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ABSTRACT 

 

This qualitative study examines the perspectives of adjunct faculty regarding the use of 

technology in the traditional (brick and mortar) classroom.  Thirty-two semi-structured 

interviews were utilized to gain the perspective of the adjunct faculty members from a 

two year and a four year institution.  Over the last thirty years the number of adjunct 

faculty members hired by institutions of higher education has dramatically increased.  

However, within the literature few have explored issues from the adjunct faculty‘s 

perspective.  The use of technology in higher education is an expensive and ever growing 

trend.  Today‘s traditional classrooms contain types of learning technology, but there is a 

lack of research that examines the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  The 

increase in adjunct faculty numbers equates into more adjunct faculty teaching in 

traditional classrooms.  Therefore to examine the use of technology in the traditional 

classroom the perspectives of the adjunct faculty are a necessary component.  This study 

was guided by higher education and technological theory as well as concepts.  Findings 

demonstrate that simply viewing technology as useful is not sufficient to encourage the 

use of technology, but instead a positive attitude toward the technology must be fostered.  

This study found that the main factors that foster a positive attitude in the adjunct faculty 

are convenience, flexibility, student need, and student learning.  If the adjunct faculty 

members view the use of technology as aiding one or more of these factors the 

technology will be utilized in the classroom.  The main barriers to the adjunct faculty 

members use of technology are also related to these factors.  The lack of skill, lack of 
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time, and improper facilities are all barriers that contribute to a view of technology as not 

aiding convenience, flexibility, student need, and/or student learning.  This study informs 

regarding the use of technology in the classroom, supplies data to encourage the use of 

technology, and suggestions for policy. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background and Rationale 

Technology is becoming an increasing part of higher education and supports 

many of higher education‘s functions, from the students‘ initial application process to 

their degree verification.  Consequently, this growing role of technology has a financial 

impact on institutions of higher education.  This impact is evident in the amount of 

funding that must be dedicated to this growing technological infrastructure (Smallen & 

McCredie, 2003). 

In 2009, institutions of higher education spent an estimated $12,000,000,000 on 

technology and spending is projected to continue to grow (Nagel, 2010).  Technology is 

taking a large share of funding and finding this funding is one of the main issues facing 

institutions (Goldstein, 2004).  This large amount of funding is even more troubling when 

one considers that research indicates that institutions of higher education are spending 

vast amounts of money on technology based on unexamined assumptions (Cox, 2005; 

Vail, 2006).  New professions are also being created to maintain and support higher 

education‘s usage of technology and these professions are altering the traditional role of 

preexisting groups, including full-time faculty (Bess, 1998).  It is therefore important that 

the use of technology in higher education be examined and researched to justify these 

shifts in labor and the continuing expense. 
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Although many studies have analyzed the use of technology, the majority of these 

studies have focused on distance learning or online courses (Cox, 2005; Hughes & Hagie, 

2005; Kennedy, 2000; Kuh & Vesper, 2001; Micceri, 1996; and Restauri, 2004).  There 

is a lack of research that examines the use of technology in the classroom (Chompu-inwai 

& Doolen, 2004), and it is necessary to explore this use as one of the main missions of 

higher education is teaching (Bogue, 2009; Fugazzotto, 2009).  Therefore, there is a need 

to analyze the use of technology in one of higher education‘s main teaching 

environments—the traditional classroom setting (throughout this study ―traditional 

classroom‖ has been used to represent a brick-and-mortar classroom environment).  This 

type of analysis is necessary to examine the current level of technology usage and 

determine if it necessitates the increasing investment institutions are making in 

technology. 

This study explored the use of technology in the traditional classroom, where 

technology represents the hardware and/or software, embedded with perspectives and 

values, used during the instructional processes (e.g. classroom teaching, communication, 

or assessment) with the aim of facilitating learning.  This definition of technology is 

based in part on the research of Forsythe (1996) and Fountain (2001) as well as the 

Association for Educational Communications and Technology‘s (AECT) official 

definition:  ―educational technology is the study and ethical practice of facilitating 

learning and improving performance by creating, using, and managing appropriate 

technological resources‖ (AECT, 2008).  The research of Forsythe (1996) demonstrates 

that perspectives become embedded in technology and define its afforded uses, and 
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without the inclusion of the users‘ perspective the use of technology can lead to 

unexpected outcomes.  With large sums of money being invested in technology, there is 

therefore a need to explore and include the perspectives of the users of classroom 

technology to avoid unexpected outcomes. 

Although technology in the classroom is used by full-time and adjunct faculty, 

this research sought to investigate the use by adjunct faculty due to the increased numbers 

of adjunct faculty in two-year and four-year institutions during the past three decades.  

Adjunct faculty members are an important and ever growing part of higher education.  

Over the last thirty years there has been an increase in the presence of adjunct faculty in 

institutions of higher education.  During the time span of 1981-1999, Walsh (2002) found 

that the number of adjunct faculty members increased by seventy-nine percent and out of 

a total of one million instructors more than 400,000 were adjunct faculty.  Adjunct 

faculty members are playing a large role in institutions of higher education and have 

grown to become a major work force.  It is important to study the adjunct faculty as this 

growth in numbers reflects a trend in how institutions are and will be organized. 

Aggregate data indicates that adjunct faculty members are found in both two-year 

institutions and four-year institutions.  According to the USDE—United States 

Department of Education (2003) sixty-five percent of all two-year institution faculty are 

adjuncts and at four-year institutions approximately thirty percent of the faculty are 

adjuncts.  Based on the growing numbers and increased role of adjunct faculty in higher 

education, there is a need for topics regarding the adjunct faculty to be explored by 

researchers (Dubson, 2001; Partridge, 2003; Rhoades, 1996; Walsh, 2002).  What 
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remains to be explored is the adjunct faculty‘s perspective regarding topics within higher 

education and for that data to be disaggregated. 

Despite the large and increasing numbers of adjunct faculty, it is surprising that 

there is a lack of research based on data from the adjunct faculty‘s perspective and that 

researchers have typically portrayed them as a homogeneous group.  Some scholars 

(Benjamin, 1998; Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Tuckman, 1978; Wagoner, 2004) have 

disaggregated adjunct faculty by creating taxonomies based on the adjunct faculty‘s 

motives for teaching and discipline of field; however, there is still a need for research that 

utilizes other forms of disaggregation.  This study explored the use of technology in the 

classroom from the perspective of the adjunct faculty and disaggregated them based on 

type of institution (two-year and four-year), discipline of field (natural science and social 

science), and type of adjunct faculty (e.g. aspiring academic or specialist). 

This research discusses two increasing trends found within institutions of higher 

education:  hiring of adjunct faculty and technology usage.  It is important to combine 

these two trends because a large amount of resources are being dedicated to technology 

and much of this technology is available in the traditional classroom.  Along with this is 

the fact that the number of adjunct faculty continues to grow, putting them in more and 

more traditional classrooms as their primary responsibility is teaching (Leslie & Conley, 

2002).  Simply stated, both adjunct faculty and technology are found in many of today‘s 

higher education classrooms.  Therefore, to attain a true understanding regarding the use 

of technology in the traditional classroom the perspectives of the adjunct faculty are a 

necessary component. 
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The overarching research question that drove this study was: What are the 

differences and/or similarities between adjunct faculty at a two-year and a four-year 

institution regarding their use of technology in the classroom?  To achieve this, the 

following questions were designed to ascertain the adjunct faculty‘s perceptions and 

actual usage of technology: 

 

1. How do adjunct faculty members define technology and what types of 

technology are they using in the classroom? 

 

2. What are the influencing factors that lead adjunct faculty to use or not use 

technology in the classroom? 

 

3. What types of support services are available to the adjunct faculty 

regarding their use of technology in the classroom? 

 

4. How might adjunct faculty be managerially controlled regarding their use 

of technology in the classroom? 

 

5. How might discipline of field or type of adjunct faculty (e.g. aspiring 

academic or specialist) affect technology usage? 

 

Significance of the Study 

This study addresses the research questions, and does so from the adjunct 

faculty‘s perspective and in their voice.  Along with benefiting the adjunct faculty by 

providing them a voice, this study also benefits administrators and IT staff at both two-

year and four-year institutions by supplying data regarding the adjunct faculty‘s usage of 

technology in the classroom.  It supplies administrators and IT staff insight regarding the 

use and barriers to the use of technology in the classroom.  Thus, it supplies data that can 

be used to create new training programs and/or manuals suitable for adjunct faculty who 

are unable to fully utilize technology.  Other researchers may also be encouraged to 
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further explore issues from the adjunct faculty perspective or to explore the use of 

technology in the traditional classroom. 

 This study focused on two specific institutions of higher education, but the results 

may be of interest to those in other two-year and four-year institutions as well.  

Therefore, in addition to the adjunct faculty, the findings of this study may prove 

informative and beneficial to a wider audience.  As full-time faculty members and IT 

staff investigate new technologies and/or new uses for technology in the classroom, many 

full-time faculty and IT staff may also benefit from the findings of this study by 

exploring new ways to encourage the use of technology. 

 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of the adjunct faculty 

regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  The researcher explored the 

use of technology in the classroom, and specifically focused on adjunct faculty and 

technology because of two increasing trends currently found in higher education:  

investing in technology and hiring adjunct faculty.  To obtain a comprehensive 

understanding of the issues involved, qualitative methods were utilized to examine 

adjunct faculty members at a two-year institution and a four-year institution.  

 Qualitative methods were chosen because it allowed the researcher to understand 

the experiences of people (Holdaway, 2000) within their context (Bloomberg and Volpe, 

2008).  The perceptions of the adjunct faculty were gained through interviews that were 

conducted in a semi-structured manner guided by a list of interview questions (Appendix 
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A).  The face-to-face semi-structured interviews mainly occurred in the adjunct faculty‘s 

environment, which encouraged them to share opinions and openly communicate their 

stories.  The conversational nature of the interviews was also aided by the researcher 

being a fellow part-time instructor and by allowing the participants to guide the 

discussion to areas they deemed important regarding the topic of study.
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Introduction 

With the first chapter serving as the foundation and background, Chapter Two 

provides a review of the current literature specific to several issues regarding adjunct 

faculty members and the use of technology in higher education.  A literature review aids 

the researcher by limiting the scope of inquiry, conveys the importance of the study to the 

reader, and frames the problems presented in the first chapter of the study (Creswell, 

2003).  One of the main reasons a literature review is conducted during a qualitative 

study is that the study is exploratory and not much has been written about the topic or the 

population being studied, therefore the researcher is able to listen to participants and 

build an understanding based on their ideas (Creswell, 2003). 

This literature review is divided into two main categories: Adjunct Faculty and 

Technology.  These categories are then subdivided into sections.  The first category 

(Adjunct Faculty) begins with an overview of adjunct faculty issues in higher education 

and ends with a section dealing with adjunct faculty and technology usage.  This section 

serves as a transition into the second category that provides an overview of the issues 

concerning the use of technology in higher education.  Following the review of the 

literature on adjunct faculty and technology, further discussion cover the gaps that exist 

in the current literature and a final section covers the theory and concepts that inform this 

study and serve as its framework. 
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Many researchers have focused on adjunct faculty in higher education; however, 

most scholarship has concentrated on two main areas:  Instructional Quality and 

Motivation & Satisfaction.  This literature review covers these two categories as well as 

two additional.  The following section begins the review of the pertinent literature 

regarding adjunct faculty, and is divided into the following:  Instructional Quality, 

Motivation & Satisfaction, Adjunct Faculty Disaggregated, and Technology Usage. 

 

Adjunct Faculty 

Instructional Quality  

The number of adjunct faculty rapidly increased at institutions of higher education 

between 1975 and 2007 (see Figure 2.1).  In 1975 the adjunct faculty made up less than 

one-third of all faculty members; however, in 2007 the adjunct faculty made up nearly 

half of all faculty members (U.S.D.E., 2008).  The percentage of faculty with full-time 

status has steadily decreased during this same time period.  In 1975 full-time faculty 

represented seventy percent of total faculty, but in 2007 the percentage had dropped 

nearly twenty percent.  For every percentage point that the full-time faculty dropped 

during this time span, one group saw an increase by that exact amount—adjunct faculty.  

This drop in full-time faculty occurred during a period of overall growth in faculty 

employment (see Figure 2.2), but the adjunct faculty numbers grew much more rapidly 

than the full-time faculty. 
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Figure 2.1 

 

 

Over the last thirty years there has been an increase in the presence of adjunct 

faculty in institutions of higher education.  During the time span of 1981 to 1999 Walsh 

(2002) found that the number of adjunct faculty members increased by seventy-nine 

percent and out of a total of one million instructors more than 400,000 were adjunct 

faculty.  Between 1987 and 1993, eighty-two percent of all faculty members hired were 

adjunct faculty (Walsh, 2002). 

From 1989 to 2007 the overall number of faculty being employed by institutions 

of higher education was increasing (U.S.D.E., 2008).  The data shows that the number of 
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full-time faculty being employed continued to increase; however, during this time the 

number of adjunct faculty was also increasing.  What is important to note in Figure 2.2 is 

the fact that even though the employing of full-time faculty was increasing, when 

compared to the employing of adjunct faculty the full-time faculty were steadily losing 

ground.  The employment gap between the number of full-time faculty and the number of 

adjunct faculty shows a continued decrease (see Figure 2.2).  In 1989 there were 527,360 

full-time faculty and 296,640 adjunct faculty and just eight years later in 2007 there were 

699,409 and 671,981, respectively.  Adjunct faculty members are playing a large role in 

institutions of higher education and have grown to become a major work force.  

 

Figure 2.2 
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The traditional use of adjunct faculty in higher education was intended to increase 

the prestige of an institution (Jacobs, 1998).  They were visiting scholars or professionals 

who had skills beyond those of the full-time faculty and they brought valued expertise 

(Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron, 1996).  These adjunct faculty 

members were viewed as highly skilled and usually had a full-time job or were retired.  

This traditional role of adjunct faculty still continues and is not viewed as an area of 

concern by scholars (Benjamin, 1998; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  The area of concern, as 

seen in the current employment trend, is the increasing use of adjunct faculty to save 

money and increase managerial flexibility within an institution (Rhoades, 1996).  These 

adjunct faculty members are generally seen as less qualified and as lowering instructional 

quality.   

Wagoner (2004) believes that these two views regarding the use of adjunct faculty 

reveal an important contradiction:  are adjunct faculty members a highly skilled asset, or 

a less qualified way of achieving cost-saving, flexibility, and managerial control?  

Administrators may be using the hiring of adjunct faculty to increase managerial control 

as suggested by the research of Rhoades (1996).  Given the two views of adjunct faculty 

the main concern is that the current trend, over the last thirty years, of hiring more and 

more adjunct faculty is not meant to increase institutional prestige, but to increase 

managerial control. 

The qualifications and credentials of the adjunct faculty is an area of concern for 

many administrators and full-time faculty.  While several adjunct faculty members have 

exceptional professional credentials, they are less likely than full-time faculty to hold a 
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Ph.D. degree (Benjamin, 1998; Kuh, 1997).  However, in their study of 467 participants, 

Gappa and Leslie (1993) found that, generally speaking, adjunct faculty members were 

better qualified for their teaching assignments than might be assumed.  For example, they 

found that the proportion of adjunct faculty members with doctoral degrees at public 

research institutions was sixty-eight percent, and at private research institutions fifty 

percent (Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  Therefore, while adjunct faculty members are less likely 

to hold a Ph.D. degree than full-time faculty, the actual percentage of the adjunct faculty 

that hold a Ph.D. may be higher than what is generally expected. 

Regarding the adjunct faculty there is also concern with the actual quality of 

instruction in the classroom.  Adjunct faculty members are often guilty of or accused of 

providing low quality instruction and contributing to grade inflation (Sonner, 2000).  

Sonner (2000) suggests that one reason the adjunct faculty give higher grades could have 

to do with keeping their jobs.  Due to the nature of term by term hiring, the adjunct 

faculty may need to rely on good student evaluations to be rehired; therefore, keeping 

students happy may encourage grade inflation (Sonner, 2000).  In actuality the 

organizational hiring policies regarding the adjunct faculty may be contributing to what is 

perceived as a lowering of quality instruction. 

It is often thought that students perform better when taught by full-time faculty 

rather than adjunct faculty.  Some researchers have found that students regard the adjunct 

faculty as less effective than the full-time faculty (Klein, Weisman, & Smith, 1996).  

However, studies that compared scores on standardized exit exams between students who 

had been taught by adjunct faculty and those taught by full-time faculty found that there 
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were no differences in the performance of the two student groups (Bolge, 1995; Clark, 

1990). 

Studies have also found that adjunct faculty members are dedicated to teaching 

(Freeland, 1998) and have high expectations of their students (Freeland, 1998; Rifkin, 

1998).  However, these same studies found that adjunct faculty members feel less 

responsibility and obligation to maintain academic integrity in the classroom (Freeland 

1998; Rifkin, 1998).  This creates an apparent conflict regarding the adjunct faculty and 

instructional quality in the classroom.  While adjunct faculty members are dedicated to 

teaching and have high expectations of students they feel less responsibility to maintain 

academic integrity.  This could be in part traced to the current hiring policies and that 

adjunct faculty members need good student evaluations to be rehired.  Even though 

several studies have attempted to examine the quality of instruction provided by the 

adjunct faculty, the majority have been based on comparisons of student or administrator 

evaluations (Sonner, 2000).  There is therefore a need for research that examines the 

perspectives of the adjunct faculty. 

Finally, another factor reflected in the literature regarding quality is the perception 

of the adjunct faculty as second-class citizens (Budd, 2000; Gappa and Leslie, 1993; 

Roueche, Roueche, Milliron, 1996; Scarff, 2000; and Varughese, 2005).  This can create 

an environment of discontent and dissatisfaction, which can lead to a lowering of 

instructional quality.  It is necessary to have content adjunct faculty members so they can 

achieve their full potential.  Lyons (2001) states that adjunct faculty members have the 

ability to do the following: 
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 ―Leverage their rich backgrounds to teach specialized courses for which there is a 

growing demand from students; 

 Energize the curricula with their passion for their chosen field—often exceeding 

that of full time faculty; 

 Foster in students‘ minds richer, more current linkages to the world outside; and 

 Provide linkages to a wide array of community resources that might otherwise be 

impossible to cultivate.‖ 

While increasingly used to provide flexibility and to meet budgetary needs, 

adjunct faculty members continue to be hired to provide current professional skills in 

academic programs.  The adjunct faculty members are a diverse group and can range 

from graduate students to distinguished private practice professionals (Naquin, 2001).  

Sputo (2006) suggests that some of the best ways to utilize the adjunct faculty may 

include:  Teaching courses in applied areas where there is little faculty interest due to low 

potential for research funding; and to provide a link to the profession, whether by 

bringing outside speakers, or field trips to sites or projects.  The varied research regarding 

the adjunct faculty and instructional quality is conflicted and devoid of the adjunct 

faculty perspective. 

 

Motivations & Satisfaction 

Research regarding the motivations of the adjunct faculty indicates that they are 

partially motivated to work part-time by the attraction of being in the academic 

environment.  According to a study done by the National Center for Education 
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Statistics—NCES (2002), seventy percent of adjunct faculty cited this as a reason for 

maintaining their part-time position.  Approximately fifty-four percent in four-year 

institutions and fifty percent in two-year institutions stated that they preferred part-time 

employment over full-time and the commitments of meetings, committees, and research 

(NCES, 2002).  A large percentage of adjunct faculty members are therefore choosing to 

work part-time in order to be part of the academic environment and to avoid the 

requirements of full-time academic employment.  Overall the adjunct faculty have a high 

level of job satisfaction and choose to work part-time not only because of the benefits 

previously mentioned, but because they enjoy teaching (Leslie & Conley, 2002).  Sputo 

(2006) suggests that the reasons why adjunct faculty members take the time to teach 

varies but may include: 

 A love of teaching and working with college students. 

 A desire to enhance their profession by training and inspiring the future 

generation. 

 Intellectual stimulation of the academic environment. 

 Being close to the current and cutting edge research in their field. 

 The prestige of being associated with an institute of higher education. 

 Being able to teach as a hobby without the worry of tenure reviews and research 

and publishing. 

Other researchers have depicted a more discontented view and have described the 

adjunct faculty as invisible (Gappa & Leslie, 1993), strangers (Roueche, Roueche, & 

Milliron, 1996), sharecroppers (Varughese, 2005) and accidental faculty (Gappa & 
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Leslie, 1993).  When considering adjunct faculty, Sputo (2006) suggests dissatisfaction 

may occur because it is often assumed that they are cognizant of how things are done.  He 

also suggests that they may lack basic campus services (e.g. library access, administrative 

assistance, parking space) and adequate office space (Sputo, 2006).  This is supported by 

the research of Leslie and Conley (2002), which found adjunct faculty members to have 

less support (e.g. office space, secretarial and research assistance) available to them than 

full-time faculty members.  Gappa and Leslie (1993) found that the adjunct faculty 

generally do not feel connected to or part of the campus life, but instead feel alienated 

and invisible.  Due to the adjunct faculty‘s lower position in higher education, it is no 

surprise that they express some dissatisfaction with their academic status and working 

conditions (Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron, 1996).  Their main areas of dissatisfaction are 

the lack of benefits and opportunities for advancement (Leslie & Conley, 2002). 

There are also those who look unsympathetically at the plight of the adjunct 

faculty.  In Jill Carroll‘s (2003) book, for example, she provides her own opinion 

regarding this idea of adjunct faculty as the ―poor part-timers‖ with improper work 

conditions.  She believes the adjunct faculty will not succeed if they always see 

themselves as the victim and that they have to live and work within the current higher 

education reality.  However, Gappa and Leslie (1993) have recommended that attention 

be given to the following areas for the purpose of improving the adjunct faculty‘s 

conditions and level of satisfaction: 

a) Implement a proactive approach to utilize the adjunct faculty to achieve 

educational objectives based on the institution‘s educational mission.  Institutions 
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cannot forget to include the adjunct faculty when developing educational goals‘ 

and staff plans. 

b) Develop employment policies and practices that are fair and equitable for the 

adjunct faculty.  Include the adjunct faculty in the formation of policy and ensure 

all are informed in writing regarding the current policies. 

c) Invest in human resources by valuing people and involving the adjunct faculty in 

the departmental activities.  Institutions need to view the adjunct faculty as a 

―capital investment‖ that can provide the institution with, ―better performance, 

more continuity, greater commitment, and broader capabilities as they gain 

experiences‖ (Gappa & Leslie, 1993, p. 276). 

The research regarding the adjunct faculty‘s motivations and satisfaction creates a 

wide depiction from that of a satisfied part-time teacher to that of a disgruntled worker.  

This creates a contradiction regarding the adjunct faculty‘s motivations and satisfactions.  

A contradiction created primarily by most researchers treating the adjunct faculty as a 

homogeneous group.  Some researchers see the adjunct faculty as exploited workers that 

need to have new policies and plans to protect them while others see them as people who 

need to take higher education as it is.  This demonstrates that examining perspectives can 

be difficult, especially when observing the adjunct faculty as a homogeneous group. 

 

Disaggregated 

In order to better understand the adjunct faculty and their needs and goals, it is 

necessary to recognize that there is more than one type of adjunct faculty member.  The 
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majority of research has neglected to disaggregate the adjunct faculty and instead chooses 

to view them as a collective whole.  However, adjunct faculty members are a diverse, 

heterogeneous group and need to be disaggregated to fully understand them and their 

perspectives.  Wagoner (2004) found that researchers have done little to understand who 

adjunct faculty members are, how they view their position, and their satisfaction with 

their position.  Within the body of research, besides Benjamin (1998) and Wagoner 

(2004), most researchers have treated the adjunct faculty as an aggregate group and those 

that have disaggregated have dealt primarily with motivations for teaching. 

Tuckman (1978) was the first scholar to propose a taxonomy or classification 

scheme for adjunct faculty members, but it was based solely on the adjunct faculty‘s 

motivations for teaching.  He created seven classifications:  semiretired, students, hopeful 

full-timers (those wanting to become full-time), full-mooners (those with full-time jobs), 

homeworkers (those with home responsibilities), part-mooners (those that have another 

part-time job), and part-unknowners (Tuckman, 1978).  He developed this taxonomy 

based on a study of adjunct faculty, at both two-year and four-year institutions, 

commissioned by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).  

Tuckman‘s taxonomy provides disaggregation regarding the adjunct faculty‘s 

motivations, but treats them as a whole by not separating them by institutional type or 

discipline of field. 

Tuckman‘s study was followed by the research of Gappa and Leslie (1993) who 

created four classifications of adjunct faculty based on Tuckman‘s original seven.  Gappa 

and Leslie (1993) suggest that adjunct faculty may be described as:  career enders 
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(Tuckman‘s semiretired), aspiring academics (want to pursue an academic career—

combination of Tuckman‘s hopeful full-timer and students), freelancers (combination of 

Tuckman‘s homeworkers, part-mooners, and part-unknowners), and specialists or experts 

(has a full-time job and uses teaching as a source of intellectual stimulation and as a link 

to other professionals—Tuckman‘s full-mooners). 

McLeod (1999), using Gappa and Leslie‘s (1993) classifications, added a new 

category based on the place-bound adjunct faculty.  This new category describes the 

adjunct faculty members who are spouses or partners of other full-time faculty members 

and therefore are bound by their current location.  While the previously mentioned 

taxonomies have been used by researchers for the purpose of their studies, there is no 

current data regarding the actual number of adjunct faculty in any category employed by 

institutions of higher education.  For example, no data is available regarding the number 

of ―freelancers‖ currently teaching in higher education.  Similarly to Tuckman‘s research, 

Gappa and Leslie (1993) and McLeod (1999) disaggregate adjunct faculty regarding their 

motivations, but leave them aggregated regarding discipline of field. 

