

33.50 

33.75 

35.00 

35.50 

36.00 

36.50 
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Table 6 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA. 

frTF. and PTF Grand Rank by EF 

A test by Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W using a pair of mean ranks: 

Grand Rank (EA. FTF. & PTT> & EF 

> Group 

Mean Item 

Ranks 38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

Grand 
Mean Rank 

Item # 

Grand 
Mean 
Rank 

EF,FTF,& PTF 

24-Y 1.760 

33-AH 1.760 

32-AG 1.780 

27-AB 1.810 

31-AF 1.810 

56-BE 1.810 

55-BD 1.820 

29-AP 1.870 

26-AA 1.880 

48-AX 1.880 

64-VM 1.890 

45-AT 1.950 

3-D 1.960 

6-G 1.960 

1400 1.960 

3 8-AM 1.960 

8-1 1.970 

13-N 1.990 

Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

46-AU 

31-AF 

74-BW 

35-AJ 

67-BP 

25-Z 

13-N 

14-0 

27-AB 

23-X 

6-G 

38-AM 

24-Y 

I-B 

8-1 

II-L 

53-BB 

26-AB 

Mean 
Rank 

EF 

1.728 

1.736 

1.741 

1.758 

1.775 

1.779 

1.793 

1.810 

1.810 

1.844 

1.879 

1.898 

1.910 

1.915 

1.932 

1.948 

1.948 

1.964 

GRAND 
Grand 
MEAN 
Rank 

Item # 

74-BW 

35-AJ 

41-AP 

25-Z 

55-BD 

31-AF 

3-D 

27-AB 

24-Y 

14-0 

13-N 

6-G 

38-AM 

64-BM 

26-AA 

8-1 

48-AX 

1-B 

GRAND 
Grand 
Rank 

36.75 

37.25 

37 JO 

39.50 

39.50 

40.50 

41.50 

43.75 

44.25 

48.50 

49.50 

49.75 

50.25 

51.50 

51.75 

53.00 

53.25 

53.75 
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Table 6 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA. 

fr'i'K and PTF Grand Rank bv EF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W using a pair of mean ranks: 

Grand Rank (EA. FIT. & ?T¥) & EF 

> Group 

Mean Item 

Ranks 56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

Grand 
Mean Rank 

Item # 

Grand 
Mean 
Rank 

EF,FTF,& PTF 

1-B 2.000 

19-T 2.000 

68-BQ 2.010 

43-AR 2.020 

72-BU 2.030 

53-BB 2.100 

5-F 2.110 

11-L 3.130 

44-AS 2.140 

29-AD 2.180 

68-AQ 2.180 

34-AI 2.200 

39-AN 2.200 

73-BV 2.200 

10-K 2300 

2-C 2390 

9-J 2390 

40-A0 2.480 

Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

34-AI 

26-AA 

43-AR 

68-AQ 

48-AX 

73-BV 

10-K 

5-F 

68-BQ 

19-T 

9-J 

45-AT 

39-AN 

29-AD 

44-AS 

72-BU 

2-C 

40-A0 

Mean 
Rank 

EF 

1.965 

1.987 

2.000 

2.017 

2.050 

2.052 

2.069 

2.071 

2.072 

2.086 

2.807 

2.087 

2.163 

2.172 

2.185 

2.250 

2.464 

2.500 

GRAND 
Grand 
MEAN 
Rank 

Item # 

53-BB 

45-AT 

11-L 

47-AR 

19-T 

68-BQ 

34-AI 

78-AQ 

5-F 

73-BV 

72-BU 

10-K 

44-AS 

29-AD 

39-AN 

9-J 

2-C 

40-AQ 

GRAND 
Grand 
Rank 

57.25 

57.75 

58.25 

58.50 

60.75 

61.00 

61.75 

62.25 

62.50 

64.25 

6530 

66.00 

67.00 

67.25 

68.50 

69.00 

71.75 

73.00 
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Table 6 (Continued) 

Effect of Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W Test for 3 Pair of Ranks EA. 

ir1'! Jb. and PTF Grand Rank by EF 

A test bv Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W using a pair of mean ranks: 

Grand Rank (EA. M h. & PTF') & EF 

GRAND 
Grand 
Rank > Group 

Grand 
Mean Rank 

Item # 

Grand 
Mean 
Rank 

Mean 
Rank 

Item # 

Mean 
Rank 

GRAND 
Grand 
MEAN 
Rank 

Item # 

Mean Item EF,FTF,& PTF EF 

Ranks 74 18-S 2.520 18-S 2.581 18-S 

74 12-M 3.250 12-M 3.470 12-M 

74.00 
, 7 5 - 0 0 

Cases W Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom Significance 

2 .9654 142.8815 74 .001 

where a single desirable attribute was exhibited ten or more times by different 

PTF with positive results thought to be representative of EI; from various surveys, 

existing evaluation instruments, check-lists from evaluation studies; and from 

alterations to the original list or substitutions suggested by the select panel of 

authorities. Each of these processes was pursued with care not to contaminate 

the attribute list in its early stages of creation with other forms of input such as 

input of the researcher's personal biases, acceptance of input from upper-level 

non-evaluating administrators of the DCCCD, or the acceptance of DCCCD 

Faculty Association pressure to have edit rights over the list before it was 
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circulated as an opinionnaire. In analysis of the collection process for the 

creation of a representative list of exemplary attributes that could pass the three 

tests of validity, findings suggest a list of 75 attributes for review rather than the 

proposed 100. The entire list of 75 were suggested at the division chair retreat as 

a part of a larger population of attributes. The entire list is also found in at least 

ten different individual and independent classroom observations on file in division 

offices of the DCCCD as a part of PTF visitation observations. The seventy-five 

(75) attributes are found at least twice in a variety of different evaluation tools, 

research, or existing check-lists, and they were all a part of suggestions made by 

the select panel of authorities during their review of a preliminary draft of the 

QAO. These efforts secured the first two designed validation tests. The concept 

of construct validity was found possible to achieve through the process of item 

collection. The select panel of authorities completed their task of content 

validation by reducing the number of items to be used and through collective 

agreement. 

The process of establishing an original reliable list was supported with 

several other observable findings. The results produced few very low attribute 

ratings because all elements included were thought to be attributes of exemplary 

instruction by the majority of contributors. No hidden or suspect items were 

interjected. The test of Kendall's coefficient of concordance assisted in 

establishing the list as reliable and was discussed in detail previously in this 

chapter. A final review of Table 7 provides a clear progression of related and 
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increasingly significant chi squares as a partial product of significantly high 

concordance W values which according to Siegel (p. 237) means that an 

interpretation can be rendered that "judges or observers are applying essentially 

the same standard in ranking the N objects under study". The systematic and 

empirical nature of the repetition found in the processes and notations of study 

distributions provides a strong statement of reliable validity. 

The second research question asked what are the skills, characteristics, or 

attitudes that typify exemplary adjunct faculty teaching as perceived by evaluating 

administrators in the Dallas County Community College District? The findings of 

the study are shown in the Mean Rank ordering of the 75 attributes as recorded 

in Table 1. The third and forth research questions, what are the skills, 

characteristics, or attitudes that typify exemplary adjunct faculty teaching as 

perceived by those who are full-time teaching faculty in the Dallas County 

Table 7 

Effects bv Group Comparison of Kendall's W and Chi-Square for all Coefficient 

of Concordance W Pair of Rank Tests 

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance W. a comparison of W from Tables 2-6 

Ranks Table Cases W Chi-Square DF Signif. 

EA/FTF T2 2 .9309 137.7764 74 .001 

EA/PTF T3 2 .8917 131.9646 74 .001 

FTF/PTF T4 2 .9333 138.1357 74 .001 

EA/FTF/PTF T5 3 .8915 197.9184 74 .001 

EA-FTF-PTF/EF T6 2 .9654 142.8815 74 .001 
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Community College District and what are the skills, characteristics, or attitudes 

that typify exemplary adjunct faculty teaching as perceived by those who are 

adjunct faculty in the Dallas County Community College District, have been 

resolved in their Mean Rank orders found in Table 1 with the answers of the EA 

group. 

Research question 5 was an extension of the previous three, asking what 

are the skills, characteristics, or attitudes that typify exemplary adjunct faculty 

teaching as perceived by those who are recognized nationally as exemplary 

community college external faculty? The attributes perceived to be exemplary are 

listed in order of mean rank by the external faculty in Table 6. 

