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ABSTRACT 

Adequacy of full-time faculty is an indicator utilized by regional accreditors in the United 

States to ensure quality instruction since studies have shown that a high percentage of 

contingent faculty may have a negative impact on student performance. U.S. regional 

accreditors of colleges and universities include this requirement in their accreditation 

standards. In order to demonstrate compliance with accreditors’ requirements related to 

adequacy of full-time faculty, institutions need to assess this requirement in light of their 

institutional missions. This research study analyzed self-study documents submitted by 

18 institutions during their SACSCOC regional reaffirmation of accreditation processes 

conducted in 2014 and 2015. An analysis of these narratives was conducted using 

qualitative methodology, and Nivo10 software. Three themes emerged: faculty 

characteristics, assessment measures utilized to demonstrate adequacy of full-time 

faculty, and nature of faculty responsibilities at different types of institutions. 

Recommendations are offered on commonly-used assessment measures for adequacy of 

full-time faculty in order to support future institutional examination of the reaffirmation 

of accreditation requirement.  

Keywords: Full-time faculty, faculty characteristics, reaffirmation of 

accreditation, assessment 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

 Teaching, research and service are the three core components of faculty work 

utilized by most higher education institutions in the United States (U.S.) (Middaugh, 

2002). As faculty roles have changed, institutions have adopted various methods of 

addressing the needs for instructional personnel dependent upon their missions. Regional 

accreditors have responded with standards that require institutions to demonstrate how 

their practices ensure the highest quality learning experiences for students. All seven U.S. 

accreditors (NEASC-CIHE, ACCJC-WASC, NCA-HLC, SACSCOC, MSCHE, 

WSCUC, and NWCCU) have promulgated standards for faculty in their reaffirmation of 

accreditation standards. Tincher-Ladner and King (2014) conducted a quantitative study 

that used data retrieved from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and 

focused on the nation’s seven regional accrediting commissions and their standards. The 

findings stated that some criteria utilized in analyses of faculty staffing patterns have 

significant correlation with increasing graduation rates; for example, ratios of full-time to 

part-time faculty, institution size, instructional spending, and ratios of full-time faculty 

and full-time students. In this study, California was identified as the only state that 

required 70% full-time faculty in community colleges. Tincher-Ladner and King 

concluded that a high percentage of full-time faculty in California community colleges 

was correlated to high graduation rates.  

 Of the seven regional accreditation commissions, six commissions have a specific 

section in their standards related to faculty adequacy. The seventh, Accrediting 

Commission for Community and Junior Colleges Western Association of Schools and 
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Colleges (ACCJC-WASC), embeds faculty standards in more general human resources 

standards. Core requirements related to faculty include (a) adequacy of overall and full-

time faculty numbers; (b) definition of faculty categories such as full-time, part-time, 

adjunct, and graduate teaching assistant; (c) faculty responsibilities including teaching, 

research and service; and (d) minimal faculty credentials which can be established by the 

institution but typically require a terminal degree or master’s degree with a minimum of 

18 graduate credits in the teaching discipline. In addition, for faculty credentials, all 

accrediting commissions have adopted a “common rule,” which is having one degree 

level higher than the degree program in which the instructor is teaching. Table 1 

summarizes the common themes relating to faculty credentials in regional accrediting 

association standards.
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Table 1. Faculty Credentials in U.S. Regional Accrediting Commissions 

Themes relating to 
faculty credentials 
in regional 
accrediting 
association 
standards 

Regional Accrediting Commission 
 
 
NEASC-
CIHE 

 
 
ACCJC-WASC 

 
 
NCA-HLC 

 
 
SACSCOC 

 
 
MSCHE 

 
 
WSCUC 

 
 
NWCCU 

Having a separate 
standard for faculty 
in the regional 
accreditation 

Standard 5, 
24 criteria 

Embedded in 
standard II for 
human resource, 
used “personnel” 

Core 
component 3.C 
and Assumed 
practices B 

Core curriculum 2.8 
and Comprehensive 
standard 3.7.1 

Standard 10 No specific 
standard to 
faculty 
credentials 
 

Embedded in 
standard II 

Adequacy of full-
time faculty 

x x x x x x x 

Faculty categories 
(full-time, part-
time, adjunct, 
graduate teaching 
assistant) 

x x x x x x x 

Faculty 
responsibilities 
(teaching, 
scholarship and 
service) 

x x x x x x x 
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Full-time, Part-time and Contingent Faculty 

A review of literature identified several studies that addressed reaffirmation of 

accreditation issues related to full-time, part-time, and contingent faculty. These studies 

discussed the increasing numbers of non-tenure track (contingent) faculty and the 

associated impact on student learning. Recommendations from these studies and others 

informed the focus of the investigation discussed in this manuscript.  

Maxey and Kezar (2015) used a modified Policy Delphi approach to examine the 

rising number of contingency faculty in the U.S. higher education workforce. Participants 

included 40 individuals who represented higher education stakeholder groups. The 

findings showed that the rising number of contingent faculty has resulted in a negative 

change in the common commitment to student learning and the health of the academic 

profession.  

In a study delimited to business faculty members, Marsh (2010) found that the 

diverse type of faculty, especially a growing number of part-time faculty members, 

resulted in challenges during academic program redesign processes. His research 

identified strategies leading to program changes such as team processes, communication, 

collaborative decision making and high-performance outputs. The research findings 

showed utilizing these strategies could lead to high performance within a diverse faculty 

team. An inference from this study was that part-time faculty members are not a deficit as 

long as the institution has strategies to communicate and collaborate with them. Several 

years earlier than Marsh’s (2010) study, but in a related commentary, Sandra Elman 

(2003), president of the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities, offered 

recommendations to address contingent faculty. Her recommendation is to develop 
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guidelines to ensure institutional effectiveness in the use of contingent faculty, better 

faculty selection and review, support for non-instructional academic responsibilities, and 

institutional integration.  

In a related study of Business faculty members and students, Gerlich and Sollosy 

(2010) found a negative relationship between increasing numbers of part-time faculty 

members and student learning outcomes. Their study examined the differences in student 

outcomes assessment scores in Business courses depending upon the part-time or full-

time status of the instructor. The findings suggested that, when taught by part-time 

instructors, students’ scores were 15% lower than when taught by full-time instructors.  