Benjamin‘s (1998), however, disaggregates two-year adjunct faculty on their 

discipline of field.  He creates two groups of adjunct faculty:  vocationally oriented and 

liberal arts oriented.  The vocationally oriented include for example: health professionals, 

business, engineering, and occupational programs.  The liberal arts oriented include fields 

such as history, fine arts, political science, and philosophy.  Since Benjamin only looked 

at two-year institutions, this study cannot provide data regarding the adjunct faculty at 
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four-year institutions and the use of these two categories provide limited disaggregation 

regarding discipline of field. 

Wagoner (2004) created his taxonomy for examining community college adjunct 

faculty based on Benjamin‘s (1998) work.  He created seven groups based on academic 

program and relative employment opportunities outside of academe (Wagoner, 2004).  

While basing his taxonomy on Benjamin (1998), Wagoner (2004) attempted to add detail 

beyond the simple dichotomy of liberal arts versus vocational programs.  Wagoner‘s 

(2004) seven groups are:  arts and humanities; social and behavioral sciences; physical 

and biological sciences; computing and technology; professional programs; trades and 

services; and, low status professional programs.  Even though Wagoner‘s (2004) study 

does disaggregate adjunct faculty further based on discipline of field and occupation, it 

looks only at the two-year institution. 

 This section provided a background regarding the previous disaggregation of 

adjunct faculty within the higher education literature.  While many researchers examined 

the adjunct faculty as an aggregate group, the aforementioned researchers have provided 

various classifications of adjunct faculty.  Most of these researchers have based their 

classifications on the adjunct faculty‘s motivations for teaching part-time and a few have 

disaggregated the adjunct faculty based on discipline of field.  This current study 

disaggregated the adjunct faculty by discipline of field, type of institution, and utilizing 

an adapted taxonomy based on Gappa and Leslie (1993). 



35 

 

 

Technology Usage 

There is little to no research that explores the use of technology by the adjunct 

faculty.  However, there is a need to understand how the adjunct faculty use technology 

as their conditions and circumstances differ greatly from that of the full-time faculty as 

described in the previous sections.  Gappa and Leslie (1993) also describe the many ways 

in which the adjunct faculty themselves are diverse and varied group.  These differences 

can create many challenges to facilitating the use of technology in the classroom.  The 

adjunct faculty‘s employment conditions and circumstances are quite diverse from 

institution to institution, department to department, and individual to individual, and quite 

often differ markedly from those of full-time faculty (e.g. access to campus computer 

systems, instructional technology, and information technology) (Ryesky, 2003).  With the 

increasing employment trend of adjunct faculty, there are more adjunct faculty members 

teaching in classrooms containing technology. 

Despite limited research and their various challenges, adjunct faculty members 

are using technology in their classrooms; however, little is known as to what they are 

using, why they are using it, or how they are using it.  According to an Alabama State 

University College of Education public survey of adjunct faculty, one hundred percent of 

the adjunct faculty use technology at least sometimes and over seventy-five percent use 

technology at least frequently.  When asked to rate their own use of technology forty-

eight percent of the adjunct faculty ranked themselves as above average and forty-three 

percent ranked themselves as average.  When asked if the college offered workshops how 

to use the technology resources available at the college, how likely would you attend?  
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None of the adjunct faculty responded that they would not attend.  Approximately 

twenty-four percent said they might attend, thirty-eight percent responded they were 

likely to attend and thirty-eight percent said very likely to attend.  When asked to select 

three factors that they felt were the greatest barriers to using technology in their teaching, 

the top three choices were:  Insufficient computing facilities (labs, technology-equipped 

classroom)—chosen by fifty-five percent; The college owns equipment/software you 

would like to use, but gaining access to the resources is too difficult or inconvenient—

chosen by thirty-six percent; and I do not perceive any barrier to using technology in my 

teaching—chosen by thirty-six percent.  When asked which of the following would make 

using technology easier for you?  More than half indicated more money to work on 

technology projects, while over forty percent indicated improving access to technical 

support staff. 

 This study demonstrates that adjunct faculty members are users of technology in 

the classroom and that they have various challenges regarding the use of technology (e.g. 

lack of money, access to technology, and access to IT staff).  With the current trend in 

faculty employment it is necessary to explore the use of technology by adjunct faculty. 

 The following section is an overview of the issues concerning the use of 

technology in higher education.  This overview is divided into the following sections:  

Types & Defining, Spending Trends, Online Education, Blended Learning, Student 

Perspectives, Student Learning, Changing Roles, and Non-Passive Technology. 
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Technology 

Types & Defining 

 Technology is a difficult term to define as it is something that is constantly 

changing.  Therefore, most definitions tend to be broad and general so as to fit all 

possibilities from a simple pencil to the most complex computer system.  For example, 

according to the Merriam-Webster online dictionary, ―technology is a manner of 

accomplishing a task especially using technical processes, methods, or knowledge.‖  The 

idea of technology and what it is, is constantly changing. 

 In the 1880‘s, the typewriter and the telephone were considered types of new 

technology (Volk, 2003) and now we have the IPad and smart phones.  The concept of 

technology and how it is defined is not constant; however, it is the privilege of the 

researcher to establish his own definitions with the hope of not being discordant with the 

readers‘ thoughts (Berrien, 1976).  Therefore, based partially on Merriam-Webster, this 

study‘s general definition of technology is the application of hardware and/or software 

for the purpose of accomplishing a task.  General technology encompasses too large of a 

scope and therefore needs to be broken down into different types. 

While the focus of this study is on the use of educational technology it is 

necessary to provide examples regarding the main types of technology.  Therefore, this 

section will provide background information on three main types:  information 

technology, assistive technology, and educational technology. 

 Information technology is normally associated with business processes and refers 

to the hardware and software that enables us to work and communicate more effectively 
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and efficiently (Robbins & Coulter, 2009).  According to the Information Technology 

Association of America (ITAA), information technology pertains to the design, 

development, implementation, support and/or management of computer-based 

information systems, particularly software applications and computer hardware.  This 

type of technology includes computer hardware and software that provides access to the 

Internet, the World Wide Web, e-mail, texting, instant messaging, and applications for 

storage and retrieval. 

 Assistive technology increases access for people with different types of 

disabilities.  The World Health Organization (2004) defines assistive technology as a 

device or system that allows people to perform tasks they would otherwise be unable to 

perform or increases the ease and safety with which tasks can be performed.  Assistive 

technology ranges from medical technology that is used for those with physical 

disabilities to software such as text to speech (for the visually impaired), text telephone 

(for the hearing impaired), speech recognition, and spell and grammar checkers (for those 

with learning disabilities).   

 Educational technology is the final type of technology discussed and is primary to 

this study.  Educational technology or instructional technology has been defined as ―the 

theory and practice of design, development, utilization, management, and evaluation of 

processes and resources for learning‖ (Seels & Richey, 1994).  This type of technology 

includes blogs, course management systems, and smart boards (see Appendix G for a 

listing).  As stated previously technology tends to be defined in broad terms, and the type 

of technology is primarily determined by the area of usage.  For example, technology 
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used for learning is put in the category of educational technology.  The Association for 

Educational Communications and Technology (AECT) defines educational technology as 

―the study and ethical practice of facilitating learning and improving performance by 

creating, using, and managing appropriate technological resources‖ (AECT, 2008).  This 

study examines the use of technology in the traditional classroom and therefore focuses 

specifically on educational technology.  Based partially on the AECT, the research of 

Forsythe (1996) and Fountain (2001), and Merriam-Webster, this study specifically 

defines technology as the hardware and/or software, embedded with perspectives and 

values, used during the instructional processes (e.g. classroom teaching, communication, 

or assessment) with the aim of facilitating learning. 

 

Spending Trends 

 Technology is becoming an increasing part of higher education and supports 

many of higher education‘s functions, from students‘ initial application process to degree 

verification.  This growing role of technology has several impacts on institutions of 

higher education.  One of those being the amount of funding that must be dedicated to 

this ever growing technological infrastructure (Smallen & McCredie, 2003).  Unlike 

other sectors that in the past have reduced spending on technology, IT companies have 

reported that institutions of higher education have continued to buy technology (Olsen, 

2002).  Figure 2.3 demonstrates the increased spending on technology in higher education 

institutions.  The following discussion will provide a more detailed description regarding 

the total spent on technology for the years 1999 to 2009. 
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During the academic year 1999-2000, institutions‘ total spending on computer 

and network hardware and software was estimated at $2,700,000,000 which was a 

twenty-eight percent increase from the previous year (Olsen, 2000).  The following year 

it continued to rise to $3,300,000,000 (Branch, 2001), and in 2001 it was reported that 

institutions of higher education were spending nearly $5,000,000,000 on technology 

(Olsen, 2003).  Regarding the total budget being spent on technology, it is important to 

note that these figures do not include the cost of the IT staff salaries or benefits.  The 

majority of the technology budget goes towards the purchasing of computer hardware and 

software (McClure, 2007), and the bulk of this money is for academic uses of technology 

(Branch, 2001). 

Institutions continued spending and increasing their technology budget through 

the year 2006 (see Figure 2.3), except for the 2004-2005 academic year which saw a four 

percent decrease with spending estimated at $5,100,000,000.  Following this modest 

decrease in spending the next academic year saw an estimated thirty-five percent increase 

in spending (see Figure 2.3). 
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Figure 2.3 

 

 

While several researchers have provided the total monies spent on technology, 

only one provided a partial breakdown of the total technology budget using actual 

numbers.  According to Kiernan (2006) institutions spent an estimated $6,900,000,000 on 

technology in the 2005-2006 academic year.  He then provided a partial breakdown of 

this number by the amount spent on hardware, software, and an undefined category 

labeled ―other services‖ (see Figure 2.4).  In 2006, over half of the spending was on 

hardware, one fourth on software, and another fourth designated as other services.  The 

amount of money being spent on technology has continued to increase with the latest 
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numbers showing that institutions spent over $12,000,000,000 on technology in 2009, 

and a 2.9% annual increase in spending is projected through the year 2014 (Nagel, 2010). 

 

Figure 2.4 

 

 

Technology is taking a large amount of funding as institutions direct more monies 

towards maintaining and replacing it.  This investment is not only for the purchase of 

computers, hardware, and software; it also includes training courses and support services, 

maintenance, utilities, Internet access, and other recurring costs (Guri-Rosenblit, 2005; 

Mac Keogh, 2001). Institutions have to find the funding for this ever growing technology, 

and the workforce needed to run and support it (Goldstein, 2004).  According to 
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Goldstein (2004), finding funding for technology is one of the main issues facing 

institutions of higher education. 

 Some research indicates that institutions of higher education are spending this 

vast amount of money on technology, based on assumptions and myths (Cox, 2005; 

Njenga & Fourie, 2010; Vail, 2006).  According to Cox (2005), institutions are 

interpreting and responding to a set of taken-for-granted ideas.  They are investing money 

based on ideals that remain unproven (Cox, 2005) and Olsen (2000) goes so far as to 

label higher education‘s spending on technology as a ―spending spree.‖  As Brian 

Hawkins, the then president of Educause, stated: ―The idea of ‗more is better‘ is a 

dangerous fallacy for all of us, whether it is IT or anything else‖ (as cited in Olsen, 2003, 

p. A36).  It is therefore important that the use of technology on higher education be 

examined and researched to justify the expense. 

 

Online Education 

Many studies have analyzed the use of technology in higher education, but the 

majority of these studies have focused on distance learning or online courses.  Based on 

the research of Cox (2005), Holley & Oliver (2010), Hughes & Hagie (2005), O‘ Leary 

(2000), Njenda & Fourie (2010), Sarker & Nicholson (2005), and Restauri (2004) the 

following section provides an overview of online education.  While the focus of this 

study is on the use of technology in the traditional classroom, the main issues concerning 

online education are also important to understand. 
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One of the main benefits of online education is that it offers students access to 

educational opportunities regardless of time, place (e.g. home or office), or geographical 

location.  The creation and rapid expansion of the Internet allowed online education to be 

available regardless of location (O‘Leary, 2000).  Sarker and Nicholson (2005) found that 

the rapid proliferation of the Internet led institutions of higher education to offer a large 

variety of online courses in different disciplines.  The Internet created a new learning 

environment that institutions of higher education could use to facilitate classes and 

broaden student access. 

Many institutions invested in online education believing that increased access 

would lead to increased enrollment.  However, Cox (2005) found that the institutions she 

studied did not experience increased enrollment, because the majority of students in 

online courses also enrolled in on-site classes. This meant that the online courses were 

fulfilling the demand for convenience, not supplying additional enrollment (Cox, 2005).  

This is an example of institutions of higher education interpreting and responding to a set 

of taken-for-granted ideas and investing money based on ideals that remain unproven 

(Cox, 2005). 

As online education becomes increasingly pervasive, there is a need to critically 

examine its underlying assumptions (Sarker & Nicholson, 2005).  Walcott, Bennett, 

Kennedy, Dalgarno, & Gray (2010) found a significant gap between staff perceptions of 

students‘ apparent skills, motivations, and prior experience, and the reality of how 

students can and do use technology to support their learning.  Those in favor of online 

learning have marketed it by focusing on its adoption as the right thing to do while 
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disregarding the concerns of users and the potential effects on users (Njenga & Fourie, 

2010).  It is therefore important to explore the perspectives of the users of this 

technology.  This study examines one of these users of technology—adjunct faculty. 

Another example is that some institutions create online learning environments 

without providing the funding, staff, resources, or planning needed to support these 

online courses (Restauri, 2004).  Research from the National Education Association 

(NEA) (2000) indicates that students perceive low-resource online courses as less 

satisfactory.  Some institutions have plunged into online learning without properly 

examining what resources will be needed to support the technology.  This emphasizes the 

importance of examining the use of technology and not basing decisions on unexamined 

ideals. 

The online learning environment does offer access to courses regardless of 

location; however, institutions of higher education need to avoid making the assumption 

that this is the main benefit students want.  Hughes and Hagie (2005) did not find that 

their participants identified the convenience of not driving nor commuting as the most 

positive aspects of online education.  ―Actually, less than one-fourth of the positive 

aspects of online classes related either to not commuting or not having to go to campus, 

while three-fourths of the positive responses had to do more with the format of online 

learning (e.g. working at their own pace, more time to reflect, and less pressure)‖ 

(Hughes & Hagie, 2005, p. 55).  Students are therefore choosing online education for 

several different reasons.  This again emphasizes the importance of examining the use of 
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technology, the actual users‘ perspectives, and not making decisions based on 

unexamined assumptions. 

 

Blended Learning 

 Online learning environments have been criticized for their lack of human 

interaction and, for this reason, there has been an increasing movement toward blended 

learning where students can have opportunities for both online and face-to-face 

interaction with instructors and classmates (Allen & Seaman, 2003).  Blended or hybrid 

learning is a current trend in higher education with ninety-three percent of instructors and 

administrators saying they are using blended learning strategies in their institution (Bonk 

& Graham, 2006). 

Blended learning is a term that, as of yet, does not have an agreed upon standard 

definition.  For the purpose of this study blended learning will be defined as:  a course 

that integrates aspects of online and face-to-face instruction.  For example, a blended 

course may meet once a week in a face-to-face classroom and then other activities (that 

would have taken place in a face-to-face classroom in the past) will occur online.  

Blended learning means any combination of learning delivery methods, most often face-

to-face instruction with computer technologies (So & Brush, 2008).  It is a very broad 

term that has no rules as to what the ideal blend may be (Bonk & Graham, 2006). 

Blended learning is also an increasing trend in higher education with seven out of 

ten instructors and administrators expecting more than forty percent of their institutions‘ 

courses to be blended by 2013 (Bonk & Graham, 2006) and others predicting eighty to 
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ninety percent of college courses to be blended (Kim, Bonk, & Zeng, 2005).  Blended 

learning has been recognized as an opportunity to enhance both teaching and learning by 

complementing the strengths and weaknesses of face-to-face classrooms and online 

courses (Kim, Bonk, & Zeng, 2005). 

Those that embrace blended learning blend traditional face-to-face approaches 

with technology, allowing for greater interaction between student and instructor or fellow 

students (Chamberlain, Davis, & Kumar, 2005).  The student has more flexible 

opportunities for interaction than in traditional large class lectures because of the lack of 

time and place constraints.  Chamberlain et al. (2005) found that blended learning allows 

for increased accessibility and flexibility for classroom teaching and that it is cost 

effective by reducing the time needed to sit in the actual classroom.  Blended learning is 

also used to address one of the main student complaints regarding online courses—the 

lack of face-to-face interaction (Osguthorpe & Graham, 2003).  Student achievement and 

withdrawal rates are equal to or better than those of face-to-face or online courses 

(Dzuiban, Hartman, Juge, Moskal, & Sorg, 2006).  Research also suggests that faculty 

members are highly satisfied with blended courses because of the flexibility and 

enhanced interactions in a technological environment (Dziuban et al, 2006). 

The Educause Center for Applied Research surveyed 4,374 undergraduates at 

thirteen colleges (not disaggregated) regarding their perspectives of technology (Caruso, 

2004).  Figures 2.5 and 2.6 both graphically represent some of the findings from the 

Educause survey (Caruso, 2004).  While a substantial amount of students find technology 

beneficial, only a relatively small amount find that the use technology improves learning.  
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The largest benefit for the students was simply convenience, for example the ability to 

check their grades online or access the course syllabus. 

 

Figure 2.5 

 

 

 Within institutions of higher education it is often heard that today‘s students want, 

need, or require the use of technology.  Researchers state that today‘s college students 

have high technology skills and expect the use of newer technologies (Fox & Madden, 

2006; Junco & Cole-Avent, 2008; Rainie & Tancer, 2007).  Students have been reared in 

homes and educated in ways that technology is an expected part of their everyday life 

(Lloyd, Dean, & Cooper, 2009; Sifferlen, 2003).  However, the Educause survey (Caruso, 

2004) found that this statement might be true in the students‘ personal day to day lives 

(living), but that they are not really expecting their education (learning) to be all with 
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technology (Young, 2004).  Students therefore recognize a difference between living and 

learning technologies and their expected uses.  Only a small amount of students reported 

that they wanted all online course and the largest amount wanted moderate use of 

technology in the classroom (see Figure 2.6). 

 

Figure 2.6 

 

 

Students did express frustrations regarding the professors‘ use of technology.  In 

the Educause survey used by Young (2004), students said technology could actually 

make some professors less effective than they would be if they stuck to a lecture at the 

chalkboard.  The most common frustration is that of the professors‘ use of PowerPoint 

slideshows or what students called ―PowerPoint abuse‖ (Young, 2004).  Students stated 

that some professors seemed scared or embarrassed to use PowerPoint because the 
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students may know more about how to use PowerPoint or that the professors read the 

slides and move too quickly through the material (Young, 2004). 

The survey conducted by Educause (Caruso, 2004) demonstrates the need to get 

the actual perspectives of the various users of technology.  Administrators and staff may 

be unaware of the actual uses and/or perceptions of the technology being used in the 

classroom.  For example, are administrators and staff aware that students perceive the 

greatest benefit of technology as convenience?  More research is needed in this area to 

provide data regarding the technology being used, why it is used, and how it is used in 

the classroom environment. 

 

Student Learning 

Regardless of the fact that the Educause survey (Caruso, 2004) found that only 

thirteen percent of students believe the greatest benefit of technology is improved 

learning, research has shown that the use of technology can enhance student learning.  

‗‗Used appropriately and in concert with powerful pedagogical approaches, technology is 

supposed to enhance student learning productivity‘‘ (Kuh & Vesper, 2001, p. 87).  An 

example of this is that students are often more comfortable to ask questions or make 

comments in an online environment than in a traditional classroom.  In a study done by 

Chester and Gwynne (1998) the findings showed that ―two-thirds of the students rated 

their participation in the subject as greater than in face-to-face classes‖ (p. 1).  Kennedy 

(2000) also suggests that technology can be a tool to increase student engagement in the 

areas of classmate interaction or student and faculty interaction.  While there could be a 
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variety of reasons for this increase in engagement (e.g. fewer social or language barriers), 

the findings demonstrate that the online environment enables many students to increase 

their participation.  So the conclusion drawn is that increased participation enhances 

learning. 

The use of technology also positively impacts a variety of student outcomes.  

According to Kuh and Vesper (2001), when using technology, students reported gains in 

general education, personal development, and intellectual development.  Hughes and 

Hagie (2005) found that students taking online courses were able to take additional time 

to reflect and develop ideas in a way that promoted learning.  Turoff (1997) stated that 

his view of distance learning ―has always been as a force for positive change and 

improvement in the field of group communications and for learning as an important 

component‖ (para. 1).  The use of technology in higher education can have a positive 

impact on students. 

 However, there are critics who suggest the use of technology has a negative 

impact on students.  Cox (2005) stated that, regarding the use of technology, ―many 

critics foresee dire consequences for faculty and students and predict a future for higher 

education that is marked by increasing social stratification and inequality‖ (p. 1754).  In 

their study Holley and Oliver (2010) found that further studies are needed to reveal more 

about how individuals experience and cope with their engagement in higher education.  

They believe that such studies will make it possible to begin developing pedagogical 

approaches and new policies that respond directly to students‘ needs.  More studies are 

necessary to clearly understand the students‘ perspectives in order to meet their needs in a 
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more informed way.  To understand both the positive and negative impacts of 

technology, it is necessary to examine the use of technology in higher education. 

 

Changing Roles 

 Another impact of this use of technology is a shift in roles and a new division of 

labor in higher education.  According to Bess (1998), there has been a change in the 

division of labor in higher education, as a new workforce has been created to support the 

technology, while the work of other groups are being redefined.  This redefinition of 

work includes faculty, whose role is being redefined by emergent groups like IT support 

professionals (Bess, 1998).  These staff members are actively addressing many of the 

functions once thought to be part of the faculty role.  For example, student learning is one 

of the main issues being discussed by the IT staff (Waycott, Bennet, Kennedy, Dalgarno, 

& Gray, 2010) and this was once considered a primary job of the faculty.  The increasing 

number of adjunct faculty members could also be redefining the role of the full-time 

faculty. 

The fact that there are a growing number of adjunct faculty members being 

employed to teach higher education classes (U.S.D.E., 2008) could be redefining the role 

of full-time faculty.  Teaching was once seen as a main role of full-time faculty and with 

the growing numbers of adjunct faculty members more and more classes are being taught 

by adjunct faculty.  Rhoades (1996) suggests that the professional position of faculty is 

being renegotiated, with an increased emphasis on managerial flexibility as more adjunct 

faculty are being hired.  He found that managers in higher education have hired more 
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adjunct faculty to minimize costs and maximize managerial control.  Rhoades (1996) 

focused on the adjunct faculty because ―their growing numbers represent a challenge to 

the academic profession‘s definition of faculty lines as full-time, with a secure future‖ (p. 

627).  Given the current adjunct faculty hiring policies that include term by term 

contracts and their rising numbers, these faculty members could continue to reshape the 

role of the full-time faculty in the areas of academic freedom, tenure, and teaching.  The 

shift in roles and hiring practices emphasize the importance of exploring and researching 

issues regarding adjunct faculty. 

 

Non-Passive Technology 

 Technology is used in almost every part of the instructional process.  It is used in 

the physical classroom, to do homework, to do grading, for testing and evaluation, for 

group work, and for class communication.  This technology is often thought of as being 

passive or as a ―tool‖ to improve teaching and learning.  According to Forsythe (1996) 

technology may not always be considered neutral.  In her study, describing the designing 

of an information system to support patients suffering from migraines, she supplied a 

clear example of the need to consider multiple perspectives during the design process 

(Forsythe, 1996).  In this example, the designers‘ (doctors) perspectives became encoded 

in the information system and affected its eventual use (Forsythe, 1996).  If only the 

designers‘ perspective is considered, it is possible the technology will fail to meet its 

intended goal because of the exclusion of the users‘ perspectives (Forsythe, 1996).  As 

one of the users of technology in the classroom, the examination and inclusion of the 
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adjunct faculty‘s perspectives will increase the ability to meet the intended goal (e.g. 

enhance student learning). 

The theory of technology enactment was presented by Jane Fountain in 2001 in 

her book for the Brookings Institution, Building the Virtual State:  Information 

Technology and Institutional Change.  Fountain‘s central concerns deal with how 

technology might be used to alter government organizations and processes and create a 

virtual state based on computer networks (Danziger, 2004).  According to Danziger 

(2004) this is a novel theory used to study technology in organizations.  Fountain (2001) 

created this new theory because she was unable to find a theory that completely explained 

the phenomena she was observing while researching technology and the government. 

This theory is best understood as ―the way in which technology is perceived and 

actually used by the actors in a particular organization‖ (Danziger, 2004, p. 101).  

Fountain breaks enacted technology into four parts dealing with information technology:  

―perceptions, design, implementation, and use‖ (Fountain, 2001, p. 10).  She defines it as 

―the perceptions of users as well as designs and uses [of technology] in particular 

settings‖ (Fountain, 2001, p. 10).  This current study explored the perceptions of the 

adjunct faculty regarding the use of technology in the classroom at institutions of higher 

education.  The following discussion will aid in understanding this term of technology 

enactment. 

