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Abstract 

COVID-19 was officially declared a pandemic by the World Health Organization on 

March 11, 2020, and it quickly affected everyone’s life as new protocols were established in all 

areas. The effects of the pandemic were long lasting, and many areas have not yet fully 

recovered. Community colleges were not immune to the challenges faced during the pandemic, 

and they continue to face them in a postpandemic environment. Course offerings, student 

enrollment, and course modalities changed seemingly overnight. Changes to students’ 

expectations and needs forced academic institutions to reexamine many aspects of their 

operations to meet the new normal created by the pandemic. To meet budgetary constraints, there 

has been a greater reliance on adjunct faculty at community colleges. Looking at job satisfaction 

and the factors that affect job satisfaction is vital to ensure there is a robust pool of qualified 

adjunct faculty to meet the needs of community colleges. 

This study was a quantitative research study with descriptive, comparative, and 

correlation analyses. Using Maslow’s hierarchy of needs as the theoretical framework and 

Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation and hygiene as the conceptual framework, adjunct 

faculty teaching at nine community colleges, accredited by the Higher Learning Commission in 

the Midwest, during the Spring 2024 semester were surveyed to determine their levels of job 

satisfaction and the factors that affect job satisfaction. The results were compared to the trends of 

job satisfaction found in a previous 2010 study. 

The results of this study show that 72.4% of adjunct faculty are satisfied with their jobs. 

They are most satisfied with the autonomy and independence and freedom to design course 

content that is afforded by their job. In addition, adjunct faculty are most satisfied with the 

competency of their colleagues and departmental leadership. Adjunct faculty are least satisfied 



  

with their prospects for career advancement, institutional support of travel for professional 

development, and benefits. There has been a slight decrease in the overall satisfaction of adjunct 

faculty from 2010 (M = 3.0) to 2024 (M = 2.9). However, the factors affecting job satisfaction 

have remained consistent across the two studies. The results of this study offer a comprehensive 

view of adjunct faculty, and an insight into what can be done to improve the teaching experience 

of adjunct faculty. 
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Abstract 

COVID-19 was officially declared a pandemic by the World Health Organization on 

March 11, 2020, and it quickly affected everyone’s life as new protocols were established in all 

areas. The effects of the pandemic were long lasting, and many areas have not yet fully 

recovered. Community colleges were not immune to the challenges faced during the pandemic, 

and they continue to face them in a postpandemic environment. Course offerings, student 

enrollment, and course modalities changed seemingly overnight. Changes to students’ 

expectations and needs forced academic institutions to reexamine many aspects of their 

operations to meet the new normal created by the pandemic. To meet budgetary constraints, there 

has been a greater reliance on adjunct faculty at community colleges. Looking at job satisfaction 

and the factors that affect job satisfaction is vital to ensure there is a robust pool of qualified 

adjunct faculty to meet the needs of community colleges. 

This study was a quantitative research study with descriptive, comparative, and 

correlation and regression analyses. Using Maslow’s hierarchy of needs as the theoretical 

framework and Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation and hygiene as the conceptual 

framework, adjunct faculty teaching at nine community colleges, accredited by the Higher 

Learning Commission, in the Midwest, during the Spring 2024 semester were surveyed to 

determine their levels of job satisfaction and the factors that affect job satisfaction. The results 

were compared to the trends of job satisfaction found in a previous 2010 study.  

The results of this study show that 72.4% of adjunct faculty are satisfied with their jobs. 

They are most satisfied with the autonomy and independence and freedom to design course 

content that is afforded by their job. In addition, adjunct faculty are most satisfied with the 

competency of their colleagues and departmental leadership. Adjunct faculty are least satisfied 



  

with their prospects for career advancement, institutional support of travel for professional 

development, and benefits. There has been a slight decrease in the overall satisfaction of adjunct 

faculty from 2010 (M = 3.0) to 2024 (M = 2.9). However, the factors affecting job satisfaction 

have remained consistent across the two studies. The results of this study offer a comprehensive 

view of adjunct faculty, and an insight into what can be done to improve the teaching experience 

of adjunct faculty. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

COVID-19 was officially declared a pandemic by the World Health Organization on 

March 11, 2020, after more than 118,000 cases in 114 countries and 4,291 deaths. It was 

declared a national emergency by the U.S. government on March 13, 2020, and shutdowns of 

schools and businesses began on March 15, 2020 (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 

n.d.). Quickly, course offerings and modalities at more than 1,300 colleges and universities were 

canceled or moved to online classes. In Fall 2020, 44% of institutions moved either mostly or 

fully online, 21% offered hybrid courses, and only 27% were fully or primarily in person (Nam, 

2023). Although the national public health emergency ended on May 11, 2023, many of the long-

term societal effects remained, including the permanent changes to academia. Changes to 

availability of courses and modalities and students’ expectations and needs have affected 

academic institutions that have reexamined the role of full-time and adjunct faculty.  

 Statement of the Problem 

The COVID-19 global pandemic left its mark on the world, and its effects on academia 

were far reaching and long lasting. One of the most noticeable differences was the decrease in 

student enrollment and numbers of faculty. In Fall 2020, there were 6,077,245 students enrolled 

and 215,947 adjunct faculty teaching at community colleges. In Fall 2022, the number of 

students enrolled had dropped to 5,825,202 (-4.1%), and the number of adjunct faculty had 

decreased to 207,616 (-3.9%). The number of full-time faculty has also decreased from 116,629 

in Fall 2020 to 113,936 (-2.3%) in Fall 2022. Although enrollment has started to increase from 

its low of 5,806,106 in Fall 2021, the number of full-time and part-time faculty continues to 

decrease (Phillippe, 2024).  
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With fewer faculty having to do more, the gap has been filled at community colleges by 

part-time faculty teaching more classes. A report published by the American Association of 

Community Colleges stated, “While the headcount of part-time faculty is approximately two-to-

one compared to full-time faculty, the actual number of classes taught is closer to one-to-one” 

(Phillippe, 2024). Spitnaliak (2023) reported:  

Colleges are increasingly relying on adjunct faculty as a less expensive alternative to 

tenured and tenure-track educators, AFT [American Federation of Teachers] said. This 

comes amid government disinvestment in higher education and an expansion of highly 

paid administrator positions, according to the union. (para. 4)  

However, maintaining a satisfied, highly educated pool of adjunct faculty can be difficult. 

Strick (2022) stated: 

Many people are also looking for work that fulfills a deeper purpose and creates more 

meaning in their lives. Knowing what motivates us, and what we look for in work, is 

critical to creating a life we look forward to living each day. (para. 9)  

It is necessary to understand the factors that motivate adjunct faculty and increase their levels of 

satisfaction to create a positive work environment and ensure that qualified adjunct faculty are 

available to meet the staffing needs and the academic requirements of students. 

 Background of the Problem 

The loss of faculty, staff, and administrators at community colleges, beginning during the 

pandemic, has greatly affected everyday operations at community colleges. Community colleges 

recruit not only their students, but many of their staff and adjunct faculty members, from the 

local geographical area. The reductions in staff and administrators due to attrition, retirements, 

and cost-cutting measures have limited the services that can be offered to students, and 
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reductions in full-time faculty affect course availability and scheduling. Limited pools of 

qualified local adjunct faculty often mean the courses previously assigned to full-time faculty 

cannot be reassigned. These losses have added a potential obstacle in community colleges’ 

struggle with declining enrollment.  

Weissman (2023c) reported an 8.6% decrease in community college faculty from 2020 to 

2022, particularly in career and technical education faculty who, Weissman indicated, can earn 

higher salaries in the private sector (para. 7). A report by the College and University Professional 

Association for Human Resources (CUPA-HR) stated many higher education professionals are 

leaving the profession due to being dissatisfied with pay, advancement opportunities, and lack of 

remote work policies (Dembicki, 2022). 

Cashwell (2009) recommended institutions address adjunct faculty concerns by 

“increasing part-time faculty salaries, offering health insurance benefits, offering additional 

inexpensive benefits such as meeting spaces, establishing a seniority system, offering increased 

opportunities for online teaching, and offering annual teaching contracts” (p. v). In addition, 

Page (2016) found “recognizing seniority, instituting meaningful evaluations, improving 

communications, expanding professional development, managing teaching assignments, and 

providing academic amenities” (p. 118) significantly increased adjunct satisfaction.  

One consideration about the institutional benefits of retaining adjunct faculty is discussed 

by Bryant and Allen (2013) who found that costs of employee turnover can be more than 100% 

of the salary for the open position to be replaced. Simmons (2020) also mentioned disruptive 

damage to the institution driving these costs even higher. These include “employee morale 

problems, loss of organizational knowledge, productivity, and customer service” (Simmons, 

2020, p. 33). Hiring new adjunct faculty is costly for academic institutions, so it is important to 
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retain the adjunct faculty who are currently with an institution. According to Page (2016), it is 

not enough to have good working environments, there must be motivators for adjunct faculty to 

remain at institutions. It is equally important to determine these motivators, as many adjunct 

faculty have left academia for better paying jobs outside of education. 

Declining enrollment and varying local, state, and federal funding levels have led many 

community colleges to reallocate budgets, often leading to a higher dependence on adjunct 

faculty. Job satisfaction is essential to maintain the quantity and quality of adjunct faculty needed 

to meet the scheduling requirements of the institution. It is necessary for institutions to recognize 

the academic landscape has changed and understand what adjunct faculty believe is important 

and what provides value and satisfaction in their jobs to retain them as academic institutions 

attempt to define a new normal. Accordingly, the current employment model of adjunct faculty 

may no longer be viable. Positions may need to be redefined, benefit packages may need to be 

reexamined and pay scales and support services may need to be adjusted. Although there have 

been multiple studies dedicated to the study of the job satisfaction of adjunct faculty, the 

researcher has found no published studies of the job satisfaction, or the overall factors affecting 

job satisfaction, of adjunct faculty post-COVID-19 at community colleges. 

 Historical Role of Adjunct Faculty at Community Colleges 

There is a long history of employing adjunct faculty at community colleges in the United 

States. Early community colleges, or junior colleges, used secondary education teachers to teach 

part-time at the colleges to tie in the high school academic curriculum with the courses being 

taught at community colleges. Postsecondary vocational training used, and continues to use, the 

expertise of industry professionals to teach the necessary skills for workforce certificate 

completion. Wyles (2002) stated, “Colleges are acutely aware that these same practitioners have 
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strengthened the occupational and technical programs with the application of real-life 

perspectives. In addition, new skills-related technology courses often require expertise that full-

time faculty do not have” (p. 89). Most of these positions are held by adjunct faculty who teach 

evening and weekend classes to meet the scheduling demands of the enrolled students. 

Since the 1970s, there has been an increase in the numbers of adjunct faculty at 

community colleges. The National Center for Education Statistics (2022) showed nearly a 350% 

increase of adjunct faculty at community colleges from 92,000 in 1970 to the peak at of 408,827 

in 2011. The number fell to 315,040 in 2019, followed by a decrease to 280,535 in 2020, and 

then to 274,135 in 2022. Inside Scholar Community (2023b) reported the reasons for increased 

numbers of adjunct faculty in the mid-1970s was due to a weak economy, the oil crisis, and the 

stock market crash. Tuition and fees at higher education institutions rose quickly, outpacing 

inflation, and loans soon replaced federal grants. Colleges began to cut costs by replacing full-

time faculty with part-time faculty. According to Inside Scholar Community (2023b), the adjunct 

faculty model is here to stay, as it has “become the rule, not the exception” (para. 7–8). 

In the 2023 version of its Policy Book, the Higher Learning Commission enumerated the 

criteria for academic institutions’ accreditation. Recognizing the importance of all faculty, the 

2023 Policy Book includes the following relevant statements: 

Criterion 2. Integrity: Ethical and Responsible Conduct 

2.D. The institution is committed to academic freedom and freedom of expression in the 

pursuit of truth in teaching and learning. 

Criterion 3. Teaching and Learning: Quality, Resources, and Support 

3.A. The rigor of the institution’s academic offerings is appropriate to higher education. 
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3. The institution’s program quality and learning goals are consistent across all 

modes of delivery and all locations (on the main campus, at additional locations, 

by distance delivery, as dual credit, through contractual or consortial 

arrangements, or any other modality). 

3.C. The institution has the faculty and staff needed for effective, high-quality programs 

and student services. 

2. The institution has sufficient numbers and continuity of faculty members to 

carry out both the classroom and the non-classroom roles of faculty, including 

oversight of the curriculum and expectations for student performance, assessment 

of student learning, and establishment of academic credentials for instructional 

staff. 

3. All instructors are appropriately qualified, including those in dual credit, 

contractual and consortial offerings.  

4. Instructors are evaluated regularly in accordance with established institutional 

policies and procedures.  

5. The institution has processes and resources for assuring that instructors are 

current in their disciplines and adept in their teaching roles; it supports their 

professional development. 

3.D. The institution provides support for student learning and resources for effective 

teaching. 

4. The institution provides to students and instructors the infrastructure and 

resources necessary to support effective teaching and learning (technological 

infrastructure, scientific laboratories, libraries, performance spaces, clinical 
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practice sites and museum collections, as appropriate to the institution’s 

offerings). (pp. 10–14)  

The Higher Learning Commission does not differentiate between adjunct faculty and full-time 

faculty in their expectations or requirements for accreditation. 

 Work Environment of Adjunct Faculty 

Adjunct faculty have been described in multiple ways. Gappa and Leslie (1993) referred 

to adjunct faculty as the “Invisible Faculty” in their book of the same name. Gappa and Leslie’s 

research found that adjunct faculty “feel powerless, alienated, invisible, and second-class” and 

they see their work as “principally serving to protect the interests and security of full-time 

faculty, and they are able to cite many instances of neglect” (p. 180).  

Roueche et al. (1997) described adjunct faculty as “a large and growing cadre of faculty 

who move silently in, around, and out of our college communities relatively unnoticed” (p. 2). 

Adjunct faculty are referred to as “sleeping giants” who “cannot and should not be ignored” 

(Rouche et al., p. 514). As community colleges struggle to meet the needs for up-to-date 

disciplines and additional courses and programs, while reducing costs, adjunct faculty have been 

relied upon to meet the demands of the institutions (Roueche et al., 1997). 

In 2010, the American Federation of Teacher Higher Education (AFT) published results 

from a national survey of part-time adjunct faculty. The results showed that “part-time/adjunct 

faculty members are committed to their teaching and eager to serve. The survey also 

demonstrates that the working conditions and job security of America’s part-time/adjunct faculty 

leave a great deal to be desired” (p. 5). Sixty-eight percent of part-time/adjunct faculty at 2-year 

institutions were very or mainly satisfied, and faculty who would prefer a full-time position were 

“considerably less satisfied with working conditions” (p. 10). This survey found, overall, part-
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time/adjunct faculty were most satisfied with academic freedom, class size/workload, fair 

evaluations, communication/support from administration, office hours/space/funds. The AFT 

survey found that improvements were most needed in the areas of salaries, access to full-time 

positions, access to healthcare benefits, and job security. 

In the report, Contingent Commitments: Bringing Part-Time Faculty Into Focus, adjunct 

faculty were described as being a diverse group of professionals, including faculty who would 

like to be full-time instructors, faculty who are working at multiple institutions to make a full 

load or overload, faculty who are choosing to work part-time, industry professionals who are 

imparting technical knowledge, retired faculty, and college administrators and staff (Center for 

Community College Student Engagement, 2014). The increase in courses being offered via 

online modalities during and post the COVID-19 global pandemic has meant adjunct faculty can 

now teach at multiple colleges across multiple geographical areas and time zones without leaving 

their homes. 

The experience and educational background of adjunct faculty are different than full-time 

faculty. In its 2014 report, the Center for Community College Student Engagement (CCSSE) 

reported: 

● 13% of adjunct faculty hold a bachelor’s degree as their highest degree earned versus 

8% for full-time faculty 

● 11% of adjunct faculty hold a doctoral degree versus 18% for full-time faculty 

● 37% of adjunct faculty have less than 5 years of teaching experience versus 3% of 

full-time faculty 

● 39% of adjunct faculty have 10 or more years of teaching experience, versus 65% of 

full-time faculty 
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● 16% of adjunct faculty teach only developmental course versus 5% of full-time 

faculty.  

When looking at the gender of adjunct faculty, female faculty tend to be over-

represented. Finkelstein et al. (2016) found that at 2-year institutions in 2013, 44% of adjunct 

faculty self-reported as male and 56% self-reported as female. When looking at White and 

underrepresented minorities (in this study, includes Blacks, Hispanics, American Indians, and 

Alaskan Natives), the prevalence of adjunct faculty is White. Of adjunct faculty at 2-year 

institutions, 84.4% self-reported as White and 15.6% self-reported as underrepresented 

minorities. 

Chron (2018), a Hearst publication, stated community colleges save money by hiring a 

few adjunct instructors instead of one full-time instructor, due to not having to pay health or 

other benefits. In addition, most adjunct faculty are not compensated for class preparation time, 

responding to emails, assisting students outside of class, or grading. Despite financial inequities, 

many adjunct faculty are content in their positions, and the term “happy” adjunct has been coined 

to describe this group of adjunct faculty. Miinminao (2013) stated:  

In the midst of all that has been written about the Adjunct Condition, from the years of 

toil with no contract/full-time position in sight, to the terrible economic, physical, and 

emotional toll that the Adjunct Condition imposes, I’ve never ceased but to be amazed by 

an interesting phenomenon I can only refer to as the “Happy Adjunct.” (para. 1)  

Inside Scholar Community (2023a) reported many benefits to being adjunct faculty 

including flexibility in their schedules, variety of academic institutions, avoiding “political” 

hassles, reduced stress due to lack of additional work assignments, and dual pursuits (i.e., 
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working in industry and sharing knowledge). The president of the adjunct faculty union at 

Nassau Community Colleges stated that adjunct faculty remain in their positions because: 

They want to pass on to students what they got from others in the past. They have a 

desire to teach. . . . The big thing is that we bring the expertise to the classroom. We’re 

practitioners, working in careers that relate to courses that our students take. (Long Island 

Business News, 2018, para. 7) 

Bickerstaff and Chavarin (2018) stated 67% of instructional faculty at community 

colleges are part-time faculty and their “data suggest substantial variation in the current 

employment configurations and previous educational and professional experiences of part-time 

faculty” (p. 2). Bickerstaff and Chavarin (2018) stated: 

[They] identified common features of the part-time faculty experience – having a 

complicated and unpredictable schedule and work life, feeling disconnected from the 

department and the college as a whole, feeling underpaid and undervalued, enjoying 

relative autonomy, and possessing a deep passion for instructional work with students. (p. 

7)  

Bickerstaff and Chavarin (2018) concluded, “Given that they teach significant proportions of 

course sections, part-time faculty are essential to the institutional success of community 

colleges” (p. 10). With this growing dependence on adjunct faculty, it is important to understand 

what motivates them to teach and the reasons they continue. 

 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to determine the overall job satisfaction levels and the 

influencing factors of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges so leaders may 

better understand and address the needs of adjunct faculty. Additionally, the purpose was to 
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compare the overall job satisfaction levels and the factors that affect job satisfaction levels of 

adjunct faculty from before the COVID-19 global pandemic to postpandemic.  

