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 Though professional development interventions are widespread in higher education, 

administrators often do not formally assess their effectiveness, particularly in relation to 

teacher self-efficacy. The purposes of this study were to determine if any statistically significant 

difference existed between the self-efficacy scores of adjunct faculty participants in a 

community college’s professional development program and nonparticipants and to identify 

the variables with a statistically significant relationship with self-efficacy.  A modified version of 

the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was administered to 21 adjunct faculty participants 

in Lone Star College’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) and 312 adjunct faculty not currently 

participating in the program.  A demographic questionnaire development by the researcher was 

also administered.  Independent variables of the demographic questionnaire included gender, 

ethnicity, age, K-12 teaching experience, highest degree earned, subject taught, years of college 

teaching experience, and number of courses taught each semester.   

 Paired t-test results indicated statistically significant differences in Efficacy in Instructional 

Strategies for adjunct participants in the ACP program.  No significant differences were found 

for Efficacy in Student Engagement and Efficacy in Classroom Management.  

 Multiple regression analyses indicated that gender has a statistically significant 

relationship to Efficacy Instructional Strategies.  A statistically significant relationship was found 

for race for Efficacy in Classroom Management.  Finally, analysis also indicated a positive 

relationship between race and gender for Efficacy in Student Engagement.  No other 

statistically significant relationships were found across the other demographic variables.  



Findings of this study revealed that the ACP increased teacher self-efficacy across two of the 

three dimensions of the TSES indicating that the professional development intervention had a 

positive effect on the efficacy of its participants. The present study contributes to the research 

on teacher self-efficacy, adjunct faculty and professional development interventions.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The affordability, flexibility, and expertise of adjunct faculty make them attractive hires 

for community colleges.  As a result, the community college relies heavily on adjunct faculty.  

Data indicate adjunct faculty make up, on average, 80% of the instructional workforce at the 

community college (AFT Higher Education, 2007).  The reasons for employing such a large 

percentage of adjunct faculty members are varied.  For many disciplines, adjunct faculty 

provides much needed expertise (Wallin, 2005), but community colleges may have even 

stronger economic motivations.  Adjunct faculty members are paid a course rate, not a 

prorated salary.  Therefore, they are more affordable to employ than full-time faculty.  There 

are minimal expenses to the college associated with adjunct faculty as very few benefits, if any, 

are offered.  These benefits, or lack thereof, range from retirement savings plans to office 

space.  As a normal rule, part time faculty do not have supplemented health insurance, 

retirement programs, or paid sick leave (Wallin, 2005).  Even basic resources, such as access to 

copying and office space, are often limited for adjunct faculty. 

With almost 70% of courses taught by adjunct faculty, community colleges need quality 

adjunct instructors (Flaherty, 2013).  In fact, the quality of such a large portion of the teaching 

workforce is absolutely critical to the quality education of students.  “It is not an exaggeration 

to say that without the work of adjunct faculty, community colleges could not begin to fulfill 

their critical teaching mission while maintaining access and affordability” (Wallin, 2005, p. xv).  

In the preface of her 2005 book, Wallin outlines the importance of adjunct faculty at the 

community college.  Questions are raised about the extent to which the unique situation and 
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needs of adjunct faculty are being understood and ultimately met.  These needs include 

professional development.   

Professional development may address the self-efficacy of its participants (Bray-Clark & 

Bates, 2003; Heppner, 1994; Postareff, Lindblom-Ylänne, & Nevgi, 2007; Young & Kline, 1996).  

Self-efficacy is a person’s belief in their ability to accomplish a task (Bandura, 1977, 1997).  This 

study, however, is specifically related to the concept of teacher self-efficacy.  Teacher self-

efficacy is a teacher’s belief in his or her ability to teach (Ashton, 1984, Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  Efficacy has often been considered an important mediating variable in 

contributing to overall teaching effectiveness.  Research has long revealed that self-efficacy has 

a real impact on teaching and teaching quality (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1977, 1997; 

Denham & Michael, 1981; Prieto & Meyers, 1999; Wolf, Foster, & Birkenholz, 2009).  Overall, 

researchers have understood that primary and secondary teachers with high self-efficacy will 

exhibit behaviors consistent with better teaching (such as, greater persistence, greater effort) 

and are more likely to create dynamic learning environments (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 

1977, 1997; Denham & Michael, 1981; Prieto & Meyers, 1999; Wolf, Foster, & Birkenholz, 

2009).  Simply stated, if a teacher believes that he or she is capable of effective teaching and 

classroom management, he or she will be more likely to exhibit behaviors consistent with that 

outcome.  For example, Ross and Bruce (2007) found participation in faculty development 

activities at the primary and secondary levels of education can impact a teacher’s sense of self-

efficacy.  Overall, “teacher efficacy, at the individual and collective level, consistently predicts a 

host of enabling teacher beliefs, functional teacher behaviors, and valued student outcomes” 

(Ross & Bruce, 2007, p. 50). 
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Problem Statement 

 Researchers have studied the self-efficacy of K-12 teachers, but with little attention to 

college teachers (Heppner, 1994; Prieto & Meyers, 1999; Young & Kline, 1996). Fives and 

Looney (2009) noted teacher-efficacy “has been identified as a crucial construct in the research 

on teachers and teaching . . . however, very few studies have investigated the influence of 

teacher-efficacy in the population of college-level instructors” (p. 182). Overall, there is limited 

literature regarding the self-efficacy of college teachers.  As suggested by the review of 

literature in the next chapter, there is a lack of research in the area of college faculty self-

efficacy, particularly of adjunct faculty. 

Student achievement in part requires effective teaching. According to Boyer (1990), 

effective teaching is “a dynamic endeavor involving all the analogies, metaphors, and images 

that build bridges between a teacher’s understanding and the students’ learning. Pedagogical 

procedures must be carefully planned, continuously examined, and relate directly to the 

subject taught” (pp. 23-24). 

While not well-documented, there seems to be an assumption that college teachers are 

already great teachers. The irony is of course that very few, if any, college teachers have actual 

training on how to teach. According to the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (2006) 

regarding employment of college faculty members: 

The institution employs competent faculty members qualified to accomplish the mission 
and goals of the institution. When determining acceptable qualifications of its faculty, 
an institution gives primary consideration to the highest earned degree in the discipline. 
The institution also considers competence, effectiveness, and capacity, including, as 
appropriate, undergraduate and graduate degrees, related work experiences in the 
field, faculty licensure and certifications, honors and awards, continuous documented 
excellence in teaching, or other demonstrated competencies and achievements that 
contribute to effective teaching and student learning outcomes. For all cases, the 
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institution is responsible for justifying and documenting the qualifications of its faculty. 
(p. 1) 
 
There is no specific mention of training or qualifications regarding teaching.  Nowhere is 

there an emphasis on knowledge of pedagogy or teaching skills.  There is not, for comparison, 

any mention of a teaching certificate as issued for primary and secondary teachers.  As 

indicated, instructors are content experts in their subject.  This does not mean, as it is not 

required, that faculty have training about what good teaching is.  “Traditionally, the expertise in 

one’s own discipline has been the most respected feature of a university teacher.  In recent 

years, however, there have been discussions about the need to improve university teachers’ 

pedagogical thinking and skills as well” (Postareff et al., 2007, p. 557).   

In marked contrast with the K-12 sector of American schooling, we in higher education 
have traditionally come to our careers as teachers and managers of learning with little, 
if any, formal faculty training or experience other than in the content of our various 
disciplines and perhaps employment as graduate teaching assistants.  (Gardiner, 2000, 
para. 1) 
 

This lack of specific focus and training may affect a college teacher’s confidence and sense of 

efficacy in his or her ability to teach.  College administration personnel seem to be taking notice 

and many have developed robust professional development programs with the goal of helping 

college instructors improve their teaching.  Curriculum and activities of these programs may 

include workshops on teaching methods, incorporating technology as part of good teaching, 

and general good practices in teaching.  While many programs may include the mentioned 

activities, based on current research, little is known about what programs of professional 

development are applicable for adjunct faculty especially in self-efficacy development.  

What support can community colleges offer to their adjunct faculty?  This support, 

perhaps in the form of professional development, may have many positive benefits to adjunct 
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faculty.  One such benefit may be an increase in teacher self-efficacy.  Research suggests self-

efficacy can be an important factor in teaching effectiveness (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Denham & 

Michael, 1981; Wolf et al., 2009).  The literature shows professional development can have a 

positive impact on self-efficacy (Young & Kline, 1996).  However, little is known about whether 

professional development activities of adjunct faculty at community colleges are effective in 

increasing the self-efficacy of its participants.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quasi-experimental, quantitative study is twofold; to determine if a 

specific professional development program at Lone Star College is effective in increasing 

teacher self-efficacy of adjunct faculty participants and to discover what other factors may 

impact self-efficacy.  While research reveals the importance and impact of self-efficacy on 

teaching as well as the impact of professional development programs on self-efficacy, very little 

research as to the positive effects of participation in professional development on teacher 

efficacy at the college level exists (Body, 2009, Chang, Lin, & Song, 2011).  Specifically, it is 

unknown if there is any definite benefit to adjunct faculty at the community college 

participating in a professional development program.  Therefore, I explored the impact of an 

intervention, the Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) at Lone Star College System (LSCS), 

relative to self-efficacy.  An increase in self-efficacy upon completion of the ACP may imply 

effectiveness of the professional development program. 

Additionally, I sought to identify which, if any, of the selected characteristics explain the 

differences in self-efficacy scores of adjunct faculty at Lone Star College in Houston, Texas.  The 
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results of this study may then help me to build a model to explain the selected variables relative 

to self-efficacy in adjunct faculty.  I examined the relationship between age, race, gender, 

highest degree, years of college teaching experience, subject taught, number of courses taught 

each semester, experience in K-12 education, participation in Lone Star College’s Adjunct 

Certification Program (ACP) and the variable of primary interest, teacher self-efficacy.  The 

present study contributes to the study of teacher self-efficacy, specifically adjunct faculty at the 

community college by identifying the selected factors most highly related to teacher self-

efficacy. 

 

Research Questions 

The course of this study was guided primarily by the following research questions: 

1. Does Lone Star College System’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) at have a 

positive effect on teacher self-efficacy as measured on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001)? 

2. How much difference in scores of self-efficacy exists as a result of selected factors 

such as age, race, gender, highest degree, years of college teaching experience, subject taught, 

number of courses taught each semester, experience in K-12 education, and participation in 

Lone Star College System’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP)?  

 

Significance of the Study 

While research has shown important links between participation in professional 

development and teacher self-efficacy at the K-12 level (Young & Kline, 1996), there is a very 
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limited amount of research specific to college faculty, adjunct faculty, and the community 

college.  Findings of this study could help build a model to that shows the relationship of 

selected factors to self-efficacy, as well as identifying the impact a specific intervention, such as 

Lone Star College System’s ACP, has on self-efficacy.  The resulting data generated by this study 

may then contribute to the specific development of the ACP at LSCS as well as contribute to the 

understanding of professional development programs at other community colleges.  A 

significant positive correlation between participating in the ACP at LSCS and self-efficacy could 

then serve as validation of the benefits of the program.  Conversely, if significant results of a 

positive correlation between participation in the ACP and self-efficacy are not found, it may 

inform LSCS in shaping the ACP.   

 

Limitations of the Study 

Creswell (2008) defines limitations as weaknesses of a study, which may influence the 

outcome of the research.  Characteristics and motivations of participants in the ACP at LSCS 

may not capture the average adjunct faculty member.  A self-selection bias may be present as 

the ACP requires much from its participants in terms of time commitment as well as effort.  This 

in turn may attract a more motivated participant who may, in fact, already have a higher level 

of self-efficacy than the average adjunct teacher.  Additionally, the ACP is selective in that LSCS 

administration personnel choose potential participants.  

The two surveys’ administration was only 10 weeks apart; this fact could affect the 

results of the post-test of teacher self-efficacy creating another limitation.  The shortened time 

frame of the study may invoke pre-test sensitivity.  The 10-week timeframe corresponded with 
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the length of the program.  Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) identified a possibility exists that the 

pretest activates a participants’ “awareness of their attitudes toward” the subject of the 

pretest, in this case teacher self-efficacy.  

The investigation also relied on self-reported data and participants may have felt 

compelled to adjust post-test scores in order to meet the expectation that the ACP was 

effective and worth the time they invested.  Gall et al. (2007) refers to the Hawthorne effect as 

“any situation in which the experimental conditions are such that the mere fact that the 

individuals are aware of participation in an experiment, are aware of the hypothesis, or are 

receiving special attention improves their performance” (p. 390).  As a threat to ecological 

validity, the Hawthorne effect was a possibility as participants were invested in making 

participation in the ACP worth their time and effort. 

I am a full-time faculty member at LSCS; it is possible that participants in the study may 

recognize my name on the cover letter.  Potentially some adjunct faculty may have had a 

concern about participating in a study conducted by a full-time faculty member due to a fear 

that their participation could influence continued employment with the System.  Every effort 

was made to keep all responses confidential.  The research participants in the ACP were 

informed of the protocols in place to protect anonymity of responses.  The participants were 

also informed that their participation was completely voluntary.  Specifically, a cover letter to 

ACP participants indicated their responses were anonymous and confidential and their 

responses would not be shared with their supervisors (see Appendix A).  The research 

participants not involved in the semester’s ACP all received invitations to participate 

anonymously in an online survey (see Appendix B). 
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 As discussed in Chapter 3, questions arose regarding the validity and reliability of the 

survey instrument (TSES) used for the current study.  As noted, the instrument was initially 

created for K-12 teachers and not for college teachers.  Minor modifications to the wording of a 

few items were made in order to better adapt to the college teaching environment.  

