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This research sought to ascertain whether differences 

exist in the levels of student-faculty interactions between 

students taught by part-time and full-time faculty. 

Differences in the interactions of students with faculty 

were examined for four types of content (a) course-related, 

(b) intellectual, (c) career planning, and (d) informal 

socializing; for both in-class and out-of-class. The 

relationship among the students' course-load hours, job-

related hours, academic intentions, number of assignments, 

and the students' levels of interaction were examined. The 

students' self-reported intellectual growth and the faculty 

status of instructors were compared also with the levels of 

student-faculty interactions. 

This descriptive, exploratory study used a survey 

instrument, adapted for this study, to collect 

cross-sectional data. Introductory economics students were 

surveyed in the spring of 1994 for both full-time and 

part-time instructors' classes. The sample selection was a 

convenience sampling from public community colleges within 

Texas. 



Nine full-time and 5 part-time faculty responded from 

10 different colleges providing 254 students' surveys. The 

data were treated in aggregate form measuring the mean 

number of responses by interaction category and the mean 

score of the students' self-perceived intellectual 

development ranking. Differences in the means were tested 

between the two faculty samples using nonparametric 

statistics tests. Nonparametric correlations were computed 

among students' environmental factors, the level of student-

faculty interactions, and the students' intellectual 

development ranking. 

The results of the study showed that there were 

differences between full-time faculty students and part-time 

faculty students in the out-of-class levels of interactions. 

Differences were also found in the contents of in-class 

interactions between students taught by full-time faculty 

and students taught by part-time faculty. No differences 

were found in the means of students' self-perceived 

intellectual development between full-time faculty and part-

time faculty. The correlations among environmental factors 

and levels of interactions did not provide any concise 

patterns of relationships. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Concern about the impact of part-time faculty on the 

quality of education has prompted researchers to investigate 

if instructional differences exist between full-time and 

part-time faculty. Earlier investigations of instructors' 

effectiveness used student surveys based on students' 

observations of faculties' teaching practices (Turgeon, 83; 

Clemons, 85). The majority of the evidence shows that, 

using this criterion, there are no distinctions between 

part-time and full-time instructors (Gappa, 1984). However, 

there is no information to estimate whether differences 

exist between part-time and full-time instructors and their 

effects on the intellectual development of their students 

(Miller, 1987). 

The use of part-time faculty in higher education has 

received mixed reviews from various constituents in the 

field. In a review of literature on the effectiveness of 

part-time and full-time faculty, Miller (1987) reported 

three different opinions among three groups. First, 

full-time faculty for the most part have attempted to 

discredit the use of part-time faculty by suggesting that 

their use lowers educational quality. Second, part-time and 



some full-time faculty refute this claim, pointing out that 

a number of research efforts support the fact that part-time 

faculty are just as effective as full-time faculty. Third, 

administrators in higher education point to the economic 

advantages and flexibility of using part-time faculty. This 

debate is not new, and much literature has been devoted to 

it (Miller, 1987; Overall & Cooper, 1981; Sworder, 1987). 

With increasing college enrollments, especially in 

community/junior colleges, and with budgetary cutbacks, 

administrators in these institutions identify the need for 

employing part-time faculty (Sworder, 1987). Between 1966 

and 1986, the use of part-time instructors increased from 

23% to 41% ("Transforming the State's Role," 1986). In this 

article, it was noted that educators during the 1960s and 

the 1970s tolerated the use of part-time faculty as a means 

to accommodate growth, but that in the 1980s, the use of 

part-time faculty drew criticism and doubts from the 

academic community. 

Administrators in smaller institutions further justify 

the use of part-time instructors by pointing out that they 

do not have sufficient faculty numbers to cover all 

curricula content (Sworder, 1987). Although there is no 

argument that this rationale has merit, questions arise 

regarding the economic rationales of administrators versus 

the assurance of quality in the learning environment 

(Miller, 1987). 



There has been a resurgence of interest in the quality 

of education for undergraduate students. A review of 

literature in higher education revealed a growing concern by 

authors such as Boyer (1987), who questioned the quality of 

a college education. With waning support for higher 

education, the need exists for assurance that educational 

excellence is not forsaken to accommodate economic goals. 

The use of part-time faculty should strengthen the goal of 

institutions to provide students with the best possible 

educational environment. 

A premise in higher education is that faculty-student 

interactions influence student development, specifically 

their intellectual development (Pascarella, 1980). The 

belief that a college's environment can affect students' 

intellectual development is defined as the environmental 

impact philosophy (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). 

Historical authors in the field of higher education who 

supported this notion included Spady (1970); Astin (1973, 

1984) ; and Tinto (1975). 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1978), building on the models 

of Tinto (1975) and Spady (1970), have shown that 

faculty-student interactions lead to increased intellectual 

development in college students. Volkwein, King, and 

Terenzini (1986) have also shown that classroom involvement 

between faculty and students has a statistically significant 

positive association with intellectual skill development. 



Studies by Pascarella (1980) and Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1980) have focused primarily on traditional 

4-year college students and transfer students at 4-year 

colleges and universities. The researchers studied the 

effect of the campus environment on students' maturation at 

1-year and 2-year intervals. Their research revealed that 

student-faculty interaction had a significant effect on 

student intellectual development. Although an extensive 

amount of literature exists on the general topic of student 

intellectual and personal development in senior colleges, 

there appears to be no research exploring this notion in 

2-year colleges (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Further, 

there is no literature on the evaluation of part-time versus 

full-time faculty based on student-faculty interaction for 

either 2 or 4-year colleges. As suggested by Miller (1987), 

further work is needed involving comparisons between part-

and full-time faculty. The intent of this study was to 

explore whether levels of student-faculty interaction 

between students taught by part-time faculty differ from 

students taught by full-time faculty. The study focuses on 

students enrolled in economics courses at 2-year colleges, 

where use of part-time faculty is high. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study investigated whether differences exist in 

the levels of student-faculty interactions between students 



taught by part-time and full-time faculty in introductory 

economics courses. 

Statement of the Purpose 

This research sought to ascertain whether differences 

exist in the levels of student-faculty interactions between 

students taught by part-time and full-time faculty. 

Student-faculty interactions, both in-class and out-of-

class, were examined for part-time and full-time faculty. 

Differences in the interactions of students with faculty 

were examined between part-time and full-time faculty for 

four types of content: (a) course-related, (b) intellectual, 

(c) career planning, and (d) informal socializing. The 

relationship among the students' course-load hours, job-

related hours, academic intentions, and the students' levels 

of interaction were examined. The relationship between the 

type and number of assignments and student-faculty 

interaction was also examined. Finally, the relationships 

between the students' self-reported intellectual growth and 

the faculty status of instructors were compared with the 

levels of student-faculty interactions. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were asked: 

1. Do students taught by part-time faculty report 

differences in the number of interactions with faculty 



outside of the classroom as compared to students taught by 

full-time faculty? 

2. Do students taught by part-time faculty report 

differences in the proportion of class-time throughout the 

semester in which they interacted with faculty as compared 

to students taught by full-time faculty? 

3. Do students taught by part-time faculty report 

differences in the content of student-faculty interactions 

in the classroom (i.e., academic or intellectual discussion, 

career planning, course-related discussion, or informal 

socializing) as compared to students taught by full-time 

faculty? 

4. Do students taught by part-time faculty report 

differences in the content of student-faculty interactions 

outside the classroom (i.e., academic or intellectual 

discussion, career planning, course-related discussion, or 

informal socializing) as compared to students taught by 

full-time faculty? 

5. Do students taught by part-time faculty report 

differences in the number of out-of-class assignments as 

compared to students taught by full-time instructors? 

6. Do students taught by part-time faculty report 

differences in the complexity (i.e., level of inquiry) of 

the out-of-class assignments as compared to students taught 

by full-time faculty? 



7. What relationships exist in student-faculty 

interactions, both in-class and out-of-class, between part-

time and full-time faculty and the academic intentions of 

students? (Academic intentions are defined as students' 

preparation for transfer to 4-year college or students 

planning to terminate their education at a 2-year college.) 

8. What relationships exist between the students' 

current economic status—self-supporting and paying own 

tuition versus support and tuition provided—and the number 

of student-faculty out-of-class interactions? 

9. Is there a relationship between the number of 

student-faculty interactions, both in-class and out-of-

class, of students taught by full-time and part-time faculty 

and the students' self-perceptions of their intellectual 

development? 

Significance of the Study 

The level of student-faculty interaction may provide 

another criterion by which to evaluate the part-time faculty 

who are teaching economics courses. Continued budget 

shortfalls in higher education funding and growing student 

enrollments will likely increase the use of part-time 

faculty. Traditionally, the use of part-time faculty has 

been higher in community/junior colleges. Further, it can 

be assumed that the growth of part-time faculty will be the 

greatest in community/junior colleges (Sworder, 1987). 
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Present trends suggest that more students will attend their 

first 2 years of college at these institutions (Gordon & 

Ave, 1990). 

The academic community's concern with the quality of 

education is compounded by the public's demand for 

improvement in college graduates. The inability of some 

college graduates in general, who are unable to think 

creatively or to become problem solvers on the job, calls 

into question the educational preparation of these students 

(Boyer, 1987) . 

Current evidence suggests that part-time instructors 

are equally as efficient as full-time instructors (Gappa, 

1984; Willett, 1980). The term efficient is used here to 

include students' grade performance and student evaluations 

of teachers. What is not known, however, is whether 

differences exist between the levels of the intellectual 

development of the students taught by part-time and those 

taught by full-time instructors (Miller, 1987). Research by 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1978) indicated that 

student-faculty interactions are linked to the students' 

development of intellectual skills. Thus, with an increase 

in the trend in higher education toward use of more 

part-time faculty, an investigation of differences in 

student-faculty interaction, which can be linked to student 

intellectual development, may provide additional criteria 

for the evaluation of part-time faculty. 



Definitions of Terms 

Complexity of assignment is meant to distinguish 

routine assignments that require lower level cognitive 

skills from assignments that require higher level cognitive 

skills. 

Content of interaction refers specifically to the 

nature of the interaction: (a) assistance with course-

related information, (b) intellectual discussion, (c) career 

advice, or (d) informal socializing. 

Full-time faculty are defined as faculty who teach 12 

or more hours during a long semester and whose primary 

income is from a single higher education institution. 

Informal socializing is meant to distinguish student 

fraternization or discussions of personal matters with the 

instructor from intellectual and course-related discussions. 

Intellectual development is defined as the students' 

self-perceived intellectual growth. It is characterized by 

the increased capacity to think rationally, to think 

critically, to evaluate, to synthesize, and to analyze 

(Terenzini, Theophilides, & Lorang, 1984). 

Intellectual discussion distinguishes the discussion 

between faculty and students of scholarly topics unrelated 

to the course from that of course subject matter. 

Introductory economics is defined as the first two 

economics courses taken by undergraduate students (either 

micro-economics or macro-economics). 
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Lecture only, with no feedback identifies a teaching 

style that does not afford students the opportunity for 

interaction with the instructor. 

Level of interaction includes the frequency and the 

nature of the students' interactions with a faculty member. 

Out-of-class interactions are defined as the number of 

occurrences during a semester in which the student interacts 

with faculty outside of class for a period greater than 5 

minutes. 

Part-time faculty are defined as faculty who teach 

fewer than 6 hours during a long semester at a specific 

college and who derive a majority of their income from 

another job. 

Proportion of class time is an estimate by the student 

of the percentage of the class period in which the 

instructor engaged in two-way discussions with the students. 

Student-facultv interaction involves person-to-person 

contact (verbal and visual communication) between the 

student and faculty. This may involve the discussion or 

demonstration of course-related matters, career advice, 

intellectual discussion, or informal socializing. 

Limitations of the Study 

Many environmental influences affect the student's 

intellectual development. Such factors as the student's 

home environment, socio-economic status, peer influence, 
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prior educational experiences, and personal motivation for 

an education affect a student's intellectual development. 

Instability in the economy also can affect the student's 

ability to continue his/her commitment to college. Students 

who are dependent upon their own income for support may have 

less time for meeting with faculty than do nonworking 

students. Prior studies on interaction have all been 

conducted at selective 4-year universities, not at any 

community/junior colleges. Students at community/junior 

colleges may lack the same motivation to seek faculty 

interaction because of their socio-economic environment. 

These factors may limit the applicability of this research. 

A further limitation of this method of research is that 

it is dependent upon the students' self-reports. The 

students' self-reports of their own intellectual development 

could be overstated or understated, and their perceptions of 

interactions are subjective. Their recall of meetings with 

an instructor outside of the classroom tends to be only an 

estimation, as is their reporting of the proportion of class 

time spent in discussion. 

Finally, students' learning styles may limit the 

interaction of some students with faculty. A student with 

an independent learning style may not interact freely with 

others. These students choose to work alone and, therefore, 

may have a negative reaction to student-faculty interaction. 
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Delimitations of the Study 

This research used data collected in community/junior 

colleges in Texas. Specifically, it focused on students in 

introductory economics courses. It did not examine the 

entire scope of college students' intellectual development. 

The study focused only on a semester-length period and 

attempted to measure the impacts of individual instructors 

upon students. 

Assumptions of the Study 

The following assumptions were made: 

1. By surveying the several college campuses of day 

and night sections, a representative body of 2-year college 

students in Texas was obtained. 

2. The students surveyed, whether economics majors or 

other majors, would have the same need for student-faculty 

interaction in their educational development. 

3. Although the collection of survey data did not 

involve a random sample, the collection of data would still 

be relatively devoid of any systematic bias due to the 

unknown probability of instructors volunteering. 

4. Although students who preferred the independent 

learning style may not have interacted with other students, 

they would still seek and benefit from their interactions 

with faculty. 
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5. The sample data would be independent because 

students who are enrolled in a full-time instructor's course 

would not be enrolled in a part-time instructor's course. 

6. Students are able to report with a sufficient 

degree of preciseness both out-of-class and in-class 

interaction. 

