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Abstract

We report the results of a pilot study that offers the field of technical and profes-

sional communication its first look at material working conditions of contingent

faculty, such as course loads, compensation, and professional support. Findings

include that contingent faculty are more enduring with stable full-time, multi-year

contracts; they carry a substantial teaching loads; and the majority are satisfied and

happy in their present position, but half would prefer to be working on the

tenure track.
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Contingent labor issues are not a new phenomenon in higher education. Some
research (e.g., American Association of University Professors [AAUP], n.d.;
American Federation of Teachers, 2009; Knapp, Kelly-Reid, & Ginder, 2010)
put the number of contingent faculty in the range from 68% to 75% of all
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faculty positions. More recent data (Kezar & Maxey, 2012) break down faculty
by category 33.5% tenured or on the tenure track, 18.8% full-time, non-tenure
track (FT-NTT), and 47.7% part-time (p. 5). The American Association of
University Professors (AAUP) define contingent faculty as including part-time
faculty, full-time faculty outside tenure lines, and graduate student employees
(Curtis & Jacobe, 2006, p. 6). This is the definition of contingent that we use
throughout (with an exception noted in the Methods section), even though we
understand and appreciate the criticisms of the word “contingent” (e.g.,
Bartholomae, 2010).

This national rise in contingent faculty has resulted in a related increase in
social and political action to bring much needed attention to the changing
professoriate. For example, in 2009, the New Faculty Majority (http://
www.newfacultymajority.info/equity/) was formed to make contingent faculty
and their working conditions more visible. Even more established organizations
like the Modern Language Association have updated their recommendations on
employment practices to acknowledge this growing trend in higher education
(Committee on Contingent Labor, 2011). In 2012, the Coalition on the
Academic Workforce (CAW), “a group of higher education associations, dis-
ciplinary associations, and faculty organizations committed to addressing issues
associated with deteriorating faculty working conditions and their effect on
college and university students in the United States” (http://www.academic-
workforce.org/), released a report based on the largest data set ever collected
about the working conditions of part-time, contingent faculty nationwide.

Despite increased national attention to issues of contingent labor and
research in related fields like composition (Bousquet, Scott, & Parascondola,
2004; Schell, 1998; Scott, 2009) or business communication (Lawrence &
Galle, 2011), technical and professional communication (TPC) has not ade-
quately addressed these issues. To date, we could only find one study,
Meloncon and England (2011), that examined labor issues specific to TPC. In
that study, Meloncon and England used the service course, defined as “the
introductory courses for non-majors delivered primarily as a service to other
departments or programs on campus” (p. 398), as a site to begin to uncover the
role of contingent faculty and labor in TPC. Their goal was to determine how
many service courses contingent faculty taught, and they found that contingent
faculty taught 83% of TPC service courses (p. 399).

As important as Meloncon and England’s study results are to the field, they
did not provide, however, any details about the material working lives and
working conditions of contingent faculty. What we do know is that working
conditions matter. “Faculty working conditions are student learning conditions,
but we realize that people don’t get that connection” (Maisto quoted in June,
2012). While some may not immediately get the connection, researchers in other
fields have shown the connection between poor working conditions and student
learning outcomes in face-to-face courses (e.g., Kezar & Maxey, 2012) and in
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online courses (e.g., Mueller, Mandernach, & Sanderson, 2013). Links have also
been established that show a correlation between the number of contingent
faculty on campus and reduced degree completion rates (e.g., Jaeger & Eaton,
2009), as well as students reduced preference for majoring in a discipline and
their exposure to contingent faculty in introductory courses (e.g., Bettinger &
Long, 2004).

Moreover, if social justice is in large part about equity, then contingency
becomes a social justice issue since most contingent faculty are paid less, receive
fewer benefits, and have fewer rights than their tenured and tenure-track collea-
gues. Some have even gone as far as to say “the contingent faculty movement is a
civil rights and human rights movement” (Hoeller, 2014b, p. 151) because of the
oppressive working conditions. Through its near silence, TPC is complicit in
participating in and furthering the “two-tier system” in higher education
(Hoeller, 2014a).

To enter into these important conversations and address the needs of our own
contingent faculty, the field needs to gain a better understanding of the material
working conditions they face. Meloncon and England (2011) provided specific
questions to guide the field’s exploration into issues of contingency:

. What kinds of professional development (if any) are made available to con-
tingent TPC faculty?

. How are these faculty supported in their efforts to stay current with pedago-
gical trends?

. What are the credentials of those teaching the TPC service course? More
specifically, have those faculty taken a pedagogy course?

. What are the conditions of renewal for FT-NTT faculty?

. Do FT-NTT faculty have industry experience? If so, of what kind and
duration?

. What aspects of their work are contingent faculty satisfied and unsatisfied
with? (p. 406).

In what follows, we report the results of a pilot study that gives the field a
starting place in answering these questions. After outlining the methods used to
collect the data, we present the results of the pilot study. We close with discuss-
ing the implications and with several calls for additional research. As the first
data of its kind in TPC, that is, data gathered from contingent faculty about
contingent faculty, we contribute to ongoing conversations about labor practices
in higher education, but more importantly, the results and discussion provide a
much needed, and long overdue, portrait of the working conditions of TPC
contingent faculty. This portrait can help program administrators (and faculty)
make important decisions about hiring, professional development, and sustain-
ability of programs, all of which directly effect students and their learning out-
comes as well as the value and quality of our programs.
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Methods

Our primary goal was to determine how to get satisfactory data to answer the
question, “what are the material working conditions of non-tenure track faculty
in TPC?” When we speak of material work conditions, we mean the day-to-day
working conditions of faculty, such as teaching loads and institutional support.
With no models specific to TPC, we felt it was essential to do a pilot study first.