In a doctoral dissertation that helped inform the study discussed in this 

manuscript, Speer’s (2013) quantitative research identified, described, and compared the 

perceptions of chief academic officers (CAOs) at institutions reviewed for reaffirmation 

by SACSCOC regarding accreditation criteria for part-time faculty, the challenges of 

implementing best practices for part-time faculty employment and reasons for part-time 

employment. The findings showed that CAOs perceived no difficulty in meeting the 

SACSCOC reaffirmation of accreditation standards regarding part-time faculty.  CAOs 

thought that it is difficult to implement the best practices for effectively employing part-

time faculty, particularly in STEM disciplines. There was a consensus regarding the most 

cited reasons for employing part-time faculty such as saving money, increasing 

institutional flexibility, and reducing the high workload for full-time faculty having 

significant project responsibilities (e.g., program accreditation). Speer (2013) also made 

recommendations regarding the SACSCOC reaffirmation of accreditation requirement 

related to faculty. Specifically, SACSCOC needed to clarify part-time to full-time ratios 
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for institutions granting associate’s degrees and create clear policies for the employment 

ratio of full-time to part-time faculty. In addition, Speer (2013) encouraged SACSCOC to 

require that institutions submit their plans for part-time faculty member participation in 

institutional governance. 

Maxey’s and Kezar’s (2014) research explored the stakeholders’ (accreditors, 

policy makers, and presidents) perspectives about change of the professoriate by 

conducting a modified Policy Delphi study. Participants included 35 individuals from the 

key stakeholder groups.  The findings indicated there was no protection from the 

deteriorating conditions of non-tenure-track faculty and these faculty had no decision 

making input related to the professoriate. The findings also revealed a significant 

disagreement about the future of the professoriate.  Not all stakeholders thought the 

current model of the professoriate is working (shrinking tenure-track, large part-time 

component, and growing full-time non-tenure track). However, stakeholders expressed 

consensus related to the value of greater job security, shared governance, greater 

academic freedom than most faculty currently have, and more focus on the educational 

function of tenured faculty.  

Four of five research studies mentioned the impact of part-time faculty on student 

learning, such as a negative relationship between non-tenure-track faculty and student 

outcomes (Maxey & Kezar, 2015), the challenges of making collaborative decisions for 

academic programs (Marsh, 2010), the lower student scores resulting from part-time 

faculty instruction (Gerlich & Sollosy, 2010) and the difficulty of implementing best 

practices (Speer, 2010). One research study indicated the working environments for part-

time faculty failed to support productivity (Maxey & Kezar, 2014). The adequacy of 
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faculty has become more important as faculty composition and responsibilities have 

significantly changed.  

The Changing Role of Faculty Responsibilities  

As mentioned earlier, in U.S. higher education, faculty responsibilities are 

commonly identified as teaching, research and service (Middaugh, 2002). The 

requirements of regional accreditors have changed over the past decade to add a further 

responsibility to faculty teaching--assessment of student learning outcomes for academic 

program improvement. Chaden (2013) stated in his research that the new requirements of 

regional accrediting commissions focusing on the assessment of student learning have 

resulted in higher involvement of faculty in the reaffirmation of accreditation process. 

Thus, the requirements to establish student learning outcomes (SLOs), assess them, and 

use findings to improve teaching and student learning have increased the workload for 

full-time faculty who have responsibility for curricular matters in their disciplines.  

In addition to providing instruction, faculty are expected to be involved in the 

activities of the academic program. Some of these responsibilities include (a) working 

together to develop and implement program- and course-level student learning outcomes; 

(b) mapping those outcomes into the curricula; (c) developing and revising rubrics for 

evaluation; (d) collecting samples of work, evaluating the work, analyzing the data, and 

recommending any necessary changes to the curriculum; and (e) repeating the process 

again over time to see if the quality of instruction and learning has improved. In brief, 

Williams (2011) found that the changing responsibilities of faculty included revising 

curricula and increased involvement in the assessment process to provide evidence of 

student learning. As a consequence, full-time faculty workloads have increased.  
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CHAPTER II 
METHODS 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine institutional responses to a large 

regional accreditor’s standard on the adequacy of “full-time faculty” to identify common 

themes in these narratives. SACSCOC, the second largest accrediting commission in the 

U.S., was selected for the research. This study was undertaken to illuminate the emergent 

issues on this topic and to provide recommendations for institutional responses to this 

standard. The researcher secured Institutional Review Board approval to survey 

SACSCOC institutions that had completed reaffirmation processes in 2014 and 2015. The 

data analyzed in this study emanated from institutional responses to the following 

SACSCOC Core Requirement: 

2.8 The number of full-time faculty members is adequate to support the mission 
of the institution and to ensure the quality and integrity of each of its academic 
programs. 

 
At the time of decennial reaffirmation of accreditation, each SACSCOC 

institution prepares a “Certification of Compliance,” which is a self-assessment of 

institutional compliance with each accreditation standard. The narrative from these 

“Certification of Compliance” documents, and any required follow-up reports, was 

sought as the source of data for this study. Because these narratives are not public unless 

the institution chooses to release them, institutions were assured that their identities 

would not be revealed. 
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Research Questions 

1. What influences do institutional characteristics have on student-to-full-time 

faculty ratios? 

2. What are the characteristics of institutional narrative responses pertaining to 

the adequacy of full-time faculty in relation to reaffirmation of accreditation 

requirements?  

Data Collection 

The SACSCOC database for all member and candidate colleges and universities, 

which includes links to institutional web sites and details of reaffirmation of accreditation 

status as well as email addresses for the SACSCOC liaisons, was utilized to identify 159 

institutions that were reaffirmed by SACSCOC in 2014 and 2015.  An email was sent to 

each liaison requesting their institutional responses and appendices for Core 

Requirement 2.8 and related requirements, feedback received from SACSCOC, and 

modifications made based on the feedback. The institutions were classified into six levels 

based on the SASCOC website: Level I offers Associate Degrees; Level II offers 

Baccalaureate Degrees; Level III offers Master's Degrees; Level IV offers Master's 

Degrees and Education Specialist Degrees; Level V offers three or fewer Doctoral 

Degrees; Level VI offers four or more Doctoral Degrees. 

Four institutions required an additional IRB approval from their own institutions 

before sending out the responses. The researcher received responses from 22 of the 159 

institutions: Level 1 (n=10); Level II (n=2); Level III (n =2); Level IV (n=1); Level V 

(n=1); Level VI (n=6). Four of the 22 institutions were found to be not in compliance 

with Standard 2.8 (faculty adequacy to institution’s mission) during the initial off-campus 
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review of their “Certification of Compliance” documentation: two institutions from Level 

I, one from Level II, and one from Level III. Although the researcher had requested 

institutional responses and appendices for Core Requirement 2.8 and related 

requirements, most participating institutions only sent the narrative for Standard 2.8. If 

the institution had been found non-compliant with the adequacy of full time faculty 

standard, they sent their follow-up “focused reports.”  

All institutions in this research study were assigned pseudonyms to protect their 

identities. Institutions in Level I have been identified as Level I A, B, C, D, E, F, G and 

H. Institutions in Level VI are Level VI A, B, C, D, E, and F. Only one institution 

responded in Levels II, III, IV and V, therefore, they are identified by the level number. 