7. Student-faculty interaction over a single semester 

and for a specific instructor had a positive effect on the 

students' intellectual development. 

8. Community/junior college students need and benefit 

from interaction with faculty to the same extent as students 

attending a 4-year college. 

9. College students are capable of assessing their own 

intellectual development. 

10. The socio-economic backgrounds of community/junior 

college students does not limit their intellectual ability 

any less than those of students studied in previous research 

at highly selective 4-year universities. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The debate over the use of part-time faculty is not new 

in higher education. Two extensive reviews of the 

literature by Miller (1987) and Gappa (1984) cited numerous 

studies on the topic. The focus of the research cited by 

both Miller and Gappa has centered on the comparison of 

part-time instructors to full-time instructors based on 

measures of teaching performance. Teaching performance has 

generally been measured by classroom activities such as 

preparedness, instructors' speaking ability and mannerisms, 

promptness, and students' grade performance. Both authors 

concluded that part-time instructors appear to be equally as 

effective concerning these criteria as full-time 

instructors. Other authors, such as Behrendt and Parsons 

(1983); Clemons (1985); Cruise, Furst, and Klimes (1980); 

and Willett (1980) also support this viewpoint. 

Miller (1987) questioned, however, the full effect that 

part-time faculty may have on the students' entire 

educational experiences. Specifically, he was concerned 

with the level of cognitive development of students under 

part-time instructors. Other authors also have questioned 

the use of part-time instructors. Among those who 

14 
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criticized the use of part-time instructors are the 

Commission for the Review of the Master Plan for Higher 

Education (1986); Friedlander (1979); Kekke (1983); Lundy 

and Warme (1989) and Rubiales (1986). 

Lundy and Warme (1989) cited further concern about the 

use of part-time faculty and the "deterioration" of teaching 

in higher education. In their discussion, they noted the 

concerns that full-time faculty have about the use of 

part-time instructors and the possible negative outcomes 

from such use. 

Other research on the use of part-time instructors has 

been devoted to distinguishing the demographic 

characteristics and personality traits of part-time 

instructors. For further reference on this topic, see Avery 

(1991) and Barden (1988). 

Friedlander (1979) compiled a list of 11 activities 

that faculty can perform in order to improve the quality of 

education for students. Friedlander's method has been 

labeled the "input approach" by his critics (Gappa, 1984). 

The critics have argued that simply assuring inputs does not 

assure quality outputs. 

In comparing part-time and full-time instructors on 

these 11 activities, Friedlander (1980) showed that 

full-time faculty were more likely to perform the activities 

than part-time faculty. He concluded that part-time faculty 

were having negative effects upon the quality of education. 
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His work has received support from the Commission (1986), 

Kekke (1983), and Rubiales (1986). 

Kekke (1983) and Rubiales (1986) were concerned about 

the overall educational environment of students and about 

the negative effects part-time instructors were having on 

the educational process. Their concerns were not centered 

on the teaching abilities of part-time faculty but, rather, 

on the part-timers' lack of contribution to the continuity 

and stability of the campus. Part-time faculty seldom 

contribute to curricula development or course revisions. 

Nor do they become integral parts of the campus environment, 

either because of the length of their tenure or their lack 

of continual employment. As a result, the curricula lack a 

central goal, resulting in a combination of courses that may 

or may not develop the students' cognitive skills (Kekke, 

1983; Rubiales, 1986). These factors distract from the 

educational process. Further, students are not afforded the 

opportunity to develop peer-mentor relationships under the 

supervision of part-time faculty (Rubiales, 1986). 

Another criticism of the use of part-time instructors 

comes from the report by the Commission for the Review of 

the Master Plan for Higher Education (1986). The report was 

also critical of part-time instructors' roles in curricula 

development and planning, as well as the accessibility of 

part-time instructors to students. These criticisms are 

also mentioned in Lundy and Warme (1989), and a more 
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thorough review of the previous concerns is included in 

Boyer (1987). 

Although these criticisms may be considered valid, 

there are those who contend that no distinctions exist 

between full-time and part-time faculty (Gappa, 1984). 

Using student ratings to measure instructor effectiveness as 

an output measure, demons (1985) and Turgeon (1983) found 

no difference between part-time and full-time faculty. 

The use of student evaluations of faculty has been 

documented as a reliable and valid procedure for criteria 

which the student can observe (Cranton & Smith,1990; Kremer, 

1990). However, it is still debatable and often questioned 

whether these criteria are measures of good teaching and 

whether they assure higher learning (McBean & Al-Nassri, 

1982). 

Increasing the scope of the evaluation process of 

part-time instructors, Cruise et al. (1980) used student 

evaluations, administrator evaluations, and self-evaluations 

to determine whether differences exist between part-time and 

full-time instructors. Their findings also supported the 

view that there are no differences between part-time and 

full-time instructors. A similar study was performed by 

Behrendt and Parsons (1983), who also found no differences 

between part-time and full-time instructors. The previous 

examples were based on the evaluation of educational output 
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by students' observations of instructors' performances in 

the classroom according to certain criteria. 

Willett (1980) has taken another approach to measuring 

part-time faculty effectiveness. In her study she used both 

students' teacher evaluations and students' grade 

achievements as measures of performance. Grades of students 

in the part-time instructor's course were compared with 

grades of the same students in the next higher successive 

course offering. Willett (1980) found no difference in the 

performance between part-time and full-time faculty. 

Willett's (1980) research added more credible 

documentation to the debate concerning part-time and 

full-time instructor effectiveness. Her study supported the 

contention that part-time faculty are as effective as full-

time faculty when students' grades are a measure of output. 

The study failed to indicate whether there is any positive 

or negative effect on the students' intellectual 

development. The use of course grades as a measure of 

students' intellectual development has limitations, because 

academic achievement may be due to a number of factors, only 

one of which is intellect (Pascarella, 1980). Furthermore, 

the intent of the proposed research is not to measure 

intellect but to determine whether there are perceptual 

differences in the environment that have been linked 

directly to students' intellectual development. 
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The concern for intellectual development by college 

students has become an important issue in higher education 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Boyer (1987) implied that 

the quality of education for undergraduate students has 

declined. At issue is the total development of the 

students, specifically their intellectual development. 

Similar concerns were cited in Miller's (1987) review of 

literature on part-time faculty effectiveness, in Liesy and 

Reyes's (1989) paper on the educational status of financial 

majors, and in Hildebrand's (1973) paper on effective 

college teachers. 

Concern over the use of part-time instructors was also 

cited in Lundy and Warme's (1989) study of students' 

perceptions of part-time faculty. Full-time faculty were 

cited in Lundy and Warme's (1989) article as questioning the 

teaching quality and the ability of the part-time 

instructors. Most full-time faculty were cited as having 

reservations about the increased use of part-time faculty, 

except for the filling of overflow sections and unfavorable 

class offerings (Overall & Cooper, 1981; Sworder, 1987). 

Although full-time faculty have reservations about the use 

of part-time instructors, college administrators appear to 

support their use. Sworder (1987) described the 

transformation of the once-limited use of part-time 

instructors to fill overflow sections to the current use of 
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part-time instructors by administrations as a means to build 

flexibility into schedules. 

The employment of part-time instructors in junior 

colleges nationwide increased between 1968 to 1980 from 34% 

to 56% (Sworder, 1987). From 1966 to 1986, the use of 

part-time instructors for all levels of colleges increased 

from 23% to 41% ("Transforming the State's Role," 1986). 

The increased use of part-time faculty in higher education 

places new emphasis on the question of part-time faculty 

effectiveness. Specifically, it places emphasis on whether 

administrators are employing part-timers for economic 

reasons or for improving educational outcomes (Miller, 1987; 

Overall & Cooper, 1981; Willett, 1980). 

A common belief in higher education is that faculty 

interaction with students both in-class and out-of-class 

will improve the educational experience for students. One 

justification for the university setting and its traditional 

methods is the concept of total student development, 

including the development of the mind (Pascarella, 1980). 

Astin (1984) stated that one of the primary benefits the 

university (higher education) can offer students is an 

environmental setting conducive to learning. Astin (1973, 

1984); Pace (1979); Pascarella and Terenzini (1991); Spady 

(1970); and Tinto (1975) are just a few of the notable 

authors who support the environmental impact philosophy, 
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which is the belief that environmental factors can influence 

the students' intellectual development. 

One of the key environmental factors in college 

students' lives is that of faculty interaction with students 

(Pascarella, 1980). Tinto (1975) theorized that 

faculty-student interaction provides the student with the 

opportunity to share the "normative attitudes and values" of 

faculty and a chance for insight into the scholarly 

community. Association with scholarly individuals will not, 

in itself, make students scholarly, but it does enhance the 

learning environment. Association of this type provides for 

reinforcement of the student as well as allowing the student 

to view the standards that must be met in order to gain 

acceptance into the scholarly community. Students also gain 

from the direct feedback of the instructors, which allows 

the student to question and probe concerning course-related 

material. Faculty have the opportunity to extend course 

content and to use analogies in order to further the 

students' cognitive development. Finally, a mentor-mentee 

relationship may be established between the student and 

faculty (Pascarella, 1980). 

Many authors, including Pascarella (1980); Pascarella 

and Terenzini (1978); Pascarella and Terenzini (1980); 

Terenzini et al. (1984); Terenzini, Pascarella, and Lorang, 

1982; Terenzini and Wright (1987); and Volkwein et al. 

(1986) found in their investigations of student-faculty 
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interaction that such interaction had significant positive 

effects on intellectual growth. Pascarella and Terenzini 

(1978) concluded, however, that the frequency of 

student-faculty contact was not the significant factor 

leading to intellectual growth. Rather, both the intent and 

the nature of the interaction by the student and the 

faculties' concerns for the student were more important in 

students' intellectual growth. Students who perceive from 

faculty a true concern for their educational development are 

more likely to become academically involved and, thus, to 

enhance their intellectual development over those students 

who do not become involved (Terenzini et al., 1982). 

The nature of the student-facuity interaction may be 

classified as one of the following: (a) assistance with 

course related matters, (b) intellectual discussion, 

(c) career information, or (d) informal socializing 

(Terenzini et al., 1984). Volkwein et al. (1986) found the 

following traits to be associated with faculty who are 

willing to interact with students: (a) the use of written 

assignments, (b) openness to student discussion, and 

(c) assignments of outside class projects. Traits of 

students who seek high level interaction with faculty 

include (a) having a perception of the faculty member as 

being scholarly in the subject matter, (b) being open to 

questioning, and (c) being willing to share out-of-class 

time (Volkwein et al., 1986). 
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The previous research on student-faculty interaction 

was focused on 4-year traditional college students and 

transfer students to 4-year colleges. The studies were 

longitudinal, following students over a year or more in each 

institution. Evaluations of students' perceptions were 

based on the entire college's environmental impact and not 

on any specific segment. There appear to be no current 

studies using this theory of student-facuity interaction in 

the 2-year college environment. Further, there appear to be 

no comparisons between part-time and full-time faculty using 

levels of student-faculty interaction as a criterion. If 

student-faculty interaction has an effect on self-reported 

intellectual growth, then the measurement of differences in 

interaction between full-time and part-time faculty may be 

beneficial. In his review of literature on part-time 

faculty effectiveness, Miller (1987) observed that the 

literature is lacking in any investigation between the use 

of part-time faculty and the impact on the student's 

intellectual development. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The research design of this study was exploratory 

because of the lack of any prior knowledge of relationships 

that might exist. The researcher sought to determine 

whether differences exist in the number and content of 

student-faculty interactions between part-time and full-time 

instructors at the junior college level and the students' 

perceptions of their intellectual development. 

A survey instrument was used to collect cross-sectional 

data. Introductory economics students were surveyed in both 

full-time and part-time instructors' classes. The sample 

selection was a convenience sampling from public community 

colleges within Texas. Prior to the mailing of the survey, 

there were no descriptive data on the number of economic 

instructors or sections of economic classes offered, and 

thus, a convenience sampling was chosen. 

Collection of Data 

At the end of the 1994 spring semester, students were 

surveyed, using a survey instrument (see Appendix A). The 

data collected included 10 rank order guestions using a 

Likert-type scale to record the students' self-perceived 

intellectual development. Additional collected data 

24 



25 

included the level of student-faculty interactions, both 

in-class and out-of-class, and descriptive data on the 

students. A separate questionnaire was also included for 

each faculty member participating as a means of classifying 

student responses (see Appendix B). The faculty 

questionnaire was used to record the faculty's teaching 

status and the time the class met. 

An introductory letter explaining the purpose of the 

research was sent to all Texas public community/junior 

colleges during the third week of the 1994 spring semester. 

The letter was addressed to the deans, vice president, or 

administrator in charge of instruction, soliciting their 

assistance. A list of administrators and their addresses of 

all public 2-year colleges, junior and community, was 

obtained from a directory published by The Association of 

Administrators in Higher Education (1994). 

A brief questionnaire with a postage-paid envelope was 

included so that each school administrator could respond, 

indicating their choice to participate or not to 

participate. The questionnaire also solicited information 

as to the number of full-time and part-time economics 

faculty each institution used, along with the number of 

sections of economics classes offered (see Appendix C). 

Telephone and fax numbers were included so that the colleges 

could respond. After receipt of the first responses, a 

follow-up letter was sent to those colleges who had not 
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responded (see Appendix D). A thank-you letter with further 

instructions and specifics about the intent of the research 

as well as inquiries about how many questionnaires would be 

needed, was sent to the colleges that had indicated 

favorably they would participate (see Appendix E). 

Packets of surveys were mailed during the 12th week of 

the semester to the colleges responding favorably to 

participation in the research. Postage-paid, self-addressed 

return envelopes were included in the questionnaire packets. 

Participation by both faculty and students was on a 

voluntary basis only. Because participation by faculty was 

strictly voluntary, as was participation by colleges, only a 

convenience sampling could be used. 