Research question 6, which of these attributes can be consistently ranked 

as most important by the administration, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty of 

the Dallas County Community College District and in what order can the 

attributes be most consistently ranked by each group, is answered in the form of 

the Grand Mean Rank of attributes found in Tables 6 and 7 and is further 

clarified in arguments used to reject hypothesis II. Further study to determine a 

process for sorting level of high verses low ranks would need to be conducted for 

the purpose of identifying items as most important to a specific group and the 

lack of these continued studies was found to be a weakness of this empirical 

action. 

Research question 7, what relationship exists between those skills, 

characteristics, or attitudes which are perceived to be exemplaryln a collective 
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ranking of importance and attributes ranked by the individual groups of 

evaluating administrators, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty of the DCCCD, 

is resolved in relationship of concordance W found in Table 5 for those groups 

and in the decision to reject hypothesis II. That relationship is strong and 

suggested that the groups worked from the same standards. 

The final research question number 8, what relationship exists between the 

ranking of attributes by the Dallas County Community College District employees 

and that of a select group of nationally recognized exemplary community college 

external faculty, provided evidence to reject hypothesis II by providing that a very 

high level of concordance exists between the groups' perceptions as displayed in a 

GRAND Grand Mean Rank of variables in Table 6. 

The systematic findings related to research questions and hypotheses I and 

II suggest that the processes of the research design were sound in concept and 

practice. The successful identification of mean ranks of teaching attributes and 

the ability recreate and rank lists using the same processes is possible. From 

these findings, hypothesis III is rejected. 

Additional Data and Demographic Data Sheet Findings A description of 

the respondents and their general perceptions regarding part-time evaluation have 

been collected in the DDS and is provided here in Tables 8 - 2 0 with additional 

narrative. These tables are a function of cross-tabulation of the DDS results as 

formulated in SPSS. The Demographic Data Sheet as processed for cross-

tabulations by use of two variables (one variable used in rows and one variable in 
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columns) revealed sample characteristics with use of decimal adjusted or rounded 

off to the nearest three places. In providing a rounded-off method of 

approximation, actual percent totals could in some cases reflect slightly less than 

or more than 100%. In each case the rows represent the sample groups (EA's, 

FTF's, PTF's, and EF's) which were variable CB on the coded spread sheet and 

DDS. The column variables, coded BY, BZ, and CA - CM have been used in 

addition to a descriptor of the item on the DDS ie., sex, age, highest degree, etc. 

For complete coding information see Appendix B. 

Age Bv Position 

Position types EA's, FTF's, PTF's, and EF's to age are reported in Table 8. 

From the total EA population of 60 there were 33 who responded or 55% of 

their group and 5.2% of the total sample of 637 returns. The FTF had 195 

returns from a population of 740 or 26.4% of their group and 30.6% of the total 

sample of 637 returns. The PTF group provided the largest return in actual 

numbers, 350, but in terms of the total population of 2,200, it was 15.9% of that 

group. PTF's represented 54.9% of the total sample returns of 637. The EF 

group was limited to 100 of the 400 population sampled randomly, and provided a 

return of 59 or 59% of their sample group. EF's represented 33 states and 9.2% 

of the total sample of 637 returns. 

In comparison of position (CB) to age (BZ) of those who replied, EA's 

reported 29 of their number or 87.9% were between the ages of 41 and 60 while 

FTF's reported 140 of their number or 71.8% of their group in the same age 
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groups as the EA's. PTF's reported 245 or 71.7% of their group was 31 to 50 

years old. The EF group reported 45 or 76.3% of their group were in the 41 to 

60 age groups. The largest clustering of 275 or 43.2% of all 637 returns were in 

the 41-50 age group. 

Table 8 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position (CB) by Age (BZ) 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By BZ (Age) 

21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71- No R* Row 

BZ-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 Total 

CB EA 1 2 20 9 0 0 1 33 

FTF 1 39 80 60 12 0 3 195 

PTF 22 97 154 55 19 3 0 350 

EF 0 7 21 24 6 1 0 59 

Column 24 145 275 148 37 4 4 637 

* Total % 3.8 22.8 43.2 23.2 5.8 .6 .6 100.0 

* No response was provided 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

Ethnicity Bv Position 

Examination of Table 9 discloses a comparison of groups EA, FTF, PTF, 

and EF, which were recorded in the variable column CB of the DDS, with 

variable CA (Ethnicity). The results generated revealed that 74% of the subjects 
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were Anglo American, 12.1% were African American, 11% were Hispanic 

American, 1.3% Asian, and 1.3% reported themselves as other. 

Table 9 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position fCB") by Ethnicity (CA) 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CA (Ethnicity) 

Anglo Afric Hispa Asian Other No R* Row 

CA-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 Total 

CB EA 24 4 4 0 1 0 33 

bib 140 28 25 0 2 0 195 

PTF 271 39 35 4 1 0 350 

EF 39 6 6 4 4 0 59 

Column 474 77 70 8 8 0 637 

**Total 
% 

74.4 12.1 11.0 1.3 1.3 0 100.0 

* # 

No response was provided 

Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

Sex Bv Position 

In recording the sample variable BY (sex) cross-tabbed with variable CB 

(position), examination of Table 10 reveals that 305 men and 332 women took 

part in the DDS returns. EA's and FTF's reported more women than men 

participating while PTF's and EF's reported more men than women. 
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Table 10 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position fCB> bv Sex (BY} 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By (Sex) 

BY-> 

CB 

Men Women No R* Row 

Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 Total 

EA 21 12 000 33 

FTF 110 85 000 195 

PTF 146 204 000 350 

EF 28 31 000 59 

Column 305 332 000 637 

**Total % 47.9 52.1 00.0 100.0 

* No response was provided 

Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

Years Of Evaluation Experience Bv Position 

The information recorded in Table 11 provides the number of people by 

group (CC) who have evaluated and the number of years each has evaluated. Of 

33 in the EA group, 11 had no responses. The FTF group recorded 32 of their 

195 reporting to have some level of evaluation responsibility. No adjuncts 

(PTF's) reported any evaluation responsibility while 15 of the 59 EF's had some 

form of evaluation responsibility. Over 89% reported no part-time faculty 

evaluation responsibility. Evaluation experience of 6 years or more was reflected 

in less than 6% of the 637 responses. 
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Table 11 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position by Years of Evaluation Experience fCC) 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CC (Years of evaluation experience) 

First 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26- No R* Row 

A B C D E F G 

cc-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

CB EA 1 7 7 4 2 1 0 11 33 

F IF 2 12 7 3 5 2 1 163 195 

PTF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 350 350 

EF 1 3 4 4 2 1 0 44 59 

Column 4 22 18 11 9 4 1 568 637 

••Total % .2 3.5 2.8 1.7 1.4 .2 .2 89.1 100.0 

* No response was provided 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

Years Of Teaching Experience Bv Position 

The cross-tabulation of teaching experience (variable CD) as affiliated to 

position (variable CB), was recorded in Table 12. The enrollment of these 

variables reveals that better than 73% of respondents had teaching experience 

exceeding five (5) years. The part-time faculty reported 59% or 205 of its 350 as 

having six (6) or more years of teaching experience. Thirty adjuncts gave entry at 

21 or more years of experience and 4.9% of all groups said thafthey were in 
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there first year of instruction. Of the evaluating administrators reporting, six (6) 

EA s or 18% reported teaching less than five (5) years. All thirty-three (33) or 

100% of the EA group reported having teaching experience. The external faculty 

(EFs) demonstrated 100% of its group had six (6) or more years of experience in 

teaching and further recorded 72.8% were experienced at the sixteen (16) year 

mark or better. Additional findings may be rendered from the following Table 

12. 

Table 12 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary r>ata f™-

Variables: Position fCB) by Years of Tear.hin ̂  Exnerien™ (rr>) 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CD (Years of teaching experience) 

CD-> 

CB 

First 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26- No R* Row 

A B C D E F G 
Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

EA 2 4 13 5 3 4 2 0 33 
FTF 2 18 30 30 40 31 30 14 195 
PTF 27 118 72 59 27 17 13 17 350 

EF 0 0 4 9 11 18 14 3 59 
Column 31 140 119 103 81 70 59 34 637 
* "Total % 4.9 22.0 18.7 16.2 12.7 11.0 9.3 5.3 100.0 

* No response was provided 

Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 
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Disciplines Certified To Teach Bv Position 

Summaries found in Table 13 display that forty-one (41) of those 

responding or 6.4% were not certified to teach. All of that number were found in 

the FTF and PTF groups. At the same time 100% of EA's reported teaching 

certification in one or more disciplines. Fifty-one percent of the EA's professed 

two or more discipline certifications. PTF's tabbed 46.8% of their numbers (164) 

with one (1) teaching field of 18 graduate hours or more. Discipline Preparations 

By Position 

yAn analysis of the cross-tabulation of variables CF (number of discipline 

preparations) by CB (position) discloses that 531 of the sample or 83% teach 

three (3) or fewer preps a semester. In the PTF group 92% teach two (2) or 

fewer classes. The EA response recorded 33% of that group as having no current 

instructional responsibility. Almost 14% or 87 responses recorded loads of four 

(4) or more preparations. 

