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AN ANALYSIS OF THE CQX‘MUNICATION SYSTEMS OF
PART AND FULL-TIME INSTRUCTORS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Abstract
Since almost all of the investigations exploring the problems of part and full-time
teachers in two year community colleges are based on informal observations, the
present study was designed to empirically analyze and systematically investigate
communication in several community colleges. Results revealed that even though
part-time instructors did not express significantly more overall information
uncertainty than full-time instructors, part-time teachers needed more human messages
such as how they were being evaluated and chances for advancement. Conversely,
full-time faculty members needed more information regarding decision-making in the
college, policies, and organizational activities, Part-time instructors did not
receive much information from the grapevine and wanted much more face-to-face
communication with other faculty members as well as more contact with their immediate
supervisor. Full-time faculty felt they received too much information from the
grapevine and wanted much more written communication (e.g., handbooks, newsletters,
memos). Overall, part-time teachers were much less satisfied with the rewards they
received from working at the college, their relationships with co-workers, their
working conditions, and supervision they received. The study concluded with

suggestions to improve communication with part-time instuctors.



AN ANALYSIS OF THE COMMUNICATION SYSTEMS OF
PART AND FULL-TIME INSTRUCTORS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Introduction

The two year community college is a distinctive American contribution to higher
education. Although the two year college is primarily a twentieth century creation,
the foundation for this educational institution was established in the later half of
the nineteenth century when they were first contemplated as a way to alleviate
overcrowding in the universities (Bogue, 1950). Over the years, however, two year
colleges have evolved into organizations which are more committed to serving
students and the community rather than relieving the load of university enrollment.
The philosophy of the junior college is to offer a comprehensive curriculum, provide
an open door policy which allows a wide diversity of students to enter, and offer
community services (Monroe, 1972).

In an effort to establish a zomprehensive curriculum for its students, two year
colleges provide five major programs which exemplify the true functions of community
colleges. These programs are: (1) the traditional transfer program which prepares
students to pursue additional education at a four year college or university, (2)
the general education program which gives students a well-rounded education
considered complete in two years, (3) the vocational program which prepares students
for specific jobs and skills, (4) the developmental program which takes students
with a poor academic foundation and seeks to develop these skills, and (5) the
community service program which offers credit and non-credit courses, workshops,
seminars, and continuing educational classes. (Monroe, 1972).

These programs attract a variety of students and are responsible in part for
the tremendous growth which community colleges have experienced. Two year colleges
have grown from a total of 8 in 1900 to 1,231 in 1980 (American Association of

Community and Junior Colleges, 1982), and the diversification of prcgrams enables

the colleges to reach many students who hold full-time jobs. Since the community
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college, as defined by its philosophy, wishes to allow every interested student the
opportunity for further education, this variety of programs is essential. Also
essential is the scheduling of classes at many hours and places outside the main
campus in an attempt to reach as many students as possible (Guthrie-Morse, 1979,
1980).

The problem created by the diverse scheduling offered to students is finding
faculty who are willing to work at various times and places as needed. This problem
is a serious one, since the growth of community colleges appears to be linked to
off-campus classes, Full-time faculty members do not have the time to teach these
classes, since most maintain a teaching load of at least fifteen hours a semester,
In addition to the teaching assignments, faculty members must also cc ‘nsel and
advise students since this is viewed as an essential in the career of a community
college teacher. Because full-time teachers are working at full capacity, community
colleges have increasingly begun to employ part-time teachers.

These part-time faculty members make themselves available when and where the
students need them. Not only do part-time teachers provide an answer to the problem
of scheduling but also they bring with them special working knowledge and first hand
experience within their fields, since most of them hold fuil- cime jobs in their
areas of expertise (Anderson, 1975; Guthrie-Morse, 1979; Koltai, 1977). While this
use of part-time teachers is most common in vocational and community service areas,
part-time teachers are also essential in the more traditional programs if the school
is to reach all possible students. In addition, economics rlays a big part in the
use of part-time teachers since they can be hired for less than full-time teachers
responsible for an equivalent number of courses. Also, some part-time teachers like
the appeal of being college faculty (Anderson, 1975), and money is of secondary
importance to these teachers.

There has been considerable discussion in recent years about the role of

part-time teachers in the community college, especially since 1977 when the number

S



-3-

of part-time teachers first exceeded the number of full-time teachers (Cottingham,
Newman & Sims, 1981). This growing number of part-time teachers has become the
subject of many articles addressing the problems faced at community colleges
(Cottingham, Newman, & Sims, 1981; Pollock & Brueder, 1982; Smith, 1977). One
problem of major concern is the lack of communication. Often part-time faculty are
not invited to departmental meetings, either because they are not thought of or
because of the feeling that they would not be able to attend or even want to attend
(Bonham, 1982; Hammons, 1981; Pollock & Brueder, 1982). This lack of communication
can have a major impact on the quality of instruction, since most instructional
development begins through interaction among faculty members, department
chairpersons, and administrators (Hoenninger & Black, 1978).

A second problem concerns the receiving of messages and information from
administrators and supervisors. Part-time faculty often do not have special office
space or a phone made available to them while they are on duty, making it difficult
to leave messages for the part-time teacher (Anderson, 1975). Yet another problem
deals with the the lack of orientation and in-service training. In most cases,

part-time teachers in two year colleges are not required to attend these sessions

since the feeling of the administration is that they would not want to come or would

not be able to get away from their full-time jobs. Conversely, full-time teachers
usually attend orientation and in-service meetings as well as have easier access to
other faculty members and administrators. Part-time faculty members could benefit
greatly from these meetings (McDougle, 1980; Wenrick & Eakin, 1979; Walker, 1980).
Because the part-time faculty are not involved in orientation and in-service
training, they have many cuestions and problems that need attention. This would

seem to be an easy problem to solve since every part-time faculty member has a

supervisor to provide necessary information. Unfortunately, the supervisor is often

not available to answer questions. Since part-time teachers have classes scheduled

at irregular hours and are often not on the main campus, supervisors find it
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difficult to see these teachers with any regularity (Lolley, 1980; Hammons, 1981).
This lack of supervision is perpetuated by administrative policies toward the
supervisors. Administrators do not always recognize these cupervisors for their
extra work, do not give them extra pay, and in most cases do not allow time off or
lighter class loads for supervisors (Bontam, 1982; Hammons, 1981). When there is
little information from meetings, orientation, or supervisor contact, there can be
confusion and increased difficulty for the part-time teacher.