The surveys included a letter of instructions and the 

faculty questionnaire. The letter was addressed to the 

administrator in charge, specifying that the surveys were to 

be administered at the end of the semester (see Appendix F). 

Faculty volunteers were not to be informed about the 

specifics of the survey beyond the fact that the material 

collected would be used in research on faculty-student 

interaction. This point was stressed to avoid biased 

results that could be produced by faculty. 

Instrument 

A cross-sectional survey instrument was used to measure 

the following criteria: (a) out-of-class student-faculty 
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interaction; (b) proportion of in-class time devoted to 

student-faculty interaction; (c) student self-perceived 

intellectual development; and (d) students' descriptive data 

(see Appendix A). The concepts for sections A, Bl, and C of 

this instrument were adopted from work done by Pascarella 

and Terenzini (1978, 1980) and Volkwein et al. (1986). The 

survey instruments used by the previously cited authors were 

constructed for longitudinal studies measuring the students' 

college experiences over one or more years. Their concepts 

were altered for this study to focus on a single course and 

an instructor's impact on the student. 

The questions used to measure student self-perceived 

intellectual development were selected from Pascarella and 

Terenzini's (1978, 1980) questionnaires. The authors used a 

broad list of questions relating environmental factors to 

student self-perceived intellectual development. Factor 

analysis was performed to reduce the number of questions to 

underlying factors or criteria. Only those items that had a 

factor loading of .35 or above were retained (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1978, 1980). The questions used from Pascarella 

and Terenzini's (1978, 1980) questionnaire were tested by 

the authors for internal consistency, and all questions 

adopted had an alpha value equal to or greater than (.74). 

A review of the the Social Science Citation Index, for 

the years 1978 to 1986, failed to reveal any criticisms of 

Pascarella and Terenzini'z (1978, 1980) articles: survey or 
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methodology. Several references cited Pascarella and 

Terenzini's (1978, 1980) articles concerning the positive 

effect of student-faculty interaction on intellectual 

growth. Further review of Tests in Print II (1974) and 

Tests in Print III (1986) by Buros failed to reveal any 

references to Pascarella and Terenzini's (1978, 1980) 

surveys. Other surveys were considered for use in this 

research, such as Pace's (1979) Community College Classroom 

Environment Survey and Stern and Walker's (1971) edition of 

The Classroom Environment Index found in Buros's Tests in 

Print II (1974), but no particular survey measured the 

phenomenon desired. 

The measures of student self-perceived intellectual 

development used for this survey consisted of 10 questions, 

using a Likert-type scale. A sample of the questionnaire 

used by the students can be found in (see Appendix A). 

The questionnaire was pretested in the fall of 1993, 

using students in Evanthis Marokordatos's economics courses 

at Tarrant County Junior College, Northeast Campus. The 

internal reliability of the questionnaire was checked using 

a test-retest procedure. To measure reliability using the 

test-retest method a correlation value, rho, was determined. 

A sample of the survey was administered to students in the 

latter half of the 1993 fall semester and then re-

administered to the same students after 3 weeks. There were 

58 students surveyed in the first test and 55 students in 
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the second retest. The mean score of the 10 questions 

pertaining to students' self-perceived intellectual growth 

from the first test were regressed onto the mean score of 

the same questions of the retest. The rho value was .97, 

with an R5 = .955 and its standard error, S W = .11 

(Ferguson, 1981). 

The validity of the instrument was checked, using a 

panel of experts which included (a) Todd Davis, Program of 

Higher Education, University of North Texas; (b) Randal 

Schumacker, Education Foundations and Research Department, 

University of North Texas; and (c) Judith Carrier, Dean of 

Instruction Tarrant County Junior College, NW Campus. 

Population 

A convenience sampling of part-time and full-time 

instructors who teach economics courses in both day and 

night sections at public community/junior colleges in Texas 

was used. Both part-time and full-time economics sections 

were sampled and data aggregated. Attempts were made to 

collect at least two samples from each college responding, 

one full-time and one part-time. The goal was to have as 

many samples per college where both day and night sections 

of full-time and part-time instructors were available. 

There are approximately 49 community/junior college 

districts, some with multiple campuses in Texas. The 

colleges ranged in faculty size from 27 to 719 full-time 
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faculty. The proportion of part-time faculty at the 

colleges ranged from 1% to 67% (Texas Junior College 

Teachers Association, 1991). With such diversity, it was 

difficult to estimate the potential population. A total of 

68 campuses were contacted in the orignal solicitation 

letter (see Appendix C). A total of 31 survey packets were 

mailed to individual campuses agreeing to participate in the 

study. 

Methodology 

Means of the number of out-of-class interactions and 

means of the proportion of in-class time that interaction 

occurred between instructor-student were calculated. The 

means were tested to determine whether differences existed 

in the populations between part-time and full-time economics 

instructors. Means were computed for the content ( i.e., 

course-related, career advice, intellectual discussion, or 

informal socializing) of student-faculty interactions. 

These means were tested for differences between part-time 

faculty and full-time faculty, using the Mann-Whitney U 

test. 

No assumptions were made about the properties of the 

population's distribution, which is characteristic of an 

exploratory research design (Ferguson, 1981). According to 

Ferguson (1981) and Borg and Gall (1989), the appropriate 

tests of significance to use are nonparametric tests. 
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The Mann-Whitney U test was used for tests of differences 

between means. Spearman Correlation Coefficient rho (£) was 

used to measure relationships. Because some variables 

contained nominal data only, a second test was used to 

determine if differences in proportions existed between 

variables. The Kruskal-Wallis test employs a chi-square 

test and is simmilar to a one-way analysis of variance for 

nominal data (SPSS Reference Guide, 1990). 

The Mann-Whitney U test compares the dispersion of 

ranks and, in the case of large samples, N > 10, becomes a 

test of central tendency (Ferguson, 1981) . It is also not 

affected by unequal N's of the samples (Siegel & Castellan, 

1988). The Mann-Whitney U tests for differences between 

means of samples by comparing the rank order of each. The 

scores of a variable are ranked low to high, and then the 

sum of ranks is calculated for each sample. A mean rank 

score is then calculated by dividing the sum of ranks by the 

number of N scores for each sample: 

Zl 
N 

The mean ranks were then compared between the two 

samples: students taught by full-time verses part-time 

faculty. The null hypothesis tested is that the two 

samples' distributions of ranks come from the same 

population, and there are no differences between the two 
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samples (Ferguson, 1981). A U statistic was calculated for 

each group: 

P - l - W - « i 

where the subscript (i) represents the sample, the symbol N 

represents sample size, and the symbol R represents the sum 

of ranks. The smaller of the U values calculated is then 

used to compare against a table of U values. If the sample 

U value is larger than the table value, the null hypothesis 

that the dispersion of ranks from the two samples are from 

the same population is rejected. 

The students' self-perceived intellectual development 

was correlated with the number of their interactions with 

part-time and full-time instructors. The self-perceived 

intellectual rankings were measured on a 6-point Likert-type 

scale. The scale values representing the students' responses 

are as follows: strongly agree (1), agree (2), agree 

somewhat (3), disagree (4), strongly disagree (5), and no 

opinion (6). 

Relationships were also measured between (a) the number 

of student-faculty interactions and whether the student 

works; (b) the hours the student works; (c) the student's 

work status (whether the student is self-supported or 

support is provided); (d) the academic intentions of the 
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student; (e) the number of assignments made by instructor; 

and (f) the complexity of assignments. 

Spearman Correlation Coefficient rho (&) is a non-

parametric statistic used to measure the relationship of 

rank scores on two or more variables between two independent 

samples (Ferguson, 1981). To determine the relationship 

between two variables, the differences between scores' ranks 

are computed, squared, and summed. The sum of squared 

differences was then compared against the maximum total 

differences and subtracted from one: 

An exact opposite relationship would have the maximum Ed5 

value and would equal (-1) , whereas a perfectly direct 

relationship would have a value of (1) (Ferguson, 1981). 

The data collected provided descriptive information 

about student-faculty interaction. The survey data were 

coded, using a faculty response questionnaire sent to each 

faculty member participating (see Appendix B). Students' 

surveys were grouped according to students taught by part-

time or full-time faculty. This information was used to 

provide answers to the research questions posed. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 

Survey packets were sent to 30 two-year community or 

junior colleges in Texas that had indicated either 

definitely they would participate or that they were 

interested. Their response to participate was recorded from 

a return questionnaire included in a solicitation letter 

sent to 68 colleges. The 68 colleges were identified, using 

the Texas Higher Education Directory. 1992-93. This list of 

colleges was inclusive of all 2-year public colleges, 

including the separate branches of multi-campus systems. 

Of the 68 colleges solicited, 38 (55.9%) responded. 

Twenty (29.4%) of the colleges responded with a definite 

affirmative that they would participate; 10 colleges (14.7%) 

indicated they were very interested, and 8 (11.8%) responded 

negatively to participating. Because this research involved 

a student questionnaire, permission from each college's 

administration was sought first as to whether the college 

could participate. Two of the negative responses indicated 

that they could not perform the research due to the use of 

student surveys; the other negative responses gave no 

reason. Two colleges reported that they were not offering 

34 



35 

economics courses in the spring semester. Although no 

formal conclusion can be drawn from the schools that did not 

respond, it was assumed that the problem of administrative 

approval, combined with the problem of voluntary response 

rate accounted for the greatest proportion of no responses. 

Additional information was also gathered in the initial 

respondents' reply to participate, giving some insight into 

the potential population of instructors teaching economics 

at 2-year colleges. The response questionnaire asked how 

many full-time and part-time instructors would be used for 

the spring 1994 semester. The 38 responding colleges 

reported that 57 full-time and 55 part-time instructors 

would be teaching. Full-time faculty constituted just 

slightly more than 50 percent (50.9%). The number of either 

micro- or macro-economic sections each college would offer 

was also asked. The number of total economic sections 

ranged from as low as 1 to as high as 23, with a total of 

345 sections from all 38 colleges responding. 

Thirty survey packets were sent out, 20 to the colleges 

responding that definitely they would participate and 10 to 

the colleges responding that they were interested. Eleven 

colleges returned their completed surveys, one of which was 

unusable. A reminder letter was sent to the colleges that 

had not responded. Seven colleges responded that they had 

mailed their surveys. The postal authorities were contacted 
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and procedures implemented to find lost mailings. The total 

number of usable surveys received was 10: 50% of the 20 

colleges that definitely responded they would participate; 

33% of the 30 survey packets sent out; 14.7% of the 68 total 

colleges identified. From the 10 colleges responding 254 

student surveys were received from 9 full-time and 5 part-

time faculty. Faculty responded to questions concerning 

class time, office hours kept, and assignments issued. From 

the 16 faculty responding, 70.9% responded that they kept 

office hours. The mean number of office hours kept by 

faculty was 13.5 hours. The mean number of assignments 

issued was 5.6. Of the 254 students surveyed, 153, or 

60.2%, of the students were enrolled in day classes; 84, or 

33.1%, were enrolled in night classes, and 6.7% did not 

respond. 

For the 254 students surveyed, the following statistics 

were found: 85.8% of students surveyed said that they plan 

to acquire a bachelor's degree or higher; the mean number of 

college hours enrolled was 10.496; 76% of the students 

reported that they worked; those who worked reported a mean 

of 6.7 hours per day and a mean of 30.9 hours per week. 

A chi-square (Kruskal-Wallis) test was performed to 

determine if there were differences in the number of 

students planning to acquire a bachelor's degree or higher, 

the number of college hours enrolled, hours worked per day, 
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and hours worked per week between students taught by full-

time faculty and students taught by part-time faculty. At a 

.05 alpha level, there were no significance differences in 

the proportion of students reporting that they were seeking 

a bachelor's degree or higher, or in the hours worked per 

day and per week between the students taught by full-time 

faculty and students taught by part-time faculty. There was 

a significance difference at a .05 alpha level in the mean 

number of college hours enrolled between students taught by 

full-time and students taught by part-time: 10.8 for full-

time and 8.7 for part-time. 

Analysis of Data: Research Questions 1-9 

Research question 1 asked if there were differences in 

the number of out-of-class interactions between students 

taught by part-time verses full-time faculty. The 

frequencies of students' out-of-class contacts with faculty 

were compared between the two samples, part-time and full-

time. The variable (Contac) was used to record the number 

of times the student met with the instructor out-of-class. 

The frequencies, mode, and proportions were calculated for 

each sample (see Table 1). 

There were significant differences in the number of 

out-of-class contacts students made with full-time faculty 

as compared to part-time faculty. The differences were 

significant at a .05 alpha level (see Table 2). A value of 
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Table 1 

Frequencies. Mode and Proportions of the Variable 

Met Instructor Out-of-Class 

Variable label f % Mode 

Full-time 
Met instructor 116 55.5 1 

Did not meet instructor 92 44.0 

Part-time 
Met instructor 12 26.7 2 

Did not meet instructor 33 73.3 

Total sample 
Met instructor 128 50.4 

Did not meet instructor 125 49.2 

Combined missing cases = 1 

1 was assigned to "Yes met with instructor," and a value of 

2 for "No did not meet with instructor." The lower mean 

rank is indicative of the larger proportion of students 

answering "Yes met with instructor" instead of "No did not 

meet with instructor" for full-time faculty than part-time 

faculty. 

Because the data were in nominal and not rank order, a 

chi-square test of proportions was also performed. The x5 

value of 12.4859 was significant at an alpha = .0004, with 

an n = 253, indicating that the two samples had different 

proportions of students who met with their instructor. 
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Table 2 

Mann-Whitnev U Test of Differences Between Means for Out-

of-Class Contact 

Faculty status Mean rank Z score Two-tail p 

Full-time 88.03 -3.6175 .0003 
Part-time 117.3 

Research question 2 asked if there were differences 

between full-time and part-time faculty in the proportion of 

class-time that faculty interacted with students over the 

duration of a semester. To measure classroom interaction, 

students were asked to estimate for the entire semester what 

proportion of the class time faculty devoted to interaction 

or to straight lecture with no feedback. The level of 

interaction was recorded, using a semantic scale graduated 

in deciles from 0% to 100%. Students were instructed to 

estimate a proportion for each category, with the 

stipulation that the sum of all five categories total no 

more than 100%. The content of in-class interaction and the 

variable label were defined as one of the following forms of 

discussion: (a) lecture no feedback (PLECT), (b) discussion 

of course-related topics (PRELAT), (c) future career plans 

(PFUT), (d) discussion of intellectual topics (PDISC), and 

(e) socialize informally (PSOC). 