Highest Degree Bv Position 

Variable CG (highest degree), cross-examined by position, exhibits 548 

respondents (86%) possessing a minimum of a master degree. The PTF response 

exhibited 79.4% had at least the master degree. There were only ten (10) who 

responded at the associate or GED level, and eight (8) of those were PTF's. The 

largest groups by percent were the 69 master + 48 hour group of FTF's at 35.3 

%of their groups 195 total respondents and the 143 master degreed PTF's who 
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made up 30.6% of their aggregate group. Only to respondents (EF's) did not 

provide degree information. 

PTF Observation Frequency By Position 

The frequency (variable CH) by which part-time faculty teaching has been 

visited for classroom observation and evaluation purposes as the rate cross-tabbed 

by views or perception by position (variable CB) is reported in Table 16. Almost 

91% of evaluating administrators responded part-time faculty were observed at 

Table 13 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position (CB) bv Discipline Certification (CE^ 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CE (Disciplines certified to teach) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 NoT# No R* Row 

A B C D E F G 

CE-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

CB EA 15 12 4 1 0 1 0 0 33 

FTF 74 75 30 7 2 1 3 3 195 

PTF 164 91 26 10 5 1 38 15 350 

EF 26 22 9 1 0 1 0 0 59 

Column 279 200 69 19 7 4 41 18 637 

* Total % 43.8 31.4 10.8 3.0 1.1 .6 6.4 2.8 100.0 

* No response was provided # Not certified to teach 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 
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Table 14 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position (CB1 bv Number of Preparations fCF) 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CF (Number of current discipline preps) 

CF-> 

CB 

1 2 3 4 5 6 NoT# No R* Row 
A B C D E F G 

Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 
EA 12 8 1 1 0 0 11 0 33 

FTF 17 50 59 41 13 12 2 1 195 
PTF 186 136 19 4 1 2 0 2 350 

EF 6 15 22 7 5 1 2 1 59 
Column 221 209 101 53 19 15 15 4 637 
••Total % 34.7 32.8 15.9 8.3 3.0 2.4 2.4 .6 100.0 

No response was provided # No certification to teach 

Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

least once or more times a year. Only 76.4% of FTF's had this observation while 

82.5% of PTF's agreed that were observed one or more times a year. Of the total 

reported, 505 or 79.2% perceived classroom visits to be conducted one or more 

times a year. There were 21.7% or 80 who replied PTF's were at best 

infrequently to at worst never observed in their classroom teaching rolls. 
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Who Acts As Observer/Evaluator Bv Position 

Perceptions regarding who does classroom visitations is recorded in Table 

17 as variable CI, observations and perceptions of who performs the PTF 

classroom observation as cross-tabulated with the positions (variable CB) of EA, 

FTF, PTF, and EF. The response indicated 39.6% believed that the PTF was 

observed by a division chair. Forty-two percent (42%) of division chairs agreed 

with the group. Thirty-three (33.9) percent said full-time faculty in lead instructor 

Table 15 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position (CB> bv Higher Degree Held fCG Î 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CG (Highest degree held) 

GED/ 
AA 

BA/ 
BS 

MA/ 
MS 

M+24 M+48 PhD PhD+ No R* Row 

A B c D E F G 
CG-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

CB EA 0 3 9 5 7 7 2 0 33 

FTF 1 4 31 31 69 33 26 0 195 

PTF 8 64 143 47 55 23 10 0 350 

EF 1 6 11 8 18 8 5 2 59 

Column 10 77 194 91 149 71 43 2 637 
* Total % 1.6 12.1 30.5 14.3 23.4 11.1 6.8 .3 100.0 

* No response was provided 

Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% ** 
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Table 16 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position fCB't bv Classroom Observation Frequency (CH) 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CH (PTF classroom observation frequency) 

EaSem 1 Yr Bi Yr Prob Infre Rare Never NoR* Row 

A B c D E F G 

CH-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

CB EA 8 22 1 0 2 0 0 0 33 

F1F 57 92 14 5 18 4 2 3 195 

PTF 100 189 9 5 22 13 9 3 350 

EF 18 19 6 4 3 5 2 2 59 

Column 183 322 30 14 45 22 13 8 637 

* "Total % 28.7 50.5 4.7 2.2 7.1 3.5 2.0 1.3 100.0 

* No response was provided 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

or supervisory rolls did the observations. Expressing evaluations were done by a 

combination of positions was recorded in 109 cases or 17.1% of the total. 

Eighteen (18) responded responsibility varied or no one observed. There were 

only 9 who did not respond and 6 were PTF's. 

Review Of Classroom Materials Bv Position 

Perception by groups (variable CB - position) regarding the review 

frequency of PTF classroom teaching materials (variable CJ) is provided as Table 

18. The review frequency perception by 54.9% of respondents was at least once a 
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year or more often. On the opposite end at least 31.9% said that reviews took 

place on an infrequent schedule, on rare occasions, or never. The part-time 

response was similar with 56.8% had material reviews at least once yearly or more 

often and 32.5% received little review if any. 

PTF Staff Development Frequency 

The frequency of staff development opportunities (variable CK) for PTF's 

as reviewed by position (variable CB) provided the base of information analyzed 

in Table 19. Staff development for PTF was reported as infrequent or rare by 

Table 17 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position CCB") bv Observation Evaluator fCD 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CI (Who performs PTF classroom observation) 

DivCh Dean Adm F1F Combo Varies No 
One 

No R* Row 

A B c D E F G 

CI-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

CB EA 14 1 1 9 8 0 0 0 33 

FTF 88 2 0 56 42 3 2 2 195 

PTF 126 9 15 144 43 2 5 6 350 

EF 24 2 3 7 16 2 4 1 59 

Column 252 14 19 216 109 7 11 9 637 

"Total % 39.6 2.2 3.0 33.9 17.1 1.1 1.7 1.4 100.0 

* No response was provided ^ 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 
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Table 18 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position fCB^ bv Material Review Frequency fCX> 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CJ (PTF classroom materials review frequency) 

CJ-> 

CB 

EaSem 1 Yr Bi Yr Prob Infre Rare Never No R* Row 

A B c D E F G 

Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

EA 9 14 1 4 2 1 1 1 33 

FTF 54 46 7 12 25 25 18 8 195 

PTF 124 72 3 15 41 32 41 22 350 

EF 20 11 3 5 7 8 2 3 59 

Column 207 143 14 36 75 66 62 34 637 

"Total % 32.5 22.4 2.2 5.7 11.8 10.4 9.7 5.3 100.0 

* No response was provided 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

24% of EA's. PTF's reported infrequent, rare, or never opportunities by 36.2% 

recorded. At the same time 55.7% reported at least yearly opportunities or even 

more often, and 145 of the 350 said that the frequency of staff development 

opportunities for part-time faculty was at least once each semester. Of the 

aggregate sample collected, 345 or 54.1% agreed with the part-time assessment of 

yearly or more frequent opportunities. 
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Table 19 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position CCBt bv Staff Development Frequency fCIQ 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CK (PTF staff development frequency) 

EaSem 1 Yr Bi Yr Prob Infre Rare Never No R* Row 

A B C D E F G 

CK-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

CB EA 19 6 0 0 6 2 0 0 33 

FTF 54 40 0 4 39 29 18 11 195 

PTF 145 50 0 11 39 33 55 17 350 

EF 21 10 0 4 11 6 6 1 59 

Column 239 106 0 19 95 70 79 29 637 

* Total % 37.5 16.6 0 3.0 14.9 11.0 12.4 4.6 100.0 

* No response was provided 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

PTF Evaluation Satisfaction Bv Position 

The level of satisfaction (variable CL) expressed for the PTF evaluation 

process as reviewed by variable CB (position) provided data for cross-tabulation 

analysis in Table 20. Findings of this table reveal 73.3% of the 637 responses 

were somewhat satisfied with the PTF evaluation process. PTF's expressed 

satisfaction at a rate of 75.7% level. 
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Table 20 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Position CCB1 bv Satisfaction with Evaluation Process CCL1 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CL (Satisfaction with PTF evaluation process) 