The two final problems faced by part-time teachers in two year community
colleges deal with college policies. First is the limited information regarding the
evaluation process used for part-time teachers. Most part-time faculty are not
hired for a school year but on a semester-to-semester basis as needed. They are not
under contract and have little job security. Even though they are hired on a
semesterly basis, they are usually evaluated in the same manner as full-time
faculty. Unfortunately, part-time faculty do not know when the evaluations will be
done, and in most cases they are not informed beforehand of the criteria for
evaluation (Cottingham, Newman & Sims, 1981; Guthrie-Morse, 1979; Hammons, 1981).
Because of the problems the part-time teachers face in the evaluation process, they

are unsure of themselves and may not try new or innovative teaching methods because

of a fear of rejection or rebuke during the evaluation.

A final problem is the lack of a college-wide policy describing the
responsibilities and competencies for part-time teachers. Without a description of
duties and responsibilities, teachers do not know what is expected of them and
cannot determine if they are working up to expectations. Since there is usually no
written policy, they often get information by word of mouth. Many times they get
conf. .cting information from different sources, primarily the grapevine (Hoenninger
& Black, 1978; Haddad & Dickens, 1978). This problem, together with the problem of
evaluation, creates a work climate characterized by ambiguity and confusion.

Surprisingly, almost all of the previously cited communication problems are

based on informal observations and the individual experiences of community college
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administrators. Few systematic, empirical analyses have been undertaken to
substantiate these claims of communication problems between part-time and
full-time faculty or between part-time teachers and the administration. 1In
addition, there is no data on the differences between the communication systems of
part and full-time faculty members. Therefore, the purpose of the present study

was to answer the following research questions:

Research Question #1: What are the differences in the communication
svstems of part and full-time faculty in community colleges?
More specifically, what are the differences in:
(1) the types of information uncertainty (i.e., messages received)?
(2) the channels of communication?
(3) sources of communication?
(4) satisfaction?

Research Question #2: If there is evidence that the communication system

of part-time faculty is significantly different from that of full-time

faculty, what can be done io improve communication with part-time faculty

in community colleges?

This study is of significance for three major reasons. Since very little
empirical research has been conducted in this area, a data oriented investigation
would be usefui in gonfirming or clarifying the personal observations of those
familiar with life in two year community colleges. The results would not only
benefit those in community colleges but also be useful in the development of
organizational communication theory. Secondly, this study is of importance since
the future of two year community colleges seems to be greatly associated with the
successful use of part-time teachers. Since the number of part-time faculty is on
the increase, it is important to identify any communication problems which might
exist so that the growth and quality of education experienced in the past will
continue. Finally, this study is of significance since it has considerable
pragmatic value. A better understanding of the communication systems of part-time
and full-time teachers in community colleges will allow programs to be developed to
remedy problems and create more understanding in the organization. Communication

connects the interdependent units of the organization, and the discovery of

communication problems can be instrumental in helping community colleges accomplish
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their goals more effectively and efficiently.

Method

Subfects and Data Collection

After consulting with college administrators, permission was granted to survey
part and full-time instructors in speech and English departments in two community
colleges in San Antonio, Texas and one community college in Austin, Texas. Speech
and English teachers were selected since they teach courses considered to be basic
to a student's education and since they are an essential part of the transfer and
general education programs., Only those instructors teaching the basic speech course
or basic English composition courses were used in the study.

A roster of all the teachers in the speech and English departments at the three
community colleges was obtained. Since the speech departments contained fewer
faculty members, all speech instructors were selected for analysis. In the larger
English departments, a random sample of approximately half of the part and full-time |
English instructors was drawn. In the latter part of the fall semester, one week
prior to the date set for the data collection, a memorandum authorized by a college

|
|
|
i
official was circulated to the faculty members in the speech and English departments !
selected for participation in the study. This memorandum informed the faculty of

|

|

the analysis and assured them of confidentiality. A packet containing instructions

and the communication scales was hand delivered to the full-time teachers in the

three community colleges. Since many cf the part-time instructors taught courses at

satillite campuses and at irregular hours, the packet was mailed to all the

part-time faculty. Prior to mailing, however, telephone contact was made with the

part-time instructors. During the face-to-face delivery of the packet and the

telephone conversation, individuals were encouraged to ask questions about the

communication analysis or the instruments used in the study. A total of 101 packets

were disseminated, with 58 to part-time teachers and 43 to full-time teachers.

Respondents were encouraged to answer all items and return the packet of materials
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within one week using the pre-addressed, stamped envelope provided.
Scales

Four instruments included in the survey questionnaire of the International
Communication Association (ICA) Communication Audit were adapted for use in ‘he
present study. The ICA Communication Audit is an established organizational
communication analysis procedure, and the instruments developed for use in the audit
have high reliability and validity (Goldhaber, Yates, Porter, & Lesniak, 1978;
Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979).

The Receiving Information Scale contained twenty-seven items and was broken
down into four sub-scales (see Table 2). The Task Sub-Scale contained six items (1,
2, 5, 10, 13, and 17) and included issues such as "How to actually perform my job,"
and "The quality of work that is expected."” Six items were included on the Human
Sub-Scale (4, 14, 16, 20, 22, and 25). '"Chances for advancement," and "Promotion
and bonuses" are examples of human message items. The Maintenance Sub-Scale
contained six items (7, 8, 11, 19, 23, and 27) and included issues such as "low
organizational decisions are made that affect my job," and "Organizational lines of
responsibility." Finally, the Other Sub-Scale contained nine items of specific
interest to community college faculty members (3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18, 21, 24, and 26).
Examples of these items are "Services such as typing and duplicating," and "How to
counsel and advise students."

Using the method employed in the ICA Communicatioa Audit, subjects were asked
to indicate how much information they were presentlv receiving (i.e., the "now"
score) for each of the twenty-seven items as well as how much information they
needed to receive (i.e., the "need" score) for each of the twenty-seven items. A
five point scale was used to assess how much information faculty members presently
received and needed to receive. The five possible responses were: very little or
no informetion (scored 1), little inforwaction (scored 2), some information (scored

3), much information (scored 4), and very much information (scored 5). An
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information uncertainty score was computed by finding the difference between the now
score and corresponding need score. The need score was recorded as a negative value
so that a negative information uncertainty score indicated more information was
needed on that topic while a positive information uncertainty score indicated that
too much information was being received. An uncertainty score approaching zero
indicated that teachers were getting an appropriate amount of information on that
topic. The information uncertainty scores had a pctential range from +4 to 4.

The second instrument was the Receiving From Channels Scale. Like the
Receiving Information Scale, the channels instrument assessed how much information
was presently received as well as needed to be received from eight communication
channels (see Table 4). Those channels were: face-to-face contact between two
people, informal face-to-face contact among more than two people, departmental
faculty meetings, written memos ard letters, telephone, bulletin board, newsle;ters,
and handbooks. The same five point scale was used to determine how much information
was received and needed to be received from each channel, and a channel uncertainty
score was calculated for each channel by taking the difference between the now score
and the need score. A negative channel uncertainty score indicated a desire for
more information from the channel in question while a positive score indicated too
much information from thet channel. An uncertainty score approaching zero indicated
that instructors were getting an appiopriate amount of information through that
chanrel.