The content category "lecture no feedback" was used as 

a proxy to measure the absence or lack of interaction that 
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took place in the classroom. It was assumed that, if 

faculty lectured only and did not provide an opportunity for 

student feedback, there could be very little interaction 

taking place. 

Full-time faculty students reported a higher mean 

portion of class time used for "lecture no feedback," 

24.857, as compared to part-time faculty students, 19.211 

(see Table 3). The mean ranks of the content category 

"lecture no feedback" were tested to determine if there were 

significant differences between the two samples in the 

proportion of class-time faculty lectured with no feedback. 

The Z value was -1.2925 with a two-tailed probability value 

of E = .1962. At a .05 alpha level, there was no 

significant difference between the two groups' mean ranks 

(see Table 4). 

Research question 3 asked if there were differences in 

the content of in-class interaction. The descriptive 

statistics can be found in Table 3 for these variables. The 

mean ranks of each of the four remaining content forms were 

compared between full-time and part-time faculty students' 

scores to determine if there were any significant 

differences. Two of the in-class interaction content 

categories, "course-related topics" and "future career 

discussion," were significantly different between the two 

samples at a .05 alpha level. The other two in-class 

interaction content categories, "academic or intellectual 
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Table 3 

Summary of In-Class Interaction Statistics : Mean. Mode, 

and Stddev. 

Full-time faculty 
Variable label Mean Mode a 

Lecture no feedback 24. 857 0 26. 072 
Course related topics 48. 419 20 28. 162 
Future career plans 17. 284 10 21. 515 
Intellectual discussion 23. 023 10 23. 765 
Socialize informally 14. 672 10 18. 954 

Part-time faculty 
Variable label 

Lecture no feedback 19. 211 0 22. 943 
Course related topics 62. 614 80 27. 269 
Future career plans 9. 316 10 12. 745 
Intellectual discussion 19. 375 10 20. 561 
Socialize informally 10. 703 10 12. 394 

discussion" and "socialize informally," were not 

significantly different at a .05 alpha level (see Table 4). 

Students of part-time faculty reported that a higher 

proportion of class-time during the semester was used for 

the content category, "course-related topics," than did 

full-time faculty students. The difference was significant 

with a Z score = -3.016 and a two-tailed p =.003. Part-time 

faculty students had a mean proportion, 62.8%, of class-time 

used for "discussion of course-related topics" as compared 

to the 48.4% for full-time faculty students. 

For the content category "future career planning," 

students of full-time faculty recorded a higher proportion 
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Table 4 

Mann-Whitnev U Tests of Differences Among Means for In-

class Interaction Contents 

Full-time Part-time 
Mean Mean Z Two-

Variable label rank rank score tail £ N 

Lecture no feedback 121 .98 106. 43 -1.292 .1962 238 
Course related topics 115 .12 150. 19 -3.016 .0026 242 
Future career planning 123 .29 90. 55 -2.788 .0053 235 
Intellectual discussion 120 .15 110. 41 -.8341 .4042 236 
Socialize informally 117 .24 106. 41 -.9266 .3541 230 

of in-class time used than did students of part-timefacuity. 

The difference was significant at a .05 alpha level, with a 

Z score = 2.788 and a two-tailed p =.0053. Full-time 

faculty students had a mean proportion of 16.5%, as compared 

to part-time faculty students 9.3%. 

For the two content categories "academic or 

intellectual discussion" and "socialize informally" there 

were no significant differences between the mean proportions 

of in-class time reported at an alpha level of .05 or less 

(see Table 4). 

Research question 4 asked if there were differences in 

the content of out-of-class interaction between full-time 

and part-time faculty, as reported by students. Four 

content categories were defined to record students' 

responses. Only responses from students who met with their 
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instructor out-of-class for 5 or more minutes were recorded. 

The content category topics and their labels included: 

(a) visit to discuss course related topics (ADVI), (b) visit 

to discuss future career plans (DISMAT), (c) visit to 

discuss intellectual topics (DISINT), and (d) visit to 

socialize (SOCINF). Students' responded by recording an 

estimate of how many times over the semester they met with 

their instructor for each of the four categories. Students 

who did not meet with their instructor did not respond to 

the four content areas. A mean rank was computed for each 

content area and tested between the two samples, full-time 

and part-time faculty. 

One hundred twenty-eight students met with their 

instructor out-of-class: 116 full-time and 12 part-time 

students. Of the students who reported that they met with 

their instructor, 101 indicated they met to discuss course-

related topics. Ninety-two students taught by full-time 

faculty met with their instructor a mean of 2.142 visits, 

mean rank = 65.72, as compared to a mean of .846 visits, 

mean rank = 44.23, for the 9 students taught by part-time 

faculty. There was significant difference between the two 

means, with a Z score = -2.0882 and a two-tailed p = .0368 

(see Table 5). 

The differences in means of the remaining three out-of-

class interaction content categories were not significant at 

a .05 alpha level between full-time and part-time faculty. 
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The content category "academic or intellectual discussion" 

had a mean number of visits for students taught by full-time 

faculty of 1.422, mean rank = 51.78, as compared to a mean 

of .667, mean rank = 49.42, for students taught by part-time 

faculty. The content category "future career planning" had 

a mean number of visits for students taught by full-time 

faculty of .900, mean rank =50.40, as compared to a mean of 

.333, mean rank = 46, for students taught by part-time 

faculty. The content category "socialize informally" had a 

mean number of visits for students taught by full-time 

faculty of 1.211, mean rank = 51.07, as compared to a mean 

of .333, mean rank = 39.33, for students taught by part-time 

faculty (see Table 5). 

Due to a large number of missing scores for each of the 

four out-of-class content interaction areas, the means 

appeared to be spurious. The variables for the out-of-class 

interaction content were recoded to include the missing 

scores as a score of zero. A frequency of 1 was counted for 

the number of occurrences a student reported as meeting with 

a faculty. A chi-square test of proportions was then 

performed, using the Kruskal-Wallis test. The number of 

times students met out-of-class for each content area was 

compared by faculty position. 

The proportion of students taught by part-time faculty 

who visited their instructor about course-related matters 

was greater than that of students taught by full-time 
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faculty. The difference was significant at a .0029 alpha 

level and had a %5 = 8.883. The chi-square test did not 

always support the Mann-Whitney U test of significance for 

the other three content categories. For the content 

category "academic or intellectual discussion," the chi-

squared test indicated that differences existed between the 

two samples proportions at a .2745 alpha level, with a xs 

value = 1.194. For the content category "future career 

planning" the chi-square test indicated that differences 

existed between the two samples proportions at a .0984 alpha 

level, with a x5 value = 2.732. For the content category 

"socialize informally" the chi-square test indicated that 

differences existed between the two samples proportions at a 

.0211 alpha level, with a x5 value - 5.317 (see Table 5). 

Research questions 5 and 6 were concerned with the 

level of out-of-class assignments. Level of out-of-class 

assignments was defined to include the complexity of 

assignment and the frequencies of such assignments. 

Research question 5 asked if there were differences in the 

frequencies of total assignments made between part-time 

faculty and full-time faculty. Research question number 6 

asked if there were differences in the frequencies of each 

of the three levels of assignment complexity between part-

time and full-time faculty. The 3 classifications of 

complexity and their variable names were (a) minor requiring 

no instructor assistance (MINOR); (b) more complex requiring 



46 

Table 5 

Mann-Whitnev U Tests of Differences Among Means for Out-

of-Class Interaction Contents 

Mean Two- x5 
Variable label Mean rank S Z tail value 

(Full-time) 
Course related 2-142 65. 72 113 -2.05 .038 8. 883. 
Intellectual 1.422 51. 78 90 -.43 .78 1. 194 
Career planning • 900 50. 40 90 -.23 .61 2. 732 
Socialize informally 1.211 51. 07 90 -1.17 .20 5. 317, 

(Part-time) 
Course related .846 44. 23 13 * * * 

Intellectual .667 49. 42 9 * * * 

Career planning .333 46. 00 12 * * * 

Socialize informally .333 39. 33 9 * * * 

a. Significance levels for Z scores 
b. Significance level = .0029 
c. Significance level = .0211 

some instructor interaction (MODIFF); (c) complex 

assignments that do require instructor interaction (COMPLX). 

Students were asked to record the total number of out-

of-class assignments made for the semester. The data ranged 

from 1 to 16 assignments for part-time faculty and 0 to 70 

for full-time faculty. The mean number of assignments 

reported by part-time faculty students was 9 and for full-

time faculty students 4.869, respectively. There was 

significant difference in the mean number of assignments 

between full-time and part-time instructors at a .05 alpha 

level, with a Z. score = -6.42 (see Table 6). 
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Table 6 

Mann-Whitnev U Test of Differences Between Means for 

Number of Assignments 

Faculty 
Mean position Mean £ Range N Mode rank 

Part-time 9.0 4.05 1-16 44 9 188.52 

Full-time 4.869 9.116 0-70 206 0 112.04 

Mann-Whitney U Z score = -•6.4235, Two-tail £ = • 0000 

Students who reported that they were given assignments 
\ 

were asked to divide the total number of assignments into 

the 3 complexity levels previously defined. Students taught 

by part-time faculty reported a mean of 8.051 simple 

assignments, a mean of 2.36 more complex assignments, and a 

mean of 1.25 for complex assignments, as compared to 

students taught by full-time faculty reporting 4.362, 2.276, 

and 1.280 respectively (see Table 7). Again, there were 

numerous missing scores. The missing scores for both 

samples caused the means to be overvalued. The proportion 

of missing scores increased from 30% for the variable 

(MINOR) to 61.4% for the variable (COMPLX) for the entire 

sample. For this data, the chi-square test of proportions 

was again chosen. The Kruskal-Wallis test performs a chi-

square test of proportions and is similar to a one-way ANOVA 

(SPSS Reference Guide, 1990). 

The missing scores were assumed to reflect a choice of 

0. The three complexity levels of assignments were recoded, 
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assigning a value of 1 for each positive value and 0 for any 

other value, including missing scores. A chi-square test 

was performed to determine if there were differences in the 

proportions between the two samples for each of the three 

separate assignment complexity levels (see Table 7). 

Table 7 

Mann-Whitnev U Tests of Differences Among Means for 

Assignment Complexity Levels 

Variable label N f * 
Mean 
rank x2 Sig 

(Full-time) 
Minor 209 1003 87 78. .77 11. 8218 .0006 
More complex 209 602 60 60. .62 5. 8106 .0159 
Complex 209 223 36 49. .83 0051 .9433 

(Part-time) 
Minor 45 314 98 125. .21 * • 
More complex 45 59 71 67. .40 • * 

Complex 45 20 33 49. .63 * • 

There were significant differences in the proportions 

for two levels of assignment complexity (MINOR) and (MORE 

COMPLX) between students taught by full-time faculty and 

students taught by part-time faculty at a .01 alpha level. 

Students taught by part-time faculty had a higher proportion 

of minor assignments, 98%, than students taught by full-time 

faculty, 87%. Students taught by part-time faculty also had 

a higher proportion of more complex assignments, 71%, than 

did students taught by full-time faculty, 60%. There was no 

significant difference in the proportion of assignment 
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complexity level (COMPLX) between the two samples at a .05 

alpha level. Students taught by part-time faculty had a 

smaller proportion of complex assignments, 33%, as compared 

to students taught by full-time faculty, with a proportion 

of 36% (see Table 7). 

Research question 7 asked if any relationships existed 

between the academic intentions of students and the 

students' estimates of in-class and out-of-class interaction 

for part-time and full-time faculty. Students scored the 

levels of in-class interaction as proportions of class-time 

in one of five categories (refer to question 2). Out-of-

class interactions were recorded, using four content 

categories and recording the frequencies students met with 

their instructor (refer to question 4). 

The students' academic intentions for attending college 

were measured, using four goals that students may have for 

attending college. The four goals and the variables used to 

measure them were (a) to gain knowledge and skills directly 

applicable to a career (KNOW); (b) to prepare for future 

study or transfer to a university to complete a bachelor's 

degree (PUT); (c) to learn to think creatively and 

analytically (ANALYT); and (d) to gain a broad, liberal arts 

education (LIBRL). Students were asked to rank each goal 

using a Likert-type scale with four levels of importance: 

highest importance (4); somewhat important (3); 

important(2); no importance (1). 
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Spearman Correlation Coefficient requires that the 

variables have equal ranks (Ferguson, 1981). To perform the 

correlations, the in-class and out-of-class interaction 

variables were recoded by dividing the range of frequencies 

into four equal ranks for each of the variables. The sample 

was then split into two samples by faculty status, full-time 

or part-time. Correlations were run for each sample, using 

the levels of in-class interaction and out-of-class 

interaction with students' academic intentions. 

The results of the correlation of "student academic 

intentions" with the four out-of-class levels of interaction 

for the full-time faculty sample did not produce any 

meaningful & values. A £ value less than .50 would yield a 

R5 less than .25 : less than 25% of the variance explained 

between the variables. One of the students' academic goals 

"to learn to think creatively and analytically," was worth 

noting. The correlation values were all directly related 

with each of the out-of-class interaction levels and had 

significant Q. values at a .05 alpha level (see Table 8). 