Danziger states that, ―Technology enactment includes the variables contributing 

to an explanation of the processes by which technological systems are adopted and 

implemented and also a link to certain outcomes in behaviors, processes, and structures 
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that are produced by such technological systems in use‖ (Danziger, 2004, p. 102).  Along 

with this is the idea of embeddedness.  Fountain derives her use of embedding from 

Selznick‘s (1996) concept of institutionalization, the idea that, over time, ideas and 

behaviors acquire value and stability within an organization.  One of Fountain‘s (2001) 

main goals in her book is to characterize how technology (as enacted technology) 

interacts with the organization in which it is embedded.  Based on Fountain‘s (2001) and 

Danziger‘s (2004) description the researcher is defining technology enactment as the 

perception, design, implementation, and use of technology that leads to expected and 

unexpected outcomes because of its embeddedness in an organization. 

Fountain provides an excellent example of how technology enactment can lead to 

unexpected outcomes.  She noted, ―Technology might be enacted to facilitate 

collaboration, share information, and enhance communication.  Equally plausible, 

technology may be designed and used coercively to promote conformance and control‖ 

(Fountain, 2001, p. 63).  Therefore depending on the perceptions, design, 

implementation, and uses of the technology (its enactment), there are a variety of possible 

outcomes (Danziger, 2004).  The enactment of technology could continue existing forms 

and relationships or develop new organizational forms (Fountain, 2001).  It is through 

this lens of technology enactment that this study will look at the use of technology in the 

traditional classroom and the perceptions of the adjunct faculty regarding the use of 

technology in the traditional classroom. 
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Gaps in Literature 

 The current literature contains several gaps.  The first gap is the lack of research 

from the adjunct faculty‘s perspective.  Currently, most of the research regarding the 

adjunct faculty has concentrated on instructional quality and motivations for teaching.  

Within that research there is a lack of the adjunct faculty‘s perspective as it is primarily 

based on data attained from administrator or student evaluations.  This study will provide 

data on the perspectives of the adjunct faculty regarding their use of technology in the 

classroom by speaking directly to the adjunct faculty.  It will provide a voice that is 

currently lacking in the literature. 

There is also a lack of literature that disaggregates the adjunct faculty.  Some 

researchers have disaggregated the adjunct faculty based on motivations for teaching or 

discipline of field (Benjamin, 1998; Gappa and Leslie, 1993; McLeod, 1999; Tuckman, 

1978; Wagoner, 2004).  This study disaggregates the adjunct faculty by type of institution 

(two-year and four-year), discipline of field (natural science and social science), as well 

as type of adjunct faculty member (e. g. aspiring academic). 

 While previous research has focused on issues associated with the use of 

technology in education, there is a lack of research that examines the use of technology in 

the traditional classroom (Chompu-inwai & Doolen, 2004).  Most available research has 

focused on technology and its use in distance education, online learning, or blended 

learning.  The current study focuses on the use of technology in the traditional classroom 

and examines the perspectives of one of the users (adjunct faculty).  Finally, studies that 

have focused on the design and implementation of technology have mainly taken place in 



57 

 

 

other areas such as the medical field (Forsythe, 1996) or government organizations 

(Fountain, 2001).  This study focuses directly on the adjunct faculty teaching in 

institutions of higher education and their perspectives regarding the use of technology in 

the classroom. 

 

Conceptual Framework 

 The purpose of this study was to analyze the perspectives of adjunct faculty 

regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  Schwandt (1993) makes the case that 

no qualitative study begins from pure observation and that prior theory provides the 

starting point for all observation.  The conceptual framework functions as a blueprint to 

present the theory or interrelated concepts that serve as the lens to explore the problems 

being studied.  This conceptual framework aids in the explanation of the theory and 

concepts used to examine both the increasing trend in the hiring of adjunct faculty and 

the extended use of technology within institutions of higher education.  The theories and 

literature in this section provided the themes for the research questions asked by this 

study. 

This study integrated the theory and concepts regarding academic capitalism, non 

passive technology, and managerial control into a framework to examine the perspectives 

of adjunct faculty regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  This holistic 

approach was used with the purpose of understanding the adjunct faculty‘s perspectives 

regarding the use of technology and to further examine these perspectives for the 

institutional realities they face regarding managerial control. 
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Restructuring of Higher Education 

Within higher education there are currently two increasing trends that this study 

examines.  On one hand, there is the increase of adjunct faculty and on the other there is 

the extended use of technology.  These two trends reflect a bigger picture regarding how 

institutions of higher education are being restructured.  Institutions of higher education 

are being restructured into organizations that invest vast amounts of money into 

technology and look to hire part-time workers to teach courses. 

Academic capitalism provides the first lens through which to understand the 

restructuring of higher education.  Academic capitalism can best be understood as the 

process by which institutions of higher education are becoming players in the market, not 

just participants but in taking an active role (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).  Institutions 

have become market-driven.  Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) in their book, Academic 

Capitalism and the New Economy, suggest that institutions will continue to increasingly 

participate in and be driven by the market.  As state allocations have decreased, 

institutions have looked for new ways to generate funds and profits.  The issue with 

higher education‘s participation and attraction to the market is that we are currently in 

what Kathman (2002) calls a ―new marketplace.‖  It is a market driven by flexibility and 

impacted by technological discoveries.  Institutions of higher education look at private 

industry and, in the current ―new marketplace,‖ are influenced by private industry‘s 

implementation of flexibility and their use of ever changing technology.  Academic 

capitalism has caused a restructuring of organizations as institutions of higher education 
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become more like the ―new marketplace‖ in regards to their use of workforce flexibility 

and their increasing use of technology. 

As stated previously, one of the main factors found in this ―new marketplace‖ is 

flexibility (Carnoy, 2000).  It is assumed that this factor of flexibility has impacted higher 

educations‘ hiring practices.  According to Carnoy (2000), the current economy ―requires 

a workforce that is not only well educated, but also ready to change jobs quickly…‖ (p. 

1).  Part-time workers afford institutions more flexibility by lowering instructional costs 

and by extending managerial control (Slaughter, & Rhoades, 2004).  Therefore the 

current trend in the hiring of adjunct faculty can be seen as an impact of academic 

capitalism creating market driven behavior within the current ―new marketplace‖ setting. 

 Another main factor found within the ―new marketplace‖ is the use of rapidly 

changing information technology.  Higher education‘s participation in the ―new 

marketplace‖ draws them into an extended use of technology.  Castells and Jenson (2004) 

found that higher education has been influenced by the technological conditions of the 

―new marketplace‖ and the many options offered regarding the distribution of 

information.  Academic capitalism has impacted higher education by influencing the use 

of technology as a reflection of, and membership in, the current marketplace.  Therefore 

the impact of academic capitalism has led to the ever increasing use of technology within 

institutions of higher education. 
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Increase in Hiring of Adjunct Faculty 

One of the first areas of concern seen in the literature is the current employment 

trend and the increasing use of adjunct faculty to save money and increase managerial 

flexibility within institutions of higher education (Gappa & Leslie, 1997; Rhoades, 1996; 

Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron, 1996).  Despite prior research, there are still questions 

that remain regarding the use of adjunct faculty in higher education.  This study further 

examines the idea that the adjunct faculty are exploited members of the higher education 

system (Dubson 2001; Karabell, 1998).  In particular, the perspectives of the adjunct 

faculty were examined to assess Rhoades‘ (1996) concept that administrators are hiring 

more adjunct faculty with the intention of increasing managerial control.  This study 

takes this blanketing statement and uses it to look at one facet of the adjunct faculty‘s 

work in the classroom.  Does Rhoades‘ (1996) concept of managerial control hold true in 

every aspect of the adjunct faculty‘s work?  Does the hiring of adjunct faculty extend 

managerial control into the classroom in regards to the use of technology?  Within the 

discourse of the adjunct faculty do they see themselves as being controlled or discuss 

issues that can be perceived as managerial control?  Or is it possible that Rhoades‘ (1996) 

concept of managerial control does not remain entirely true regarding the adjunct 

faculty‘s use of technology in the classroom?  For this study, the perspectives of the 

adjunct faculty are examined to find any indication that they are controlled regarding 

their use of technology in the classroom. 

 In his research, Rhoades (1996) seeks to understand the politics of professional 

work by examining academic negotiations between managerial staff and faculty.  He 
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looks directly at the strategies and positions that managers use and that are embedded in 

contracts.  This study uses a modified version of this concept by not examining contracts, 

but by instead seeking to understand the politics of professional work by examining the 

perspectives of the adjunct faculty that are embedded in their use of technology in the 

classroom.  The trend in higher education of hiring more adjunct faculty was examined 

through the lens of managerial control to determine if the adjunct faculty perceive 

themselves as being controlled in regards to their use of technology in the classroom. 

 

Extended Use of Technology 

Another issue of concern seen in the literature is the current trend in higher 

education of extended use of technology.  This study incorporates the research of 

Forsythe (1996) and the theory of technology enactment (Fountain, 2001) to serve as a 

lens by which the researcher observes the usage of technology.  Technology is often seen 

or described as a passive tool intended to enhance the learning environment.  Both the 

research of Forsythe (1996) and Fountain‘s (2001) theory of technology enactment 

challenge this idea that technology is a passive or neutral tool.  Fountain (2001) and 

Forsythe‘s (1996) research suggests instead that technology becomes embedded with the 

perspectives of those who select, design, implement, and use the technology and that 

these perspectives are of value.  The theory of technology enactment encompasses the 

perceptions, design, implementation, and use of technology (Fountain, 2001).  However, 

this study concentrated on two of the areas addressed by the theory:  perceptions and use.  

The other areas are not utilized by this study as this study focused directly on the 
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perspectives of one of the users (adjunct faculty) of technology in the classroom, and did 

not consider those who select, design, and implement the technology.  This concept was 

used to analyze data gathered from both the adjunct faculty and the two-year and four-

year institution. 

This study examined the increasing trends of hiring adjunct faculty members and 

the extended use of technology.  Institutions of higher education are dedicating a large 

amount of resources for the purpose of technology and much of this technology is found 

in the traditional classroom.  To examine the users‘ perspective regarding technology an 

understanding of the classroom learning environment is required, and the current hiring 

trends put more adjunct faculty members in the classroom as their primary activity is 

teaching (Leslie & Conley, 2002).  Therefore, to attain a true understanding regarding the 

use of technology in the traditional classroom the perspectives of the adjunct faculty are a 

necessary component.  For the purpose of this study technology is not seen as passive, 

but as carrying the perspectives of the users of the technology and the adjunct faculty are 

one of these users.  This study integrated the theory and concepts regarding academic 

capitalism, non passive technology, and managerial control into a framework to examine 

the perspectives of adjunct faculty regarding the use of technology in the classroom. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of adjunct faculty 

regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  The study utilized 

qualitative methods to examine adjunct faculty members at a two-year and a four-year 

institution.  This chapter covers the overall rationale for the research methods utilized.  It 

begins with the research questions; followed by a discussion of the methodological and 

design components of the study including: research approach, site and sample population, 

data collection, and data analysis.  The chapter concludes with positionality, validity, 

ethical considerations, limitations, and significance of the study. 

 

Research Questions 

 In an effort to examine the perceptions of adjunct faculty regarding the use of 

technology in the traditional classroom, the overarching research question that drove this 

study was: What are the differences and/or similarities between adjunct faculty at a two-

year and a four-year institution regarding their use of technology in the classroom?  To 

achieve this, the following questions were designed to ascertain the adjunct faculty‘s 

perceptions and actual usage of technology: 

 

1. How do adjunct faculty members define technology and what types of 

technology are they using in the classroom? 
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2. What are the influencing factors that lead adjunct faculty to use or not use 

technology in the classroom? 

 

 

3. What types of support services are available to the adjunct faculty 

regarding their use of technology in the classroom? 

 

 

4. How might adjunct faculty be managerially controlled regarding their use 

of technology in the classrooms? 

 

 

5. How might discipline of field or type of adjunct faculty member (e.g. 

aspiring academic or specialist) affect technology usage? 

 

Research Approach 

 The research design was created by following the guidelines of LeCompte and 

Preissle (1993).  First, the research questions determined the information necessary that 

would most appropriately provide a complete answer.  Second, the type of research 

questions also determined which strategies would be most effective.  Qualitative methods 

were utilized based on the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), 

Jane Fountain‘s (2001) theory of technology enactment, the research of Forsythe (1996), 

and Rhoades‘ (1996) concept of managerial control.  These methods were used to 

examine adjunct faculty perceptions regarding the use of technology in the traditional 

classroom setting, and to analyze the technology used in the traditional classroom.  

Interviews, document analysis, and classroom observations provided the data for 

analysis.  Document analysis and classroom observations aided in the examination of the 

actual use as it compared to the reported use of technology in the classroom.  
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One of the main reasons a qualitative approach was utilized for this study is that it 

allowed the researcher to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the issues involved in 

the study by using various types of data collection.  These methods allow the researcher 

to understand the experiences of people (Holdaway, 2000), and assume that realities are 

varied and that there are great differences in how individuals know reality (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2000).  The data collection was drawn from multiple sources such as face-to-

face interviews, observations, and document analysis.  The researcher spent time actually 

on-site interacting with the participants in their environment, and explored the actual 

technology in the traditional classroom as well as the perceptive of the adjunct faculty 

regarding the use of the technology. 

Creswell (2003) asserts the importance of on-site interaction with participants in 

order to triangulate different types of data collection.  The researcher used focused 

targeted interviews and observations (Mason, 1996), and by carefully interpreting 

information gathered approximated the perspectives of those representing the object of 

study in various contexts (Mendaglio, 2003).  Qualitative methods allowed the researcher 

to explore an interest in understanding the experiences of the adjunct faculty and the 

meaning they make of that experience (Seidman, 1998).  The researcher explored these 

experiences by analyzing the meaning given to the use of technology in the traditional 

classroom by adjunct faculty members. 
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Site and Sample Population 

 This study was conducted at a two-year public institution and a four-year public 

institution, located in the Southwestern part of the United States, with an approximate 

enrollment of 73,740 and 38,800 students respectively.  The names of the institutions 

were not used in the study, but are referred to as:  the two-year institution and the four-

year institution.  The location was selected as it offered access to both a state flagship 

institution and one of the top ten largest public two-year institutions in the country.  The 

faculty proportion of the two institutions combined is also similar to that of the national 

trend with forty-three percent adjunct faculty and fifty-seven percent full-time faculty.  

The following two sections provide a brief description of both sites and the rationale for 

their selection for the study. 

 

Two-Year Institution 

 The two-year institution was established in 1966 as part of the Junior College 

movement in higher education and first opened its doors in 1970 with an enrollment of 

3,543.  Currently, with an enrollment of 73,740 it is one of the top ten largest community 

colleges in the country.  It also has nonselective admission standards and serves a diverse 

student population.  The two-year institution is ideal for the study as it employs a diverse 

and large number of adjunct faculty members.  According to its website there are 

approximately 1,100 adjunct faculty members employed by the institution and 370 full-

time faculty members.  This provided a large and rich pool of adjunct faculty to draw 

from. 
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Other aspects that the two-year institution offered were:  diverse courses, a focus 

on teaching, and a strong technology base.  The institution offers over 186 programs for 

students to enroll in, which provided a varied pool of adjunct faculty to select from.  

Also, teaching is of importance as one of the College Goals, stated under the institution‘s 

mission, is to ―provide excellent teaching‖ (institution‘s official website).  This is 

relevant as the study focused on the use of technology in the classroom and it was 

expected that the majority of technology used would be for the purpose of 

teaching/educating.  Finally, the two-year institution has a strong technology base as seen 

by their many programs based in technology (e.g. Applied Arts Technologies, 

Engineering & Science Technologies, and Information Technology).  The two-year 

institution was appropriate therefore for the study for the following reasons:  it is an 

established institution; it employs a large number of adjunct faculty members in a variety 

of programs; it has a focus on teaching; and it has a strong technology base. 

 

Four-Year Institution 

The four-year institution was founded in 1885 as the state‘s land-grant university.  

The institution has an approximate enrollment of 38,800 and is selective as it admits 

approximately seventy-eight percent of all applicants (U.S. News and World Report, 

2011).  It is a flagship institution and, similar to the two-year institution, employs a 

diverse and large number of adjunct faculty.  According to their website, in 2009 there 

were approximately 800 adjunct faculty members employed by the university and over 

2,100 full-time faculty (institution‘s official website).  The adjunct faculty members are 
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employed in various programs throughout the university‘s seventeen colleges.  This 

provided a large and varied pool of adjunct faculty to select from. 

The four-year institution‘s mission statement is:  ―To Discover, Educate, Serve 

and Inspire.‖  The mission statement implicates in part a dedication toward educating.  

This is an important fact as the study explored the use of technology in the classroom and 

it was expected that the majority of these uses would be related to teaching/educating.  

Their website also states that they attract professors who thrive on ―innovation and 

collaboration‖ (institution‘s official website).  This was another asset when studying the 

use of technology as the adjunct faculty could provide new or creative ways of utilizing 

technology and/or new technologies.  Lastly, the institution has a strong technological 

infrastructure and support system.  The four-year institution was appropriate for the study 

for the following reasons:  flagship institution, diverse and large group of adjunct faculty, 

dedicated to innovations and educating, and a strong technology infrastructure. 

This study examined a two-year institution and a four-year institution in order to 

disaggregate by type of institution because institutions are not all the same.  Institutions 

can vary in many ways, for example:  their mission, the type of students they serve, and 

how they serve their students.  These differences can impact the way adjunct faculty 

members perceive their role and how they might use technology in their classroom.  

However, institutions may also have observable similarities.  If the institutions were not 

disaggregated there would be no way to distinguish their similarities and/or differences.  

This knowledge can inform our understanding of where, how, and to what extent 

technology might be impacting higher education. 
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Sample Population 

 The adjunct faculty members who participated in the study were identified 

through two methods.  First, the initial adjunct faculty members were selected from the 

researcher‘s colleagues and associates that met the intended goal.  The goal of the initial 

sampling was to gain a pool of adjunct faculty from both two-year and four-year 

institutions in both the natural (e.g. chemistry and biology) and social sciences (e.g. 

anthropology and linguistics) that taught traditional classroom courses.  Secondly, during 

the first set of interviews participants were asked to recommend others that might be 

suitable participants—snowball sampling.  The list of recommended participants was 

then examined by looking at course websites and employee information to find 

participants that matched the requirements of the study. 

When using snowball sampling the researcher identified an initial set of 

participants to interview and then asked each one if they knew of others who fit the 

requirements of the study.  The snowball effect occurred as participants at each level 

made referrals.  For example, if the researcher started with two participants and they each 

referred two more; the researcher now had four additional participants to choose from 

and gain additional referrals.  The purposeful selection of participants allowed for in 

depth and information rich cases (Patton, 2002) as the goal was to include participants 

that provided insight and understanding regarding the topic of study (Bloomberg & 

Volpe, 2008).  Therefore, to identify the additional potential participants that were gained 

from the referrals, the researcher utilized the institutions‘ websites along with online 

course descriptions to select participants.  Websites were checked regarding the status of 
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the faculty and type of courses taught (online or traditional) and their discipline of field.  

The potential participants for the study were then invited to participate via a standardized 

e-mail (See Appendix B).  Once eight interviews had been completed in each institution 

and discipline, it was deemed an appropriate number as the participants began to supply 

similar answers.  Therefore, a total of thirty-two interviews were completed with the 

adjunct faculty. 

For this study snowball sampling was successful and an equal number of 

participants were selected from the two-year and four-year institution as well as from 

natural and social sciences.  While the snowball sampling was effective for finding 

adjunct faculty at both institutions, it was more difficult finding participants at the two-

year institution in the natural sciences.  The reason for this is unclear, but could be 

explained by a lack of connection between these adjunct faculty members.   Every effort 

was made to include both male and female participants.  Though efforts were made to 

select participants with diverse cultural/racial background a vast majority of the 

participants were white (see Table 3.1).  This is representative of the fact that Leslie and 

Conley (2002) found that eighty-eight percent of all adjunct faculty members are white 

non-Hispanic. 
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Table 3.1 Participants Demographics 

Category: 32 Interviews 4 year  2 year 

Race: 

White 

Hispanic 

Asian 

 

 

 

16 

- 

- 

 

 

11 

3 

2 

 

 

Gender:  

Male 

Female 

 

 

 

9 

7 

 

 

8 

8 

 

Discipline: 

Natural Science 

Social Science 

 

 

 

8 

8 

 

 

 

8 

8 

 

 

Degree Attainment: 

Doctorate 

Masters 

H.S. Diploma 

 

 

12 

4 

- 

 

 

11 

4 

1 

 

For this study adjunct faculty at both a two-year and a four-year institution were 

interviewed.  The adjunct faculty were disaggregated based on type of institution (two-

year or four-year), discipline of field (natural science and social science), and type.  

When disaggregating by discipline of field, categories used by the NSF (National Science 

Foundation) were utilized and the adjunct faculty members were disaggregated by those 

in the natural sciences and those in the social sciences.   



72 

 

 

The adjunct faculty members were further disaggregated by type, utilizing the 

work of Gappa & Leslie (1993).  The categories used by Gappa & Leslie (1993) have 

been slightly altered to represent the actual perspectives of the adjunct faculty and how 

they described themselves.  The categories utilized by this study are:  career ender 

(semiretired), full-time plus private (consider themselves full-time teachers but also have 

private work), aspiring academic (want to be full-time faculty), specialists (consider 

themselves part-time teachers and have a full-time job), supported spouses (able to teach 

part-time because of their spouse‘s income).  The first, third, and fourth categories (career 

enders, aspiring academics, and specialists) are those utilized in the studies by Gappa & 

Leslie (1993).  However, the second category (full-time plus private) is similar to what 

Gappa & Leslie (1993) would call a freelancer.  The ―freelancer‖ category was not used 

in this study because it does not describe the perspective of the adjunct faculty.  These 

adjunct faculty members described themselves as full-time teachers who happen to have 

other part-time jobs.  It does not matter to them that they are adjunct faculty at an 

institution, they think of themselves as full-time teachers and the category ―full-time plus 

private‖ better represents this perspective.   

The fifth category, supported spouse (freelancer to Gappa & Leslie (1993)), again 

better represents the perspective of the adjunct faculty.  These adjunct faculty members 

consider themselves part-time teachers who are able to teach because they have a spouse 

or partner who is the main source of household income.  It is important to know the type 

of adjunct faculty being interviewed to properly put the data into context.  For example, 

an adjunct faculty member who is trying to become full-time may have a different 
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perspective regarding their use of technology in the classroom than an adjunct faculty 

member who is teaching part-time and has a full-time job. 

 

Data Collection 

According to Creswell (2003) qualitative research involves four basic types of 

data collection procedures: (unstructured or semi-structured) observations and interviews, 

documents, and visual materials.  In this study the primary data collection procedures 

used were:  semi-structured interviews, document analysis, and classroom observations.  

―The choice of methods by a researcher turns on whether the intent is to specify the type 

of information to be collected in advance of the study or to allow it to emerge from 

participants in the project‖ (Creswell, 2003, p. 17).  Interviews, observations, and 

document analysis were seen as the best choice for this research, because the researcher 

could focus on information directly from participants in the study and the results could 

then be triangulated using multiple strategies to look at the same phenomena. 

 

Interviews 

A research instrument was developed for use in the semi-structured interviews by 

first creating a draft after a thorough literature review.  Next, a single pilot interview was 

conducted to assess the instrument.  Upon completion of the pilot interview a few minor 

changes were made and the instrument was deemed appropriate for the study.  The final 

instrument used in this study is Appendix A.  The instrument served as a guide for the 
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interviews, but the interviews consisted of additional questions that emerged out of the 

responses and aided the conversational nature of the interview. 

The participants‘ demographic information was attained through questions asked 

during the interviews and included the following: gender, age, ethnicity, professional and 

educational background.  Demographic information was needed to help explain the 

underlying perceptions as well as similarities and differences in perception among 

participants (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008). 

The researcher utilized thirty-two face-to-face semi-structured interviews and all 

were digitally recorded.  Participants were given the courtesy of selecting their own time 

and location for the interview.  Interviews took place in offices, classrooms, labs, or 

common areas on their campus.  The interviews averaged forty-five minutes in length 

with the shortest interview lasting twenty-two minutes and the longest seventy-five 

minutes.  The length of the interview varied depending on schedules, speed at sharing 

information regarding the topic, and willingness to discuss the topic.  Even though all 

interviews were digitally recorded, notes were taken during and immediately after each 

interview regarding the setting, behaviors during the interview, and any initial or 

reflective thoughts by the researcher. 

Sixteen of the interviews included adjunct faculty who teach at the two-year 

institution (eight in a natural science and eight in a social science) and sixteen interviews 

of adjunct faculty who teach at the four-year institution (eight in a natural science and 

eight in a social science).  The interviews were guided by a list of questions constructed 

from the instrument described above (Appendix A).  Semi-structured interviews were 
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used because they are usually more open-ended and answers can be documented in detail.  

This type of questioning allowed the participant to guide the discussion to issues they 

believe are important regarding their perspectives about the use of technology in the 

classroom. 

Perceptual information is one of the types of information typically found in 

qualitative research and refers to the participants‘ perceptions regarding the topic of study 

(Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008).  Interviews are a typical collection method used to uncover 

participants‘ perceptions regarding a topic of study (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008).  

Perceptions are not facts and are neither right nor wrong, but instead tell the story of what 

participants believe to be true based on their own view of the world (Bloomberg & 

Volpe, 2008).  They are the participants‘ explanations and experiences regarding the 

topic of study and they relate directly to both the contextual and demographic 

information. 