The Receiving From Sources Scale asked respondents to indicate how much
information they presently received and needed to receive from specific sources of
information in the community college (see Table 5). The nine sources included on
the scale were: full-time teachers in my own department, full-time teachers in
other departments, part-time teachers in my own department, part-time teachers in
other departments, my immediate supervisor, my department chairperson,

administration, the grapevine, and students. As before, the five point scale

11



-9
assessing how much information was received and needed from each source was used. A
source uncertainty score was calculated for each source by taking the difference
between the now score and need score. A negative uncertainty score indicated a
desire for more information from the source in question, a positive uncertainty
score indicated too much information was received from that source, and an
uncertainty score approaching zero indicated teachers received an appropriate amount
of information from that source.

The Satisfaction Séalé was an adaptation of the Organizational Communicaton
Relationships Scale used in the ICA Communication Audit and the Job Description
Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969). Respondents were asked to indicate their
degree of agreement with twenty-six items (see Table 6). The possible responses
were: strongly disagree (scored 1), disagree (scored 2,) neutral or does not apply
(scored 3), agree (scored 4), and strongly agree (scored 5).

In addition to the overall satisfaction score, the scale was divided into five
sub-scales. The Working Situation Sub-Scale contained five items (1, 6, 11, 16, and
21), the Co-Workers Sub-Scale contained six items (2, 7, 12, 17, 22, and 25), the
Supervisors Sub-Scale contained five items (4, 9, 14, 19, and 24), the Organization
Sub-Scale contained six items (3, 8, 13, 18, 23, and 26), and the Rewards Sub-Scale
contained four items (5, 10, 15, and 20).

Finally, nine demographic variables were measured: sex, part or full-time
status, length of employment, highest degree held, usual teaching load, attendance
at orientation or in-service sessions, availability of office space, availability of
campus mail box, and involvement in textbook selection.

Results

Lesponse Rate

Of the 101 distributed packets, 41 part-time and 3] full-time teachers returned
compieted questionnaires. All of the speech instructors returned the scales while

64% of the instructors in the English departments responded. The response rate was
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almost the same for full-time teachers (72%) and part-time teachers (71%7).
Approximately one-third of all the respondents were from speech departments and
two-thirds from English departments. In total, the response rate was 711.
Demographics

Overall, the results indicate some major differences between the part and
full-time instructors analyzed in the present study. Approximately half of the
full-time instructors were mzle, but 612 of tne part-time instructors were female.
Eighty-five percent of the part-time teachers had been with the college for six
years or less, while about 35% of the full-time faculty had been with the college
for that length of time. The majority of the full-time teachers (6J5%) had taught at
the college for seven or more years, while on.y 15% of the part-time teachers had
been with the college for that time period. Most of the teachers had obtained
Master's degrees (3% for part-time and 87% for full-time), with 5% of the part—time
teachers and 13%Z of the full-time instructors holding a Ph.D. Every teacher had a
campus mail box, and all full-time faculty had office space; howevor, only 22% of
the part-time .nstructors had office space. Ninety-three percent of the part-time
instructors taught 3 to 9 hours, while 90% of the full-time instructors taught 10 or
more hours. All of the full-time instructors and 737 of the part-time teachers had
attended orientation or in-service sessions at the colleges. The majority of
full-time instructors participated in text selection (74Z) while only a few (17Z) of
the part-time teachers had input into textbook selection.
Reliability

Table 1 presents the reliabililty results for the Receiving Information Scale
and the Satistaction Scale. The majority of the overall scales and sub-scales have
an alpha coefficient of .80 and above. These findings indicate that the scales are
reliahle and have a relstively high degree of consistency in measurement.
Reliakility results are not presented for the channels and sources scalecs since the

unit of analysis for these instruments is the individual item instead of the overall

13
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Receiving Information Results

Tables 2 and 3 present the results for the Receiving Information Scale.
Part-time faculty members expressed a moderate level of overall uﬁcertainty, with
the greatest uncertainty on the Human Sub-Scale and moderate uncertainty on the Task
Sub-Scale and Maintanence Sub-Scale. The human items with the greatest uncertainty
wvere "chances for advancement," "how I am being evaluated," "promotion and bonuses,"
and "how well I am doing my job." Task items with high uncertainty were "how to

handle exceptions or non-routine matters,"

and "new ideas for my job." Maintenance
items with high uncertainty were "how organizational decisions are made that affect
my job" and "nrganizational reward system." While the Other Sub-Scale showed only
slighc uncertainty, several items on the scale showed high levels of uncertainty.
Respondents expressed the greatest uncertainty for "how to counsel and advise
students," "how students should be graded or evaluated," "preparing tests," and "how
my job relates to the total operation of the college."

Full-time instructors also expressed a moderate level of overall uncertiainty;
however, they indicated the greatest uncertainty on the Maintenance Sub-Scale and
only slight uncertiainty on the Human Sub-Scale, Task Sub-Scale, and Other Suo-Scale.
The maintenance icems with the greatest uncertainty were "how organizational
decisions are made that affect my job," the "organizational reward system," and
"organizationol successes and failures." "How to handle exceptions or non-routine
matters" was the only task item showing high uncertainty, while "promotion and
bonuses" was the only numan item with high uncertainty. Items on the Other
Sub-Scale showing high uncertainty were "how my job relates to the operation of the
«ollege" and "basic philosophy of the college." Full-time instructors indicated
they were getting more information than they needed on "absence policies."

An analysis of the t -tests, vhich were comput~d to determine the greatest

information uncertainty differences between part and full-time instructors,
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indicated that overall part-time faculty did not exhibit significantly more
information uncertainty. Results did reveal, however, that part-time teacher:z had
significantly greater information uncertainty on human factors while there was a
tendency for full-time instructors to have greater information uncertainty on
maintenance factors. Part-time faculty had significantly more uncertainty on
"chances for advancement" and "how I am being evaluated" while full-time instructors
had significantly more uncertainty on "how organizational decisions are made that
affect my job." Even though the results were not statistically significunt, there
was a tendency for part-time instructors to have more information uncertainty on
"how weli I am doing my job" and "how to conunsel and advise s.udents," while
full-time teachers indicated more uncertainty on "organization successes and
failures" and the "basic philosophy of thLe college."