The correlation results for the part-time faculty 

sample also produced no meaningful £ values. Further, there 

were only two correlation values that were significant at a 

.05 alpha level (see Table 9). The student academic goal 

"to gain knowledge and skills directly related to a career" 

was inversely correlated with the out-of-class content 

category "discuss academic or intellectual topics." 
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Table 8 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients of Out-of-Class 

Interactions With Students' Academic Goals: Full-time 

Faculty 

Spearman Correlation Coefficient 

KNOW .066100 .087300 -.01180 .081000 
N {208) N (208) N (208) N (208) 
Sig.172 Sig.105 sig.433 sig.122 

FUT .092200 .026100 -.00810 .012200 
N (207) N (207) N (207) N (207) 
Sig.093 Sig.354 Sig.454 Sig.431 

ANALYT .189800 .172400 .200400 .196200 
N (203) N (203) N (203) N (203) 
Sig.003 Sig.007 Sig.002 Sig.003 

LIBRL .022700 .087100 .068400 -.03190 
N (206) N (206) N (206) N (206) 
Sig.373 Sig.107 Sig.164 Sig.325 

ADVI DISMAT DISINT SOCINF 

The inverse relationship was significant at a .05 alpha 

level. The £ value , however was very small, -.2859; 

although significant, it would account for only 7.84% 

explanation of the variance between the two variables. 

The other significant correlation was between the 

academic intentions goal "to gain a broad, liberal arts 

education" and the out-of-class interaction content 

category, "to get help and advice about course-related 

topics." The direct relationship was significant at a .029 

alpha level, with a value = .2946 (see Table 9). 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients were calculated for 

in-class interaction content levels with the students' 

academic intentions. The procedure was the same as that 
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Table 9 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients of Out-of-class 

Interactions With Students' Academic Goals: Part-time 

Faculty 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients 

KNOW -.10820 
N (42) 
Sig.248 

.073300 
N (42) 
Sig.322 

-.28590 
N (42) 
Sig.033 

-.08620 
N (42) 
Sig.294 

FUT - .02890 
N (45) 
Sig.425 

- .16870 
N (45) 
Sig.134 

-.19150 
N (45) 
Sig.104 

-.16870 
N (45) 
Sig.134 

ANALYT .083400 
N (42) 
Sig.300 

.124800 
N (42) 
Sig.216 

-.06950 
N (42) 
Sig.331 

.008100 
N (42) 
Sig.480 

LIBRL .294600 
N (42) 
Sig.029 

.144400 
N (42) 
Sig.181 

.124800 
N (42) 
Sig.216 

.180500 
N (42) 
Sig.126 

ADVI DISMAT DISINT SOCINF 

above in comparing out-of-class interaction to students' 

academic intentions. The in-class interaction content was 

defined previously (refer to question 2). Correlation 

values for the full-time faculty sample had four significant 

jo values at a .05 alpha level. None of the £ values were 

greater than .22 and thus lacked meaningful explanation of 

the variance between the variables. 

There were two statistically significant inverse 

relationships at a .05 alpha level. The in-class 

interaction content "lecture no feedback" was inversely 

related with the students' academic goal "to learn to think 

analytically and creatively." The in-class interaction 

content "discussion of related course topics" was inversely 
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related to the academic intention "to gain knowledge and 

skills directly related to a career" (see Table 10). 

Table 10 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients of Students' Academic 

Goals With In-class Interactions: Full-time Faculty 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients 

KNOW -.07080 
N (143) 
sig.200 

-.15340 
N (143) 
sig.034 

. 103400 
N (143) 
sig.109 

.136500 
N (143) 
sig.052 

.052800 
N (143) 
sig.266 

FUT -.09700 
N (144) 
sig.124 

-.08770 
N (144) 
sig.148 

.062100 
N (144) 
sig.230 

.013400 
N (144) 
sig.437 

.173900 
N (144) 
sig.019 

ANALYT -.21240 
N (141) 
sig.006 

.12600 • 
N (141) 
sig.068 

.043300 
N (141) 
sig.305 

.113300 
N (141) 
sig.090 

- .02090 
N (141) 
sig.403 

LIBRL -.03950 
N (143) 
sig.320 

.04870 
N (143) 
sig.282 

- .10290 
N (143) 
sig.Ill 

-.03330 
N (143) 
sig.347 

- .05870 
N (143) 
sig.243 

PLECTR PRELATR PFUTR PDISCR PSOCR 

The Spearman Correlation Coefficients for part-time 

faculty between students' academic goals and levels of in-

class interaction had only two significant correlation 

coefficients at a .05 alpha. The academic intention "to 

gain a broad, liberal arts education" had a £ value = .4313 

with the in-class interaction content "discussion of future 

career plans" and was significant at a .011 alpha level. 

The academic intention goal "to gain a broad, liberal arts 

education" had a Q_ value = .4555, with the in-class 

interaction content "socialize informally" and was 

significant at a .007 alpha level. The other correlation 
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values were not significant at a .05 alpha level and had no 

& value greater than .20. 

Research question 8 asked if there were any 

relationships between the students' economic status and the 

number of out-of-class interactions. Students' economic 

status was measured using two variables: (a) pay own 

tuition (PAY), and (b) support yourself (SUPP). Students 

responded by checking either ves. assigned a value of 1 or 

no. assigned a value of 2. The variable (CONTAC) recorded 

the frequencies students met with their instructor out-of-

class for any period longer than 5 minutes in length. A new 

variable labeled (SELF) was computed from the four possible 

outcomes of the variables (PAY) and (SUPP). The variable 

(SELF) was assigned four values: pay tuition and support 

yourself (4), do not pay tuition but support self (3), does 

pay tuition but does not support self (2), and does not pay 

tuition or provide support (1). The frequencies of students 

who met with their instructor out-of-class were compared 

among the four categories of economic status, using the 

Kruskal-Wallis test. Mean ranks were calculated for each of 

the cells and a chi-squared value computed. There were no 

significant differences in the proportions of students who 

did or did not meet with their instructor out-of-class and 

the four economic conditions at a .05 alpha level. The 

chi-square value was 1.5462 (see Table 11). 
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Table 11 

Chi-Scruare Test of Proportions for Numbers of times Met 

Instructor By Four Socioeconomic Conditions 

Variable label: Met instructor 

Mean rank Cases Economic condition level 

108.69 61 1 Doesn't Pay Tuition or Support 

109.22 32 2 Pays Tuition Not Support 

99.30 30 3 Doesn't Pay Tuition Pays Support 

100.29 84 4 Pays Tuition and Support 

207 Total 

Chi-square = 1.499 
Significance =.6823 

The hours students work at a job and its effect on 

student interaction with faculty out-of-class was considered 

also as an economic impact. Students who indicated they 

worked were asked to record the number of hours they work 

per day. Students taught by full-time faculty had a mean of 

6.69 hours they worked daily, as compared to a mean of 7.067 

hours for students taught by part-time faculty. The Mann-

Whitney U test was used to test for differences in the mean 

number of hours per day a student worked with the mean 

number of student-faculty interactions out-of-class. The 

numbers of hours worked were compared by students who met 

with their instructor and those who did not meet. 
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There were no significant differences at a .05 alpha level. 

The Z. score = -.9026. 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients were used to measure 

the relationships between the variable (SELF) with the four 

levels of out-of-class interaction. There were no 

significant jo values at a .05 alpha level, and Q_ values were 

all less than .1 (see Table 12). 

Table 12 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients for Out-of-class 

Interactions With the Four Socioeconomic Conditions 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients 

ADVI .032800 
N (239) 
Sig.307 

DISMAT .007000 
N (239) 
Sig.457 

.325300 
N (239) 
Sig.000 

DISINT .005800 
N (239) 
Sig.465 

.370200 
N (239) 
Sig.000 

.463500 
N (239) 
Sig.000 

SOCINF .087400 
N (239) 
sig.089 

.364900 
N (239) 
Sig.000 

.381000 
N (239) 
Sig.000 

.463000 
N (239) 
Sig.000 

SELF ADVI DISMAT DISINT 

Research question 9 asked if there were relationships 

between student-faculty interactions, both in-class and 
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out-of-class, of students taught by full-time faculty and 

students taught by part-time faculty, and the the students' 

self perception of their intellectual development. Students 

rated themselves on 10 questions developed to measure their 

intellectual development. The questions used a Likert-type 

scale with six responses: strongly agree (1), agree 

somewhat (2), agree (3), disagree (4), strongly disagree 

(5), and no opninion (6). For purposes of clarity in 

comprehending the correlation coefficients of the 10 

intellectual development questions with other variables, 

their rank values were reversed for the calculations. The 

other variables, in-class and out-of-class interaction were 

both recoded, converting the interval data into 6 ranks. 

The rank values of these variables indicated increasing 

levels of interaction: 1 being low levels of interaction 

and 6, high levels. 

A variable labeled (SCORE) was created for both full-

time and part-time faculty samples by computing a mean score 

from the 10 questions measuring intellectual development. 

Using the variable (SCORE), differences in the students' 

responses were tested between the two samples: full-time 

and part-time faculty. Differences were also tested using 

the variable (SCORE) between in-class and out-of-class 

interaction for both samples. Further, the means of the 10 

intellectual development questions were also tested 

seperately between the two samples. The Mann-Whitney U test 
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was used to determine if there were significant differences 

between the means. Finally, Spearman Correlation 

Coefficients were computed for each of the 10 questions with 

the in-class and out-of-class interaction content by faculty 

status. 

The variable (SCORE) was tested with the level of in-

class interaction by using the variable (PLECT) as the proxy 

for lack of interaction. (PLECT) was recoded, as before, 

into four ranges. The value 1 represented that 25% or less 

of class-time was used for "Lecture no feedback," whereas 

the value 4 represented that at least 75% of class-time was 

used for "Lecture no feedback." 

No significant difference was found using the variable 

(SCORE), mean of the 10 intellectual development questions, 

between full-time and part-time faculty at a .05 alpha 

level. No significant difference was found using the 

variable (SCORE) between the two levels of in-class 

interaction: low (1) or high (4). Neither part-time nor 

full-time faculty had any significant difference at a .05 

alpha level (see Table 13). 

Significant differences were found in the means of the 

variable (SCORE) between students who met with their 

instructor out-of-class and those who did not. The full-

time faculty sample had significant differences at a .05 

alpha level, and part-time faculty sample was significant at 

a .0659 alpha level (see Table 13). 
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Table 13 

Mann-Whitnev U Tests of Differences Among the Means for 

Student Intellectual Development (SCORED 

Mann-Whitney U Test 

SCORE by POS *Faculty status' 
Mean rank Cases POS 
127.64 209 Full-time 
126.86 45 Part-time 

254 Total 
Corrected for ties Z = .0649, two-tail = .9482 

SCORE by CONTAC xMet instructor': Full-time faculty 
Mean rank Cases CONTAC 
113.76 116 Yes met instructor 
92.83 92 Did not meet instructor 

208 Total 
Corrected for ties Z = -2.4935, two-tail E = .0126 

SCORE by CONTAC xMet instructor': Part-time faculty 
Mean rank Cases CONTAC 
28.96 12 Yes met instructor 
20.83 33 Did not meet instructor 

45 Total 
Corrected for ties Z = -1.8388, two-tail E = .0659 

SCORE by PLECT *Lecture No feedback': Full-time faculty 
Mean rank Cases PLECT 
38.43 68 < 25% Lecture no feedback 
26.92 6 >75% Lecture no feedback 

74 Total 
Corrected for ties Z = -1.2591, two-tail E = .2080 

SCORE by PLECT *Lecture no feedback': Part-time faculty 
Mean rank Cases PLECT 
6.27 11 < 25% Lecture no feedback 
9.00 1 >75% Lecture no feedback 

12 Total 
Corrected for ties Z = -.7268, two-tail JD = .4674 
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No significant differences were found in the means of 

each separate intellectual development question when 

compared between the two faculty samples. None of the 

differences were significant at a .05 alpha level. 

The Spearman Correlation Coefficients of the 10 

intellectual development questions with the five content 

categories of in-class interaction did not produce any £ 

values greater than .25 for the full-time faculty sample. 

Many of the Q. values were statistically significant, but due 

to the low Q. values there was little explanation of the 

variance between variables. Three trends were worth noting, 

however (see Table 14). 

First, each of the & values for the in-class 

interaction content category "lecture no feedback" (PLECT) 

with the ten questions measuring students' self-perceived 

intellectual development were negative. All but one of the 

the £ values were significant at a .05 alpha level except 

for the intellectual development question "openness to new 

ideas" (OPEN) which was not significant at that alpha level. 

Three questions had significant inverse relationships at an 

alpha level = .05 or less. The intellectual development 

questions were "development of oral expression" (IDEVEL); 

"development of problem solving skills" (SOLV); "development 

of skills to continue learning" (CONTIN) (see Table 14). 