 Research Questions 

The four research questions that guided this study were: 

1. What are the current levels of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community 

colleges?  

2. How have the trends of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges 

changed post-COVID-19? 

3. What are the current influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty 

at community colleges? 

4. How have the influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at 

community colleges changed post-COVID-19? 

 Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 

This study used Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs as the theoretical framework. This 

theory states “all human beings have needs relating to five key domains: 

● Physiological 

● Safety 

● Love/belonging 

● Esteem 

● Self-actualization. (Celestine, 2017, para. 19) 

Celestine (2017) initially stated, “These needs have a hierarchical order, depicting that needs at 

the most basic levels require fulfillment before a higher level can be fulfilled, as visualized in the 

pyramid” (para. 20). 
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Figure 1.1. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs

 

Note. From “Maslow’s hierarchy of needs,” by S. McLeod, 2023, Simply Psychology 

(https://www.simplypsychology.org/maslow.html). Copyright 2023 by Simply Psychology. 

 

This study used the Herzberg (1968/2003) two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene as its 

conceptual framework, which suggests some job factors result in satisfaction and other job 

factors lead to dissatisfaction. These mutually exclusive factors are divided into two 

classifications: (a) motivation, and (b) hygiene. Nickerson (2023), in her interpretation of 

Herzberg’s theory, listed motivators as achievement, recognition, the work itself, responsibility, 

advancement, and growth, and the demotivators are bureaucracy, relationships, work conditions, 

status, salary, and job security. Hygiene factors are identified by Nickerson (2023) as 

interpersonal relations, salary, company policies and administration, supervision, and working 

conditions. Herzberg et al. (1993) coined the phrase “hygiene” because these factors “act in a 
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manner analogous to the principles of medical hygiene. Hygiene operates to remove health 

hazards from the environment of man. It is not a curative; it is, rather, a preventive” (Herzberg et 

al., 1993, p. 113) and Herzberg et al. (1993) indicated:  

[When] these factors deteriorate to a level below that which the employee considers 

acceptable, then job dissatisfaction ensues. However, the reverse does not hold true. 

When the job context can be characterized as optimal, we will not get dissatisfaction, but 

neither will we get much in the way of positive attitudes. (pp. 113–114)  

Nickerson (2023) stated, “While hygiene factors are related to “the need to avoid 

unpleasantness,” motivation factors more directly lead to job satisfaction because of “the need of 

the individual for self-growth and self-actualization” (para. 17). Nickerson (2023) further 

explained the meaning of Herzberg’s theory by stating, “Motivation factors increase job 

satisfaction while the presence of hygiene factors prevents job dissatisfaction” (para. 2).  

 

Figure 1.2. Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory of Motivation-Hygiene 
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Note. From “Modification of Herzberg’s Two-Factor Principles” by Boundless; Modification by Lumen 

Learning, n.d., (https://courses.lumenlearning.com/boundless-management/). Copyright by CC BY-SA: 

ShareAlike. 

 

Herzberg’s (1968) two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene has been compared to 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. According to Ozguner and Ozguner (2014), Herzberg’s Motivators 

are similar to Maslow’s (1943) Self-Actualization Needs and Esteem Needs, and Herzberg’s 

Hygiene factors are comparable to Maslow’s Social Needs, Safety Needs, and Physiological 

Needs. Ebrary.net (n.d.) explained, “Maslow is helpful in identifying needs or motives and 

Herzberg provides us with insights into goals and incentives that tend to satisfy these needs” 

(para. 15). Herzberg et al. (1993) stated, “The factors that lead to positive job attitudes do so, 

because they satisfy the individual’s need for self-actualization in his work” (p. 114). 

Herzberg et al. (1993) stated: 

Observers of employee motivation have felt that there is some order to the seemingly 

capriciousness of employee wants. They adopt from a theory of motivation by Maslow 

the concept of a need hierarchy in which the various needs of an individual can be placed 

on a hierarchy of prepotency. (p. 110)  

Herzberg et al. (1993) further stated: 

As this concept has been extended to the problems of job motivation, the basic biological 

motivations are generally found to be the sufficient level of satisfaction so that the 

hierarchy lies within the various psychological and social needs of the individual. This 

concept has led many people to feel that the worker can never be satisfied with his job. 

(p. 110) 

However, Herzberg et al. (1993) continued: 
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Forgetting that for a moment the individual “need hierarchies,” it could be argued that 

there is sufficient homogeneity within various groups of employees to make very relative 

similarity of “need hierarchies” within each group. Even so, the changes in prepotency 

for the group will occur, and personnel administration will have to keep up with them. . . . 

Personnel programs must be geared to be sensitive to the changes that are continually 

taking place in the needs of the employees. (p. 110) 

As stated by Mindtools Content Team (2023), “Published in his famous article, ‘One 

More Time: How do You Motivate Employees,’ the conclusions [Herzberg] drew were 

extraordinarily influential, and still form the bedrock of good motivational practice nearly half a 

century later” (para. 4). 

 Methodology 

A quantitative methodology was planned for this study using a survey sent to adjunct 

faculty at community colleges in the Midwest. There have already been multiple surveys 

administered to gauge adjunct faculty job satisfaction, and the survey in this study replicates the 

survey administered by Tomanek in 2010 (see Appendix A). The survey created on Survey 

Monkey included Likert scale, close-ended, and open-ended questions. A pilot of the survey was 

administered to peers at a local community college to verify its efficacy before being sent to 

adjunct faculty at multiple community colleges. The results from this study were compared to 

Tomanek’s study to determine if the satisfaction levels and particular factors affecting overall 

satisfaction of adjunct faculty have changed in the postpandemic world.  

Statistical techniques included descriptive, comparative, and correlation analyses. As 

stated by Lochmiller and Lester (2017), this study determined “whether and to what degree a 

relationship among variables exists, and not to explain why the variation exists” (p. 130). In this 
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study, the dependent variable was the overall job satisfaction level of adjunct faculty, and the 

factors affecting job satisfaction were the independent variables. 

 Delimitations and Assumptions 

The study concentrated on only adjunct faculty who were teaching during the Spring 

2024 semester at community colleges in the Midwest. Because the surveys were sent 

electronically, it could not be guaranteed they were opened and completed by all intended 

recipients. It was equally necessary to make several assumptions when analyzing the results of 

this study. The most important supposition was that adjunct faculty at all institutions nationwide 

were fundamentally the same, as they faced similar employment conditions. A second 

assumption was that adjunct faculty, when reflecting on their employment situation, would 

answer honestly and accurately. It was presumed that adjunct faculty would not face retribution 

for accurately responding to this survey, a concern noted by Millner-Harlee (2010). In addition, 

adjunct faculty must have believed their responses and participation would be kept confidential. 

 Significance of the Study 

Knowing the factors that determine if adjunct faculty are satisfied with their jobs and 

employment situations, and the levels of their employment satisfaction, can inform academic 

institutions in supporting, training, resourcing, and engaging qualified adjunct faculty. Although 

many institutions are in the process of reinventing their institutions to meet the current needs, 

they are becoming increasingly more reliant on adjunct faculty to fulfill the community college 

mission. 

This study can inform community colleges of the important motivation factors that 

increase job satisfaction for adjunct faculty, and the relevant factors that prevent job 

dissatisfaction. This research can also better inform academic institutions about the satisfaction 
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levels of adjunct faculty and the factors that affect job satisfaction. Another significant outcome 

is the encouragement of academic institutions to regularly use satisfaction surveys to gauge the 

factors affecting satisfaction and levels of satisfaction for their adjunct faculty. In addition, the 

leaders of academic institutions can understand the satisfaction levels and the factors that 

affected job satisfaction for adjunct faculty before the COVID-19 global pandemic, understand 

how the current satisfaction levels and factors that affect job satisfaction for adjunct faculty have 

changed post-COVID-19 global pandemic, and look toward the future. As Roueche and Roueche 

(2008) stated, leaders must be “able to see what is not—to look beyond the obvious, beyond 

what is known, beyond the reality of the present to the potential of the future” (para. 1). 

Although some research has been done in this area, little research has been published regarding 

post-COVID-19 global pandemic conditions for adjunct faculty at community colleges. It was 

intended that this research study would identify areas that need to be addressed for adjunct 

faculty.  

 Definition of Terms 

Adjunct faculty: These qualified faculty teach on a limited basis, usually one semester at 

a time, are generally not eligible for benefits, tenure, or a long-term contract, some are unionized, 

paid lower salaries, lack job security, usually have no administrative or outside-of-teaching 

duties, and sometimes teach at multiple institutions simultaneously. They are also referred to as 

part-time or contingent faculty (American Association of University Professors, n.d.). For this 

study, the term adjunct faculty is used. 

Full-time faculty: These long-term qualified faculty teach on an ongoing long-term 

contract, are eligible for benefits, and are eligible for tenure, if applicable. Some full-time faculty 

are unionized. Additional duties may include curriculum development, student advising, 
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maintaining office hours, serving on college committees, and attending department meetings. 

(American Association of University Professors, n.d., 2018).  

Job satisfaction: Job satisfaction is subjective and defined as how much people like their 

jobs. BassuMallick (2021) believed it “goes beyond their daily duties to cover satisfaction with 

team members/managers, satisfaction with organizational policies, and the impact of their job on 

employees’ personal lives” (para. 1). The belief of the employees is that they are doing a good 

job, enjoying the process, and being suitably rewarded for the effort. Job satisfaction is a 

measure of how happy workers are with their jobs and work environment (Al Jenaibi, 2010). 

Satisfaction: Al Jenaibi (2010) summarized the definition of satisfaction as “the 

enjoyable and emotional state resulting from the evaluation of one’s job or job experiences” and 

“job satisfaction occurs when someone feels he/she has proficiency, value, and is worthy of 

recognition” (p. 317).  

Valued: To be valued means that someone feels appreciated. Tanner (n.d.) stated there 

are 10 ways to help employees feel valued. These are: (a) see the good in what employees do, (b) 

seek their input, (c) be specific about what they are doing well, (d) encourage their efforts, (e) 

reward their results, (f) celebrate their years of service, (g) help employees be seen and grow, (h) 

show employees they are valued, (i) care about their entire experience (e.g., work/life balance, 

their interactions, experiences), and (j) help employees feel connected to the overall experience. 

 Chapter Summary 

Chapter 1 included the statement of the problem, the background of the problem, the 

purpose of the study, four research questions, the theoretical and conceptual frameworks, the 

methodology used in the study, the delimitations and assumptions, the significance of the study, 

the definitions of important terms, and the organization of the study. Academia has greatly 
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changed from what the landscape was prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. The needs and demands 

of students have changed. Academic institutions have had to adjust to a new normal. In 2021, the 

American Association of University Professors found that 65% of faculty positions at 

community colleges were held by adjunct faculty. It is important to know the levels of their 

satisfaction and the factors affecting their satisfaction. 

 Organization of the Study 

This study includes five chapters. Chapter 1 included the introduction and overview of 

the study. Chapter 2 includes the literature review. Chapter 3 includes the research design and 

methodology that would be used in this study and the alignment table. Chapter 4 includes the 

analysis of the data and discussion. Chapter 5 includes the summary, implications, conclusions, 

and recommendations of the study. 
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review 

The intent of this study was to look at the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty at 

community colleges and determine the factors that affect their levels of satisfaction post-

COVID-19. Every aspect of academia was affected by the pandemic. Students, administrators, 

staff, and faculty were faced with new challenges, seemingly daily. Adjustments to curriculum 

and teaching occurred quickly, and not necessarily seamlessly. Faculty had to teach in new and 

unfamiliar modalities, and students were forced to learn in them.  

The satisfaction factors (e.g., job stability, salaries, benefits, resources, professional 

development), cited by multiple researchers and reported in this study, have been shown to affect 

the job satisfaction of adjunct faculty. As academic institutions continue to adjust to the new 

course modalities, there will be a need for further professional development and additional 

technology-related resources. Job stability for adjunct faculty is affected by the rapid changes to 

course offerings. Many of the changes at academic institutions that occurred during the pandemic 

were thought to be temporary fixes; however, many of the changes have sustained. As the 

landscape of academia has changed, recruitment, hiring practices, and retainment of faculty must 

also adapt.  

The literature review in this chapter examines peer-reviewed journals, manuscripts, data 

reports, industry websites, dissertations, and monographs. Specifically, historical research studies 

looking at adjunct faculty satisfaction levels and factors affecting satisfaction are used to provide 

baseline satisfaction data and a foundation to determine if these factors and satisfaction levels 

have changed. Databases from Kansas State University’s library (ERIC, ProQuest Dissertations 

and Theses Global, ProQuest Central. Education Full Tet, and SAGE Research Methods), 
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Cuyahoga Community College’s library, Google Scholar, and Trade Journal Articles were 

researched to provide a comprehensive and relevant list of references. 

This chapter discusses Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs and how it relates to the 

satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty at community colleges. Herzberg’s (1968) two-factor theory 

of motivation-hygiene and the intrinsic and extrinsic factors affecting the satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction of community college’s adjunct faculty is also discussed. The effects of the 

COVID-19 global pandemic on academic institutions, specifically community colleges, and the 

efforts of these institutions to better meet the needs of the students, but remaining true to their 

mission and values, are then examined. And finally, the gap in literature and how this study will 

add to the body of research is discussed. 

 Theoretical Framework: Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 

Maslow’s theory hierarchy of needs was first published in the mid-1940s. Maslow (1943) 

stated: 

There are at least five sets of goals, which we may call basic needs. These are briefly 

physiological, safety, love, esteem, and self-actualization. In addition, we are motivated 

by the desire to achieve or maintain the various conditions upon which these basic 

satisfactions rest and by certain more intellectual desires. (p. 386) 

Maslow (1943) further stated once the lower “need is fairly well satisfied, the next prepotent 

(‘higher’) need emerges, in turn to dominate the conscious life and to serve as the center of 

organization of behavior” (p. 386). Robbins and Coulter (2007) stated Maslow’s theory is based 

on the following principles: 

1. Individuals must satisfy lower-order needs before they can satisfy higher order needs. 

2. Satisfied needs will no longer motivate. 
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3. Motivating a person depends on knowing at what level that person is on the 

hierarchy.  

Robbins and Coulter stated the lower-order, or external, needs are the Physiological and Safety 

levels and the higher-order, or internal, needs are the Social, Esteem, and Self-Actualization 

Levels.  

Jonas (2016), in his study of Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs, first looked at 

Physiological Needs and stated, “In order to satisfy physiological needs, the organisation [sic] 

may ensure a level pay that enables a person to buy food and clothing and have adequate 

housing” (p. 114); however, Jonas also suggested not all employees need money so this may not 

be enough to meet the needs of this level and “managers must determine which needs employees 

are trying to satisfy and ensure that individuals receive rewards that are commensurate with their 

needs” (p. 114). For meeting Safety Needs, in addition to job security, Jonas (2016) stated 

“adequate medical benefits and safe working conditions as other ways of satisfying safety needs” 

(p. 115). To meet Social Needs, Jonas (2016) suggested “creating and promoting good 

interpersonal relations, friendly supervision, professional assessment, corporate identity, and 

social interaction go a long way in satisfying the need to belong” (p. 115). For meeting Self-

Esteem Needs, Jonas (2016) stated “promotions, recognition of performance, respect and giving 

credit” (p. 115) are some ways to meet these needs. Jonas (2016) addressed meeting Self-

Actualization Needs by “giving employees the opportunity to use their skills and abilities to the 

fullest extent possible and becoming all they can be” (p. 116); however, Jonas submitted a 

disclaimer that “professionals in the self- actualization stage are not motivated by money because 

they are usually already highly paid. In fact, they derive satisfaction from tackling job problems 

and finding solutions to challenging problems” (p. 116).  
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Taormina and Gao (2013) studied Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs and looked at the 

satisfaction of the needs and not just the feeling of the need. The researchers found each level of 

needs “was found to be a statistical predictor of the need immediately above it in the hierarchy” 

(p. 174). The researchers stated:  

Not everyone will satisfy higher-level needs, the satisfaction of any given lower-level 

need, according to Maslow’s theory, makes it possible to satisfy the next higher-level 

need. This implies that two contiguous needs could be positively correlated. (p. 158) 

Taormina and Gao (2013) found “the more satisfied our people’s (a) physiological, (b) 

safety-security, (c) belongingness, (d) esteem, and (e) self-actualization needs, the more life 

satisfaction they will have” (p. 162). 

As a result of Maslow amending his theory in 1970, Celestine stated, “the hierarchy’s 

order is not as rigid as he initially proposed; instead, it is flexible based on external 

circumstances and individual differences” and “most human behavior is multi-motivated, 

meaning that any behavior simultaneously aims to fulfill many needs” (Celestine, 2017, paras. 

23–24). Celestine explained that Maslow no longer believed people needed to fulfill each level 

of hierarchical needs before they proceeded to the next higher level (Celestine, 2017, paras. 23–

24). 

Celestine’s research supported Tay and Diener (2011) who observed the needs tend to be 

achieved in a certain order but that the order in which they are achieved does not strongly 

influence their effects on subjective well-being. Motivational prepotency does not mean that 

fulfilling needs “out of order” is necessarily less fulfilling. Thus, humans can derive “happiness” 

from simultaneously working on several needs regardless of the fulfillment of other needs. 



24 

Celestine (2017) summarized Maslow’s goal as he “was driven by a desire to help people live the 

best lives they could, acknowledging their unique humanity along the way” (para. 67).  

 Satisfaction Levels of Adjunct Faculty 

Several studies have examined the satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges. 

Academic institutions recognized their growing dependence on adjunct faculty, beginning as 

early as the 1970s. Bender and Breuder (1973) referred to adjunct faculty as the “step-children” 

of the community college, but recognizing that “the direction of community colleges for the 

1970’s [sic] is the increasing role adjunct (part-time) faculty will play in its operation” (p. 1), 

especially because classes and laboratories were being scheduled during the evenings and 

weekends. Researchers soon understood the importance of not only understanding if adjunct 

faculty were satisfied but understanding the factors that affected their satisfaction. Formative 

studies looking at the situation of adjunct faculty were completed by Gappa and Leslie in 1993 

and followed by Roueche et al. in 1997. Although Roueche et al. formulated a list of 

recommendations for institutions for improving the employment situation for adjunct faculty, 

Gappa and Leslie specifically looked at satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty.  