To answer Research Question 1, the researcher retrieved student headcount and full-time 

faculty headcount data from the IPEDS displayed in the NCES College Navigator for 

each institution in the total population of institutions (159) for 2015. Because of the 

emphasis on full-time faculty in this study, the student-to-full-time faculty ratio was 

generated by dividing the institution’s total student enrollment headcount by the full-time 

faculty headcount. “Headcount” rather than full-time equivalencies was used because 

faculty provide instruction and support to full-time and part-time students.  

Data Analysis 

Means were generated from the Fall 2015 IPEDS (NCES) data to describe 

student-to-full-time faculty ratio of the total population of possible study participants: 

159 institutions accredited by SACSCOC in 2014 and 2015 (59 Level 1 institutions, 27 

Level II institutions, 18 Level III institutions, 18 Level IV institutions, 27 Level V 

institutions, and 29 Level VI institutions). However, information was not found for one 
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Level III institution, two Level IV institutions, three Level V institutions and five Level 

VI institutions. The total participating institutions for six levels became 151 institutions. 

This analysis was conducted to address Research Question 1. These ratios were then 

compared to the ratios reported by participating institutions. 

To address Research Question 2, a qualitative design was utilized to provide a 

deep understanding of the institutional narratives (Creswell, 2014). To identify common 

themes in the 22 responses, NVivo10, a qualitative research software platform, was used 

to code and categorize the qualitative data. After loading all 22 responses into different 

folders categorized by institution level, open coding techniques were used to drag 

segments from narrative responses to corresponding themes for each level (Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008). Coding the data by SACSCOC institution level enabled a comparison of 

the six levels. While coding, the researcher noticed that the format of four focused reports 

was different from narrative responses in the Certification of Compliance documents. In 

addition to the initial documentation in the Certification of Compliance narratives, the 

focused reports addressed components that had been identified by evaluators as non-

compliant.  As there were no common themes from these reports, the researcher decided 

to exclude these responses from the data analysis and deleted them from NVivo10. 

Consequently, 18 institutions remained in the study. 

 Limitations 

 The research study had three limitations. First, to answer Research Question 1 on 

“What influences do institutional characteristics have on student-to-full-time faculty 

ratios?” the researcher only calculated the average student-to- full-time faculty ratio for 

151 of the 159 institutions that participated in SACSCOC reaffirmation processes in 2014 
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and 2015.  The use of only descriptive analyses on small samples limits the 

generalizability of these data on the influences of institutional characteristics of student-

to-faculty ratio. Second, limited numbers of responses were received from some types of 

institutions. Sixteen responses came from two institutional types:  Levels I (institutions 

granting associate degrees) and Level VI (four or more Doctoral Degrees). Of the 159 

institutions in the total population, 59 (37%) were Level I and 29 (18%) were Level VI. 

In the final study, 5% were in Level I and 3.7 % were in Level VI. The third limitation 

was that, although the narratives from one or two institutions responding from Levels II, 

III, IV and V provided depth of data, participation by more institutions would have 

enabled better comparisons among levels.  
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CHAPTER III 
RESULTS 

Research Question 1 

In answer the first research question regarding “What influences do institutional 

characteristics have on student-to-full-time faculty ratios,” the total full-time students was 

divided by the total full-time faculty to get the ratio. The means for each level was 

calculated by averaging the ratios in each level of institution. 

Table 2 shows the mean for Level I institutions among participating Level I 

institutions. Six institutions had lower than the mean student-to-full-time faculty ratios 

(from the study population mean for Level 1 institutions), one institution had the same 

ratio as the mean and one institution had a higher ratio. In contrast, one participating 

Level III institution had double the ratio (91:1) compared to the mean ratio in the same 

level (45:1). Participating institutions in Level III and V had higher student-to-full-time 

faculty ratios than the mean for their institution level. As for six participating institutions 

in Level VI, half of the participating institutions had a ratio below the Level VI mean 

(20:1) and half had higher student-to-full-time faculty ratios than the Level VI mean. 

Data in Table 2 showed that Level I and II institutions had the highest student-to-full-

time faculty ratios (42:1 and 45:1 respectively) and Level VI institutions had the lowest 

student-to-full-time faculty (20:1). The sample data indicate that mean ratios at Level I 

and II were double those of Level VI. It can be concluded from the sample mean ratios 

that an institution’s characteristics, in terms of SACSCOC institutional level (e.g., 

Associate’s, Baccalaureate, Master’s, four of more doctorates), may have an influence on 

the student-to-full-time faculty. 
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Table 2. Student Faculty Ratio for Six Levels in 2015. 

Institution Level Student-to-full-time faculty ratio 

Mean Level I - Associate Degrees (n= 57) 
 

42:1 

Participating Institution A I 14:1 

Participating Institution B I 45:1 

Participating Institution C I 34:1 

Participating Institution D I 49:1 

Participating Institution E I 42:1 

Participating Institution F I 36:1 

Participating Institution G   I 27:1 

Participating Institution H I 36:1 

Mean Level II- Baccalaureate Degrees  (n= 26) 
 

45:1 

Level II Participating Institution II 91:1 

Mean Level III- Master's Degrees  (n= 16) 
 

20:1 

Level III Participating Institution III 27:1 

Mean Level IV- Master's Degrees and 

Education Specialist Degrees  (n= 4)  
28:1 

Level IV Participating Institution IV 28:1 

Mean Level V- three or fewer Doctoral Degrees  

(n=  24)  
23:1 

Level V Participating Institution V 33:1 

Average Level VI- four or more Doctoral 

Degrees (n= 24) 
 20:1 

Participating Institution A VI 16:1 

Participating Institution B VI 22:1 

Participating Institution C VI 28:1 

Participating Institution D VI 16:1 

Participating Institution E VI 23:1 

Participating Institution F VI 19:1 
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Research Question 2 

The second research question was, “In response to reaffirmation of accreditation 

requirements, what are the characteristics of institutional narratives pertaining to the 

adequacy of full-time faculty?” To comply with the SACSCOC Core Requirement 2.8, 

the analysis of 18 participant narratives identified three major themes: faculty 

characteristics, assessment measures of adequacy of full-time faculty to support the 

institution's mission, and faculty responsibilities.  