Second, the in-class interaction content category 

"discussion of matters related to career plans" (PFUT), had 
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Table 14 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients for Students' Ten 

Intellectual Development Questions With In-class 

Interactions: Full-time Faculty 

ACDEXP - .0794 
N(144) 
Sig.172 

-.0994 
N {144) 
Sig.118 

.12120 
N(144) 
Sig.074 

.18130 
N(144) 
Sig.015 

.02850 
N(144) 
Sig.367 

MINTER -.0685 
N {144) 
Sig.207 

-.0167 
N(144) 
Sig.421 

.20170 
N{144) 
Sig.008 

.11040 
N(144) 
Sig.094 

.02570 
N (144) 
Sig.380 

IPERF -.0736 
N(144) 
Sig.190 

- .0452 
N(144) 
Sig.295 

.14260 
N(144) 
Sig.044 

-.0064 
N(144) 
Sig.470 

- .0245 
N (144) 
Sig.385 

IDEVEL -.1912 
N{144) 
Sig.011 

.05350 
N (144) 
Sig.262 

.14680 
N{144) 
Sig.040 

.18540 
N(144) 
Sig.013 

.08260 
N(144) 
Sig.162 

IMPROV -.0744 
N(144) 
Sig.188 

.08070 
N(144) 
Sig.168 

.07810 
N(144) 
Sig.176 

.17290 
N(144) 
Sig.019 

.01250 
N(144) 
Sig.441 

OPEN - .0226 
N(144) 
Sig.394 

.11230 
N (144) 
Sig.090 

.23270 
N(144) 
Sig.003 

.09260 
N (144) 
Sig.135 

.00600 
N(144) 
Sig.427 

CRITIC -.1030 
N(144) 
Sig.108 

.03170 
N {144) 
Sig.353 

.24320 
N(144) 
Sig.002 

.16530 
N(144) 
Sig.024 

.03450 
N(144) 
Sig.341 

FACTU -.0780 
N(144) 
Sig.176 

-.1046 
N {144) 
Sig.106 

.09020 
N(144) 
Sig.141 

-.0262 
N(144) 
Sig.378 

.08950 
N(144) 
Sig.143 

SOLV -.2088 
N (144) 
Sig.006 

- .0748 
N(144) 
Sig.187 

.18840 
N(144) 
Sig.012 

.16480 
N(144) 
Sig.024 

.13250 
N(144) 
Sig.057 

CONTIN -.1627 
N(144) 
Sig.026 

- .1354 
N(144) 
Sig.053 

.19610 
N (144) 
Sig.009 

.13170 
N{144) 
Sig.058 

.07810 
N{144) 
Sig.176 

PLECT PDISC PFUT PSOC PRELAT 

more significant a. values at a .05 alpha level than any 

other in-class interaction content. Seven Q_ values were 

directly related to the students' intellectual development 

questions, and each had a significance level of a .05 alpha 

or less. All 10 questions were directly related at a .15 

alpha level (see Table 14). 
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Third, the variable (PSOC), socialize informally, had 5 

directly related Q_ values that were significant at a .05 

alpha level for the full-time faculty sample (see Table 14). 

The part-time faculty sample did not produce any similar 

patterns that were significant. 

For the part-time faculty sample, the correlation of 

the 10 intellectual development questions with the five in-

class interaction content categories produced only three 

significant & values at a .05 alpha level. The intellectual 

development questions "progress in this course gaining 

factual knowledge" (FACTU), was inversely correlated with 

the in-class interaction content "discussion of intellectual 

topics" (PDISC): the & = -.3782. The significance level was 

.02. 

The in-class interaction content category "discussion 

of matters related to future career plans" (PFUT), had 

direct correlation values with the intellectual development 

questions "my academic experience in this course has had 

positive influence on my intellectual growth" (ACDEXP), and 

"my interest in intellectual matters has increased" 

(MINTER) . The Q, values and their significance levels were: 

& = .4041 at an a = .013; q_ = .3242 at an a = .040, 

respectively. 

The correlation of the 10 intellectual development 

questions with the out-of-class interaction categories was 

performed for both samples: full-time and part-time 
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faculty. There were greater numbers of significant & values 

in both samples, but again, all the & values were less than 

.50. The full-time faculty sample again displayed three 

trends worth noting. The part-time faculty sample did not 

display the same trends, but did have three correlation 

values worth discussion. 

In the full-time faculty sample, the following three 

trends were worth noting. First, the out-of-class 

interaction content category "discussion of future career 

plans" (DISMAT), had significant direct relationships with 

each of the 10 intellectual development questions. The 

significance level was = .038 or less. 

Second, the two out-of-class interaction content 

categories "discussion of course topics" (ADVI), and 

"discussion of intellectual topics" (DISINT), had 

significant direct correlations with the same seven 

intellectual development questions (see Table 15). The 

seven intellectual development questions were (a) "my 

academic experience in this course has had positive 

influence on my intellectual growth" (ACDEXP); (b) "my 

interest in intellectual matters has increased" (MINTER); 

(c) "development of oral expression" (IDEVEL); (d) "progress 

in this course gaining factual knowledge" (FACTU); 

(e) "developed the ability to evaluate critically ideas" 

(CRITIC); (f) "development of problem solving skills" 

(SOLV); and (g) "development of skills to continue learning" 



64 

(CONTIN). Each of the seven questions had £. values 

significant at a .05 alpha level for both of the out-of-

class interaction content categories. The three 

intellectual development questions that did not have 

significant & values at a .05 alpha level were (a) "I 

performed academically as well as I expected" (IPERF); 

(b) "I improved writing skills during this course" (IMPROV); 

and (c) "I developed openness to new ideas" (OPEN). 

Third, three intellectual development questions had 

direct significant £ values with each of the four out-of-

class interaction content categories. All of the 

significance levels were at a .01 alpha level or less. The 

three intellectual questions were (a) "developed skills to 

continue learning" (CONTIN); (b) "developed problem solving 

skills" (SOLV); (d) "developed better oral comunication 

skills" (IDEVEL) (see Table 15). 

There were no g, values greater than or = .50 for any of 

the 10 intellectual development questions with the four out-

of-class interaction content categories for the part-time 

faculty sample. Only 7 Q_ values for the part-time sample 

were significant at a .05 alpha level or less. Only 2 of 

the correlations were worth noting. The out-of class 

interaction content category "discussion of intellectual 

topics" (DISINT) was directly correlated with 2 intellectual 

development questions "gaining factual knowledge" (FACTU) 

and "developed problem solving skills" (SOLV). 
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Table 15 

Spearman Correlation Coefficients of Students' Ten 

Intellectual Development Questions With 

Out-of-class Interactions; Full-time Faculty 

ACDEXP .22920 
N(209) 
SIG.OOO 

.23270 
N (209) 
SIG.OOO 

.23580 
N (209) 
SIG.OOO 

.07690 
N (209) 
SIG.134 

MINTER .13910 
N (209) 
SIG.022 

.12260 
N(209) 
SIG.038 

.16280 
N (209) 
SIG.009 

.04350 
N (209) 
SIG.266 

IPERF .04030 
N (209) 
SIG.281 

.15450 
N (209) 
SIG.013 

.02490 
N (209) 
SIG.360 

.04560 
N (209) 
SIG.256 

IDEVEL .13080 
N (209) 
SIG.030 

.14030 
N (209} 
SIG.021 

.12290 
N (209) 
SIG.038 

.21700 
N (209) 
SIG.001 

IMPROV .01210 
N (209) 
SIG.431 

.15690 . 
N (209) 
SIG.012 

.04090 
N {209) 
SIG.278 

.11090 
N (209) 
SIG.055 

OPEN .08960 
N (209) 
SIG.099 

.17230 
N (209) 
SIG.006 

-.0169 
N (209) 
SIG.404 

.08230 
N (209) 
SIG.118 

CRITIC .17330 
N (209) 
SIG.006 

.17180 
N (209} 
SIG.006 

.16030 
N (209) 
SIG.010 

.08670 
N (209) 
SIG.106 

FACTU .22260 
N (209) 
SIG.001 

.20420 
N (209) 
SIG.002 

.14550 
N (209) 
SIG.018 

.08500 
N (209) 
SIG.110 

SOLV .23140 
N (209) 
SIG.OOO 

.22900 
N (209) 
SIG.OOO 

.23190 
N (209) 
SIG.OOO 

.15390 
N (209) 
SIG.013 

CONTIN .17830 
N (209) 
SIG.005 

.33680 
N (209) 
SIG.OOO 

.21020 
N (209) 
SIG.001 

.15330 
N (209) 
SIG.013 

AD VI DISMAT DISINT SOCINF 

The q_ values and their significance levels were: g. — .3483 

at a .01 a level and g_ = .3616 at a .007 a level, 

respectively. No other q_ values in the part-time facutly 

sample were worth noting. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, 

IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study investigated whether differences existed in 

the levels of student-faculty interactions between students 

taught by full-time and part-time faculty. Interaction 

between student-faculty has been linked to student 

intellectual development in research work by Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1978) and Volkwein et al. (1986). Levels of 

interaction were defined in this study as the frequency and 

the nature of the student's interaction with a faculty 

member. It was assumed that interaction could take place 

in-class as well as out-of-class and that interaction with 

faculty by students may be caused by differing student 

needs. 

To determine if differences in interaction existed 

between students taught by full-time and students taught by 

part-time faculty, comparisons of interaction levels were 

measured both in-class and out-of-class. Four different 

levels of interaction content were defined and compared 

between the two faculty groups: (a) course-related topics, 

(b) intellectual topics, (c) career planning, and 

(d) informal socializing. Other factors that could affect 
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the level of interaction were also examined. Correlations 

between the number of assignments, students' course-load 

hours, students' work, and students' academic intentions 

were performed to determine what relationships existed. 

The Mann-Whitney U test was used to determine if 

differences existed between the means of the two groups: 

students taught by full-time faculty and students taught by 

part-time faculty. In some instances, a Kruskal-Wallis one-

way analysis of variance for nonparmetric data was used 

where the data was in nominal form only. The Spearman 

Correlation Coefficient g. was used to measure relationships 

between variables. Significance levels for each test were 

reported, along with Z scores for Mann-Whitney U tests or x5 

values for the Kruskal-Wallis tests. An alpha level of .05 

was used as a benchmark for reporting significant 

differences; in some instances, the exact alpha levels were 

reported also. 

The data were collected in the spring of 1994 from 10 

community or junior colleges in Texas. Thirty prospective 

colleges were identified from a solicitaion letter sent to 

68 different campuses in Texas. Only 20 colleges responded 

with a definite affirmative that they would participate; 8 

colleges responded that they could not or would not 

participate; 10 colleges were indecisive. 

The study required the administration of a student 

questionnaire. The student questionnaire was developed from 



68 

questionnaires used in previous research by Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1978). The questionnaire was tested in the fall 

of 1993 using 55 students in economic classes at Tarrant 

County Junior College Northeast Campus. A test-retest 

method was used to test the reliability of the instrument. 

i\2{ The test-retest Rf. = .955, and its standard error S,2/ =.11. 

Summary of Findings 

There were 254 students surveyed, 209 students from 

nine full-time faculty and 45 students from 5 part-time 

faculty. The proportion of full-time faculty to part-time 

faculty was slightly different than the data collected from 

the 38 colleges that responded to the solicitation for 

participation. The responding colleges indicated that 50.1% 

of the faculty teaching courses for that spring were full-

time and 49.9% were part-time. 

The following student characteristics were revealed: 

153, or 60.2% of the total were attending day classes; 84, 

or 33.1% of the total were attending evening classes; 193, 

or 76% of the total worked at a job a mean of 6.7 hours a 

day; and the mean work hours per week = 30.9 hours. No 

differences were found in either the time of day students 

attend or in whether students work and the number of hours 

they work between full-time and part-time faculty students. 

No difference was found between students taught by full-time 

faculty and students taught by part-time faculty when asked 
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if they were going to pursue a bachelor's or other higher 

degree: 218 (85.8%) indicated they were going to seek a 

bachelor's degree or higher; 84.2% of full-time faculty 

students and 93.3% of part-time faculty students. 

There was a difference in the number of college hours 

students were enrolled in when compared between full-time 

and part-time faculty. The mean number of hours enrolled 

was 10.496 for the total sample. Full-time faculty students 

were enrolled in a mean of 10.8 hours as compared to 8.7 

hours for part-time faculty students. Except for the number 

of college hours enrolled, the data did not provide 

sufficient evidence that any major differences in students' 

characteristics existed between the two samples: students 

taught by part-time faculty or students taught by full-time 

faculty. 

Research questions 1 through 4 explained if differences 

existed in the level of student-faculty interaction, in-

class and out-of-class, between students taught by full-time 

faculty and students taught by part-time faculty. The data 

showed that students taught by full-time faculty had more 

out-of-class contacts with their faculty than did students 

taught by part-time faculty. The proportion of students 

taught by full-time faculty who met with their instructor 

was 55.5%, as compared to 26.7% for part-time faculty. The 

differences were significant at a .05 alpha level. There 

were no differences, however, in the mean proportion of in-
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class interactions at a .05 alpha level. The in-class 

interaction or lack of interaction was measured by students 

recording what proportion of class time over the semester 

the instructor lectured with no feedback. The mean 

proportion of class-time used by full-time faculty was 

24.857, as compared to a mean of 19.211 for part-time 

faculty. Full-time faculty lectured with no feedback a 

larger proportion of class-time than did part-time faculty, 

but the proportion of in-class interaction was only slightly 

different and not significant at a .05 alpha level. 

The contents of in-class interactions were also 

compared between students taught by full-time faculty and 

students taught by part-time faculty. Significant 

differences were noted in two of the content categories, 

"course related topics" and "future career topics." 

Students taught by part-time faculty reported a higher mean 

proportion of class time devoted to discussion of course-

related topics than did students taught by full-time 

faculty: 62.2% as compared to 48.4%, respectively. Students 

taught by full-time faculty reported a higher mean 

proportion of class-time devoted to discussion of future 

career matters than did students taught by part-time 

faculty: 17.2% as compared to 9.3%, respectively. There 

were no significant differences, however, in the other two 

in-class interaction content categories, "intellectual 
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discussion" and "socialize informally," between the two 

samples. 

Out-of-class levels of interaction were compared 

between the two samples also. The Kruskal-Wallis test was 

used due to large numbers of missing scores. Students of 

full-time faculty met with their instructor to discuss 

course-related topics a greater proportion of visits: 44% 

as compared to 20% for part-time faculty students. The x5 

value = 8.8834. Students of full-time faculty also met with 

their instructor a greater proportion of visits to socialize 

informally: 21.5% as compared to 6.7% for part-time faculty 

students. The xs value = 5.3170. No differences were found 

in the content categories to discuss intellectual matters 

and matters concerning career planning between the two 

samples. The x5 values were 1.194 and 2.732, respectively. 