Pilot studies are a common research method and methodology in the sciences
and social sciences and are deemed an important, and often necessary, step in
research study design. van Teijligen and Hundley (2002) provide a concise and
cogent overview of the importance of pilot studies, and they list a series of
primary reasons pilot studies are used. Two of those reasons are to test the
feasibility of a full-scale study and to develop and test the adequacy of research
instruments (p. 34). Both of these reasons hold true for the contingent faculty
pilot study. As described by Polit, Beck, and Hungler (2001), the pilot study
affords researches the opportunity to conduct a “small scale version, or trial run,
done in preparation for the major study” (p. 467). For our purpose, one area
that we wanted to “trial run” was how to reach contingent faculty, since other
studies (such as Coalition on the Academic Workforce, 2012) have discussed
how difficult it is to contact them.

Complicating this fact was the trickiness of negotiating with the institutional
review board (IRB), which approved this project under (University of
Cincinnati, IRB # 2013–2133). In deciding on the contact and distribution
method, we initially were going to gather contact information of contingent
faculty and send the survey directly to them. While labor intensive, we thought
we would get solid results through this manner of distribution. However, the
IRB had concerns with contacting contingent faculty directly. The primary
concern of the IRB was to ensure anonymity of the participants due to their
job status; that is, the fact contingent faculty are on renewable contracts with
few protections raised concerns about direct distribution. While not ideal, we did
understand the IRB’s rationale for their decision, which is based on protecting
vulnerable populations. Consequently, the survey instrument was not distribu-
ted directly to contingent faculty (even though in many cases the information we
sought is publicly available). The survey link was sent to a random sample of
TPC program administrators. The sample was drawn from the program list
found in TechComm Programmatic Central, which is a database being created
to house comprehensive information related to programs in TPC. The sample
consisted of 80 programs proportionately representing all types of institutions
where TPC programs are housed. The administrators were asked to forward it to
their contingent faculty. Thus, we are unable to determine a response rate since
we could not track the number of TPC program administrators who forwarded
the link nor how many faculty received it.

As with most pilot studies, it gave us the opportunity to test the survey instru-
ment (Baker, 1994, pp. 182–183). In designing the survey instrument (see Online
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Appendix), we started with the further research questions from Meloncon and
England (2011, p. 406) and compared those questions to existing instruments used
to gather data about some aspect of faculty’s material work conditions (e.g.,
Charlton & Rose, 2009; Coalition on the Academic Workforce, 2012; Waltman
et al., 2010). The final survey had 34 questions, 11 of which included open-ended
responses. While our survey was modeled after other surveys looking at contin-
gent working conditions and general working conditions of faculty, the opportu-
nity to do a more formal “user test” through the pilot study makes us confident
that our instrument will generate the type and kind of data necessary should a full
study be launched. (At this time, the full study has not been started.)

Other pertinent points about the study design include the fact that as a pilot
study, the data are automatically limited because of the number of responses.
Also, the responses are not fully indicative of the field. For example, not all
institution types were represented nor were they represented in the same propor-
tion as the number of programs in the field. That is, master’s large institutions
(Carnegie classification descriptor for institutions that offer master’s degrees)
house the largest number of TPC programs (Meloncon, 2012), yet faculty
from these types of institutions were not proportionately represented in the
pilot study. The survey only asked for type of institution, so there is way to
track how many programs are represented in the pilot data set. However, these
limitations are mitigated in large part by the richness of the data gathered that
begins to construct a portrait of contingent faculty working conditions in TPC.

For ease of reading, we rounded percentages to whole numbers. Since not all
respondents answered every question, an N is included for each figure or table to
provide a reference point for the number of respondents that answered that
particular question. Generally, data range from 34 to 41 respondents. Even
though the official definition of “contingent faculty” by the AAUP includes
graduate students who are instructors of record, graduate student responses
were removed from the data presented below. Thus, the N only includes faculty
that are FT-NTT or some type of part-time employee. The survey was adminis-
tered through Survey Monkey Professional and was completely anonymous.

Results and Discussion

The results from the data fall into the following categories: demographic infor-
mation about faculty and their institutions, employment classifications and
length of service and credentials, course loads and types of courses, compensa-
tion and benefits, institutional support and professional development, reap-
pointment or renewal and job satisfaction.

We do not claim the results of this survey to be comprehensive or universal
regarding the experiences of contingent faculty in TPC programs. Pilot studies
cannot make these claims; however, in the discussion that follows, several broad
trends and relationships can be gleaned from the data. The most notable results
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are contingent faculty in TPC are more enduring than in other fields with stable
full-time, multi-year contracts; they carry a substantial teaching load; they are
not satisfied with salary and compensation; they are generally satisfied with
institutional support regarding reappointments and renewals, but they lack pro-
fessional development opportunities; and most are satisfied and happy in their
present position, but half would prefer to be working on the tenure track.
Additional details and discussion on these topics follow.

Demographics Information—TPC Faculty and Institutions

The demographic information helps to situate and contextualize the remainder
of the data by providing details of who participated in the study. Respondents’
demographic information reflects that of other, larger surveys such as the
Coalition on the Academic Workforce (2012) and national IPEDS data (col-
lected by the Department of Education). The majority of respondents (80.5%)
were women and white (92.7%). The fact that like other studies most of the
respondents were white women raises questions about diversity and gender roles.
The field has made a concentrated effort of the last several years to be more
diverse (see the editorial by Jones, Savage, & Yu, 2014). Specifically, we ques-
tioned the large number of women respondents and whether the field is moving
toward a “sad women in the basement” (Miller, 1991, pp. 121–141) scenario,
where we are staffing the service course with overworked and underpaid women
who are hidden from view.