 

Delimitations of the Study 

Creswell (2008) defines delimitations as characteristics, which purposefully limit the 

study.  This study was conducted at one college, featuring only one program of professional 

development.  The extent to which the findings could be generalized beyond this one college 

and program is limited.  In this study, I investigated only adjunct faculty.  Results should not be 

generalized beyond the adjunct population.  There was also a narrow focus on a single 

institution.  This limits the generalizability of the findings to only the population and college 

under study.  Lone Star College System is a community college system, therefore 

generalizations to other populations such as comprehensive universities is not possible.  

 

Definitions of Terms 

Self-efficacy: The belief a person has in his or her ability to perform in a given situation.  

Pioneered by psychologist Albert Bandura (1997), self-efficacy refers to “beliefs in one’s 

capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given 

attainments” (p. 3).  Rooted in Bandura’s social cognitive theory, self-efficacy can be applied to 

multiple contexts.  For the purpose of this study, the focus was on education and the efficacy of 

educators. 
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Teacher self-efficacy: The concept of self-efficacy is narrowed to the specific context of 

teaching, which is the extent to which teachers feel confident in their ability to bring about 

learning outcomes (Ashton, 1984).  In this study, I utilized the Teachers’ Sense of Self-Efficacy 

scale, which measures teachers’ efficacy on three dimensions: efficacy in student engagement, 

efficacy in instructional strategies, and efficacy in classroom management (Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 In this chapter, I offer a relevant review of the literature to support this study.  The 

major focus is on self-efficacy, professional development, and adjunct faculty at the community 

college level. 

 

Self-Efficacy 

Pioneered by psychologist Albert Bandura (1997), self-efficacy refers to “beliefs in one’s 

capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given 

attainments” (p. 3).  It is the belief a person has in his or her ability to perform in a given 

situation.  The concept includes the degree to which a person believes that he or she can 

organize and implement necessary actions to bring about a desired outcome.  Self-efficacy 

includes a person’s judgment about his or her ability to perform a particular task. 

Bandura (1986) maintained that self-efficacy is activity-specific and not a judgment of 

overall skill.  Rather it is task-specific and can only be understood in terms of the specific task.  

A person’s perception of his or her capabilities ultimately affects behavior.  Efficacy beliefs can  

influence the courses of action people choose to pursue, how much effort they put forth 
in given endeavors, how long they will persevere in the face of obstacles and failures, 
their resilience to adversity, whether their thought patterns are self-hindering or self-
aiding, how much stress and depression they experience in coping with taxing 
environmental demands, and the level of accomplishments they realize.  (Bandura, 
1997, p. 3) 
 
More specifically, a person with high self-efficacy is empowered to succeed where a 

person with low self-efficacy is often discouraged.  Ultimately this discouragement can 

contribute to failure or even discourage the person from even attempting a task.  Bandura 
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(1977) notes that people with a low sense of self-efficacy often avoids challenging tasks, are 

more likely to believe difficult tasks are beyond their capabilities, and quickly lose confidence in 

personal abilities.  On the other hand, people with high self-efficacy view challenging problems 

as tasks to master, develop deeper interest in the activities in which they participate, form a 

stronger sense of commitment to activities, and recover quickly from setbacks. 

As Bandura (1977, 1986) proposed, self-efficacy has at least two dimensions.  The first is 

outcome expectations.  This refers to a person’s estimation that a particular behavior will lead 

to a specific outcome (Bandura, 1977, 1986, Soodak & Podell, 1996).  The second dimension is 

efficacy expectations, a person’s belief that he or she is capable of performing the behaviors 

necessary to achieve a specific outcome.  Bandura suggested these two dimensions of 

expectations interact to determine the initiation and persistence of various coping behaviors 

(as cited in Soodak & Podell, 1996).  Therefore, the overall confidence a person has that his or 

her behavior will lead to a specific outcome; together with the confidence one has in his or her 

ability to perform the behavior determines a person’s actions.  A person who believes his 

behavior can affect change, and that he has the ability to perform the behavior, will have higher 

self-efficacy.  

According to Bandura (1977, 1986), self-efficacy has four sources: enactive mastery 

experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective states.  

Bandura (1986) considers enactive mastery experience as the most influential source of efficacy 

information  

because they provide the most authentic evidence of whether one can muster whatever 
it takes to succeed.  Successes build a robust belief in one’s personal efficacy.  Failures 
undermine it, especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is firmly established.  
(p. 80) 
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He goes on to note those experiencing early successes can come to expect quick results and can 

be discouraged by failures.  Therefore, some difficulties and setbacks can be helpful.  

Vicarious experience involves witnessing others as they pursue the completion of a task 

(Bandura, 1986).  As a type of social modeling, vicarious experience offers the opportunity for 

people to measure their capabilities in relation to the attainments of others.  Appraisals of 

efficacy vary substantially depending upon the accomplishments and talents of those chosen 

for social comparison.  

Verbal persuasion involves verbal input and feedback from others (Bandura, 1986, 

Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).  This includes verbal encouragement as well as the 

transmission of new knowledge and skills.  It can further strengthen a person’s belief that they 

possess the capabilities necessary to achieve goals.  Those individuals that receive positive 

feedback, indicating they have the abilities, are more likely to put forth greater effort and 

sustain despite self-doubts (Bandura, 1986). 

Physiological and affective states include a person’s responses and emotional reactions 

to situations (Bandura, 1986).  A person’s mood, emotional state, physiological reaction, and 

interpretation of stress levels can influence a person’s sense of efficacy.  Bandura maintains it is 

not merely the experience of such physiological and emotional states but instead how those 

states are perceived and interpreted that has the greatest potential effect on self-efficacy. 

 

Teacher Self-Efficacy 

As Bandura (1977) indicated, self-efficacy is activity-specific and therefore an 

individual’s abilities must be understood within a specific context.  One such context is 
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teaching.  Ashton (1984) narrowed the concept of self-efficacy to include the extent to which 

teachers feel confident in their ability to bring about learning outcomes.  Under the context of 

self-efficacy, teacher efficacy was born from findings of Rand Corporation research (Ashton, 

1984).  In a series of Rand studies, teachers’ sense of efficacy was measured by the total score 

obtained from two 5-choice Likert scale items.  Item 1: “when it comes right down to it, a 

teacher really can’t do much because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends 

on his or her home environment” and Item 2: “if I really try hard, I can get through to even the 

most difficult or unmotivated students” (Ashton, 1984, p. 28).  Using this two item scale, 

researchers were able to develop an initial measure of teacher self-efficacy.  Applying this 

measure, they reported “a significant relationship between teacher efficacy and student 

achievement” (Ashton, 1984, p. 28).   

Building from the findings of the Rand Corporation and Bandura’s concept of self-

efficacy, Ashton (1984) continued to work on and expand the concept of teacher self-efficacy 

by identifying specific variables and important outcomes of teacher efficacy.  Ashton (1984) 

identified at least eight dimensions “that distinguished the high from the low efficacy teachers” 

(p. 29).  Those dimensions, as well as the comparison of outcomes, are presented in Table 1. 

Looking again at the four sources of self-efficacy identified by Bandura (1977, 1986), 

verbal persuasion, vicarious experience, mastery experiences, and physiological and affective 

states, Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009) related each of these sources to the specific 

context of teaching.  Verbal persuasion includes input from others and may include input from 

colleagues, supervisors, and administrators.  It serves “to strengthen a person’s belief that he or 
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she possess the capability to achieve a desired level of performance” (Tschannen-Moran & 

McMaster, 2009, p. 229).   

Table 1 
 
Dimensions of Self-Efficacy 
 

Dimension High efficacy Low efficacy 

Sense of Personal 
Accomplishment 

Feel that their work is important and 
meaningful, feel they have positive 
impact on learning 

Feel frustrated and discouraged by 
teaching 

Positive Expectations for 
Student Behavior and 
Achievement 

Expect students to progress and find 
that students for the most part fulfill 
their expectations 

Expect their students to fail, react 
negatively to their teaching effort and 
misbehave  

Personal Responsibility for 
Student Learning 

Believe that it is their responsibility to 
see that “children” learn and when 
their students experience failure, they 
examine own performance for ways 
they might have been more helpful 

Place responsibility for learning on their 
students and when they fail, they look 
for explanations in terms of the 
students’ ability, family background, 
motivation, and attitude 

Strategies for Achieving 
Objectives 

Plan for student learning, set goals for 
selves and students, and identify 
strategies for achieving them 

Lack specific goals for students, 
uncertain about what they would like 
their students to achieve, and do not 
plan teaching strategies according to 
identifiable goals 

Positive Affect Feel about teaching, about themselves, 
and about their students 

Frustrated with teaching and often 
express discouragement and negative 
feelings about their work with students  

Sense of Control Confident that they are able to 
influence student learning 

Experience sense of futility in working 
with students 

Sense of Common 
Teacher-Student Goals 

Feel that they are involved in a joint 
venture with students to achieve goals 
that they share in common 

Feel that they are engaged in a struggle 
with students whose goals and 
concerns are in opposition of theirs 

Democratic Decision 
Making 

Involve students in decision-making 
regarding goals and strategies for 
achieving goals 

Impose their decisions regarding goals 
and learning strategies on students 
without involving them in the process 
of decision-making 
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Teachers may receive specific feedback or encouragement from a supervisor or 

colleague in an effort to convince them that they are capable of achieving a specific goal, such 

as implementing a new teaching strategy (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).  This can be a 

powerful source of efficacy.  In addition to specific feedback, often teachers will “receive verbal 

persuasion in the form of professional development workshops that provide knowledge of a 

new strategy as well as persuasive claims about its usefulness” (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 

2009, p. 229).  

Vicarious experience may include the observation of another person successfully 

performing an action that an individual is contemplating (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 

2009).  “The observer has the opportunity to appraise his or her own capabilities because the 

model provides a standard and this can help the observer set goals for his or her own teaching” 

(Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009, p 230).  Teachers will often appraise their own 

capabilities in relation to the performance of others.  According to Tschannen-Moran and 

McMaster (2009):  

People actively seek proficient models who demonstrate the competencies to which 
they aspire.  Competent models transmit knowledge and teach observers effective skills 
and strategies for managing task demands through their behavior and by revealing their 
thinking about the task at hand.  Some professional development models provide 
vicarious experiences through videos of the skill or strategy in action.  (p. 230) 
 
Mastery experiences are arguably the most powerful source of efficacy information 

(Bandura, 1977, 1986).  Through mastery experiences, “teachers demonstrate to themselves 

that they are competent instructors” (Ross & Bruce, 2007, p. 51).  Mastery experiences provide 

the most authentic evidence of whether one can comprehend whatever it takes to succeed in a 

particular field or endeavor (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).  In terms of 
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implications for the professional development of teachers, the “actual use of the new 

knowledge presented in a professional development workshop has been shown to contribute 

to changes in teacher self-efficacy” (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009, p. 230). 

Regarding physiological and affective states in the context of professional development, 

“exposure to new knowledge and teaching strategies may evoke arousal in the form of interest 

and curiosity” (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009, p. 231).  Initial teacher training may cause 

nervous anticipation, especially if the teacher is to be observed and the performance critiqued.  

Through continued training and skill development, a teacher’s ease may increase as successful 

completion of lessons may create feelings of accomplishment and pride (Tschannen-Moran & 

McMaster, 2009). 

 

Teacher Self-Efficacy and Impact on Student Learning 

Teachers’ self-efficacy can have a tangible and sustainable impact on student learning.  

Denham and Michael (1981) suggest teachers’ sense of efficacy is not only affected by the 

training they receive and their own teaching experiences, but also their self-efficacy directly 

affects their observable behaviors and performance in the classroom.  As cited in Prieto and 

Meyers (1999), “according to Denham and Michael’s conceptual model, a heightened sense of 

self-efficacy should affect teachers’ perceived and actual ability to teach more effectively” (p. 

264).  

Wolf et al. (2009) summarizing Bandura, offer the following explanation of the impact of 

self-efficacy on teaching:  

Teachers with a high sense of teacher self-efficacy believe that students who are 
unmotivated are still teachable through extra effort and that they [teachers] can enlist 
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support from the school, the student’s family or the community to influence the 
student.  Teachers with a low sense of teacher self-efficacy believe that little can be 
done to reach unmotivated students, and the teachers’ influence is limited by 
environmental factors.  A teacher with a high sense of teacher self-efficacy would be 
more likely to create dynamic, student-centered learning environments whereas a 
teacher with a low sense of self-efficacy would devote more time to non-academic, 
managerial tasks.  (pp. 120-121) 
 
Therefore, efficacy expectations influence teachers’ thoughts and feelings, their choice 

of activities, the amount of effort they expend, and the extent of their persistence in the face of 

obstacles (Ashton & Webb, 1986).  Teachers with a low sense of efficacy often doubt their 

ability to affect student learning.  This can result in a tendency to avoid teaching activities that 

they somehow believe are beyond their abilities.  Teachers with low self-efficacy reduce their 

efforts or even give up entirely when confronted with difficulties or obstacles to learning.  