The use of semi-structured interviews also allowed the researcher to probe for the 

opinions of the participants and to explore new areas that were not initially considered 

(Gray, 2004).  It enabled the researcher to clarify questions and obtain non-verbal 

information from the interviewees (Weiss, 1994).  These interviews allowed for a process 

of continual probing and cross-examination of information as well as building on 

previous knowledge rather than sticking to a completely fixed script of questions.  This 

exploring and probing established a conversational style while focusing on the subject of 

study (Patton, 2002).   
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Findings from the interviews were then analyzed and cross-examined by asking 

other questions or by seeking information from other interviewees.  The digitally 

recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim and saved as a document file.  The 

original audio file was also saved for possible future reference.  These audio files were 

saved on a separate drive that was securely kept and accessible only by the researcher.  

Interviews focused on how the adjunct faculty define technology, what technology is 

used in the classroom, why it is used, and how it is used in the classroom.   

 

Document Analysis 

Contextual information is another type of information typically needed in 

qualitative research and relates to the perceptual and demographic information 

(Bloomberg and Volpe, 2008).  Contextual information refers to the culture or 

environment of an institution (e.g. history, structure, and mission).  The main documents 

used for this qualitative study consisted of publically available open access web 

documents from the institutions‘ official website.  Notes were taken while accessing 

these documents regarding content and to attain insight regarding the data for this study.  

This data was then used to select appropriate sites, participants, and to triangulate and 

analyze the interview and observation data.  For example, the institutions‘ official 

websites were accessed and notes taken regarding a faculty members‘ status to assure 

they were adjunct faculty, their discipline of field, and that they taught in the traditional 

classroom.  For the purpose of protecting the institutions‘ identity the researcher has 

reserved the right to not quote or mention the titles of the documents reviewed as it could 
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lead to the disclosure of the institutional names.  The institutions used in this study are 

referred to as the two-year institution and the four-year institution and any information 

that may disclose their names are not included. 

 

Classroom Observations 

Classroom observations were employed to observe the actual technology in the 

classroom and to cross-examine the interviews.  Observations have been used extensively 

in previous education research and allow the researcher to move beyond the selective 

perspectives of the participants (Patton, 1990).  There were twelve classroom 

observations performed during this study and selected from the interview participants 

(three in a natural science at the two-year institution, three in a social science at the two 

year institution, three in a natural science at the four-year institution, and three in a social 

science at the four-year institution). 

The observations consisted of the researcher observing the traditional classrooms 

used by the participants and the technology available in the room.  The observation data 

was collected in the field in the actual classrooms used by the adjunct faculty.  One of the 

strengths of these observations is that they were conducted where the teaching occurs.  

This allows the researcher to understand the context of the actual activities and gain a 

holistic perspective regarding the use of technology in the classroom (Patton, 2002).  The 

researcher was able to be physically present where the technology is used.  Notes were 

taken during the observations regarding the technology present and the general set-up of 

the classroom.  The observations were used primarily to view the technology in the 
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classroom and the traditional classroom setting itself.  This allowed the researcher to 

cross-examine the observation data with that of the interviews and document analysis. 

 

Data Analysis 

When using qualitative methods, data analysis is an ongoing and vital process.  In 

a qualitative study the data collection and analysis must be simultaneous processes 

(Merriam, 1998).  The data gathered through the interviews, document analysis, and 

classroom observations were all analyzed.  This section details how the data for this study 

was managed, organized, and interpreted.  The process of data analysis involved making 

sense out of the data and the analysis of the interviews, documents, and observations was 

guided by Creswell‘s (2003) steps. 

First, the data was organized and prepared for analysis.  During this step the 

interviews were transcribed and interview notes typed.  The document analysis notes and 

classroom observation notes were also typed.  All recordings of interviews were 

transcribed into Microsoft Word documents and then imported into Atlas.ti.  All other 

notes (interviews, classroom observations, and document analysis) were typed in 

Microsoft Word and then imported into Atlas.ti. 

Next, all of the data was either listened to or read to check for accuracy.  The 

digital recordings of each interview were reviewed and compared to the transcriptions.  

Any errors and most inaudible words were corrected.  Initial notes were made regarding 

general thoughts while reading or listening.  Observation and document analysis notes 
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were also read and general thoughts noted.  Each interview transcription was read 

thoroughly multiple times to help identify possible emerging codes. 

The coding process then began by organizing the data into chunks and assigning 

them meaning.  The codes were created progressively by both deductive and inductive 

processes.  To begin the coding process initial codes were created based on a deductive 

analysis of the themes found while conducting the literature review.  These codes were 

created and stored using Atlas.ti‘s code manager and the open coding feature.  Once the 

initial codes were created the primary documents were opened in the document pane.  

Atlas.ti allows the researcher to open a primary document and then assign codes to the 

different chunks of information in that document.  Once a primary document was opened, 

a chunk of text would be selected and using the code manager a code would be dragged 

and dropped on to the selected text, thus assigning that code to that chunk of text and 

making the text a quote.  Atlas.ti allows for multiple codes to be assigned to the same 

chunk of text or quote.  As the coding process continued new codes were created, others 

were modified, split, deleted, or merged using the code manager.  Inductive codes were 

developed as each primary document was read and re-read in order to find and associate 

appropriate codes (see Appendix C for the list of codes) and identify new and emerging 

themes. 

The coding process was then used to generate a description of the participants and 

their setting as well as the various themes for analysis.  During this part of the analysis 

the comment, memo, link, and hyperlink features in Atlas.ti were utilized.  The memo 

and comment features were extremely useful as emerging themes began to develop 
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because the researcher could create side notes regarding thoughts and possible themes.  

As the themes began to emerge the linking feature was useful as text in different 

documents could be linked together.  Atlas.ti served as a valuable tool in regards to the 

creating and analysis of the theme links.  Once the themes and descriptions had emerged 

from the data it was possible to consider how to use them in a narrative. 

Finally, the data was interpreted and meaning assigned.  During this stage the 

themes were used to answer the research questions asked by the study.  A descriptive 

listing of all the findings was created and organized by themes.  Findings were listed and 

quotes from the adjunct faculty interviews were selected to support the findings.  This list 

of findings was then used to create the main findings in Chapter Five.  For this study no 

quantifying of qualitative data occurred, primarily because of the nature of the interviews 

and that they were conducted in a semi-structured conversational manner that allowed 

participants to guide the discussion to issues they deemed important.  Therefore, any 

attempt to quantify the data could mislead.  Qualitative terms such as: few, some, many, 

and most were used sparingly throughout the findings to suggest patterns not to imply 

any precise sizes.  The background, experience, and biases of the researcher were 

considered in regards to the topic of study.  Then conclusions were made regarding the 

data found using the themes as the basis for the research findings presented in the 

following chapter. 
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Positionality 

Particularly in qualitative research, the role of the researcher as the primary data 

collection instrument necessitates the identification of personal values, assumptions, and 

biases that the researcher brings to the study (Creswell, 2009).  My perceptions of higher 

education and the use of technology in the classroom have been shaped by my personal 

experiences.  From August 1997 to July 2002, I served as an adjunct faculty member on a 

community college campus in the Midwest of the United States with an enrollment of 

approximately 30,000.  As a member of the faculty I taught software related courses and 

my classrooms were highly technological.  Upon relocating to the Southwest in 2003, I 

became employed at a large four-year institution as an instructor and continued to teach 

software related courses.  I am currently a Ph.D. candidate and instructor at a large public 

four-year institution in the Southwestern region of the United States.   

I am a heavy user of technology in my daily life and in the courses that I teach.  

At home I have three laptops and I utilize them frequently throughout the day for Internet 

searches, e-mail, social networking, and for general news.  In my classroom I also utilize 

technology as I teach software related courses.  My classroom consists of an instructor 

station with a computer, a projector, screen, whiteboards, and each student has an 

individual computer station.  In my teaching I primarily utilize the software that I am 

teaching, for example for database design I primarily use Microsoft Access.  During these 

classes I also use PowerPoint for an introduction to the course and to outline the material 

to be covered, and the Internet for additional information or examples. 



82 

 

 

I am also experienced with dealing with support services, but am very fortunate to 

have a highly effective IT person.  The IT staff member is available during all of my 

courses and if I have any problems I just go down two doors to his office and he 

immediately and courteously handles any issue.  I believe my understanding and use of 

technology, along with my classroom teaching experience, enhances my awareness and 

sensitivity to many of the issues and decisions involved concerning the use of technology 

in the classroom. 

I recognize that due to my previous experiences, I bring certain biases to this 

study and that my biases may have influenced the way I viewed, collected, and 

interpreted the data.  Every effort was made to ensure objectivity by clarifying my 

perspectives.  I began this study with the perspective that the use of technology in the 

traditional classroom can add to the learning experience of students.  I question how 

technology is used in the traditional classroom and what motivates its usage. 

Finally, I bring certain demographics and other social characteristics into this 

study as the researcher.  I am a white male born and raised in the United States.  My race, 

gender, and current position at a four-year institution contributed to my positionality in 

regards to the way the participants viewed me as an interviewer and researcher.  As a 

white male teaching and studying at a four-year institution some participants, especially 

those teaching at the two-year institution, may have been concerned about my intentions 

and less likely to share all of their perspectives regarding the staff, full-time faculty, and 

administration at their institutions.  My demographics may have also influenced the way I 

analyzed the interviews and interpreted the data.  Each of the previous aspects 
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demonstrates my positionality and I recognized these biases and continually examined 

my positionality throughout the research process. 

 

Validity 

Validity is seen as a strength of qualitative research, and refers to whether the 

findings are accurate from the standpoint of the researcher, the participants, and the 

readers (Creswell, 2003).  Although it is impossible to guarantee complete validity, every 

effort was made to ensure validity.  The purpose of the study, the reasons for selecting the 

population, and the data collection methods are all detailed.  Feedback was also elicited 

by both peers and the committee chair.  Peer debriefing is considered one of the primary 

strategies for checking accuracy (Creswell, 2003). 

The other strategies used to maintain the accuracy of this study include:  content 

validity, clarification of researcher bias, and triangulation.  First, the instrument was 

examined by peers and feedback given.  This helped ensure the content validity of the 

instruments and established face validity by identifying any parts that were incorrect or 

unclear (Light, Singer & Willet, 1990).  The instrument was also used in a pilot interview 

and minor changes were then made.  The researcher self-reflected regarding the bias he 

brings to this study in order to provide an open and honest narrative (See Positionality). 

Triangulation is defining different data sources of information by examining 

evidence from the sources and using it to build justification for themes (Creswell, 2003).  

The study utilized three types of triangulation.  The first type, methodological 

triangulation involves checking the consistency of data by using more than one method to 



84 

 

 

gather the data (Denzin, 1978; Patton, 1999).  The study utilized classroom observations, 

data analysis, and interviews to gather data.  Second, theory triangulation involves using 

more than one theoretical perspective to examine the phenomenon (Denzin, 1978; Patton, 

1999).  The study utilized the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 

2004), the theory of technology enactment (Fountain, 2001), and the research of Forsythe 

(1996) and Rhoades (1996) to examine the topic of this study.  Third, data triangulation 

involves examining the consistency of data from different sources (Denzin, 1978; Patton, 

1999).  Participants in this study included those teaching in the natural and social 

sciences as well as at a two-year institution and a four-year institution. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

 The research proposal for this study was forwarded to the home institution‘s 

Human Subjects Committee for review and approval.  Each interview participant was 

asked to read and sign a Subject Consent form (see Appendix D) that outlined the nature 

and purpose of the study, and both individual and institutional confidentiality was 

ensured.  Pseudonyms and aliases were used in place of individual names and places to 

protect the identities of participants.  Most subjects will participate in a study given 

adequate assurance regarding the legitimacy and confidentiality of the interview (Weiss, 

1994). 
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Limitations 

 There are limitations involved with this study and part of the research process is 

to discuss these limitations.  First, as far as I have been able to determine, the theory and 

concepts used by this study have not been previously applied to the adjunct faculty‘s 

perceptions regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  Second, my 

connection to the staff and faculty at the two institutions of higher education being 

studied could be seen as a limitation.  The fact that some of them are current colleagues 

and associates may have influenced this study.  As with most qualitative studies, I have 

biases that influenced my approach to the study as well as my interpretation and 

conclusions.  I am an instructor at one of the sites where I conducted my study and I 

teach technology related courses.  Therefore, I clearly have biases about adjunct faculty 

and the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  It was important for me to remain 

open-minded during the research process and to acknowledge my biases when 

interpreting the results.  While every attempt was made to remain as unbiased as possible, 

it is a limitation that was discussed in the positionality section of this study.   

Finally, my choice to use case studies limits the generalizeability of this study and 

it therefore lacks external validity.  In other words, because the study is restricted to two 

institutions, it is difficult to project the findings of this study on to all institutions of 

higher education.  However, the lack of external validity is compensated with strong 

internal validity by exploring the issues to a greater depth.  This study focused on the 

adjunct faculty perspective and did not attempt to consider the administration or IT staff 
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perspective.  Even though this study does have limitations, it is likely that some of the 

findings relate to the experiences of adjunct faculty outside of these two institutions. 

 

Significance of the Study 

The study addresses the research questions, and does so from the adjunct faculty‘s 

perspective and in their voice.  Along with benefiting the adjunct faculty by providing 

them a voice, the study also benefits administrators and IT staff at both two-year and 

four-year institutions by supplying data regarding the adjunct faculty‘s usage of 

technology in the classroom.  It supplies administrators and IT staff insight regarding the 

use and barriers to the use of technology in the classroom.  Thus, it supplies data that can 

be used to create new training programs and/or manuals suitable for adjunct faculty who 

are unable to fully utilize technology.  Other researchers may also be encouraged to 

further explore issues from the adjunct faculty perspective or to explore the use of 

technology in the traditional classroom. 

 The study focused on two specific institutions of higher education, but the results 

may be of interest to those in other two-year and four-year institutions as well.  

Therefore, in addition to the adjunct faculty, the findings of this study may prove 

informative and beneficial to a wider audience.  As faculty members and IT staff 

investigate new technologies and/or new uses for technology in the classroom, many full-

time faculty, and IT staff may also benefit from the findings of this study. 

The principal contribution to research that this study brings is addressing the gaps 

in the current literature.  First, the study benefits faculty (full-time and adjunct), IT staff, 
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and administrators as it examined how technology is used and the perceptions of adjunct 

faculty regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  Through this 

examination insight has been gained as to how technology is being used as well as a 

clearer understanding of adjunct faculty perceptions.  By looking at the relationship 

between the use of technology and adjunct faculty perceptions, the findings could also 

inform funding decisions.  Institutions may be able to develop a plan for implementing 

technology to address needs and critically evaluate how technology is currently used in 

the traditional classroom.  The study also provides insight into possible differences based 

on discipline of field, type of institution, and/or type of adjunct faculty. 

Next, this study adds to the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 

2004), the theory of technology enactment (Fountain, 2001), the research of Forsythe 

(1996), and Rhoades‘ (1996) concept of managerial control.  This study continues the 

examination of institutions‘ academic capitalism.  Two of the main factors found in the 

―new marketplace‖ are examined: the hiring of adjunct faculty (workforce flexibility) and 

the use of technology.  The original work by Jane Fountain (2001) and Forsythe (1996) 

examined the use of technology in government organizations and the medical field, but 

this study used their research to examine institutions of higher education.  This study also 

tested the idea that adjunct faculty are ―kept in their place‖ or managerially controlled as 

suggested by Rhoades (1996).  He found that within the institution the managerial 

discretion and constraints over the adjunct faculty is almost absolute (Rhoades, 1996).  

Therefore, the study adds to the literature regarding the concept of managerial control in 

higher education by testing this concept. 
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Lastly, the study furthers the literature regarding technology by looking at adjunct 

faculty perspectives and by examining the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  

Administrators are able to utilize the findings from this study to guide implementation 

and suggest strategies for the use of technology that can influence policy and guide 

practice. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the perspectives of adjunct 

faculty regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  This chapter 

presents a descriptive listing of the findings of this study and is divided into sections 

based on the six emergent themes obtained from the data analysis.  While it would be 

possible to consolidate many of the findings, the decision was made to list the individual 

findings in this chapter and consolidate them in the following chapter. 

Based on the research questions, six general themes emerged during the data 

analysis and form the main sections of this chapter.  The adjunct faculty‘s primary 

perspectives regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom are divided into 

the following themes:  General Attitude Toward Technology, Why Not Use Technology, 

Technology Used, Knowledge and Training, Relationship with Support Services, and 

Time.  Quotes used in this and the following chapter are from the interviews with the 

adjunct faculty (see Appendix E for interviewees‘ information). 

 

Theme 1:  General Attitude Toward Technology 

 

This section addresses the study‘s first question dealing with defining and using 

technology.  The adjunct faculty‘s attitude toward technology is a main factor that 

influences their use of technology in the classroom.  This section covers their general 
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view of technology in their daily life, but concentrates on technology in the classroom.  It 

provides background information regarding their use of technology, as well as why they 

use or do not use technology in the classroom. 

 

Finding 1.1 

Adjunct faculty generally view technology positively as a “tool”, however, there are 

also conflicting views regarding technology. 

 When asked to define technology the explanations from both the two-year and the 

four-year institution generally centered on a type of ―tool‖ to make life easier.  

―Technology would be the application of tools to enhance one‘s life.‖—I-7 (see 

Appendix E for interviewees‘ information).  Even though they generally define 

technology as a tool, a more conflicted or mixed view of technology also exists.  For 

example, one adjunct faculty member initially responded negatively and then spoke of his 

high use, ―I hate technology, but I use it a lot.  I basically told almost everyone don‘t 

bother to call me…but I will be looking at e-mail.‖—I-21.  Another defined technology 

as a tool, but then offered his reservations based on past experience regarding the 

potential of technology: 

―Mixed, very mixed emotions…I believe technology is a tool to be used.  I think 

it can make life more rewarding, more rich and more efficient, but I think there 

are limitations.  I think there‘s a tendency to put too much faith in technology, to 

assume that it can do things that it can‘t do.  Television, of course, is a classic 

example.  I was born with the television.  Very early on, it was touted as they are 
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going to bring arts and education to people in their home.  What do we end up 

with?  We‘ve got Oprah and Jay Leno.‖—I-14. 

The adjunct faculty tend to define technology as a type of tool and have a positive view 

toward technology; however, it is important to note that there are also varying views 

regarding technology.  The level of usage varies as well and is described in the next 

section. 

 

Finding 1.2 

Adjunct faculty are using technology in their daily lives, but various levels of use 

exist. 

 Most of the adjunct faculty at both the two-year and four-year institution are 

moderate users of technology in their daily lives, but other levels of use exist.  For 

example, some have a very high level of use.  ―It is such an integral part of my life when 

I get home in the evening I put my laptop on my lap and I eat dinner [laugh] over my 

laptop…it‘s just such a part of my life I cannot imagine not having it there at all or even 

cutting back on it.‖—I-2.  On the other hand, some choose to use less technology while at 

home because of all the technology they use while on campus, ―I find myself working 

less on a computer at home the more I use computers at work here…By the time I‘m 

leaving, I don‘t want to sit back down again.  I don‘t want to check my e-mail…‖—I-9.  

Within the discourse of the interviews there is generally a moderate level of use, though 

the level of usage varies.  Likewise, views regarding the use of technology in the 

classroom also vary among the adjunct faculty.  
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Finding 1.3 

Adjunct faculty are using technology in the classroom, but various views exist 

regarding its use. 

 The adjunct faculty generally have a positive view regarding the use of 

technology and are using it in the classroom.  ―I think it‘s great…I wish I took advantage 

of more of it than I do…‖—I-23.  However, some adjunct faculty members have mixed 

or negative views regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  ―I think technology 

is hurting us in a lot of ways.  I think we are relying so heavily on technology that we‘re 

losing a lot of connecting with our students, the connection with how we relate to one 

another, which is part of the educational process.‖—I-3.  Although the views on using 

technology in the classroom were mixed, generally speaking, they were more positive 

than negative. 

 

Finding 1.4 

Adjunct faculty utilize technology in the classroom because of convenience and 

flexibility. 

The convenience of using technology was a frequent topic discussed by the 

adjunct faculty.  ―It is just so much easier for me, I like making the software do work for 

me…I just like the ease of getting things done and the ease of changing information and 

that type of thing.‖—I-2.  Technology is seen as a benefit for the instructor and a main 

reason for using technology in the classroom was that it saves time and is more efficient.  

Others discussed how the use of technology aided their flexibility in the classroom.  For 
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example, one stated that her main reason for using an Elmo is because it offered her 

―flexibility‖—I-3. 

 Along with the idea of the instructors convenience was that technology is 

convenient for the students.  For example, one stated that when using technology ―… 

your students have the opportunity to consume information from you at times that are 

convenient for them…‖—I-4.  The ability of technology to aid the flexibility and 

convenience of both the instructor and student are main factors that encourage the use of 

technology in the classroom.  However, besides convenience and technology, the adjunct 

faculty also indicated that students need the exposure to technology. 

 

Finding 1.5 

Adjunct faculty utilize technology in the classroom because they perceive it as a 

student need. 

Among the adjunct faculty there is a common discourse regarding the use of 

technology as a way to prepare students for their future career.  ―[Students need to use 

technology] for the same reason that a carpenter needs to know how to use a hammer or a 

carpenter‘s square or whatever tool they have in their toolbox.  A biochemist in this day 

and age needs to know how to use pretty pictures to tell a story they want to tell in a 

manuscript.‖—I-10. 

 The adjunct faculty at both institutions linked their use of technology in the 

classroom to the students‘ future need.  When asked why he had his students use 

technology one stated, ―…I would not be doing my job if I didn‘t.  It‘s required to 
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properly train students to be able to work where they‘re going.  Again, I am not teaching 

a terminal course.  I am preparing students for further studies and for career 

objectives.‖—I-14.  The perception that the use of technology aids students‘ needs 

regarding their future career positively influences the adjunct faculty and encourages the 

use of technology in the classroom. 

  

Finding 1.6 

Adjunct faculty use technology if it is perceived as having a positive impact on 

student learning. 

 Another factor that encourages the use of technology is the perception that it aids 

student learning.  When discussing the impact on student learning, most of the adjunct 

faculty saw the use of technology as having a positive impact.  ―It really has made such 

an impact on them.  It‘s such a great tool that I can‘t see it not being used at all in a 

classroom today.  You have to have it.  It‘s got to be in anything that you teach.‖—I-7.  

Another stated, ―Students learn best if they‘re comfortable.  To that extent the students 

are comfortable with technology...‖—I-14.  The adjunct faculty at both the two-year and 

four-year institution use technology when it is perceived as enhancing student learning.  

Below is a summary of the general attitudes toward technology comparing the two-year 

and four-year adjunct faculty (see Table 4.1).  Note that the general attitude expressed in 

the interviews does not differ based on type of institution. 
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Table 4.1 Two-Year and Four-Year Comparison for Theme 1 

General Attitude Toward Technology 

TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR 

 Define technology as a tool  Define technology as a tool 

 Moderate users in daily life, but 

levels of use exist 

 Moderate users in daily life, but 

levels of use exist 

 Convenience, flexibility, student 

need & learning are factors that 

encourage use 

 Convenience, flexibility, student 

need & learning are factors that 

encourage use 

 

 Although the general attitude regarding technology was positive not all of the 

adjunct faculty agreed that it enhanced student learning.  The following section looks at 

some of the reasons the adjunct faculty said they did not use technology. 

 

Theme 2:  Why Not Use Technology 

 

  This section covers the reasons the adjunct faculty at both institutions do not use 

technology in the classroom.  It presents the main factors that negatively influence the 

adjunct faculty regarding the use of technology. 

 

Finding 2.1 

The adjunct faculty’s lack of skill is a hindrance to the use of technology in the 

classroom. 

 Many of the adjunct faculty at both the two-year and the four-year institution 

admit to a lack of skill regarding the use of technology and that this lack of skill is a 

hindrance to their use of technology in the classroom.  ―…I just don‘t have the skills to 
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use all that that technology...‖—I-15.  This lack of skill is a negative influence on their 

attitude toward technology and therefore decreases their level of use.  ―It‘s just not 

convenient for me because I do not know how to use it.  So I don‘t.‖—I-32.  The lack of 

skill is a factor that negatively influences the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology.  

However, besides lack of skill, the adjunct faculty also indicated that they lack time to 

use technology. 

 

Finding 2.2 

Adjunct faculty lack the time to fully utilize technology in the classroom. 

Lack of time is a factor at both the two-year and the four-year institution and 

contributes negatively regarding the use of technology.  ―It is not necessarily easier for 

the instructor.  Eventually it is, but the setup…However, it is time intensive, but again, 

it‘s the frontloading that gets it really difficult‖—I-9.  The adjunct faculty are part-time 

employees and time can be a barrier for them when deciding whether to utilize 

technology in the classroom.  Some of the adjunct faculty see technology as changing 

quickly and therefore needing to be relearned over and over again: 

―Because it‘s always changing…I think they build in where it becomes obsolete 

instantly, like, within six months the last thing that you have is obsolete and you 

have to have the next best thing.  And it‘s, you know, a lot of bullshit but Oh!  

But, sorry, yeah I mean it just keeps bothering you because you think you‘ve got 

the best thing and then two months after you‘ve got the most expensive best thing 

out there, they come up with another thing.‖—I-19. 
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The lack of time to set-up technology and learn new versions of technology negatively 

influences the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology.  Likewise, the lack of proper facilities 

is a negative factor discussed in the following section. 

 

Finding 2.3 

Improper facilities are a barrier to the adjunct faculty regarding the use of 

technology. 