Faculty characteristics. The content analysis of narratives identified a major 

theme related to how institutions described faculty groupings by utilizing common 

characteristics or terms. Within this theme of “faculty characteristics,” as might be 

expected, all participant institutions identified “full-time faculty,” followed in frequency 

by four institutional narratives on faculty credentials and qualifications. Next, “part-time” 

faculty and “workload” were identified in the narratives of institutions in three different 

levels. However, the characteristics of full-time faculty members at institution Levels I 

through III were somewhat different from Levels IV through VI, especially the Level VI 

research institutions, which used more terms for faculty such as tenured and non-tenured 

track faculty, and graduate student. Table 3 summarizes the faculty characteristics that 

emerged from the analysis of the data across all six institutional levels (Level I-VI) 
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Table 3. Faculty Characteristics by Institutional Level 

Faculty Characteristics Level I  
Associate’s 

Level II 
Baccalaureate 
 

Level III 
Master’s 

Level IV 
Master's 
Degrees & 
Education 
Specialist 
Degrees 
 

Level V 
three or fewer 
Doctoral 
Degrees 
 

Level VI four 
or more 
Doctoral 
Degrees 
 

Full-time x x x x x x 
Credentials/Qualifications x x   x x 
Workload   x   x x 
Part-time x x    x 
Adjunct  x x    
Graduate faculty   x   x 
Full-time undergraduate   x    
Tenured and Non-tenured      x 
Instructional and  
non-instructional 

     x 

Ranked and non-ranked      x 
Special appointment x      
Regular full-time   x     
Temporary full-time  x     
Others      E&G 
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Full-time and part-time. Level I, II and III institutions provided definitions of 

full-time and part-time or adjunct faculty. Level I G’s definition of full-time faculty was, 

“Full-time faculty members are employed on a nine-month contract basis (fall and spring 

semesters).” Level II stated, “a full-time faculty member is the teaching faculty who have 

a continuing contract, or who are on a continuing contract track.” The Level III definition 

of full-time faculty included a greater variety of responsibilities:  

Full-time undergraduate faculty members normally teach 24 credit hours per 
academic year and perform additional activities such as student advising, 
committee service, and professional development, including research and 
scholarship. Typically, full-time faculty members hold or are eligible for extended 
contract review. 
 
In addition, Level I institutions provided more definitions of special appointment 

faculty; while, Level II institutions provided additional definitions of regular and 

temporary full-time faculty.  Level VI institutions had the most categories of full-time 

faculty. These institutions differentiated full-time faculty for undergraduate and graduate 

levels of instruction, instructional and non-instructional faculty, and ranked and non-

ranked faculty. In addition, Level VI institutions also mentioned part-time/ adjunct 

faculty, and adjunct graduate faculty.  

Full-time faculty workload. The institutions also presented the requirements for 

faculty workload to ensure high quality instruction to meet the institutions’ missions. In 

the narratives from various institution levels it can be seen that the definitions of full-time 

faculty in Level I, II and III institutions mostly focus on the teaching workload, while 

Levels IV, V and VI differentiate the workload for the undergraduate and graduate level 

and for ranked and unranked faculty. 
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Level I G’s definition of full-time faculty workload was characterized by contract, 

hours, and load:  

A full-time faculty member works 35 clock hours per week and is assigned a 
credit load of 15-16 semester hours per term (12-13 hours in summer term if 
employed). The maximum number of contact hours per week for a full-time 
technical instructor is determined by the president but may not exceed 30. 
 

Level IV included load for scholarly productivity and service:  

A full-time faculty workload is 15 teaching load credits (TLC) with exceptions in 
certain programs. Three (3) teaching load credits typically are assigned for 
creative and scholarly activity, academic advisement, and committee and service 
responsibilities. 

Level V differentiated the workload for ranked and non-ranked full-time faculty. 

The University faculty workload reflects this emphasis. While state statute says 
the minimum semester workload is 12 credit hours, the standard load for ranked 
full-time faculty at . . . [this institution] is 9 credit hours teaching with the 
remaining 3 credit hours made up of scholarship and service. A dedicated group 
of Instructors (full-time faculty below the rank of assistant professor) carry a 
standard load of 12 credit hours of teaching per semester, but do not have the 
same expectations for scholarship and service as ranked faculty. 
 

As for Level VI institutions, definitions of full-time faculty emphasized the three 

primary responsibilities of faculty: teaching, service, and scholarship. Some examples of 

Level VI definitions are “Full-time status as having an academic appointment equivalent 

to a 12 semester credit hour (SCH) workload per semester for a nine - month academic 

year” (Level VI B); “signed a contract for full-time employment that includes a primary 

assignment in teaching and/or research” (Level VI C); and “full-time faculty are 

appointed on renewable contracts with terms of from one to six years and are hired with 

the expectation that given satisfactory performance and continued need, they will be 

long-term employees of the institution” (Level VI E). 
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When providing the definition of full-time faculty and workload, Level V also 

addressed the definition of overload full-time faculty: “A full-time faculty member 

teaching more than 3 course sections in a given semester for ranked faculty or 4 course 

sections for instructor level faculty.” The institution had a low percentage of overload (a 

total of 5%). 

Part-time faculty. Primarily due to differences in characteristics at each level, the 

institutions included faculty titles used specifically at their institutions. Four of eight 

institutions in Level I mentioned the definition of adjunct faculty in the report because 

these community colleges used a high percentage of adjunct faculty.  

 Adjunct faculty members are employed on a part-time, per-course basis for one 
semester at a time. The adjunct teaching load is no more than 9 credit hours or 17 
contact hours per semester. Adjunct faculty must either designate student 
conference time or offer arrangements for appointments according to the needs of 
their students. (Level I G) 
 

In addition to definition and workload, the Level I institutions also mentioned 

their expectations of adjunct faculty.  

Adjunct faculty teach 12 or fewer instructional units, are expected to be on 
campus fewer than 20 hours per week, and are not expected to participate in 
committee work or provide service to the College other than teaching classes and 
completing the activities associated with teaching classes. (Level I B) 
 

In addition to defining adjunct faculty, the Level I institutions also provided other 

information such as the criteria for employment of adjunct faculty, professional 

development opportunities for part-time faculty members, and faculty qualifications.  

Level I B used adjunct faculty to meet the demand for a high number of courses. 

Level I B addressed the benefits of using adjunct faculty: “The institution judiciously 
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employs adjunct faculty in order to enrich the curriculum, increase student learning 

opportunities, and adjust the schedule to accommodate fluctuations in enrollment.” In 

contrast, Level I G mentioned the risk for adjunct faculty, as they are hired on a semester-

by-semester basis with no guarantee of continuous employment.  

Graduate students. Graduate students are mostly used to teach undergraduate 

classes in Level V and Level VI institutions. For example, one institution mentioned 

graduate students who instruct: 

Graduate students may also serve as instructors in university courses. Their 
participation is governed by the decisions of the Graduate Policy Committee 
(GPC) of the Faculty Senate and the provisions of the Graduate Assistant Union. 

 

Faculty qualifications and credentials. In addition to the definitions of faculty 

types and typical workload, four levels also included information regarding faculty 

credentials/qualifications in the self-study report. Level 1 D specifically stated, “All 

faculty members (whether full-time or adjunct/part-time) hold appropriate credentials 

according to the academic level of their respective program(s).”  