In an effort to better understand if the information uncertainty results were a
function of the lack of presently received information or a feeling of high need for
information, post hoc anmalyses were performed. Using the now scores on the
Receiving Information Scale, t -tests were calculated to determine if part and
full-time teachers expressed differences. While there was not a significant
difference on the overall now score, chere was a significant difference on the Human
Sub-Scale ( t (70)=4.96, p <.01), Full-time faculty indicated they presently
received significantly more puman information than part-time faculty. More

specifically, ; irt-time instructors indicated they presently received less

information on "chances for advancement," "promotion and bonuses," and

"organizational benefits."

In addition, cthere was a significant differznze on the
Maintenance Sub-Scale, with full-tiwe feoculty indicating they presently received
more information ( t (70)=2.01, p <.05). Also, part-time teachers received less
information on "how to counsel and advise students" and "how students should be

graded and evaluated."

Another post hoc analysis was conducted on the need scores of the Receiving

15
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Information Scale to determine whether part and full-time instructors differed in
their perceptions of how much information they needed to do their jobs, Results
indicated a significant difference on the Maintenance Sub-Scale ( t (70)=3.91, p
<.01), with full-time teachers indicating a greater need for information than
part-time instructors. More specifically, full-time faculty needed significantly
more information on "organizational successes and failures," "how organizational

decisions are made that affect my job," "organizational goals and objectives,"

"organizational lines of responsibility,” and "organizational policies." In

addition, full-time instructors indicated they needed significantly more information
on the "basic philosophy of the college" and "promotion and bonuses."

Overall, these post hoc analyses indicate that even though full-time
instructors are presently receiving more human and maintenance information, they
also need more maintenance information. These results clarify the nature of the
message uncertainty experienced by instructors. Part-time teachers experience
uncertainty since they presently receive little human information, but full-time
faculty experience uncertainty not so much from the lack of maintenance information
but because of their greater perceived need for maintenance information.

Channels of Communication Results

Table 4 presents the results for the scale assessing the information received
through various channels in the organization. For part-time instructors the
channels with the greatest uncertainty were informal group meetings, departmental
faculty meetings, and face-to-face between 2 people. While these findings indicate
part-time faculty want more information through these "vocal" channels, Table &4 also
indicates that they are receiving slightly more information than they want from
written channels such as memos ard letters, handbooks, and newsletters.

Low uncertainty scores indicated that full-time instructors received adequate
information from most of the channels; however, they did indicate moderate

uncertainty for information received through handbooks and newsletters. In contrast
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to the findings for part-time faculty, full-time instructors desired more
information from the written channels of communication.

An analysis of t -tests, computed to determine the greatest channel uncertainty
differences between part and full.-time instructors, indicated that part-time
teachers needed significantly more information from info;mal group meetings,
departmental faculty meetings, the telephone, and face-to-face communication between
two people. Conversely, full-time faculty needed significantly more information
from handbor“s and newsletters. These results again demonstrate that part-time
instructors want information from .ore personal and vocal channels while full-time
" culty want more information from written channels.

To better understand these channel results, post hoc analyses of the channel
now and need scores were conducted. Results revealed that full-time iustructors
presently received significantly more face-to-face communication ( t (70) = 4.10, p
<.01), more information from group meetings ( t (70) = 5.48 p <.01), and more
information from departmental faculty meetings ( t (70) = 3,97, p <.01).
Conversely, post hoc analyses of channel need scores indicated only one significant
difference. Full-time instructors needed significantly more information via
handbooks ( t (70) = 2.23, p <.05). These tindings are meaningful since they
indicate that the differences in channel uncertainty scores between part and
full-time teachers are more a functior. of the information presently being received
through these channels than the perceived need for more information through these
channels. Part-time instructors do not show a greater need for these channels, but
channel uncertainty emerges due to the lack of information presently being received
through the various channels,

Sources of Communication Results

Table 5 presents the results for the sources of information analysis, For
part-time instructors the greatest scource uncertainty was for "part-time teachers in

dy department," "my immediate supervisor," "my department chairman,” and "full-time
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faculty. They indicate the greatest source uncertainty for "administration,"

" and "part-time teachers in other

-15-
teachers in my department.”" A quite different picture emerged for full-time
"part-time teachers in my own department,
departments."” In addition, they felt too much information was received through the
grapevine,

t -test analyses of source uncertainty scores for part and full-time teachers
indicated that part-time instructors expressed significantly more uncertainty for
"full-time teachers in my own department” and "my immediate supervisor;" however,
full-time teachers indicated they received significantly more information from the
"grapevine" than part-time teachers.

Post hoc analyses of now and need source scores produced some interesting
insights. Full-time instructors presently received significantly more information
from the grapevine ( t (70) = 3.54, p <.01), but there was no significant difference
in terms of the need for information from the grapevine. In addition, full-time
instructors indicated they presently received significantly more information than
part-time instructors from full-time teachers in their own department ( t (70) =
7.39, p <.01), full-time teachers in other departments ( t (70) = 8.55, p <.01), %

|

their immediate supervisor ( t (70) = 2.45, p <.05), and their department chairman
(t (70) = 2.83, p <.01). Full-time faculty also indicated they needed significantly
more information from full-time teachers in their own department ( t (70) = 5.28, p
<.01), full-time teachers in other departments ( t (70) = 5.51, p <.01), and the
administration ( t (70) = 2.81, p <.01). Altogether, these results demonstrate that
part-time instructors receive less information than full-time instructors from the
grapevine, from faculty members inside and outside their own departments, and from
their immediate supervisor and department chairman. Part-time instructors also

express less need for information from faculty members inside their own department,

outside their own department, and from the administration,
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Satisfaction Results

Tables 6 and 7 display the satisfaction results. Overall, part-time teachers
expressed significantly less satisfaction than full-time instructors ( t (70) =
3.65, p <.01). In addition, part-time faculty indicated they were significantly
less satisfied than full-time faculty on four of the five sub-scales (i.e., rewards,
co-workers, working situations; and supervisors). In terms of the Rewards
Sub-Scale, part-time instructors were less satisfied with their pay, organizational
benefits, promotion and advancement opportunities, and training opportunities.
Part-time teachers were significantly less satisfied with all six items on the
Co-Workers Sub-Scale. They were more dissatisfied with the ease in getting to know
co-werkers, co-worker friendliness, co-workers respecting difference of cpinion,
conperativeness and trust of co-workers, and their relationship with co-workers. On
the Working Situation Sub-Scale, part-time instructors did not feel free to express
their opinions concerning the job and did not feel free to make their own decisions

.about carrying out their job. Regarding the Supervisor Sub-Scale, pert-time faculty
felt dissatisfied with the praise received from supervisors for doing a good job.
Discussion

Prior nor—empirical investigations of community colleges have suggested that
there is an overall lack of communication between part-time and full-time faculty as
well as between part-time faculty and administration (Bonham, 1982; Hammons, 1981;
Hoenninger & Black, 1978). This lack of communication implies that information
uncertainty is present for part-time teachers and that their uncertainty is greater
than the uncertainty registered by full-time faculty members. The present study
only partially supported this conjecture. While the overall uncertainty of
part-time instructors was slightly greater than that of full-time faculty, it was
not significantly higher. Part-time teachers did express significantly greater
uncertainty for human information such as chances for advancement and how they were

being evaluated; however, they did not differ significantly from full-time faculty
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in terms of task information uncertainty or maintenance information (i.e., college
policies) uncertainty.