ExSat Sat SmSat Indif SmDis Dis ExDis No R* Row 

A B C D E F G 

CL-> Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 Total 

CB EA 2 15 7 2 6 0 1 0 33 

F1V 4 83 47 13 27 11 8 2 195 

PTF 69 143 53 25 30 11 14 5 350 

EF 1 17 26 1 9 2 1 2 59 

Column 76 258 133 41 72 24 24 9 637 

* "Total % 11.9 40.5 20.9 6.4 11.3 3.8 3.8 1.4 100.0 

* No response was provided 

Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% * * 

Extra Written Comments Bv Position 

The final table in the DDS review provides an analysis of data regarding 

comments that respondents wrote as extra input to be considered. The variable 

CM represents the comments and is cross-tabulated by the variable CB to look at 

groups'(EA, FTF, PTF, and EF) reaction to the DDS. Ninety-two (92) men and 

ninety-seven women (97) provided extra written comments to the DDS. Almost 

30% of the 637 person sample responded with statements ranging from "its about 

time that somebody took an active interest in adjuncts" to "how do you get a 
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chance at a full-time job" to "the periodic classroom visitation and evaluation 

process has helped to make me a better adjunct in many of the categories 

mentioned in the QAO or DDS" (Appendix A and B). Some responses were as 

long as 5 page and 22 page letters. Others responded in phrases or by a simple 

meaningful word or two. The variety of responses could be classified as 

Table 21 

Demographic Data Sheet Cross-Tabulation of Variables Summary Data for 

Variables: Sex (BY) bv The Added Written Comments of Participants (ClVf) 

Tabulation: CB (Position) 

By CM (Extra written comments) 

CM-> 

CB 

Men Women No R* Row 

Count 1.0 2.0 3.0 Total 

EA 5 4 24 33 

FTF 30 25 140 195 

PTF 40 62 148 350 

EF 18 20 21 59 

Column 92 97 386 637 

**Total % 14.4 15.2 60.5 100.0 

* No response was provided 

** Approximations may cause actual totals to be more than 100% 

complimentary on the current system; dejected; inflammatory; disgust; generous; 

interested in evaluation and improvement; encouraged; needing support; wanting 

supervision and advice; not wanting any change; indifferent; unappreciated; 

unrewarded; self-rewarding; love for teaching and student contact; wanting 
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specific training; needing peer contact; wanting to be a part of the curriculum 

design process; and so on. The two most frequently observed were "the pay is 

bad" and "nobody really seems to care if I'm doing a good job or not". Most of 

the statements had little to do with the ranking of variables of exemplary 

instruction, but they seemed to comment from the heart and were honest in 

relation to the relative condition of part-time teaching as it exists in the DCCCD. 

These were important adjunct perceptions that do provide much insight into this 

realm of college teaching but of a different nature than was sought in providing 

space for written perceptions of exemplary attributes of part-time instruction. 

Findings of this report are extensive. A summary includes the rejection of 

hypotheses I, II, and III. It would focus on the statistical findings which support 

the concept that attributes of exemplary instruction can be identified and ranked 

with a high relationship of concordance, and with high levels of supportive 

concordance from other groups of like nature. A final finding of significance is 

that the processes used in the study are valid for the purposes for which they 

were used. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The problem of this study involved identifying and ranking perceptions of 

the attributes of exemplary teaching of adjunct faculty in the Dallas County 

Community College District. Its focus has been on a portion of one of the 

current challenges in community college administration: the need to effectively 

identify and apply meaningful evaluation criteria in the review of part-time 

faculty. In order to resolve the problem of this study a 75 item opinionnaire and 

a twelve item demographic data sheet were designed with validation assistance 

from a select panel of authorities. After ranking by subjects of the DCCCD and 

a group of nationally recognized exemplary community college faculty, the 

instruments were coded and analyses performed to address the problem of the 

study by applying Kendall's coefficient of concordance W. 

Several distributions were run employing paired ranks from the various 

groups to determine relationships of variables, the ability to consistently rank 

variables, and the degree or level of significance of concordance between ordered 

ranks. A total of 637 responses were used in the study to produce three levels of 

ranks which displayed robust levels of progressive growth in concordance 

measures W and a chi square significance at the .001 level for df = 74. 

94 
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Three purposes for the study were set forth to assist in the resolution of 

the problem. These purposes were studied in conjunction with the problem (1) to 

determine administrative, full-time faculty, and part-time faculty perceptions 

regarding the exemplary teaching skills, characteristics, and attitudes of adjunct 

faculty in the Dallas County Community College District; (2) to determine the 

perception of importance through rank order of the exemplary teaching skills, 

characteristics, and attitudes as determined by the administration, full-time 

faculty, and part-faculty of the DCCCD; and (3) to validate the perceptions and 

the rank order of elements by DCCCD employees by means of statistical 

comparison to the rank order of a select group of nationally recognized external 

faculty in the field of community college teaching excellence. 

Discussion 

The increasing numbers of adjunct faculty employed in American 

community colleges today requires consideration for evaluation systems that 

provide for the appropriate observation and systematic improvement of 

instruction. A striving for display of exemplary attributes in performance and 

instruction should be at the heart of the system design. In order to begin to 

address the complex issue of exemplary performance, its attributes must be 

identified, ranked, and embedded in the review process. Even then, the formative 

development of part-time faculty will evolve only as fast as administrators 

consistently employ a rigorous review process and diligently provide prescriptive 
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development through suggestions from ensuing evidence acquired in classroom 

visitation processes. 

As incongruities in contemporary evaluation processes have continued to 

manifest negative effects on students, it has become increasingly important for 

users of large numbers of adjuncts to demonstrate outcomes measures, student 

success, retention, and even guarantee student competence. These determinants 

of quality instruction must be vigorously sought in evaluation and development of 

part-time faculty. 

This study has produced findings relative to these topics and the ranking of 

perceptions of exemplary attributes of part-time instruction. Previous studies 

have largely been of a lesser quasi-experimental nature in relationship to 

attributes of part-time instruction. Brawer (1968) performed the earliest 

meaningful study to acquire a list of personality characteristics of college and 

university faculty, but his design provides little if any evidence that his list of 

characteristics could be ranked according to perceptions of exemplary instruction. 

He made no attempt to show any reference to agreement or concordance of 

variables. Richard I. Miller is likely the most celebrated researcher in the field of 

faculty evaluation, and like Brawer has concentrated much of his efforts in the 

area of university full-time evaluation practices that have provided little insight 

into the part-time community college faculty member (1972, 1974, and 1992). 

Easton's (1984) national study on community college teacher effectiveness did not 

mention the attributes or the characteristics of exemplary instruction in the same 
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context that this study has systematically pursued these topics; however, there was 

a part of the study that provided a universal check-list of important evaluation 

criteria that was gathered through survey with no test of agreement, relationship, 

or concordance. Easton's latter work with Gutskey (1983) was of greater value as 

an empirically driven collecting of characteristics of effective, not exemplary, 

teachers in urban community colleges. 

There have been several studies to identify competencies or characteristics 

of classroom teachers of empirical nature stronger than those mentioned above. 

The Hirst and Bailey (1983) study designed to identify effective classroom 

teaching competencies was successful, but did not pursue exemplary instruction. 

It did survey to find a list of basic competencies or what might be considered 

minimal standards. This study had no measure of concordance or factoral 

analysis to order the elements according to congruency or importance/lack of 

importance levels. Wotruba and Wright (1975) provided sound help in evaluating 

competencies and the process of evaluation design, but provided no assistance in 

a validated ranking of attributes. Their check-list was good but held no empirical 

support. 

Possibly the only two studies that are empirically based and of major 

significance in relation to this study are the Omaha Boy (1985) Miami-Dade study 

of teaching behaviors of excellent instructors and Pate's (1990) effective teaching 

characteristics for faculty evaluation in two-year colleges. Both of these were 

doctoral dissertation studies and both were designed to systematically and 
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statistically produce behavior and characteristic check-lists of evaluation for 

community college faculty. While neither dealt specifically with part-time faculty, 

they both produced well researched elements of evaluation. Neither study 

addressed the topics in the same manner as was addressed in the design of this 

study. Even the recent Baker, Roueche, and Gillett-Karam (1990) study that 

provide the list of exemplary external faculty (EF's) did no more that arrive at a 

survey produced check-list of elements of teaching excellence. 

In review, the concordance of ranked perceptions of exemplary attributes 

of part-time faculty evaluation has not been addressed in research outside of this 

study. The findings of this study should provide new direction for research in 

part-time faculty evaluation. 

Conclusions 

On the basis of the findings of this study, the following conclusions were 

drawn. 

1. Perceptions of importance of teaching attributes can be rank ordered. 

2. While a high level of significant values of W may be interpreted as 

meaning that the observers and judges are applying essentially the same standard 

in ranking the variables, their pooled ordering may serve as a standard. 