Improper facilities are a main factor that influences the adjunct faculty negatively 

regarding the use of technology at both the two-year and four-year institution.  The 

adjunct faculty members discussed that they are not always in the same classroom and 

often are assigned rooms that are ill-equipped for the use of technology: 

―If I‘m in a room that doesn‘t have an overhead projector, obviously I can‘t use 

all the computer technology.  This course, there are sometimes where I‘m in a 

room where we can go on and look at molecular graphics on a specific website.  I 

will use it in the classroom, but if I can‘t do it for one class because of my room 

assignment, then I can‘t do it for the other class.  I have two classes on Tuesday 

and Thursday.  If in one class I‘m in a room that has no projector and then in the 

afternoon I do have a projector, I‘m not going to do something different for the 

afternoon class than the morning class because of the technologies in the room.  

One of the problems with technology, if you want to get right down to it, is the 

availability of it in the different rooms.‖—I-10. 
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The adjunct faculty may also be removed from assigned rooms at the last minute by other 

faculty members.  ―Last semester, I got bumped from a class by a more important person.  

When we get to the research part of my class…I prefer to use the computers at that 

point…So I got bumped and put into a classroom with nothing.‖—I-11.  The lack of 

proper facilities is a barrier for the adjunct faculty and their use of technology in the 

classroom. 

 

Finding 2.4 

The use of the AV (audio-visual) department is a hindrance to the adjunct faculty’s 

use of technology in the classroom. 

 At the four-year institution the use of the AV department did not encourage the 

use of technology in the classroom because it is seen as inefficient: 

―I would be greater aided if I didn‘t have to check out a laptop and a projector 

each time in the standard classroom that we have…It‘s a huge sink on my time to 

have to go downstairs and come upstairs and set it up and break it down and take 

it back, twice a week.‖—I-9. 

This is only seen at the four-year institution because the two-year institution does not 

have an AV department. 
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Finding 2.5 

The age of the adjunct faculty is not a main factor regarding their use of technology; 

however, the age of the students at the two-year institution is an issue. 

The adjunct faculty‘s age at either the two-year or the four-year institution was 

not a main factor regarding their use of technology in the classroom; however, a few did 

perceive their age to be a barrier.  One stated when describing why she did not use more 

technology, ―…frankly I‘m getting to be an older lady…the old school works for me.‖—

I-3. 

 While the age of the adjunct faculty is not a main issue, the age of the students is 

an issue discussed by the adjunct faculty members at the two-year institution.  These 

adjunct faculty members see age differences regarding their students‘ technological 

abilities.  Differences range from their students‘ steep technological learning curve to 

having a different energy.  Usually it is seen as the older students being scared of making 

mistakes or breaking the technology, ―…the older people are petrified of it and I don‘t 

think they get much out of it.  They feel like they are going to break something or do 

something wrong or try things they just want to do things step by step…‖—I-2.  The age 

of the students at the two-year institution was a hindrance to the adjunct faculty‘s use of 

technology in the classroom, yet adjunct faculty at the four-year institution did not 

express the same concerns.  Although age was not a factor at both institutions, both the 

two-year and four-year adjunct faculty reported students‘ lack of technology skills as a 

hindrance. 
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Finding 2.6 

Students’ lack of technology skills hinders the adjunct faculty’s use of technology in 

the classroom. 

At both institutions the adjunct faculty reported that the students‘ lack of skill 

creates a barrier to the use of technology in the classroom.  An adjunct faculty member at 

the two-year institution discussed how the students‘ lack of skill inhibits her use of 

technology, ―I get students who don‘t really know how to use the computer, so that is a 

reason not to focus on it in the classroom…‖—I-20.  Another adjunct faculty member 

from the four-year institution described her assumptions about the students: 

―…sometimes there‘s an assumption that students have a certain technical savvy 

that they don‘t necessarily.  For example, [in] my class that I‘m teaching this 

semester….they are very D2L savvy…I‘m assuming everyone has a laptop.  Most 

students have laptops, therefore they know how to do these things.  They know 

the basic computer programs, which I think to be Word and Excel, and they don‘t 

necessarily.‖—I-9. 

The students‘ lack of skill at both institutions is a hindrance to the adjunct faculty‘s use of 

technology in the classroom. 
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Finding 2.7 

Some adjunct faculty do not use technology because it is perceived as having a 

negative impact on student learning. 

Within the interviews is a common discourse regarding the use of technology in 

the classroom centered on an intention to enhance students‘ learning.  Although the 

general attitude of the adjunct faculty indicated that they would use technology to 

enhance student learning (see Finding 1.6), they do not agree that technology actually 

works to that end.  The final factor that influences the adjunct faculty‘s attitude and 

causes them to not use technology is that they do not buy into this idea that technology 

enhances student learning.  They may not see the instructional values of technology or 

believe it will take away from the classroom learning environment: 

 ―You know obviously, the technology has its place, but just sitting there with 

your head, you know, it‘s kind of like watching TV.  I don‘t think they‘re learning 

as much…And again…people were learning before there was technology.  They 

were digesting content with chalkboard and chalk…‖—I-23. 

Another example is an instructor that stated he only uses PowerPoint to display an image 

on the screen that he wants to use for discussion, and that he uses it ―sparingly‖ and 

―cautiously‖—I-4 because he does not want to lose the connection with the students.  The 

adjunct faculty revealed mixed feelings regarding the ability of technology to enhance 

student learning. 
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Table 4.2 Two-Year and Four-Year Comparison for Theme 2 

Why Not Use Technology 

TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR 

 Lack of skill  Lack of skill 

 Lack time   Lack time 

 Improper facilities  Improper facilities 

 Students‘ age differences o Not a factor 

 Students‘ lack of skill  Students‘ lack of skill 

o Not a factor  Using AV Department 

 

 Although the reasons to not use technology were somewhat mixed, the only major 

differences between the adjunct faculty from the two-year institution were age 

differences among students and the two-year institution‘s lack of an AV department (see 

Table 4.2). 

 

Theme 3:  Technology Used 

 The adjunct faculty discussed several types of technology that they are using in 

the classroom, yet reveal that they are mostly using PowerPoint, course management 

systems, and e-mail.  This section presents the findings relating to the types of technology 

used by the adjunct faculty at both institutions. 
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Finding 3.1 

PowerPoint is the most utilized technology in the classroom by the adjunct faculty 

and is used because of its ability to aid the instructor and/or students. 

 PowerPoint by far was the most discussed and utilized type of technology and 

was mentioned by almost every adjunct faculty member at both the two-year and four-

year institution.  Some use PowerPoint because of its ability to aid the instructor, ―The 

PowerPoint and the bullets keep me focused; keep me going through where I want to go.  

So it‘s helping me actually in some ways…‖—I-21.  Others use it because it aids the 

students, ―I like students being able to have their own copies of everything.  That‘s why I 

use it…I like being able to provide students with copies of just about everything.‖—I-9.  

Although PowerPoint is the most utilized technology and is primarily used when 

perceived as aiding the instructor and/or students, not all of the adjunct faculty viewed its 

usage positively. 

 

Finding 3.2 

Adjunct faculty have conflicted views regarding the use of PowerPoint in the 

classroom and some view it negatively. 

 While PowerPoint was the most utilized and discussed type of technology, the 

discussions regarding using PowerPoint in the classroom varied.  Although the example 

provided in the previous finding was a positive view of PowerPoint, generally there were 

more conflicted views.  The following example reveals a conflicted perspective of 

PowerPoint: ―The good thing about PowerPoint is hopefully it makes you be concise, 
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even though I‘ve seen some people who have put way too much information on a 

PowerPoint slide.  Hopefully, if you do it right, you‘re concise.‖—I-10. 

 Some stated that PowerPoint impacted students negatively and provided a very 

passive learning environment.  ―The students shut down immediately.  You can see all 

they care about, there‘s no conversation going on.  All they care about is getting down the 

language‖—I-11.  Others felt that PowerPoint reduced the students learning and 

retention: 

―[Without using PowerPoint] they‘re more engaged.  My classrooms are very 

animated.  They‘re very entertaining.  Could I cover more material by going 

through PowerPoint?  Absolutely, no question about it.  Would they be 

understanding it to the same level?  I don‘t believe that‘s true…it‘s about the 

method.  My experience has been that it can be an impediment.  That‘s 

particularly true with PowerPoints.‖—I-12. 

 Some view the use of PowerPoint as having a negative impact on teaching.  ―I 

think PowerPoint stuff traps me.  It‘s the next thing coming up when I can just skip a 

sheet.  I have more flexibility without the PowerPoint.‖—I-3. 

 There is generally a conflicted view within the adjunct faculty‘s discourse 

regarding the use of PowerPoint.  Some find it helpful, while others perceive the use of 

PowerPoint as negatively impacting their teaching and student learning. 
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Finding 3.3 

Course management software is a technology highly utilized by the adjunct faculty, 

but they utilize mostly basic parts of the software. 

 Many of the adjunct faculty members at both institutions are using some type of 

course management software in the classroom, for example, BlackBoard or D2L.  ―I 

upload a lot of stuff into D2L and I‘m a very heavy user of D2L…‖—I-18.  However, 

they tend to utilize the basic features of this technology.  ―I use [the in house course 

management software] mostly to post my notes on right now…I think the biggest thing I 

use is posting my notes on there…‖—I-24. 

 

Finding 3.4 

Perspective regarding the use of the course management software is generally 

positive, but some were conflicted. 

 There is generally a positive view regarding the use of the course management 

software, but there are also conflicting views.  Some adjunct faculty saw the initial set-up 

time as a hindrance to the use of the course management system.  ―I haven‘t actually 

incorporated BlackBoard with my classes yet.  Because I think it‘s just something that 

might take a little bit too long to develop, and I don‘t really have that much time to do 

it.‖—I-31.  However, the main conflict regarding the course management system 

stemmed from whether to post PowerPoint slides or not.  Some view the posting of 

PowerPoint slides as a positive: 
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―I‘ve had students download them onto their own laptop and then use it and take 

notes below the image or print it off on paper and then take notes below that 

image as to what I said on that particular screen.  So I think it helps.  It can be 

very good in helping keeping their minds on that particular thing, keep them 

focused.  I think it can help focus.‖—I-21. 

Other adjunct faculty stated that they experience a lower class attendance when posting 

PowerPoint slides online.  ―I find that students become very dependent upon the 

electronic information rather than attending and participating, discussing and asking 

questions.‖—I-4.  Most of the adjunct faculty have a positive view regarding the use of 

the course management system, but there is also a conflicted view concerning the posting 

of PowerPoint slides. 

 

Finding 3.5 

E-mail is highly utilized by the adjunct faculty and the discussion regarding its use 

was generally mixed. 

 E-mail is another type of technology being utilized by many of the adjunct faculty 

members at both institutions.  ―I use e-mail a lot…if there‘s something I need to alert 

them to I use e-mail.‖—I-26.  However, as in the previous findings regarding views on 

PowerPoint and course management software, individual perspectives on e-mail differ as 

well.  The following example does not describe e-mail as positively as the first example: 

―I think that, to some extent, the whole influx of e-mail is sometimes a bit 

overwhelming, especially with the number of students I have in a class.  They‘re 
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sending me e-mail from their phones.  Something comes up on the top of their 

head and they‘re just sending me one, ―I‘ll ask the professor.‖  It‘s something that 

they could probably figure it out on their own if they would do something like 

read the syllabus or read the instructions that are right below the thing they just 

read that they didn‘t understand.  Instead, they‘ll just shoot off an e-mail.  With 

the number of students there are, I get floods of e-mail, and I‘m part-time.  I‘m 

wearing all these different hats.  It‘s frustration sometimes to receive all these e-

mails.  It‘s great because if I‘m here and have the time, I can send off a quick 

answer and everything is great.  If I‘m flooded, then I might not get to it for 

several days.  I have to pretty much triage.‖—I-9. 

These two examples portray the mixed views generally described by the adjunct 

faculty from both the two-year and four-year institution regarding their use of e-mail.  

The following section reveals the adjunct faculty perspectives regarding a general lack of 

expectations and pressure to use technology. 

 

Finding 3.6 

Most adjunct faculty do not feel pressure to use technology in the classroom; the few 

that do reveal pressure from the students and some mention the institution. 

The adjunct faculty generally do not feel any pressure to use technology in the 

classroom.  However, a few did discuss feeling pressure from the students to use 

technology in the classroom.  ―[The] students are used to PowerPoint presentation, for 
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example, and that those PowerPoint presentations are presented or offered to them before 

class so that they can print them and that‘s become the standard.‖—I-18. 

Only a few adjunct faculty members stated that they feel pressure from the 

institution to use technology in their classes, yet this pressure was in connection with 

applying for full-time positions and was only discussed by the aspiring academics:  

―…I would not be able to advance.  I would have no hope of getting a—I‘ve been 

told I would have very little hope of getting a full-time position if I didn‘t have 

experience using BlackBoard.‖—I-11. 

Pressure is not a main factor that influences the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology, 

though some adjunct faculty feel pressure from the students to use technology and  the 

aspiring academics feel institutional pressure to use technology in the classroom.  The 

perspectives regarding the usage of technology did not differ among the adjunct faculty at 

the two-year and four-year institution (see Table 4.3). 

 

Table 4.3 Two-Year and Four-Year Comparison for Theme 3 

Technology Used 

TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR 

 Basic technology  

 PowerPoint 

 Course Management 

Software 

 E-mail 

 Basic technology  

 PowerPoint 

 Course Management 

Software 

 E-mail 

 Strong pro & con views regarding 

PowerPoint 

 Strong pro & con views regarding 

PowerPoint 

 Most feel no pressure to use  Most feel no pressure to use 
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Theme 4:  Knowledge and Training 

 

Training is a major issue that influences the decisions the adjunct faculty make 

regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  Although training is provided at both 

institutions, the adjunct faculty reveal that they often do not attend, have negative 

experiences, are restricted in time, and do not use technology, even if trained on it. 

 

Finding 4.1 

Adjunct faculty do not attend non-required training even though they admit to a 

lack of knowledge, and are aware that training is provided. 

 Many adjunct faculty members admit to a lack of skill regarding the use of certain 

technology, ―…I don‘t have the skill.  That‘s my problem.‖—I-3.  Another stated, ―If I 

don‘t know how to use it I just, I‘m not gonna deal with it.‖—I-17.  Although they admit 

to a lack of skill, only a few actually attend any non-required training even though most 

are aware that their institution offers technical training. 

 

Finding 4.2 

A few adjunct faculty are unaware of the availability of training. 

 Most of the adjunct faculty at both institutions are aware that their institution 

offers technology training, but a few still remain unaware that training is available.  ―If 

there‘s training available, I‘ve never heard about it…If there are entities out there whose 

purpose is to help us learn…nobody told me about it.‖—I-10.  Therefore, there is still 
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more that the IT staff can do to ensure the adjunct faculty are aware of the availability of 

training. 

 

Finding 4.3 

The main reason the adjunct faculty do not attend training is because of time issues. 

 Within the adjunct faculty‘s discourse at both institutions, the lack of time is the 

main reason they do not attend the non-required training.  ―I don‘t have the time to come 

down to their training, park, pay who knows how much for parking, and find my place 

across campus‖—I-3.  Others stated that the training times do not fit into their schedule.  

―The times they offer the education for software or for presentation is during the day and 

I have another job so none of those training things are ever done at a time that I can get to 

them.‖—I-6.  Although the main barriers for the adjunct faculty are lack of time and the 

training not being offered during times they can attend, some indicate that lack of 

compensation and negative training experiences are the reasons they do not attend 

training. 

 

Finding 4.4 

At the two-year institution lack of compensation and a negative initial experience 

are barriers to attending training. 

 The adjunct faculty members at the two-year institution stated that the lack of 

monetary compensation was a hindrance to their attending non-required training.  ―Right 

now it‘s trying to…make every minute count toward…finances so that‘s a definite 
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consideration…If I could be paid to go and take the classes…that would make it…easier 

for me to do at this point.‖—I-6. 

 Another reason the adjunct faculty do not attend non-required training is because 

of a negative initial experience during the required training.  ―The people teaching the 

class didn‘t even know how to use it.  They just read something from the screen.  We sat 

there as they read to us.  I don‘t want to do that again.‖—I-22. 

 

Finding 4.5 

Attending training does not mean the technology learned will be used in the 

classroom. 

The few adjunct faculty members that did attend non-required training expressed 

that they learned new features; however, they do not use these features in their courses 

because of a lack of set-up time or a lack of practice time to retain the skill:  

―I think I learned more about the potential of D2L when I attended the workshop.  

It was the workshop which convinced me that I should probably try to get my 

other class, on…I‘ve been trying to set it up.  Every summer, I have the delusion 

that I might have time to work on things over the summer and smooth things out 

for my classes and I don‘t have time.‖—I-9. 
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Finding 4.6 

There are training differences between type of institution and discipline of field. 

The two-year institution has required training for all adjunct faculty members and 

it includes technology components.  For example, during the training the grade book 

feature for the in-house course management software is demonstrated.  For the required 

training the adjunct faculty members are compensated, but any non-required training is 

done on their own time (without compensation).  ―Here at [the two-year institution] they 

have required training that you have to take or you can‘t teach.  And yes, thank goodness, 

we are compensated for our time.‖—I-32. 

 At the four-year institution there is no required training; however, certain 

departments in the natural sciences have teaching assistants and hold faculty meetings 

before the semester where different technology is demonstrated.  ―We have a meeting 

before classes begin, and all the instructors teaching this course meet and we talk about 

D2L and how to use it.‖—I-5.  Any training courses taken at the four-year institution are 

also on their own time without compensation. 

Unlike previous findings in this study, differences between type of institution and 

discipline of field were far greater where technology training was concerned (see Table 

4.4). 
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Table 4.4 Two-Year and Four-Year Comparison for Theme 4 

Knowledge and Training 

TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR 

 Institution has required training  o Not a factor 

o Not a factor  Some Natural Science 

departments have training 

meetings 

o Not a factor  Some Natural Science 

departments have teaching 

assistance 

 Lack skill but do not attend 

training 

 Lack skill but do not attend 

training 

 Do not attend training because: 

 Lack time 

 Unpleasant initial experience 

 Lack of monetary incentive 

 Do not attend training because: 

 Lack time 

 

 Although the adjunct faculty admit to a lack of skill, they choose not to attend 

non-required training for various reasons.  The next section looks furthers into the types 

of support services available to the adjunct faculty by examining their relationship with 

the IT staff. 

 

Theme 5:  Relationship with Support Services 

 

 The relationship between the adjunct faculty and the IT staff (Support Services) is 

a factor that influences the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology in the classroom.  This 

section presents the findings relating to this relationship. 
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Finding 5.1 

Adjunct faculty generally view the IT staff positively, but have limited contact.  

Among those with more contact a discontented view exists. 

 Most of the adjunct faculty at the two-year and four-year institution have a 

positive view regarding the IT staff, but limited contact.  ―For me the IT staff have 

always done a good job, but I have only had to call them once maybe twice in all my 

years here.‖—I-32.  It is important to note that even though most have a positive view of 

the IT staff, there also exists a negative view that depicts a more conflicted relationship 

with the IT staff.  ―And then the terrible thing is that the technology, the tech support that 

you have is horrific, just horrible.  I mean you‘re lucky if you find somebody who really 

understands what you‘re doing at all you know?‖—I-19.  Based on the interviews, this 

negative view of the IT staff is seen at both the two-year and four-year institution. 

 Although there are no defining differences in perspectives on IT staff between the 

adjunct faculty at the two-year and four-year institution, there are institutional differences 

regarding support and the availability of IT staff. 

 

Finding 5.2 

There are institutional differences regarding IT support, and the two-year 

institution has inconsistent availability of IT staff. 

The two-year and the four-year institution have different types of support services 

and availability.  At the four-year institution there is a 24/7 helpline for IT support, while 

at the two-year institution many stated that IT support is not available during their 
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classes.  ‖If we teach in the evenings we are on our own.  There is no one to help us.  

They are only available 9-5 during the weekday.‖—I-32. 

 The two-year institution does have an Adjunct Faculty Resource Center that can 

provide some technology assistance but is only open normal operating hours.  ―They‘re 

available Monday thru Friday and…that‘s where I go and I generally get the help in 

between my classes when I teach during the day…‖—I-6.  (See Table 4.5 for institutional 

comparison.) 

 

Table 4.5 Two-Year and Four-Year Comparison for Theme 5 

Relationship with Support Services 

TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR 

 Have positive view of IT staff 

but limited contact 

 Have a positive view of  IT staff 

but limited contact 

 Some have negative experience   Some have negative experience  

 Lack of support for evening and 

weekend courses 

o Not a factor 

o Not a factor  24/7   IT support help line 

available 

 Adjunct Faculty Service Center 

available during regular hours 

o Not a factor 

 

Theme 6: Time, Time, & Time 

 

 As seen in previous findings, time is a barrier for the adjunct faculty and their use 

of technology in the classroom.  Time has been discussed in regards to convenience of 

use, time needed to use and set-up technology, time to learn technology, time to attend 
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training, and time to utilize the support services.  The following findings point to the 

impact of time and the use of the full-time faculty for technical support. 

 

Finding 6.1 

The adjunct faculty members view the full-time faculty as having more time to learn 

technology and attend training. 

 The adjunct faculty members at both the two-year and the four-year institution see 

the full-time faculty as having more time to learn technology and take training courses 

(see Table 4.6).  ―I don‘t have a lot of free time.  I‘m not like a tenured professor that can 

sit in their office for three hours prior to a class and get all the paperwork together and 

plan.  Because I have another job…‖—I-17.  Another stated, ―I think the full-time faculty 

uh you know have a lot more opportunity to take workshops on the technology…‖—I-4.  

This view leads the adjunct faculty to rely on the full-time faculty for support. 

 

Finding 6.2 

The adjunct faculty members rely on the full-time faculty to support their use of 

technology. 

 Most of the adjunct faculty do not attend training (see Finding 4.1), but find 

another way to learn about technology.  Their view of the full-time faculty as having 

more time leads them to rely on the full-time faculty as their main source of technical 

support, ―…I‘ve never been to any official training.  Most of what I do I‘ve done through 

the department chair here.‖—I-24.  Another stated, ―I don‘t go through the people who 
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are trained…No, I go to the [full-time faculty]…I‘ve worked with them longer, too…‖—

I-11.  The perspectives revealed regarding the reliance on the full-time faculty for 

technical support did not differ based on type of institution (see Table 4.6). 

 

Table 4.6 Two-Year and Four-Year Comparison for Theme 6 

Time 

TWO-YEAR FOUR-YEAR 

 See full-time faculty as having 

more time to utilize technology 

 See full-time faculty as having 

more time to utilize technology 

 Rely on full-time faculty for 

technical support services 

 Rely on full-time faculty for 

technical support services 

 

Closing Remarks 

 The findings in this study revealed six primary themes on adjunct faculty 

members‘ perspectives regarding technology.  They were:  General Attitude Toward 

Technology, Technology Used, Knowledge and Training, Relationship with Support 

Services, and Time.  Various quotes from the interviews demonstrate that the adjunct 

faculty members bring a wide range of perspectives to the instructional process, and in 

their use of technology.  This chapter intended to provide a balanced representation of the 

views of the participants of this study and therefore a variety of the adjunct faculty‘s 

quotes were used.  The following chapter will provide a detailed summary and discussion 

of the main findings of this study. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a summarization and detailed discussion 

of the main findings of this study.  These main findings were created from the descriptive 

list of findings in the previous chapter and are organized according to eight discussion 

points.  These discussion points include: Technology is a ―Tool,‖ Institutional Disregard, 

Age & Students‘ Lack of Skill, PowerPoint Paradox, Managerial Control, Training & IT 

Staff, Full-Time Faculty As Technical Support, and Institutional Academic Capitalism. 

 

Technology is a “Tool” 

 

 The fact that the adjunct faculty generally view technology as a ―tool‖ could mean 

they fail to see the other potential impacts of having technology in the classroom and that 

the technology is embedded with the perspectives and values of others.  There is a clear 

disconnect between the adjunct faculty‘s basic definition of technology and how it is 

defined in this study (the hardware and/or software, embedded with perspectives and 

values, used during the instructional processes with the aim of facilitating learning).  

Technology is not simply a passive tool, but is selected, designed, implemented, and used 

by people.  These people have perspectives that become encoded on the technology and 

impact its use. 
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 The research of Forsythe (1996) and the theory of technology enactment 

(Fountain, 2001) challenge this idea that technology is a passive tool.  In Forsythe‘s 

(1996) study, describing the design of a medical information system, she supplied a clear 

example of the need to consider multiple perspectives during the design process.  In her 

study, the designers‘ perspectives became encoded in the information system and affected 

its eventual use (Forsythe, 1996).  If only the designers‘ perspective is considered, it is 

possible the technology will fail to meet its intended goal and lead to unexpected 

consequences because of the exclusion of other perspectives (Forsythe, 1996).  Therefore, 

these perspectives are of value and need to be considered; with over an estimated 

$12,000,000,000 being invested in technology (Nagel, 2010) institutions must avoid 

unexpected consequences and possible failures. 

 Fountain (2001) examined the use of technology within government 

organizations; she found that the way technology is perceived is of value because it can 

become embedded in the technology and eventually within an organization.  She based 

her use of embedding on Selznick‘s (1996) concept of institutionalization, the idea that, 

over time, ideas and behaviors acquire value and stability within an organization.  In this 

study the findings suggest that the adjunct faculty‘s view of technology as a ―tool‖ fails 

to include the other values and perspectives that are encoded or embedded into the 

technology by those who select, design, and implement the technology in the classroom.  