Often these teachers are  

preoccupied with thoughts of their own inadequacies and believe their difficulties are 
more serious than they actually are.  Their preoccupation with their own limitations 
raises their level of stress and reduces their teaching effectiveness by diverting their 
attention from the demands of instruction to worries about their personal competence.  
(Ashton & Webb, 1986, p. 3) 
 
In contrast, teachers with strong self-efficacy hold the belief that they are able to have a 

positive impact on student learning and performance.  As a result, they choose more 

challenging activities and are more likely to persevere when obstacles confront them.  “They 

become engrossed in the teaching situation itself, are not easily diverted, and experience pride 

in their accomplishments when the work is done” (Ashton & Webb, 1986, p. 3).  Lee, Cawthon, 

and Dawson (2013) stated efficacious teachers may be more flexible in accommodating student 

needs.  “In other words, a teacher’s high level of self-efficacy may facilitate a teacher’s 

18 



openness to new ideas about teaching and the ability to undergo and act upon a pedagogical 

conceptual change” (Lee et al., 2013, p. 85). 

Young and Kline (1996) summarize the relationship of professional development to 

teacher self-efficacy and the importance of that relationship:  

high self-efficacy does not ensure an individual will perform better.  If the individual 
does not have the skills, or does not value the outcomes of the performance, they may 
not be able or willing to attain the expected level of performance, will become 
frustrated, and may give up.  (p. 44) 
 

Therefore, the professional development of teachers is an important component of their self-

efficacy. 

 

Professional Development 

Professional development is generally understood as the learning opportunities 

provided to teachers through their institutions.  Professional development is a strategic activity 

of the organization “. . . tailored to specific employee groups as a programmatic response to the 

need of the organization to meet its mission, enculturate employees, and meet its quality 

goals” (Dolan, Hall, Karlsson & Martinak., 2013, p. 41).  According to Darling-Hammond and 

McLaughlin (2011), “effective professional development involves teachers both as learners and 

as teachers and allows them to struggle with the uncertainties that accompany each role” (p. 

82).  Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin (2011) noted the following characteristics of effective 

professional development: 

• It must engage teachers in concrete tasks of teaching, assessment, observation and 
reflection that illuminate the processes of learning and development.  

• It must be grounded in inquiry, reflection and experimentation that are participant-
driven. 
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• It must be collaborative, involving sharing of knowledge among educators and a 
focus on teachers’ communities of practice rather than individual teachers. 

• It must be connected to and derived from teachers’ work with their students. 

• It must be sustained, ongoing, intensive and supported by modeling, coaching and 
the collective solving of specific problems of practice. 

• It must be connected to other aspects of school change.  (p. 82) 
 
Overall, effective professional development enables opportunities for “teachers to learn 

by doing, reading and reflecting (just as students do); by collaborating with other teachers; by 

looking closely at students and their work; and by sharing what they see” (Darling-Hammond & 

McLaughlin, 2011, p. 83).  Professional development can be a catalyst that transforms theory 

into current best teaching practices.  Through professional development skills and 

competencies needed to produce outstanding teachers, educational results for students can be 

improved (Kent, 2004).  

Richardson and Wolverton (1994) conducted a study asking faculty members at 

community colleges what they do to “help students persist and succeed in their institutions” (p. 

45).  Among the eight conclusions reported, the importance of professional development was 

highlighted.  “Professional development opportunities for faculty members in higher-

performing institutions were linked in systematic ways to institutional priorities.  In several 

lower-performing districts, faculty had no clear sense of priorities.  Many were described as 

angry or alienated” (p. 46).  Richardson and Wolverton’s study seemed to point to the 

conclusion that it may not be enough to simply offer professional development but to do so 

with the mission, goals, and purpose of the institution in mind.  

Professional development programs often vary in their purpose, but are commonly 

designed to enhance personal and professional development, instructional development, 
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and/or organizational development (Alstete, 2000).  Professional development includes 

promotion of growth and enabling faculty to enhance job-related skills, knowledge, and 

awareness.  Instructional development includes styles of instruction, preparation of learning 

materials, and updating courses.  Organizational development emphasizes the creation of an 

effective institutional atmosphere in which faculty can implement new teaching and learning 

practices (Alstete, 2000). 

The community college has been slow to adopt comprehensive professional 

development programs for faculty (Murray, 2002).  According to Murray (2002), several themes 

emerged from a literature review of the status of professional development in community 

colleges: lack of goals, lack of evaluation, and low faculty participation.  “The most common 

thread running through the literature is that most faculty development programs lack goals – 

especially goals that are tied to the institutional mission” (Murray, 2002, p. 91).  Murray (2002) 

continued by noting the potential consequences:  

without clear goals tied to institutional plans, professional development become a series 
of loosely related activities that administrators hope will improve teaching and learning.  
However, without clear and distinct goals, any improvement is likely to be fleeting and 
limited in the number of students or faculty it impacts.  (p. 91) 
 

 While community colleges may struggle with professional development activities, it may 

be the struggle is rooted in a potential fundamental difference that distinguishes the 

community college from the traditional four-year university.   

Often the faculty trained in disciplines at universities do not understand the philosophy 
and mission of the community college.  Consequently, it is not only appropriate for 
community college leaders to provide development activities that introduce these 
faculty to the philosophy and mission of the community college but also imperative that 
they do so.  (Murray, 2002, p. 92) 
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Overall, students at the community college are underprepared for the rigors of college 

coursework.  Through open access, the community college is in a unique position to serve those 

students.  According to a report issued by the Center for Community College Student 

Engagement (2012), more than 65% of the reporting students entering community colleges 

need developmental coursework in at least one area.   

A second theme regarding the state of professional development at the community 

college is a lack of evaluation of the efforts that the college does put forth.  When evaluation 

does take place, “only superficial measures of effectiveness such as participants’ satisfaction or 

number of faculty participating in activities” is measured (Murray, 2002, p. 93).  Community 

colleges should take notice as calls for accountability in higher education continue to grow 

louder.  

According to Murray (2002), low faculty participation is another theme that emerged 

from the literature.  One factor leading to low participation may be a perceived lack of 

applicability of the development programs being offered.  Brawer (1990) noted many faculty, 

both good and less adequate teachers alike, resent many of the in-service workshops often 

offered in the name of professional development.  Perhaps administrators of professional 

development programs are “oblivious to the real needs and desires of faculty.  There is 

certainly evidence to support the view that community college administrators are not in touch 

with faculty desires” (Murray, 2002, p. 94).  
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Adjunct Faculty 

Community colleges rely heavily on adjunct faculty.  They are a large and very important 

part of the teaching force at the community college.  “Community colleges rely the most heavily 

on contingent faculty, with more than 80 percent of their instructional workforce outside the 

tenure track and the vast majority—nearly 70 percent—teaching on a part-time basis” (AFT 

Higher Education, 2007, p. 5).  Community colleges are taking note of this reality.   

It is not an overstatement to say that without the use of adjunct faculty, most 
community colleges could not come close to meeting student demand for courses.  Nor 
could most institutions survived financially without the use of adjunct faculty if they are 
to meet the community needs for education and training.  (Wallin, 2004, p. 373) 
 

According to research conducted by the U.S. Department of Education (as cited in Coalition on 

Academic Workforce, 2012), 

. . . 2009 Fall Staff Survey, of the nearly 1.8 million faculty members and instructors who 
made up the 2009 instructional workforce in degree-granting two- and four-year 
institutions of higher education in the United States, more than 1.3 million (75.5%) were 
employed in contingent positions off the tenure track, either as part-time or adjunct 
faculty members, full-time non-tenure-track faculty members, or graduate student 
teaching assistants.  (p. 1) 
 
Reasons cited for using adjunct faculty are numerous, but several themes emerge 

(Christensen, 2008).  One theme is based on economic motivations.  Adjunct faculty is less 

costly to the institution than full-time faculty.  The community college is highly aware of the 

needs of the community.  It must keep tuition cost well below that of public and private four-

year colleges.  Personnel are by far the largest costs incurred.  Adjunct faculty is relatively 

inexpensive compared to full time counterparts.  Adjunct faculty often are not paid benefits, do 

not have individual offices, or individual equipment such as personal computers (Christensen, 

2008). Dolan et al., (2013) summarize the financial motivation for employing large numbers of 
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adjunct faculty: “Part-time faculty members are cheaper to hire and maintain and are assumed 

to require less institutional support.  There is no legal long-term obligation on the part of the 

institution to the part-time faculty member” (p. 47). 

Another theme for heavy reliance on adjunct faculty is that they are flexible.  Exact 

enrollments are not always known until just before semester starts.  Adjunct faculty requires 

very little commitment in that they are often not offered contracts beyond a single semester, 

unlike full-time faculty which may qualify for multi-year contracts.  This reality affords much 

more flexibility.  “Adjunct faculty provide administrators flexibility in staffing as a way to ‘staff 

up’ for heavy fall enrollments and to ‘slack off’ for lighter spring loads” (McLaughlin, 2005, p. 

186).  Adjuncts can be hired and fired at short notice and this allows community colleges to 

quickly and more easily respond to changing environmental conditions (Christensen, 2008).  

Adjunct faculty is often more willing to teach evening and weekend courses, which are often 

unpopular with full time faculty, yet very important offerings for the community college 

student (Lyons, 2000). 

A third theme is that hiring adjunct faculty is often easier than full-time.  It often does 

not require an official search, interviews, committee reviews, mock teaching demos, or salary 

negotiations (Christenen, 2008).  Again, this makes adjunct faculty hiring much simpler and 

enables administrative personnel to respond quickly to the ever changing needs of enrollment.  

The hiring process for adjunct faculty is very different from that of full-time faculty.  The full-

time faculty hiring process can take three months or more, not so with adjunct faculty.  

Rarely is someone hired on a full-time basis without a solid teaching record and 
publications or demonstrated potential to achieve in the academic environment.  On the 
other hand, to fill a part-time faculty opening, the department generally searches 
locally, there may or may not be a departmental screening committee, and in-depth 
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background checks are unusual.  Rarely is there an opportunity to see the applicant 
deliver a lecture or conduct a class, and the requirements for advanced degrees or 
demonstrated experience in the academy are less stringent.  Often academic 
administrators are desperately trying to fill a class and they rely on the fact that this is a 
nontenure-track appointment and that there is flexibility not to rehire the following 
semester.  (Marti, 2005, p. 46) 
 

 Two of the strongest themes for the heavy reliance on adjunct faculty at the community 

college are decreased cost and increased flexibility.  But other important reasons exist as well.  

Often, adjunct faculty possesses important technical skills and knowledge beneficial to students 

(Wallin, 2004).  The adjunct faculty’s “expertise and workplace experience helps keep curricula 

fresh” (Wallin, 2004, p. 376).  

They allow colleges to maintain close ties with business and industry by employing their 
representatives to teach in appropriate subject areas.  Practicing faculty who come to 
the classroom as adjunct faculty bring a currency and “real world” perspective that 
many full-time faculty, long removed from business and industry, if they ever were 
involved, may lack.  (Wallin, 2004, p. 376) 
 

According to Wallin (2004), adjunct faculty often bring diversity to the institution, “along with 

enthusiasm for teaching, and a great deal of faculty and personal experience” (p 376) and can 

be an important resource in achieving the mission of a community college by connecting to the 

community.  Many adjunct faculty members enable colleges to teach specialized courses.  

Often specialized courses may not generate enough demand to justify a full-time position, yet 

can be an important contribution to the curricula (Lyons, 2000).  

Despite the positive consequences of reliance on adjunct faculty, there is concern about 

what this does to the adjunct faculty member (Christensen, 2008).  A work environment that is 

often a product of decreased cost and increased flexibility may have adverse effects.  The 

flexibility especially is associated with expendability.  If not needed, there is no commitment, 

and therefore adjunct faculty can be fired and hired at will.  This has the potential to contribute 
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to a hostile working environment.  According to Christensen (2008), at least three specific 

factors may contribute to a potentially hostile environment for adjunct faculty members.   

One factor is related to the relatively low wages of adjunct faculty.  These low wages 

may contribute to negativity and a hostile environment.  Dramatic inconsistencies exist 

between full- and part-time faculty members.  On average, adjunct faculty members at the 

community college earn $2,235 per three-credit course (Coalition on the Academic Workforce, 

2012).  At four courses a semester and two semesters per academic year, adjunct faculty earns 

approximately $17,880.  In contrast, full-time faculty members at the community college earn 

an average of $72,000 (Clery, 2011).  This has the potential to lead to dissatisfaction, 

resentment, and even turnover.  This low pay and discrepancy in pay may also affect motivation 

for teaching.  After all, many adjunct faculty members may wonder why they hold office hours 

or participate in events and activities of the college if not compensated for doing so 

(Christensen, 2008). 

The lack of relative resources compared to their full-time counterparts is a factor also.  

Often adjunct faculty members do not have office space which limits their ability to meet with 

students privately.  They also often lack basic equipment like personal computers and 

telephones to receive direct calls from students (Christensen, 2008).  “Full-time professors 

usually have their own offices and provide extra support or guidance to students during office 

hours.  Adjunct professors rarely have offices of their own” (Thompson, n.d., para. 3); this trend 

toward hiring more adjunct professors “in place of full-time professors has made it more 

difficult in some cases for students to meet with their instructors and get extra help when they 

need it” (para. 3). 
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A third factor potentially affecting motivation is adjunct faculty members’ access to 

faculty development.  Many colleges do not offer “basic tools that are needed to be effective in 

their jobs,” such as orientation programs, how to create a syllabus, policies, handbooks, and 

effective teaching methodologies (Christensen, 2008, p. 32).  These things may all come 

together resulting in adjunct faculty sometimes feeling exploited by the college administration. 