As expressed by SACSCOC, credentials and qualifications are a good indicator 

for quality instruction: 

To ensure quality of instruction at all program levels, faculty credentials for both 
part time and full time instructional personnel are consistent with the credential 
guidelines set forth by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
Commission on Colleges as discussed for Comprehensive Standard 3.7.1. 
(SACSCOC, 2012) 
 
Adequacy of full-time faculty. In addressing Research Question 2, a second theme 

emerged in the analysis of participants’ narratives. This theme emerged in response to 

SACSCOC Core Requirement 2.8: “The number of full-time faculty members is adequate 



Texas Tech University, Nhung Thi Tuyet Pham, December 2016 

21 

to support the mission of the institution and to ensure the quality and integrity of each of 

its academic programs.” (SACSCOC, 2012). 

The institutions used many different assessment measures to provide evidence 

that the number of full-time faculty was adequate to support the institution’s mission. The 

two most common assessment measures used by institutions in all institutional levels 

were (a) student-to-faculty ratio by institution, college, program or discipline, and (b) 

percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty. Some institutions also used other 

assessment measures to demonstrate adequacy of full-time faculty such as the number of 

full-time faculty within the institution, college and program; sizes of courses and 

sections; ratio of total student-to-faculty headcount and Full-time Student Equivalent 

(FTSE) to Full-time Faculty Equivalent (FTFE), peer reviews from program accreditation 

at the undergraduate level, and internal program assessments at the graduate level. Table 

4 summarizes the assessment measures used to document the adequacy of full-time 

faculty.



Texas Tech University, Nhung Thi Tuyet Pham, December 2016 

22 

Table 4. Assessment Measures for Adequacy of Full-time Faculty  

Faculty adequacy Level I  
Associate’s 

Level II 
Baccalaureate 

 

Level III 
Master’s 

Level IV Master's 
Degrees & 
Education 
Specialist 
Degrees 

 

Level V three or 
fewer Doctoral 
Degrees 

 

Level VI four or 
more Doctoral 
Degrees 

 

Course and section size x    x  
Teaching overload x     x 
Total number of faculty 
headcount 

x   x x x 

Percentage of credit 
hours taught by full-
time and part- time 
faculty  

Distance Education, 
Sections,   
Credit  
proportion 
production  
by full-time faculty 

x By program x  Percentage by 
Distance Education, 
by college, 
department, 
Tenured and non-
tenured, graduate 
student, 
undergraduate and 
graduate,  

Student to faculty ratios x By program x x x By discipline 
Peer review (program 
accreditation, internal 
program review) 

    x State requirement, 
institutional report 
process, planned 
growth in full-time 
faculty 

Predictive Modeling     x  
Other measures 
 
 

     State requirements; 
Institutional 
effectiveness 
processes; plans for 
increasing full-time 
faculty 
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Student-to-faculty ratio by institution, college, program or discipline. All 

institutions in this study used student to full-time faculty ratio as a major assessment 

measure to demonstrate adequacy of full-time faculty. Although these institutions used 

the same measure, they presented information differently.  For example, Level I G and 

Level IV provided the student-to-full-time faculty ratio for the past five years. Level I E 

and F, and Level IV benchmarked their student-to-full-time faculty ratio with a peer 

institution by collecting data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS).  For all 18 participating institutions, the student-to-full-time faculty ratio by 

institution ranged from 13:1 to 18:1. The institution with the lowest student-to-faculty 

ratio asserted that this ratio was closely linked to the institution mission: “This ratio 

allows the College to keep its classes small, as our mission of innovative and experiential 

learning requires” (Level I G). 

In addition to the student-to-full-time faculty ratio by institution, four of the eight 

institutions in Level I, one in Level II, and one in Level V used the student-to-full-time 

faculty ratio by college, program or discipline to provide a more detailed picture of the 

number of faculty supporting the specific disciplines. Five Level VI institutions provided 

the student-to-full-time faculty ratio at all organizational levels (institution, college, 

program and discipline).  However, these Level VI institutions provided even further 

analysis, differentiating the median ratios of undergraduate/graduate student headcount 

enrolled per full-time faculty member and the ratio of headcounts of upper level and 

graduate students enrolled in a program per full-time faculty member across the 

university. Analysis of this data revealed that when the student-to-faculty ratios were on a 

more granular level (college, program or discipline), the ratio differences among colleges, 
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programs and disciplines were more apparent. For example, when analyzing data at the 

college/school level rather than institutional level, one participating Level VI institution 

documented a student-to-faculty ratio that was 100% higher than the institution average. 

In light of this finding, the participating institution provided strategies for lowering the 

student-to-faculty ration, thereby indicating adequacy of instructional faculty to deliver 

high quality instruction to the students by college and by program. In addition to 

providing their own ratios, three institutions also benchmarked their ratios with regional 

and national peers. 

Percentage of credit/contact hours taught by full-time faculty by institution, 

college, program and discipline. The second most frequently used assessment measure 

was the percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty. All institutions in the study 

used this measure. Similar to student-to-full-time faculty ratio, these institutions used the 

same assessment measure but presented information in different ways. Three of the eight 

institutions in Level I presented the percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty 

and the number of full-time faculty by institution; these data were presented in a table in 

the institutions’ self-study report. Two institutions benchmarked their percentage of 

credit hours taught by full-time faculty against IPEDS data for peer institutions of similar 

size.  Three institutions in Level I, one in Level II and one in Level IV presented the 

percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty for the past five years and explained 

their efforts to increase the full-time faculty percentages and decrease the part-time 

faculty percentages. The participating Level IV institution explained that rapidly 

increasing enrollments had necessitated an increase in the percentage of credit hours 

taught by part-time faculty:  
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Due to the fast enrollment growth, [the] institution grew part-time instructors at a 
faster rate until full-time instructors could be budgeted, approved, and hired. From 
Fall 2011 to Fall 2012 enrollment decreased 2.5%; however, full-time faculty 
grew almost 1% and part-time faculty decreased by 5%. 
To provide more detailed information, Level III included percentages of credit 

hours taught by full-time faculty by program. In addition to other analyses, Level I F 

presented the percentages of credit hours taught by full- time and part-time faculty in its 

distance education programs. Of the eight participating Level I institutions, Level I D 

reported the highest percentage of credits taught by part-time faculty (70%). Therefore, 

Level I D sought to improve in this area by benchmarking its percentage with the national 

percentage (about 29.7 %). All the data were collected from IPEDs. This institution also 

provided additional institutional assessment measures such as percentage of credit hours 

taught by full-time faculty by discipline, percentage of credit production by full-time 

faculty and percent growth of instructional faculty and student enrollment for the past 

five years.  