Respondents reported teaching courses at a range of institutions (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Type of institutions where faculty teach. (n¼ 40).
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With regard to placement within the institution, TPC faculty teach in various
colleges and departments. Figure 2 shows the respondent breakdown by aca-
demic unit (i.e., departments).

For example, while over 55% of respondents identified “English” as their
home department, almost 15% responded “Other.” Of those, three indicated
teaching in engineering and one indicated teaching TPC curriculum across
colleges.

TPC has long been concerned with the departmental location of programs
(Davis, 2001, p. 19; Rentz, Debs, & Meloncon, 2010; c.f., Yeats & Thompson,
2010) and being able to see whether departmental home has an effect on con-
tingency is an important point for further research. For example, future research
should consider do those contingent faculty working in departments outside of
English have higher salaries? Or does departmental location have an effect on
autonomy of courses? What specific differences exist between types of institu-
tions for contingent faculty?

Employment Classification, Length of Service, and Credentials

The majority of respondents, 65%, are FT-NTT faculty. Adjuncts, defined as
faculty who are paid per course or per term, accounted for 29% of the respon-
dents and contractual part-time employees were 6% (Figure 3).

Over 50% of all respondents have held their current position 4 years or
longer, and 24% have held their current position for 10 years or more. The
pilot survey findings match the findings about service courses in TPC
(Meloncon & England, 2011) in that both report FT-NTT faculty outnumber
adjuncts (working on a term to term basis). An often-repeated refrain is that
contingent positions are needed on a temporary basis to fill gaps in the

Figure 2. Respondent breakdown by academic unit (an example of communication + some

other is communication and mass media.) (n¼ 41).
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curriculum; however, 29% of our respondents reported being in their present
position for more than 10 years. Instead, we need to begin to more seriously
consider Bartholomae’s (2010) admonition that “[i]t is inappropriate and coun-
ter productive to use the word contingent to describe positions that are renewed
year after year” (p. 8).

An important question to ask in future research is whether TPC has more FT-
NTT faculty than other areas of writing studies, such as composition, because
our findings and that of Meloncon and England (2011) suggest that
“contingency” is more enduring in TPC than in other fields, that is, that more
faculty members are employed in the same position for longer periods of time
than is seen in other fields. Admittedly, a FT-NTT position is preferable to
adjunct and part-time status. However, as Hoeller (2014a, particularly chapters
in Part II identifies, this still maintains a “two-tier” system in which tenure
“somehow defines the quality of professor” (p. 120), and TPC needs more
information to shed light on whether the two-tier problem exists, and if so,
the depth of it within our field.

With regard to credentials, about 95% of the TPC respondents hold a grad-
uate degree: 83% reported a master’s degree as their highest degree, 25% a
doctorate, and about 7% completed all work but the dissertation toward a
doctorate degree. Worth pointing out is the variety of specializations among
the respondents, particularly TPC specialization (see Figure 4).

Figure 3. Time on job (n¼ 41).
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Additionally, 64% of respondents reported having practical technical com-
munication experience, with “practicing technical communicator” to mean
someone with substantial work experience (cumulative total of over 2 years)
producing documents and other deliverables that would be recognized by
others as TPC. Types and kinds of experience are as varied as the field, including
medical writer, grant writer, journalist, editor, technical writer, and technical
editor, as well as people who wrote software documentation, training manuals,
and press releases, and “a variety of technical documents.” Such numbers are
worth examining further since experience is often connected to hiring practices,
basic qualifications, and perhaps differences in pay.

Administrators often use the rationale of hiring an outside expert to teach a
course that the program needs but may not be able to cover. TPC job ads often
refer to professional experience as highly desirable. While many of the respon-
dents (64%) reported having industry experience, that experience was often
limited in scope and duration. Not a direct criticism of the work experience of
these faculty, it does point to questions the field needs to consider: What do we
mean by workplace experience? What sort of “expert” should be teaching the
service course or other courses in the curriculum? What role does this past
expertise actually play in the classroom? Meloncon and England (2011) point
out, “[a]lthough we agree that specialized expertise is a positive benefit for
students, we hesitate to endorse this hiring practice because it seems to mask,
and simultaneously to justify, the use of contingent faculty” (p. 403). This prac-
tice also does not clearly specify the role of this expertise. Future research also
needs to consider how the non-academic workplace experience of contingent
faculty compares to that of tenured and tenure-track faculty since job ads for
all kinds of position routinely ask for industry or workplace experience.

Figure 4. Highest degree obtained (n¼ 41).
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Faculty who have had coursework in the teaching of writing seem to be more
common as the practice of teaching becomes more and more professionalized in
terms of graduate level curriculum. Among the TPC faculty who responded,
90% indicated taking a course on the teaching of writing, and 41% indicated
taking a course on teaching TPC in particular. Figure 5 shows type(s) of peda-
gogy course(s) respondents indicated having taken.

An additional question for future research has to do with the type of pedagogy
course that is not only preferred by administrators but also taken by faculty.
While 41% of respondents reported taking a course specific to TPC pedagogy,
curricular data of the field (Meloncon, 2009) show that only 12% of graduate
programs offer a TPC pedagogy course. While it is possible that the respondents
to this survey came disproportionately from graduate institutions that offer a TPC
pedagogy course, we do find ourselves repeating a question: “[A]re we assuming
that a composition pedagogy course automatically qualifies someone to teach
technical communication?[. . .] [W]hat minimal qualifications are expected for
teachers of technical communication?”(Meloncon, 2009, p. 145). Like specializa-
tion at the graduate level and experience in industry, it seems important for future
research to pay attention to how such training at the graduate level impacts hiring
practices and qualifications, including contingent faculty pay.