3. Ordering of perceptions of exemplary teaching attributes is possible. 

4. Rankings of attributes provides a usable list of variables that can be 

employed in evaluation. 
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Recommendations 

Recommendations for further study are numerous. First, this study should 

be replicated using the like employees of another community college district to 

verify variables and the extent reliability can be associated with the list of 

variables. Second, the rank orders should be verified through other additional 

studies. Third, a process for application of these variables to classroom visitation 

and a usable rating instrument suggest implications for further study. Four, 

associated with the identification of variables and design of evaluation systems to 

use them is the implication for study of staff development systems that 

compliment evaluation by providing for learning to incorporate these attributes as 

a part of the adjunct instructor's skills, characteristics, and teaching attitudes. 

A final recommendations is made for continued study of part-time faculty 

evaluation in general. Implications for larger adjunct faculty groups will give rise 

to multiple problems extending far beyond identification of variables ranked in 

this study. At present very little empirical research supports decisions rendered 

on behalf of administrators providing adjunct support The continued expansion 

of this body of knowledge can only provide for continued improvement of 

instruction and the benefit of future students. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE DALLAS COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR 
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DATS: 10-14-91 

TO: Employees of the Dallas County Community 
College District 

FROM: Dr. Bill Wenrich - Chancellor 

RE: Par--Time Faculty Exemplary Attributes 
Opinionnaire 

I am seeking your assistance in this research study. 
Please read the following carefully. The opionionnaires 
you are_receiving are intended to identify perceptions 
of attributes associated with exemplary part-time 
instruction. 

Your participation in this research is strictly 
voluntary._ Additionally your participation in this 
research will involve no physical or personal job risk. 
The responses that you give will be confidential and 
utilized for research purposes only. DO NOT WRITE YOUR 
NAME ON THE OPESTIONNATPFS. The investigator does not 
need to know who you are. The results of this research 
will be summarized, and if you would like a copy of 
findings they will be provided at the conclusion of 
this study. 

Jim Picquet is acting as the DCCCD investigator for 
this study and will answer any questions that you may 
have abou-t the opinionnaire or procedures. Thank you 
for considering participation in this study, it will be 
sincerely appreciated. For information call Jim 
at (214) 659-5290. 

ALL SURVEYS AND DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
SHEETS ARE TO BE MARKED AND RETURNED 
BY THURSDAY, OCTOBER 31, 1991, TOs 

Jim Picquet - Business Division 
North Lake College 

5001 North MacArtlrar Blvd., 
Irving, Texas 75038 
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DALLAS COUNTY COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE D(STR1CT 

PART-TIME FACULTY QUALITY 
ATTRIBUTE OPINIONNAIRE 

The following opinionnaire is designed to acquire your per-
ception 3t reaching attributes ana che .mportance of their in-
dividual merit as a determinant of quality instruction. Your-
selections -viil be combined with other DCCCD employees to • 
acquire a scaie for rating of quaiitv attributes which will later be 
compared to che ratings of a nacionai panei of experts in the field 
of teaching evaluation. 

The Thurstone Scaie used beiow indicates the following per-
ception of need for the described attribute in order for exemplary 
teacning in part-time faculty classrooms to be observed: 

Note'that the attributes for this opinionnaire have been divided 
into three j3^ categories: Teaching Skills (TS), Teaching Charac- j 
teristics i T O , andTeacaing Attitudes (TA). Please mark the < 
appropriate LETTER adjacent to the described attribute. j 

' Mark oniy one LETTER per attribute statement. j 
A - Essentiai ' 
B - Important ! 
C - Helprui | 
D - No Opinion or Cannot Decide i 
E - Shouid Not Be Considered 
F - Little Value 
G - No Value 
» SKILLS 

The Part-Time Facuitv (PTF) member shouid be aoie to 
demonstrate an acceptaoie level of skill in the following areas: 

• Pre-ciass preparation 

ABCDEFG 1. In producing a comprehensive 
course svilabus. 

ABCDEFG 2. By text selection at a proper 
subject and reading level. 

ABCDEFG 3. In production of meaningful 
support materials and handouts. 

.ABCDEFG 4. By exhibiting an ability to 
manage and determine the effec-
tiveness of course materials. 

ABCDEFG 5. In modifying materials for spe-
cial student populations. 

ABCDEFG 6. By producing a prepared plan or 
course of action for each class 
session. 

• Classroom management skills 

.ABCDEFG 7. In maintenance of a meaningful class-
room record (purposeful grade record-
ing, attendance kept, and record comple-
tion at semester's end). 

A BCDEFG 3. By scheduling classroom support 
materials and equipment in a timely man-
ner that allows for harmony among other 

facuitv/student users and suppliers of 
resources. 

-.BCDEFG 

ABCDEFG 

ABCDEFG 

ABCDEFG 
ABCDEFG 

v>. By arrangement of the classroom in 
anticipation of special activities for maxi-
mum learning to occur. 

10. In optimal use of classroom space, 
environment, ana teaching toois. 

11. In adapting teaching pians to cne avail-
able resources of a variety of teaching 
environments. 

AJBCDEFG 12. In supporting campus activities while 
covering ail course objectives. 

13. In student behavior control skills. 
14. In recognition skills related to potential 

discipline, behavior, distraction, and in 
anticipatory redirection of energy or 
classroom dynamics to avoid initiation 
of problems before they occur. 

• Subject knowledge and instructor credibility 

ABCDEFG 15. In ability to manifest subject matter 
knowledge through quaiitv information 
dissemination skills (lecture, discussion, 
materials, handouts, etc.) 
In subject matter delivery skills at a level 
that corresponds to the appropriate 
level of the class and their preparedness 
to progress at a given level of presentation. 

. In demonstrated breadth, depth, and 
scope of subject. 
Skill in relating historical facts. 
As represented in providing recent infor-
mation. aew developments, trends,and 
visionary applications. 

.ABCDEFG 20. In ability to accurately relate 
knowledge/information. 

ABCDEFG 16. 

ABCDEFG 

.ABCDEFG 

.ABCDEFG 
18. 
:Q_ 

• Instructional presentation/communication 
skills 

.ABCDEFG 21. In student involvement with the learning 
activity. 

.ABCDEFG 22. In ability to match deliver/ rate to com- -
plexitv of subject matter. 

.ABCDEFG 23. To communicate verbally with a fluid 
delivery and self confidence in personal 
authority. 

ABCDEFG 2*. Through an active subject matter 
vocabulary. 

ABCDEFG 25. With skills to raise or lower the technical 
or vocabulary complexity of lectures to 
the appropriate level of student 
knowledge. 

ABCDEFG 26. In use of non-verbals skills to communi-
cate a point, hold students, demonstrate 
personal interest. 

ABCDEFG 27. By the effective use of direct, indirect, 
and open-ended questioning skills. 

ABCDEFG 28. By posing appropriate questions. 
ABCDEFG 29. In eliminating noise, interference, or 

bad information in the communications 
process. 

ABCDEFG 30.Bv use of active listening and feedback as a 
part of communications. 



ABCDEFG 31. In organization of a systematically 
progressive presentation by taking the 
simpie to tne complex, examples to 
practices, norms to exceptions, 
or anaivsis to svnthesis. 

• Assessment of learning 

.ABCDEFG 52. 

ABCDEI 

ABCDE5 

ABCDEi 

ABCDE; 

abcde: 

rG 33. 

rG 34. 

:G 35. 

: G 36. 

,r G 37. 

In aointy to assign meaningtui 
homework in reading, writing, research, 
and skill development that can provide 
a clear picture of student progress in 
grasping classroom-presented concepts. 
In skillfully developing tests on the 
course objectives. 
In developing a variety of test types to 
fit the learning activity, i.e.. skill tests, 
identification tests, true/false, inuitipie-
choice, essays, short answer, performance 
tests, etc. 
3v demonstrating ability to design an 
effective grading xnd feedback system. 
In ability to discover what students have 
really learned. 
In student evaluation skills (in well 
designed/written exams, variety of 
methods of evaluation, ana an ongoing 
knowledge of individual student 
progress). 

• Use of instructional strategies and methods 

ABCDEFG 38. In using a variety of teaching strategies 
and methods with demonstrated 
knowledge of advantages, disadvantages, 
and applications of each. 

.ABCDEFG 39. In knowing how to use large group, small 
group, panel and individuals to ac-
complish learning objectives with equal 
success to lecture abilities. 

ABCDEFG 40. In the ability to use case studies, prepare 
demonstrations, role-playing, and use of 
other interactive strategies. 