The participating Level V institution provided the average percentage of all 

undergraduate, graduate and general education credit hours taught by full-time faculty, in 

addition to common assessments such as percentage of credit hours taught by full-time 

and part-time faculty, percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty by college, 

program or discipline.  The institutions in Level VI used five pairs of assessment 

measures: (a) percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty by college and 

department or discipline; (b) percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty; (c) 

percentage of full-time faculty teaching at the undergraduate or graduate level; (d) 

percentage of credit hours taught by graduate students; and (e) percentage of full-time 

faculty in overload status. Three institutions provided the percentage of credit hours 
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taught by full-time and part-time faculty. Two institutions (Level VI B and Level VI D) 

also provided percentages taught by tenured and non-tenure track faculty, and 

percentages of credit hours taught by full-time faculty by college and by undergraduate 

and graduate levels. In addition, Level VI E provided percentage of credit hours taught by 

full-time faculty in their Distance Learning programs.  

Average class size. Average class size and faculty overload were often included in 

the participants’ documentation of student-to-full-time faculty ratio and percentage of 

credit hours taught by full-time faculty. Institutions in Levels I, V and VI used class size 

as an assessment measure for adequacy of full-time faculty but they presented 

information differently. For example, Level V institution provided average class size for 

undergraduates and Level VI F provided the class size of enrollment ranges. Level VI F 

also stated the benefit of small class size to student-to-full-time faculty interaction: 

“Faculty members have more opportunity to interact with students.” This statement was 

confirmed in the 2014 National Survey on Student Engagement (NSSE) survey: 

“Institution’s mean scores are higher than the University's Carnegie peers' mean scores, 

particularly in areas related to faculty interaction” (Level VI F). These two institutions 

used the measurement of average class size together with student-to-full time faculty ratio 

and percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty to provide more detailed 

information to the reaffirmation of accreditation peer reviewers.  

Teaching overloads. Some institutions used teaching overload at the intuitional 

and college levels, as an alternative method of assessment for adequacy of full-time 

faculty. Level I E provided the university’s policy regarding overloads: 
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Overloads in any given term cannot exceed five contact hours without approval 
by the Vice President for Instructional Services. . . . When overloads of less than 
five hours are necessary, Deans determine compensation, which may include 
either a reduction in load in a subsequent term or payment at the adjunct faculty 
rate. 
 
Peer review. Peer review, was used by Level V and VI institutions.  If the 

program did not have specialized accreditation, the institution would use the state-

mandated seven-year academic program review for the assessment.  The Level V 

institution explained, “Peer review . . . comes from two sources. Specialized accreditation 

standards and program reviews informed determinations of what constitutes adequacy of 

faculty.”  

Predictive modeling. To support decision making for faculty adequacy, the Level 

V institution also used predictive modeling for full-time faculty.  

The model takes into account such factors as average class size, the relationship 
of undergraduate to graduate student credit hour production, full-time faculty 
teaching workload, and the ratio of student credit hour production by full-time 
versus part-time faculty to determine the number of full-time faculty needed to 
support projected enrollment growth at roughly 70%-80% full-time faculty 
instruction of total student credit hours. (Level V) 
 
Other assessment measures.  Level VI institutions used additional assessment 

measures as evidence of adequacy of full-time faculty, including State requirements, 

institutional effectiveness processes (strategic planning, assessment of plans, use for 

improvement), and plans for increasing the numbers of full-time faculty.  

Faculty responsibilities. The third theme that emerged in the analysis related to 

Research Question 2 was the description of faculty responsibilities. Table 5 summarizes 

the major responsibilities for faculty and instructional personnel that were described in 

the institutional documents: instruction (professional service), academic advising, 
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curricular development, assessment (student learning and academic program), service 

(for institution, college, community, and committee), advanced research, and professional 

development. An “x” has been used to indicate regular instruction; however, if 

institutions provided specific details about other types of instruction (e.g., dual credit or 

distance education), this is noted in words. 
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Table 5. Faculty Responsibilities for Institutions 

Faculty responsibilities 
 

Level I 
Associate’s 

Level II 
Baccalaureate 

 

Level III 
Master’s 

Level IV Master's 
Degrees & 
Education 

Specialist Degrees 

Level V three or 
fewer Doctoral 

Degrees 
 

Level VI four or 
more Doctoral 

Degrees 
 

Instruction (professional 
service) 

Distance, Dual credit, 
developmental studies 

Distance 
Learning 

x x x Regional teaching 
sites 

Academic advisement x      
Service Community, 

Committee 
(curriculum) 
sponsorship of student 
organizations 

 Committee college  Institution mission Institution mission Community, 
institution 

Advanced research      x 
Assessment of student 
learning 

x      

Program assessment   x    
Student performance Student grades, 

passing rate, student 
employment, student 
satisfaction 
(advising), student 
success at senior level 

Student 
satisfaction 

   Student 
satisfaction, 
instruction 

Curriculum  x x     
Professional development  Adjunct  x   Graduate student, 

quality assurance 
Research and scholarly 
activity 

     x 
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Instruction. All participating institutions mentioned instruction as the major 

faculty responsibility for ensuring quality and integrity in each academic program. In 

addition to other responsibilities, Level I institutions described faculty instruction roles in 

developmental education and dual credit coursework, Level I and II institutions described 

faculty responsibility for coursework taught at a distance, and Level VI institutions 

described faculty instructional activities at regional teaching sites.  

Academic advisement. In addition to instruction, the narratives described faculty 

responsibilities for academic advisement.  As evidence of this role, Level I H presented 

the faculty office hours for student conferences.  

Curricular development. Only Level I and II institutions provided narratives 

about the role of full-time faculty members in curricular development. The Level III 

institutional narrative also noted the requirement for faculty to attend a college-level 

committee. At Level I institutions, in addition to curricular committees, the narratives 

also included responsibilities for community activities and sponsorship of student 

organizations. 

Academic assessment. In addition to service at the department and college levels, 

faculty at Level IV, V and VI institutions also served on institutional committees to 

support the institution mission. One primary responsibility of faculty was assessment of 

student learning; however, only one institution in Level I and Level III addressed this.  

The institution has in place a process for the identification and assessment of 
general education and program learning outcomes. Oversight of this process is 
assigned to the Student Learning Outcomes Committee which includes full-time 
faculty. Direct responsibility for the student learning outcomes process lies with 
the academic division directors and career/technical program coordinators, all of 
whom are full- time faculty. (Level I) 
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The Level III institution addressed faculty responsibility for academic program 

assessment by stating: 

All faculty also participate in program assessment and development. Within major 
departments and programs, curriculum design, development, and evaluation, as 
well as program assessment, are shared by all full-time faculty members and 
coordinated by the department chair. 
 