Along the same lines of what contingent faculty do and how they are used by
programs, there seems to be a disconnect between how respondents self-identify
and the requirements that administrators want for the job. In response to the
question, “How do you self identify as a teacher or scholar?” 48% of respon-
dents identified as a TPC teacher or scholar (see Table 1).

This data suggest that less than half of contingent faculty are “expert” in
TPC, which raises questions about expertise and contingent status. When TPC

Figure 5. Have you taken a pedagogy course? (n¼ 39).
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program administrators were asked to rank the top three qualities for considera-
tion of their importance in hiring decisions, teaching experience was cited the
most followed by a degree in TPC and industry experience (Meloncon, 2011).
The data reveal that only 38% of respondents have degrees in TPC, which
means administrators were forced to hire outside of their ideal hiring scenario.
Indeed, discussions on the Council of Programs in Technical and Scientific
Communication list-serv (Feburary, 2013) indicate that finding qualified FT-
NTT instructors is becoming harder and harder. In other words, are contingent
faculty being hired specifically because a need exists in a program (such as
someone with specific expertise in online documentation or video production)
or is it instead a way to justify the continued use of contingent faculty who then
tend to stay on?

Teaching—Types of Courses and Course Loads

According to responses by TPC faculty, the following is a breakdown of courses
taught in a term (Figure 6).

In terms of the types of courses, 73% reported most often teaching the service
course in Technical Writing or Communication. Business Writing or
Communication courses were 34%, and Professional Writing or
Communication was reported at 27%. In a typical year, other than the service
course, a selection of the types of courses respondents taught are first-year
composition (38%), other TPC courses (25%), advanced writing courses to
TPC majors (15%), and literature survey courses (15%). A little over half of
respondents, 54%, reported that they have the autonomy to design their own
courses, while 44% reported that they have partial autonomy.

Additionally, as institutional pressures include moving more curriculum
online, it is interesting to note that over 50% of the TPC contingent faculty
reported not teaching any online sections. Of those teaching online sections,
17.9% teach fully online and 20.5% teach hybrid courses.

Most survey respondents (53%) indicated they taught three or more class
sections per academic term, and in a study of program administrators,

Table 1. Respondents Self-Identification of Area of

Expertise (n¼ 41).

TPC teacher/scholar 49%

Composition teacher/scholar 15%

Rhetoric teacher/scholar 13%

Rhetoric/composition teacher/scholar 15%

Literary teacher/scholar 8%

Other 2%
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66% report that they regularly rely on adjuncts and part-time instructors to meet
their TPC curricular needs (Meloncon, 2011). Much like first-year composition,
the service course in TPC and upper-division TPC courses are labor intensive.
Thus, this 53% warrants additional research about the effect on faculty of
repeatedly teaching labor-intensive writing classes. Furthermore, research is
encouraged to explore whether the differences between contractual load and
actual load is representative across larger studies, and if so, what other work
is being performed alongside teaching. The distribution and expectations for
teaching, service, and research in everyday work, and for reappointments and
raise considerations are an important area for additional exploration. Particular
attention to how much service is required in addition to heavy teaching loads is
also needed.

While few institutions rely solely on contingent faculty to teach TPC courses,
roughly 42% of respondents indicated that contingent faculty teach between one
fourth and two thirds of the TPC curriculum at their respective institutions.
However, when asked what percentage of the TPC curriculum is taught by
contingent faculty, TPC program administrators indicated the following
(Meloncon, 2011; see Table 2).

How do we reconcile the fact that a majority of program administrators
responding to this survey can rely on contingent faculty to meet their TPC
curricular needs while also reporting that the majority of their TPC curriculum
is not taught by contingent faculty? Additional research could provide insight

Figure 6. Courses per term (n¼ 41).
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into the curricular needs of TPC programs and beyond the service course the
roles that contingent faculty play in teaching and program development.
According to TPC program administrators, 84% of the contingent faculty
teach FYC, 49% teach other general education writing courses, 37% teach
literature surveys, and 37% teach according to what the departmental needs.
This type of course distribution raises questions about the need to hire a TPC
specialist when a large portion of their teaching load is assigned to other areas.
Thus, questions about credentials and the value of contingent faculty hired
under TPC lines needs to be explored.

A positive note from the data is that contingent faculty in TPC are not as
transient, as they are in other segments of higher education. Thus, contingent
faculty in TPC are more likely to be invested in the university, department,
curriculum, and students, which mitigates the often-discussed effects of contin-
gent labor on student learning (see Bettinger & Long, 2004; Jaeger & Eagan,
2009, 2010). But, the question of instructional quality and the impact on stu-
dents, while difficult to talk about, is still one that needs to be addressed in future
research.

As they relate to student learning and outcomes, the impact of both workload
and background is one of primary importance and should be the focus of
research within the field. The respondents to this survey were highly qualified,
but 44% reported not having autonomy in the development of their courses. As
a representative response of the qualitative answers to the questions about
course autonomy, one respondent said, “I get to design my own course BUT
need to make sure certain documents and topics are covered.” This seeming
contradiction is one that deserves additional research.

Compensation and Benefits

Looking at the compensation and benefits for TPC contingent faculty, 65% of
respondents are on either 1-year (50%) or 3-year (15%) contracts. Figure 7
shows the salary ranges reported by faculty who are on annual contracts (i.e.,
not paid by the course).

Table 2. Percentage of Contingent Faculty as Reported by

Administrators.

Less than 10% 38.7%

About 25% 12.9%

About 33% 16.1%

About half 14.5%

About 67% 8.1%

About 75% 9.7%
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Commonly referred to as adjuncts, contingent faculty teaching on a pay per
course basis (38% of the respondents), reported the following in terms of pay per
section (see Figure 8).