There are several factors which explain these findings and which point to the
fact that there are considerable organizational culture differences between part and
full-time instructors. In recent years, some communication researchers have
explored the concept of organizational culture in an effort to better understand the
nature of organizational behavior in general and organizational communication in
particular. According to this conceptualization, an organizational culture is based
on the member's development of collectively held underlying logic3 and legends about
the organization and the organization's identity (Kreps, 19¢3). In addition to
helping the members interpret and respond to messages, the organizational culture
makes life within the organization predictable for its members. People who are
accepted into the organizational culture have a commun language, value system, and
vision of the future which enhances communication and cooperation among members as
well as allows them to coordinate activities and create meaning (Kreps, 1983). In

order to belong to the organizational culture, communication is essential

(Pacanowsky & 0'Donnell-Trujillo, 1982).

Within the community college the full-time faculty members are indeed members
of the culture as & result of their higher job involvement and communication.
Hovever, the part-time instructors, with their limited communication with other
teachers and their outside interests, do not appear to have full membership in the
culture. Because of their lack »f involvement, the part-time teachers may not feel
the same commitment to the college or feel they are entitled to all the information
full-time teachers are given. This situation appears to be especially true in the
running of the college (i.e., maintenance and policy information), which part-time
instructors might consider to be outside their domain of concern.

Pacanowsky and 0'Donnell-Trujillo (1982) state that most people can be

maximally involved in only one culture at a time. Since teaching in the community
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college for part-time teachers is not their primary source of income nor their main
source of self-actualization, and since most of them have other full-time jobs, they
may feel a much stronger commitment to the organizational culture where they have
full-time employment. Additionally, part-time instructors may not wish to gain full
membership into the collepe culture, since that would necessitate the expense of
considerable time and energy. Part-time teachers are much less involved in the
community college culture, and they do not have the same information needs as
full-time teachers; therefore, the overall information uncertainty level is not
higher than that of full-time instructors.

The finding that part-time faculty felt greater human information uncertainty
than full-time faculty confirms other research suggesting that part-time teachers in
comnunity colleges want more information about such human elements &s advancemen:
opportunites, promotion and bonuses, and evaluation processes (Aaderson, 1975;
Cottingham, Newman & Sims, 1981; Guthrie-Morse, 1979). This lack of communication
directed toward personal conceras may cause considerable difficulty for community

college administrators, since research shows that human information is essential to

the performance of a good job and to the job satisfaction of employees (Goldhaber,
1983).

There are several explanations which would explain why part-time instructors
did not differ significantly from full-time teachers in task information
uncertainty. The first relates to the nature of the job. As professionals, the
teachers, whether part or full-time, feel they already have the necessary task
information to do the job well. Most of them feel they already know the information
they are teaching, their teaching responsibilities, how to plan lessons, etc., and
feel that such information from the college is either redundant or unnecessary.
Their assumption is that since’the college has hired them, the administration must
feel they have the necessary qualifications to do the job without further

information being provided.. Additionally, part-time teachers may feel that if more
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information were needed, or if they were not doing an adequete job, their
supervisors would tell them. Since they are not told differently, the part-time
instructors feel that they are receiving sufficient information (Lolley, 1980;
Haddad & Dickens, 1978; Goldhaber, 1983).

Regarding the channels of communication, the present research revealed that
part-time teachers received most of their information from written channels
including memos and ietters, newsletters, handbooks, and bulletin boards. This
finding is not surprising since the literature suggests that due to the lack of
contact with individual supervisors and other faculty members, part-time teachers
must rely on written material for information rather than vocally transmitted
information (Anderson, 1975; Koltai, 1977; Pollock & Brueder, 1982). Conversely,
full-time faculty members relied more heavily on vocal channels such as formal and
informal group meetings, conversations, and telephone calls for information,
although they also stated that memos and letters were a major channel of
communication. Since full-time instructors have more opportunities for two-way

communcation and feedback, their communication should therefore be more enjoyable

and characterized by greater communcation of meaning (Rogers & Agarwala-Rogers,
1976). Finally, results showed that part-time teachers indicated a greater need for
more informaton from the more vocal channels of group meetings and face-to-face
contact. This finding supports the research of Randolph (1978) and Randolph and
Finch (1977) who found that wheén there are conditions of uncertainty, vocal channels
are preferred to written channels. This vocal communication would provide the
part-time teachers with a way to ask questions and receive immediate answers, as
well as provide them with a sense of belonging to the deparment and faculty.
Findings for the sources of communication demonstrated that part-time
instructors presently received most of their information from their immediate
supervisor, which in most cases was the departmental chairman, and the least

information from other faculty members. This again demonstrates the isolation of
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part-time teachers and confirms Anderson's (1975) contention that part-time

instructors feel cut off from the rest of the faculty and look at the norral

exchange of information between colleagues as a rare oasis of pleasure, This
feeling of isolation is exaggerated when the college sends part-time instructors out
to remote locations to teach, further removing them from opportunities to interact
with other faculty members. Also, part-time instructors have little incentive to
stay on campus when they are not in class since many community culleges do not
provide office or work space for them (Pollock & Brueder, 1982).

Even though most part-time faculty in the present study received most of their
information from their immediate supervisor, the level of uncertainty was
significantly greater than that for full-time faculty. In addition, their
uncertainty scors2 for use of the grapevine was significantly lower than that of
full-time teachers. These results again demonstrate the minimal involvement of
part-time instructors in the organizational culture. Not only do they need more
information from individuals in the formal chain of command, but also they are

removed from the informal, peer communication in the organization.

Regarding teacher satisfaction, the results showed that even though part-time
instructors expressed moderate overall satisfaction, it was significantly lower than
that of the full-time faculty. Furthermore, this significant difference appeared ca
four of the five satisfaction sub-scales. The sub-scale measuring rewards gained
from the organization showed the largest statistical difference, and every item on
the sub-scale vas significantly lower for part-time instructors. These results are
reasonable since part-time teachers are not paid oa the same scale as full-time
faculty and do not receive the same benefits as full-time teachers. This is one of
the primary reasons part-time instructors are employed—they are more economical
(Anderson, 1975). In addition, part-time teachers experience less satisfaction
since they rarely receive praise or recognition from their immediate supervisor.