Basing their findings on a 1988 national survey of postsecondary faculty, Gappa and 

Leslie (1993) reported 87% of all adjunct faculty were somewhat or very satisfied with their 

positions. They further informed that the percentage declined to 78% for adjunct faculty who 

were interested in becoming a full-time faculty member. Adjunct faculties’ satisfaction levels 

were based on intrinsic factors—they loved to teach. Adjunct faculty enjoyed the diversity of the 

work, seeing students’ progress, and feeling appreciated; however, the adjunct faculty did feel 

dissatisfied with some aspects of their jobs, especially those instructors who also worked at other 

jobs. Due to their experience in nonacademic jobs, they often felt their treatment was replete 
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with petty, thoughtless, and inequitable actions. In their interviews, one participant likened their 

position to a migrant worker as “there is a lot of wasted energy and unnecessary expense in 

trying to stay alive with adjunct teaching” (Gappa & Leslie, 1993, p. 42). Although overall the 

adjunct faculty were satisfied or somewhat satisfied, Gappa and Leslie (1993) reported 

“dissatisfaction with second-class status was almost universal” (p. 43). They also stated, “They 

expressed anger and frustration about their treatment, workloads, salaries, and benefits, and lack 

of appreciation for their efforts” (Gappa & Leslie, 1993, p. 43). They also felt anxiety about their 

temporary status and annoyed over their lack of inclusion in decision-making. Furthermore, they 

believed they were unable to complain fearing their future employment would be at risk. 

Continuing their earlier research, Leslie and Gappa (2002) researched the similarities and 

differences between adjunct and full-time faculty at community colleges. The authors 

concentrated on their “demographics, work profiles, attitudes and motives, and opinions about 

teaching and learning” (Leslie & Gappa, 2002, p. 59). Leslie and Gappa (2002) acknowledged 

“the commonly held assumption that part-timers are a temporary and dissatisfied lot who patch 

together part-time jobs by teaching at several institutions simultaneously and queue up for 

academic career opportunities that seem more and more scarce all the time” (p. 59); however, 

Leslie and Gappa (2002) also stated this description “is partly accurate for some part-time 

faculty, but it is substantially inaccurate for a very large portion of them” (p. 59). Using data 

analyzed by the National Center for Education Statistics (1992–1993), Leslie and Gappa reported 

that adjunct faculty members are generally satisfied with their employment, similar to the 

satisfaction levels reported by full-time faculty. 

Cashwell (2009) studied adjunct faculty in the Colorado Community College System 

(CCCS) and found adjunct faculty are overall relatively satisfied with their jobs. Cashwell found 
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adjunct faculty were most satisfied with the authority they had to make decisions regarding 

teaching methods and course content, and they were least satisfied with benefits and health care, 

as none are offered to them. Cashwell corroborated the results found by Antony and Valadez in 

2002. Despite being dissatisfied with some aspects of their jobs, 89% of adjunct faculty who 

responded to Cashwell’s study would select a career in academia again. Cashwell’s (2009) 

results supported similar studies by Leslie and Gappa in 2002, which found that more than 85% 

of faculty would again choose to teach. Cashwell noted that adjunct faculty expressed “a lack of 

satisfaction with salary, benefits, and job security” and “have sacrificed much to continue to 

teach” (p. 84). Cashwell’s research deviated slightly from the Leslie and Gappa study in 2002 

which stated that for the most part, adjunct faculty were satisfied with their adjunct positions and 

found that 49% of adjunct faculty would have preferred full-time teaching.  

Schulz (2009), Tomanek (2010), and Boord (2010) looked at the job satisfaction of 

adjunct faculty in Iowa community colleges based on their demographics. Boord (2010) and 

Schulz (2009) both wanted to predict job satisfaction, and Tomanek (2010) looked at the support 

offered by the academic institutions to see if there was any connection to job satisfaction. In 

Schulz’ 2009 study, adjunct faculty rated “their overall job satisfaction slightly above 

satisfactory level” (p. 77). Specifically, Schulz (2009) found: 

• 88% of the male vs. 83% of the female subgroup reported being satisfied or very 

satisfied 

• 89% of 60-year-olds and older reported the highest percentage of responses as 

satisfied or very satisfied 
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• 83% of the White, not Hispanic subgroup, vs. 93% of all other race/ethnic 

background groups combined reported an overall job satisfaction rating of satisfied or 

very satisfied 

• 87% of those married/living with a partner, 78% of singles, and 57% of those 

separated, divorced or widowed reported either being satisfied or very satisfied  

• 91.5% of the participants with 16 to 20 years of teaching experience reported 

satisfactory or very satisfactory ratings and 90.9% of the participants with 21 years or 

more of experience reported feeling satisfied or very satisfied. 

Tomanek (2010) found 77% of adjunct faculty were satisfied with their jobs, specifically: 

• 78% of the male vs. 77% of the female subgroup reported being satisfied or very 

satisfied 

• 89% of 50 – 59-year-olds and older reported the highest percentage of responses as 

satisfied or very satisfied 

• 79% of the White, not Hispanic subgroup, vs. 65% of all other race/ethnic 

background groups combined reported an overall job satisfaction rating of satisfied or 

very satisfied 

• 76% of those married/living with a partner, 64% of singles, and 95% of those 

separated, divorced or widowed reported either being satisfied or very satisfied  

• 89% of those teaching in Applied Technologies reported they were satisfied or very 

satisfied (the highest rate of satisfaction) but only 57% of those teaching in Health & 

Public Services reported they were satisfied or very satisfied (the lowest rate of 

satisfaction) 
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Tomanek’s (2010) research showed that adjunct faculty were “looking for additional ways to 

socialize with full-time faculty and other adjunct faculty” (p. 84) as they were looking for a sense 

of community. 

Boord (2010) found 84.6% of adjunct faculty were satisfied or very satisfied with their 

jobs, and reporting the results by demographics, found: 

• 87.5% of the male vs. 78.6% of the female subgroup reported being satisfied or very 

satisfied 

• 85% of 40 – 49-year-olds and older reported the highest percentage of responses as 

satisfied or very satisfied 

• 83% of the White, not Hispanic subgroup, vs. 39% of all other race/ethnic 

background groups combined reported an overall job satisfaction rating of satisfied or 

very satisfied 

• 86% of those married/living with a partner, 78% of singles, and 69% of those 

separated, divorced or widowed reported either being satisfied or very satisfied  

• 100% of those teaching in Family and Consumer Science and marketing reported they 

were satisfied or very satisfied (the highest rate of satisfaction) but 78% of those 

teaching in Arts and Sciences reported they were satisfied or very satisfied (the 

lowest rate of satisfaction) 

Boord’s (2010) results showed academic institutions needed to provide more professional 

development support to adjunct faculty, and this would likely increase the faculty’s levels of 

satisfaction. 

Millner-Harlee (2010) looked at adjunct faculty at three community colleges and matched 

Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs and Bourdieu’s theory of social networking with Herzberg’s 
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(1968) two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene. Millner-Harlee said the professional needs of 

adjunct faculty must be met or they could not reach Maslow’s level of self-actualization. 

Millner-Harlee (2010) concluded most adjunct faculty were satisfied with their jobs. In this 

study, adjunct faculty job satisfaction was “more influenced by their students’ involvement and 

interest, and connections with their students and colleagues than their working conditions and 

other professional needs” (p. 249). These faculty were satisfied at Maslow’s Love and Belonging 

Level, even though lower-level needs (Physiological and Safety Levels) were not being met. 

According to Millner-Harlee, these adjunct faculty placed more emphasis on being valued and 

respected by their peers and academic institutions. 

Nagle (2016), in her study of adjunct faculty in the California community college system, 

did not look at overall job satisfaction, but investigated: 

How adjunct professors’ perceptions of having a mentor(s) have an influence on their job 

satisfaction, how does adjunct professors’ perceptions of equity and access impact their 

job satisfaction, and how can the college leaders in the California Community College 

system improve adjunct faculty job satisfaction. (p. iii) 

Nagle (2016) stated there is a need to fill the literature gap regarding adjunct faculty job 

satisfaction. Additionally, Nagle (2016) indicated, “The general problem is the inconclusive and 

contradictory information on job satisfaction for adjuncts nationwide” (p. 76).  

Nagle (2016) listed multiple inequities that lead to adjunct faculty dissatisfaction, 

including disconnect from the institution, insufficient technology needs, low salaries, and lack of 

acknowledgment of adjunct faculty have led to their dissatisfaction; however, “the reward of 

student success and personal acknowledgment is the most common reason adjunct faculty 

members feel committed to teaching” (p. 74). 
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Walton (2018), who used Tomanek’s survey, looked at the role of adjunct faculty and 

what they needed as opposed to what they were provided with to be successful. Specific factors 

included communication, respect, inclusion, scheduling needs, technological support, and 

compensation and benefits. Five hundred 2-year and 4-year institutions were randomly selected 

from across the United States, and surveys were sent to public contacts at these institutions 

asking that the survey be disseminated to adjunct faculty. Additionally, the survey was made 

available via social media platforms. Referring to adjunct faculty as the “Silent Majority,” 

Walton (2018) stated, “It can be argued that adjunct faculty cannot move beyond safety needs, as 

they function as expendable employees in the eyes of their institutions” (p. 33). Walton (2018) 

concluded, “Adjunct faculty cannot feel secure and valuable in their role under the current 

adjunct faculty work model” (p. ii).  

Gibson (2018) looked at satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty at community colleges in 

California without respect to their demographics. The researcher classified adjunct faculty into 

two groups: reluctant stayers and enthusiastic stayers. Adjunct faculty in both groups expressed 

some dissatisfaction with aspects of their jobs (pay and promotion) but reluctant stayers had 

lower levels of satisfaction and self-efficacy than enthusiastic stayers, found in Maslow’s (1943) 

hierarchy of needs in the Esteem Level. Similar results, to other studies mentioned in this study, 

showed that adjunct faculty, whether they were reluctant stayers or enthusiastic stayers, were 

dissatisfied with pay and promotion opportunities (Gibson, 2018). These factors are found on 

two separate levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs: (a) physiological needs, and (b) safety 

needs. 

Additional findings that support adjunct job satisfaction is provided by Antony and 

Valadez (2002) who stated: 
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Part-time faculty members seem fairly satisfied with their roles. These findings are not 

meant to diminish the real concerns of part-time faculty about pay, benefits, and a quality 

work environment. Instead, the inferences we draw are that part-time faculty seem to be 

pursuing the careers they have planned for and have reached a degree of satisfaction with 

their decisions. (p. 54) 

This statement is corroborated by Kramer et al. (2014), who showed “89% of part-time 

faculty adjunct faculty reported they would choose an academic career if given the choice to do it 

all over again” (p. 295). Both studies by Antony and Valadez (2002) and Kramer et al. (2014) 

cautioned these results should not be interpreted that adjunct faculty do not have serious issues 

and concerns (i.e., salary, benefits, and job security). These studies helped to inform academic 

institutions of what is important to adjunct faculty, and what policies could be enacted to 

improve the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty; however, they also show that adjunct faculty 

fall into different levels of satisfaction based on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. 

 Conceptual Framework: Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory of Motivation-

Hygiene 

Herzberg first studied engineers and accountants to create his two-factor theory of 

motivation-hygiene, but since 1959, it has been applied to multiple types of jobs including 

faculty at community colleges. The theory is based on the belief that the factors that produce job 

satisfaction and those that lead to job dissatisfaction are separate. Motivators cause satisfaction 

for employees and hygiene factors lead to employees being unhappy with their jobs (Herzberg, 

1968). Herzberg said that improving the motivator factors increases job satisfaction, and 

improving the hygiene factors decreases job dissatisfaction. 
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The motivator-hygiene theory states there are job factors that lead to satisfaction, and 

others prevent dissatisfaction. According to Herzberg, motivational factors lead employees to 

performing better in their jobs. In addition, Herzberg et al. (1993) state an employer “may expect 

the degree of loyalty it gets from its employees to vary with degree of their job satisfaction” (p. 

90). 

Recognition, sense of achievement, growth and promotional opportunities, responsibility, 

and meaningfulness of the work are satisfiers and lead to employees feeling rewarded in their 

positions. These motivators, intrinsic factors, can lead to positive satisfaction. In Herzberg’s 

theory, hygiene (extrinsic) factors do not lead to satisfaction, but if these factors are missing 

employees will feel dissatisfied. Hygiene factors, also referred to as maintenance factors, include 

company policies and administrative policies, fringe benefits, physical working conditions, 

status, interpersonal conditions, and job security (Management Study Guide, n.d.). The presence 

of motivators has a long-term effect on employees’ attitudes, but the employees’ need for 

hygiene factors is constant. Keeping employees motivated is a long-term commitment (Herzberg, 

1968). 

Both the presence of motivator factors and hygiene factors are important for adjunct 

faculty job satisfaction; however, knowing which of these factors are most significant to adjunct 

faculty and to what extent these needs are being met by academic institutions are essential to 

increasing levels of satisfaction. In a study of 222 community college faculty, Cohen (1974) 

concluded “more than two-thirds of the group indicated that they gained satisfaction from 

student learning or from interaction with students, and nearly two-thirds related administrative, 

collegial, and/or organizational difficulties as leading to dissatisfaction. The two-factor theory 

was supported” (p. 369). Cohen’s research added to the validation of using Herzberg’s (1968) 
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theory as a conceptual framework for this study. In addition, multiple researchers referenced 

throughout this study have used Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene as their 

basis for determining adjunct faculty satisfaction. 

 Intrinsic and Extrinsic Factors Affecting Adjunct Faculty Job Satisfaction 

Of the several studies that looked at the factors affecting job satisfaction for adjunct 

faculty at community colleges, Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene has been 

applied to classify the satisfaction factors as being motivators (affecting job satisfaction) or 

hygiene (affecting job dissatisfaction). Herzberg et al. (1968/1993) stated management has tried 

to predict the needs of the worker, but studies have shown “management is unable to make valid 

predictions” (p. 109). The need to study which factors affect job satisfaction is evident, but 

before investigating these factors, it is also important to understand why adjunct faculty teach. 

Gappa and Leslie (1993) identified that adjunct faculty teach for both intrinsic (i.e., 

“personal development, interaction, and community of professional service”) and extrinsic (i.e., 

“money, status, entrée to a full-time academic position”) motives (pp. 36–38). The authors 

posited the intrinsic motivation felt by adjunct faculty is due to the satisfaction the work brings to 

them. According to Gappa and Leslie, some adjunct faculty reported the necessity to pay back to 

the community, family members, or the institutions themselves, and others were unsatisfied or 

unfulfilled in their primary jobs, or they may even be in career transitions. These adjunct faculty 

wanted to serve as role models and mentors to students.  

Gappa and Leslie (1993) pointed out, “However much pleasure part-timers receive while 

teaching, they are dissatisfied with many aspects of their employment” (p. 42). Adjunct faculty 

felt they were not connected to the academic institution; they felt “alienated, invisible and 

second-class. They viewed their work as principally serving to protect the interests and security 
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of full-time faculty, and they are able to cite many instances of neglect” (p. 180). Other findings 

associated with Herzberg’s hygiene factors are the frustration of adjunct faculty with policies and 

procedures (lack of orientation, mentoring, ability to participate in governance, and funding for 

professional development). Adjunct faculty also expressed concern with specific extrinsic 

factors. Gappa and Leslie (1993) stated, “They expressed anger and frustration about their 

treatment, workloads, salaries and benefits, and lack of appreciation for their efforts” (p. 43). 

Roueche et al. (1997) stated adjunct faculty “teach for myriad reasons-some intrinsic, 

some extrinsic: they teach to perform, to contribute, and to support themselves and their 

families” (p. vii). According to Gappa and Leslie (1993), the extrinsic factors for adjunct faculty 

to teach were due to economic reasons. Some hoped to obtain a full-time position, but others 

needed to augment their salaries from their primary positions or retirement. Other extrinsic 

factors affecting job satisfaction were the sense of vulnerability, lack of power or control, anger, 

frustration, and lack of feeling appreciated.  

Roueche et al. (1997) developed a list of recommendations for academic institutions to 

address the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty at community colleges. These can be divided 

into motivators and hygiene factors. As motivators, Roueche et al. (1997) endorsed the following 

policies: 

• “All part-time faculty should be required to participate in substantial orientation 

activities and provided with faculty support structures” (p. 155) 

• “All part-time faculty should be required to participate in professional development 

activities” (p. 155) 

The following recommendations can be classified as hygiene factors based on Herzberg’s 

(1968/2003) theory: 
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• “All part-time faculty should be recruited, selected, and hired with clear purpose and 

direction” (p. 154) 

• “All part time faculty should be integrated into the life of the institution” (p. 156) 

• “The performance of all part-time faculty should be evaluated” (p. 156) 

• “Part time faculty should have equitable pay schedules” (p. 156) 

Leslie and Gappa (2002) reported “part time faculty rate their own autonomy, relations 

with administrators, and students’ enthusiasm for learning more favorably than do full-time 

faculty” (p. 63). Using a report from the 1992–1993 National Center for Education Statistics, 

Leslie and Gappa (2002) said adjunct faculty at community colleges are “stable professionals 

with substantial experience and commitment to their work” (p. 62) who prefer part-time 

teaching. Adjunct faculty rated their working environment as good but rated their salary, and job 

security as less than good. Additionally, Leslie and Gappa (2002) stated adjunct faculty are “less 

likely to have received an award for outstanding teaching” or “attended a professional 

conference in the last three years” (p. 64). 

Using results from the Iowa Community College Adjunct Faculty Survey 2009, Schulz 

(2009) and Boord (2010) studied adjunct faculty at Iowa community colleges. Both researchers 

found that adjunct faculty were slightly more than satisfied with their jobs, but understood it was 

important to look at which factors affected their levels of satisfaction. Schulz (2009) examined 

the current level of adjunct satisfaction in Iowa’s community college system. Schulz reported 

adjunct faculty were most satisfied with these factors: (a) autonomy and independence, (b) 

freedom to determine course content, (c) course assignments, (d) competency of colleagues, (e) 

relationship with administrators, and (f) equipment and facilities. Faculty were least satisfied 

with these factors: (a) benefits, (b) institutional funding of travel and professional development, 
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(c) prospects for career advancement, (d) availability of childcare at this institution, (e) office/lab 

space, and (f) salary.  

Schulz (2009) categorized autonomy and independence, freedom to determine course 

content, and course assignments as motivators based on Herzberg’s (1968/2003) two-factor 

theory of motivation-hygiene. Although adjunct faculty in Iowa community colleges rated their 

overall job satisfaction slightly above satisfactory levels, Schulz (2009) found that adjunct 

faculty rated “a majority of hygiene factors below the satisfied level” (p. 67). Schulz (2009) 

reported five of the six factors (i.e., benefits, institutional funding of travel and professional 

development, availability of childcare at this institution, office/lab space, and salary) with which 

adjunct faculty were least satisfied are considered hygiene factors based on Herzberg’s two-

factor theory of motivation-hygiene. Schulz (2009) concluded: 

By improving satisfaction on ratings on hygiene factors does not lead to satisfaction, 

rather only less dissatisfaction. Leaders who focus on improving hygiene factors may 

only obtain short- term increases in overall job satisfaction, but it is clear in the current 

research that hygiene factors do contribute to overall job satisfaction when blocked with 

motivator factors. Herzberg believed that the prevention of dissatisfaction is just as 

important as encouragement of motivator satisfaction. (p. xx) 

Boord (2010) surveyed the adjunct faculty at Des Moines Area Community College 

(DMACC) and found that demographic features (i.e., age, gender, race/ethnic background, 

marital status, and academic discipline) did not alone account for job satisfaction. Boord (2010) 

stated: 

DMACC adjuncts are satisfied with what Herzberg would consider motivational factors: 

autonomy, freedom to determine course content, equipment and facilities, and course 
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assignments. Findings from this research also revealed variables causing the least amount 

of satisfaction of DMACC’s adjunct faculty, which could be defined as hygiene factors 

by Herzberg (1959/1968). Adjuncts were least satisfied with benefits, institutional 

funding for professional development prospects for career advancement, office/lab space 

and availability of childcare. (p. 77) 

Boord (2010) continued, echoing Schulz (2009), stating, “Herzberg (1968/2003) explained that 

improving hygiene factors alone does not necessarily improve overall job satisfaction but, when 

blocked with motivational factors, these factors do positively affect overall job satisfaction” (p. 