Additionally, union representation is often a factor in wages for faculty.
Among the TPC responses, 61% indicated that they have no unions on their
campus; 29% are part of a union; and 10% indicated that although there is
union on their campus, they do not qualify for membership because of their job
category.

Figure 7. Annual salary range for contractual employees. (n¼ 34).

Figure 8. Compensation for faculty who are paid per course. (n¼ 15).
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Half of all respondents indicated that benefits were included in their compen-
sation packages. Another 23% of respondents indicated that benefits were avail-
able but that they had to pay more for them, and 28% indicated that no benefits
were available. Various factors play a role in pay, among them the highest
degree earned by contingent faculty, type of institution (including private vs.
public), union representation, course level and delivery mode, and gender and
race. For TPC contingent faculty, additional factors that need to be considered
include industry experience and TPC specialization within the degree earned.
For part-time instructors, the MLA recommends a per course rate of $6,920
(http://www.mla.org/mla_recommendation_course). Granted, readers may see
this number and recognize that most of our local situations would prohibit
such a rate. After looking at all courses and standardizing it to a three-credit
course, the Coalition on the Academic Workforce (2012) found the median pay
per course to be $2,700 (p. 10). The average for TPC is much lower than MLA
guidelines, but it is higher than what is reported for adjunct rates for first-year
composition (see http://adjunct.chronicle.com/).

As the Coalition on the Academic Workforce (2012) survey indicates, institu-
tional type emerges as “the most significant factor in determining the compensa-
tion, treatment and support of contingent faculty members” (p. 7). The pilot
data does not indicate a difference in annual salaries based on the type of uni-
versity. However, other data on contingent faculty do seem to indicate that the
university type and particularly location has a direct impact on salary range.
Additional research needs to focus on this issue in particular, as well as finding
out about types of benefits made available—that is, health, retirement, and the
difference in benefits based on institution type.

Institutional Support and Professional Development

We also asked respondents about the various forms of support they receive at
their institutions. We took institutional support to include physical resources of
space and materials and also professional development opportunities that by
their very nature include contingent faculty.

All respondents had access to office space and computers, and 82% also had
access to office support staff for forms, copies, office supplies, and general assis-
tance; 40% indicated that they have designated office space and their own com-
puter, 12% indicated sharing an office but having their own computers, and 48%
indicated sharing office space and a computer.

The Committee on Contingent Labor (2011) report encourages contingent
faculty to be “incorporated into the life of the department . . . They should have
regular offices, mailboxes, access to departmental communications, telephone
and computer access, parking permits, library access, and access to departmental
staff” (p. 1). Unlike reports on contingent faculty in other fields (Coalition on
the Academic Workforce, 2012; Street, Maisto, Merves, & Rhoades, 2012),
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contingent faculty in TPC are more likely to be full-time and have access to
much of what they need to do their jobs in regard to space, computers, copiers,
and so forth.

Professional development opportunities, defined as those opportunities to
stay current in the field or improve as a teacher and scholar, are another way
that institutions can support their contingent faculty. We asked what profes-
sional development opportunities were available to contingent faculty on their
campuses (see Figure 9).

Respondents could select all the options that applied at their institutions.
Thus, the percentages do not add up to 100%.

In addition to institutional professional development opportunities, 45% of
faculty report that they do not regularly have access to financial support for
professional development opportunities such as attending conferences, taking a
software course, or performing research.

As discussed in the Coalition on the Academic Workforce survey, such access
to resources and benefits is a reflection of an institution’s level of commitment
toward their contingent faculty. The level of support and available resources
also reflects whether an institution has consciously developed processes and
procedures for including contingent faculty in the life of the institution and
the academic community. Overwhelmingly, the TPC contingent faculty

Figure 9. Professional development opportunities. (n¼ 41).
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responding to our survey reported institutional support at the most basic level
although fewer than half the respondents reported regular access to financial
support for professional development opportunities such as attending confer-
ences, taking a software course, or performing research.

The overlapping of institutional support and professional development
opportunities are areas where contingent faculty feel they need more support.
Programs were more likely to offer online resources, pedagogy workshops, and
hardware or software training over other types of professional development for
contingent faculty. Grading calibration sessions, online course training, and
brown bag lunch series were less common. While our survey questions only
begin to dig into issues involving institutional support for professional develop-
ment, a preliminary conclusion might be that many TPC contingent faculty
receive support at the institutional level in order to do a specific job, but some-
what less support for growing as teachers and academics.

Since professional development opportunities are so important to keeping up-
to-date in the field of TPC, respondents were asked to provide information on
what their “dream scenario of professional development” would look like. The
responses underscore the fact that many contingent faculty are dedicated tea-
chers always wanting to find ways to do their jobs better. Following are three
qualitative responses:

. I want to be better at everything I do, and to learn what other people do that
works, without having to launch a unique research project.

. The opportunity to learn from other professionals about how they teach
professional and business communication, that is, national conferences and
to receive much more technology training. (I am mostly self-taught.)

. Teaching approaches for specific fields. (Many of our adjuncts have no teach-
ing experience.) Yearly courses on software use and updates (students know
more than we do). Better connection with local business or tech community
not dependent on personal contacts for instructors and students. Respect of
college or university for skills over results of courses, instructors, and
projects.

These three responses hit on several issues important to understanding the
material working conditions of faculty. Most important is the need to stay
current on technologies and actual working practices in organizations. This
sort of professional training often requires courses or attendance at professional,
industry conferences, both of which have costs that are often prohibitive for
contingent faculty.