Goldhaber (1983) reports that the most important predictor of job satisfaction is
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the communication relationship between superior and suborinate, and part-time
faculty express a greater need for communication with their immediate supervisor
than do full-time faculty. The dissatisfaction of par:-time tLeachers with the
rewards gained from teaching at the community college can be explained by Herzberg's
(1966) motivation-hygiene theory. Not only do part-time instructors fail to receive
sufficient Lygiene factors such as good pay, good relationships with co-workers,
good communication, good supervision, and security, but also they fail to receive
sufficient motivation factors such as recognition for a job well done, freedom to
make decisions on what the courses should include and how they should be taught, and
opportunities for advancement. Since full-time f:culty receive more of the
motivation as well as hygiene factors, they experience greater satisfaction.

Suggestions to Improve Part-Time Faculty Communication

This empirical analysis of part and full-time instructors in community colleges
has produced a variety of findings. The following suggestions, designed to answer
the second research question in the present study and hopefully improve

communication at community college, focus specifically on what can be done to help

the part-time faculty. These suggestions are a logical extension of this research.

1. Part-time teacher~ need more human messagcs dealing with how they are being
evaluated (i.e., criteria for evaluation) and how well they are doing their job.
They need to know when and how they will be evaluated, if students will evaluate
them, and what documents must be prepared to show evidence of good teaching.
Human messages appear to be needed much more than task or policy messages.

2. Special orientation sessions for part-time faculty should te developed to deal
with areas of high uncertainty. Issues which should be covered include how to
advise and counsel students, suggestions to improve grading, and procedures which
can be used to develop tests. Part-time instructors also need to receive more
information which shows them the relationship between their job and the mission
of the community college as well as the differences between their
responsibilities and those of full-time teachers. This information will put the
part-time teachers' job into perspective and hopefully will avoid unrealistic
expectations. The administration sho1ld clarify that the main reason part-time
teachers receive less pay than the full-time faculty is due to reduced
responsibilities, and these responsihilities should be idenified and explained.
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3. Consideration should be given to rotating part-time teachers more frequently.
Since opportunities for part-time faculty to be promoted are rare, these
instructors need to be informed of this limitation and procedures established to
determine how many years a part-time teacher cza effectively teach and be
satisfied. .

4, Part-time teachers need regularly scheduled meetings with their immediate
supervisor to clarify procedures, discuss progress, and provide a face-to-face
contact with an official college representative, These meetings must be at fixed
times and not 3pontaneoua. In addition, the college administration should place
the supervision of part-time faculty as a higher priority and give supervisors
release time or compensation for providing thle service.

5. While it is unlikely that part-time instructors can effectively be integrated
into the organizational culture of the full-time faculty, efforts should be made
to create a sub-culture of part-time teachers. Since scheduling is such a
problem in community colleges, efforts to integrate part and full-time faculty
will have limited success. However, if oifice or work space were made available
for part-time instructors, a sense of community could possibly emerge among the
pa:t-time teachers. This does not necessarily mean each part-time teacher would
have indiv'dual office space. A certain area on campus could be designated as a
location where all part-time instructors could congregate, thus providing an
opportunity for catharsis, discussion of problems in teaching, and social
identification.

6. To assure that part-time teachers have an opportunity to interact with others
in the college community, policies should be established which mandate that all
part-time instructors teaching several courses or sections must teach at least
one course on the main campus. This might mean that all full-time faculty would
have to teach at least one course off-campus, but if part-time instructors are to
become more involved in the organizational culture and avoid being treated as
second-class citizens, they must become more involved in the collegial
relationships.

7. In addition to the increased face-to-face and vocal interactions with
part-time faculty members, community colleges should develop clearer written
documents regarding such issues as evaluation procedures for part-time teachers,
responsibilities, and methods to improve the evaluation of students. Such
written documents will provide a permanent, visible source of information, and
faculty supervisors should dedicate a portion of their time with each part-time
teacher clarifying this information in an interpersonal setting.

8. More effort should be exhibited by community colleger to reward part-time
instructors by formally recognizing their work. In the absence of higher
salaries and promotion opportunities, recognition of work can do a great deal to
improve morale and create a sense of belonging, In addition to increased
recognition given by the immediate supervisor and full-time faculty, a column in
the faculty newsletter or campus newspaper could be dedicated to part-tize
instructors. In addition, awards could be established for exceptional part-time
teachers.
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Teble 1
Reliability of Sceles

Scale

Alphs Coefficienc

Receiving Information Scale Now: .92
(Overall) Need: .93
Uncerteinty: .93
Receiving Information
Sub-Scales
Task Information Now: .79
Need: 84
Uncertainty: .87
Human Information Now: a7
Need: .82
Uncertainty: .80
Maintenance Information Now: Jb
Need: .84
Uncertainty: .76
Other Information Now: .77
Need: .82
Uncertainty: .82
Satisfaction Scale
(Overall) .95
Satisfaction Sub-Scales
Work 80
Co-wo-kers .92
Orgenization .85
Supervisor .90
Rewards .75
Table 2
Receiving Information Scale Iters *
1TH PART-TINE FULL-TINL t values for
! Now Need Uncertairty Now Need Uncertainty Uncertainty
1. WHow to actually perform 2.29 2.63 -0.34 2.36 2.19 0.16 1.45
my job. (1.23) (1.14) (1.56) (1.17) (0.87) (1.32)
2. New ideas for my job. 2.20 2.95 -0.76 2.65 3.00 -0.36 1.22
(1.05) (1.09) (1.30) (1.05) Q.21) (1.30)
3. Services such as typing 3.22 3.20 0.02 3.68 3.65 0.03 0.02
and duplicating. (.17 Q.27 (1.54) (1.05) (1.02) (1.38)
4, Ch for adv t. 1.56 3.59 -2.02 3.10 3.45 ~0.36 &4.5) whw
(0.67) (1.20) (1.53) (1.38) (0.81) (1.58)
S. The quality of the work 2.63 3.22 -0.59 2.87 3.00 ~0.13 1.08
expected, (1.16) (1.31) (1.88) (1.02) (1.06) (1.186)
6. Audio/visual materiels. 3.17 3.3 -0.17 3.68 3.58 0.10 0.77
(1.08) (1.24) (1.63) (1.25) (0.67) (1.22)
7. Organizational successes 2.39 2.49 ~0.10 2.65 3.42 ~0.77 -1.7
and failures. (1.09) (1.23) (1.95) (0.88) (0.81) (1.18)
8. How organizational de- 2.00 3.7 ~1.17 2.42 .39 -1.97 -2.21 W
cisione are made that (1.00) (1.16) (1.60) (1.03) (0.76) (1.40)
affect my job.

*Nean scores are provided for now, need, and uncertainty for each ftem. Standard deviation scores ere
in parentheses.