77). Boord concluded institutions must emphasize motivational factors and also provide hygiene 

factors such as benefits, funding for professional development, supporting professional 

development, and providing career advancement possibilities.  

Tomanek (2010) studied the satisfaction of adjunct faculty at a large Midwest community 

college. Tomanek’s study provided an “in-depth examination of adjunct faculty characteristics 

and faculty thoughts about services and support they receive and their level of job satisfaction” 

(p. vi). Adjunct faculty at the college were most satisfied with autonomy and independence, 

equipment and facilities available for classroom instruction, departmental leadership and 

freedom to determine course content. Tomanek (2010) stated these factors “fit within Herzberg’s 

motivating factors” (p. 77). Tomanek (2010) concluded, “Community college leaders can build 

on the four variables listed to help to maintain satisfied adjunct faculty and can foster the 

development of programs and projects to motivate future adjunct faculty” (p. 77). 

Adjunct faculty at the Midwestern community college were least satisfied with “benefits 

available, institutional funding for professional development, prospects for career advancement, 

and social relationships with full time faculty” (Tomanek, 2010, p. 77). This set of factors is 
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categorized by Tomanek (2010) as Herzberg’s hygiene factors and Tomanek (2010) concluded 

improving these factors “will not fully satisfy all adjunct faculty but will help in making them 

more satisfied than they currently are” (p. 78). Applying Herzberg’s theory, Schulz (2009) found 

hygiene and motivation factors affect overall satisfaction. Also applying Herzberg’s theory, 

Boord (2010) confirmed that both motivation and hygiene factors “contribute to overall job 

satisfaction” (p. 60), and Tomanek (2010) found both motivating and hygiene factors contribute 

to overall job satisfaction.  

Similar to the work of Roueche et al. (1997), Nagle (2016) also developed a list of ways 

California community colleges can improve the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty by 

addressing their major concerns. In the study, Nagle (2016) found several hygiene factors were 

concerns of adjunct faculty. One hundred percent of adjunct faculty who were not working full-

time elsewhere cited that low wages and lack of benefits, hygiene factors, were an issue. 

Working conditions and lack of mentoring were two other hygiene concerns cited by Roueche et 

al., but Nagle’s findings showed having a mentor did not affect adjunct faculty job satisfaction 

because it did not address their biggest areas of concern: (a) pay, (b) benefits, and (c) working 

conditions. Despite adjunct faculty enjoying their work and the connection with the students, 

Nagle cited that feeling tired and having to take multiple contracts at multiple institutions have 

led to burnout and adjunct faculty dissatisfaction. These findings corroborate Herzberg’s theory 

that missing hygiene factors lead to dissatisfaction. 

Gibson (2018) found adjunct faculty can be both satisfied and dissatisfied with their 

employment. His classification of faculty as enthusiastic and reluctant stayers showed that there 

were significant differences in their levels of satisfaction in the following areas: (a) overall job 

satisfaction, (b) supervision, (c) work on present job, and (d) teaching self-efficacy. These 
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factors are included as both motivators and hygiene factors according to Herzberg (1968/2003). 

This belief further corroborates the work of Schulz (2009), Boord (2010), and Tomanek (2010). 

The results of research by Millner-Harlee (2010) did not support many of the previous 

studies. This researcher stated theories by Herzberg, Maslow, Rosser, and Townsend “suggest 

that when an individual’s needs are not met, he or she will suffer job dissatisfaction, which will 

ultimately negatively impact their commitment” (p. 270). According to Millner-Harlee (2010): 

The participants in this study did not consider working conditions, or extrinsic factors 

such as: income; health benefits; and job security to be influential to their job satisfaction. 

It appears that the participants continued to be committed to their students and their 

schools, and work effectively in spite of their inadequate working conditions. (p. 270) 

Further results by Millner-Harlee (2010) supported much of the other literature regarding 

adjunct faculty satisfaction: 

Adjunct faculty at community colleges work in undesirable conditions, and do not often 

have their needs met. Yet the findings from this study also show that regardless of these 

conditions and concerns that they raise for the part-time faculty, overwhelmingly, the 

majority of the part-time faculties . . . were still satisfied and were still very committed to 

student success. (p. 270) 

Millner-Harlee (2010) also found:  

[Adjunct faculty] were highly satisfied simply because of their love for teaching and their 

respect for their students and their work” and “stay in their part time positions because 

they like to teach; they are not motivated to stay in the classroom for the pay. (p. 270)  

Millner-Harlee (2010) continued by saying the adjunct faculty in her study “gave the impression 

that they were more concerned with providing a service to their students and much less 
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concerned with their personal gains” (p. 271). These statements support Herzberg’s theory 

because these adjunct faculty were more concerned with the work itself and personal growth than 

by the working conditions and low pay.  

Herzberg (1968/2003) stated, “The very nature of motivators, as opposed to hygiene 

factors, is that they have a much longer-term effect on employees’ attitudes” (p. 13). The results 

of multiple studies suggest adjunct faculty are unhappy with their working conditions, salaries, 

benefits, and policies; however, they are overall satisfied with the job because of the work itself. 

 Related Recent Research Studies 

Although this researcher found little recent research studying the satisfaction levels and 

factors affecting satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges, there have been a few 

studies in the past five years. Belmonte (2020) looked at adjunct faculty job satisfaction at 4-year 

institutions. Dividing adjunct faculty into three groups, unintentional adjunct faculty were 

defined as those who wanted a full-time position, intentional adjunct faculty were described as 

those who wanted to be part-time faculty, and full-time faculty who were either tenured or 

tenure–track. Belmonte (2020) found, “A countless number of factors play a role in the 

individual reasons to teach part-time, and it is the responsibility of the institution to recognize 

this need for a new faculty model” (p. 2).  

Belmonte (2020) looked at financial factors (included Herzberg’s hygiene factors: job 

salary, job benefits, and job security) and intangible factors (included Herzberg’s motivator 

factors: opportunities for advancement, intellectual challenge, degree of independence, job 

location, level of responsibility, and contribution to society). Belmonte (2020) concluded, 

“Utilizing this lens of motivators and hygiene factors provided evidence there are distinct factors 

that work together to promote overall adjunct faculty job satisfaction” (p. 70). 
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Thomas-Chambers (2021) studied the job satisfaction of 10 online faculty at rural 

community colleges in California. Adjunct faculty and full-time faculty were interviewed with 

80% concluding they were overall satisfied with their jobs. Thomas-Chambers (2021) stated: 

[The researcher] inquired about topics related to motivators (recognition, the work itself, 

responsibility and advancement) and hygienes, also known as dissatisfiers (company 

policy and administration, administrative practices, interpersonal relationships, working 

conditions, salary, status, personal life, job security, and possibilities for growth). (p. 51) 

Thomas-Chambers found the work itself was the main motivator and salary and interpersonal 

relationships with superiors were the main hygiene factors. The COVID-19 pandemic and the 

2020 presidential election were mentioned in several interviews, but the researcher “maintained 

an objective point-of-view and extracted information only related to the original study design” 

(Thomas-Chambers, 2021, p. 140). Thomas-Chambers postulated that some of the interviewees’ 

statements could have been shaped by these events.  

Cabello et al. (2022) studied adjunct faculty at 4-year institutions in the Philippines; they 

found many factors affecting satisfaction. Cabello et al. (2022) indicated adjunct faculty: 

• felt undervalued and disrespected 

• felt marginalized 

• had no health benefits or care  

• felt unfulfilled due to burnout  

• struggled to find necessary technology resources  

• lacked coworkers support  

Kieschnick (2022) surveyed full-time faculty at a 4-year university to look at job 

satisfaction and how it related to the desire for faculty to remain at the academic institution. 
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Using Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs and McClelland’s (1961) acquired needs theory, 

Kieschnick (2022) applied Herzberg’s (1968/2003) motivation and hygiene factors and 

concluded that tenure–track and tenured faculty reported lower satisfaction levels than non-

tenured faculty. Additionally, Kieschnick (2022): 

Found evidence to further suggest [Herzberg’s] contention that intrinsic motivation 

factors play a significant role in motivation. In alignment with the theory that the 

presence of intrinsic motivation factors had a strong importance to satisfaction, the 

answer selected most frequently was an intrinsic motivator – connection with students. 

(p. 64) 

Kieschnick also found men were more satisfied with their jobs than women. The researcher 

stated, “Women full-time faculty members continue to face increased levels of stress, burnout, 

and challenges with work-life balance, particularly in the throes of the COVID-19 pandemic” (p. 

59). Kieschnick (2022) stated, “In alignment with Herzberg’s theory, there are many factors that 

contribute to general, extrinsic, and intrinsic satisfaction” (p. 11). Knowing which factors 

contribute to faculty job satisfaction is paramount in retaining faculty at academic institutions. 

Kieschnick’s (2022) study was conducted during the Fall 2021 semester, during the 

COVID-19 global pandemic and coincided with intense contract negotiations. Kieschnick 

considered the possibility,“Even with a high response rate of over 50%, the faculty who were 

experiencing the lowest level of job satisfaction did not elect to complete the survey” (p. 61).  

Miller (2022) interviewed part-time and full-time faculty at a 4-year institution during the 

Spring 2022 semester. The faculty had recently been notified that 10% of their faculty positions, 

mostly full-time, were going to be eliminated. Pay cuts, additional layoffs, lack of future pay 

increases, and reductions in the number of individual colleges, and course offerings, had also 
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been announced by the administration (Miller, 2022). However, more than 50% of the adjunct 

faculty still reported being satisfied with their jobs. Miller (2022) acknowledged the possibility 

that only “generally satisfied faculty volunteered” (p. 10) for the study. Applying Herzberg’s 

motivation and hygiene factors in the interview questions, Miller included questions related to 

job satisfaction during the COVID-19 global pandemic, and “most faculty expected their 

attempts to return to normal or a ‘new’ normal over the next year to affect their job satisfaction” 

(p. 84). Overall, faculty expressed dissatisfaction with extrinsic or hygiene factors, such as 

“increased workloads, pay and benefits, some aspects of remote learning, past and present 

administration, and opportunities for advancement” (Miller, 2022, p. 78). Miller (2022) found 

faculty members’ job satisfaction was largely based on motivators or intrinsic factors, such as 

“achievement, recognition, job responsibilities, and the work itself” (p. 79). 

LePage (2023) interviewed eight adjunct faculty at community colleges in the Southwest 

during the COVID-19 global pandemic to look at their resilience. LePage (2023) found that 

adjunct faculty felt confident they would succeed and had “self-belief in their ability and 

resilience” (p. 88), which assisted them in their switch from face-to-face to online instruction. 

Interviewed faculty expressed a general sense of purposefulness as they sought to use technology 

and creative teaching techniques to relay the course materials meaningfully to students. Some of 

the interviewed adjunct faculty relied on the institution’s technical support for the online delivery 

and assistance with the institution’s learning management system. Others relied on the support of 

their departments or on their own technical skills. LePage (2023) concluded, “Not only were 

study participants resilient, but each of them also reported their experience with the behavioral 

traits of confidence, purposefulness, adaptability, and support” (p. 98). The COVID-19 global 



44 

pandemic affected academic institutions and faculty satisfaction; however, due to the recent end 

to the pandemic, the specific ways or the extent to which it affected faculty were not elucidated. 

 COVID-19’s Effects on Academia 

The pandemic was officially declared over on May 11, 2023, by the World Health 

Organization. The initial effects of COVID-19 on academia were sudden and unprecedented, as 

seemingly overnight, institutions were compelled to change their course offerings and 

modalities. Walker-Griffea, college president of Mott Community College, summarized the 

changes by stating, “Switching to online was unfathomable until it occurred. Community 

colleges had to instantaneously change the way they taught courses in traditionally face-to-face 

career and technical fields” (as cited in Kalita, 2022, p. 6).  

The pandemic’s effects on students were numerous. Walker-Griffea reported that 

students who traditionally studied on campus and used college computers and internet access to 

complete assignments were lost. Additionally, Walker-Griffea stated, “The workforce became a 

competitor by offering hard-to-pass-up pay for entry-level positions. Students’ mental health 

suffered, and many started to question if gaining a college credential was worthwhile” (Kalita, 

2022, p. 6).  

Early data showed fewer students enrolled in community colleges than in 4-year 

institutions. Fink (2023) stated, “In Fall 2021, more than 850,000 fewer students across the 

country enrolled in community colleges than in Fall 2019, and there were substantial enrollment 

declines among Native Americans (-15%), Black (-14%), White (-13%), Hispanic (-12%), and 

Asian (-11%) students” (p. 2). Fink (2023) reported the largest decreases in community college 

enrollment were found in recent high school graduates (18–24-year-olds). From Fall 2019 to Fall 
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2021, 586,000 fewer recent high school graduates and 277,000 fewer older students enrolled in 

community colleges (Fink, 2023). 

Reductions in student enrollment occurred for both vocational and academic courses, 

from Fall 2019 to Fall 2021, there were large decreases felt across community colleges (Bulman 

& Fairlie, 2022); however, Bulman and Fairlie (2022) suggested, “The largest reductions were in 

fields in which online learning might be inferior” (p. 12). Furthermore, Bulman and Fairlie 

(2022) stated, “Overall, the results reveal that the pandemic not only reduced the supply of labor 

with career technical training, but also the supply of students eligible to transfer to 4-year 

colleges and universities” (p. 12). Since 2020, Zirkel (2023) reported that there had been an 

overall decrease in student enrollment of 5.4% at community colleges. 

The availability of course offerings also changed during the early pandemic. Brock and 

Diwa (2021) reported, “The field of study with the largest drop in enrollment at 2-year 

institutions from Fall 2019 to Fall 2020 was basic skills and developmental/remedial education (-

37%)” (p. 6). Brock and Diwa (2021) also reported on faculty perceptions of the effects of 

COVID-19. Faculty indicated there were challenges keeping students engaged and providing 

additional supports students needed. Faculty also expressed concerns over student equity and 

student success. Faculty also reported there was an increase in the number of withdrawals, 

incomplete grades awarded, and course grades of D or F. 

Courses moved online overnight, referred to by Mazur et al. (2021) as Emergency 

Transition to Remote Instruction (ETRI). Mazur et al. surveyed 44 community college faculty at 

16 institutions. The goal of the study was to document “how our CC faculty colleagues perceived 

the ETRI, the challenges they faced, and the resources that were or would have been most 

helpful” (Mazur et al., 2021, p. 1). Faculty did not choose to instruct, and students did not choose 
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to study, using this online modality, but were forced to comply. Mazur et al. listed the concerns 

of faculty from community colleges and 4-year institutions as what and how to teach, and 

student/faculty workloads. Faculty were also concerned that students’ inequities increased with 

virtual learning as “technology access, financial stability, and family obligations, among other 

stressors” (p. 1) varied. Mazur et al. (2021) stated more than 70% of faculty felt they were 

uncomfortable with technology and online teaching, 18% of faculty had made a conscious effort 

to not learn about online teaching and its associated technology, and 41% of faculty believed, 

“Online teaching and learning conflicted with their personal identity as instructors” (p. 3). Mazur 

et al. reported the most significant concerns of faculty involved academic dishonesty, 

maintaining motivation and productivity, and providing a quality learning experience. Instructors 

also reported students needed additional academic support, motivational support, and mental 

health resources. 

Adjunct faculty faced additional concerns during the shift to online teaching and reported 

they neither received adequate training from their institutions nor were they supplied with the 

necessary technology to meet the demands of the modality (Mazur et al., 2021). Due to a 

worsened economic situation, adjunct faculty were also less likely to be able to purchase the 

necessary computers, peripherals or pay for increased internet bandwidth and video conferencing 

subscriptions. Ross (2022) stated:  

The switch to online left 32.8 percent of instructors personally covering their costs 

associated with moving classes online, including purchasing computers, internet routers, 

and web cameras. Only around 15 percent received hardware they needed to continue 

teaching their courses online. (para. 8)  
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Ross (2022) continued, “Only 20 percent of (adjunct) faculty felt they were given clear 

guidelines about what was expected for the abruptly created online courses they had to teach” 

(para. 13). Community colleges also reported a decrease in the number of tenure-track and 

adjunct faculty, with a drop of nearly 8% from the 2019–2020 to the 2020–2021 academic year 

(Busta, 2021).  

Mazur et al. (2021) reported multiple effects on faculty as a result of the ETRI, including 

the lack of resources for students, lack of student-faculty interactions, and lack of authentic lab 

and research experiences. Faculty were concerned about not being able to know if students were 

actually learning, or how to properly assess the learning. Faculty were also concerned for their 

own well-being, as they felt over-worked, their work-life balance was unhealthy, and overall 

work stress was magnified (Mazur et al., 2021). 

Busta (2021), in an article written for The Chronicle for Higher Education, reported the 

largest pandemic-related job losses among faculty at higher education institutions were 

experienced by adjunct faculty. During the 2020–2021 academic year, 5% fewer adjunct faculty 

were employed than in the 2019–2020 academic year. Busta (2021) reported: 

These findings reflect reports of layoffs and furloughs throughout the year. Institutions 

looking to trim overhead costs because of the pandemic have often focused cuts on part-

time and adjunct instructors. Such losses were expected, with surveys early in the 

pandemic indicating administrators were considering employee reductions. (p. 2) 

Busta (2021) continued by stating, “The cuts have been a blow to the sector, however. 

Contingent faculty are ‘essential’ and the tiny and invisible lines of connection between students 

and their schools” (p. 2). Important to note is the reliance on adjunct faculty. Busta (2021) 

reported, “Contingent faculty have made-up a growing share of the Higher Ed workforce in 
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recent decades. Of that group, part-time faculty have increased the most, from 24% of the 

academic labor force in 1975 to 40% in 2015” (p. 3). Because the numbers of adjunct faculty 

have been increasing, ensuring that adjunct faculty are satisfied and motivated is important for 

academic institutions. 

 Academic Institutions Return to “Normal” 

Academic institutions struggled to return to prepandemic models even as the pandemic 

was waning. Miller and Baston (2023) referred to this period as the “Now Normal” (para. 2); 

however, enrollment has not yet returned as many recent high school graduates are choosing to 

enter the workforce directly. Decreased enrollment means fewer faculty are needed. Miller and 

Baston (2023) stated in a report to the League for Innovation in the Community College: 

Individuals reflect a growing sentiment about higher education and its place in a student’s 

life, with 75 percent of new high school graduates indicating that wider flexibility in 

courses and scheduling that fit their personal needs would be extremely or very helpful. 