Finally, not to trivialize the important voices of those individuals who parti-
cipated in the pilot study, but in reading their responses to what they would
change, we were struck by the similarities of the things we would want to change
about our own jobs. With one of us tenured, one on the tenure track and one in
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a long-term renewable position (at the time this was written), we, too, feel that
we lack institutional support and professional development opportunities.
Coming to this conclusion about our own reactions points to an area of need
in additional research, that is, the need to try and parse out what is specific to
contingent faculty rather than all faculty in the current austere environment in
higher education.

Reappointment or Renewal

Since contingent faculty are largely responsible for teaching, it is not surprising
that when they are evaluated for reappointment or renewal the two most impor-
tant factors considered are teaching performance and teaching evaluations.
Responses from faculty ranked these two factors as most important, constituting
83% of how they are evaluated. Service to the department, including student
advising, and to the university were the other areas that received numerous
responses with higher percentage of factoring into the renewal process.

Even though the data illustrated that contingent faculty have been at the same
place for long periods of time, these faculty members do not enjoy job stability.
Among departments with contractual part-time faculty, over 90% were either on
1-year or term-to-term contracts. Additionally, 60% of the FT-NTT faculty
were employed on contracts for 1 year or less.

Even though teaching is the basis of most reappointments and renewals,
many contingent faculty, 47%, report that they do not receive regular peer
observations of teaching. On the other hand, 28% report that they are observed
every year as a way to improve their teaching, while 25% are observed in the
year they are being renewed or reappointed. To effectively mentor and evaluate
contingent faculty is an enormous resource commitment. Most programs would
acknowledge the need, but simply do not have the resources to be able to con-
duct yearly teaching evaluations as a professional development mechanism. As
Moser (2014) has noted, conducting professional evaluations and mentoring
contingent faculty “work[s] against the fiscal imperatives responsible” for their
use (p. 81).

With such a large number not receiving regular peer observations (roughly
three-fourths), the primary means of measurement for teaching effectiveness is
the end-of-term student evaluation. Research in the scholarship of teaching and
learning suggests student evaluations by themselves are a problematic, and
unfair, way of measuring teaching effectiveness (Berk, 2006; Feldman, 2007).
Furthermore, “It is reasonable to expect that such a system of evaluation [using
student evaluations] makes teachers vulnerable to student pressure for better
grades, or reluctant to teach controversial subjects or engage in stressful disputes
over plagiarism and cheating” (Moser, 2014, p. 81).

Qualitative responses from survey respondents seem to support this point
about the vulnerability of contingent faculty in systems where student
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evaluations carry so much on reappointment and renewal. One respondent
noted, “Since a large part of my performance review depends on ‘good’ evalua-
tions from students, I feel pressured to ‘perform’ in such a way to receive high
scores from my students.” While another faculty member wrote,

I have typically had very good course evaluations and have been rewarded with

nominations for various awards. Now, as I gain experience as a teacher, I’m start-

ing to make some changes to increase the challenge level of my courses. I am

beginning to feel some implicit pressure to maintain the previous level of my

evaluations.

These two responses seem to typify the pressure and stress that contingent
faculty feel in regard to the evaluation of teaching effectiveness. Another respon-
dent seems to capture the sentiment and pressure of many contingent faculty not
only in our pilot study but also across the nation: “Student evaluations are
HUGE here, and the university must maintain high student enrollment [sic] in
order to survive; thus, there is pressure to pass students (although no one here
would admit that).” This final qualitative response seems to capture the perspec-
tive of contingent, and it also illustrates in powerful ways the need for better
ways to assess and evaluate teaching effectiveness. Future research about teach-
ing effectiveness needs to gather more data about how faculty teaching effective-
ness is measured.

Only 12% of contingent faculty reported that peer-reviewed publications
impacted their renewals and with those responses publication was only a
small factor (10%) in renewal. The emphasis on teaching and service for
contingent positions makes sense and runs counter to the public discourse
that continuously reports the need for all faculty to be zealously focusing on
publication. However, administrators reported a slightly higher percentage for
publications (13%) than faculty (Meloncon, 2011). This disconnect, slight, yet
still significant, is underscored by a qualitative response by a contingent
faculty member, “I feel stress that the expectations change, but are not
always communicated up front.” While the difference is rather small, it
may signal an important disconnect between perceptions of the reappoint-
ment and renewal process and is an area that definitely requires additional
research.

Job Satisfaction

The pilot study survey included three questions that asked specifically about job
satisfaction. Figure 10 shows responses to the question “Are you happy working
as a contingent faculty member?”

Respondents were also asked to rate their satisfaction with different aspects of
their job. Figure 11 shows the results.
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Figure 10. Are you happy working as a contingent faculty member? (n¼ 38).

Figure 11. Job satisfaction results. (n¼ 39).
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Contingent faculty report being the most satisfied with reappointment possi-
bilities and workload. They report the least amount of satisfaction in salary and
institutional support.

In discussions of contingent faculty, the question usually arises whether those
working in contingent positions would prefer to be on the tenure track.
Figure 12 illustrates whether the participants in the pilot study would prefer
to be on the tenure track.

Half of the respondents would prefer to be on the tenure track, with the
remainder of respondents split between not wanting to be on the tenure track
and possibly wanting to be on the tenure track depending on certain conditions.

The Coalition on the Academic Workforce report and our pilot survey share
similar results with both reporting �50% of contingent faculty wanting to be on
the tenure track. In answer to the question, “would you prefer to be working on
the tenure track,” we have included several of the qualitative responses to show
the multiple sides and perspectives to this issue.

. I have no desire to enter the tenure track. I enjoy the actual teaching but feel
my choice to not obtain a PhD makes me appear “lazy” or not knowledgeable
enough to offer insight to the department.

. I have made the life choice that I wanted to have a family and kids, and this
job offers me the opportunity to work while still having time for what I feel is
more important. If I were tenure track, I would have to be more focused

Figure 12. Would you prefer to be working on the tenure track? (n¼ 38).
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on publishing, career development, and so forth, and that is not where I am at
right now in my life.