Brown (2006) offers a summary: 

Some administrations are superb in reaching out to adjunct or associate faculty; others 
are not.  Where administrators lack the commitment to developing solid relationships 
with these instructors, they risk instructors perceiving themselves as being second-class 
citizens on campus.  The instructors must challenge themselves to find ways to become 
engaged with the administration and other faculty to a level that is satisfactory to them 
(p. 8). 

 

Professional Development of Adjunct Faculty 

According to Wallin (2004), it is clear that it is in the “best interest of community 

colleges to cultivate and support the large number of adjuncts who are so essential to the 

operation of the institution and the teaching of students” (p. 373).  Students at community 

colleges will benefit from the expertise of adjunct instructors; colleges should focus on 

integrating part-time instructors more fully into the institution through professional 

development (Wallin, 2004).  Therefore, including adjunct faculty in good professional 

development programs could only serve to enhance the quality of instruction as well as 

advance the mission of the college. 

Roueche, Roueche, and Milliron (1995) understand that institutional practices such as 

professional development can affect the quality of instruction.  Such practices are not always 

available to adjunct faculty.   
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The support functions that are available to full-time faculty within their departments 
and within the larger college family are not as accessible to part-time faculty, and there 
are fewer opportunities to enjoy the collegiality and professional development that are 
available to full-timers.  (Roueche et al., 1995, p. 15) 
 
Brawer (1990) offered a summary on the scope of professional development at 

community colleges nationwide and noted most activities focus on workshops and conference 

participation.  And while some colleges offered “special activities” for adjunct faculty, “. . . in 

most cases, the programs are geared toward full time faculty” (Brawer, 1990, p. 55). 

 The lack of professional development offered by many community colleges can be 

explained from the perspective of the college.  Colleges report that the time constraints of 

adjunct faculty are a factor, as well as the college’s “own inability or unwillingness to provide 

compensation for participating in programs” (Roueche et al., 1995, p. 15).  Additionally the 

colleges reported a reluctance to commit additional funds for part-time employees such as 

adjuncts who have, at best, loose ties to the college; the transient nature of adjuncts is, they 

may be gone within a matter of months (Roueche et al., 1995). 

 Roueche et al. (1995) also offered the perspective of adjunct faculty on the limited 

professional development offerings by their respective colleges.  Many feel left on the fringes 

of the college and “report strong feelings of alienation and concern over severely limited 

opportunities and incentives for faculty development and growth” (Roueche et al., 1995, p. 15).  

Many adjuncts are also frustrated by what they perceive as inadequate support systems and 

feel as though they operate “in a social vacuum without social status in the academic 

community” (Roueche et al., 1995, p. 16).  

 Gappa and Leslie (1993) noted many institutions invest in full-time faculty development.  

They offer “a variety of opportunities for conducting research, developing new courses or 
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instructional methods, attending conferences and taking leaves and sabbaticals” (Gappa & 

Leslie, 1993, p. 262).  Adjunct faculty “constitute a no less important human resource” to the 

college (Gappa & Leslie, 1993, p. 262).  They noted that at many institutions opportunities for 

growth and faculty development for all faculty are limited and are concerned that “part-timers 

often fall to the bottom of the priority list when opportunities do become available” (Leslie & 

Gappa, 1993, p. 262).  “Finding good teachers, putting them in the classroom, helping them 

extend and improve their knowledge and skill, and sustaining their commitment to their work 

should be the main thrusts of faculty development programs for part-timers” (Leslie & Gappa, 

1993, p. 262).  Investing in adjunct faculty should be an urgent priority and faculty development 

is one such way to invest.  

This is not to say that many community colleges are not making great efforts to support 

and offer faculty development opportunities to their adjunct faculty.  For example, Johnson 

County Community College (JCCC) in Overland Park, Kansas, has had a strong faculty 

development program in place since its inception in 1969 (Burnstad, 2002).  JCCC’s efforts are 

focused on integrating full- and part-time faculty into a “teaching whole to serve students in 

our learning college” (Burnstad, 2002, p. 17).  This integration for adjunct faculty begins at the 

hiring process where full-time faculty is also involved.  Faculty development is offered to all 

adjunct faculty through JCCC’s Center for Teaching and Learning and Educational Technology 

Center.  Adjuncts may participate in ongoing events such as design workshops and distance 

learning.  JCCC also offers an Adjunct Certification Training program which contains seven 

learning modules ranging from college policies to designing effective instruction.  The ultimate 

goal of JCCC’s efforts is to fully integrate their adjunct faculty through faculty development 
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opportunities.  Perhaps through this integration adjunct faculty can also become better 

teachers. 

In a survey of over 1,600 adjunct faculty conducted by the Maryland Consortium for 

Adjunct Faculty Professional Development (MCAPD), seventy six percent of respondents 

participating in college-sponsored professional development preferred topics “related to 

classroom teaching methods and increasing student motivation” (Dolan et al., 2013, p. 42). 

Other topics of interest included student assessment techniques, using technology in the 

classroom, diverse student populations, and learning styles and strategies for fostering critical 

thinking. “As one can see from the list, the topic rankings appear to demonstrate a profile of 

professional concern by the respondents for classroom success” (p. 42). 

 

Lone Star College System 

The Lone Star College System (2013), serving citizens of Houston, Texas, currently 

enrolls over 77,000 credit students.  The system has been noted as one of the fastest growing 

community college systems in the nation experiencing a 58% increase in enrollment in the last 

five years.  According to the System’s strategic plan, LSCS (2014b) is “dynamic learning 

communities, distinguished by academic freedom and excellence in teaching, allowing citizens 

to develop to the full extent of their ability, to succeed in a competitive work environment, and 

to be effective lifelong learners” (para. 4). 

With the System’s commitment to excellence in teaching, it relies on its faculty to carry 

forth this aspect of the strategic plan.  As of the fall 2012, the System employed over 400 full 

and over 2,000 adjunct faculty members (LSCS, 2013).  The teaching population for the System 
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includes approximately 70% of courses being taught by adjunct faculty, which is not unusual for 

a community college.   

According to data collected on the economic impact of LSCS, it is projected that by 2019 

there will be approximately 1.2 million new and replacement jobs available in the LSCS’ service 

area (LSCS, 2013).  Of those jobs, approximately 30% will require an associate’s degree or 

higher.  The economic impact of the education that LSCS provides is meaningful.  “Once LSCS’s 

current students become active in the workforce, they will promote business output, raise 

consumer spending, and increase property income in the state.  All of this contributes an 

additional $182.6 million in taxable income each year” (LSCS, 2013, para. 3).  The faculty 

members of Lone Star College System play a critical role in educating Houston’s future 

workforce. 

Many community colleges are taking notice of the important role their adjunct faculty 

play at the college, as well as the importance and need for faculty development.  Lone Star 

College System in Houston, Texas is one of those colleges.  LSCS is a multi-campus 

comprehensive community college serving the northern portions of the Greater Houston, 

Texas, area.  It is a publicly funded institution that served more than 75,000 students in credit 

classes for the fall 2011 and a total enrollment of more than 90,000.  It is the largest institution 

of higher education in the southwest and among the fastest-growing community college 

systems in Texas.  The college first opened its doors in 1973 as North Harris County College.  In 

the last 40 years the system changed its name to Lone Star College System and has grown to six 

colleges, multiple centers, and two University Centers.  
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Adjunct Certification Program at Lone Star College System 

 Lone Star College System (2014a) created a 10-week program, Adjunct Certification 

Program (ACP), for adjunct faculty designed to recognize and reward adjunct faculty members 

by providing opportunities to improve their teaching skills and enhance teaching effectiveness.  

The program has four goals: a) to provide support and encouragement for adjunct faculty 

members; b) to provide an atmosphere of free expression and mutual respect; c) to build on 

what adjuncts know, understand, and are able to do; and d) to encourage the practice and 

adaptation of new teaching and learning techniques and ideas. 

Developed in 2006, ACP has graduated over 600 adjunct faculty.  Each of the six 

campuses within the Lone Star College System accepts 10-15 adjunct faculty members each 

semester.  Successful graduates of the program receive a $500 payment upon completion.  The 

program is structured around four essential concepts of successful instruction: planning for 

learning, teaching strategies, assessment and evaluation, and creating a positive learning 

environment (LSCS, 2014a).  It includes participation in a cohort group, approximately 24 hours 

of instruction, five face-to-face sessions with the remainder online and self-study, structured 

discussion boards, outcomes showcase, and a reflective journal.   

The structure and curriculum of the program aligns directly with many of the four 

sources of efficacy outlined by Bandura (1977).  The program provides instruction on teaching 

methods (verbal persuasion, the opportunity to learn from others’ experience (vicarious 

experience) as well as the opportunity to demonstrate learning (enactive mastery experience). 

As of Fall 2013, the ACP utilized Exceptional Teaching: Ideas in Action edited by Sonja 

Brown (2006).  This book includes chapters on teaching and learning challenges many college 
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teachers face, course planning, delivering instruction, and assessment.  The ACP follows the 

chapters as participants meet with each other and a facilitator to discuss the themes presented.   

Chapter 1 addresses challenges that many college teachers face, identifies 

characteristics of traditional and nontraditional students while describing the varying academic 

goals of each group, and describes course formats that faculty must be prepared to teach 

(Brown, 2006).  Chapter 2 outlines information about planning a successful course.  Learning 

outcomes include writing course learning outcomes, choosing among various delivery methods, 

structuring course content, designing course activities to support learning outcomes, and 

planning an assessment strategy.  Chapter 3 includes information about planning course 

sessions.  The learning outcomes for this chapter include identifying appropriate sequence of 

teaching sessions, creating a syllabus, describing best instructional practices, and evaluation 

lesson plan formats.  Chapter 4 focuses on engaging instruction.  Topics include strategies that 

create an engaging learning environment, assessing learning style theory and delivery modes, 

and communicating expectations to students.  The final chapter is about assessment.  Subjects 

of this chapter relate to course-appropriate assessments as it offers information about types of 

assessments, how to plan and administer assessments to students, and participation in peer 

coaching evaluations of own teaching.  

 
  

33 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this quasi-experimental, quantitative study was twofold; to determine if 

a statistically significant difference exists between the pre- and post-test scores of teacher self-

efficacy and to determine what characteristics explain the difference in self-efficacy scores of 

adjunct faculty at Lone Star College in Houston, Texas.  Characteristics include demographic 

variables as well as variables related to teaching experience and experience with Lone Star 

College System’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP). 

 

Research Questions 

1. Does Lone Star College System’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) at have a 

positive effect on teacher self-efficacy as measured on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001)? 

2. How much difference in scores of self-efficacy exists as a result of the selected 

factors such as age, race, gender, highest degree, years of college teaching experience, subject 

taught, number of courses taught each semester, experience in K-12 education, and 

participation in Lone Star College System’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP)?  

Research Question 1 was addressed by comparing the pre-test and post-test scores of 

self-efficacy of participants and non-participants in Lone Star College System’s Adjunct 

Certification Program (ACP).  Research Question 2 was addressed through stepwise regression 

analysis to identify how well the eight independent variables explained the variance in the 

dependent variable of self-efficacy.  Independent variables were age, race, gender, highest 
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degree, years of college teaching experience, number of courses taught each semester, subject 

taught, experience in K-12 education, and participation in Lone Star College System’s Adjunct 

Certification Program (ACP).   

 

Variables 

 The study results concerned the relationship between teacher self-efficacy of adjunct 

faculty and external factors, including participation in college sponsored professional 

development, which may explain the difference in the self-efficacy.  The expectation of the 

study was to increase the understanding of the effects of factors that may shape efficacious 

teaching by adjunct faculty at the community college.  

 

Dependent Variable 

 Teacher self-efficacy was investigated as the dependent variable.  The survey used a 

modified version of Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 

Scale (TSES).   

 

Independent Variables 

 The independent variables were demographic characteristics such as age, race, and 

gender.  Other factors in the study were those related to a person’s teaching experience, in 

both K-12 and higher education (years of teaching K-12 experience, years of teaching college-

level courses), as well as highest degree earned and subject area taught.  Specific participation 

in Lone Star College System’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) is also identified as a variable 
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related to a person’s experience with a program of professional development for adjunct 

faculty offered by the System.  

 

Population 

Two research populations were utilized for this study.  The first included the 

participating members of Lone Star College System’s Spring 2014 cohort of the Adjunct 

Certification Program (ACP).  The cohort was made up of 65 adjunct faculty across four of Lone 

Star College System’s six campuses.  The second research population of this study included 

2,175 adjunct faculty members at Lone Star College System, employed for the Spring 2014 

semester.  

 

Instruments 

I used two instruments in this study.  A modified version of the Teachers’ Sense of 

Efficacy Scale (TSES) was used to measure self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2001).  The TSES long form consists of 24 items.  The scale asks for self-report of teacher 

efficacy using a 9-point Likert scale.  The nine options include: 1 (nothing), 3 (very little), 5 

(some influence), 7 (quite a bit), and 9 (a great deal).  All items of the scale are full sentences 

that begin with the stems, “How much . . .,” “To what extent . . .,” or “How well . . .”  These 

stems ask participants to judge how well they handle various situations related to teaching.  As 

an example, one question asks “How much can you do to help your students value learning?”   