ABCDEFG 41. In the effective management of safe lab, 
shop, clinical or other technical 
occupational active learning environments, 
demonstrate effective use of equipment, 
tools, and practices common to the subject. 

• Selection and use of instructional support 
materials 

ABCDEFG 42. In using visuals, videos, films, and other 
support materials, demonstrates a 
preplanned reason for use including 
preview of the material and selection for 
best fit to the subject. 

ABCDEFG 43. In use of materials prepares students for 
what is to be used and how it tits into the class 
objectives, use of oniv what is essential and 

103 
a :oiiow-up discussion of what was used. 

ABCDEFG 3v maintaining a variety of quality 
support materials ana being aware of the 
:oois available ana the operation of the 
accompanying equipment. 

# CHARACTERISTICS 
The PTF inouid remonstrate ana/or model the following 

characterstics: 

• Motivational and interpersonal 

ABCDEFG -5. Through group ana individual motivation 
techniques. 

| ABCDEFG +6. In knowing when and how to give praise 
| ana feedback. 
j ABCDEFG —. In the ability to engage students and hold 
; their attention to the subject. 

.ABCDEFG -̂ 8. In tne ability to create a classroom en-
vironment that supports openness and 
active learning. 

ABCDEFG -9. In the abiiitv to acquire voluntary student 
participation. 

ABCDEFG 50. In constantly attempting to motivate students 
to higher levels of learning and 
achievement. 

• Professional and personal 

ABCDEFG 51. Promptness in being in class at the 
appointed time. 

.ABCDEFG 52. In demonstration of a consistent ethical 
values system. 

ABCDEFG 53. In demonstrating characteristics of 
democracy in the classroom. 

ABCDEFG 54. Promptness in returning student 
materials, projects, and providing periodic 
grade updates. 

ABCDEFG 55. An abiiitv to follow and maintain the 
integrity of the class syllabus. 

ABCDEFG 56. Maintenance and care of college property, 
teaching tools, labs, etc. and encouragement 
for students to do the same. 

# A T T I T U D E S 
The PTF shouid demonstrate: 

• Teaching and subject attitudes 

ABCDEFG 57. Enthusiasm for teaching. 

.ABCDEFG 53. Enthusiasm for lifeiong learning. 

ABCDEFG 59. Enthusiasm for the subject. 

ABCDEFG 60. The subject is worthy of study. 

ABCDEFG 61. An attitude that learning can and shouid 
be an enjoyable experience. 

ABCDEFG 62. Desire to provide a dynamic learning 
exoerience. 



ABCDEFG 63. Desire :o continue learning about the 
suoiec: mat is taught. 

ABCDEFG 64. A schoiariv approach to the subject. 
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• Attitudes about students 

ABCDEFG 65. A concern for each student. 

.ABCDEFG 66. A heiprui attitude. 

.ABCDEFG 67. Each student is teachable. 

.ABCDEFG 68. Every student should contribute to the 
learning experience. 

ABCDEFG 69. Students should be listened to carefully 
and their input responded to with 
consideration. 

.ABCDEFG ~0. Tolerance tor diversity, ideas, and 
beliefs. 

.ABCDEFG 71. .An attitude of availability/approachability 
before, during, and after class. 

.ABCDEFG 72. A concern for degree or program 
comoietion. 

• General Attitudes 

ABCDEFG 73. Loyalty towards the college and concern 
for its weil-being. 

ABCDEFG 74. A respect for knowledge and a desire to 
maintain academia. 

ABCDEFG 75. A desire to be a part of the academic 
process. 

Write tn space provided to consider other attributes that you 
consider important. 
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"CODED COPY" 

DALLAS COUNTY COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE DISTRICT 

PART-TIME FACULTY QUALITY 
ATTRIBUTE OPLNIONNAIRE 

The foilowine :oimonnairs is designed to acquire your per-
ception of teacning attributes and the importance of their in-
dividual merit as a determinant of quality instruction. Your 
selections -vul be combined with other DCCCD employees to 
acquire a scaie for rating of quality attributes wnich will later be 
compared to the ratings of a national panei of experts in the field | 
of teacning evaluation. 

The Thurstone Scale used beiow indicates the following per-
ception of need for the described attribute in order for exemplary 
teaching in part-time faculty classrooms to be observed: 

Note'that the attributes for this opinionnaire have been divided 
into three \5) categories: Teaching Skills (TS), Teaching Charac-
teristics (TO, andTeaching Attitudes (TA). Please mark the 
appropriate LETTER aaiacent to the described attribute. 

* Mark only one LETTER per attribute statement. 
A - Essential 
3 - Important 
C - Helpful 
D - No Opinion or Cannot Decide 
E - Shouid Not Be Considered 
F - Little Value 
G - No Value 
• SKILLS 

The Part-Time Facuitv (PTF) member should be able to 
demonstrate an acceptable level of skill in the following areas: 

• Pre-class preparation 

B ABCDEFG L In produdng a comprehensive 
course svilabus. 

C ABCDEFG 2. By text selection at a proper 
subject and reading level. 

D ABCDEFG 3. In production of meaningful 
support materials and handouts. 

E .ABCDEFG A By exhibiting an ability to 
manage and determine the effec-

tiveness of course materials. 
F ABCDEFG 5. In modifying materials for spe-

dal student populations. 
G ABCDEFG 6. By producing a prepared plan or 

course of action for each class 
session. 

• Classroom management skills 

H ABCDEFG 7. In maintenance of a meaningful class-
room record (purposeful grade record-
ing, attendance kept, and record comple-
tion at semester's end). 

I A BCDEFG 3. 3v scheduling classroom support 
materials and equipment in a timely man-
aer that allows for harmony among other 

faculty/student users and suppliers of 
resources. 

J ABCDEFG 

K ABCDEFG 

L ABCDEFG 

X ABCDEFG 
0 ABCDEFG 

\\ By arrangement of the classroom in 
anticipation or special activities for maxi-
mum .earning to occur. 

10. In optimal use of classroom space, 
environment, ana teaching toots. 

11. in aaactmg teacning plans to che avaii-
aoie resoiirces of a variety of teaching 
environments. 

ABCDEFG 12. In supporting campus activities whiie 
covering ail course objectives. 

13. In student behavior control skills. 
14. In recognition skills related to potential 

discipline, behavior, distraction, and in 
anticipatory redirection of energy or 
classroom dynamics to avoid initiation 
of problems before they occur. 

• Subject knowledge and instructor credibility 

? .ABCDEFG 15. In ability to manifest subject matter 
knowledge through quality information 
dissemination skills i lecture, discussion, 
materials, handouts, etc.) 

Q ABCDEFG 16. In subject matter delivery skills at a level 
that corresponds to the appropriate 
level of tne class and their preparedness 
to progress at a given level of presentation. 

R .ABCDEFG 17. In demonstrated breadth, depth, ana 
scope of subject. 

S .ABCDEFG 18, Skill in relating historical facts. 
T .ABCDEFG 19. .As represented in providing recent infor-

mation. new developments, [rends.and 
visionary applications. 

U .ABCDEFG 20. In ability to accurately relate 
j knowledge; information. 

• Instructional presentation/communication 
skills 

V ABCDEFG 

W .ABCDEFG 

X .ABCDEFG 

Y .ABCDEFG 

Z ABCDEFG 

AA ABCDEFG 26, 

ABABCDEFG 2: 

AC ABCDEFG 
AD ABCDEFG 

AZABCDEFG 30, 

In student involvement with the learning 
activity. 
In abiiity to match delivery rate to com- -
piexitv of subject matter. 
To communicate verbally with a fluid 
deliver/ ana self confidence in personal 
authority. 
Through an active subject matter 
vocabulary. 

, With skills to raise or lower the technical 
or vocaouiary complexity of lectures to 
the appropriate level of student 
knowiecge. 

. In use of non-verbais skills to communi-
cate a point, hold students, demonstrate 
personal interest. 

. By the erfective use of direct, indirect, 
and open-ended questioning skills. 

. By posing appropriate questions. 

. In eliminating noise, interference, or 
bad information in the communications 
process. 

.By use of active listening and feedback as a 
part of communications. 



AF ABCDEFG 31. In organization or a systematically 
progressive presentation ov caking cne 
iimoie co cne complex, ^xamotes co 
practices. norms co exceptions, 
or onaivsis co syncnesis. 

• Assessment of learning 

AG ABCDEFG 32. In ability to assign meaningful 
homework in reaaing, writing, researcn. 
ana skill development that can provide 
a c:ear picture of stuaer.t progress in 
irasDing classroom-presented concepts. 

AH ABCDEFG 33. In skillfully developing tests on the 
course objectives. 