. I would absolutely like to focus more on my research and my other projects
or partnerships, but at the same time, I do dread the pressure to publish. I
enjoy the teaching work that I do and the interaction with students, and do
not want to see that go away.

Future research into job satisfaction of contingent faculty, particularly
around questions of the tenure track need to determine whether those who
would prefer tenure-track appointments are eligible for those appointments at
their institutions.

Our respondents reported that they did have space and materials to do their
job but 49% reported being partially dissatisfied or dissatisfied with their depart-
mental status. Following are three qualitative responses that, again, highlight the
multiple dimensions and complexities of working off of the tenure track:

. I very much enjoy what I do and feel that by the English faculty mostly and
the TPC folks in my workplace, I am treated very much like a colleague. The
living I make is not a livable wage.

. I signed up for this, so I know what the deal is. If I do not want to teach at the
university, then I can (as I have already found out) restart my own business
and find more technical editing clients. However, I enjoy working with stu-
dents and their writing, so I am mostly happy. The dissatisfaction usually
comes if I am stupid enough to go to one of the department meetings, where
the tenure faculty are likely to at some point over the course of the hour find
an opportunity to denigrate part-time faculty, whether it’s part of the actual
conversation at the time or not. Hugely ironic, considering that most, if not
all, of the faculty started working in more or less the same circumstances as I
currently do.

. I am pretty happy to have a job doing something that is personally fulfilling,
as I’ve seen many people in dire circumstances in this economy. Sure, we
could have more job security, and there are always threats about significant
budget cuts; we are dealing with furloughs right now, so all of that makes one
nervous.

These responses—both about the tenure track and being part of the depart-
ment—illustrate that contingent faculty identify as teachers and they seem to
suggest the tension that this identification has within university structures. “Both
the scholarly literature and empirical investigations . . . suggest that FTNT (full
time non tenure track) faculty are not exactly professionals, nor are they an
occupational class similar to full-time tenure-track faculty” (Levin & Shaker,
2011, p. 1479). The issue of employment status in higher education is one with
many sides and with numerous complexities. These respondent answers provide
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a glimpse into some of these complexities. These three respondents seem to
suggest the varying ways contingent faculty feel connected, or not, to their
departments.

Some research suggest that increased reliance on NTT faculty also creates
divisions among faculty, which raises concern over the ability for faculty to work
together effectively within programs (American Association of University
Professors, 2013; Thompson, 2003). Additional research into identity formation
will be important in TPC to determine strategies for integrating contingent
faculty into the department and programmatic cultures and for offsetting “the
nontenure identifier,” which seems to overshadow contingent faculty contribu-
tions (Levin & Shaker, 2011, p. 1480)

However, our respondents, much like those in other studies, report a high
level of work satisfaction (e.g., Coalition on the Academic Workforce, 2012;
Levin, Shaker, & Wagoner, 2011). This seeming discrepancy between work
conditions and perceptions signals a need for additional research. For example,
respondents in the pilot study clearly see themselves as teachers, but little is
being done to reward teaching or to advance their pedagogical abilities

Some Implications and Future Research

To begin to address inequities within the system, the first step is the understand-
ing of what those inequities are. The pilot study data begin to shed light on more
explicit implications of working conditions within our programs; thus, it pro-
vides evidence where we can improve the working lives of a large number of
faculty who teach in our programs and who teach an even larger percentage of
our students.

To begin, we need to identify the true impact contingent faculty have on our
programs. Much research suggests that students perform better in classes taught
by full-time faculty in both face-to-face (Kezar & Maxey, 2012.) and online
settings (Mueller et al., 2013). One wonders if these findings would hold up in
TPC, particularly since Baldwin and Wawrzynski (2011) found that FT-NTT
faculty (as compared with part-time, or term adjuncts) have teaching practices
parallel those of tenured and tenure-track faculty, even though they give higher
grades (Sonner, 2000; Johnson, 2011). The pilot data suggest that TPC programs
rely more on FT-NTT faculty than part-time faculty and adjuncts. Thus, future
research needs to determine the true impact contingent faculty have (both posi-
tive and negative) on student learning. Moreover, the field has always prided
itself on preparing students for the workplace; thus, the reliance on contingent
faculty could have direct implications on how well we are indeed preparing our
students.

Moreover, the pilot results that show almost half of respondents do not have
autonomy over their course content. “When the job of teaching is separated
from the job of establishing curriculum and developing programs, faculty
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become mere delivery systems of standardized content” (Moser, 2014, p. 81). If
programs are indeed relying on more contingent faculty, do these faculty have
an equal voice in curricular decisions such as course construction and program
evaluation or are they expected to simply deliver content?

The pilot study data suggest a disconnect between what administrators
believe and what faculty believe particularly around the use of contingent faculty
in programs. For example, beyond the service course, how many of our major,
minor, or certificate courses are primarily covered by contingent faculty? What
impact does the growth of graduate programs have on labor conditions at the
undergraduate level? According to Bettinger and Long (2004), exposure to con-
tingent faculty in introductory courses does have a negative impact on selecting
that particular major. Once we determine how many and which courses are
routinely being taught by contingent faculty, we should then find out if this
holds true in TPC. Because if FT-NTT faculty are as good as teachers as
tenure stream faculty, then it is important to understand how students know
the difference. Furthermore, Ehrenberg and Zhang (2004) found two specific
negative outcomes for students. First, they found that as the use of contingent
faculty increased that graduation rates decreased, and second, they found that
while cost savings may be evidenced by institutions that students do not gain the
same benefits. This too is something that warrants specific investigation within
the field and something that could be potentially quite troubling.