This instrument measures three factors that affect teacher self-efficacy: 1) efficacy in 

student engagement, 2) efficacy in instructional strategies, and 3) efficacy in classroom 
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management.  The question, “How much can you do to help your students value learning?” is 

an example of a question measuring the efficacy in student engagement.  The reliabilities for 

the three subscales are .87 for efficacy in student engagement, .91 for efficacy in instructional 

strategies, and .90 for efficacy in classroom management (Tschannen & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 

The instrument has been used in previous research to measure teachers’ own 

perceptions of their ability to effectively perform their jobs (self-efficacy) in several contexts 

(Ladner, 2008; Robinia, 2008; Ross & Bruce, 2007).  Each of the three factors has eight items 

and is scored on a 9-point Likert scale.  The scale has demonstrated satisfactory validity (Fives & 

Buehl, 2010; Henneman, Kimball, & Milanowski, 2006). 

 A review of the literature did not reveal a measure created specifically for college 

teachers.  The TSES was developed with K-12 teachers in mind and such is exhibited in some of 

its wording.  However, this scale has also been used in the college setting as college instructors 

encounter some of the same challenges as their K-12 counterparts (Fives & Looney, 2009).   

Specifically, undergraduate instructors often work to engage their students in and 
motivate their students toward course material, think about strategies to best meet 
their instructional goals, and prevent troublesome and distracting behavior in the 
classroom (e.g., text messaging, student side conversations, argumentative students).  
(Fives & Looney, 2009, pp. 184-185) 
 
Ladner (2008) utilized the TSES in his study of the relationship between the self-efficacy 

of community college math faculty and effective instructional practice.  In his dissertation, 

earned from the University of Southern California, Ladner made minor modifications to the 

TSES.  The scale included three modifications “in order to be context specific for the community 

college setting” (p. 144).  The phrase “school work” was changed to “learning math” and 

“children” to “students” (p. 144).  In his dissertation, Ladner (2008) reported the reliability 
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coefficient for the constructs of the modified TSES as follows: “engagement (alpha = .88), 

instruction (alpha = .90), and management (alpha = .94)” (Ladner, 2008, p. 183). 

Robinia (2008) utilized the TSES in her study of teacher self-efficacy of nursing faculty in 

accredited nursing programs.  For the study, she modified the TSES to meet the contexts of 

both higher education and online education.  The scale was modified to include the original 

subscales of efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in instructional strategies, and efficacy in 

classroom management.  The subscale of efficacy in use of computers was added to capture 

online teaching (Robinia, 2008).  For Robinia’s study, permission to modify the TSES was sought 

and given by scale author, Dr. Hoy.  Changes in terminology such as “children” to “students” 

were made as well as “the wording ‘online’ was woven into each item to reflect online 

teaching” (Robinia, 2008, p. 66).  Additionally eight new items were added to “survey teacher 

confidence with technology . . .” (Robinia, 2008, p. 67).  The new instrument was named the 

Michigan Nurse Educators Sense of Efficacy for online teaching (MNESEOT).  Robinia (2008) 

conducted a pilot study to vet the scale; use of the scale yielded strong reliability.   

Initial examination of reliability revealed Cronbach’s co-efficient alphas for the scales of 
the MNESEOT were student engagement = .926, classroom management = .929, 
instructional strategies = .942, and computer skills = .857.  The reliability co-efficient for 
the instrument as a whole = .926.  (Robinia, 2008, p. 73) 
 
In Fives and Looney’s (2009) study of college instructors’ sense of teaching efficacy, they 

utilized the TSES with modifications made in wording to “. . . better reflect the students and 

environment at the university level” (p. 184).  “Schoolwork” was changed to “course work”; 

“school/classroom rules” was changed to “course policies,” and references to “class” or 

“classroom” were changed to “course” (Fives & Looney, 2009, p. 184).   
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 Just as Ladner (2008) and Robinia (2008), I made similar modifications to the survey 

instrument for the present study.  “Student/s” replaced the term “child/children.”  The term 

“course work” replaced “school work” and “policies” replaced “classroom rules.”  Also, the 

instrument originally contained the question, “How much can you assist families in helping their 

children do well in school?”  Because of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 

(FERPA), discussion is prohibited between college faculty and students’ parents.  However, 

because of the importance of the question in contributing to measure efficacy of student 

engagement, the question was changed to read, “How much can you assist students to do well 

in your course?”   

 A panel of experts to review the modified survey was also secured.  Using the Survey 

Validation Rubric for Expert Panel (VREP©) developed by Simon and White (n.d.), 10 panel 

members reviewed the survey.  The VREP© requires the panel to evaluate the survey 

instrument on 11 dimensions: clarity, wordiness, negative wording, overlapping responses, 

balance, use of jargon, appropriateness of responses listed, use of technical language, 

application of praxis, relationship to problem, and adequate measurement of survey constructs 

(Simon & White, n.d.).  The panel reviewed each of the 11 dimensions on a 4-point scale Likert 

scale.  The choices included: (1) not acceptable (major modifications needed), (2) below 

expectations (some modifications needed), (3) meets expectations (no modifications needed 

but could be improved with minor changes), and (4) exceeds expectations (no modifications 

needed).  Table 2 lists the results of the expert panel review.  The mean scores all exceeded 3.0, 

indicating the panel finds the modified TSES scale meets expectations. 
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The second measure used in the study was a demographic survey developed by the 

researcher.  Participants were asked to answer demographic and background questions to 

gather information on participants’ age, gender, race, highest degree, subject taught, 

experience teaching K-12, number of courses taught each semester, years of college teaching 

experience, and participation in the ACP  

 

Table 2  

VREP Results 

Dimension N Mean 

Clarity 10 3.7 

Wordiness 10 3.8 

Negative Wording 10 3.9 

Overlapping Responses 10 3.55 

Balance 10 3.7 

Use of Jargon 10 3.5 

Appropriateness of Responses Listed 10 3.3 

Use of Technical Language 10 3.88 

Application of Praxis 10 4.0 

Relationship to Problem 10 3.875 

Construct A: Efficacy in Student Engagement 10 3.6 

Construct B: Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 10 3.5 

Construct C: Efficacy in Classroom 
Management 

10 3.6 
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Design 

Two different research populations were utilized; one for each research question.  The 

population for exploring RQ1 consisted of the 65 members of the ACP.  The population for 

exploring RQ2 consisted of the 2,137 adjunct faculty that were not current participants of the 

ACP.  

The scores of each of the three dimensions of the TSES for the first population, ACP 

participants, were collected at two points in time; once at the start of the 10-week program and 

again at the conclusion of the program.  Repeated measures t-tests were used to compare the 

pre-test scores on the three dimensions of the TSES to the post-test scores to determine if any 

significant difference in the scores existed.   

For the second population, adjunct faculty who were not current participants in the 

ACP, multiple regression analysis was conducted to identify which demographic and other 

independent variables impacted the TSES scores. 

 

Data Collection Procedure 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) permission was obtained from both Lone Star College 

System as well as the University of North Texas.  After permission was granted, the names of 

ACP participants were acquired and the college email addresses of all adjunct faculty employed 

during the Spring 2014 semester at Lone Star College System.  Before completing the surveys, 

participants were asked to sign an IRB informed consent form (see Appendix C).   
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ACP Participants  

The next cohort of participants identified in the Adjunct Certification Program was in 

January 2014.  The first meeting of the cohort was in February 2014.  At the start of the ACP, all 

participants were asked to complete a paper and pencil version of the Teachers’ Sense of 

Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) as a pre-test measure of efficacy 

as well as a demographic survey.  Tables 3 and 4 summarize the demographic (categorical and 

continuous) data collected from the ACP participants.  For members of the ACP, a total 32 of 

the 65 members responded to the pre-test.  Of those, 21 completed the post-test.  Thus a 

response rate of 49.23% is reported for the pre-test and 65.7% for the post-test.  Therefore, the 

total response rate for useable data (with both a pre- and post-test) was 32.3%.  

As seen in Tables 3 and 4, 28.6% of the ACP participants were male, while 71.4% were 

female.  For race, the largest categories were White at 61.9%, 19.0% Black/African American, 

and 14.3% Asian/Pacific.  For age, the largest three categories included 33.3% indicated ages 

40-49; 19.0% indicated 21-29 years old, 50-59 years old; and 19% indicated 60-69 years old.  

The largest categories for K-12 teaching experience were 52.3% participants indicated 1-5 years 

K-12 teaching experience, and 23.8% indicated 1 to 5 years of K-12 teaching experience.  For 

highest degree earned, 61.9% had a master’s degree, 52.3% a doctorate, and 23.8% indicated a 

bachelor’s degree.  For subject taught, participants were allowed to answer freely.  From their 

responses, I assigned the subjects indicated into one of seven categories: business & 

computers, math & science, social & behavioral sciences, developmental studies & human 

development, English & foreign languages, fine arts & kinesiology, and workforce & healthcare.  

These categories followed the division structure of the Lone Star College System.  The top 
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categories included 47.6% taught developmental studies & human development, 14.3% math & 

science, 14.3% English & foreign languages, and 9.5% business & computers.  The average 

respondent had four years of college teaching experience and taught two courses per semester.  
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Table 3 

ACP Participant Demographics (Categorical Data) 

Category N Total % 

Gender 21 100.00 

Male 6 28.60 
Female 15 71.40 

Ethnicity 21 100.00 

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 14.30 
Black or African American 4 4.80 
Hispanic or Latino 1 0.00 
Native American 0 0.00 
Two or more races 0 0.00 
White 13 61.90 
Other 0 0.00 

Age (Years) 21 100.00 

21-29 4 19.00 
30-39 2 9.50 
40-49 7 33.30 
50-59 4 19.00 
60-69 4 19.00 
70+ 0 0 

K-12 Teaching Experience (Years) 21 100.00 

1-5  5 23.80 
6-10 1 4.80 
10-15 2 9.50 
15+ 2 9.50 
I have never taught at K-12 level 11 52.30 

Highest Degree Earned 21 100.00 

Bachelor’s 5 23.80 
Master’s 13 61.90 
Doctorate 3 14.30 

Subjects Taught 21 100.00 

Business & Computers 2 9.50 
Math & Science 3 14.30 
Social & Behavioral Sciences 1 4.80 
Dev. Studies & Human Dev. 10 47.60 
English & Foreign Languages 3 14.30 
Fine Arts & Kinesiology 1 4.80 
Workforce & Healthcare 1 4.80 
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Table 4 

ACP Participant Demographics (Continuous Variable Data) 

Variable N Mean Minimum Maximum Standard 
Deviation 

Years of Teaching Experience 21 4.05 1 15 3.35 

Number of Courses Taught Each 
Semester 

21 2.1 1 6 1.25 

 

Upon completion of the 10-week program, the participants of the ACP were asked to 

complete the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) again 

as a post-test measure of efficacy.  Therefore, at the conclusion of the data collection period 

two sets of scores on TSES were obtained from the ACP participants: the pre-test scores of 

current participants of the ACP and post-test scores of current participants of the ACP.  The 

repeated measures t-tests were used to compare the two scores.  

 

Adjunct Faculty Not Participating in ACP 

At the same time, the remainder of the adjunct population (not current participants of 

the ACP) of 2,137 individuals were administered the same two surveys.  However, instead of 

the survey administered in paper and pencil form, the web-based survey was administered via 

an online, commercial survey company, SurveyMonkeyTM.  SurveyMonkeyTM utilizes multiple 

layers of security and respondents’ participation is tracked, making it a meaningful choice for 

data collection.  Additionally, it was a cost effective and convenient way to contact over 2,000 

participants.  All adjunct faculty were contacted, including the participants of the Adjunct 
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Certification Program.  I asked the ACP participants not to participate in the online survey and 

instead only the survey distributed to them during the program.  As an extra safeguard, the 

survey distributed via SurveyMonkeyTM included a question to indicate participation the ACP.  

Therefore, any ACP participant also responding to the online survey was not included in the 

data set.  At the conclusion of the data collection period, however, no one indicated that he or 

she was also an ACP participant. 

Sue and Ritter (2007) noted several benefits to using commercial survey software, such 

as SurveyMonkeyTM, which included ease of use, professional formatting, and accurate count of 

respondents.  Dillman (2007) developed the total design method (TDM) as a protocol for 

increasing response rates in mail and internet surveys.  TDM includes several important steps to 

help increase the likelihood of response (Dillman, 2007).  Included in those steps is a 

recommendation for multiple points of contact with the research subjects (Dillman, 2007).  

These steps include at least five points of contact: a pre-notice contact alerting subjects to the 

upcoming arrival of the survey, the survey/questionnaire, a thank you note to all those who 

have participated as well as encourages those who have not yet participated, a replacement 

questionnaire, and a final contact (Dillman, 2007).  Following Dillman’s protocol, I contacted all 

participants via email, using the college issued email address, three days prior to the arrival of 

the survey instrument.  Within a few days of sending the survey, I emailed them again with the 

thank you notice.  After two weeks, the link to the survey instrument was sent again.  One week 

later a final request for participation was sent. 

Of the 2,175 adjunct faculty members invited to take the online survey, 312 completed 

the survey.  This resulted in a response rate of 14.3%.  Table 5 summarizes the categorical 

46 



demographic data obtained from the respondents.  The participants included 53.8% female 

39.1% male.  Of these, the top three categories of race indicated were 73.7% White, 13.1% 

Black/African American, and 4.8% Hispanic/Latino.  For age, the top categories included 25.5% 

ages 60-69, 24.5% 40-49, and 23.2% 50-59.  Top categories for K-12 teaching experience, 45.2% 

indicated no K-12 teaching experience, 19.2% had 1-5 years, and 18.3% had 15 or more years.  