Research questions 5 and 6 were concerned with 

differences that might exist between the frequencies of 

assignments and the levels of complexity of assignments made 

between the two samples. Part-time faculty made a greater 

number of assignments as compared to full-time faculty. A 

mean of nine assignments were made by part-time faculty as 

compared to a mean of 4.869 for full-time faculty. The 

difference between the means was significant at a .05 alpha 

level. When the three different levels of assignment 

complexity were compared, part-time faculty assigned a mean 

of 8.051 simple assignments as compared to a mean of 4.362 
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simple assignments for full-time faculty. The difference 

was significant at a .05 alpha level. The Kruskal-Wallis 

test was used for the level "more complex assignments." A 

significant difference at a .05 alpha level was found in the 

proportion of more complex assignments: 70% for part-time 

faculty as compared to 61% for full-time faculty. The x5 

value = 5.8106. No differences were found between full-time 

and part-time faculty for the highest complex level of 

assignments. 

Research question 7 asked if any relationships existed 

among student-faculty interactions, both in-class and out-

of-class, between part-time and full-time faculty and the 

academic intentions of students. The academic intentions of 

students were measured using four academic goals of 

students, including (a) to gain knowledge and skills 

directly applicable to a career; (b) to prepare for future 

study and transfer to a university; (c) to learn to think 

creatively and analytically; and (d) to gain a broad, 

liberal arts education. The four academic intentions or 

goals of students were correlated with the levels of both 

in-class and out-of-class interaction for both samples. 

There were statistically significant values at a .05 

alpha level when academic goals were correlated with out-of-

class interaction content categories for both samples. 

Unfortunately, however, the & values were less than .30 for 

both samples. Due to the low Q_ values, no meaningful 
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explanation of the variance between variables was provided. 

The directions of the correlations for some variables were 

worth noting. 

For the full-time faculty, the academic goal of "to 

learn to think analytically and creatively" did have 

significant direct relationships with each of the out-of-

class content categories: (a) course-related topics, 

(b) future career matters, (c) discussion of intellectual 

topics, and (d) socialize informally. 

For the part-time faculty sample, the academic goal "to 

gain knowledge and skills directly applicable to a career" 

was inversely related with the out-of-class interaction 

content category "to discuss intellectual topics." Also, 

the academic goal "to gain a broad, liberal arts education" 

was directly related with the out-of-class interaction 

content category "to discuss course-related topics." 

The correlations of in-class interaction content 

categories with the four academic goals of students produced 

only two £ values worth noting for the full-time faculty. A 

significant direct relationship existed between the academic 

goal "to prepare for future study" with the in-class 

interaction content category "socialize informally." There 

was also a significant inverse relationship between the 

academic goal "to gain knowledge and skills directly 

applicable to a career" with the in-class interaction 

content "discussion of course related topics." 
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Both inverse relationships had & values significant at a .05 

alpha level. For the part-time faculty sample, the 

correlation of the in-class interaction content categories 

with the four academic goals of students produced two 

relationships worth noting. The correlation of the academic 

goal "to gain a broad, liberal arts education" with the in-

class interaction content categories, "future career plans" 

and "socialize informally," were both significantly and 

directly correlated. The jo values were significant at a .05 

alpha level. 

Question 8 sought to measure if any relationships 

existed between levels of student-faculty out-of-class 

interactions with socioeconomic factors. The students' 

socioeconomic status was defined using the following 

conditions: whether students worked; whether they paid 

their own tuition; whether they supported themselves. There 

were four possible socioeconomic conditions: (a) Do not pay 

tuition or support themselves, (b) Do pay tuition but do not 

support themselves, (c) Do not pay tuition but provide 

support for themselves, and (d) Do pay tuition and support 

themselves. 

The number of out-of-class contacts students made were 

tested among the four socioeconomic conditions, using the 

Kruskal-Wallis test. At a .05 alpha level, there were no 

significant differences in the proportions of students who 

did or did not meet their instructor between the four 
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socioeconomic conditions: xs - 1.5462. The means of out-of-

class contacts students made were also tested using the mean 

hours students worked daily using the Mann-Whitney U. There 

was no significant difference at a .05 alpha level. 

Correlations were computed among the students' 

socioeconomic conditions and the four out-of-class 

interaction content categories. The out-of-class 

interaction content categories were the same as described 

previously. There were no significant Q_ values at a .05 

alpha level and no meaningful BL values between the four 

socioeconomic conditions and the four content categories of 

out-of-class interaction. 

Research question 9 asked if any relationships existed 

between the number of student-faculty interactions, both in-

class and out-of-class, of students taught by full-time and 

part-time faculty and the students' self-perceptions of 

their intellectual development. No decisive relationships 

developed between the students' self-perceptions of their 

intellectual development and the content categories of the 

in-class or out-of-class interactions. 

The mean of the combined 10 intellectual development 

questions was tested between each faculty sample, full-time 

and part-time, and no significant difference was detected at 

a .05 alpha level. The mean of the combined 10 intellectual 

development questions was tested, for both samples full-time 

and part-time, against the mean proportion of class-time 
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devoted to lecture no feedback. There were no significant 

differences at a .05 alpha level for either sample. The 10 

questions measuring the students' self-perception of their 

intellectual development were correlated with the in-class 

interaction content categories. The in-class interaction 

content category "lecture no feedback" was inversely related 

to the students' self-perception of intellectual development 

for the full-time faculty. There were no other significant 

trends for either sample. 

Finally, the mean of the combined 10 intellectual 

development questions was tested for both samples, full-time 

and part-time, against the mean number of out-of-class 

contacts. There was significant difference for the full-

time faculty sample at a .05 alpha level, but not for the 

part-time faculty. The 10 questions measuring the students' 

self-perception of their intellectual development were 

correlated with the out-of-class interaction content 

categories. The results were mixed and not conclusive. 

There were many significant a values at a .05 alpha level, 

but the majority were all small, most less than .30, 

therefore providing little explanation of the variance. 

There were significant q_ values, and the signs of these e. 's 

indicating the direction of the relationship were worth 

noting. Two of the out-of-class interaction content 

categories "future career plans" and "socialize informally" 

were directly correlated with the students' self—perception 
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of their intellectual development for the full-time faculty. 

There were no relationships worth noting for the part-time 

faculty. 

Discussion 

The results of this study were not entirely consistent 

with the findings of Pascarella and Terenzini (1978) or 

Volkwien et al. (1986). Students' level of interactions 

out-of-class with faculty had no significant relationships 

to students' work, whether students pay their own tuition or 

support themselves. Nor were there significant direct 

relationships between the in-class content categories and 

the out-of-class content categories with students' self-

perceived intellectual development. The students' academic 

intentions or goals of "to prepare for transfer to a 

university" or "to obtain a broad-based liberal arts 

education" did not produce any significant relationships 

with the out-of-class interaction content categories. These 

relationships were found in the previous two studies. 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1978) and Volkwein et al. 

(1986) studied students at selective 4-year colleges, and 

the student data were collected across multiple time 

periods. This study was different in that data were 

collected over a single semester. Previous research has 

also not attempted to distinguish student-faculty 

interaction levels between groups of faculty, and nor has it 
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attempted to draw distinctions between the two groups. 

According to Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), no similar 

study has ever been attempted in a 2-year college 

environment. The findings of this study were meant to be 

exploratory and to ascertain if any similar relationships 

did exist. 

A possible limitation of this study might have been the 

unequal number of the students in the samples. The 

arithmetic mean drawn from the data as presented would not 

be an accurate measure because wide variation was present in 

the class sizes for both part-time and full-time faculty 

samples. But still it is evident that 45 students taught by 

5 part-time faculty creates a smaller average class size 

than the 209 students taught by 9 full-time faculty. The 

tests of significance were not sensitive to the unequal N's 

but the level of interaction between instructor-student 

could have been affected by small class size. 

The proportion of full-time faculty, 64.3% as compared 

to the proportion of 35.7% for part-time faculty in the 

survey data, was not consistent with the data gathered 

earlier during the solicitation of colleges for this study. 

From the data gathered during the solicitation process, 

50.9% of the faculty were reported as full-time faculty and 

49.1% as part-time faculty. As stated earlier there was no 

information available about the population of 2-year college 
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economic instructors for Texas. The proportions for full-

time faculty and part-time faculty that were reported during 

the solicitation process is only one source of information. 

The proportions of part-time faculty teaching economic 

courses may be higher or lower which may also limit the 

results of this study. 

Assumptions made from similar research performed at 4-

year institutions may not hold true for students in 2-year 

colleges. Primarily, the assumption that students at 2-

year colleges will seek faculty interaction to increase 

their intellectual development does not seem to be supported 

by this data. Whereas students' self-perceived intellectual 

development was higher among students who did visit their 

instructor more frequently, it was not for the purpose of 

intellectual discussion. There does appear to be some 

direct relationship however between the interpersonal 

interactions of instructors and students' self-perceived 

intellectual development. There was direct correlation 

between students visiting instructors outside of their class 

to discuss future career matters or to socialize and the 

students' self-perceived intellectual development. This 

finding supports the concept of the peer-mentor relationship 

advocated by Pascarella and Terenzini (1978). 

The higher proportion of student-faculty out-of-class 

contacts for full-time faculty as compared to part-time may 

be due impart to conveyance as well as teaching methodology. 
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It seems logical to expect that full-time faculty should be 

more available for students to contact than part-time 

faculty. This fact may account for the difference between 

the two samples. There may be differences though, in the 

number of out-of-class contacts due to different teaching 

methodologies. Teaching methodologies that cause students 

to seek assistance and promote student involvement may 

account for the differences and would support the work of 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1978). 

The lack of clear relationships between in-class 

interactions and students' self-perceived intellectual 

development may also be due to different attitudes toward 

scholarship. Whereas 85% of students surveyed in this study 

indicated that they were going to pursue a higher degree and 

67% reported that preparation for future study was extremely 

important, only 19% of the students indicated that obtaining 

a "broad-based liberal arts education" was extremely 

important. It may be that 2-year college students have a 

different attitude toward the purpose of higher education 

than do students who attend selective 4-year schools. The 

fact that 64% of the students surveyed indicated that "to 

gain knowledge directly applicable to a career" was 

extremely important may indicate that students placed a 

higher value on learning immediate saleable skills than on 

scholarly endeavors. 
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The lack of any effect of students' work hours, whether 

students support themselves or pay their tuition, upon the 

level of interaction could be due to the homogeneous 

characteristics of the entire sample on these factors. It 

appears that the socioeconomic characteristics of 2-year 

college students in this sample were of working students who 

paid their own tuition and generally support themselves. 

These characteristics may place other goals or needs of 

students above that of scholarship defined by intellectual 

growth. Concerns about passing grades and completing a 

degree may be more realistic and higher in priority. 

The significant difference found in the larger mean 

number of assignments given by part-time faculty than full-

time faculty was a surprising outcome. Two possible 

explanations are suggested: one rationale is measurement 

error and the other is teaching methodologies. The range of 

values representing the number of assignments for full-time 

faculty was from 0 to 70. The data appears to have several 

outliers which actually would cause the mean for the full-

time faculty to be lower if the outliers were removed. 

Student observations may have understated or overstated the 

number of assignments actually given and measurement error 

may be present. The other possible explanation is that 

different teaching methodologies may account for part-time 

faculty giving more assignments. Part-time faculty 

assignments had a larger number of simple assignments than 
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full-time faculty. Part-time faculty may be more likely to 

make end of chapter assignments that are more frequent but 

cover less substance. Time constraints and available 

resources may be a limiting factor for part-time faculty to 

develop more complex assignments. Full-time faculty may use 

more complex assignments and fewer simple assignments but 

this survey data did not substantiate this fact. 

Finally, the proportions of in-class interactions that 

students reported may also include some measurement error. 

The error may stem from students unable to differentiate for 

full-time faculty the content categories of course related 

material, informal socializing, and future career planning. 

Full-time faculty are periodically required to provide 

information to students which may occur in the classroom. 

This may account for the higher proportions of informal 

socializing and career planning that was reported for full-

time faculty than part-time faculty. Further it may be that 

time spent in-class discussing these topics reduces the 

amount of time spent on course related topics for the full-

time faculty. 

Conclusions 

The sample collected for this study was not a random 

sample but was collected by consensus of all 2-year colleges 

in Texas teaching either micro- or macro- introductory 

economics courses in the spring of 1994. Only the schools 
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agreeing to participate were surveyed. Conclusions drawn 

from this sample are applicable to this study and the survey 

instrument used. Any generalizations made from this study 

should be done with caution. 

From the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions are warranted: 

First, there are greater numbers of out-of-class 

interactions between students taught by full-time faculty 

than students taught by part-time faculty. The greater 

number of contacts does differentiate students when their 

self-perceptions of intellectual development are compared by 

out-of-class contacts. There are direct correlations 

between the out-of-class interaction content categories 

"future career plans" and "socialize informally," with 

students' self-perceived intellectual development. 

Second, no distinction can be made between students 

taught by full-time faculty and students taught by part-time 

faculty in the number of in-class interactions or, as 

measured here, using "lecture with no feedback" as a proxy 

for lack of interactions. There are differences in the 

content of in-class interactions between students taught by 

part-time faculty and students taught by full-time faculty. 

Part-time faculty lectured using course-related topics a 

greater proportion of class time than did full-time faculty. 

Full-time faculty involved more class time to socializing 

with students than did part-time faculty. For both samples 
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the in-class interaction content category "lecture with no 

feedback" is inversely related to the students' self-

perceived intellectual development. 

Third, part-time faculty are involved in activities 

assumed to be directly correlated with student-faculty 

interaction. Part-time faculty give more assignments, both 

simple and more complex, and have a higher proportion of 

class discussion involved with course-related topics than do 

full-time faculty. 

Fourth, there are no relationships among the 

socioeconomic characteristics or academic intentions of 

students taught by full-time or part-time faculty. And 

these characteristics have no influence on student-faculty 

interactions. The only difference is in the larger number 

of hours enrolled for full-time faculty students than for 

part-time faculty students. 

Fifth, there is no difference in the level of 

intellectual development as perceived by the student for 

students taught by full-time faculty and for students taught 

by part-time faculty. 