TPC’s programmatic growth has occurred most notably at master’s levels
institutions, which generally have higher teaching loads. When departments
move from a series of courses to a degree (either a degree in TPC or a degree
with an emphasis or concentration in TPC), there is a chain reaction where the
service course is then usually taught by contingent faculty (Meloncon, 2014).
The growth of programs then raises important questions about the role of con-
tingent faculty, particularly in light of program sustainability. What is the field
willing to accept as far as the use of contingent faculty in a two-tiered system? Is
the service course not as important as “major courses”; thus, it can be “out-
sourced” to contingent faculty with fewer concerns? Are we building new pro-
grams at the expense of existing programs or at the expense of student learning?
Programs cannot be sustained relying heavily on contingent faculty if that reli-
ance means fewer majors and fewer graduates. Furthermore, Kezar and Eaton
(2014) recently completed a commissioned report for the Council of Higher
Education Accreditation that examines the impact of the increasing reliance
on contingent faculty and the impact on quality and student outcomes. While
this report summarizes much of the research surrounding student learning out-
comes and makes no recommendations, it does illustrate the growing attention,
at national levels, to the impact of contingent faculty on programs and students,
and underscores the need for TPC programs to do the same.

Another specific implication is connected to professional development.
Contingent faculty require different kinds of professional support than tenure

Meloncon et al. 229



line faculty. Are our programs finding ways to fully support these faculty who
play such large and important roles in our curricula? Are there opportunities for
professional growth and development? We can immediately begin determining
ways—based on institutional context—to provide better and more professional
development to our contingent faculty by hosting our own internal workshops
for new skills and discussion groups to address problems and concerns. Potential
shifts internally and greater awareness could result in immediate improvement in
the perception of contingent faculty. Are there clear career paths so that they do
not feel “stuck” in their current position?

The pilot study data indicate that a larger study needs to be conducted and
along with using the tested survey instrument is a need to conduct in-depth
interviews with contingent faculty at different types of institutions. Interviews
could potentially delve into difficult questions about the psychological effects
of the job. We would be remiss not to mention recent research on the psy-
chological experiences of contingent faculty. Reevy and Deason (2014) found
that contingent faculty “perceive unique stressors at work that are related to
their unique position” (p. 1). The lack of sustained research on the psycholo-
gical well-being of a large portion of faculty is one that deserves attention,
particularly since one of Reevy and Deason’s findings is that “the most com-
mitted contingent faculty are also the ones whose well-being most suffers”
(p. 15). The finding that many of the contingent faculty in TPC are long
term, committed employees means that TPC may have a cadre of faculty
who require different types of professional development, particularly keyed
to managing stress. Additional research would need to include questions
about the key workplace stressors for contingent faculty, coping mechanisms,
and organizational commitment.

Data need to be gathered from the point of view of program administrators to
provide another point of reference on the material working conditions of con-
tingent faculty. Although more research and analysis is needed to connect the
responses from faculty and administrators—these two sets of preliminary data
do not necessarily correlate—the responses from TPC program administrators
offer an additional perspective in terms of programmatic need, possibly high-
lighting some of the outside pressures placed on TPC programs, in particular, to
meet curricular needs of other departments (e.g., engineering).

However, as future research unfolds, we need to be mindful of the criticisms
made by Kezar and Sam (2011), who claim that researchers examining non-
tenure-track faculty approached their study designs with an “underlying deficit
assumption,” that is approaching the study design with the belief (either implicit
or explicit) that contingent faculty were less professional, exploited, and
unhappy. So as TPC takes up this important research area, we caution research-
ers to keep this observation in mind, particularly since the data from the pilot
study suggests that contingent faculty in TPC are highly qualified, professional,
and generally satisfied with their jobs.
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Conclusion

With the increase in the number of programs in TPC (Meloncon, 2012), the
limited number of PhDs who specialize in TPC (Cargile Cook & Meloncon,
2011), and continuing austerity in higher education, it is not surprising that
TPC programs already rely heavily on contingent faculty (Maid &
D’Angelo, 2013; Meloncon & England, 2011) and that this reliance will
probably increase (Meloncon, 2014). Even with the limitations of a pilot
study, the data offer an important portrait of contingent faculty in TPC.
The most notable results of the pilot study are contingent faculty in TPC
are more likely to be stable full-time employees with multi-year contracts
and longevity; they carry a substantial teaching load; they are not satisfied
with salary and compensation; they are generally satisfied with institutional
support regarding reappointments and renewals, but they lack adequate
professional development opportunities; and most are satisfied and happy
in their present position, but half would prefer to be working in a
tenure-track position.

This pilot study is only the first step. In many ways, it raises more questions
than it answers. The additional research questions posed throughout the discus-
sion and in the implications section are only the beginning. We hope others will
step into the space we have created and add their own questions and observa-
tions because issues of faculty status and material working conditions are not
abating. The data bring to the forefront the need for TPC program adminis-
trators and faculty to critically reflect on and engage with contingent faculty
working conditions and on the important role contingent faculty play in our
departments and in our programs.

More importantly, the data provide a voice to contingent faculty, a voice to
those who have been noticeably absent from programmatic discussions that
appear in the pages of our journals or in the sessions at our conferences. TPC
programs have long relied—and will continue to rely—on contingent faculty to
sustain, develop, and grow programs, but when there is a long term and silent
inequity between different types of faculty, the field needs to take a stand.
Programs would be well served to try and develop ways to mitigate negative
outcomes for teachers, students, and programs, and the first step is having some
knowledge about existing working conditions. If TPC is to take issues of
inequality and social justice seriously, then the material working conditions of
contingent faculty need to be included in those discussions. The future of the
field depends on it.
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