In the highest degree earned, 67.3% had a master’s, 19.6% a doctorate, and 11.2% a bachelor’s.  

For subject taught, top categories included 25.6% to social & behavioral sciences, 23.4% to 

math & science, and 19.6% English & foreign languages.  Regarding participation in the ACP, 

63.8% respondents had not participated in the ACP and 33.3% indicated previous graduation 

from the program.   

Table 6 shows the continuous variable data obtained from the group.  The average 

respondent had nine years of college teaching experience and taught three college courses 

each semester. 

The independent variables in this study were age, race, gender, highest degree, years of 

college teaching experience, subject taught, number of courses taught each semester, and 

experience in K-12 education.  The dependent variable was the self-efficacy scores of adjunct 

faculty participants in the ACP as measured by the modified version of the TSES (Tschannen-

Moran & Wolfolk, 2001).  Multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine the 

variables’ ability to predict or explain the scores on the TSES.   
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Table 5 

Demographic Data (Adjunct Faculty Not Participating in ACP)  n=312 

Category N Total % 

Gender 312 100.00 

Male 122 39.10 
Female 182 58.30 
Missing 8 2.60 

Ethnicity 312 100.00 

Asian/Pacific Islander 5 1.60 
Black or African American 10 13.10 
Hispanic or Latino 15 4.80 
Native American 1 0.30 
Two or more races 11 3.60 
White 227 73.70 
Other 8 2.60 
Missing 43 1.30 

Age 312 100.00 

21-29 12 3.90 
30-39 43 14.10 
40-49 75 24.50 
50-59 71 23.20 
60-69 78 25.5 
70+ 27 8.80 
Missing 6 1.90 

K-12 Teaching Experience (Years) 312 100.00 

1-5  60 19.20 
6-10 27 8.70 
10-15 23 7.40 
15+ 57 18.30 
I have never taught at K-12 level 141 45.2 
Missing 4 1.30 

Highest Degree Earned 312 100.00 

Bachelor’s 35 11.20 
Master’s 210 67.3 
Doctorate 61 19.6 

 (table continues)  
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Table 5 (continued). 

Category N Total % 

ACP Graduate 312 100.00 

No 199 63.80 
Yes 104 33.3 
Missing 9 2.90 

Subjects Taught 312 100.00 

Business & Computers 41 13.20 
Math & Science 73 23.40 
Social & Behavioral Sciences 80 25.60 
Dev. Studies & Human Dev. 17 5.40 
English & Foreign Languages 61 19.60 
Fine Arts & Kinesiology 16 5.10 
Workforce & Healthcare 20 6.40 
Missing 4 1.30 

 

Table 6 

Participant Demographics, Continuous Variable Data, (Adjunct Faculty Not Participating in ACP)  

Variable N Mean Minimum Maximum Standard 
Deviation 

Years of Teaching Experience 309 9.14 0.5 60 8.23 

Number of Courses Taught Each 
Semester 

309 3.38 1 56 4.05 

 

Limitations of Design 

The limitations of the study were presented in Chapter 1.  After data collection, an 

additional limitation was encountered.  There was an inconsistency in how the surveys were 

administered to ACP participants.  At the start of the ACP, all ACP facilitators were asked to 

administer the surveys and collect upon completion.  A specific script was provided as well as a 
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secure method for returning the completed surveys.  Despite these efforts for consistency, two 

of the five facilitators did not insist that the surveys be completed at the time of administration 

and instead allowed the participants the opportunity to return the surveys on their own. 

Resistance from the ACP facilitators was faced as not all were willing to collect the surveys upon 

completion.  

 

Data Analysis 

The two research questions asked for descriptive information related to adjunct faculty 

as well as experiential factors that related to teacher self-efficacy.  In order to address Research 

Question 1, I isolated the relationship of participation in the ACP and self-efficacy score.  To do 

so, the pre-test and post-test scores on the TSES of current participants of the ACP were 

compared.  Utilizing the repeated measures t-test, participation in the ACP was isolated to 

determine if there was a significant effect of participation on scores of self-efficacy.  The 

repeated measures t-test is appropriate as it compares differences between two sets of related 

measures.  For the purpose of this study, the related-measures t-test compared the pre-test 

and post-test scores of the same group of research participants; the current participants of 

ACP. 

Multiple regression analysis was used to address Research Question 2 in order to 

determine the ability of the variables in the study to predict or explain the factor scores of the 

TSES.  Multiple regression is a statistical procedure that helps determine the magnitude of the 

relationship between a criterion variable and a combination of two or more predictor variables 

(Frey, Botan, & Kreps, 2000).  Multiple regression is “one of the most widely used statistical 
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techniques in educational research” (Gall et al., 2007, p. 353).  This popularity often stems from 

its versatility and the “amount of information it yields about relationships among variables” (p. 

353).  Multiple regression provides both the magnitude and the statistical significance of 

relationships between variables.  Multiple regression used in prediction studies helps to 

develop measures with sufficient predictive validity. 

For the purpose of the current study, I measured if relationships exist with the predictor 

variables of age, race, sex, highest degree, subject taught, years of college teaching experience, 

number of college courses taught each semester, experience in K-12 education, and 

participation in Lone Star College’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) and the dependent 

variable of self-efficacy.  Multiple regression analysis provided estimates of both the magnitude 

and the statistical significance of the relationships between and among the variables of self-

efficacy.  While it is “not possible to produce totally accurate predictions, multiple regression 

allows one to identify a set of predictor variables which together provide a useful estimate of a 

participant’s likely score on a criterion variable” (Kemp, Snelgar, & Brace, 2000, p. 206).  For this 

study, multiple regression was used to determine which of the predictor variables can be 

combined to form the best prediction of the self-efficacy score of adjunct faculty.  Specifically, 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to predict what variables had a statistically 

significant impact on the dependent variable of self-efficacy.  Stepwise multiple regression adds 

new predictor variables to the analysis and measures whether the existing and added variables 

continue to contribute at a statistically significant level to the multiple regression equation.  

Multiple regression is a widely used statistical technique (Gall et al., 2007).  It is versatile 

as it can be used with interval, ordinal, and categorical data; and can yield a large amount of 
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information about relationships among variables.  Researchers use multiple regression to 

obtain at least three pieces of information.  It yields a multiple correlation coefficient (R) that 

“tells researchers the relationship between the criterion variable and all the predictor 

variables” (Frey et al., 2000, p. 372).  Secondly, it yields a coefficient of multiple determination 

(R2) that expresses the “amount of variance in the criterion variable that can be explained by 

the predictor variables acting together (Frey et al., 2000, p. 372).  And thirdly, multiple 

regression provides a regression coefficient that indicates the relative weight each predictor 

variable contributes to explaining the scores on the criterion variable.  The regression 

coefficient is determined by controlling for the other predictor variables.  

Multiple regression is an extension of analysis of variance by which we can predict one 

variable on the basis of several others (Brace, Kemp, & Snelgar, 2003).   

Having more than one predictor variable is useful when predicting human behaviour, as 
our actions, thoughts and emotions are all likely to be influenced by some combination 
of several factors.  Using multiple regression can test theories (or models) about 
precisely which set of variables is influencing our behaviour.  (Brace et al., 2003, pp. 
206-207) 
 

Using ANOVA, researchers aim to determine how much the variance is accounted for by 

manipulating independent variables.  With multiple regression, independent variables are not 

manipulated, but instead I measured the “naturally occurring levels of the variables and see if 

this helps us predict the score on the dependent variable” (Brace et al., 2003, p. 207).  The 

results of these analyses are discussed further in Chapter 4.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

As stated in Chapter 1, this study was conducted to identify if any statistically significant 

difference in teacher self-efficacy resulted from participation in Lone Star College System’s 

Adjunct Certification Program (ACP), as measured by the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  Participation in the ACP, therefore, is the 

independent variable of primary interest in this study.  Additionally, I examined in detail what 

factors may be associated with the self-efficacy of adjunct faculty to help predict higher scores 

on the TSES.  This chapter is organized in terms of two research questions posed in Chapter 1.  

The first examines the potential effect of participation in Lone Star College’s Adjunct 

Certification Program (ACP) on teacher self-efficacy of adjunct faculty.  The second question 

uses multiple regression analysis to identify what factors, if any, may help explain the teacher 

self-efficacy of adjunct faculty. 

 

Testing Research Question 1 

Of primary interest to this study was the effect of participation in Lone Star College 

System’s ACP on TSES scores. The sample used to address this Research Question included the 

participants of the ACP.  As described in Chapter 3, the TSES is comprised of 24-items in a Likert 

scale format and is composed of three factors (efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in 

instructional strategies, and efficacy in classroom management).  A one marked on the scale 

indicated a low belief in one’s efficacy and a nine was indicative of high efficacy.  Table 7 shows 

the three individual factor scores on the TSES. 
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Table 7 

Paired t-test Outcome of Pre- and Post-test Scores on TSES, ACP Participants (n = 21) 

Factors Test Mean N Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 
Mean 

t p-value 

Student 
Engagement 

Pre- 7.011 21 
1.279 0.279 -1.323 0.201 Post- 7.381 21 

Instructional 
Strategies 

Pre- 7.312 21 
1.25 0.273 -2.42 .025* Post- 7.976 21 

Classroom 
Management 

Pre- 7.279 21 
1.409 0.307 -1.82 .084 Post- 7.839 21 

Note.  *p < .05 

 
 A comparison of means yielded statistically significant differences in the means for 

efficacy in instructional strategies.  The t-value of -2.42 for efficacy in instructional strategies 

resulted in a p-value of .025 and was a statistically significant predictor of efficacy in 

instructional strategies at the p < .05 level. 

Paired t-tests did not show a statistically significant difference in the means for efficacy 

in student engagement or efficacy in classroom management.  The t-value of -1.323 for efficacy 

in student engagement resulted in a p-value of .201 and did not yield a statistically significant 

result at the p < .05 level. .  The t-value of -1.820 for efficacy in classroom management resulted 

in a p-value of .084 and was a statistically significant predictor of efficacy in classroom 

management at the p < .05 level. 
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Testing Research Question 2 

To begin, I used SPSS to run a factor analysis of the TSES (Tschannen & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2001).  As recommended by the developers of the TSES (Tschannen & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), 

three subscales were created out of the 24 questions: efficacy in student engagement, efficacy 

in instructional strategies, and efficacy in classroom management.  In order to construct 

effectively these scales, three separate factor analysis were run using SPSS.  In each factor 

analysis, there was only one factor that tied the variables together, proving that creating 

subscales is a sound decision.  A reliability analysis was run to determine the strength of the 

relationship between the variables.  The reliability analysis of the efficacy in student 

engagement subscale resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .877, while the reliability analysis of the 

efficacy in instructional strategies and the efficacy in classroom management subscales resulted 

in Cronbach’s alphas of .854 and .891, respectively.  In each subscale, removing items from the 

scale did not improve the alpha, maintaining all original items.  

In order to test for multicollinearity, a correlation matrix was run of the independent 

variables.  The results of this correlation matrix showed the second age group (30 to 39 years of 

age) was too highly correlated with the first age group (21 to 29 years of age).  Therefore, the 

second age group was removed from the multiple regression in order to remove 

multicollinearity from the model. 

Upon completion of the correlation matrix, the reference categories were created for 

use in the stepwise multiple regression analysis.  Many of the variables in this study were 

converted to dummy variables in order to correctly measure them in the multiple regression.  

For instance, “What is your gender?” was converted to Male (male = 1, female = 0).  Since the 
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largest response category is used as the reference category in regression analysis, females were 

coded as 0 (see Tables 3 and 5 in Chapter 3 for the frequencies).  In the instance that there are 

multiple response categories (such as “Which category best represents your age?”), multiple 

dummy variables were created and the largest category was left out of the regression as the 

reference category.  This applied to gender, race, age, K-12 teaching experience, ACP 

participation, and subject taught. 

The sample used to address RQ2 included 312 adjunct faculty who were not currently 

members of the semester’s ACP. Stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to determine 

which factors were statistically significant in predicting scores on the TSES.  The demographic 

survey consisted of seven questions.  From those, five steps were created for use in the 

stepwise regression analysis.  I included those variables that an individual was born with as the 

first step in the regression.  This included gender, race, and age.  The second step included 

degree earned (bachelor’s, master’s or doctorate).  The third step in the regression was subject 

taught (in the six categories generated).  The fourth step was indication of ACP participation.  

The final step was K-12 teaching experience.  

 

Results for Efficacy in Student Engagement 

Regression analysis indicated race and gender are statistically significant with regard to 

efficacy in student engagement.  The analysis revealed for this dataset, males had a statistically 

significant lower self-efficacy score in student Engagement than females.  Male participants 

scored .319 points lower than female participants.  Race proved to be a statistically significant 
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predictor of scores on efficacy in student engagement.  Black participants scored .499 points 

higher than other races.  Table 8 displays the findings of the regression.  

 

Results for Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 

 Regression analysis indicated gender was statistically significant with regard to efficacy 

in instructional strategies.  Males scored significantly lower than females until the addition of 

the variable, subject taught.  Males scored .250 points lower than females.  However, that 

difference was no longer present at the addition of subject taught.  Therefore, subject taught 

controlled for the gender difference.  Table 9 shows the results. 