AI ABCDEFG 34. In developing a variety of test types co 
lit the learning activity, i.e., skill tests, 
identification tests, true/faise. muitipie-
cnoice. essays, short answer, performance 
tests, etc. 

A J .ABCDEFG 35. By demonstrating ability to design an 
etfecuve grading and feedback system. 

AK .ABCDEFG 36. In ability to discover what students aave 
reailv learned. 

AL .ABCDEFG 37. In student evaluation skills i in well 
designed/written exams, variety of 
methods of evaluation, ana an ongoing 
knowledge of individual student 
progress). 
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! a fotlow-up discussion of what was used. 
I AS-.3CDEFG 4i Bv maintaining a variety of quaiitv 

support materials and being aware of the 
:oois available ana the operation of the 
accompanying equipment. 

: > CHARACTERISTICS 
snouia remonstrate and/or moaei the following 

cnaracterstics: 

• Use of instructional strategies and methods 

AM .ABCDEFG 33. in using a variety of teaching strategies 
ana methods with demonstrated 
knowledge of advantages, disadvantages, 
ana applications of eacn. 

AN .ABCDEFG 39. In knowing how to use iarge group, smail 
group, panel and individuals to ac-
complish learning objectives with equai 
success to lecture abilities. 

AO ABCDEFG 40. In the ability to use case studies, prepare 
demonstrations, roie-piaving, and use of 
other Interactive strategies. 

AP .ABCDEFG 41. In the effective management of safe lab, 
shop, clinical or other technical 
occupauonai active learning environments, 
demonstrate effective use of equipment, 
tools, ana oractices common to the subiect. 

i • .Motivational and interpersonal 
i 
j ATASCDEFG 45. Through group and individual modvadon 
I techniques. 
| AUA3CDEFG 46. In knowing when and how to give praise 

ana feedback. 
AT\A3CDEFG 47. In tne ability to engage students and hoid 

their attention to the subject. 
AW^BCDEFG 48. In the ability to create a classroom en-

vironment that supports openness and 
active learning. 

AXA3CDEFG 49. In the ability to acquire voluntary student 
participation. 

AYABCDEFG 50. In constantly attempting to modvace students 
to higher levels of learning ana 
achievement. 

• Professional and personal 

AZA3CDEFG 51. Promptness in being in ciass at the 
appointed time. 

BAABCDEFG 52. In demonstradon of a consistent ethicai 
values system. 

BBASCDEFG 53. In demonstrating characteristics of 
democracy in the classroom. 

BCABCDEFG 54. Promptness in returning student 
materials, projects, and providing periodic 
grade updates. 

BDABCDEFG 55. An ability to foilow and maintain the 
integrity of the ciass syllabus. 

BEASCDEFG 56. Maintenance and care of college property, 
teaching tools, labs, etc. and encouragement 
for students to do the same. 

• Selection 
materials 

and use of instructional support 

AQ ABCDEFG 42. In using visuals, videos, films, and other 
support materials, demonstrates a 
preplanned reason for use including 
preview of the material and selection for 
besc fit to the subject. 

AR .ABCDEFG 43. In use of materials prepares students for 
what is to be used and how it tits into the ciass 
objectives, use of only what is essential, and 

• ATTITUDES 
The PTF should demonstrate: 

• Teaching and subject attitudes 

BFASCDEFG 57. Enthusiasm for teaching. 

BG.A3CDEFG 53. Enthusiasm for lifelong learning. 

BHABCDEFG 59. Enthusiasm for the subject. 

BIABCDEFG 60. The subject is worthy of study. 

B JABCDEFG 61. An attitude chat learning can and should 
be an enjoyable experience. 

BKASCDEFG 62. Desire to provide a dynamic learning 
experience. 
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3 L ABCDEFG O3. Desire :o continue learning about ;ne 
suoiec: :hac is caught. 

BM ABCDEFG 0*+, A scnoiariy approach co the subject. 

• Attitudes about students 

3N a B C D E F G 65. A concern for each student. 

BO a B C D E F G 66. A helpful attitude. 

BP a B C D E F G 67. Each student is teachabie. 

BQ .aBCDEFG 63. Ever/ student shouid contribute co the 
learning experience. 

BE .aBCDEFG 69. Students shouid be listened co carefully 
ana their input responded co with 
consideration. 

B S .aBCDEFG ~Q. Toierance for diversity, ideas, ana 
beliefs. 

BT .aBCDEFG "1. .An attitude of availability/approachabiiitv 
before, during, ana after class. 

BU .aBCDEFG "2. A concern tor degree or program 
completion. 

• General Attitudes 

^ .ABCDEFG o . Lovaity towards the college and concern 
for its well-being. 

BW .ABCDEFG 74. A respect for knowledge and a desire to 
maintain academia. 

BX ABCDEFG 75. A desire to be a part of the academic 
process. 

Write in space provided to consider other attributes chat you 
consider imoortant. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET 

The following inform::::on is necessary to conduct; 
the study on Dailas County Community College Dis-! 
trie: employees' perceptions regarding attributes of j 
exemplary part-time teaching. Please circle or: 
darken the appropriate letter next to the answer of ! 

vour choice. i 

Sex: Maie_ 
Racc: 

Female Age: 21-30 41-50_ 61-70_ 
31-40 51-60 71-

L Current position in tfac DC CCD 
A. Administrator (With evaluation responsibility for 

part-dine faculty) 
B. Administrator (Without pt faculty evaluation 

responsibility) 
C. Fuil-Time Faculty 
D. Part-Time Faculty 
E Other 

2. For administrators with part-time faculty evaluation duties. 
A. First Year To Evaluate 
B. 1 - 5 Years Evaluation Experience 
C. 6-10 Years Evaluation Experience 
D. 11 -15 Years Evaluation Experience 
E. 16 - 20 Years Evaluation Experience 
F. 21 - 25 Years Evaluation Experience 
G. 25 - Years Evaluation Experience 

3. For ail participants response even if currently a 
non-teaching administrator. 
A. First Year To Teach 
B. 1 - 5 Years Teaching Experience 
C. 6-10 Years Teaching Experience 
D. 11 -15 Years Teaching Experience 
E. 16 - 20 Years Teaching Experience 
F. 21 - 25 Years Teaching Experience 
G. 26 - Years Teaching Experience 

4. This item is designed to gather information about 
current discipline diversity among those who have' taught 
or are currently teaching. 

A. Currently certified to teach one discipline. 
B. Currently certified to teach two disciplines. 
C. Currently certified to teach three disciplines. 
D. Currently certified to teach four disciplines. 
E. Currently certified to teach five disciplines. 
F. Currently certified to teach six or more disciplines. 
G. Not currently certified co teach. 

5. This item is directed at those currently teaching and is 
designed to determine quantity of teaching preparation. 

A. Teaching only one preparation. 
B. Teaching two preparations. 
C. Teaching three preparations. 
D. Teaching four preparations. 
E. Teaching five prepatations. 
F. Teaching six or more prepatations. 
G. Not currently teaching. 

6. Highest degree held. 
A. High School or GED 

3. 3acheiors 
C. Masters 
D. Masters - 24 
E. Masters - 48 
F. Doctorate 
G. Doctorate - Post Graduate Studies 

7. is chere a renew of part-time instruction in your subject 
area at your college by classroom visitation/observation? 
A. Each Semester 
B. Once a year 
C. Ever/ other year 
D. As difficulties are reported 
E. Infrequently 
F. Rareiv 
G. Never 

3. Who performs the classroom visitation/observation in 
your discipline? 
A. The Division Chairman 
B. An Evening Dean, Week-End Dean, or T/O Dean 
C. Another Administrator 
D. A lead full-time faculty member 
E. A combination of the above 
F. No pattern or it has varied 
G. Nobody performs classroom visits at this time. 
E. 1 don't know. 

9. Are teaching materials reviewed in addition to the 
instructional delivery, ie., syllabus, handouts, tests, 
gracing practices, etc.? 
A. Every semester 
B. Once a year 
C. Every other year 
D. .As difficulties are reported 
E. Infrequently 
F. Rareiv 
G. Never 

10. Is some form of staff development offered for the 
improvement of part-time faculty? 

A. Every Semester 
B. Once a year 
C. Every other year 
D. As difficulties are reported 
E. Infrequently 
F. Rareiv 
G. Never 

11. How satisfied are you with the current process of 
part-time faculty evaluation as a whole (visitation, 
student ratings, and administrative consultation)? 