*p <.05
**itp « .01

26

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




CERIC  =4BAKAVA Y402 Tagg

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

24~

Table 2 - comtinued

ITEM

PART-TIME

FULL-TIME

$ values for

New Need Uncertainty Now Need  Uncertainty Uncertainty
9. Dbasic philesephy of the 2.9 3.1 -0.24 2.90 3.84 -0.94 -1.7?
college. (1.13) (1.28) (1.79) (1.11) (0.82) (1.44)
10. My jed respemeidilitiee. 3.3 3.66 -0.27 3.2 3.43 -0.23 0.11
(1.03) (1.26) (1.64) 0.99) (1.12) (1.61)
11. Organisatiensl geale. 3.00 327 -0.27 3.2 @ -0.58 -0.90
1.25) (1.10) (1.64) (0.94) (1.06) (1.13)
12. How gtudente sleald be 2.54 3.3 -0.81 2.52 2.n -0.26 1.55
graded. (1.25) (1.20) (1.68) (1.18) (1.2¢6) 1.21)
13, llow te handls ..cep~ 2.29 3.5 =27 2.3 3.58 -1.19 0.24
tiens or men ret tine (1.06) (0.98) (i.38) (1.09) (1.03) (1.28)
sattere.
14, Mrasetien and denuses. 1.68 3.08 -1.3? 2.77 3.84 - Jd 0.80
(0.88) (..12) (1.62) (1.20) (0.%6) (1.58)
15, How ny course sheuld 2.68 2.9 -0.22 2.16 2,45 -0.29 -0.21
be exganised inte wmite. (1.29) (1.14) (1.68) (1.16) (1.09) * (1.07)
16. My salary er pay. 3.37 3.3 0.00 3.43 3,53 -0.10 -0.27
(1.02) (1.36) (1.53) (1.06) (0.96) (1.49)
17. The geale of my job. 3.00 244 0.4 3,16  3.32 -0.1¢ 0.74
(1.18) (1.36) (1.78) (1.00) (1.30) (1.27)
18. Absence pelicies. 3.68 3.12 0,56 3.84 3.00 0.84 0.81
(1.08) (1.31) (1.61) (0.%0) (1.00) (1.16)
Teble 2 - continued
1TEM FART-TINE FULL-TIME t values for
Now Need Uncertainty Now Need Uncertainty Uncertainty
19, Organizational linee of 2.95 2.9% 0.00 3.16 3.58 -0.42 -1.10
responeibility. (1.22) (1.18) (1.57) (1.2¢) (0.99) (1.65)
20. How well 1 am doing 2.3 3.66 «1,32 2.68 3.2 -0.65 1.78
my job, .20) (1.22) (1.72) (1.25) (0.98) (1.38)
21. Preparing teete. .88 2.78 -0.90 2.00 2.8 -0.48 1.45
€1.035) (1.19) (1.26) (1.10) (1.18) (1.13) .
22, Organizational benefite. 2.42 3.0% -0.63 3.43 3.55 -0.10 1.37
(1.00) (1.32) (1.711) (1.18) (0.9¢) (1.56)
23, Organizational 2.81 3.0% -0.24 3.29 .74 -0.45 -0,355
policiee. (1.21) (1.38) (1.46) (1.24) (1.03) (1.73)
24. How to counsel and 1.9% 3.32 -1.3? 2.52 3.2 -0.71 1.92
sdviee studentes. (0.92) (1.1?) (£.43) (1.09) (1.18) (1.42)
25, How 1 am betng eval~- 2,10 3.56 -1.46 3,00 3.55 -0.55 2.63 fet
uated. (1.04) (1.31) (1.36) (1.34) (0.89) (1.57)
26. How my job relatee to 1.98 2.73 -0 ., 2.13 3.1 1,00 -0.77
the operation of the (0.88) (1.12) (3.18) (1.0%) (0.92) (1.53)
college.
27. Organizaiional revard 1.63  2.98 ~1.34 2.0 3.2 ~1.26 0.23
e etem. (0.86) (1.06 1.37) (1,200 1,07) (1.71)
Overall 2.52 3.17 -0.65 2.87 3% -0.48 0.79
(0.55) (0.00) (0.98) (0.69) (0.49) (0.78)
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Table 3

Receiving Information Sub-Sceles *

PART-TIME FULL-TIME Lt values for
SUB-SCALE Now Need Uncertainty Now Need Uncertainty Uncertainty
- 1.03
Task (itess 1,2,5,10,13 17) 2.6 3.24 -0.61 2.77 3.09 9-32
¢ Phemee 0.72) (0.88)  (1.24) 0.83) (0.85)  {1.14)
Human (items 4,14,16,20, 2.24 3.3 -1.13 3.08 3.54 -0.47 2,55 **
22, 25) (0.59) (0.98)  (1.18) 0.83) (0.53)  (0.98)
Maintenance (items 7,8,11 2.46 2,98 -0.52 2.81 3.72 -0,91 -1.56
19,23,27) e 0.68) (0.5¢)  (1.12) 0.76) (0.51)  (0.93)
Other (items 3,6,9,12,15, 267 3.10 -0.43 .82 313 -0.30 0.58
18,21,24,26) (0.63) (0.85)  (1.07) 0.71) (0.356)  (0.3%)
Overall 252 7 -0.65 2.8 234 -0.48 0.79
0.55) (0.80)  (0.98) 0.69) (0.49)  (0.78)

#Mean sceres are previded for now, need, and uncertainty for each sub~acale.

are in parentheaes.

Standard deviation scores

*p < L0L
Tecble 4
Receiving From Channela Scale *

CHANNEL PART-TIME FULL-TINE % values for
Now Need Uncertainty Now Need Uncertainty Uncertainty

1. Face to face (2 people) 2.36 3.07 -0.7 3.52 3.61 -0.10 2.04 **
(1.04) (1.17) (1.21) (1.34) (1.33) (1.33)

2, Croup meetings (informal) 1.85 2,88 ~1.0Z 3.26 3.29 ~0.03 3,21 uee
{0.88) (1.14) (1.3%) (1.29) (1.27) (1.25)

3. Departmental faculty 1.83 2,83 -1,00 2.87 3.0 -0.16 2,46 *¥

meetings (1.05) (1.05) (1.45) (1.18) (1.25) (1.42)