 

Results for Efficacy in Classroom Management 

Regression analysis indicated race was statistically significant with regard to efficacy in 

classroom management.  Black participants scored significantly higher on efficacy in classroom 

management than all other races.  The analysis revealed black participants scored .450 points 

higher.  Table 10 shows the results. 
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Table 8 

Results of Regression Analysis for Efficacy in Student Engagement (Adjunct Faculty Not 
Participating in ACP) (n=312) 

 

Variable 

Step 
1 – “Born with” 
Demographic 

Variables 

2 - Degree 3 – Subject 
Taught 

4 – ACP 
Participation 

5 – K-12 
Teaching 

Experience 

 coe se coe se coe se coe se coe se 

Male -.423* .130 -.406* .131 -.332* .140 -.349* .141 -.319* .143 

Black .531* .191 .518* .193 .520* .195 .486* .197 .499* .201 
Hispanic .041 .293 .080 .306 .141 .309 .157 .308 .211 .314 
Other .283 .227 .224 .230 .246 .231 .280 .233 .283 .234 

Age Group           
 1 .024 .205 .020 .210 .050 .212 .032 .213 .052 .229 
 3 -.173 .176 .149 .179 .176 .180 .178 .180 -.178 .184 
 4 -.256 .176 -.248 .179 -.214 .182 -.211 .181 -.225 .186 
 6 .021 .239 .013 .242 -.018 .246 -.109 .253 -.036 .270 

Bachelor’s   -.080 .198 .017 .216 -.100 .221 -.135 .223 
Doctorate   .003 .164 .027 .169 .027 .169 .049 .172 

Business     .016 .215 .007 .215 .081 .221 
Math/Science     -.109 .186 -.108 .187 -.088 .190 
Dev Studies/ Human 
Dev 

    .416 .298 .393 .300 .355 .305 

Foreign Languages     .176 .197 .185 1.95 .175 .199 
Art/Kinesiology     .354 .306 .358 .305 .335 .308 
Workforce/Health 
Sciences 

    -.243 .314 -.193 .313 -.120 .319 

ACP Participation       -.046 138 -.058 .141 

K-12 Years Exp.           
 1-5         .287 .176 
 6-10         .368 .254 
 10-15         .077 .238 
 15+         .191 .188 

Years of College 
Experience 

        -.007 .009 

# of Courses Taught         -.002 .016 

Note.  p < .05  
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Table 9 

Results of Regression Analysis for Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (Adjunct Faculty Not 
Participating in ACP) (n=312) 

 

Variable 

Step 
1 – “Born with” 
Demographic 

Variables 

2 - Degree 3 – Subject Taught 4 – ACP 
Participation 

5 – K-12 
Teaching 

Experience 

 coe se coe se coe se coe se coe se 

Male -.285* .116 -.250* .117 -.189 .125 .200 .127 -.174 .128 

Black .284 .176 .269 .176 .258 .179 .185 .183 .169 .187 
Hispanic -.147 .258 -.076 .267 -.024 .271 -.050 .271 .006 .275 
Other .217 .200 .165 .201 .150 .203 .133 .205 .128 .206 

Age Group           
 1 -.023 .184 -.036 .186 -.014 .189 .008 .191 .048 .205 
 3 -.213 .157 -.172 .159 -0.196 .161 -.252 162 -.268 .165 
 4 -.296 .158 -.288 .158 -.266 .161 -.252 .162 -.268 .165 
 6 -.065 .208 -.093 .208 -.117 .212 .-184 .218 -.167 .233 

Bachelor’s   .142 .181 .187 .193 .142 .199 .118 .200 
Doctorate   .160 .143 .184 .149 .188 .150 .211 .152 

Business     .114 .190 .094 .192 .176 .197 
Math/Science     -.047 .165 .-043 .167 -.018 .171 
Dev Studies/ Human 
Dev 

    .421 .262 .425 .264 .418 .268 

Foreign Languages     .230 .175 .230 .175 .218 .178 
Art/Kinesiology     .212 .262 .225 .262 .218 .264 
Workforce/Health 
Sciences 

    .039 .306 .081 .307 .150 .309 

ACP Participation       .069 .123 .060 .126 

K-12 Years Exp.           
 1-5         .303 .155 
 6-10         .403 .232 
 10-15         .176 .217 
 15+         .179 .167 

Years of College 
Experience 

        -.002 .008 

# of Courses Taught         -.002 0.14 

Note.  p < .05  
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Table 10 

Results of Regression Analysis for Efficacy in Classroom Management (Adjunct Faculty Not 
Participating in ACP) (n=312) 

 

Variable 

Step 
1 – “Born with” 
Demographic 

Variables 

2 - Degree 3 – Subject 
Taught 

4 – ACP 
Participation 

5 – K-12 
Teaching 

Experience 

 coe se coe se coe se coe se coe se 

Male -.095 .133 -.061 .134 .008 .143 .011 .147 .048 .149 

Black .462* .200 .437* .199 .475* .202 .440* .208 .450* .211 
Hispanic .085 .297 .188 .306 .217 .309 .213 .313 .273 .318 
Other -.011 .233 -.084 .234 -.087 .236 -.077 .242 -.057 .243 

Age Group           
 1 .116 .207 .081 .209 .123 .210 .122 .215 .185 .230 
 3 -.126 .181 -.069 .182 -.057 .184 -.054 .186 -.034 .190 
 4 -.089 .180 -.082 .181 -.064 .183 -.068 .186 -.070 .190 
 6 -.110 .245 -.160 .246 -.149 .249 -.174 .259 -.166 .278 

Bachelor’s   .149 .199 .233 .215 .197 .225 .164 .226 
Doctorate   .256 .164 .221 .170 .222 .173 .239 .175 

Business     .020 .215 -.006 .220 .074 .225 
Math/Science     .099 .190 .111 .195 .135 .199 
Dev Studies/ 
Human Dev 

    .418 .298 .418 .305 .398 .310 

Foreign Languages     .169 .201 .171 .202 .183 .208 
Art/Kinesiology     -.192 .36 -.193 .310 -.195 .312 
Workforce/Health 
Sciences 

    -.456 .306 -.442 .311 -.378 .315 

ACP Participation       -.028 .142 -.038 .145 

K-12 Years Exp.           
 1-5         .352 .181 
 6-10         .340 .261 
 10-15         .125 .253 
 15+         .221 .260 

Years of College 
Experience 

        -.001 .009 

# of Courses 
Taught 

        -.007 .016 

Note.  p < .05 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 In this chapter I state the purposes of the research and briefly review the methodology 

of the study.  The major sections of this chapter include a summary and discussion of results, 

implications, and recommendations for future research. 

As outlined in previous chapters, the current study had two primary purposes; to 

determine if participation in Lone Star College’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) had a 

statistically significant effect on teacher self-efficacy and to identify what factors, if any, can 

predict teacher self-efficacy.  The participants of this study included 32 members of Lone Star 

College’s Spring 2014 cohort of the Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) and 312 adjunct faculty 

not currently participating in the ACP.  The quantitative study used a modified version of the 

Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and a demographic survey 

that I developed.  The TSES consisted of 24 items assessing a teacher’s efficacy in three areas; 

student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management.  The demographic 

survey consisted of seven questions asking for participants’ gender, race, age, highest degree 

earned, K-12 teaching experience, colleges teaching experience, and the number of college 

courses taught each semester.  The ACP participants were administered the surveys as paper 

and pencil at the start of and again at the conclusion of the program.  The other adjunct faculty 

(those not currently participating in the ACP) were administered the surveys once via the online 

survey tool SurveyMonkeyTM. 
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Summary of Findings 

Research Question 1 

 The first research question asked, “Does the Adjunct Certification Program (ACP) have a 

positive effect on teacher self-efficacy as measured on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001)?  Data included 21 of the 65 participants in 

Lone Star College System’s Spring 2014 cohort of the ACP.  A related measures t-test was 

utilized to compare the means of the scores of the three factors of the TSES (efficacy in student 

engagement, efficacy in instructional strategies, and efficacy in classroom management).  The 

mean for the pre-test scores were 7.01 for efficacy in student engagement with a standard 

deviation of 1.28, 7.31 for efficacy in instructional strategies with a standard deviation of 1.25, 

and 7.28 for efficacy in classroom management with a standard deviation of 1.41.  The mean 

for the post-test scores were 7.38 for efficacy in student engagement with a standard deviation 

of 1.28, 7.98 for efficacy in instructional strategies with a standard deviation of 1.25, and 7.83 

for efficacy in classroom management with a standard deviation of 1.41.  The results of the 

comparison indicated there was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores of the 

pre-test and post-test for efficacy in instructional strategies.  The results were not statistically 

significant for scores in efficacy in student engagement and efficacy in classroom management. 

From the study results, one may conclude that participation in Lone Star College 

System’s ACP had an impact on the self-efficacy of its participants, at least along one of the 

three dimensions of self-efficacy as measured by the TSES.  Of course the findings of this study 

need to be understood in the context of the study’s design.  One cannot predict causation from 

the significant findings.  This is especially true given the possibility that efficacy scores might 
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have increased over time even without participation in the ACP.  This is discussed further in 

indications for future research below.  But even with this in mind, the significant results could 

make sense as resulting from participation in the ACP, as the dimensions self-efficacy and the 

curriculum of the ACP are in line.  The curriculum and activities of the ACP include lessons and 

discussion on teaching and learning challenges many college teachers face including course 

planning, delivering instruction, and assessment.  Scale items on the TSES for efficacy in 

instructional strategies include items such as “How much can you use a variety of assessment 

strategies” and “To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?”  As indicated 

by Bandura (1977, 1986), self-efficacy has four sources including: enactive mastery experience, 

vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective states.  Tschannen-

Moran and McMaster, (2009) noted that professional development and training can provide 

participants with the valuable sources of efficacy outlined by Bandura (1976, 1988).  The results 

of this study indicate that the efficacy in instructional strategies of participants increased upon 

completion of the program.  The curriculum of the ACP follows the text Exceptional Teaching: 

Ideas in Action edited by Sonja Brown (2006).  Included in her text are lessons and 

opportunities for participants for learn about discuss course planning and engaging instruction 

(Brown, 2006), potentially contributing to efficacy in instructional strategies. 

Comparison of pre- and post-test scores for efficacy in student engagement and efficacy 

in classroom management did not reveal statistically significant results.  Questions on TSES 

relating to this dimension include: “How much can you do to get through to the most difficult 

students” and “How much can you do to help your students value learning?”  These questions 

seem to speak to a deeper philosophical view of the college instructor and his or her role in 
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motivating students.  As a speculation, perhaps the ACP did not explicitly address issues 

regarding student engagement.  It is also possible that issues of student engagement are not 

something that college instructors feel applies.   

Regarding efficacy in classroom management, the research of Ross and Bruce (2007) found 

a statistically significant increase in efficacy in classroom management among participants in a 

professional development program designed for their study on the impact of professional 

development on teacher self-efficacy.  However, the same results were not realized in the 

current study.  Participants were exposed to curriculum about managing classroom behavior as 

well as provided opportunities to share insight among each other, in line with the sources of 

efficacy as outlined by Bandura (1977, 1986).  Utilizing Exceptional Teaching: Ideas in Action, 

Brown (2006), the ACP includes session on managing the classroom environment and the role 

of the professor.  However, the current study did not identify a significant increase of self-

efficacy.  Therefore, further analysis of the curriculum might be appropriate and should be 

considered by the future research and the college.  

 

Research Question 2 

 The second research question asked, “How much difference in scores of self-efficacy 

exists as a result of factors such as age, race, gender, highest degree, years of college teaching 

experience, number of courses taught each semester, experience in K-12 education, and 

participation in Lone Star College System’s Adjunct Certification Program (ACP)?”  As indicated 

by the research question, possible factors for this study included age, gender, race, highest 

degree earned, subject taught, experience teaching K-12, years of college teaching, and number 
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of courses taught each semester.  The variables were tested for possible interactions and 

effects on the scores of the three factors of the TSES.  This model generated several statistically 

significant relationships within the three subscales of the TSES.  For efficacy in student 

engagement, race was positively related to scores for efficacy in student engagement with 

Black participants scoring higher, p = .014.  Gender also yielded a significant result with males 

scoring significantly lower on efficacy in student engagement than females.  While these 

findings are statistically significant, the value of R2 = .108 indicates only about 10.8% of the 

variance in the score of efficacy in student engagement can be attributed to race and gender.  

This seems too small to indicate that either race or gender is a reliable marker for self-efficacy. 

 The regression model did not predict statistically significant results with any of the other 

variables that included age, highest degree, K-12 teaching experience, and participation in the 

ACP.  This lack of findings could mean other variables that may be related to teacher self-

efficacy were not captured and tested in this study.  Related to ACP participation, however, it is 

worth noting that the majority of the participants (63.8%) had never participated in the ACP.  

The number of ACP participants (“graduates”) could therefore be too small to gain any 

meaningful insight regarding participation.  

 For efficacy in instructional strategies gender was statistically significant in affecting the 

scores of the subscale of the TSES.  In this study, males scored significantly lower than females.  

However, the addition of subject taught, seemed to control for this difference.  As with efficacy 

in student engagement, the variance accounted for, R2 = .085, is relatively small and proved 

difficult to draw strong conclusions about variables impacting efficacy in instructional 

strategies.  
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For efficacy in classroom management, race yielded statistically significant results in 

affecting this subscale of self-efficacy.  In this study, Black participants scored higher.  The 

variance accounted for was relatively small, R2 = .078, and could once again make drawing 

strong conclusions from this data difficult. 