Professional development. Professional development activities were mentioned 

by Level II, III and VI institutions in relation to maintaining faculty qualifications and 

supporting continuing education activities. Typical professional development activities 

included (a) continuing education, conferences, seminars, and workshop attendance 

(Level II), and (b) on-campus workshops, learning communities, and internal grants 

writing (Level III). In the case of participating institutions that employed part-time 

instructors, professional development was provided to these employees to support high 

quality instruction. For example, the Level II institution required professional 

development activities for part-time faculty members, which constituted 70% of its total 

faculty population. Level VI institutions provided professional development activities for 

graduate students to ensure high quality instruction delivery (Level VI C) and quality 

assurance (Level VI A). 

Student performance and satisfaction. Some of the participants described faculty 

responsibility for student performance and their related assessments.   Three of eight 

institutions in Level I (E, F and G) provided information on student success. Level I F 

provided the most extensive data on student performance, using five direct and indirect 

assessment measures: (a) average percentages of students earning a 2.0/3.0 or higher 

GPA, (b) passing rate on certification exams for the past three years, (c) record of 
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preparing students for employment and promoting economic development (87% 

employment rate), (d) student satisfaction survey and (e) student success at senior 

institutions by documenting student grades in senior institutions in the following 

semester. The Level II institution also provided evidence of student success through 

multiple student satisfaction surveys (NSSE, CCSSE [Community College Survey of 

Student Engagement] and Student Perception of Instruction survey) for four recent years 

to evaluate faculty instruction. As this institution had a high percentage of part-time 

faculty, student satisfaction surveys also were conducted for part time faculty. These 

efforts showed the institution’s commitment to high quality instruction and satisfying 

student needs and expectations. In brief, the analysis of results showed that Level I 

institutions conducted both direct assessment measures (GPA and passing rate) and 

indirect assessment measures (student satisfaction survey, student employment) while the 

Level II institution only used multiple indirect assessment measures (NSSE, CSSE, and 

Student Perception of Instruction survey).  

Research and scholarly activity. In addition to faculty instruction, Level VI 

institutions assessed faculty research productivity and service. To demonstrate research 

productivity, faculty were required to obtain external funding to support their research 

endeavors. In the Level VI narratives, a common assessment measure of research 

productivity was the number of research proposals submitted. Another assessment 

measure of faculty productivity was the number of faculty publications, including journal 

articles, book chapters, and books. These assessment measures were included as faculty 

responsibilities in relation to the institutional missions of doctoral-granting and major 

research institutions. The narratives for these institutions addressed the balance between 
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teaching loads and responsibilities for faculty to carry-out research and creative activities, 

seek external funding and publish their scholarly work. 
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CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION 

Average Student Faculty Ratio in 2015 

 The results of the analysis conducted to address the first research question (What 

influences do institutional characteristics have on student-to-full-time faculty ratios?) 

showed that most of the participating institutions in this study had lower student-to-full-

time faculty ratios compared to the average of the participating 151 institutions that were 

reviewed by SACSCOC in 2014 and 2015. Level I and II institutions (Associate degrees 

and Bachelor’s Degrees) had the highest student-to-full-time faculty ratios across all of 

the six Levels.  Level VI institutions (Four or more Doctoral Degrees) had the lowest 

student-to-full-time faculty ratios across all of the six SACSCOC Levels. The means of 

the student-to-full-time faculty ratios from the 2015 total population indicated that the 

institutional characteristics of degrees granted has a relationship with student-to-full-time 

faculty ratios. In this study, institutions granting only Associate and Baccalaureate 

degrees (Levels I and II) were found to have less number of full time faculty than Level 

V and VI institutions.  

Adequacy of Full Time Faculty in Self-study Reports 

Faculty Characteristics 

In response to the SACSCOC requirement for documentation of adequacy of full-

time faculty to support the institution’s mission, one theme that emerged from the 

institutional narratives was the different ways the institutions described faculty 

characteristics. All the responses included definitions for full-time faculty and workload. 

However, due to the differing institutional characteristics at each SACSCOC level (e.g., 
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Associate’s degrees to multiple doctorates), several important characteristics were 

utilized by the institutions to document compliance. For example, Level I institutions 

employed more part-time and adjunct faculty; therefore, in addition to including the 

definition of “adjunct” faculty, these institutions also stated the credential requirements 

for this category of instructional personnel, rationale for their employment, and 

professional development opportunities available to them.  The Level III institution’s 

full-time faculty definition was described by separating faculty into undergraduate and 

graduate levels. Level VI institutions delineated faculty time across instructional and 

research roles and emphasized their research missions in their narratives.  

Adequacy of Full-time Faculty 

SACSCOC and all U.S. regional accrediting bodies emphasize the relationship 

between the adequacy of full-time faculty and fulfilling institutional missions. The 

findings in this study showed that each institution used at least three assessment measures 

to provide evidence of adequacy of full-time faculty to support the institution’s mission.  

This multi-factor assessment approach is consistent with Suskie’s (2009) assertion that in 

order to have reliable assessment results, it is necessary to have multiple assessment 

measures. The two predominant institutional assessment measures of adequacy of full-

time faculty were student-to-faculty ratio by institution, college, program or discipline, 

and percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty.  

The most frequent institutional assessment measure cited in the narratives was 

student-to-faculty ratio. However, the various analyses presented in the institutional 

narratives support the need for multiple measures at different levels within the institution 

to show a clear picture of student-to-full-time faculty ratios. These ratios were often 
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further described for full-time and part-time faculty. The rationale presented in the 

narratives for calculating this ratio was to ensure quality instruction within the institution. 

Other research has indicated that increasing the number of part-time faculty may 

adversely affect student learning outcomes (Gerlich & Sollosy, 2010) and create 

challenges for implementing best practices (Speer, 2013). Therefore, these institutions 

stated the conditions that led to their high student-to-full-time faculty ratios and the 

strategies they were implementing to decrease any negative effects, such as providing 

professional development for part-time faculty, similar to that given for full-time faculty, 

to ensure quality instruction.  

The second most frequent institutional assessment measure of adequacy of full-

time faculty was the percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty. All the 

participating institutions presented this information for three or more years and some 

used regional or national peers as benchmarks. The results showed that Level I, II and III 

institutions had a high percentage of part-time faculty (50%-70%) while Level IV, V and 

VI institutions had a high percentage of full-time faculty (70%-80%). In addition, Level 