The adjunct faculty‘s passive view of technology adds to the existing view of technology 

within these institutions of higher education. 
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 In Forsythe‘s (1996) research, the perspective of the users were not included in 

the system but in this study the users (adjunct faculty) fail to acknowledge the 

perspectives of those who select, design, and implement the technology in the classroom.  

For example, there is no mention of the people who select the technology and why they 

select this technology or how they impact the classroom.  When the IT staff are discussed 

they are generally viewed by the adjunct faculty as support services to fix a problem or a 

number to call when the computer is not functioning.  ―There is a number by the 

computer that we can call the IT staff, if the computer is not booting up.‖—I-4.  Their 

role in the process of selecting, designing, and implementing the technology in the 

classroom is excluded.  An area for further research would be to look at who is selecting 

the technology for the classroom and what their perspectives are and what impact it has 

on the classroom. 

 Administrators, full-time faculty, IT staff, and/or whoever makes the decisions 

regarding the technology  placed in the classrooms should be interviewed regarding their 

perspectives and the process of placing technology in the classroom.  Why is it chosen 

and who is involved in the decisions?  These perspectives become encoded into the 

technology and can therefore lead to a failure to meet intended goals (Forsythe, 1996).  

With institutions investing such large sums of money into technology it is necessary to 

thoroughly understand the perspectives and use of technology with research and 

awareness. 

 Although the views on using technology in the classroom were mixed, they were 

generally more positive.  However, simply viewing technology positively did not equate 
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into more technology being used as there are various factors that influence use.  Based on 

the findings of this study, the main factors that encourage the use of technology include:  

convenience, flexibility, student need, and student learning.   

The use of technology is encouraged when there is a positive relationship with the 

use of technology in the classroom and its ability to aid convenience and flexibility for 

the instructors and/or students.  ―It‘s so much easier for me to teach, to show students 

how to do things.‖—I-24.  Among the adjunct faculty there is also a common discourse 

regarding the use of technology as a way to prepare students for their future career and to 

enhance student learning. 

Research demonstrates that when students use technology they report 

improvements in general education, personal development, and intellectual development 

(Kuh & Vespers, 2001).  The use of technology has the potential to positively impact 

several areas of student development, and in blended courses student achievement has 

been found to be equal to or better than traditional courses (Dzuiban, Hartman, Juge, 

Moskal, & Sorg, 2006).  When used appropriately and in combination with a strong 

pedagogical approach, technology should enhance student learning (Kuh & Vesper, 

2001) and can increase student engagement (Kennedy, 2000).  In this study, the ability of 

technology to aid convenience, flexibility, student need, and learning are main factors 

that contribute to the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology in the classroom. 

The view of technology as ―good‖ or ―useful‖ is not enough to lead to the actual 

use of technology.  For example, the adjunct faculty may view technology positively as a 

useful tool, but not use the technology in the classroom because of the initial set-up time 
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required.  This seemingly creates a contradiction between their view of technology as 

useful and their lack of use of the technology.  However, this lack of use relates directly 

to one of the main factors that influences the adjunct faculty‘s attitude—convenience.  

The fact that technology takes time to set-up creates an inconvenience for the adjunct 

faculty and the technology therefore does not get used. 

 The general view regarding technology was positive, but there were various levels 

of use and views.  The inclusion of varied views allowed for a fuller more complete 

description of the perspectives of the adjunct faculty (Unger, 2004).  Based on the adjunct 

faculty interviews, the lack of skill, lack of time, and/or improper facilities can create a 

negative environment regarding the use of technology. 

 

Institutional Disregard 

 While lack of skill, lack of time, and improper facilities are all main factors that 

negatively influence the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology in the classroom.  It was 

unexpected to find that so many of the adjunct faculty lack the proper facilities to utilize 

technology.  The interviews and observations revealed that institutions have allowed 

classrooms to remain ill-equipped, not technologically equipped, or improperly designed 

for using technology: 

―At least for my classroom, maybe the set-up for the screen and the lighting aren‘t 

exactly optimal.  So the lights are kind of, I think they‘re a little bit too dark and 

the screen was a little bit too low so people in the back might not see the bottom 
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part of screen.  So we kind of have a lower ceiling, I don‘t think that there‘s really 

any way to get around it.‖—I-31. 

Based on classroom observation notes a simple dimmer switch would aid this classroom.  

If the lighting was adjustable the students and instructor could look at notes or a book and 

read what is projected on the screen.  With the current lighting the instructor must choose 

to have the lights on to see notes and not clearly see what is projected on the screen or 

vice versa.  This reduces the adjunct faculty‘s instructional choices and does not 

encourage the use of technology. 

Another discussed how she cannot properly use the whiteboard in the classroom 

to write computations when the computer screen is pulled down and how her students 

cannot see the information: 

―When you pull down the screen it takes up most of the whiteboard space, so you 

only have a little tiny bit of whiteboard space on either side of the screen, 

but…the screen is lifted off the wall a little bit so depending on the angle of the 

students where they‘re sitting they can‘t see parts of it, so it‘s really terrible…‖—

I-18. 

This classroom has one whiteboard located in the front of the classroom with the 

projection screen right above it; this was viewed by the researcher during a classroom 

observation.  When the screen is pulled down, as the participant described to utilize the 

projector, only a small amount of whiteboard space is available for use.  This leaves the 

instructor to make a choice to use the technology and not use the whiteboard or vice 

versa.  She cannot choose to use both the projector and the whiteboard simultaneously.  
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The classroom has adequate wall space that one or two more whiteboards could be hung 

to address this problem.  The lack of proper facilities is a barrier for the adjunct faculty 

and their use of technology in the classroom. 

If one of the goals of an institution is to encourage the use of technology in the 

classroom they need to supply efficient room scheduling and better technologically 

equipped and planned rooms.  Institutions have an impact on the adjunct faculty‘s use of 

technology in the classroom by not supplying proper facilities and by administrative 

decisions.  One adjunct faculty member has a well-equipped room, which has been made 

ill-equipped by an administrative decision: 

―That was our classroom; full glass.  So then we had to get these special curtains 

put in; blackouts…But the President wanted those open a certain amount of time 

so that people could see students in the process of learning.  Like huh?  If you see 

us, we can‘t see our work.  Huh?  But nobody could understand that…It was solid 

windows ceiling to floor, you know.  So if you teach night classes and night, 

granted at night you would say, ―Well, it‘s dark,‖  Yeah but when cars are driving 

up you have the car lights, you also can have people standing outside looking in 

your—you can‘t do that!  It‘s distracting.‖—I-19. 
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Figure 5.1: Building Diagram 

 

 

This classroom (based on the observation notes) faces a parking lot, a side walk for 

entering the building, and has an entire wall of glass (see Figure 5.1).  As the adjunct 

faculty member stated it is equipped with room darkening curtains; however, the 

administrator‘s decision that the curtains should be open for the observation of learning is 

a hindrance to the use of technology in this classroom (and perhaps learning). 

The adjunct faculty are well aware that institutions are not providing similarly 

equipped rooms throughout their campus.  ―This university, I personally think, is really 

behind the technological scene anyway.  I want to go into a classroom where if I want to 

use equipment, it‘s there…‖—I-3.  An adequate standard of technology needs to be 

provided in each classroom and the method for room scheduling should be evaluated to 

assure efficient scheduling.  Although the literature (Sputo, 2006; Leslie & Conley, 2000) 

demonstrated that the adjunct faculty lack access to basic campus services (e.g. parking, 
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office space, and administrative services), the researcher did not expect this lack of 

proper facilities to be revealed during the interviews and observations. 

This lack of proper facilities brings to the forefront a main concern found in the 

literature and emphasizes the importance of Wagoner‘s (2004) question: Are the adjunct 

faculty being viewed by institutions as a highly skilled asset or a less qualified way of 

achieving cost-saving, flexibility, and managerial control?  Based on the adjunct faculty‘s 

lack of proper facilities it would be difficult to argue that they are having the ―red carpet 

treatment‖ or even being viewed as highly skilled assets (Wagoner, 2004).  An area for 

further study would be to research the actual technology that is in the classroom and 

consider what an adequate standard of technology is needed throughout a campus to meet 

instructional goals.  Also an institutional analysis of the room scheduling process could 

aid efficiency and benefit the adjunct faculty as well as other users. 

 The four-year institution may be relying on the audio-visual (AV) department to 

supply technology for classrooms that are technologically lacking; however, this study 

finds that the use of the AV department is a negative factor that creates inconvenience 

and does not aid the use of technology by the adjunct faculty.  They do not utilize the AV 

department because of the inefficiency of the process of having someone bring 

technology into the classroom each time.  One explained the inefficiency of the online 

scheduling system and the time needed to fill it out: 

―They [AV department] don‘t want me to call them because they want me to set it 

up in advance.  I have to go on their website and click, click, click.  It‘s not the 

most user-friendly.  If you take a look at it, it‘s like, ―Oh, there‘s a mistake.‖  You 
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have to go back and start all over again.  What‘s that about?  That‘s what I‘m 

talking about.  It takes too much time.‖—I-3. 

Another described how inefficient the concept of having someone bring technology every 

time to the classroom is: 

―There was a woman that was teaching before me.  Every class, a guy from AV 

would bring up a projector so she could hook her laptop up to it.  At the end of 

class, he would take it back.  That‘s stupid.  It was a huge projector.  It‘s nothing 

you‘re going to carry around except maybe in a rolling suitcase type of 

thing…just leave the thing there…just leave it there.‖—I-10. 

 The use of the AV department negatively influences the use of technology as it 

impacts the adjunct faculty members‘ convenience, flexibility, and time.  Only the 

adjunct faculty at the four-year institution discussed issues regarding the AV department.  

Those at the two-year institution do not have the ability to check out technology from an 

AV department (based on the institution‘s official website).  Based on the findings of this 

study, the four-year institution needs to examine the AV department and the system for 

checking out technology and consider if this is still an effective and appropriate method 

for supplying classrooms with technology. 

 The fact that the adjunct faculty lack proper facilities and have an inconvenient 

system for supplying technology does not make them appear to be a group viewed as a 

highly skilled asset (Wagoner, 2004).  Instead they appear to more like second-class 

citizens (Budd, 2000), that must take the long way if they want to utilize technology in 

the classroom.  This treatment of the adjunct faculty as second-class citizens (Budd, 
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2000) is of concern because it can create an environment of dissatisfaction, which can 

lead to a lower instructional quality (Sputo, 2006).  The adjunct faculty are often accused 

of lowering instructional quality (Sonner, 2000); however, based on these findings the 

root of the problem is not the adjunct faculty but the way they are treated by the 

institutions. 

 The adjunct faculty‘s lack of proper facilities could be the result of institutions 

participation in academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) and its need for 

workforce flexibility.  This could create a view of the adjunct faculty as only providing a 

momentary institutional need.  For example, an adjunct faculty member that is viewed as 

a non permanent member of the workforce is expected to only teach a course with 

whatever resources are available to them.  A ―make it work‖ type of mentality.  This 

supports Rhoades (1996) concept that the adjunct faculty are hired for the purpose of 

workforce flexibility and to increase managerial control, and necessitates the examination 

of the perspectives of the full-time faculty to compare their experiences to that of the 

adjunct faculty.  This would allow researchers to conclude if improper facilities are only 

an adjunct faculty issue or a faculty issue as a whole. 

 There is also a need for institutional attention in providing support services.  

Technology programs require support from the entire institution (Osika, 2006), and there 

is an institutional component regarding the adjunct faculty‘s relationship with support 

services.  The institution makes decisions regarding the availability of support services.  

Some of the adjunct faculty at the two-year institution stated that the IT staff are not 

available during their evening or weekend classes.  ―If we teach in the evenings we are on 
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our own.  There is no one to help us.  They are only available 9-5 during the weekday.‖—

I-32.  Institutions need to provide support services when classes are being taught to 

encourage the use of technology. 

 This is an issue seen at the two-year institution as they have a varied class 

schedule that includes weekends and late evenings in order to better serve their diverse 

and nontraditional student population (NCES, 2008).  These students need evening and 

weekend classes to fit around their work and/or family responsibilities.  This is not a 

problem at the four-year institution because they provide a 24/7 help line that is available 

either by phone or via chat line.  ―I‘ve had to call the 24/7 IT support people a couple of 

times, and they‘ve been very helpful…‖—I-5.  A solution for the two-year institution 

would be to offer a similar 24/7 service as provided by the four-year institution.  This is 

another example of the lack of consideration by the institution and the effect on time and 

convenience for the adjunct faculty. 

 

Age & Students’ Lack of Skill 

Unexpectedly, this study did not find the adjunct faculty‘s age at either the two-

year or the four-year institution to be a main factor regarding their use of technology in 

the classroom.  The fact that age was not a main factor, is an unexpected finding based on 

both the assumptions of the researcher and the current literature. 

In the literature, age has been portrayed as a primary factor that influences 

whether faculty members use technology (Cooper, 2006; Xu & Meyer, 2007).  Studies 

have also described older faculty as lacking the knowledge or training to use technology 
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(Osika, Johnson, & Buteau, 2009).  However, this study did not find the age of the 

adjunct faculty to be a main factor regarding their use of technology.  Therefore, age may 

not be as strong of a factor as previous research has portrayed and further disaggregation 

of faculty members may be necessary to identify the main factors that lead to their use of 

technology.  General statements regarding the impact of age that have been used to 

describe faculty as a whole and their use of technology may no longer hold true. 

Students‘ age, however, did prove to be a negative factor regarding the use of 

technology in the classroom at the two-year institution.  Some of the adjunct faculty at 

the two-year institution discussed the age differences of students and how it impacted 

their use of technology in the classroom.  ―Well, I would like to use more technology, but 

the older students slow the class down and I have to cover a certain amount of material.  

Plus the younger students get bored.  So it creates challenges.‖—I-32.  This technological 

gap can cause difficulty in classes when trying to cover material within a certain time 

frame while also helping technically challenged students. 

One reason this is a factor at the two-year institution is they serve a more diverse 

group of students and have more nontraditional students (Horn & Nevill, 2006).  For this 

study a nontraditional student is defined as a student that delayed enrollment into higher 

education and did not enroll immediately after high school.  Nontraditional students are 

more likely to attend a two-year institution (USDE, 2002) as thirty-five percent of two-

year students are thirty years old or older (compared with thirteen percent at four-year 

institutions) (NCES, 2008).  The fact that two-year institutions serve a larger percentage 
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of nontraditional students could account for this being a factor found only at the two-year 

institution. 

Another unexpected finding is that the lack of students‘ skill is a negative factor at 

both the two-year and the four-year institution.  At both institutions the adjunct faculty 

reported that the students‘ lack of skill creates a barrier to the use of technology in the 

classroom.  This was anticipated at the two-year institution because it serves a more 

diverse population and has less rigorous admission standards than the four-year 

institution (NCES, 2008).  Therefore, it was assumed that the two-year institution would 

be serving students with less technical skill. 

While it was anticipated that the students at the two-year institution would have 

less technological skill, the students‘ lack of skill at the four-year institution was 

unexpected.  It was unexpected because it was assumed the students would be more 

prepared, and already have basic computer skills upon enrolling in this selective 

university (U.S. News and World Report, 2011).  An adjunct faculty member from the 

four-year institution assumed that since ―everyone has a laptop‖ that they would be able 

to effectively use ―Word and Excel,‖ but she found that the students did not know how to 

use this software and had to be taught how to use the software before they could complete 

their assignments. 

The fact that students at the four-year institution are lacking in technological skill 

was unexpected based upon the assumptions of the researcher as well as those found in 

the literature.  Current students are portrayed as having more access to and use of 

technology than any other generation; as well as owning, rather than just using 
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technological devices (Lloyd, Dean, & Cooper, 2009).  Students are often described as 

being reared in homes and educated in ways that technology is an expected part of their 

life (Fox & Madden, 2006; Lloyd, Dean, & Cooper, 2009; Sifferlen, 2003).  However, 

this statement may be true in the students‘ personal day to day use of technology, but not 

in their educational use of technology.  On one hand, researchers have said that today‘s 

college students have high technology skills and expect the use of newer technologies 

(Fox & Madden, 2006; Junco & Cole-Avent, 2008; Rainie & Tancer, 2007).  On the 

other hand, an Educause survey found that students are not really expecting their 

education to be all with technology (Young, 2004).  The largest percentage of students 

reported that they only want a moderate use of technology in the classroom (see Figure 

2.6).  This demonstrates a need for future research that examines the students‘ 

perceptions regarding the use of technology in the classroom and their level of skill with 

educational technology. 

In this study, the adjunct faculty at both the two-year and four-year institution 

described the students‘ lack of skill as a factor that hampered their ability to use 

technology in the classroom.  Therefore, it cannot be assumed that the students‘ high 

level of use of technology in daily life will correlate into the efficient use of classroom 

technology. 

 

PowerPoint Paradox 

 Unexpectedly the main types of technology being utilized in the classroom by the 

adjunct faculty are basic types, with PowerPoint being the most discussed type of 
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technology.  This was unexpected as the researcher had assumed, given the impact of 

academic capitalism and the variety of technology currently available in classrooms, that 

there would be a more extensive use of technology (see Appendix G for a listing of 

classroom technology).  Academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) has led 

institutions to invest large sums of money in technology (Nagel, 2010) and yet the 

adjunct faculty are utilizing basic types in the classroom.  This limited usage could be 

explained by the adjunct faculty‘s lack of training on the various types of available 

technology, hence they use the technology they perceive to be convenient.  In other 

words, they perceive certain types of technology as convenient, that perception becomes 

encoded on that technology, and defines the technology as usable (Forsythe, 1996). 

The fact that PowerPoint is the most heavily used technology should surprise 

institutions that have made large investments in several types of academic technology 

(see Figure 2.3).  Finding funding for technology is one of the main issues facing 

institutions of higher education (Goldstein, 2004).  This investment is not only for 

infrastructure (the purchase of computers, hardware, and software), it also includes 

training and support services, maintenance, utilities, Internet access, cost of disposing of 

obsolete computer equipment, copyright clearing, and the cost of adapting learning 

materials (Guri-Rosenblit, 2005; Mac Keogh, 2001).  The majority of these costs are 

recurring, for example, upgrading of systems, training for new systems, and continuous 

maintenance.  Not only do institutions have to find the funding for this ever growing 

technology, but also the workforce needed to run and support it (Goldstein, 2004). 
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It is astounding to consider that an estimated $12,000,000,000 (Nagel, 2010) has 

been spent on technology in higher education, and PowerPoint is the most frequently 

used technology in the classroom.  All of the money and time invested into technology 

and resources to support it and institutions of higher education are left with a PowerPoint 

paradox.  What was their plan?  Is this another example of institutions of higher 

education spending vast amounts of money on technology based on assumptions (Cox, 

2005; Vail, 2006) and a lack of planning (Restauri, 2004)?  There is a clear disconnect 

between the institutions‘ spending on technology and the adjunct faculty‘s limited use of 

technology in the classroom.  Further research is necessary to access the true needs and 

goals of institutions regarding the use of technology in the classroom. 

 The adjunct faculty‘s use of basic technology was an unexpected finding based on 

the assumptions of the researcher and the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & 

Rhoades, 2004) because institutions were expected to be market-driven.  In this current 

market one of the main components is the development of technology, and therefore it 

was expected to find examples of higher level usage of technology in the classroom.  Yet 

there is a disconnect between the variety of classroom technology available and the 

adjunct faculty‘s limited usage of technology (see Appendix G for a list of classroom 

technology).  If institutions are involved in academic capitalism, why are the adjunct 

faculty utilizing basic technology in the classroom instead of accessing what is fully 

available to them?  A possible explanation is that the lower division courses the adjunct 

faculty generally teach (Leslie & Conley, 2002) are not a priority to the market-driven 

mission of the institutions, and the institutions are therefore focusing on technology use 
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in other advanced courses.  This would then demonstrate another example of institutional 

disregard of the adjunct faculty and the courses they teach.  This disregard can also been 

seen in the fact that most of the adjunct faculty reported feeling no institutional pressure 

to use technology. 

 

Managerial Control 

It was unexpected that among the adjunct faculty there is not a common discourse 

regarding pressure to use technology in the classroom.  It was assumed that since one of 

the main purposes of hiring adjunct faculty is to increase managerial control (Rhoades, 

1996), that the adjunct faculty would be aware of or feel pressure to use technology.  

While it was assumed that the adjunct faculty would express that they feel pressure to use 

technology in the classroom, most of the adjunct faculty at both institutions do not feel 

pressure to do so.  This is also unexpected based on the theory of academic capitalism 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004); since institutions have become market driven and one of 

the main driving factors of this market is technology.  Therefore it was expected to find 

more of a discourse regarding the pressure to use technology in the classroom than what 

was revealed by the adjunct faculty. 

 So are the adjunct faculty controlled by their department and/or institution as 

Rhoades (1996) suggests?  According to the adjunct faculty, most feel no pressure from 

either the department or the institution to use technology in the classroom.  The aspiring 

academics are the only group that felt any institutional pressure to use technology in their 

classes.  The aspiring academics (wanting to pursue an academic career) could feel this 
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pressure because they are actively applying for a full-time position and are more aware of 

current full-time job requirements.  They may also get to speak with more employees 

connected to the administration or to the actual administrators regarding what is needed 

to be hired full-time. 

 Most of the adjunct faculty feel free to use or not use the technology that is 

available according their own instructional needs.  ―…I‘ll do it the way I want to do it.  

It‘s up to my professional responsibility and ethical responsibility to provide my students 

with [the best method].‖—I-12.  Even with student related pressure the adjunct faculty 

still feel able to choose to use or not use technology in the classroom. 

 As seen in earlier discussion points, several of the findings of this study have 

demonstrated that the adjunct faculty are not viewed by the institution as highly skilled 

assets (Wagoner, 2004), and that they are likely hired for the purpose of reducing cost 

and increasing managerial control (Rhoades, 1996).  However, the reported lack of 

pressure to utilize technology in the classroom seems to contradict that the adjunct 

faculty are hired for the purpose of increasing managerial control as stated by Rhoades 

(1996).  It is possible that the adjunct faculty do not feel pressure to utilize technology 

because they are again disregarded by the institution and therefore sufferers of 

managerial neglect.  Researchers have found that adjunct faculty are often exploited 

members of the higher education system (Dubson, 2001; Karabell, 1998). 

 As previously stated, institutions participation in academic capitalism (Slaughter 

& Rhoades, 2004) and its need for workforce flexibility could create a view of the 

adjunct faculty as only providing a momentary institutional need.  Therefore, there is no 
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need for the adjunct faculty to utilize technology in the lower division courses they teach 

(Leslie & Conley, 2002), because they are only expected to show up and teach a course 

with whatever resources happen to be available.  This does support Rhoades (1996) 

concept that the adjunct faculty are hired for the purpose of workforce flexibility and 

necessitates the need for further research. 

While the adjunct faculty do not perceive themselves as being controlled 

regarding their use of technology in the classroom, they still may be controlled without 

them perceiving it.  For example, the two-year institution has institutionally required 

training that all adjunct faculty must attend in order to teach.  This training has several 

facets, including a technology component.  This required training could be seen as a type 

of managerial control due to the fact that it is institutionally mandated training for all 

adjunct faculty.  The institution can ―control‖ what types of technology are offered during 

the training and what parts of the technology are stressed for classroom usage.  At the 

four-year institution there is no required training for the adjunct faculty; however, there is 

stratification based on discipline of field. 

At the four-year institution several departments in the natural sciences hold 

faculty meetings before the semester that the adjunct faculty are compensated to attend.  

During these meetings they have training sessions that include technology training.  The 

adjunct faculty working in departments within the natural sciences are having a different 

experience regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  They are receiving 

additional training and have more interaction with the other faculty members during these 

meetings. 
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This could indicate a further stratification within institutions of higher education 

based on discipline of field as those in the natural sciences generally have training 

provided by their department.  It could also represent an attempt by the department to 

have a more cohesive use of technology in all classes or what some may label ―control.‖  

According to Rhoades (1998), the use of more adjunct faculty enhances managerial 

flexibility and control over the academic work force.  These departmental meetings could 

be an example of departments exerting control over the classroom.  For example, a 

department offers its own in-house training on certain technology and demonstrates how 

it should be utilized in the classroom. 

These differences demonstrate that some natural science departments have the 

ability to supply adjunct faculty with additional support.  Therefore, adjunct faculty 

members in other departments may be left unaware of or have limited access to current 

technology.  The adjunct faculty experience can be greatly different depending on the 

type of institution and their discipline of field.  Leslie and Conley (2002) found that the 

adjunct faculty are not a homogeneous group, but are diverse and have a wide range of 

working conditions.  This again stresses the importance of disaggregating the adjunct 

faculty (Gappa & Leslie, 1993) and not treating them as a single group as their 

experience in the higher education system can vary widely depending on where they are 

hired to teach.  The adjunct faculty‘s employment conditions and circumstances are quite 

diverse from institution to institution, department to department, and individual to 

individual (Ryesky, 2003), and it is necessary to not treat them as an aggregate group. 
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A point for further research would be to examine the required training, meetings, 

the relationship with the full-time faculty and look at how technology is covered to see if 

it is a type of control over those teaching the courses.  Training could be seen as a type of 

managerial control and therefore be in agreement with Rhoades (1996).  Although 

training could be seen as a type of managerial control, it could also be seen as a benefit 

by addressing the adjunct faculty‘s lack of technological skill.  The next section explores 

the types of support services available to the adjunct faculty. 