4. HMwos and letters 3.8 346 0.37 3.52 3.48 0.03 -0.98
(1.09) (.31) (1.41) (1.31) Q.24) (1.47)

5. Telephone 2,07 2.73 -0.66 2.45 2,52 -0.07 2,02
.17 .29) (1.26) (1.03) (1.12) (1.21)

6. Sulletin board 2.46 2,49 -0,02 2,29 2.16 0.13 0.53
(1.25) Q.31 (1.29) (0.97) (1.04) (1.09)

7. Newsletters 3.05 2476 0.29 2.84 3.29 =0.45 3,04 "N
(1.14) (1.28) (1.10) (1.07) (1.10) (0.92)

8. Handbooks 3.02 2.68 0.34 2,65 3.32 -0,68 3,73 Wk
(1.06) (1.25) (1.18) (1.368) (1.14) (1.11)

*Nean scores are provided for now, need, and uncertainty for each item,

parentheses.
*hp £ ,05

e
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Teble 5
Receiving Prom Sources Scsle *
Y-t FULL-TINE ~ values for
Source Now Need Uncertainty Now Need Uncertainty vioSrtainty
1. Full-time teachers in 1.98 2,59 -0.61 3.9% 4.03 -0.10 2.28 ¢
my own department. (1.08) (1.16) (1.07) (1.15) (1.14) €0.75)
2. Full<time teachera in 1.17 1,59 ~0.42 2.61 2,81 ~0.19 1.00
other departments. (0.38) (0.81) €0.77) (0.99) (1.08) (1.11)
3. Pert-time tsachera in 1.68 2,51 -0.83 1.87 2.61 -0.74 0.36
my ewvn department. (0.88) (1.29) (1.02) (1.12) (1.23) (1.03)
&, Pert-time teachera in 1.29 1.73 ~0.44 1.1%9 1.90 =0.71 ~1,34
other departments. (0.75) (1.03) (0.84) (0.75) (1.04) (0.86)
5. Hy ismediate 3.00 3.78 -0.78 3.61 3.84 ~0,23 1,99 +
aupervisor, (1.16) (1,01) (1.04) (0.88) (1.04) (1.33)
6. My departmeat chair- 2.98 3.713 -0,76 .n 4,07 -0.36 1.8?
man, < (1.11) (0.81) Q.07) (1.07) (0.96) (1.08)
7. AMministratien 2.63 3.2 «0.54 2.87 3.84 -0.97 1,34
(0.9%) (1.02) (1.14) (1.18) (0.97) (1.58)
8. Grapevine 2.32 2.24 0.07 3.29 2.42 0.87 2,27 »
(1.17) Q.18) (1.15) (1.13) .23 (1.82)
9. Students 2.44 2.54 «0.10 2.68 2.84 ~0.16 0.3
1.03) .03 (0.66) (1.28) (1.34) .13

*Mean scores &re previded for mew, need, and wmcertaiaty fer each item.

in pareatheees.

rtp & ,03

ERIC

Standard devistion seerxes are

Table 6
Setisfaction Scale Items ®

I PART TINK nLIne £ values

1. The vorking cenditiens ere 3.61 3.8 1.03
goed. 1.14) €0.96)

2. My ce~verkers ere essy te 2.68 4.39 6. 610w
set te knev, (1.29) (0.80)

3. My erganiz«tien reverds 2.32 2.3 0.27
cempetent perfermance. (1.11) (1.12)

4o I trust my immediste 3.7 .84 0.34
supervisor, (0.86) (1.19)

S. Hy selery or pay is good. 2.63 3.16 1,96%%

(1.07) a.21)

6. My job duties sre what I 3.7 3,% 0.88
expected. (1,08) (0.85)

7. My co-workers sre friendly. 3.2 .32 4.12--%

Qa.21) (0.70)

§. Compared to other organi- 2.93 3.23 1.12
zstions I 1ike the way (1.03) (1.23)
things sre done here.

9. I can tell my immediste 3.5 4,00 1.73
supervisor when things (1.14) (1.10)
ere going wrong.

10. Organizstional benefits sre 2.22 3.9 7,410
good, (1,04) (0.83)

11, I feel free to express sv 3.18 3.7 2,10%w
opinion concerning my job. (1.17) (1.21)

12, My co-workers respect dif- 3.02 3.0 3,20
ferences of opinion. (1.04) (1.04)

13. The organizetional rules and 3.29 2.9 ~1,31
procedures are clear snd (1.15) (1.15)

easy to understand.

*HMesn $COTes are Provided fer eseh item.

T BESTCOPY AVARABLE

Standard deviation seerves
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Table 6 - contimued

It PART-TINE FULL-TIME t vslues
1l4. Hy relationship wicth my 3.56 @.00 1.79
ismediate supervisor is (0.92) (1.16)
sstisfying.
15. Promotien and advsncement 2.05 3.23 5.04wrwn
opportunities sre geod. (0.97) (0.99)
16. [ feel free to make By ewn 3.54 4.23 2.65We
decisions about carrying (1.27) (0.81)
out my job.
17. My co-workers are co~ 3.32 4.32 4 Q3
operstive. (1.13) (0.65)
18. Red tape is kept te a 3.1% 3.03 «0.42
minimum. (1.13) (1.17)
19. My iomediste supervisor 3.59 3.97 1.53
is friendly wich sudor= (1.00) (1.11)
dinates.
20. Training opportunities 2.95 4.00 PR
or courses sre available. (1.08) (0.68)
21. My job dut’es are clearly 3.22 3.65 1.84
defined. (1.04) (0.88)
22. I trust my co-workers. 3.17 3.90 3.7
| €0.95) (0.87)
]
: 23. My organization 1is concerned .Nn 2.04 0.50
|’ with its members' welfare. (1.01) (1.21)
t 24. My innediaste supervisor 3.10 3.87 2,050
} praises me for a good job. (1.18) (1.09)
! 25. My relationship vith co- 2.85 4.32 6.56%w%
vorkers is satisfying. (1.04) (0.79)
26. I an satisfied wi-h the way 2.61 2.42 «0.72
i decisions are made in this 1.02) {1.23)
; organization. —
t Overall 3.08 3.67 3,65%we
(0.72) (0.62)
Table 7
Satisfaction Sub-Scales *
' SUB~SCALE PART-TINE FULL-TINE & values
Working Conditions 3.45 3.88 2,34 **
(Items 1, 6, 11, 16, 21) (0.87) (0.65)
Co~-workers 3.06 64.18 5.90 wkw
(items 2, 7, 12, 17, 22, 25) (0.93) (0.59)
Orgsnization 2.83 2.81 <0.13
(Items 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 26) (0.84) (0.89)
Supervisors 3.51 3.9 1.98 *+
(Items 4, 9, 14, 19, 24) (0.85) n.99)
Rewstde 2.46 3.5/ 6.90 e
(Items S, 10, 15, 20) €0.68) £0.68)
Overall 3.08 3.67 3.65 trwe
i (0.72) (0.62)

fHean scores are provided for each sub-scale. Standard deviation scores sre in parentheses.
**p <.05

*iip <.01 3 O

= BEST COPY AVARABLE I8AHAVA VS0 T238
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