(para. 2)  

Miller and Baston (2023) stated, “There is an unprecedented shift to meet potential 

students where they are, even if they are fully online, while providing the wraparound academic 

and social support services students need to complete and succeed after graduation” (para. 10). 

To address the students’ interest in entrepreneurial pursuits, Miller and Baston (2023) asserted, 

“Community colleges have the opportunity to embed these skills throughout their curricula and 

to extend core workplace credentials in areas including the liberal arts” (para. 8). Miller and 

Baston believed these changes are paramount to the evolution of community colleges. They 

stated “The COVID-19 pandemic forever changed many aspects of higher education, and 

community colleges must take this unprecedented opportunity to adapt to today’s economic, 
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societal, and educational realities” (Miller & Baston, 2023, para. 13). These changes in course 

modalities and course offerings will also mean changes to the future hiring of faculty, as the 

required skill sets continue to evolve. Bulman and Fairlie (2022) suggested:  

Community college enrollment might bounce back as courses return to being held in 

person and health and work conditions return to normal” and “there also might be some 

pent-up demand for Community College as prospective students (who) postponed 

entering college or current students took time off during the pandemic; however, 

nationally such a return to normal was not evident in the fall of 2021. (p. 19)  

Monahan and Cohen (2023) also reported on community colleges return to the “new 

normal” (p. 1) in their article about community college pandemic recovery. Although the 

enrollment at community colleges increased nationally in Fall 2022 by .4%, the demographics 

have been changing. The number of men and dual enrolled students has been increasing, but the 

number of women and adult students has been decreasing. In addition, Monahan and Cohen 

(2023) stated, “Enrollment of associate degree seekers decreased by 0.9% (-28,200) at 

community colleges in Fall 2022, while students seeking certificates and enrolled in noncredit 

programs increased by 3.8% (+43,700)” (p. 2). Monahan and Cohen (2023) also stated, “Liberal 

Arts enrollment is still 19.8% (-356,400) below Fall 2019 levels” (para. 6). Students are enrolling 

in programs leading to employment, as opposed to associate degree and Liberal Arts programs. 

In addition, Monahan and Cohen (2023) reported “at the national level, the pandemic has 

affected who is going to Community College as well as what they are studying” (p. 6). Further, 

Monahan and Cohen (2023) stated: 

While understanding enrollment change is critical to understanding how community 

colleges are recovering from the pandemic, a larger story is unfolding across the nation. 
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Student priorities are changing, including which career pathways they choose, and these 

changes are being felt at the Community College level. What will continue to shift, and 

how community colleges will respond remains to be seen. (p. 6) 

Brock and Diwa (2021) summarized COVID-19’s effect on community colleges in their 

study about “how students and community colleges responded to the pandemic and what their 

experiences reveal about inequities in higher education” (p. 2). Brock and Diwa (2021) argued 

“the crisis was worsened by years of underinvestment in these institutions and by entrenched 

structures and practices that do not address the needs and aspirations of many students” (p. 2). 

They acknowledged the total effects of the pandemic on academia and employment opportunities 

will not be realized for a while. Enrollment has been on a steady decline at community colleges 

since 2011, but the pandemic sharpened the drop. From Fall 2019 to Fall 2020, enrollment 

decreased in every ethnic and racial group, most notably for Black, Hispanic, and Indigenous 

students. The drop in enrollment for men was twice as high as the drop for female students.  

Brock and Diwa (2021) looked at data from The Community College Research Center 

(CCRC) and reported, “One-third of households with Community College plans indicated that 

changes to the content or format influenced their decision-making” (p. 6). Of the 25,000 

households it surveyed with plans for at least one member of their household to attend 

community college, Brock and Diwa (2021) found “more than 40% said that they had cancelled 

all plans for Community College, and an additional 15% said they were either taking fewer 

classes or switching programs” (p. 5). The changes in the delivery of courses did not affect the 

decision to attend college in the same way at 4-year and 2-year colleges. Brock and Diwa (2021) 

stated, “For some, it was a deterrent to enrollment while for others, it had the opposite effect” (p. 

6) and asserted households with students planning to attend community college “were more 
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likely to not have a computer” and “more likely to not have an Internet connection” (p. 6) 

resulting in a negative net effect on enrollment. 

The federal government offered support to community colleges through the Coronavirus 

Aid Relief and Economic Security Act (CARES Act) in 2020 and the American Rescue Plan in 

2021. Brock and Diwa (2021) stated, “Funds were allocated for engaging disconnected students, 

expanding mental health services, and creating more robust retention programs” (p. 7); however, 

many students still lacked the necessary technology, technical skills, and internet access to 

succeed in the online environment. Brock and Diwa (2021) stated: 

The devastating effects of COVID-19 are undeniable, but sometimes it takes a crisis to 

move systems into action. From this perspective, COVID-19 may be viewed not as a 

catastrophe but rather as a catalyst for fundamental and lasting improvements in how 

community colleges are funded, organized, and operated to help students achieve their 

goals. (p. 12)  

This research study attempted to determine if the levels of job satisfaction and the factors 

that affect job satisfaction for adjunct faculty have changed as academic institutions return to the 

“new” or “now” normal. 

 Gap in the Literature 

Since the 1970s, there has been an increasing use of adjunct faculty to teach classes at 

community colleges, resulting in a need to find and retain qualified adjunct faculty. Furthermore, 

the effects of the pandemic on academic institutions have changed the community college 

landscape, with no immediate signs that it will return to what it was prepandemic. This 

researcher found limited recently published studies that looked at job satisfaction and the factors 

affecting job satisfaction of adjunct faculty. With the recent ending of the pandemic, there has 
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been little published research regarding the effects of COVID-19 on part-time or full-time 

faculty. This researcher found no published research that looked at the changes in the satisfaction 

levels of adjunct faculty post the COVID-19 global pandemic, nor in how the factors affecting 

job satisfaction have changed. This research is necessary to inform community college leaders of 

the current satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty and the factors that affect satisfaction levels, as 

the academic landscape of community colleges has changed since previous research was 

conducted, especially due to the COVID-19 global pandemic. 

 Summary 

This chapter reviewed the theoretical and conceptual frameworks that will be used in this 

study and analyzed previous literature that examined the satisfaction levels and factors affecting 

satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty. Since the pandemic only officially ended in May 2023, 

limited research has been published studying satisfaction levels and the factors affecting 

satisfaction of any faculty after COVID-19. With the changing landscape at community colleges 

because of the pandemic and the growing dependence on adjunct faculty, this study can inform 

academic institutions about how to best address the needs and concerns of this important group 

of instructors. In the next chapter, the methodology for this study is considered. 
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Chapter 3 - Methodology 

 Introduction 

This chapter considers the purpose of the study, research questions, and theoretical and 

conceptual frameworks. It also includes the research design, the study setting, the study 

participants, the instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis. The chapter includes the 

alignment table (see Appendix B), limitations of the study, ethical considerations, and study 

quality. Finally, this chapter ends with a summary. 

 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to determine the overall job satisfaction levels and the 

influencing factors of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges so leaders may 

better understand and address the needs of adjunct faculty. Additionally, the purpose was to 

compare the overall job satisfaction levels and the factors that affect job satisfaction levels of 

adjunct faculty from before the pandemic to post-COVID-19. 

 Research Questions 

The following four research questions guided this study: 

1. What are the current levels of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community 

colleges?  

2. How have the trends of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges 

changed post-COVID-19? 

3. What are the current influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty 

at community colleges? 

4. How have the influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at 

community colleges changed post-COVID-19? 



54 

 Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 

This research study used Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs as the theoretical 

framework and Herzberg’s (1968/2003) two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene as the 

conceptual framework. Maslow’s original hierarchy of needs suggested that people must first 

meet lower levels of satisfaction before they can approach the upper levels of satisfaction. 

Maslow’s revised hierarchy of needs suggests that people can be attempting to meet multiple 

levels at the same time.  

The questions in the survey instrument were structured to identify which of the five 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs the adjunct faculty member has reached, realizing that someone can 

be achieving multiple levels simultaneously. Questions regarding employment, specifically 

number of jobs and time spent on activities related to teaching, provided insight into the 

Physiological level. The attainment of the Safety level was assessed through questions related to 

length and guarantee of future employment, as well as prospects for full-time employment and 

availability of benefits. The next level of needs, Love /Belonging, was evaluated based on the 

responses to the questions related to institutional support and the relationships that adjunct 

faculty have with students, full-time faculty, and administrators. Questions related to respect 

from students, full-time faculty, and administrators, their value, and opportunities for 

professional development gauged the achievement of the Esteem level. Finally, reaching the 

Self-Actualization level was determined by questions related to overall job satisfaction, 

autonomy and independence, and freedom to determine course content. 

The survey administered to adjunct faculty specifically asked how satisfied adjunct 

faculty were in their current positions. Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene 

divided factors into two categories. The first set of factors, motivators, leads to satisfaction, and 
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the presence of the second set, hygiene factors, prevents job dissatisfaction. The survey asked 

adjunct faculty, using a Likert scale, how satisfied they were with respect to a list of factors that 

could be separated into hygiene and motivator factors. In this survey, questions related to 

motivator factors included achievement, recognition, responsibility, the work, advancement, and 

personal growth. Questions related to hygiene factors included working conditions, relationships 

with others at the institution, and department policies.  

The open-ended questions, depending on the individual responses, addressed both 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation. 

 Research Design 

This study was a quantitative research study with descriptive, comparative, correlation 

analyses, and regression analyses. Using the same survey instrument, this study replicated the 

survey conducted by Tomanek in 2010. As defined by Lochmiller and Lester (2017), the purpose 

of a quantitative study is to “use descriptive and inferential statistics to assess patterns, trends, 

and relationships in data” (p. 189). A comparative analysis shows how items are similar and 

different, while correlations are used to determine “whether and to what degree a relationship 

among variables exists, and not to explain why the variation exists” (p. 130). Bevans (2023) 

defines regression analysis as estimating “the relationship between two or more independent 

variables and one dependent variable and one or more independent variables” (p. 1). The 

researcher used Excel, GraphPad, and the statistical package R to calculate the statistics in this 

study. 

 Study Setting 

The research study focused on adjunct faculty at nine community colleges in the 

Midwest. The selected institutions offer similar courses of study including academic degrees, 
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short-term and long-term certificates, and workforce development programs. To avoid sampling 

error, a combination of rural, suburban, and urban colleges was selected. These institutions range 

from small to large-size institutions. 

In addition, these colleges are accredited through the Higher Learning Commission which 

ensures that the employment qualifications of adjunct faculty across the institutions meet the 

same minimum criteria. Based on the Higher Learning Commission (2023) requirements: 

Faculty teaching in higher education institutions should have completed a program of 

study in the discipline or subfield (as applicable) in which they teach, and/or for which 

they develop curricula, with coursework at least one level above that of the courses being 

taught or developed. (p.3) 

Exceptions to this requirement are possible. As noted by the Higher Learning 

Commission (2023): 

If a faculty member holds a master’s degree or higher in a discipline other than that in 

which he or she is teaching, that faculty member should have completed a minimum of 

18 graduate credit hours in the discipline in which he or she is teaching. (p. 3)  

 Study Participants 

The participants in this study were adjunct faculty at nine community colleges in the 

Midwest who taught during Spring 2024. The adjunct faculty had a variety of demographics and 

disciplines, such as teaching experience, educational background, age, noncollege employment, 

and racial background. Except for the general descriptions of the institutions, individual adjunct 

faculty and the associated data related to specific institutions have not been identified. 
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 Instrumentation 

The survey for this researcher’s study is based on the original work by Schulz (2009) and 

Boord (2010). Schulz (2009) used the responses from the Iowa Community College Adjunct 

Faculty Survey 2009 to “examine the current level of adjunct faculty job satisfaction in Iowa’s 

15 community colleges to determine if satisfaction variables can be used to predict overall job 

satisfaction” (p. v). Schulz then used Herzberg’s motivation–hygiene theory to determine the 

factors that affect the job satisfaction of adjunct faculty. Boord (2010) also used the results from 

the Iowa Community College Adjunct Faculty Survey 2009 to study adjunct faculty at Des 

Moines Area Community College and applied Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation-

hygiene to predict job satisfaction. The purpose of Boord’s (2010) study was to “determine if 

variables can be used to predict adjunct faculty satisfaction in institutional support for teaching 

improvement and professional development and if variables can be used to predict overall job 

satisfaction” (p. v). 

In 2010, Tomanek adapted the Iowa Community College Adjunct Faculty Survey to 

study job satisfaction of community college adjunct faculty. Additional questions were added to 

address adjunct faculty support, and the taxonomies developed by Roueche et al. (1997). 

Tomanek’s version of the survey is included as Appendix A. By looking at the attitudes of 

adjunct faculty, Tomanek (2010) applied Herzberg’s theory of motivation-hygiene to determine 

job satisfaction and discovered: 

If adjunct faculty agree that achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and 

advancements are motivators, then their level of job satisfaction increases. And if adjunct 

faculty agree that the college and policy administration, working conditions, supervision, 
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interpersonal relations, money, status, and security are hygienes, then their level of job 

satisfaction decreases. (p. 8)  

The survey used in this study replicated the survey by Tomanek (see Appendix A). Permission to 

replicate Tomanek’s survey was granted to the researcher (see Appendix C). 

This survey was administered via Survey Monkey. The content of the questions matched 

the content of the original survey; however, the appearance of the questions was adapted to 

match the format of Survey Monkey. Additionally, the order of the questions was changed to 

place the content questions about overall job satisfaction and job satisfaction factors closer to the 

beginning of the survey. The first section contained questions related to how adjunct faculty 

spend their time. The second section used Likert scale questions (responses were very satisfied, 

marginally satisfied, satisfied, not satisfied) to measure overall job satisfaction and the 

influencing factors that affect job satisfaction. The third section also used Likert scale questions 

(responses were strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree, and do 

not know) to collect the opinions of the adjunct faculty regarding their experiences at their 

current institution. The fourth section included open-ended questions, and the fifth section 

included questions about the personal, educational, and employment demographics of the adjunct 

faculty. 

 Data Collection 

First, permission was obtained in August 2023 to use Tomanek’s (2010) survey as a basis 

for this study. After approval from the dissertation committee, an application for approval from 

the Institutional Review Board at Kansas State University was filed. Institutional Review Board 

approval (see Appendix E) was received on December 19, 2023. The survey was piloted with a 

small number of faculty peers at a local community college to ensure the questions being asked 



59 

and the information being shared by the adjunct faculty were appropriate to the purpose of the 

study. The effectiveness and completeness in elucidating the needed information was also 

verified.  

Then, the researcher sent letters of introduction (see Appendix F) to college presidents at 

27 community college, all accredited by the Higher Learning Commission, introducing the 

researcher and the purpose of the study and asking for permission to include the adjunct faculty 

at their institutions in this study. A variety of institutions was selected to ensure representation 

across geographical areas, urban, suburban, and rural settings, and large, medium, and small 

sizes. A follow-up email was sent to the college presidents if no response had been received after 

2 weeks. If a response was received from the president, the necessary steps to further the study 

were followed. In some cases, the researcher was advised to follow-up with another individual at 

the institution and/or apply for Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval. As required, approval 

was obtained from the individual college IRB committees. 

Thirteen institutions initially responded positively to the researcher’s request to 

participate in the study. Due to varying lengths of time to complete the individual institutional 

IRB applications and approval processes, it was necessary to end the collaboration with four 

institutions when it became apparent there would not be sufficient time to administer the survey 

and collect responses during the Spring 2024 semester. Of the nine participating institutions, 

three institutions requested they send out the introductory emails requesting participation to 

adjunct faculty on behalf of the researcher to avoid possible fraud and maintain privacy.  

After obtaining the institutional email addresses for adjunct faculty from the colleges, 

letters of introduction and invitations to participate in the study were sent to all adjunct faculty 

teaching in Spring 2024 at each of the six institutions. For the remaining three institutions, the 
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letters of introduction and invitations to participate in the study were sent by that institution. By 

accessing the link to the survey, provided in the email, adjunct faculty gave their consent to be 

part of the study. To reduce nonresponse error, reminder emails were sent by the researcher to 

the adjunct faculty after 1 week and 3 weeks at the six institutions. For the three institutions 

where the introductory emails were sent to adjunct faculty on the researcher’s behalf, reminders 

were sent to the institution requesting reminders be sent to adjunct faculty to be consistent with 

the study’s protocol. The researcher was aware that one of these institutions followed up with the 

adjunct faculty. It was the researcher’s intent to ensure that a 95% confidence level was 

achieved.  

 Data Analysis 

The survey was administered through Survey Monkey. To address Research Question 1: 

What are the current levels of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges?, the first 

analysis was a descriptive analysis of the responses to the questions regarding job factors on a 

four-point Likert scale. The mean values and the standard deviations were calculated. The results 

from Research Question 1 were then compared to the results from the 2010 survey to determine 

similarities and differences. This comparative analysis addressed Research Question 2: How 

have the levels of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges changed post-

COVID-19?  

The mean values of the responses to the survey questions concerning the factors affecting 

job satisfaction were analyzed individually. Then the factors were grouped based on whether 

they were motivation factors or hygiene factors. The overall means and the means for hygiene 

factors and motivation factors were analyzed. These results were compared to the responses from 

the study by Tomanek (2010) and addressed Research Question 2. 
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To address Research Question 3: What are the current influencing factors of overall job 

satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges?, a correlational analysis was performed. 

This analysis determined the correlation coefficient for each individual factor and for the group 

of hygiene factors and the group of motivation factors to determine which individual factor and 

which type of factor (hygiene or motivation) correlated the best to overall job satisfaction. 

Survey Monkey (n.d.-b) defines correlational analysis as:  

A bivariate (two variable) statistical procedure that sets out to identify the mean value of 

the product of the standard scores of matched pairs of observations. The purpose of this 

type of analysis is to find out whether changes in one variable produce changes in 

another. (para. 2) 

Correlation analyses were used to determine how the job factors, both individually and as 

grouped sets based on motivation or hygiene factors, influenced overall satisfaction. For this type 

of analysis, the correlation coefficient provided values from +1 to -1. A value of +1 indicated a 

perfect association between variables, a value of zero indicated no association between variables, 

and a value of -1 indicated a perfect negative association. As the value approached closer to zero, 

the weaker the association was (Laerd, 2018). 

To address Research Question 4: How have the influencing factors of overall job 

satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges changed post-COVID-19?, the results of 

this study were compared to the data collected by Tomanek in the 2010 study (see Appendix A). 

The data were analyzed compared on individual factors and the factor sets using the same 

groupings devised by Tomanek when original data were available for each comparison. The 

results of both studies were compared to see if there are any statistically significant differences 

between Tomanek’s and the post-COVID-19 global pandemic responses.  
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In addition, this study determined if there were any statistically significant differences 

between groups of adjunct faculty (e.g., discipline, race, number of years teaching, age) when 

analyzing their levels of satisfaction by using a t test. Lochmiller and Lester (2017) stated a t test 

is “useful when comparing scores or values from two groups” (p. 204). Survey Monkey (n.d.-c) 

stated: 

[A statistically significant difference] tells you whether one group’s answers are 

substantially different from another group by using a statistical formula. If something is 

statistically significant, that means the numbers are reliably different, which is very 

helpful when you want to see if two percentages are actually different given the sample 

size. (para. 2) 

 Alignment Table 

An alignment table (see Appendix B) was created to show how Maslow’s (1943) 

hierarchy of needs theoretical framework and Herzberg’s (1968/2003) two-factor theory of 

motivation-hygiene conceptual framework aligned with the research questions and the questions 

in the survey. 