V and VI institutions utilized more assessment measures (percentage taught by tenured 

and non-tenured track faculty and percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty 

by college and by undergraduate and graduate level) in their documentation. One 

observation xdrawn from this analysis is that the institutions with high percentages of 

part-time faculty did not document the relationship between these faculty and fulfillment 

of the institutional missions, how these faculty members provided input for decision-

making, and what procedural protections the part-time faculty were provided in case of 

non-renewal (Maxey & Kezar, 2014). 
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In addition to the two most frequently cited assessment measures, participating 

institutions also utilized other assessment measures to demonstrate adequacy of full-time 

faculty. Level I and Level V institutions used average class size together with student-to-

faculty ratio and percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty to provide 

additional information on adequacy of full-time faculty. Faculty workload policies were 

utilized, as well as documentation of faculty overload as additional institutional 

assessments. A high percentage of full-time faculty teaching courses as an overload is an 

indicator that the institution does not have enough faculty members to accomplish the 

instructional requirements of the enrolled students. Maxey and Kezar’s (2015) research 

indicated that such a situation may have a  negative impact on quality of instruction, and 

creates challenges to curricular responsibilities of faculty such as  academic program 

redesign processes (Marsh, 2010). Other institutional assessment data provided in the 

narratives included peer reviews from disciplinary accreditation processes or state 

mandated program reviews, plans for increasing the number of full-time faculty (the 

“official” ratio determined on a credit hour basis to evaluate teaching loads, pure 

undergraduate headcount, and the addition of new full-time faculty members), and a 

predictive model by considering the average class size, and the relationship of 

undergraduate to graduate student credit hour production for determining the number of 

full-time faculty needed. These assessment measures added context and depth to the 

institutional narratives related to adequacy of full-time faculty members. 

Faculty Responsibilities 

The data analysis for this study revealed that faculty responsibilities in Level I, II 

and III institutions included instruction, academic advisement and service, while faculty 
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responsibilities in Level IV, V and VI institutions included instruction, research, 

scholarship and service. In addition to face-to-face instruction, the narratives for Level I 

and II institutions documented the role of faculty members in distance delivered 

instruction. Level VI institutions documented faculty responsibilities at regional teaching 

sites. Academic advisement, curricular development and professional development were 

also cited as faculty responsibilities. Interestingly, Level I institutions and the Level II 

institution specifically mentioned assessment of student learning outcomes and academic 

program assessment as being faculty responsibilities. This finding supports Banta’s 

(2014) statement that the current trend in higher education is toward faculty involvement 

in assessment to improve their instruction and syllabi. At the program level, faculty use 

the assessment results for curricular development and sequencing of courses within the 

curriculum (Kuh et al., 2015). Notably, no Level III, IV, V or VI institutions mentioned 

assessment as a faculty responsibility. Although academic assessment is typically the 

responsibility of faculty members, this omission may be due to the emergent role of staff 

members who contribute to institutional effectiveness functions, and support academic 

assessment at larger institutions. However, this omission in the nine Level III through VI 

participating institutions is remarkable given the direct relationship between full-time 

faculty members’ responsibilities for teaching, curricula, student learning, related 

assessments and use of findings for improvement.  

In support of their narratives regarding productivity of faculty, Level I, II and III 

institutions provided student performance and student success data, while Level V and VI 

institutions provided additional data on faculty research and publication productivity. 

Level I and II institutions used both direct assessment measures (student grades and 
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passing rates) and indirect assessment (self-reported) measures of student engagement or 

satisfaction as evidence of student success. In contrast, Level V and VI measures related 

to faculty scholarship and research productivity. These institutions did not provide any 

data regarding instructional evaluation, such as peer review or student evaluation of 

courses and instructors.   
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CHAPTER V 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Recommendations 

 In assessing the adequacy of full-time faculty, multiple measures are needed to 

provide a comprehensive and deep understanding of how the institution is fulfilling its 

mission.  For example, this study found that student-to-full time faculty ratios revealed 

limited information about the institutional staffing patterns for faculty and achievement 

of student learning outcomes. Levels of instruction, undergraduate (lower-division and 

upper-division) and graduate, significantly influence institutional behavior.  For instance, 

the percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty at institutions in doctoral-

granting institutions (Level VI) were much higher than in associate-granting institutions 

(Level I). Therefore, institutional missions and characteristics shape the nature of 

instructional staffing.  

The characteristics of faculty and instructional personnel were found to be quite 

diverse depending upon the type of institution. Thus, it is critical to document the nature 

of each faculty category and its relationship to student learning and institutional mission.  

When an institution employs a high percentage of part-time faculty, it should ensure that 

support strategies and assessment activities are in place to ensure high quality teaching. 

In particular, part-time faculty should be offered, if not required to participate in, a robust 

professional develop program since several research studies (e.g., Gerlich & Sollosy, 

2010; Marsh, 2010; Maxey & Kezar, 2015) have identified a negative relationship 

between high numbers of part-time faculty and student performance. Likewise, 

institutions utilizing full-time faculty members for course overloads at high rates should 



Texas Tech University, Nhung Thi Tuyet Pham, December 2016 

41 

provide a plan to remediate this condition. All institutions should include documentation 

on the responsibility of faculty for academic assessment.   Finally, documentation should 

closely connect instructional staffing patterns and adequacy of full-time faculty to the 

institutional mission, as this connection is important to the overall reaffirmation of 

accreditation and would assist the accreditation reviewers in their assessment. 

 The findings from this study and related literature suggest five recommendations 

for institutional assessment measures of adequacy of full-time faculty. The institutions 

should include multiple assessment measures to provide reliable assessment results for 

faculty adequacy: 

1. Student-to-full-time faculty ratio by institution; 

2. Student-to-full-time faculty ratio by college, program and discipline; 

3. Percentage of credit hours taught by full-time faculty at the institutional, 

college, and program or discipline level; 

4. Analysis of data by faculty categories such as full-time headcount and part-

time headcount faculty members, faculty overload, full-time faculty 

equivalents in light of student headcounts, student full-time equivalents, 

student credit hours, undergraduate and graduate students, etc.; 

5. Additional resources available, such as student learning outcomes, average 

class sizes, peer review (program accreditation and program reviews), faculty 

workload policies, institutional effectiveness reporting. Although accreditation 

evidence is typically based upon actions that have already been taken, 

documentation might include plans for increasing the number of full-time 
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faculty or a predictive model for faculty increases paired with student 

enrollment.  

6. These assessment measures provide greater depth and understanding for the 

institution to engage in institutional effectiveness processes for improvement, 

as well as for evaluators reviewing reaffirmation of accreditation 

documentation.  

Conclusions 

This study examined 18 institutional self-studies submitted as evidence of 

compliance to a major U.S. regional accreditor. The narratives were utilized to address 

two research questions regarding institutional characteristics and student-to-faculty ratios, 

and characteristics of institutional documentation related to the adequacy of full-time 

faculty at their institution. The findings showed that institutional characteristics have a 

close relationship with student-to-full-time faculty ratio. The findings for the second 

research questions indicated that the institutions used multiple institutional assessment 

measures to evidence the adequacy of full-time faculty to support the institutional 

mission, as well as the quality and integrity of academic programs (SACSCOC, Core 

Requirement 2.8). In addition, institutions provided diverse information related to faculty 

characteristics and responsibilities at their institutions, which was influenced by their 

institutional characteristics (captured by the nature of their degree-granting authority in 

the SACSCOC institutional levels).   
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