 

Discussion of Findings 

Research Question 1 

 The results of the current study indicated that participation in the ACP at Lone Star 

College could prove to be a valuable program in terms of increasing participants’ teacher self-

efficacy along one of the three dimensions.  It can therefore be argued that the College and 

participants’ investment in the program is potentially a worthwhile one as research has 

indicated that increases in teacher self-efficacy can be associated with teacher effectiveness 

(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Denham & Michael, 1981; Wolf et al., 2009).  These findings confirm 

the emphasis Young and Kline (1996) put on professional development in its role to support 

skill development in order to enhance efficacy.  

 In order to address the other dimensions of teacher self-efficacy (efficacy in classroom 

management and student engagement), Lone Star College could revisit the curriculum and 

activities of the ACP in order to better address these.  According to Kinzie (2005), student 

engagement can come from “policies and practices that channel students’ energy to the 

activities that matter to student learning” (p 1).  These practices include an emphasis on 

collaborative learning as guided by faculty.  These are most effective in impacting student 

engagement when they are “. . . conceived and delivered in an effective and coordinated 
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manner.  An essential ingredient is an unwavering, widespread commitment to enhancing 

student learning on the part of faculty members” (Kinzie, 2005, p. 1).  Lone Star College’s ACP 

could capitalize on this philosophy by providing more education, materials and activities that 

support these efforts. 

 

Research Question 2 

While some significant relationships were identified through this analysis, the variances 

accounted for were all relatively small.  Based on these findings, I do not think any conclusions 

that may impact any practices by the college be recommended.  

 

Implications of Findings 

 Findings of this study indicated that participants of Lone Star College System’s ACP did 

realize an increase in self-efficacy on one of the three dimensions from start to conclusion of 

the 10-week program.  This indicated that the ACP may have been effective in increasing 

Efficacy for Instructional Strategies and proved to be a valuable endeavor and investment by 

both the College and its participants.    

The study did find some statistically significant relationships between various 

demographic variables and self-efficacy.  However, while findings based on demographic 

variables may be interesting, I did not endeavor to pursue an in depth study of said variables 

(such as race, gender, or age of participants).  There may be a valuable course of study related 

to these variables worthy of consideration.  Questions seeking to explore why, for example, 

black participants scores significantly higher in Efficacy for Classroom Management, may be 
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worth pursuing in future research.  But again, for this study, the variance accounted for was less 

than 10%.  Therefore, implications for practice based on these results are not recommended.  

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Of course these significant findings of the current study are limited perhaps to this 

specific cohort and future research should consider a more robust and comprehensive study of 

the program, which may include, for example, multiple cohorts of the program.  The sample 

size of this study is relatively small and the inclusion of more and future cohorts can only add to 

the study of self-efficacy and the ACP.  

Additionally, it may be informative to follow the cohort for multiple semesters beyond 

the semester of the study.  Perhaps it is over time that a truer measure of self-efficacy can be 

realized.  As noted by Bandura (1976), mastery experiences are an important source of self-

efficacy.  Perhaps the passage of time may allow for more opportunity for graduates of the ACP 

to apply the skills and knowledge acquired during their time in the program.  As they, in theory, 

encounter success with this knowledge, their sense of efficacy will continue to increase.  

Therefore, future research should consider a longitudinal study in which data are collected 

during the first full semester after graduation from the ACP and again in future semesters.  

In order to further analyze a potential impact of ACP participation, future research 

should consider a pretest-posttest control-group design (Gall et al., 2007).  In this design, 

participants would be randomly assigned to an experimental and a control group.  The 

experimental group would participate in that semester’s ACP.  The same pre and post-test 

measures of self-efficacy would be administered to both groups, thus further isolating the any 
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potentially significant impact of ACP participation on self-efficacy scores.  As a suggestion, those 

placed in the control group would then be allowed to participate in the ACP the next semester. 

Also of interest would be a more specific analysis of the curriculum and details of the 

specific experience of ACP participants.  While results of this study indicate a statistically 

significant increase in self-efficacy of participants of the ACP, further analysis of the curriculum, 

content and experience in the ACP would be valuable.  Which specific aspect of the program did 

the participants find to have the most impact?  Future researchers could consider employing 

interviews of ACP participants to discuss their experience and to attempt to identify 

experiences of the program that may have been particularly meaningful.   

 The results of the multiple regression analysis yielded some significant and potentially 

interesting findings.  However, as indicated above, the R2 for all three scales related to the 

measure of self-efficacy were relatively small, making it difficult to draw many strong or 

generalizable conclusions.  Perhaps the demographic and other variables included in this study 

do not capture the differences in college teachers’ self-efficacy.  Future researchers should 

consider other variables of importance.  For example, this study did not assess many of the 

intangible differences such as individual motivation.  Additionally, factors related to a teacher’s 

personality could be of importance.  Teacher self-efficacy, or a belief in one’s ability to teach, 

may be rooted in and affected by other aspects of a teacher’s sense of self, including individual 

motivation and personality characteristics.  Poulou (2007) developed a 30 item scale, the 

Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, which measured categories including the three sources of 

efficacy identified by Bandura (1977), personality characteristics, motivation, and capabilities of 

teachers.  Future research may consider these factors and utilize the Inventory developed by 
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Poulou (2007) in an effort to more fully capture the many factors that can affect teacher self-

efficacy. 

The job satisfaction of adjunct faculty has been explored in the literature (Valadez & 

Antony, 2001; Antony & Hayden, 2001).  As discussed in Chapter 1, adjunct faculty are a large 

part of the community college’s workforce.  Some colleges may rely on adjunct faculty for up to 

70% or more of classes taught (AFT, 2007; Wallin, 2004).  Because of unique, and often 

challenging, work conditions for adjunct faculty (Brown, 2006; Christensen, 2008), job 

satisfaction can be a concern for administrators to consider.  The relationship of job satisfaction 

and self-efficacy can be found in the literature.  Klassen and Chiu (2010) found that efficacy in 

instructional strategies and efficacy in classroom management was positively related to job 

satisfaction in that efficacy in both of these areas positively influenced job satisfaction.  Future 

research should consider and include job satisfaction as potentially informative.  The results of 

Klassen and Chiu’s (2010) study indicated self-efficacy was positively related to job satisfaction.  

Perhaps the inverse of that relationship can also be tested.  Does job satisfaction have an 

impact on teacher self efficacy?  Future research should consider this question.  

 

Summary 

 If the current reality remains, community colleges will continue to rely heavily on 

adjunct faculty.  Greater understanding of such a large portion of the community college’s 

teaching force cannot be disregarded.  Included in this understanding could be the self-efficacy 

of those faculty members.  As indicated in the review of literature, relationships between self-

efficacy and effective teaching are well documented.  Achieving greater insight and 
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understanding of the factors affecting the self-efficacy of adjunct faculty, therefore, could offer 

indications for improving self-efficacy and by extension, effective teaching.  After all, as 

Bandura (1986) noted, “what people think, believe and feel affects how they behave” (p. 25). 

Lone Star College System’s Adjunct Certification Program may be a valuable avenue for 

addressing what its adjunct faculty are thinking, believing, and feeling increasing the self-

efficacy of its participants and ultimately affecting their behavior as effective teachers.  
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APPENDIX A 

COVER LETTER TO ACP PARTICIPANTS 
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Dear Prospective Research Participant: 

I am asking for your help and cooperation in a collaborative research project 

investigating teacher self-efficacy.  The research is important in understanding the importance 

of a teacher’s confidence in his or her ability to teach. 

The project involves completion of a 24-item scale at two different points in time; now 

and approximately 10-weeks from now.  Participation is expected to take approximately 30 

minutes each time. 

Your decision to participate in this study is completely voluntary.  You are not required 

to participate and declining to participate in no way jeopardizes your standing with the college.  

All responses will be completely anonymous; it will not be possible to match you with your data 

in any way. 

In this project, there are no known economic, legal, physical, psychological, or social 

risks to participants in either immediate or long-range outcomes.  If you agree to participate, 

you may choose not to answer any given questions, and you may withdraw your consent and 

discontinue your participation at any time. 

You will receive an informed consent form when you arrive to participate.  If you have 

any questions about your participation in this research, please ask them before you begin.   

If you have any questions or concerns about the nature of this study, please contact 

Jessica Weisel, at Jessica_Weisel@yahoo.com or (214) 402-8779 or my faculty advisor, Dr. 

Kathleen Whitson at Kathleen.Whitson@unt.edu or (940) 369-7173.  If you have any questions 

about your treatment as a human subject in this study, you may contact Dr. Susan Weeks, 

Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Lone Star College-

System Office (832) 813-6615.  Thank you for considering to help in this research. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jessica Weisel 
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APPENDIX B 

COVER LETTER TO ADJUNCT FACULTY PARTICIPANTS 
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Dear Colleague, 

 My name is Jessica Weisel.  I am a faculty member teaching speech communication at 

University Park.  I am also a PhD student in Higher Education at University of North Texas.  I am 

inviting you to participate in a research project entitled: Examining Self-efficacy in Community 

College Adjunct Faculty.  The purpose of the linked survey is to study the self-efficacy of adjunct 

faculty.  This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Boards of Lone Star College 

and University of North Texas. 

 Below please find a SurveyMonkey link to a survey instrument developed to ask you a 

few questions regarding self-efficacy and other demographic variables.  It is my hope that this 

information can identify important factors contributing to the self-efficacy of our faculty and 

possibly inform professional development programs for adjunct faculty.  There are no identified 

risks from participation in this research. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/AdjunctSelfEfficacy 

 Participation in this research is completely voluntary and you may refuse to 

participation without consequence.  The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to 

complete.  You will receive no compensation for participation in this study.  The 

SurveyMonkey link will not ask for your name or any other identifiable information.  The 

results of this study are for use in my dissertation.   

 Thank you so much for taking the time to assist in this educational endeavor!  If you 

wish further information regarding your rights as a research participant, you may contact 

University of North Texas Office of Research Integrity and Compliance at 940.565.4258 or Lone 

Star College’s Institutional Review Board at 832.813.6615. 

Many thanks to you for your willingness to help me with this research! 

-Jessica Weisel 
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University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 

Informed Consent Form 
 

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 

the following explanation of the purpose, benefits and risks of the study and how it will be 

conducted.   

Title of Study:  Impact of Faculty Development on Community College Adjunct Faculty Self-

Efficacy 

Student Investigator: Jessica Weisel, University of North Texas (UNT) Department of 

Education.  Supervising Investigator: Dr. Kathleen Whitson.  

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a research study which involves the 

study of teacher self-efficacy.  Teacher self-efficacy is a teacher’s confidence in his or her ability 

to carry out the tasks necessary to effectively teach.  

Study Procedures: During the study, you will take an online survey asking about your sense of 

efficacy and demographic questions such as your approximate age, years of teaching experience 

and race.   

You will be asked to complete this survey at two different points in time; now and again in 

approximately 10 weeks.  Completing the survey should take no more than 30 minutes of your 

time each time. 

Foreseeable Risks:  No foreseeable risks are involved in this study. 

Benefits to the Subjects or Others: This study is intended to benefit the study of faculty 

development as it impacts the self-efficacy of participants. Special attention is being given to the 

unique needs of the adjunct faculty member.  The results of this study could potentially inform 

future faculty development programs.  
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Compensation for Participants: None   

Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: This anonymous online 

study is being conducted through the website of SurveyMonkey, an independent web survey 

development cloud-based company.  You may find out more about this website, if you wish, at 

www.surveymonkey.com.  No identifying information about you is being collected.  In order to 

protect the anonymity of your responses, no IP addresses, email addresses, or identifying 

information will be collected, and SurveyMonkey uses industry-standard security methods to 

protect data transmission and storage.  Survey data will be stored only on a password-protected 

computer.  All individual answers will be presented in summary form in any papers, books, talks, 

posts, or stories resulting from this study.  We may share the data set with other researchers, but 

your identity will not be known. 

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Jessica 

Weisel at Jessica_Weisel@yahoo.com or (214) 402-8779.  You may also contact my faculty 

advisor  Dr. Kathleen Whitson at Kathleen.Whitson@unt.edu or (940) 369-7173. 

Review for the Protection of Participants: This research study has been reviewed and 

approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at 

(940) 565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of research subjects.  

Research Participants’ Rights: 

Your signature below indicates that you have read or have had read to you all of 
the above and that you confirm all of the following:  

• Jessica Weisel has explained the study to you and answered all of your 
questions.  You have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks 
and/or discomforts of the study.  

• You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your 
refusal to participate or your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty 

78 

mailto:Jessica_Weisel@yahoo.com
mailto:Kathleen.Whitson@unt.edu


or loss of rights or benefits.  The study personnel may choose to stop your 
participation at any time.  

• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be 
performed.   

• You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily 
consent to participate in this study.  

• You have been told you will receive a copy of this form.  

 

________________________________                                                             
Printed Name of Participant 

________________________________                                ____________         
Signature of Participant                                     Date 

For the Student Investigator or Designee: 

I certify that I have reviewed the contents of this form with the subject signing 
above.  I have explained the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or 
discomforts of the study.  It is my opinion that the participant understood the 
explanation.   

______________________________________                    ____________                 
Signature of Student Investigator    Date 
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