 Limitations 

In addition to the delimitation of the selected Midwest community colleges for this study, 

there were also several limitations that could not be controlled by the researcher. It could not be 

guaranteed that emails would be opened and/or surveys would be completed. Another limitation 

was the response rate of 7.6%, which included all adjunct faculty who submitted the survey and 

had responded to all 24 of the key job satisfaction questions and the overall job satisfaction 

question. Also, it could not be guaranteed that adjunct faculty were representative of satisfied 

and dissatisfied adjunct faculty, although adequate sample size should have helped to reduce this 
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possible concern. Finally, the possibility that pressure from the institutions could be placed on 

adjunct faculty to not answer honestly could not be eliminated. 

 Ethical Considerations 

Biases were identified and minimalized by the researcher during peer review, and pilot 

study of the survey. IRB approval from KSU was obtained on December 19, 2023 (see Appendix 

E). IRB approval was also obtained from the selected community colleges, as required by those 

institutions. Specific data related to individual institutions and adjunct faculty names, and their 

institution’s affiliation, are not known.  

Results obtained from the survey were downloaded to a USB drive and will be kept in a 

secure and locked cabinet for 5 years. Additionally, participants were ensured of the 

confidentiality of their participation and responses, as Survey Monkey did not include 

participants’ names in the compilation of the data. Finally, any participant could withdraw at any 

time and for any reason and not complete the survey. 

 Reflexivity Statement 

At the time of this research, the researcher was employed as a tenured associate professor 

at Cuyahoga Community College in Ohio and was previously an adjunct faculty member at the 

same institution. Additionally, as the Coordinator of the English as a Second Language 

department at one of the campuses, the researcher was responsible for recommending adjunct 

faculty for hire, recommending adjunct faculty for staffing of classes, and completing 

observations of adjunct faculty’s teaching. The researcher was aware of potential bias and did 

not misrepresent the data collected.  
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 Study Quality 

Frambach et al. (2013) stated there are four essential quality criteria in quantitative 

research. They are (a) internal validity, (b) external validity, (c) reliability, and (d) objectivity. 

Table 3.1 defines the criteria and details how they were achieved. 

 

Table 3.1. Quality Criteria in Quantitative Research 
Quality criteria in 

quantitative 
research 

Definitions How it was achieved 

Internal validity “The extent to which observed effects can 
be attributed to the independent variable” 
(Frambach et al., 2013, p. 552). 

 

Used sufficient sample size, provide 
information on nonresponses, and 
standardize procedures. 

External validity “The extent to which the results can be 
generalized from the research sample to 
the population” (Frambach et al., 2013, p. 
552). 

Included adjunct faculty with variety 
of demographics to ensure 
representative data. 

Reliability “The extent to which the results are 
consistent if the study would be 
replicated” (Frambach et al., 2013, p. 
552). 

Used Tomanek’s survey (adapted 
from the Iowa Community 
College Adjunct Faculty Survey 
2009). 

Objectivity “The extent to which personal biases are 
removed and value free information is 
gathered” (Frambach et al., 2013, p. 552). 

Had limited interaction with adjunct 
faculty to limit researcher bias on 
responses. Will preserve the 
original data. Will not identify 
individuals’ responses or their 
associated institutions. 

 

 Summary 

The goal of this research study was to measure how satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty 

were related to motivation and hygiene factors post the COVID-19 global pandemic and how 

they have changed postpandemic compared to the historical trends of job satisfaction levels. This 

chapter reviewed the purpose of the study, research questions, and theoretical and conceptual 

frameworks. This chapter also examined the research design, study setting, study participants, 
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instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, an alignment table, limitations, ethical 

considerations, and the study quality.  
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Chapter 4 - Findings and Analysis 

The purpose of this study was to determine the job satisfaction and the influencing factors 

of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges so leaders may better understand and 

address the needs of adjunct faculty. Additionally, the purpose was to compare the job 

satisfaction levels and the factors that affect overall job satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty from 

before the COVID-19 global pandemic to after the pandemic by comparing the results of this 

study to those of Tomanek in 2010. The results of this quantitative study are defined in this 

chapter. They include the demographics of the study sample, the satisfaction levels of the study 

sample based on a variety of factors, the relationship between the factors and overall job 

satisfaction of the study sample, and comparisons of the 2024 results to the 2010 study. This 

chapter concludes with a summary. 

 Research Questions 

The research questions that guided this study were: 

1. What are the current levels of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community 

colleges?  

2. How have the trends of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges 

changed post-COVID-19? 

3. What are the current influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty 

at community colleges? 

4. How have the influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at 

community colleges changed post-COVID-19? 

Research Questions 1 and 2 looked at the current levels of satisfaction of adjunct faculty for the 

individual factors that affect job satisfaction and how these have changed in the new 
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postpandemic era. Research Questions 3 and 4 looked at overall job satisfaction and the 

individual factors that affect overall job satisfaction and how these factors have changed since 

the 2010 study. 

 Participation of Institutions 

The researcher sent emails to 27 institutions asking for permission to include adjunct 

faculty at their institution in this study. Table 4.1 shows the participation of the institutions. 

 

Table 4.1. Participation of Institutions 

Institution IRB required/ 
submitted 

Institution 
declined to 
participate 

Survey sent 
to adjunct 
faculty by 
researcher 

Survey sent to 
adjunct faculty 
by institution 

Collaboration 
ended due to 

time 
constraints 

No 
response 

1   X    
2 X  X    
3 X   X   
4 X X     
5      X 
6      X 
7      X 
8      X 
9      X 
10  X     
11 X  X    
12 X  X    
13 X    X  
14 X    X  
15 X  X    
16 X   X   
17 X  X    
18      X 
19      X 
20      X 
21      X 
22      X 
23 X    X  
24      X 
25      X 
26 X   X   
27 X    X  
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In total, emails were sent to 3,952 adjunct faculty at nine institutions. Only three emails 

requesting adjunct faculty to participate in this study were not delivered due to bad addresses. 

There were 364 initial survey responses which is a response rate of 9.2%. The average 

completion time for the survey was 23 minutes. After analysis of the surveys received, it was 

determined that 63 adjunct faculty had not answered all 24 of the key job factor satisfaction 

questions and the overall job satisfaction question (Questions 22–45). For consistent analysis, the 

sample used in this study was reduced to the responses from the 301 adjunct faculty who 

responded to all questions related to satisfaction factors, which is a response rate of 7.6%. This 

researcher replicated the adjunct faculty satisfaction survey used by Tomanek in 2010. For all 

2024 data, the sample size was always 301 adjunct faculty, and for the 2010 survey, the sample 

size was indicated for each question. 

 Personal Demographics 

Before analyzing the data related to job satisfaction, the similarities and differences 

between the adjunct faculty samples from the 2024 and 2010 studies were determined. It is 

essential to know who the adjunct faculty were during both timeframes before looking at the four 

research questions guiding this study. The following tables show the personal demographics of 

the adjunct faculty in this 2024 study and the 2010 study. In this study, an option to not respond 

to any demographic question was always available to adjunct faculty. For comparative purposes, 

the percentages in Table 4.2 were calculated using only faculty who identified their personal 

demographics. Table 4.2 presents the personal demographics of adjunct faculty who completed 

the survey for each study year. 
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Table 4.2. Comparison of Personal Demographics of Adjunct Faculty  

Demographic 2024 2024 2010 2010 
n % n % 

Gender     
Female 191 65.6 112 55.4 
Male 100 34.4 90 44.6 
Total 291  202  
Nonbinary/prefer not to answer 8    
No response 2    

Age     
Less than 35 years old 30 10.5 23 22.8 
36–45 years old 63 22.0 16 15.8 
46–55 years old 73 25.4 29 28.8 
56–65 years old 62 21.6 23 22.8 
More than 65 years old 59 20.6 10 9.9 
Total 287  101  
Prefer not to answer 12    
No response 2    

Relationship status     
Married/living with partner or 

significant other 
217 

 
75.3 155 74.5 

 
Single 43 14.9 30 14.4 
Separated, divorced, or widowed 28 9.7 23 11.1 
Total 288    
Prefer not to answer 11    
No response 2    

Racial/ethnic background     
White, non-Hispanic 251 89.6 182 87.1 
Black or African American 15 5.3 11 5.3 
Hispanic or Latino 7 2.5 6 2.9 
Other 6 2.1 5 2.4 
Asian 1 @0.0 5 2.4 
Total 280  209  
Prefer not to answer 20    
No response 1    

Primary language     
English 246 98.8 196 94.7 
Spanish 2 0.8 5 2.4 
Other 1 @0.0 6 2.9 
Total 249    
No response 52    

United States citizen     
Yes 295 99.3 204 97.1 
No 2 0.7 6 2.9 
Total 297    
Prefer not to answer 2    
No response 2    
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In addition to female and male, the researcher included an additional category in the 

demographic question regarding gender, nonbinary/prefer not to answer, to offer a more 

inclusive view of gender identification. Eight adjunct faculty chose this category in this survey. 

The percentage of adjunct faculty identifying as female increased from 55.4% in 2010 to 65.6% 

in 2024; the percentage of adjunct faculty identifying as male decreased from 44.6% in 2010 to 

34.4% in 2024. 

The 2010 survey used actual adjunct faculty ages, and this researcher used the raw data 

from that study to make those responses consistent with the five survey age bands in the 2024 

study. The 2024 data showed the ages were somewhat evenly distributed among the 36–45, 46–

55, 56–65, and more than 65 age bands. In both studies, the greatest concentration was in the 46–

55 age band. The 2024 data also showed an increase, more than double, in the percentage of 

adjunct faculty in the more than 65 years old band, and a decrease, more than half, in the 

percentages of adjunct faculty in the less than 35 years old band. 

The percentages of adjunct faculty identifying as single were consistent across the two 

studies. Completing the relationship status demographics were the categories of married/living 

with partner or significant other increasing from 74.5% in 2010 to 75.3% in 2024 and those 

selecting single increased from 14.3% to 14.9%. Those selecting separated, divorced, or 

widowed decreased from 11.1% to 9.7% respectively. Although not included as a choice in the 

2010 survey, notably, 11 adjunct faculty in 2024 selected prefer not to answer as their response 

to the relationship question. 

The racial/ethnic background of adjunct faculty changed between the 2010 and the 2024 

studies, showing less diversity in 2024. The percentage of adjunct faculty identifying as White, 

non-Hispanic increased from 87.1% in 2010 to 89.6% in 2024. In addition, the percentage of 
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adjunct faculty identifying as Black or African American remained the same, while the 

percentage of Hispanic or Latino, and other slightly decreased from 2010 to 2024. There was a 

larger decrease in those identifying as Asian. However, it must be noted that this survey allowed 

responses of prefer not to answer, which was selected by 20 adjunct faculty.  

Although the percentage of adjunct faculty choosing English as their primary language 

increased from 94.7% in 2010 to 98.8% in 2024, notably, 52 adjunct faculty did not respond to 

this question in this survey. In this study, there was a slight increase in the percentage of adjunct 

faculty who were U.S. citizens in 2024 from 2010, increasing to 99.3% from 97.1%, 

respectively. Except as noted, the overall personal demographics of the adjunct faculty in the 

2024 and 2010 studies were similar. 

 Employment Demographics 

Adjunct faculty were asked to respond to questions related to their employment. 

Questions included the number of other part-time or full-time jobs held, other part-time or full-

time jobs held involving teaching, and if they were employed full-time while an adjunct faculty. 

The final question asked if the adjunct faculty would have preferred a full-time teaching position. 

For comparative purposes, the percentages in Table 4.3 were calculated using only faculty who 

identified their employment demographics. Table 4.3 shows the employment demographics of 

adjunct faculty who completed the survey for each study year. 
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Table 4.3. Comparison of Employment Demographics of Adjunct Faculty 

Employment demographics 2024 
n 

2024  
% 

2010 
n 

2010 
% 

Number of other part-time or full-time jobs held while 
teaching at their institution 

    

0 63 21.1 37 18.0 
1 144 48.3 104 50.5 
2 70 23.5 47 22.8 
3 16 5.4 13 6.3 
4+ 5 1.7 5 2.4 

Total 298  206  
No response 3    
Number of other part-time or full-time jobs teaching 

at a post-secondary institution  
    

0 210 70.0 133 68.2 
1 67 22.3 41 21.0 
2 15 5.0 14 7.2 
3 5 1.7 5 2.6 
4+ 3 1.0 2 1.0 
Total 300  195  
No response 1    

Holding jobs involving instruction at another 
community college 

    

No 266 89.3 179 88.2 
Yes 32 10.7 24 11.8 
Total 298  203  
No response 3    

Employed full-time at any other job     
No 135 45.2 102 57.6 
Yes 164 54.8 75 42.4 
Total 299  177  
No response 2    

Preferred a full-time teaching position      
No 186 62.2 101 50.2 
Yes 113 37.8 100 49.8 
Total 299  201  
No response 2    

 

In 2024, there was an increase in the percentage of adjunct faculty holding zero and two 

other part- or full-time jobs in addition to their job teaching as an adjunct faculty from the 2010 

study. There was a decrease, from 2010 to 2024, in the percentage of adjunct faculty holding 

one, three, and four or more other part- or full-time positions. In 2024, 69.4% of adjunct faculty 
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were only employed at their current institution or were employed at their current institution and 

held one additional part- or full-time job, similar to the 68.5% in 2010. 

In the 2024 study, there was an increase in the percentage of other part- or full-time jobs 

that involve teaching at a postsecondary institution for adjunct faculty holding one other job, and 

there was a decrease from 2010 to 2024 for adjunct faculty holding two and three other jobs. 

Adjunct faculty holding four or more other jobs remained the same in the 2010 and 2024 studies. 

The results from the two studies showed a slight increase from 2010 (88.2%) to 2024 (89.3%) in 

the percentage of adjunct faculty who are not teaching at another community college. There was 

a definite increase in the percentage of adjunct faculty who were employed full-time at any other 

job from 42.4% in 2010 to 54.8% in 2024 with a corresponding decrease in the percentage of 

adjunct faculty who were not employed full-time at any other job, from 57.6% in 2010 to 45.2% 

in 2024.  

The survey question regarding whether the adjunct faculty would have preferred a full-

time teaching position showed a definite change. In the 2010 study, almost half of adjunct 

faculty (49.8%) would have preferred a full-time teaching position, but in the 2024 study, just 

over one third of adjunct faculty (37.8%) would have preferred a full-time teaching position. The 

reasons for this decrease may be explained by the responses of adjunct faculty in the open-ended 

questions presented later in this chapter. 

Overall, the employment demographics did not greatly change from the 2010 to the 2024 

study, except for the percentage of adjunct faculty who were also employed full time and those 

who would have preferred a full-time teaching position. Except as noted, like the data presented 

in the personal demographics, there were only minor differences in the employment 

demographics between the adjunct faculty in the 2024 study and the 2010 study. The researcher 
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concluded that based on the personal demographics and educational demographics, the adjunct 

faculty in the two studies were similar. 

 Educational Demographics 

Table 4.4 shows the educational demographics of adjunct faculty who completed the 

survey for each study year. For comparative purposes, the percentages in Table 4.4 were 

calculated using only faculty who identified their specific educational demographics.  

 

Table 4.4. Comparison of Educational Demographics of Adjunct Faculty 

Educational demographic 2024 
n 

2024 
% 

2010 
n 

2010 
% 

Highest degree completed     
Doctorate 56 18.7 16 7.7 
Education specialist 1 0.3 5 2.4 
Master’s degree 194 64.9 132 63.2 
Bachelor’s degree 31 10.4 29 13.9 
Less than bachelor’s degree 13 4.4 22 10.5 
Other 4 1.3 5 2.4 
Total 299  209  
No response 2    

Community college degrees     
Associate of applied science 33 32.0 26 37.7* 
Associate of arts 36 35.0 14 20.3* 
Associate of science 29 28.2 14 20.3* 
Other 5 4.9 15 21.7* 
Total 103  69*  

Community college educational experience     
Yes 182 61.3 103 49.8 
No 115 38.7 104 50.2 
Total 297  207  
No response 4    

 
Note. *The original data from the 2010 study was calculated based on an erroneous population of 65. The 

percentages were recalculated based on a population of 69. 

 

Looking at the educational degrees attained by adjunct faculty helped to further define 

adjunct faculty. Survey data indicated adjunct faculty attained higher levels of educational 
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degrees in 2024 than the adjunct faculty who responded to the 2010 survey. There was a definite 

increase in the percentage of adjunct faculty who held their doctoral degrees, growing from 7.7% 

in 2010 to 18.7% in 2024. Those holding a master’s degree increased from 63.2% in 2010 to 

64.9% in 2024. The percentage of adjunct faculty holding a bachelor’s degree, 13.9% in 2010 

and 10.4% in 2024, or less than a bachelor’s degree, 10.5% in 2010 and 4.4% in 2024, have both 

decreased. The increase in the percentage of adjunct faculty holding a doctoral degree could be 

due to less full-time employment opportunities overall in academia.  

In 2010, the percentage of adjunct faculty who had attended and not attended a 

community college were almost evenly divided (50.2% to 49.8%). In 2024, the percentage of 

adjunct faculty who had attended a community college increased to 61.3%. There was also an 

increase in the percentage of adjunct faculty who earned a degree from a community college. In 

2024, almost one third (32.6%) of adjunct faculty teaching at a community college had earned a 

community college degree. In 2010, approximately one fourth (26.1%) of adjunct faculty had 

earned a community college degree. Of those adjunct faculty in 2024 who had earned a degree at 

a community college, the degrees were almost evenly divided between associate of applied 

science (33.7%), associate of arts (36.7%), and associate of science (29.6%) degrees. Of those 

adjunct faculty in 2010 who had earned a degree at a community college, almost half of the 

adjunct faculty had earned associate of arts degrees (48.1%), while the other half were evenly 

divided between associate of arts (25.9%) and associate of science (25.9%) degrees. The 

educational demographics showed larger differences than the personal and employment 

demographics between the adjunct faculty in 2024 and the adjunct faculty in 2010. Notably, the 

adjunct faculty in 2024 were better educated and had more community college experience, 

having either attended or earned a degree from a community college. 
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 Summary of Demographics 

As shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.3, the personal and employment demographics of adjunct 

faculty in 2024 and adjunct faculty in 2010 were consistent. However, there were some 

differences in the educational demographics, shown in Table 4.4.  

 Taxonomy of Adjunct Faculty 

In 1995, Roueche et al. created a taxonomy to classify adjunct faculty with respect to 

their relationships to their institutions. In 2010, Tomanek added two additional categories, full-

time part-timer and onliner, to those created by Roueche et al. Table 4.5 shows the distribution of 

adjunct faculty in the modified taxonomy for the 2024 and 2010 studies. Adjunct faculty were 

able to select all categories with which they identified. 