Implications 

The lack of any significant difference in the students' 

self-perceived intellectual development between students 

taught by part-time faculty as compared to students taught 

by full-time faculty does not diminish the view point of the 
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literature that supports the effectiveness of part-time 

faculty. The findings of this study also show that part-

time faculty perform what was assumed to be activities that 

lead to development of students' intellect. The findings of 

this study though did not show that activities, such as 

assignments, discussion of course-related materials, and 

discussion of intellectual matters, were related to 

students' self-perceived intellectual development. The 

failure to link these activities to intellectual 

development, in this study, suggest that more work is 

needed. 

The relationships that were shown to be directly 

correlated with students' self-perceived intellectual growth 

were interpersonal. That students taught by full-time 

faculty reported more interaction of this nature then did 

students of part-time faculty would suggest that some 

differences do exist between the use of part-time and full-

time faculty. 

That students taught by full-time faculty reported that 

a higher proportion of class-time was spent on "lecture no 

feedback" should warrant investigation. The alpha levels 

were higher than desired for conclusive results, but the 

proportion of class-time spent on "lecture no feedback" was 

inversely related with students' self-perceived intellectual 

development. Full-time faculty may become complacent and 

thus lack innovation in their instruction. 
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Finally, further investigation is needed on the matter of' 

student-faculty interaction in the 2-year college 

environment. It appears there are differing motivating 

factors among students toward education. The educational 

goals of 2-year college students may be different than those 

of students entering traditional university settings. The 

effectiveness of faculty will require more than just 

measures of teaching effectiveness but consideration of 

other faculty impacts upon the student. 

Recommendations 

1. Further research is needed to develop a source of 

information containing population statistics for 2-year 

college faculty in Texas. Specifically in the discipline of 

economics, information is needed about the demographics and 

educational backgrounds. 

2. Further research is needed to distinguish if 

differences in the levels of in-class interaction between 

full-time and part-time faculty are related to teaching 

methodologies. Do different methodologies exist between 

part-time and full-time faculty and if so do they affect the 

level of student-faculty interactions? There may be other 

causes why part-time faculty appeared to spend a larger 

proportion of class-time on course related topics. This 

information might be of value in the evaluation process. 
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COMMUNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

FACULTY-STUDENT INTERACTION 

This questionnaire pertains to the number and content of interactions 
between the student and faculty. Interaction is defined as 
person-to-person contact between the student and faculty during or 
outside of class* Contact requires both verbal and visual communication 
with the instructor. It may involve discussion or demonstration of 
course related matters, career advice, academic and intellectual 
matters, or socializing informally. 

This survey relates to this course and this instructor. It is important 
to record your first response to the questions. Data reported in the 
study will consist of group summary data; no individual data will be 
reported. Instructors will not see nor have access to individual data. 
Anonymity of student responses will be maintained. 

The questionnaire should require no more than fifteen minutes of your 
time. Your participation will be of great value to research in higher 
education and to improving instruction. 

Do not write your name on the questionnaire. Fill in only the class 
code number and school name at the bottom of this page. Thank you for 
your assistance. 

SECTION # 
COLLEGE 
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SECTION A. 

1* How many assignments were made (i.e. papers, projects, problems) 
which pertained to this course? Please answer in a whole number 
or zero if none. 

If zero skip question 2, otherwise go to question 2. 

Of the assignments referred to in question 1 how many would you 
rate as: (answer in whole numbers and total should equal previous 
response total) 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Minor assignments not requiring additional help from 
instructor. 
More complex assignment requiring some out of class contact 
with instructor. 
Complex assignment requiring out of class contact with 
instructor. 

Students come to college with different goals, some of which are 
listed below. Please indicate how important the goal is for you 
by circling the appropriate number next to it. 

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE 
EXTREMELY VERY SOME NONE 

a. To gain knowledge and skills directly 
applicable to a career. 4 

b. To prepare for future study; transfer 
to a university to complete a 
bachelor's degree. 4 

c. To learn to think creatively and 
analytically. 4 

d. To gain a broad, liberal arts education. 4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

4. What is the highest degree you expect to obtain? 

Associate 
Degree 

Bachelor's Do Not 
Degree or Higher Know 

(check appropriate box) 
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5* If you work, please check the appropriate box and report the hours 
in a whole number. 

Do you work? Yes Number of hours per day? 
No 

Number of hours per week? 

6. Do you pay for your own tuition? Yes No 
Support yourself? Yes No 

7. In how many hours of course work are you enrolled this semester 
including this course? 

SECTION B. 

Please complete the following questions as indicated. Try to think back 
over the entire semester before answering. 

1. Students may have a variety of contacts with faculty over the 
length of a semester. Please check here if you have met with this 
instructor before or after class for a length of time greater than 
five minutes for any of the following reasons; seek advice or help 
on course work, discuss future career plans, discuss intellectual 
and academic matters or socialize informally. 

Yes I have met with my instructor. 
Answer questions in lb below. 

No I have not met with my instructor. 
Go to question 2. 

lb. In the column below please estimate the NUMBER OF TIMES 
during this course that you met with the instructor outside 
of class-time for each of the reasons listed. Consider only 
those occurrences that you met with the instructor for five 
or more minutes. 

NUMBER OF TIMES MET WITH 
THIS FACULTY MEMBER 
OUTSIDE OF CLASS 

a. To get help and advice about course 
related matters. 

b. To discuss matters related to your 
future career. 

c. To discuss intellectual or academic 
matters. 

To socialize informally. 

Please estimate the PROPORTION OF CLASS TIME over the semester 
this instructor; (a) lectured with no feedback or discussion, (b) 
encouraged discussion of course related topics, (c) encouraged 
discussion of future career plans, (d) encouraged intellectual and 
academic discussion or (e) engaged in socializing informally with 
the class. Mark your estimates for each category on the scales 
below ranging from 0% to 100% with the intervals graduated in 
units of 10% points. 
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a. Lectured only with no feedback. 

0% 100% 

b. Discussion of course related topics. 

0% 100% 

c. Discussion of matters related to students future career plans. 

0% 100% 

d. Discussion of intellectual and academic topics. 

0% 100% 

e. Socialize informally with students in class. 

0% 100% 

SECTION C. 

1. DIRECTIONS: Fill in the circle that best describes your 
perception relating to the question asked. Focus only on this 
class and instructor. The blanks are scored as (1) Strongly 
Agree, (2) Agree, (3) Agree Somewhat, (4) Disagree, (5) Strongly 
Disagree and (6) No Opinion. 

Strongly 
2 

Agree 
Agree 

3 
Agree Disagree 

Somewhat 
Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Opinion 

1. My academic experience in this course has had a positive influence 
on my intellectual growth. 
1 (0) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

2. My interest in intellectual matters has increased while in this 
course. 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

3. I have performed academically as well as I anticipated I would. 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

4. I have developed skills in expressing myself orally during this 
course. 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly No 

Agree Somewhat Disagree Opinion 

5. I have improved my writing skills during this course. 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

6* I have developed an openness to new ideas while in this course* 
1 (O) 2 (0) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

7. I have developed the ability to evaluate critically ideas, 
materials and methods in this course. 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

8* I have made progress in this course gaining factual knowledge 
(i.e. terminology, facts, figures). 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

9. I have developed skills for solving problems while in this course. 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 

10. In this course I have developed the skills to continue learning on 
my own. 
1 (O) 2 (O) 3 (O) 4 (O) 5 (O) 6 (O) 
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FACULTY RESPONSE SHEET 
FOR QUESTIONNAIRE ON 

STUDENT-FACULTY INTERACTION 

Please check the appropriate response or give the closest 
approximation if continuous variables are asked for. 

1. Are you a full-time faculty at this institution (i.e. 
teach twelve or more hours and receive primary income 
from this position)? 

(check appropriate box) yes no 

2. Do you maintain office hours? yes no 

If yes how many hours per week? 

3. Is this class being surveyed; a night class 

a day class? 

4. In reference to the class surveyed, estimate the number 
of students who visited you that were at least five 
minutes or longer in length, over the course of the 
semester. 

5. In reference to the class surveyed, what percentage of 
the class lecture did you devote to discussion and 
feedback? 

6. Do you include discussion of other related matters to 
economics during class discussion or lecture? 
Yes No 

7. Do you attempt to socialize with students during class? 
Yes No 

Thank you for your response and for participating in this 
research study. All data will be treated in aggregate and 
classified by class offering time and student responses so 
that confidentiality is maintained. 
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February 2, 1994 

address-

Dear name-: 

Because existing research links faculty-student interaction 
to student intellectual development, I am seeking to 
identify and describe this interaction from the perspective 
of students. The data should provide understanding of 
selected instructional, student and instructor variables 
which may influence student learning and intellectual 
development. These data also should provide insight to the 
teaching/learning process and have implications for 
instructional planning and faculty development. 

I need your assistance to identify and contact full-time and 
part-time faculty on your campus who teach introductory 
economics classes and who would be willing to participate. 
Participation requires the administration of a survey to 
students enrolled in introductory economics classes during 
the tenth or eleventh week of class. The survey takes about 
15 minutes to complete. The survey will be returned to me 
at the University of North Texas in self-addressed, postage 
paid envelopes. All results will be discussed in aggregate 
form; no individual data will be released or discussed. 

Please complete the enclosed form and return to me by 
February 11, 1994. If you have questions or wish further 
information, call me at 817-232-7238 or write to Thomas 
Kemp, Higher Education Program at the University of North 
Texas. I am an Associate Professor of Business/Economics at 
TCJC NW Campus and I am currently working on this research 
project through the Program in Higher Education at the 
University of North Texas. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Kemp 
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Please fill in the following information and return this 
form with your response by February 11, 1994. You may use 
the enclosed self-addressed envelope or fax it to Thomas 
Kemp 817-232-7005. Thank you again for your assistance. 

How many full-time instructors do you have teaching 
economics, either macro or micro, this semester? 

How many part-time instructors do you have teaching 
economics, either macro or micro, this semester? 

How many sections of Micro or Macro economics are you 
offering this semester? 

The immediate supervisor over the economic instructors is 
and can be reached by (address and phone #)? 

Are you interested in participating in this study and can 
you administer a survey? 

Do you need further information and would you like to see a 
copy of the survey? 
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February 28, 1994 

address-

Dear name-: 

This letter is just a reminder about a proposed 
research study. A few weeks ago I mailed out an 
introductory letter explaining a proposed research involving 
economic classes at two year colleges. The study will 
examine if differences exist between full-time and part-time 
economic instructors and student faculty interaction. It is 
still not to late to participate in the study. If you would 
return the brief questionnaire that was enclosed in the 
original letter with your decision it would be of great 
assistance. 

For further information about the study please contact 
me by calling 817-232-7238, fax 817-232-7005, or writing to 
Thomas Kemp, Higher Education Program, University of North 
Texas, P.O. Box 13857, Denton, TX 76203. 

Thank You, 

Thomas Kemp 
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February 24, 1994 

address-

Dear name-: 

Thank you for responding promptly and your interest in 
this study. As mentioned in the previous letter an 
administration of a survey tool is required. I have 
enclosed a copy of the survey for your benefit. It is 
important though that the survey instrument not be 
disclosed, prior to administration, to any instructor 
volunteering for the study so as to prevent a bias sample. 
Discussion about the nature of the study should be kept to a 
minimum with instructors. Instructors should be informed 
that results will only be released in aggregate form ; Not 
by college nor instructor but comparisons of part-time and 
full-time instructors. The purpose of the study is not an 
evaluation of teaching but an investigation of college 
environmental impacts on student intellectual growth. 

The survey will need to be administered during the last 
week of classes, preferably the last class before finals. 
It has been taking on average 10 minutes for students to 
complete the survey. Instructors may administer the survey 
themselves but it is preferred that an immediate supervisor 
of the instructor administer the survey, collect them and 
mail them. Postage and envelopes will be provided as will 
the survey instruments. 

The nature of the study requires that a sample contain 
a survey of one full-time and one part-time instructor. It 
would be preferable that the classes used in the comparison 
be matched either both day classes or both night classes. 
What ever classes though that you are able to come up with 
will be a great assistance and encourage you to send in the 
data. 

As soon as you know how many classes and copies of the 
survey you will need please contact me at (817)-232-7238 or 
fax (817)-232-7005 or write to Thomas Kemp, Higher Education 
Program, University of North Texas, P.O. Box 13857, Denton, 
TX 76203 and I will mail you the surveys. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Kemp 
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April 12, 1994 

address-

name- : 

Thank you for participating in this research on 
student-faculty interaction. This research is being 
conducted through the Program in Higher Education at the 
University of North Texas. Enclosed you will find copies of 
the student questionnaire and self addressed return 
envelopes for returning the completed questionnaires. 

The questionnaire should be given to the student in the 
last week of regular classes, preferably the last day. 
Students should be told that their participation is 
voluntary but please impart to them that their participation 
is valued and needed to complete the research. All data 
will be analyzed in aggregate so that the confidentiality of 
student and faculty will be maintained. Students need only 
indicate on the survey whether they are in day or night 
section and whether their instructor is part-time or full-
time. Identification of surveys by day or night sections 
and full- or part-time faculty is important please make sure 
the surveys are so marked. The instructor of the class 
surveyed should also complete a survey, identifying it by 
full- or part-time status and day or night section. To 
assist in keeping surveys properly marked rubber bans can be 
used to combine the instructor's completed copy with 
hers/his students' surveys. 

If you need more copies of the survey or further 
information please call 817-232-7238. 

Thank You, 

Thomas Kemp 
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University of North Texas 
Office of Research Administration 

August 23, 1993 

Thomas Kemp 
8443 Sugarberry 
Dallas, Texas 75249 

Dear Dr. Kemp: 

Your proposal entitled "An Investigation of Student Intervention with Part and Full-
Time Faculty in Introductory Economic Courses," has been approved by the IRB 
and is exempt from further review under 45 CFR 46.101. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (817) 565-3946. 

Good luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

qIoyicUow 
Sandra Terrell, Chair 
Institutional Review Board 

ST/tl 
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