 

Training & IT Staff 

 Many of the adjunct faculty admit to a lack of skill regarding the use of 

technology and that this lack of skill is a hindrance to their use of technology in the 

classroom, ―…I don‘t have the skill.  That‘s my problem.‖—I-3.  Lack of skill can create 

an environment where the adjunct faculty perceive technology as inconvenient, 

inflexible, and/or incompatible with student need and learning.  Training could serve as a 

useful tool to improve skill and encourage the adjunct faculty to use technology in the 

classroom.   

 As the research of Forsythe (1996) and Fountain (2001) demonstrate, perspectives 

become embedded in technology and define its eventual use.  Therefore, this can be used 

to promote the use of technology with awareness regarding the factors that encourage the 

use of technology in the classroom.  Training could be a major factor in influencing the 

decisions the adjunct faculty make regarding the use of technology and their attitude 

toward technology.  Lack of training may cause the adjunct faculty to be unaware of what 
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technology is available, what the technology can truly do, and how to efficiently utilize it.  

For training to be effective it should focus on the main factors that will encourage the use 

of technology in the classroom.  These are the same factors that have a positive influence 

on the adjunct faculty‘s attitude toward technology:  convenience, flexibility, student 

need, and student learning. 

 Based on the findings of this study, only a few of the adjunct faculty have 

attended any non-required training.  There is a contradiction between their 

acknowledgement of a lack of skill and their decision to not attend training.  If the 

adjunct faculty admit to a lack of skill and are aware of available training, why are they 

not taking advantage of the non-required training provided by their institutions? 

 According to their own comments, some at the two-year institution do not attend 

because of an unpleasant initial experience, ―It just infuriated me...  They put on a video 

that we had to watch for two hours…  And the teacher who was making us listen to 

it…left the room while it was playing.‖—I-19. 

Surprisingly, there are a few of the adjunct faculty who are unaware of the 

availability of training.  This was surprising given the fact that based on the adjunct 

faculty‘s discourse and document analysis both institutions are effective at disseminating 

information regarding the availability of training (e.g. sending e-mails, hanging flyer, and 

posts on the website).  Nonetheless, the fact that a few are unaware demonstrates that the 

institutions and IT staff can do more to ensure that all are aware of the support services 

available. 
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The final reason why the adjunct faculty do not attend training is because they are 

able to rely on the full-time faculty to supply their technology training and support.  

―…I‘ve never been to any official training.  Most of what I do I‘ve done through the 

department chair here.‖—I-24.  The adjunct faculty do not need to attend training 

because they have the convenience of in-house technical assistance from the full-time 

faculty.  The use of the full-time faculty as technical support is further discussed in detail 

in discussion point 7. 

 If institutions intend to encourage the adjunct faculty to use technology in the 

classroom, the adjunct faculty are going to need to improve their skill level and be 

informed regarding the ways technology can aid convenience, flexibility, student need, 

and student learning.  Training could serve to facilitate this, but the adjunct faculty would 

need to attend.  In order to encourage attendance at the training, the training should focus 

on the factors that positively influence the adjunct faculty‘s attitude and provide a 

positive experience.  Courses also need to be offered at times the adjunct faculty can 

attend and at the two-year institution a monetary incentive would increase attendance.  

This was expected as it was assumed the adjunct faculty at the two-year institution would 

be more sensitive regarding pay than those employed at the four-year institution.  This 

was based on the fact that the adjunct faculty employed at four-year institutions are 

generally paid higher salaries than those employed at two-year institutions (Leslie & 

Conley, 2002; Wickun & Stanley, 2002).  At the four-year institution time, not money, 

was the main contributing factor that inhibited attending training. 
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 An interesting point is of the few adjunct faculty that did attend non-required 

training courses, most did not use the technology learned.  This could be an example of 

training not meeting the needs of the adjunct faculty.  Perhaps some of the training time 

could be used for the purpose of setting up the software, or other training changes are 

needed to aid the practical use of the technology. 

 Once the adjunct faculty have completed training sessions, adequate support 

services are necessary to encourage the use of technology.  Allen and Seaman (2008) 

found that those most successful and engaged with supporting instructional technology 

were those institutions that included technology support in their long-term strategic plans. 

The adjunct faculty need to have adequate support after the training, because no one 

wants to utilize technology that does not function properly (e.g. slow systems or down 

servers).  They need a reliable support system that they can contact if the technology is 

not functioning properly or if they need to ask a question.  The relationship between the 

adjunct faculty and the IT staff is a factor that influences the use of technology in the 

classroom.  It is therefore necessary to address the fact that the adjunct faculty with more 

than limited contact with the IT staff revealed negative experiences and views. 

 This negative view stems from the IT staffs‘ assumptions regarding users and a 

general lack of consideration toward the users themselves.  The negative experiences and 

views of the adjunct faculty regarding the IT staff were revealed in their stories during 

the interviews.  To correctly portray the experience of the adjunct faculty and provide 

them a voice, a few of their stories will be used to illustrate these issues regarding the 
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support services.  One adjunct faculty member discussed his experience trying to 

administer an exam during exam week: 

―Here at the university…if you have a room and there‘s technology in it, you 

know, it has projectors and screens and computers and microphones and things 

like that—all technology is turned off on the last day of classes.  They come 

through and turn everything off and lock everything up.  So I have a class in 

which I have as I said, three hundred students.  It‘s in a large hall that actually 

seats about four hundred and fifty people.  I‘m giving the final in there—

everything‘s locked up.  I cannot even use the microphone to address the class, 

because it‘s locked up because classes ended.  Therefore, you have no use for this.  

Now, they do send out a notice saying, ―Well, if you want to use this during 

finals, you can call us and make arrangements and we‘ll come over and open it for 

you.‖  That‘s not customer service…you want to show slides during your final 

exam to project something and have students write something about it, or music 

and you want to playing something and have students—you have to make special 

arrangements to do that.  And I think, you know, that‘s ridiculous…You know it‘s 

going to turn people off, and so, I think, that the lesson is that they have to pay 

attention to things like that.‖—I-21. 

Based on this story the support services do not understand their users‘ need for 

technology.  The extra steps needed to have the technology turned back on creates an 

inefficient environment that this adjunct faculty member does not want to participate in.  

This is indicative of the power of convenience relayed by the adjunct faculty.  Although 
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the adjunct faculty member could have requested the technology be turned back on, the 

additional inefficient steps were too inconvenient to do so.  It is necessary for those that 

support technology to function in an efficient manner that aids the convenience of the 

users. 

 The adjunct faculty also discussed the assumptions of the IT staff and how this 

influences their ability to receive adequate technical support.  The IT staffs‘ assumptions 

of the users can lead them to be derogatory to the adjunct faculty as unknowledgeable or 

incapable.  One adjunct faculty member described her experience: 

―So I have this publication.  I met with a guy who is the BlackBoard Vista go-to 

person for adjuncts.  He comes here on Wednesdays.  I was having a problem 

with posting something, a question.  I had emailed him and asked him the 

question and he never responded.  So after a couple of days, I called him on the 

phone.  I said, ―I‘m having this problem.‖  He said, ―We‘ll have to meet.‖  I said, 

―Maybe you could just tell me what to do.‖  So we met.  While we were talking, 

he was responding to emails.  It would have been a lot easier…if he had 

responded to my email.  It‘s fairly uncomplicated thing to do.  There‘s that, but 

then he also told me that—the assumption is, because I don‘t know how to do 

other things.  It‘s very interesting. For instance, he told me that I could cite the 

sources of the video I was using.  There‘s the assumption that because I don‘t 

know how to point and click, which is basically what BlackBoard is, I also don‘t 

have scholarship skills.  It‘s just really interesting.‖—I-11. 
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This demonstrates that in this case, the IT staff did not understand the user or the 

importance of convenient and appropriate service.  The assumptions of the IT staff 

negatively impacted the perceptions held by the adjunct faculty member regarding the 

support available.  This adjunct faculty member no longer uses the IT staff for technical 

assistance, but would rather ask one of the full-time faculty for assistance. 

 

Full-Time Faculty as Technical Support 

Many of the adjunct faculty view the full-time faculty as having more time to 

utilize technology, and this view leads the adjunct faculty to rely on the full-time faculty 

as their main source of technical support.  The main determinants that lead the adjunct 

faculty to rely on the full-time faculty for technical support have to do with convenience.  

It is more convenient for the adjunct faculty to ask the full-time faculty for assistance 

because they already have an established relationship with the full-time faculty: 

―I am not quite in touch with all of the staff options as I should be and basically, 

the guy who I‘ve known since ‘95 has been working there full-time…Well, he has 

function as the chair, but again, he‘s the other—he‘s basically my go-to guy just 

because I‘ve known him the longest.‖—I-23. 

It is convenient for the adjunct faculty as they save time because they do not have to go to 

another part of campus, attend training at a scheduled time, or establish a relationship 

with an IT staff member. 

It was unexpected that the adjunct faculty would view the full-time faculty as 

having more time to use and practice technology.  This was unexpected because the 
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researcher had assumed the adjunct faculty recognized that time is a barrier for the full-

time faculty with all of their other responsibilities:  research, teaching, service, and tenure 

needs.  An area for further research, which will be discussed in the next chapter, would 

be to examine the perspectives of the full-time faculty regarding the adjunct faculty‘s use 

of technology in the classroom. 

The adjunct faculty‘s view of the full-time faculty could be explained by a 

misunderstanding of the responsibilities a full-time faculty member has at an institution 

of higher education.  Many of the adjunct faculty are only contracted to teach classes 

(Leslie & Conley, 2002), therefore they show up to teach their class and then leave.  

Gappa and Leslie (1993) found that adjunct faculty generally do not feel connected to 

campus life, but instead feel alienated.  Therefore, the adjunct faculty may not be actively 

involved in the departmental activities which lead them to be unaware.  As one stated, 

―Now I have no proof of this but that‘s my feeling.  They [full-time faculty] must have 

more time...‖—I-32. 

The fact that most of the adjunct faculty are relying on the full-time faculty to 

answer their technology questions and to learn about technology is both inefficient and 

ineffective.  It is inefficient because the institutions already have staff employed to supply 

technical support, and the full-time faculty have other job duties and responsibilities 

(research, teaching, service, and tenure track needs).  It is also ineffective in that 

improper or faulty information regarding technology and its usage may be disseminated 

from the full-time faculty who are not trained to supply technical support or may not fully 

understand the technology themselves. 
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The adjunct faculty‘s reliance on the full-time faculty could be changing the 

traditional role of the full-time faculty in higher education.  Both the research of Bess 

(1998) and Rhoades (1996) indicate that hiring trends within higher education are 

redefining the role of the full-time faculty.  For Bess (1998) it is the hiring of IT staff that 

impacts the role of the full-time faculty and for Rhoades (1996) it is the hiring of adjunct 

faculty with the purpose of increasing managerial control.  Rhoades (1996) focused on 

the adjunct faculty because ―their growing numbers represent a challenge to the academic 

profession‘s definition of faculty lines as full-time, with a secure future‖ (p. 626).  The 

findings of this study suggest that the institutions participation in academic capitalism 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) has led to the hiring of adjunct faculty, which in turn has 

redefined the work of the full-time faculty by creating additional job responsibilities 

(technical support and managerial duties). 

The fact that adjunct faculty rely on the full-time faculty for their technical 

support could be seen as a type of managerial control.  By being the main technical 

support, the full-time faculty are able to influence and hence, ultimately control the type 

of technology the adjunct faculty use and how they use it.  For example, a full-time 

faculty member may show the adjunct faculty how to use only a certain type of 

technology or a part of the technology they feel should be used in the classroom.  This 

could put the full-time faculty in a controlling role regarding the adjunct faculty‘s use of 

technology in the classroom. 

There are contradictions within this concept of control, on one hand there is a type 

of unstructured control that the full-time faculty have over the adjunct faculty‘s use of 
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technology by being their main source of technical support.  On the other hand, the full-

time faculty are taking time away from their other responsibilities to aid and serve as 

technical support for the adjunct faculty.  The full-time faculty aid the adjunct faculty by 

supplying support, but can also control the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology in the 

classroom through their unintentional as well purposeful influence. 

The full-time faculty can inform the adjunct faculty about features to use, to 

avoid, or simply show only the ones they know how to use.  This could create an 

environment of misinformation being spread throughout the department as the full-time 

faculty pass on partial or incorrect information to the adjunct faculty.  Thinking of the 

full-time faculty as managers of the adjunct faculty is an adaptation of Rhoades‘ (1996) 

concept of managerial control.  He views managerial control as administrators directing 

the academic work force (Rhoades, 1996), but if the full-time faculty are also enforcing a 

type of managerial control then it would be the academic work force directing itself.  This 

is discussed further in the next chapter as an area for future research, to examine the 

relationship between the full-time and adjunct faculty to see if the full-time faculty truly 

fit this managerial control role. 

 As seen in previous discussion points, the adjunct faculty have been institutionally 

disregarded in many aspects regarding their use of technology; however, the findings of 

this study reveal that the full-time faculty have addressed the adjunct faculty‘s need for 

technical support.  This is one of the few examples where Wagoner‘s (2004) question 

(Are the adjunct faculty being viewed by institutions as a highly skilled asset or a less 

qualified way of achieving cost-saving, flexibility, and managerial control?) can be 
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answered as the adjunct faculty are being viewed as a valued assets because the full-time 

faculty take time from their other responsibilities to supply a need for technical support. 

 

Institutional Academic Capitalism 

 

The overarching research question that drove this study was: What are the 

differences and/or similarities between the adjunct faculty at a two-year and a four-year 

institution regarding their use of technology in the traditional classroom?  While there are 

notable differences between the two types of institutions (see Tables 4.2, 4.4, and 4.5) it 

should be noted that there are many more similarities.  So why are they so similar?  An 

explanation can be found in the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 

2004), and that one of the impacts of academic capitalism is that institutions become 

more alike.   

These two institutions are actively participating in the current market, as seen by 

the four-year institution‘s recent decision to outsource all departmental IT support 

services and student e-mail accounts.  According to the two-year institution‘s official 

website, it ―works in partnership with business and industry‖ and will ―create customized 

programs‖ for employers.  The participation in the current market environment is an 

example of academic capitalism. 

Academic capitalism basically states that institutions are becoming active 

participants in the market and that they are market-driven.  Research indicates that the 

current market is driven by two main trends:  developing technology and flexibility 

(Carnoy, 2000).  Therefore, if institutions are participating in this type of market, 
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academic capitalism can be used to explain their investing in technology (developing 

technology) and their hiring of adjunct faculty (workforce flexibility).  Institutions that 

participate in the market develop similar behaviors as they become more like the market.  

Academic capitalism leads institutions to become more like the market, and (as they 

develop similar behaviors) each other. 

Academic capitalism leads to isomorphism as institutions seek legitimacy and 

prestige in the market.  As certain trends emerge in the market, institutions copy these 

trends to add to their own legitimacy (Di Maggio & Powell, 1983).  Therefore, in order to 

remain legitimate within the market, institutions adopt similar behaviors and principles.  

These behaviors and principles can then become embedded in an institution.  For 

example, institutional administrators may attend conferences where they learn 

appropriate responses and adjust their behaviors in a way that results in the 

homogenization of their institutions (Di Maggio & Powell, 1983).  Institutions actively 

participating in a market driven by technology and flexibility create similar 

organizational goals, administrative objectives and policies, and outcomes.  Therefore, 

rather than each institution strategically designing their own implementation of 

technology, it becomes a focused and standardized implementation (Rhoades, 2001).  

Institutions‘ participation in academic capitalism leads to isomorphism as they compete 

and actively participate in the same market.  Therefore, it is not by chance, but because of 

academic capitalism that the experiences and perspectives of the adjunct faculty at this 

two-year and four-year institution are so similar.  
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This study supports both the differences of the adjunct faculty and their 

similarities of experience and perspective regarding the use of technology in the 

classroom at both a two-year and a four-year institution.  Gappa and Leslie (1993) in their 

book, The Invisible Faculty, described the many ways in which the adjunct faculty are 

diverse, but added that they are more similar than might be assumed.  The participation in 

academic capitalism is at the heart of all the similarities found at these institutions 

regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

 

This final chapter begins with a discussion on the limitations of this study‘s 

findings presented in Chapter Four.  Even with its limitations, the findings of this 

dissertation make significant contributions to the professional higher education literature, 

and have implications for theory, future research, and policy.  To conclude this research, 

this final chapter provides a discussion regarding the implications of this study on theory, 

future higher education research, and institutional policy. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

As with all studies, the findings of this study have limitations and in part stem 

from the researcher‘s choice of site and participants.  The choice to use qualitative 

methods has limited the generalizeability of this study and it therefore lacks external 

validity.  In other words, because this study was restricted to two institutions, it is 

difficult to project the findings onto all institutions of higher education.  However, the 

lack of external validity is compensated with strong internal validity by exploring issues 

in greater depth and detail.  While qualitative methods lead to findings that cannot be 

extended to a broader population they allow for a richness and depth of findings by 

viewing the topic of study in its context (Patton, 2002). 

The researcher‘s connection to the staff and faculty at the two institutions of 

higher education being studied also could be seen as a limitation.  Some participants are 
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current colleagues and associates and therefore the relationships themselves may have 

influenced this study.  As with most qualitative studies, I have biases that influenced my 

approach to the study as well as my interpretation and conclusions.  I am an instructor at 

one of the sites where I conducted my study and I teach technology related courses.  

Therefore, I clearly have biases about adjunct faculty and the use of technology in the 

traditional classroom.  It was important for me to remain open-minded during the 

research process and to acknowledge my biases when interpreting the results.  While 

every attempt was made to remain as unbiased as possible, it is a limitation that was 

discussed in the positionality section of Chapter Three. 

This research did not include adjunct faculty from all fields of discipline or 

include all users of classroom technology (e.g. full-time faculty).  The study focused only 

on adjunct faculty in the natural and social sciences, and is limited to two public 

institutions (one two-year and one four-year).  While it is possible that the findings of this 

study could pertain to adjunct faculty in other disciplines or even some full-time faculty, 

the researcher cannot know for certain.  Furthermore, this study focused on the adjunct 

faculty perspectives and did not attempt to consider the perspectives of other users (e.g. 

administrators or IT staff).  It may be that with the examination of the other users‘ 

perspectives a more complete picture can be obtained regarding the use of technology in 

the classroom.  One goal of the researcher for future studies is to incorporate the 

perspectives of the other users of classroom technology. 

 A comparison of this group of adjunct faculty and those from private institutions 

or other institutions in different geographical areas (e.g. a rural two-year) may also 
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provide further insight regarding the adjunct faculty‘s perspectives regarding the use of 

technology.  It would also be of interest to include the students who are users and the IT 

staff that design and implement the technology for the classroom.  These values, 

attitudes, and perspectives regarding the use of technology could provide data for 

comparison with the existing data and literature. 

There are also limitations involved with this study that deal with the theory and 

concepts used as its framework.  First, as far as can be determined, the theory of 

academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), the theory of technology enactment 

(Fountain, 2001), and the research of Forsythe (1996) have not been previously applied to 

an examination of the perceptions of adjunct faculty regarding the use of technology in 

the classroom.  Second, the theory of technology enactment encompasses the 

perspectives, design, implementation, and use of technology; however, for this study only 

the perspectives and use of technology were explored as the study did not examine the 

full-time faculty, IT staff, or administration.  Third, Rhoades‘ concept of managerial 

control has not been previously applied to the use of technology in the traditional 

classroom.  This study therefore takes preexisting theory and concepts and adapts them to 

serve as the framework for this study.  Even though this study has limitations, it is likely 

that some of the findings will relate to the experiences of adjunct faculty outside of these 

two institutions. 
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Policy & Practice Implications 

This study addressed the research questions, and did so from the adjunct faculty‘s 

perspective and in their voice.  Along with benefiting the adjunct faculty by providing 

them a voice, this study also benefits administrators and IT staff at both two-year and 

four-year institutions by supplying data regarding the adjunct faculty‘s usage of 

technology in the classroom.  It supplies administrators and IT staff insight regarding the 

use and barriers to the use of technology in the classroom.  Thus, it supplies data that can 

be used to create new training programs and/or manuals suitable for adjunct faculty who 

are unable to fully utilize technology. 

This study focused on two specific institutions of higher education, but the results 

may be of interest to those in other two-year and four-year institutions as well.  

Therefore, in addition to the adjunct faculty, the study‘s findings may prove informative 

and beneficial to a wider audience.  As faculty members and IT staff investigate new 

technologies and/or new uses for technology in the classroom, many full-time faculty, 

and IT staff may also benefit from the findings of this study by exploring new ways to 

encourage the use of technology. 

This research examined how technology is used and the perceptions of adjunct 

faculty regarding the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  Through this 

examination, insight has been gained as to how technology is being used as well as an 

understanding of adjunct faculty perceptions.  By looking at the relationship between the 

use of technology and adjunct faculty perceptions, the findings could also inform 

institutional funding decisions regarding technology.  Institutions may be able to develop 
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a plan for implementing technology to address needs and critically evaluate how 

technology is currently used in the traditional classroom. 

The findings of this study demonstrate that the idea of technology as ―good‖ or 

―useful‖ by itself does not equate to the use of technology in the classroom.  Adjunct 

faculty may think of technology as useful and still not utilize the technology.  This is 

similar to the person that states that exercise is very important, but they themselves do not 

exercise.  In order for technology to be used, a positive attitude toward the technology 

must be developed.  According to the findings of this study, a positive attitude is 

developed when the adjunct faculty perceive the use of technology as positively related to 

one or more of these main factors:  convenience, flexibility, student need, and student 

learning.  Therefore the development of a positive attitude toward technology is an 

important issue regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  Institutions should 

concentrate on ways to aid the development of this positive attitude by reinforcing these 

main factors. 

 These same factors (convenience, flexibility, student need, and student learning) 

that impact the development of a positive attitude can also create a negative attitude 

toward technology.  For example, an adjunct faculty member may see the use of 

PowerPoint as a passive learning environment for the students, so they do not use it in the 

classroom.  In this example, the adjunct faculty member perceives the use of PowerPoint 

as being negatively related to student learning.  If the use of technology is perceived as 

having a negative relationship with one or more of the factors, it will not be utilized.  

According to the findings of this study, several issues can contribute to the perception of 
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a negative relationship with one or more of the factors (i.e. lack of skill, lack of time, and 

improper facilities).  Therefore, if one of the goals of an institution is to increase the use 

of classroom technology, these issues need to be addressed. 

 One of the main ways to handle the adjunct faculty‘s lack of skill is to supply 

training at the institutions.  Since both institutions in this study offer training, the next 

step is to encourage the adjunct faculty to attend the training.  Based on the findings of 

this study, most of the adjunct faculty are aware of their lack of skill and that training is 

available, but still choose not to attend.  Attendance at the two-year institution would be 

increased by offering monetary compensation for the time in training, and at both the 

two-year and the four-year institution attendance could be increased by offering training 

at times convenient for the adjunct faculty. 

Set-up time is another issue that causes adjunct faculty to not utilize technology.  

A possible solution would be to include time or exercises during the training for the 

adjunct faculty to actually perform part of the initial set-up of the technology.  Time 

constraints create a barrier for adjunct faculty regarding training attendance and the set-

up time needed to utilize the technology.  Time constraints need to be taken into 

consideration when discussing adjunct faculty, training, and technology usage. 

Next, institutions should examine the training being offered to evaluate if it is 

taught by effective instructors and focused on the main factors that develop a positive 

attitude.  The technology training should stress the main points of the technology and 

how its use will aid convenience, flexibility, student need, and student learning.  These 

main factors could also be used to advertise the training, which could increase 
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attendance.  Furthermore, focusing the training on these main factors could increase the 

likelihood of the adjunct faculty re-enrolling in other training.  This could lead the 

adjunct faculty to perceive the training positively as they experience the practical 

usefulness of the classroom technology. 

Based on this study, focusing training on the main factors of convenience, 

flexibility, student need, and student learning could encourage the use of technology in 

the classroom.  The following recommendations are provided regarding the development 

of a technology training program: 

1. Survey the faculty regarding their technology and training needs. 

 

2. Offer training at times convenient for the adjunct faculty (evening and 

weekend times available). 

 

3. Provide monetary compensation for attending all training (significant at the 

two-year institution). 

 

4. Use qualified instructors that establish a positive impression. 

 

5. Focus the training on how the technology can aid convenience, flexibility, 

student need, and student learning. 

 

6. Include some set-up time during the training. 

 

7. Upon completion of the training supply adequate support services. 

 

Inadequate support services is another area that is a barrier to the use of 

technology.  Once there has been training, adequate support services need to be provided 

at times the adjunct faculty can utilize them.  The availability of support services needs to 

be explored by the two-year institution to ensure technical support is available during all 

classes (including evening and weekends).  At the two-year institution the 

recommendation is for a 24/7 phone number that the faculty can call if they are in need of 
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immediate technical assistance.  This is similar to the system already in place at the four-

year institution.   

At both the two-year and four-year institution a survey of the faculty (full-time 

and adjunct) could evaluate the IT staff‘s service regarding the needs of the users.  Based 

on the findings of this study, the IT staff are disregarding their users needs and have 

assumptions regarding both the needs and abilities of the users.  An examination of 

procedures and policies could increase efficiency of service and user satisfaction. 