 

Table 4.5. Comparison of Taxonomy  

Taxonomy 2024 
n 

2024  
% 

2010 
n 

2010 
% 

Full-mooner (working 35 or more hours 
per week elsewhere) 

127 42.5 88 46.8 

Semiretired 74 24.8 40 21.2 
Hopeful full-timer (would like a full-time 

college teaching position) 
68 22.7 75 37.9 

Onliner (teaching strictly online courses 
at a postsecondary institution) 

53 17.7 23 11.6 

Full-time part-timer (holding two or more 
adjunct teaching positions at two or 
more post-secondary institutions) 

48 16.1 31 15.7 

Part-mooner (holding two or more part-
time jobs of less than 35 hours per 
week) 

46 15.4 33 16.7 

Homeworker (working part-time to allow 
time to care for children and/or other 
relatives) 

27 9.0 19 9.6 

Student (working part-time while 
pursuing further education) 

15 5.0 17 8.6 

Total  299  198  
No response 2    

 
Note. Adjunct faculty could select more than one category. 
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Notable differences found in the taxonomies of adjunct faculty in 2024 and 2010 were in 

the percentage of adjunct faculty who categorized themselves as semiretired, from 2010 (20.2%) 

to 2024 (24.8%), and onliner, from 2010 (11.6%) to 2024 (17.8%). This change was consistent 

with the increase of online courses being offered by community colleges in 2024. The largest 

change between the responses in 2010 and 2024 was in the classification of hopeful full-timer. In 

2010, 37.8% of adjunct faculty self-identified as being a hopeful full-timer, but in 2024 only 

22.8% of adjunct faculty selected this category. This finding supported the finding reported in 

Table 4.3 that showed fewer adjunct faculty preferred a full-time teaching position and is further 

explored in this chapter. 

 Reason for Teaching 

The survey asked adjunct faculty why they were teaching. Table 4.6 shows the primary 

reason adjunct faculty teach in the 2024 study and the 2010 study. The researcher interpreted this 

question to mean that adjunct faculty should select one response. The reasons adjunct faculty 

teach were in the same order of importance in both studies. It is important to note that less than 1 

in 10 (8.6%) of the adjunct faculty in the 2024 study planned to use this experience as a career 

builder, which supported the results from Tables 4.3 and 4.5 that showed a large decrease in the 

percentage of those who preferred a full-time job and those who identified as hopeful full-timers. 

 

Table 4.6. Comparison of Adjunct Faculty by Primary Reason for Teaching 

Reason 2024 
n 

2024 
% 

2010 
n 

2010 
% 

Enjoy the experience 115 38.5 167 81.1 
Enjoy the students 75 25.1 145 70.4 
Need the extra money 47 15.7 126 61.2 
Plan to use this experience as a career 

builder 
26 8.7 65 31.6 

Other* 36 12.0 45 21.8 
Total 299  206  
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Reason 2024 
n 

2024 
% 

2010 
n 

2010 
% 

No response 2    
 

Note. In 2024, adjunct faculty could select only one response. In 2010, they could select more than one 

response. * Details of “other” are included in the following narrative. 

 

This study allowed adjunct faculty to select other and specify their primary reason for 

teaching. These other responses were centered around a few themes. For some responses, adjunct 

faculty wanted to select a combination of reasons. For example, adjunct faculty responded that 

they teach for each of the following: all the given reasons, students and institution, and love of 

teaching and students. Other responses indicated the following for their reason for teaching: 

provided purpose in life, money and helping students, love of teaching, students, and the 

institution. In the open-ended responses, monetary rewards was stated as a reason for teaching. 

These adjunct faculty were not teaching for “extra money,” as the response was listed in the 

survey; instead, they indicated that teaching at the community college was their primary source 

of income. 

 Most Valued by Adjunct Faculty About Their Teaching Experience 

Adjunct faculty were asked in an open-ended question to state what they valued most 

about their teaching experience. For the most part, what adjunct faculty valued the most were 

intrinsic motivators. There were 240 responses to this open-ended question and the responses 

were grouped into themes. In order to be included as a theme, it had to be mentioned by a 

minimum of 10% of adjunct faculty. The themes are listed in their order of frequency.  
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 Theme 1: Shaping the Future 

The adjunct faculty participants wanted to help, encourage, shape, and inspire students. 

They want to make a difference, as evident in the responses that mentioned students as what they 

valued the most in their position. One adjunct faculty answered, “The opportunity to share my 

knowledge,” and other responses included, “The students; they are everything to me” and 

“Mentoring my students so that they can succeed in their career choice.”  

 Theme 2: Love of Teaching 

The adjunct faculty responses included that they teach because they loved teaching. They 

enjoyed their jobs, and many could not imagine doing anything else. Many adjunct faculty 

responded they “are grateful for the opportunity to teach” and “love teaching and helping 

students succeed.” 

 Theme 3: Autonomy and Flexibility 

The adjunct faculty responding valued the flexibility and autonomy teaching at a 

community college provided, whether it was teaching online or determining the way they 

delivered the course materials. Several adjunct faculty simply mentioned “autonomy” and 

“flexibility” was what they valued. 

 Theme 4: Relationships Formed 

The adjunct faculty participants were grateful for the relationships they had been able to 

build with students, faculty colleagues, and administrators at their institutions. One adjunct 

faculty valued, “My relationship with colleagues and students” while another said, “There are 

some really good people who work here, and I focused on those relationships. I also enjoyed 

teaching and the students are generally very nice people just trying to get ahead.” 
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 Theme 5: Valued and Rewarded 

The responses from the adjunct faculty mentioned they felt valued and rewarded by 

teaching, while only eight responses mentioned they taught for the money it provided. These 

responses supported Herzberg’s (1968/2003) theory that the work itself leads to job satisfaction. 

To reflect the sentiments of the postpandemic environment, several adjunct faculty valued the 

“ability to work from home” and “being able to teach online.” To summarize these responses, 

one adjunct faculty stated: 

First I value helping students learn to think and become valuable members of society. 

Secondly, I value the intellectual challenge of keeping up with current educational trends 

and needs and thirdly I value (Community College X) as an institution because everyone 

works so hard to help students. Lastly, I like being paid for the work I do even though the 

pay is not as good as it could be. 

 Satisfaction of Adjunct Faculty 

 Research Question 1 

To address Research Question 1, What are the current levels of job satisfaction of adjunct 

faculty at community colleges?, the researcher asked adjunct faculty to indicate their job 

satisfaction in 23 questions that addressed a variety of job-related factors. Adjunct faculty 

responded using a 4-point Likert scale with very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied 

(2), and not satisfied (1). Table 4.7 shows these results.  

 

Table 4.7. Satisfaction Levels by Job Factors  

Factors 2024  
M 

2024 
SD 

Autonomy and independence 3.3 0.8 
Freedom to design course content 3.1 0.9 
Competency of colleagues 3.0 0.8 
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Factors 2024  
M 

2024 
SD 

Departmental leadership 3.0 1.0 
Course assignments 2.9 0.8 
Clerical/administrative support 2.9 0.9 
Equipment and facilities 2.8 0.8 
Quality of students 2.8 0.8 
Institutional support for teaching improvement and professional 

development 
2.8 

 
0.9 

 
Professional relationships with full-time faculty 2.8 1.0 
Communication pieces 2.7 0.9 
Institutional support for implementing technology 2.7 0.9 
Relationship with administrators  2.7 0.9 
Teaching load 2.7 0.8 
Professional relationships with adjunct faculty 2.7 0.9 
Job security 2.5 1.0 
Social relationships with full-time faculty  2.5 0.9 
Social relationships with adjunct faculty 2.5 0.9 
Office/lab space 2.5 0.9 
Salary 2.3 0.9 
Prospects for career advancement  2.1 1.0 
Institutional funding of travel for professional development 2.0 1.0 
Benefits 1.8 0.9 

 
Note. A Likert scale of very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 

 

Adjunct faculty were most satisfied with autonomy and independence, freedom to design 

course content, competency of colleagues, and departmental leadership. Adjunct faculty were 

least satisfied with benefits, institutional funding of travel for professional development, and 

prospects for career advancement. For comparative analysis, the researcher looked at these same 

factors in the 2024 study, disaggregated by gender, as shown in Table 4.8. Bhandari (2023) 

defines statistical significance as an event being unlikely to occur by random factors or chance. 

This study used a two-tailed t test to determine statistical significance. Buchan (2024) states a 

value of p < .05 to be statistically significant and a value of p < 0.001 to be highly statistically 

significant. The researcher followed Buchan’s classification and used GraphPad (n.d.) to 

compute all p values to show statistical significance.  
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Table 4.8. Satisfaction Levels by Job Factors Disaggregated by Gender 

Factors 
M 

Female 
n = 191 

SD 
Female  
n = 191 

M 
Male 

n = 100 

SD 
Male 

n = 100 

M 
Nonbinary
/prefer not 
to answer 

n = 8 

SD 
Nonbinary/ 
prefer not 
to answer 

n = 8 

p 

Autonomy and independence 3.3 0.8 3.3 0.8 3.6 0.5 1.00 
Freedom to design course 

content 
3.1 0.9 3.2 0.9 3.3 1.0 0.37 

Competency of colleagues 3.0 0.8 3.1 0.8 3.0 0.5 0.31 
Departmental leadership 3.0 0.9 3.0 1.0 2.9 0.8 1.00 
Equipment and facilities 2.9 0.8 2.7 0.8 2.8 0.5 0.04 
Course assignments 2.8 0.9 3.0 0.8 2.9 1.0 0.06 
Clerical/administrative support 2.8 0.9 3.0 0.9 2.9 1.0 0.07 
Quality of students 2.8 0.8 2.8 0.8 2.9 0.6 1.00 
Institutional support for 

teaching improvement and 
professional development 

2.8 0.9 2.7 0.9 2.4 1.1 0.37 

Institutional support for 
implementing technology 

2.8 0.9 2.5 0.9 2.9 1.0 0.007 

Professional relationships with 
full-time faculty 

2.8 0.9 2.7 0.9 2.6 1.1 0.37 

Communication pieces 2.8 0.9 2.7 1.0 2.6 0.7 0.39 
Teaching load 2.6 0.8 2.9 0.8 2.3 1.0 0.003 
Relationship with 

administrators  
2.7 0.9 2.8 1.0 2.4 1.1 0.39 

Professional relationships with 
adjunct faculty 

2.6 0.9 2.8 0.8 2.6 1.2 0.06 

Office/lab space  2.5 0.9 2.5 0.9 2.1 0.8 1.00 
Social relationships with full-

time faculty 
2.5 0.9 2.5 0.9 2.6 1.1 1.00 

Social relationships with 
adjunct faculty 

2.5 0.9 2.6 0.8 2.6 1.2 0.35 

Job security 2.5 1.0 2.7 1.0 2.0 0.8 0.11 
Salary 2.3 0.9 2.4 0.9 1.5 0.8 0.37 
Prospects for career 

advancement  
2.1 1.0 2.2 1.0 1.4 0.5 0.42 

Institutional funding of travel 
for professional 
development 

2.0 1.0 2.1 1.0 1.3 0.5 0.42 

Benefits 1.8 0.9 1.9 1.0 1.1 0.4 0.39 

Note. A Likert scale of very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301.  
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The responses of adjunct faculty who identified as female, male, and nonbinary/prefer not 

to answer had a mean of 3.0 or higher in the areas of autonomy and independence, freedom to 

design course content, and competency of colleagues. The responses of adjunct faculty who 

identified as female and adjunct faculty who identified as male also had a mean of 3.0 or higher 

in the areas of departmental leadership. In addition, the responses of adjunct faculty who 

identified as male also had a mean of 3.0 or higher in the areas of course assignments and 

clerical/administrative support. The responses of adjunct faculty who identified as female, male, 

and nonbinary/prefer not to answer had a mean of less than 2.0 in the area of benefits. The 

responses of adjunct faculty who identified as nonbinary/prefer not to answer also had a mean of 

less than 2.0 in the areas of salary, prospects for career advancement, and institutional funding of 

travel for professional development. 

Due to the low number of responses in the nonbinary/prefer not to answer category, the 

statistical significances were calculated using the male and female categories. There were two 

areas where the differences in means are highly statistically significant. The first was 

institutional support for implementing technology (p = 0.007) where adjunct faculty identifying 

as female were more satisfied and teaching load (p = 0.003) where adjunct faculty identifying as 

male are more satisfied. The difference in means was statistically significant for equipment and 

facilities (p = 0.04) where adjunct faculty identifying as female are more satisfied. For course 

assignments, clerical/administrative support, and professional relationships with adjunct faculty, 

the differences in means were approaching statistical significance and adjunct faculty identifying 

as male were more satisfied than adjunct faculty identifying as female. 
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 Adjunct Faculty Views Toward the Institution 

To understand the views and opinions of adjunct faculty toward the institution, adjunct 

faculty were asked for their level of agreement toward 24 statements. These statements were 

related to understanding the views of adjunct faculty toward their employment. Table 4.9 shows 

these results. 

 

Table 4.9. Adjunct Faculty Views 

Adjunct faculty agreement to these statements 2024 
n 

2024 
M 

2024 
SD 

Adjunct instructors receive respect from students.  301 3.4 0.7 
There is no guarantee of employment.  301 3.4 0.8 
Adjunct instructors are given opportunities to participate in professional 

development activities.  
301 3.3 

 
0.8 

 
Adjunct instructors are provided course competencies/standards. 301 3.3 0.9 
Students are provided individual attention and support.  301 3.3 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are provided technology support in the classroom.  301 3.3 0.8 
Adjunct instructors are encouraged to attend orientation. 299 3.3 0.9 
There is respect for expression of diverse values and beliefs.  301 3.3 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are regarded as good teachers.  301 3.2 0.7 
Adjunct instructors rarely get hired into full-time positions. 300 3.0 1.0 
Adjunct instructors are respected by full-time faculty.  301 3.0 0.9 
Adjunct instructors are provided technology support outside the 

classroom.  
301 3.0 0.9 

Adjunct instructors have good working relationships with administrators. 300 2.9 0.9 
Adjunct instructors are primarily responsible for introductory classes. 300 2.9 0.9 
Administration is open about its policies. 301 2.9 1.0 
Adjunct instructors and administrators work together to achieve common 

goals. 
300 2.8 0.9 

Adjunct instructors are given specific training before teaching.  301 2.6 1.0 
Adjunct instructors are rewarded for their effort to use instructional 

technology.  
301 2.4 1.0 

It is easy for students to see adjunct faculty outside of regular office 
hours.  

301 2.3 0.9 

Adjunct instructors are considered when administrators make policies.  301 2.3 1.0 
Adjunct instructors are required to attend meetings.  298 2.2 1.0 
There is a great deal of conformity among students.  301 2.2 0.9 
Adjunct instructors are rewarded for their efforts to work with 

underprepared students.  
301 2.1 

 
1.0 

 
Social activities are overemphasized. 300 1.9 0.8 
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Note. A Likert scale of Strongly Agree (4), Somewhat Agree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly 

Disagree (1) was used. Adjunct faculty could also respond Do Not Know which was not considered in the 

calculations of the mean and the standard deviation. 

 

Adjunct faculty agreed they were given many of the resources they needed to be 

successful teaching courses (i.e., given opportunities to participate in professional development 

activities, provided with course competencies/standards, received technology support in the 

classroom, encouraged to attend orientation, and received technology support outside the 

classroom). However, there was lower agreement to the statements related to building 

relationships and community for adjunct faculty (i.e., adjunct instructors and administrators work 

together to achieve common goals, adjunct instructors are considered when administrators make 

policies, and adjunct instructors are required to attend meetings). Adjunct faculty did not agree 

that social activities are overemphasized. 

Adjunct faculty agreed students were provided individual attention and support but had 

lower agreement with the statement that it was easy for students to see adjunct faculty outside of 

regular office hours, and that adjunct instructors were rewarded for their efforts to work with 

underprepared students. They did not agree there was a great deal of conformity among students. 

Adjunct faculty agreed they were respected by their students and full-time faculty, there was 

respect for diverse values and beliefs, and they were regarded as good teachers. However, 

adjunct faculty also agreed adjunct instructors were rarely hired into full-time positions and there 

was no guarantee of employment. 

 Suggestions From Adjunct Faculty 

A second open-ended question asked what suggestions adjunct faculty had for their 

administration. There were 217 responses to this open-ended question and the responses were 
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grouped into themes. In order to be included as a theme, it had to be mentioned by a minimum of 

10% of adjunct faculty. The themes are presented here in their order of frequency. 

 Theme 1: Relationships Within Institutions 

The adjunct faculty participants wanted to build stronger relationships within their 

institutions, create a sense of belonging, and improve communication. One adjunct faculty 

suggested, “Create an environment of belonging for adjunct instructors. There once was a space 

before administration eliminated it a reorganization in 2020 [sic]. That was a big mistake.” 

Another adjunct faculty requested “opportunities for adjunct faculty to meet others outside of 

their designated discipline/department.” 

 Theme 2: Increased Salary and Availability of Benefits 

The adjunct faculty participants wanted increases in their salaries and to be provided 

benefits (e.g., health benefits, paid sick time and personal time off, technology resources). 

Several responses simply stated, “Provide health benefits/medical insurance,” “increase salary,” 

or “better pay.”  

 Theme 3: Changes to Adjunct Faculty Hiring and Staffing Procedures 

The adjunct faculty responding wanted changes to the hiring and staffing policies at their 

institutions to allow adjunct faculty to teach more courses, have a better pathway to full-time 

positions, and provide more job stability. One adjunct faculty responded, “Stop acting like 

adjuncts aren’t the majority of the teaching staff!” and another responded, “Review the 

percentages of faculty [who] are adjunct and how many have been promoted to full time in the 

past year, 3 years, 5 years, and 10 years.” 
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 Theme 4: Changes to Pedagogy 

The adjunct faculty responding wanted changes to be made to the pedagogy, including 

modality and methodology. This request was made by an adjunct faculty who said, “Overhall 

[sic] basic teaching model. It failed most students and just repeating does not help.” Another 

stated, “Promote evening in-person class opportunities. The two options, of days or online, are 

gutting the learning experience for a broader range of students.” 

 Theme 5: Additional Training and Development 

The adjunct faculty participants wanted more training and professional development 

opportunities. One response was, “Provide regular training schedules for adjunct faculty; we 

used to have teaching circles once a month to bounce ideas off other adjuncts and the full-time 

faculty facilitator.” One requested, “More training on LMS.” And another shared, “Give tuition 

assistance to further my education. And benefits [sic].” One adjunct faculty shared, “Provide 

computers loaded with all of the tech we would need to perform our job functions.” 

 Theme 6: Additional Institutional Support and Communication 

The adjunct faculty responding wanted more clerical, administrative, and full-time 

faculty support; they want to feel valued and respected by these groups. These sentiments were 

evident in this response from one participant: “Treat adjunct faculty like valued members of the 

team instead of like transient employees who fill in when you don’t staff fully with full-time 

faculty.” Another adjunct faculty stated, “Keep having meetings between full-time and part-time 

teachers.” 