A. Extremely satisfied 
3. Satisfied 
C. Somewhat satisfied 
D. Indifferent 
E. Somewhat dissatisfied 
F. Dissatisfied 
G. Extremely dissatisfied— 

12. What would vou change? 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET 

The roiiowmg information is necessary to conduct 
the sturiv on Dallas County Community College Dis-
trict employees" perceptions regarding attributes of 
exemplary part-t ime teaching. Please circle or 
darken the sappropnate letter next to the answer of 
your choice. 

3 Y 
Sex: Maie Femaie_ 

CA Race: 

BZ 
Age: 2 1 - 3 0 _ 4l-50_ 

31-40 51-60 
5 1 - 0 

C 3 i. Current position in che DCCCD 
A. Administrator (With evaluation responsibility for 

part-dine faculty; 
B. Administrator i Without pt faculty evaluation 

responsibility; 
C. Full-Time Faculty 
D. Part-Time Facuitv 
E. Other 

CC f o r administrators with part-time facuitv evaluation duties. 
A. First Year To Evaluate 
B. 1 - 5 Years Evaluation Experience 
C. 6 - 1 0 Years Evaluation Experience 
D. 11 -15 Years Evaluation Experience 
E. 16 - 20 Years Evaluation Experience 
F. 21 - 25 Years Evaluation Experience 
G. 25 - Years Evaluation Experience 

CD 3. For ail participants response even if currently a 
non-teaching administrator. 

A. First Year To Teach 
B. 1 - 5 Years Teaching Experience 
C. 6 - 1 0 Years Teaching Experience 
D. 11 -15 Years Teaching Experience 
E. 16 - 20 Years Teaching Experience 
F. 21 - 25 Years Teaching Experience 
G. 26 - Years Teaching Experience 

CE 4, This item is designed to gather information about 
current discipline diversity among those who have, taught 

or are currently teaching. 
A. Currently certified to teach one discipline. 
B. Currently certified to teach two disciplines. 
C. Currently certified to teach three disciplines. 
D. Currently certified to teach four disciplines. 
E. Currently certified to teach five disciplines. 
F. Currently certified to teach six or more disciplines. 
G. Not currently certified to teach. 

CP 5. This item is directed at those currently teaching and is 
designed to determine quantity of teaching preparation. 

A. Teaching only one preparation. 
B. Teaching two preparations. 
C. Teaching three preparations. 
D. Teaching tour preparations. 
E. Teaching five prepatations. 
F. Teaching six or more prepatations. 
G. Not currently teaching. 

CG 6. Highest degree held. 
A. Hiizn School or GED 

3. Bacr.-icrs 
C. Mailers 
D. Masters - 24 
E. Masters - 48 
F. Doctcrate 
G. Docicrate - Pest Graduate Studies 

CH Is [here a review or part-dme instruction in your subiec: 
! area at your college by classroom visitation;observation.11 

A. Eacr. Semester 
B. Once a year 
C. Ever.- other year 

! D. As ui:acuities are reported 
! E. Infrequently 
j F. Rare:;.* 
| G. Never 

C I 3. Who performs the classroom visitation;observation in 
i your discipline? 

A. The Division Chairman 
3. An Evening D e a n . Week-End Dean, or T/O Dean 
C. Another Administrator 
D. A lead full-time facuitv member 
E. A combination of the above 
F. No pattern or it has varied 
G. Nobody performs classroom visits at rhk time. 
E. I aon t know. 

C J 9. Are teaching materials reviewed in addition to the 
instructional delivery, ie.. syllabus, handouts, tests, 
grading practices, etc. ? 

A. Ever/ semester 
3. Once a year 
C. Ever/ other year 
D. .As difficulties are reported 
E. Infrequently 
F. Rarely 
G. Never 

CKio. Is some form of staff development offered for the 
improvement of part-time faculty? 

A. Every Semester 
B. Once a year 
C. Every other year 
D. As difficulties are reported 
E. Infrequently 
F. Rarely 
G. Never 

C L l l . How satisfied are you with the current process of 
part-time faculty evaluation as a whole (visitation, 
student ratings, and administrative consultation)? 

A. Extremely satisfied 
B. Satisfied 
C. Somewhat satisfied 
D. Indifferent 
E. Somewhat dissatisfied 
F. Dissatisfied 
G. Extremeiv dissatisfied 

* ^ 

CMl2. What would you change? 
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M. Z M C P. A M D rJ M. 

DATE: November 26, 1990 
TC: Jim Hcr.cn President, North Lake College v 
c?.CM: Jim Picquet Chairman Business Division. 
RE: Dissertation Abstract For Chancel lor' s Cabinet' 

In writing -his memo, I am soliciting your support for my 
dissertation topic. I believe it has district-wide merit", 
and it can provide some considerable support toward the 
improvement of adjunct instruction. 

It is my understanding that before any dissertation may be 
undertaker, with district support, it must be approved by the 
Chancellor's Cabinet, and the manner in which it is to be 
submitted, is in abstract form covered by a Presidential 
lettsr of recommendation and support. I do plan to use a 
variety of district support including the libraries, the 
research office, various councils, and surveys of various 
groups. 

I have attached a brief one page abstract that describes 
the dissertation and hope that you will submit it for the 
next meeting of the Chancellor's Cabinet. I would like to 
proceed immediate iy with a retreaz of the division chairs 
in December for initial information gathering if the topic 
is given approval. 

Thank you for your support and consideration of this abstract. 

cc: Jim Hughes 
Martha Huches 
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'ebruary 4, 1991 

5001 N. MacArthur Blvd. 

Irving. Texas 75038-3399 

President: 

Or. james ?. Morton 
659-5229 

Vice President 
of instruction: 

Or. joei Veia 
859-5240 
Vice President 

of Student Development: 

Dr. Margaret Lewis 
659-5242 

Vice President 
of 3usmess Services: 

Jim Hughes 
659-5235 

Jim Picquet 
Chariman Business Division 
North Lake College 
5001 North MacArthur 3ivd. 
Irving, Texas, 75023 

Dear Jim, 

It gives me pleasure to inform you that your disserati 
topic and research proposal have been approved bv the" 
Dallas County Community College District*Chancellor's 
Cabinet. 

You may proceed with your study as planned. Good luck 
the council looks forward to the successful completion 
and reporting of your research. 

Sincerely, 
j • / / 

James''F. fforton 
President 

p. c. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Jim Plcquat 
North Lake^ollage 

Jack Stone-p*-" 

Vice Chanca/ilor of Educational Affairs 

April 10, 1991 

On behalf of the Dallas County Community College Dis t r ic t , I am providing 
formal notice that your dissertat ion topic and proposal have been accepted 
by the Dallas County Community College Distr ict ana you nay use the various 
college amoloyees as a population to select your sample from for trie purpose 
of tills study. Please work with Martha Hugnas and the Presidents of the DCCCD 
colleges to make cer ta in that both the Distr ict and those responsible at each 
college are aware of your ac t i v i t i e s . 

Sood lucx in your research. The Chancellor's Cabinet is awaiting resul ts 
of your study on Part-Time "acuity. 

js 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

3oard of Trustees: 

R. L Thornton, Jr., 

Chairman 

Mrs. Eugene 

McOermott. 

Vice Chairman 

jerry Giimore 

Mrs. William j. 

Poweil 

Robert H. Power 

Ourwood A Sutton 

Carie £. Weicn 

Chancellor: 

Data: 4-2-91 

TO: Employees of the Dallas County Community College District 

From: Dr. 3ill Wendrich - Chancellor 

Re: Par-t-Time Faculty Exemplary Attributes Opinionnaire 

I am seeking your assistance in this research study. Please res 
the following carefully. The opionionnaires you are receivina 
are intended to identify perceptions of attributes associated 
with exemplary part-time instruction. 

Your 
Add Ive 

701 Eim Street 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

r participation in this research is strictly voluntary, 
itionally your participation in this research will invo 

no physical or personal job risk. The responses that ycu give 
will be confidential and utilized for research purposes onlv. 
DO NOT WRITS YOUR NAME ON THE QUESTIONNAIRES - The investiga-
tor dees not need to know who you are. The results of this 
research will be summarized, and if you would like a copy of 
findings please put your name and address on the bottem'of this 
consent form as indicated. A summary of the findings will be 
forwarded to you at the conclusion of this study. 

Jim Picquet is acting as the DCCCD investigator for this study 
and will answer any questions that you may have about the 
opinionnaire or procedures. Thank you for considering partici-
pation in this study. It will be sincerely appreciated". 
For information call Jim Picquet at (214) 659-5290. 

detach along perforation please 

If you would like to receive a summary of findings from this 
research please indicate in the spaces providing your name, 
and where you would like for the summary to be sent. 

Return to Jim Picquet - Business Division - North Lake College 
5001 North MacArthur Blvd., Irving, Texas 75033 
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