Improper facilities are another barrier to the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology in 

the classroom.  The adjunct faculty are often in rooms that are ill-equipped or lack 

technology.  Institutions need to be more diligent in supplying an adequate standard of 

technology in each classroom and reevaluate the room scheduling procedures.  The fact 

that the adjunct faculty are assigned ill-equipped rooms could demonstrate their level of 

value to the institutions.  Academic capitalism may be creating an environment where 

institutions view the adjunct faculty as a flexible temporary workforce and not a valued 

resource.  Institutions should evaluate their policies and practices regarding the 

employing of adjunct faculty members.  As recommended by Gappa and Leslie (1993), 

institutions cannot forget to include the adjunct faculty when developing educational 

goals‘ and staff plans. 

The four-year institution may be relying on the AV (audio-visual) department to 

supply the ill-equipped classrooms with technology, but based on this study the use of the 

AV department does not encourage the use of technology in the classroom because it is 
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viewed as inefficient.  Therefore, the institution should examine the AV department‘s 

procedures and usage to see how it might meet current educational need. 

The adjunct faculty‘s use of basic technology in the classroom and the fact that 

they do not feel pressure to use technology was unexpected based on the assumption that 

institutions are participating in a market driven by developing technology.  However, this 

could be another example of the devaluing of the adjunct faculty and the courses they 

teach.  The adjunct faculty members generally teach lower division courses (Leslie & 

Conley, 2002) that may not be viewed as a priority by institutions and therefore are 

excluded from the extended use of technology.  An institutional evaluation could 

determine if this devaluing of the adjunct faculty exists and if it aids or hinders the 

mission of the institution. 

Administrators at all levels (departmental and institutional) should consider their 

own views and practices regarding the use of technology at their institution.  This could 

enable them to consider the adjunct faculty and the use of technology compared to 

educational goals and the mission of the institution.  Administrators need to evaluate the 

true technological need at their institution and create policies that aid the achievement of 

these goals.  It is the researcher‘s belief that such an examination would determine that a 

view devaluing the adjunct faculty is a deterrent to the institutional/educational goals at 

both the two-year and four-year institution. 

Finally, the impact that the adjunct faculty have on the traditional role of full-time 

faculty needs to be taken into consideration.  Full-time faculty members have many 

responsibilities outside of teaching.  Adding the role of technical support for the adjunct 
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faculty is yet another responsibility that may be emerging.  Administrators need to 

understand how this relationship as technical support has emerged and examine the 

effectiveness and efficiency of this relationship.  It is the recommendation of this 

researcher that the use of full-time faculty as technical support is inefficient, where other 

staff members are already employed to fill this role; and ineffective, when inaccurate 

information could be disseminated by the full-time faculty who are not trained to provide 

technical support.  It is suggested that administrators create and give each adjunct faculty 

member a handbook containing institutional goals and policies regarding the use of 

technology, contact information for support services, and detailed training information.  

 

Contributions to Current Research & Theory 

This study‘s examination of the adjunct faculty‘s perceptions regarding the use of 

technology in the classroom contributes to the professional higher education literature.  

Prior research has neglected to include the perspectives of the adjunct faculty and to 

examine the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  The principal contribution to 

the higher education research that this study brings is addressing the gap in the current 

literature.  It contributes by providing a detailed account of the adjunct faculty‘s 

perceptions and their use of technology in the classroom.  Furthermore, it disaggregates 

the adjunct faculty by type, discipline of field, and type of institution for the purpose of 

comparative analysis. 

This study contributes to the literature regarding the adjunct faculty by providing 

the adjunct faculty with a voice and by not treating them as a homogeneous group.  In 
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addition it supplies new categories to be used for disaggregation.  Wagoner (2004) found 

that researchers have done little to understand who the adjunct faculty members are and 

how they view their position.  This is primarily caused by the fact that most research 

regarding the adjunct faculty has been in the areas of academic quality and their 

motivations for teaching.  Likewise, much prior research lacks the adjunct faculty‘s voice 

since data is drawn from administrator and student evaluations.  This study provides the 

adjunct faculty a voice, lacking in the literature, by examining their perspectives 

regarding one facet of their position:  technology usage in the classroom. 

Within the body of research, besides Benjamin (1998) and Wagoner (2004), most 

researchers have treated the adjunct faculty as an aggregate group and those that have 

disaggregated have dealt primarily with motivations for teaching.  Tuckman (1978) was 

the first to disaggregate the adjunct faculty by motivations and Gappa and Leslie (1993) 

adapted Tuckman‘s categories for their research.  Benjamin (1998) and Wagoner (2004), 

in their research at two-year institutions, concentrated their disaggregation of the adjunct 

faculty on discipline of field.  This study combines aspects of both types of 

disaggregation (motivations for teaching and discipline of field) as well as further 

disaggregating the adjunct faculty by type of institution.   

In regards to the type of adjunct faculty, the categories used by Gappa and Leslie 

(1993) were adapted for use in this study.  The main difference being that the freelancer 

category was divided into two categories:  full-time plus private and supported spouse.  

The freelancer category was divided to create two categories that captured the adjunct 

faculty‘s voice regarding how they described themselves during the interviews.  The full-
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time plus privates describe themselves as full-time teachers with additional private work 

(e.g. consulting), and the supported spouses are able to teach part-time because their 

spouse or partner is the primary bread winner.  Similar to Benjamin (1998) and Wagoner 

(2004), this study disaggregated by discipline of field, but divided the adjunct faculty into 

two categories: natural sciences and social sciences. 

The study also adds to the higher education literature regarding the use of 

technology.  Most of the available literature examining the use of technology in higher 

education has been in the area of distance education, online courses, or blended learning.  

There is a need for research that examines the use of technology in the classroom 

(Chompu-inwai & Doolen, 2004).  This study focused on the use of technology in a 

traditional classroom setting and examined the perspectives of the adjunct faculty who 

are one of the users of this technology. 

Next, this study adds to the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 

2004), the theory of technology enactment (Fountain, 2001), the research of Forsythe 

(1996), and the concept of managerial control (Rhoades, 1996).  The study continues the 

examination of the impact of academic capitalism on institutions of higher education, as 

it examined two of the main factors found in the ―new marketplace‖:  the hiring of 

adjunct faculty (workforce flexibility) and the use of technology.  The many similarities 

found between the two-year and the four-year institution can be explained by the impact 

of academic capitalism.  The two institutions are participating in the same market, driven 

by technological development, which creates an environment of similar organizational 

and administrative goals. 
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The original work by Jane Fountain (2001) examined the use of technology in 

government organizations and Forsythe‘s (1996) work was in the medical field, but this 

study used these concepts to examine two institutions of higher education.  This study 

demonstrates that the theory of technology enactment can be used effectively in part as it 

was refined to examine only two of its main components: perspective and use.  The 

findings of this study also strengthen one of the arguments found in Forsythe‘s (1996) 

research and the theory of technology enactment, that technology is not simply a passive 

or neutral tool.  The findings suggest that the adjunct faculty‘s perception of technology 

as a ―tool‖ fails to include the other values and perspectives that are encoded or 

embedded into the technology by those who design, select, and implement the technology 

in the classroom. 

The findings also support the idea that the users‘ perspective is of value and has 

an impact on the use of technology.  Forsythe‘s (1996) research demonstrated that 

perspectives become embedded in technology and define its afforded uses, and without 

the inclusion of the users‘ perspective the use of technology can lead to unexpected 

outcomes.    The study utilized this concept in higher education and strengthened her 

argument that the users‘ perspective is of value and needs to be included to avoid 

unexpected consequences.  This study furthers the technology and adjunct faculty 

literature by focusing on the perspectives of the adjunct faculty and by examining the 

traditional classroom.  Administrators will be able to utilize the findings from this study 

to guide implementation and suggest strategies for the use of technology that can 

influence policy and guide practice (as discussed in the previous section). 
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Finally, this study aids in the examination of the hiring of adjunct faculty as a type 

of managerial control.  It utilized the concept of managerial control found in Rhoades‘ 

(1996) research and adapted it to examine the adjunct faculty perspective and the use of 

technology.  The findings demonstrate that there are types of managerial control that can 

be found in the adjunct faculty perspective regarding the use of technology.  The 

mandated training found at the two-year institution could be a type of institutional control 

of the use of technology in the classroom.  Also the departmental meetings held by some 

of the natural sciences departments at the four-year institution could be seen as 

departmental control regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  This study also 

adds to Rhoades‘ (1996) concept of managerial control by suggesting the full-time 

faculty may have influence over the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology in the classroom, 

which might constitute control.  It is not difficult to imagine that if the adjunct faculty 

rely so heavily on the full-time faculty for technical support, that they may also be 

informed about other occupational aspects by the full-time faculty. 

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings of this study provide insight into the adjunct faculty‘s perspectives 

and how the use of technology can be improved at institutions of higher education.  It is a 

goal of the researcher to encourage others to further explore issues from the adjunct 

faculty perspective and/or to explore the use of technology in the traditional classroom.  

This study holds several important implications for future higher education research. 
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This study, the research of Forsythe (1996), and the theory of technology 

enactment (Fountain, 2001) demonstrate that the users‘ perspective regarding technology 

is of importance and needs to be examined.  Further qualitative research into the 

perspectives of other users of classroom technology should include the full-time faculty 

and the student perspective.  This could provide data for comparison regarding different 

and/or similar experiences regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  As well as 

providing a more comprehensive understanding of the various factors that influence the 

use of technology in the classroom.  Research questions that may guide these future 

studies include: How might the perspectives be similar and/or different from the adjunct 

faculty‘s?  What are their assumptions regarding the use of technology?  What is the full-

time faculty‘s experience with training?  What do the students think about technology in 

the classroom and are they in agreement with the adjunct faculty‘s reasons for using it?  

What are the students‘ classroom motivations (improving learning, achieving the grade, 

preparing for their career, or other factors)? 

This study focused on one of the users of classroom technology, but to gain a 

more complete understanding about the use of technology the perspectives of those that 

design and implement the classroom technology is important to explore.  Future 

qualitative research is needed to examine the administrators and the IT staff‘s 

perspectives regarding the use of technology in the classroom.  The research of Forsythe 

(1996) and the theory of technology enactment highlight the value of understanding the 

perspectives embedded in the technology and the impact of these embedded perspectives 

on its use.  What is the process and who is involved in selecting and implementing 
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technology for the classroom?  Why is certain technology selected for the classroom and 

what are the intended uses for this technology?  What assumptions exist regarding the use 

of technology and how might these assumptions impact the classroom?  The IT staff may 

be only the designers and implementers of technology or future research may find they 

play a large role in selecting the technology as well.  The full-time faculty may play a 

larger role than assumed in designing or selecting technology for the classroom.  Future 

research is needed to address these areas to ascertain the impact of the use of technology 

in the classroom. 

More disaggregated studies are needed that explore issues from the adjunct 

faculty‘s perspective.  The adjunct faculty members are a diverse group that should not 

be treated as a homogeneous group.  This study disaggregated the adjunct faculty based 

on a taxonomy adapted from Gappa and Leslie (1993), discipline of field, and type of 

institution.  Future researchers could seek new and innovative ways of disaggregating the 

adjunct faculty and provide a more thorough understanding of the issues they face within 

the higher education system.  For example, this study demonstrates that the adjunct 

faculty‘s age may not be as strong of a factor regarding the use of technology as 

previously seen in the literature.  Future research examining the faculty‘s technology 

usage may need to further disaggregate their participants to find the groups where age is a 

contributing factor.  Research that disaggregates the adjunct faculty at other two-year and 

four-year institutions could reinforce the findings of this study. 

 On an institutional level research is required regarding the amount of technology 

needed in the classroom and if the classrooms are technologically adequate campus-wide.  
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The findings of this study demonstrate that many classrooms are not adequately equipped 

and that the use of the AV department does not aid the use of technology in the 

classroom.  Future studies could address the following questions: How are the current 

technological standards meeting institutional goals?  How might the use of an AV 

department meet the current educational need?  

 The impact of academic capitalism on institutions of higher education requires 

further investigation as this study found possible links to the devaluing of the adjunct 

faculty and the courses they teach.  How might academic capitalism be impacting the 

institutional view of adjunct faculty and the courses they teach?  How might this impact 

the institution‘s educational goals and mission?  Academic capitalism is also an 

explanation for the many similarities between the two-year and four-year institution 

regarding the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology in the classroom.  Future research could 

explore the impact of academic capitalism on other topics of study to examine possible 

similarities between institutions. 

 Additionally, institutions need to implement the recommendations of this study 

regarding their training programs and support services.  Future research could aid the 

implementation of these recommendations by providing the support of other users‘ 

perspectives.  More research is needed to explore the number of adjunct faculty currently 

attending training, whether or not training truly improves skill and increases use, and 

what times would best encourage attendance.  This study only had a few participants who 

attended any non-required training courses, so it is difficult to make any conclusions 

based on this finding. However, it is of interest that the participants in this study are not 
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utilizing the technology learned.  How might this reflect a trend in technology training 

and how can training be utilized to address this issue? 

The findings of this study also demonstrate that the adjunct faculty members are 

using the full-time faculty as their main source of technical support.  This has a potential 

impact when explored by either the view of the full-time faculty or that of the adjunct 

faculty.  It could be that the full-time faculty members have chosen to fill this need in 

order to retain or regain control of the learning environment.  How might this role be 

reflected in the full-time faculty‘s contract?  Who is encouraging the full-time faculty to 

fill this role and are the full-time faculty compensated?  How is the hiring of adjunct 

faculty impacting the traditional higher education roles?  Further qualitative studies could 

address this issue by adding the full-time faculty and administrative perspectives 

regarding the adjunct faculty.  The idea that departments and full-time faculty can exert a 

type of classroom control through the adjunct faculty‘s use of technology is another area 

for future study. 

If the full-time faculty are exerting a type of control over the adjunct faculty this 

could demonstrate a redefining of the role of the full-time faculty by giving them a type 

of managerial control over the adjunct faculty.  How are the full-time faculty being 

transformed into a type of managerial professional?  If they have managerial control in 

regards to the use of technology, it is not difficult to imagine that they may have 

managerial control over other aspects of the adjunct faculty‘s work.  Future qualitative 

studies could examine the role of the full-time faculty to see if they are taking on more 

managerial duties and if this signifies a lowering of the full-time faculty‘s status. 
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A final area for research is for qualitative studies that examine the use of 

technology throughout higher education and the continued view of technology as non-

passive.  The idea that technology is a benign object or simply a tool needs to continue to 

be challenged.  Technology is not simply a tool, it is embedded with the perspectives of 

those who select, design, implement, and use it.  Who are these people that select and 

design the technology?  What is their purpose for selecting the technology and who do 

they serve?  Who are all the users of this technology and what is their perspective?  As 

this study demonstrates the users‘ perspective is of value and needs to be considered or it 

will lead to unintended outcomes. 

It is surprising to think that institutions have spent an estimated $12,000,000,000 

(Nagel, 2010) on technology, and that this study finds that PowerPoint is the most 

frequently used technology in the classroom.  All of the money and time invested into 

technology and resources to support it and institutions of higher education are left with a 

PowerPoint paradox.  How might this PowerPoint paradox be explained?  What type of 

comprehensive vision exists regarding the use of technology in higher education?  How 

do institutions justify their investment in technology?  Is this another example of 

institutions of higher education spending vast amounts of money on technology based on 

assumptions (Cox, 2005; Vail, 2006) and a lack of planning (Restauri, 2004)?  Further 

research is necessary to assess the true needs and goals of institutions regarding the use of 

technology in the classroom.  
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Concluding Remarks 

Academic capitalism has led institutions of higher education to continue investing 

in technology and hire adjunct faculty members.  These two increasing trends continue to 

reshape the landscape of higher education and require further examination.  It is this 

researcher‘s belief that technology and adjunct faculty members both have an important 

role to play within institutions of higher education.  Much is left in the hands of the 

institutions and the choices they make regarding these two trends, as to whether 

technology and the adjunct faculty become either a help or a hindrance to the higher 

education classroom.  Will technology be invested in and used blindly or will it be 

examined and designed to match institutional goals and missions?  Are the adjunct 

faculty hired as highly skilled specialists that are valued by their institution and add to its 

prestige or are they simply a means to a flexible workforce at a lower cost?  The answer 

to both of these questions will greatly determine the direction and future of institutions of 

higher education.  Only future research and time will hold the answers as to what choices 

are made. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

ADJUNCT FACULTY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

Do consent form 

 

Date & Time: 

Name: 

Interviewee: 

Location: 

 

Obtain demographic information 

 

QUESTIONS: 

 

1. How long have you taught at the 2 year or 4 year institution? 

 

 

2. How many courses do you teach and what are the courses? 

 

 

3. Would you consider yourself a full-time teacher--why or why not? 

 

 

4. Does your institution have any policy regarding adjunct faculty and IT? 

a. If yes, what is the policy (ies)? 

 

 

5. Does your institution provide any IT training for adjunct faculty? 

a. If yes, what training is available and have you attended? 

 

 

6. Do you think technology is important and why? 

 

 

7. How do you define technology and provide some examples. 

 

 

8. If you use technology in the classroom how do you use it? 

 

 

9. What technology do you use in the classroom? 
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10. Why do you use technology in the classroom? 

 

 

11. What prevents you from using technology in the classroom? 

 

 

12. Is the technology you use available in the classroom or do you need to bring in 

your own?  How does that impact your use? 

 

 

13. Why should faculty use technology in the classroom? 

 

 

14. How does technology impact student learning? 

 

 

15. What disadvantages do you see from the use of technology in the classroom? 
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APPENDIX B 

 

PARTICIPANT E-MAIL 

 

 

Dear Adjunct Faculty member: 

 

My name is Darryl King and I am a Doctoral Candidate in the department of Higher 

Education at the University of Arizona.  I am writing to invite you to take part in a 

doctoral dissertation project entitled:  Adjunct Faculty Perceptions Regarding the Use of 

Technology in the Classroom.   

 

Currently there is a lack of research from the perspective of Adjunct Faculty and your 

assistance is needed.  If you decide to take part in this study, you will be asked to set up 

an interview time and sign the attached consent form.  Study personnel are available to 

answer your questions and provide additional information.   

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the perspectives of adjunct faculty regarding the 

use of technology in the classroom.    

 

Please read the attached consent form and reply to this email to set up an interview time. 

 

Your participation is greatly appreciated. 

 

Sincerely, 

Darryl King 

Principal Investigator 
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APPENDIX C 

 

DATA CODES 

 

Why Adjunct 

Defining Tech 

General View of Tech 

Tech Used 

Why Use Tech 

 In Life 

 In Class  

Use Part of Tech 

Why Not Use 

 In Life 

 In Class 

 

Other Perspectives 

Tech Support 

Training 

IT Staff 

AV Staff 

Dept. Support 

Inst. Support 

Tech Control 
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APPENDIX D 
 

INFORMED CONSENT 

 
Adjunct Faculty Perceptions Regarding the Use of Technology in the Classroom 
 

Introduction 
 

You are being invited to take part in a research study.  The information in this 
form is provided to help you decide whether or not to take part.  Study personnel 
will be available to answer your questions and provide additional information.  If 
you decide to take part in the study, you will be asked to sign this consent form.  
A copy of this form will be given to you. 
 

What is the purpose of this research study? 
 

The purpose of this study is to examine adjunct faculty perceptions regarding the 
use of technology in the classroom. 
 
Why are you being asked to participate? 
 

You are being invited because you are an adjunct faculty member. 
 
How many people will be asked to participate in this study? 
 

Approximately 40 persons will be asked to participate in this study. 
 
What will happen during this study? 
 

Adjunct faculty from a two year institution and a four year institution will be 
interviewed for this study.  Interviews will be conducted in single sessions (one 
per participant), not to exceed ninety minutes in length.  The interviews will be 
recorded (audio) and transcribed.  The classrooms will be observed, when 
empty, to see the actual technology available in the classroom.  This study will 
examine adjunct faculty perceptions regarding the use of IT in the traditional 
classroom.   
 
How long will I be in this study? 
 

About 1 and ½ hours will be spent at the research related interview. 
 
Are there any risks to me? 
 

The things that you will be doing have little risk.  Although we have tried to avoid 
risks, you may feel that some questions we ask you to do may be stressful or 
upsetting.  If this occurs you can stop participating immediately.  We can give you 
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information about individuals who may be able to help you with these problems.  
(See Appendix C-Referral List) 
 

Are there any benefits to me? 
 

You will not receive any benefit from taking part in this study. 
 

What are the alternatives for participating in this study? 
 

The alternative is not to participate in this study. 
 

Will there be any costs to me? 
 

Aside from your time, there are no costs for taking part in the study.   
 

Will I be paid to participate in the study? 
 

There is no compensation provided for your participation. 
 
Will video or audio recordings be made of me during the study? 
 

We will make an audio recording during the study so that we can be certain that 
your responses are recorded accurately only if you check the first box below: 
 

I give my permission for audio recordings to be made of me during 
my participation in this research study. 
 

 

I do not give my permission for audio recordings to be made of me 
during my participation in this research study. 
 

Will the information that is obtained from me be kept confidential? 
 

The only persons who will know that you participated in this study will be the 
research team member:  Darryl King, Principal Investigator  
 

Your records will be confidential. You will not be identified in any reports or 
publications resulting from the study.  Representatives of regulatory agencies 
including The University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program may 
access your records. 
 
What if I am harmed by the study procedures? 
 

This is a minimal risk study, it is unlikely that you will be harmed by participating 
in the study.  If you feel you have been harmed, contact the PI, Darryl King, (520) 
579-****. 
 
May I change my mind about participating? 
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Your participation in this study is voluntary with no effect to your employment 
status.  You may decide to not begin or to stop the study at any time.   Also any 
new information discovered about the research will be provided to you. This 
information could affect your willingness to continue your participation. 
 

Whom can I contact for additional information? 
 

You can call the Principal Investigator to tell him/her about a concern or 
complaint about this research study. The Principal Investigator Darryl King, Ph.D. 
Candidate can be called at (520) 579-****.  If you have questions about your 
rights as a research subject you may call the University of Arizona Human 
Subjects Protection Program office at (520) 626-6721.  If you have questions, 
complaints, or concerns about the research and cannot reach the Principal 
Investigator; or want to talk to someone other than the Investigator, you may call 
the University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program office.  (If out of 
state use the toll-free number 1-866-278-1455.) If you would like to contact the 
Human Subjects Protection Program via the web (this can be anonymous), 
please visit http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/. 
 

Your Signature 
By signing this form, I affirm that I have read the information contained in the 
form, that the study has been explained to me, that my questions have been 
answered and that I agree to take part in this study.  I do not give up any of my 
legal rights by signing this form. 
 
__________________________________ 

Name (Printed) 
 
__________________________________   ______________ 

Participant’s Signature    Date signed 
 

Statement by person obtaining consent 
I certify that I have explained the research study to the person who has agreed to 
participate, and that he or she has been informed of the purpose, the procedures, 
the possible risks and potential benefits associated with participation in this 
study.  Any questions raised have been answered to the participant’s 
satisfaction. 
 
__________________________________ 

Name of study personnel 
 
__________________________________   _______________ 

Study personnel Signature    Date signed 
  

http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/
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APPENDIX E 

 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION 
 

 Race Gender Age Degree Inst. Field Category 

I-1 H M early 70's M 2 S Specialist 

I-2 W F early 60's H.S. 2 S Specialist 

I-3 W F early 50's M 4 S Supported Spouse 

I-4 W M late 30's D 2 S Specialist 

I-5 W F early 50's M 4 N Supported Spouse 

I-6 W F late 50's M 2 N Specialist 

I-7 W M late 30's M 2 S Full-time + Private 

I-8 W M early 80's D 4 N Career Ender 

I-9 W F mid 40's D 4 N Specialist 

I-10 W M early 60's D 4 N Full-time + Private 

I-11 W F mid 50's M 2 S Aspiring Academic 

I-12 W M late 40's D 4 N Full-time + Private 

I-13 W M late 40's M 4 S Specialist 

I-14 W M early 50's D 4 S Full-time + Private 

I-15 W F early 40's M 4 S Supported Spouse 

I-16 W M early 60's M 2 N Specialist 

I-17 W M early 50's D 4 S Specialist 

I-18 W F mid 40's D 4 N Full-time + Private 

I-19 W F late 50's M 2 N Specialist 

I-20 W F late 20's M 2 S Aspiring Academic 

I-21 W M late 50's D 4 S Supported Spouse 

I-22 H M late 20's D 2 N Specialist 

I-23 W M late 40's M 2 N Specialist 

I-24 W M early 50's M 2 N Specialist 

I-25 W F mid 40's D 4 S Specialist 

I-26 W M mid 50's D 4 S Specialist 

I-27 W F mid 50's D 4 N Supported Spouse 

I-28 W M mid 50's D 2 S Full-time + Private 

I-29 W F early 40's D 4 N Supported Spouse 

I-30 A F early 60's M 2 S Aspiring Academic 

I-31 H M late 20's M 2 N Specialist 

I-32 A M mid 40's D 2 N Full-time Worker 

 

  

RACE GENDER DEGREE INSTITUTION FIELD   

W=White M=Male D=Doctorate 2=2 year S=Social Science 

H=Hispanic F=Female M=Master 4=4 year N=Natural Science 

A=Asian  H.S.=High School     
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APPENDIX F 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX G 
 

TYPES OF CLASSROOM TECHNOLOGY 

 

Smart boards 

Computer/laptop 

IPod 

Clicker or smart phone 

Elmo projector 

Overhead projector 

Projector for computer 

Internet 

Course website 

E-mail 

Course management system (BlackBoard or D2L) 

Skype 

Twitter 

Facebook 

YouTube 

iTunes 

Skype 

Texting 

Educational games 

Instructional blogs 

Wikis 

Podcast 
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