 Theme 7: No Advice for Administrators 

There were a few responses that indicated no changes needed to be made at the academic 

institution. Comments included, “They are doing a great job here—I can’t think of anything.” 
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and “The administration at my institution is fantastic. Obviously more pay would be great.” 

Some of the comments reflected a postpandemic environment, such as “Make sure there is 

always a Zoom option for meetings,” “Be more inclusive by making better use of the online 

technology the college has acquired since the pandemic to not exclude all the adjunct faculty . . . 

who cannot come to campus to participate in college meetings and activities,” and “Give us our 

workspaces back.”  

 Changes to the Adjunct Faculty Experience  

A third open-ended question asked what changes adjunct faculty would suggest regarding 

their adjunct faculty experience. The 217 responses to this question mirrored the themes from the 

previous question about advice, but the frequencies were slightly different. These themes were 

mentioned by a minimum of 10% of adjunct faculty. The themes are listed in their order of 

frequency. 

 Theme 1: Changes to Adjunct Faculty Hiring and Staffing Procedures 

The adjunct faculty responding requested substantive changes to be made to the hiring 

process. They wanted better-defined paths to full-time status and an increase in full-time 

positions. This requested change can best be summarized by this response, “Getting hired full-

time. I have given up.” While another asked for, “a pathway to full-time.”  

 Theme 2: Changes to Compensation Model 

In the open-ended responses, the adjunct faculty discussed increases in salary and 

eligibility for employment benefits. One adjunct faculty responded, “I would make more money, 

so that I could continue to serve in this capacity.” Another stated, “The pay is awful—it feels 

more like charity contributions than an actual salary,” while another requested, “A clearer and 

consistently reliable track for adjunct faculty to become full-time faculty.” 
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 Theme 3: Pedagogical Changes 

The adjunct faculty participants wanted changes to be made to pedagogy, access to 

improved technology, more professional development opportunities, and improved facilities. 

One adjunct faculty simply stated, “Better lab facilities.” Another adjunct faculty said:  

This is my 13th year teaching and every single semester the exact same problem happens. 

I go into my classroom, and nothing works. The overhead projector has a problem, the 

computer in the classroom has a problem, there aren’t enough chairs in the classroom, 

etc. 

 Theme 4: Additional Institutional Support 

In the responses, the adjunct faculty suggested more clerical and administrative support 

and better means of communication within the college. One adjunct faculty said, “I never receive 

email responses from my immediate supervisor. This individual gives no guidance, nor provides 

timely direction.” Adjunct faculty also responded positively to this question, “Nothing, this has 

been an amazing experience. I feel so valued and appreciated.” Other adjunct faculty reflected 

the changes in a postpandemic environment. One adjunct faculty member expressed, “I wish I 

could teach face to face again,” while another requested, “return to a live class option.” 

 Research Question 2 

To address Research Question #2, How have the levels of job satisfaction of adjunct 

faculty at community colleges changed post-COVID-19?, the researcher looked at the 23 

questions that addressed the adjunct faculty’s level of satisfaction and compared the results from 

the 2024 and 2010 studies. Table 4.10 shows the comparison of the satisfaction levels by job 

factor. 
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Table 4.10. Comparison of Satisfaction Levels by Job Factors 

Factors 2024 
M 

2024 
SD 

2010 
M 

2010 
SD p 

Autonomy and independence 3.3 0.8 3.4 0.7 0.15 
Freedom to design course content 3.1 0.9 3.0 0.8 0.20 
Competency of colleagues 3.0 0.8 3.0 0.8 1.00 
Departmental leadership 3.0 1.0 3.0 0.9 1.00 
Course assignments 2.9 0.8 3.0 0.7 0.15 
Clerical/administrative support 2.9 0.9 2.7 1.0 0.02 
Equipment and facilities 2.8 0.8 3.1 0.8 <.0001 
Quality of students 2.8 0.8 2.9 0.8 0.17 
Institutional support for teaching 

improvement and professional 
development 

2.8 
 

0.9 
 

2.9 
 

0.8 
 

0.21 

Professional relationships with full-time 
faculty 

2.8 1.0 2.8 1.0 1.00 

Communication pieces 2.7 0.9 2.9 0.8 0.01 
Institutional support for implementing 

technology 
2.7 

 
0.9 2.7 

 
0.9 1.00 

Relationship with administrators  2.7 0.9 2.9 0.9 0.02 
Teaching load 2.7 0.8 2.6 0.9 0.19 
Professional relationships with adjunct 

faculty 
2.7 0.9 2.6 0.9 0.23 

Job security 2.5 1.0 2.6 1.0 0.28 
Social relationships with full-time faculty  2.5 0.9 2.4 1.0 0.26 
Social relationships with adjunct faculty 2.5 0.9 2.5 0.9 1.00 
Office/lab space 2.5 0.9 2.5 0.9 1.00 
Salary 2.3 0.9 2.5 0.8 0.01 
Prospects for career advancement  2.1 1.0 2.2 1.0 0.29 
Institutional funding of travel for 

professional development 
2.0 

 
1.0 2.1 

 
1.0 0.30 

Benefits 1.8 0.9 1.8 1.0 1.00 
 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301 in 2024. N = 184–201 in 2010. 

 

In both the 2024 and 2010 studies, the responses of adjunct faculty in the areas of 

autonomy and independence, freedom to design course content, competency of colleagues, and 

departmental leadership have a mean of 3.0 or higher. In the 2010 study, the responses of adjunct 

faculty in the areas of course assignments and equipment and facilities also had a mean of 3.0 or 
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higher. In both the 2024 and 2010 studies, the responses of adjunct faculty in the area of benefits 

had a mean of less than 2.0. 

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed the difference in means 

between the 2024 and 2010 surveys was highly statistically significant for clerical/administrative 

support (p = 0.02), equipment and facilities (p < .0001), communication pieces (p = 0.01), 

relationships with administrators (p = 0.02), and salary (p = 0.01). For clerical/administrative 

support, adjunct faculty were more satisfied in 2024 than 2010. For equipment and facilities, 

communication pieces, relationships with administrators, and salary, adjunct faculty were less 

satisfied in 2024 than in 2010. With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed 

the means of the 2024 and the 2010 surveys were not statistically significant for the other factors. 

Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene divided factors into two categories. 

The first set of factors, motivators, leads to satisfaction, and the presence of the second set, 

hygiene factors, prevents job dissatisfaction. Table 4.11 shows the satisfaction levels of job 

factors associated with motivators for the 2024 and the 2010 studies. 

 

Table 4.11. Satisfaction Levels of Job Factors Associated With Motivators 

Factors 2024 
N 

Satisfaction 
2024 

M 

Satisfaction 
2024 
SD 

2010 
N 

Satisfaction 
2010 

M 

Satisfaction 
2010 
SD 

Autonomy and 
independence 

301 3.3 0.8 197 3.4 0.7 

Freedom to design course 
content 

301 3.1 0.9 194 3.0 0.8 

Quality of students 
Institutional support for 

teaching improvement 
and professional 
development 

301 
301 

2.8 
2.8 

 

0.8 
0.9 

198 
194 

2.9 
2.9 

0.8 
0.8 

Job security 301 2.5 1.0 195 2.6 1.0 
Prospects for career 

advancement 
301 2.1 1.0 182 2.1 1.0 

All motivators  2.8   2.8  
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Note. A Likert scale of very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1) was 

used. 

 

Table 4.12 shows the satisfaction levels of job factors associated with hygiene for the 

2024 and the 2010 studies. 

 

Table 4.12. Satisfaction Levels of Job Factors Associated With Hygiene 

Factors 2024 
N 

Satisfaction 
2024 

M 

Satisfaction 
2024 
SD 

2010 
N 

Satisfaction 
2010 

M 

Satisfaction 
2010 
SD 

Competency of colleagues 301 3.0 0.8 195 2.9 0.8 
Departmental leadership 301 3.0 1.0 193 3.0 0.9 
Course assignments 301 2.9 1.0 196 3.0 0.7 
Clerical/administrative support 301 2.9 1.0 190 2.7 1.0 
Equipment and facilities 301 2.8 0.5 197 3.1 0.8 
Institutional support for 

implementing technology 
301 2.7 1.0 186 2.7 0.9 

Professional relationships with 
full-time faculty 

301 2.7 1.1 188 2.8 1.0 

Communication pieces 301 2.7 0.7 194 2.9 0.8 
Teaching loads 301 2.7 1.0 199 2.6 0.9 
Relationships with 

administrators 
301 2.7 1.1 195 2.9 0.9 

Professional relationships with 
adjunct faculty 

301 2.7 1.2 193 2.6 0.9 

Office/lab space 301 2.5 0.8 192 2.5 0.9 
Social relationships with full-

time faculty 
301 2.5 1.1 183 2.4 1.0 

Social relationships with 
adjunct faculty 

301 2.5 1.2 184 2.5 0.9 

Salary 301 2.3 0.8 201 2.5 0.8 
Institutional funding of travel 

for professional development 
301 2.0 

 
0.5 169 2.1 1.0 

Benefits 301 1.8 0.4 187 1.8 1.0 
All hygiene factors  2.6   2.6  

 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. 
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The motivators were in the same order, most satisfied to less satisfied, in the 2024 and 

2010 studies. The largest difference in satisfaction levels is found in equipment and facilities, 

with a decrease in satisfaction from 3.1 in 2010 to 2.8 in 2024. The satisfaction levels associated 

with all motivators are higher than the satisfaction levels associated with all hygiene factors in 

the 2024 and 2010 studies. However, the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty disaggregated by 

motivators and hygiene factors were consistent across the 2024 and 2010 studies.  

 Research Question 3 

To address Research Question 3, What are the current influencing factors of overall job 

satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges?, the researcher asked adjunct faculty to 

indicate their overall job satisfaction. Table 4.13 shows the overall satisfaction levels of adjunct 

faculty in this study. 

 

Table 4.13. Overall Job Satisfaction 

 
Very 

satisfied Satisfied Marginally 
satisfied Not satisfied M SD 

n % n % n % n %   
Job Satisfaction 63 20.9 155 51.5 66 21.9 17 5.7 2.9 0.8 

 
Note. A Likert scale of very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 

 

In response to the survey question, 20.9% of adjunct faculty were very satisfied as a 

faculty member at their institution, 51.5% were satisfied, 21.9% were marginally satisfied, and 

5.7% of adjunct faculty were not satisfied with their jobs. Although 72.4% of adjunct faculty 

were satisfied with their jobs, there are also 27.6% of adjunct faculty who are not satisfied with 

their jobs. The researcher also looked at job satisfaction disaggregated by gender, age, 
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racial/ethnic background, relationship status, teaching modality, and academic discipline. Table 

4.14 shows the means and standard deviations of the results of the 2024 study. 

 

Table 4.14. Overall Satisfaction Levels Disaggregated by Demographics 

Demographics 2024 
n 

2024 
M 

2024 
SD 

Gender    
Female 191 2.9 0.8 
Male 100 2.9 0.8 
Nonbinary/prefer not to answer 8 2.6 0.5 
Total 299   
No response 2   

Age    
Less than 35 years old 30 3.9 0.8 
36–45 years old 63 1.6 0.7 
46–55 years old 73 2.8 0.7 
56–65 years old 62 2.8 0.8 
More than 65 years old 59 3.1 0.8 
Prefer not to answer 12 3.0 0.6 
Total 299   
No response 2   

Racial/ethnic background    
White, non-Hispanic 251 2.9 0.8 
Black or African American 15 3.3 0.5 
Hispanic or Latino 7 3.1 0.9 
Asian 1 3.0  
Other 6 2.9 1.2 
Prefer not to answer 20 2.4 0.9 
Total 300   
No response 1   

Relationship status    
Married/living with partner or significant other 217 2.9 0.8 
Single 43 2.9 0.8 
Separated, divorced, or widowed 28 3.0 0.8 
Prefer not to answer 11 2.4 0.8 
Total 299   
No response 2   

Academic discipline    
Applied technology 21 3.0 0.7 
Business 26 3.1 0.6 
Communications and humanities 59 2.7 0.9 
Culinary and horticulture 3 3.3 0.6 
Health and public services 35 3.2 0.5 
Information technology 6 3.5 0.5 
Languages and visual arts 19 2.7 0.9 
Learning support 25 2.6 1.0 
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Demographics 2024 
n 

2024 
M 

2024 
SD 

Math and sciences 52 2.9 0.7 
Social sciences 35 3.1 0.7 
Total 281   
No response 20   

Modality    
Face-to-face 197 2.8 0.8 
Online 167 2.9 0.8 
Virtual/course conferencing 77 3.0 0.8 
Hybrid 62 2.9 0.8 

 
Note. A Likert scale of very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1) was 

used. For modality, adjunct faculty could choose more than one category. 

 

There was no difference in the means (M = 2.9) or standard deviations (SD = 0.8) for 

levels of overall satisfaction for faculty who identified as female or male. The overall satisfaction 

level for adjunct faculty who identified as nonbinary or preferred not to answer was slightly 

lower (M = 2.6), with a standard deviation of 0.5. Adjunct faculty in the less than 35 years old 

band had the highest level of overall job satisfaction (M = 3.9) whereas adjunct faculty in the 36–

45 years old band had the lowest level of overall job satisfaction (M = 1.6). These findings 

showed a high level of satisfaction and a high level of dissatisfaction with respect to age bands. 

Adjunct faculty identifying as Black or African American (M = 3.3) were the most 

satisfied in their jobs. Hispanic or Latino (M = 3.1), Asian (M = 3.0), and White or Non-Hispanic 

(M = 2.9) indicated their job satisfaction as being slightly less. Adjunct faculty who identified as 

other (M = 2.7) and those who preferred not to answer (M = 2.4) indicated they were the least 

satisfied in their jobs. There were similar levels of job satisfaction indicated by adjunct faculty 

identifying as married/living with partner or significant other, single, or separated, divorced, or 

widowed. 



96 

Adjunct faculty who identified as teaching in information technology (M = 3.5) had the 

highest level of satisfaction and adjunct faculty teaching in learning support (M = 2.6), which 

included developmental classes, had the lowest level of satisfaction. Adjunct faculty teaching in 

applied technology, business, culinary and horticulture, health and public services, and social 

sciences indicated they were satisfied (M = 3.0 or higher) in their jobs. The results of the survey 

showed there were minimal difference in satisfaction levels for faculty based on their teaching 

modality. Adjunct faculty teaching in the virtual/course conferencing modality had the highest 

level of satisfaction (M = 3.0), followed by adjunct faculty teaching in the online (M = 2.9) and 

hybrid (M = 2.9) modalities. Finally adjunct faculty teaching in the face-to face (M = 2.8) 

modality had the lowest level of satisfaction. Table 4.15 shows the overall job satisfaction of 

adjunct faculty disaggregated by whether they also had a full-time job while teaching at their 

institution. 

 

Table 4.15. Overall Job Satisfaction Disaggregated by Full-time Job Status 

Full-time job status 2024 
n 

2024 
% 

2024 
M 

2024 
SD p 

Have full-time 
Do not have full-time job 

135 
164 

45.2% 
54.8% 

2.9 
2.9 

0.8 
0.8 

1.00 

No response 2     
 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 

 

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p value (p = 1.00) showed the means of 

the 2024 surveys were not statistically significant for overall job satisfaction for adjunct faculty 

who had a full-time job and for adjunct faculty who did not have a full-time job. Table 4.16 

shows the overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty disaggregated by those adjunct faculty who 
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preferred a full-time teaching job and those adjunct faculty who did not prefer to have a full-time 

teaching job. 

 

Table 4.16. Overall Job Satisfaction Disaggregated by Preference for Full-time Teaching 
Position 

Preference 2024 
n 

2024 
% 

2024 
M 

2024 
SD p 

Preferred full time 
Did not prefer full time 

113 
186 

37.8 
62.2 

2.6 
3.0 

0.9 
0.7 

<.0001 

No response 2     
 
Note. A Likert scale of very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301.  

 

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p value showed the means of the 2024 

surveys (p < .0001) were highly statistically significant for overall job satisfaction for adjunct 

faculty who preferred a full-time job and for adjunct faculty who do not prefer a full-time job. 

 Correlation of Satisfaction Levels and Overall Satisfaction 

The researcher used Spearman rank-order correlation to show the strength and 

relationship between the satisfaction levels of job factors and overall satisfaction. Table 4.17 

shows the results for the current survey disaggregated by gender. 

 

Table 4.17. Spearman Correlation of Satisfaction Levels of Job Factors and Overall Satisfaction 

Factors 

Correlation with overall satisfaction 

Female Male 
Nonbinary/ 
prefer not to 

answer 
All 

Autonomy and independence 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.46 
Freedom to design course content 0.35 0.34 -0.06 0.34 
Competency of colleagues 0.59 0.55 -0.52 0.57 
Departmental leadership 0.48 0.60 -0.12 0.52 
Course assignments 0.50 0.59 -0.06 0.52 
Clerical/administrative support 0.44 0.48 0.06 0.46 
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Factors 

Correlation with overall satisfaction 

Female Male 
Nonbinary/ 
prefer not to 

answer 
All 

Quality of students 0.27 0.25 0.26 0.27 
Equipment and facilities 0.25 0.42 -0.45 0.31 
Institutional support for teaching improvement and 

professional development 
0.47 0.51 0.00 0.48 

Teaching load 0.50 0.54 0.00 0.51 
Institutional support for implementing technology 0.42 0.53 0.42 0.45 
Professional relationships with full-time faculty 0.59 0.62 -0.13 0.59 
Professional relationships with adjunct faculty 0.52 0.50 -0.06 0.50 
Relationship with administrators 0.63 0.64 0.06 0.62 
Communication pieces 0.52 0.48 -0.44 0.50 
Office/lab space 0.45 0.40 0.12 0.44 
Social relationships with full-time faculty 0.58 0.53 -0.13 0.56 
Social relationships with adjunct faculty 0.57 0.47 -0.06 0.53 
Job security 0.57 0.48 -0.37 0.54 
Salary 0.65 0.55 0.59 0.63 
Prospects for career advancement 0.67 0.52 0.07 0.62 
Institutional funding of travel for professional 

development 
0.43 0.42 -0.15 0.43 

Benefits 0.49 0.48 0.29 0.50 
 
Note. N = 301. 

 

A correlation between 0.70 and 1.00 or -0.70 and -1.00 showed a strongly correlated 

relationship (positive and negative), a correlation between 0.40 and 0.60 or -0.40 and -0.60 

showed a moderately correlated relationship, and a correlation between 0.00 and 0.30 or 0.00 and 

-0.30 showed a weakly correlated relationship. In Table 4.17, no relationships showed a strong 

correlation for the total sample. Most factors showed a positive moderate correlation (0.40 to 

0.60) for the total sample. 

When disaggregated by gender, most factors showed a positive moderate correlation for 

those adjunct faculty identifying as female. The strongest positive correlation for adjunct faculty 

identifying as female was for prospects for career advancement (r(190) = 0.67), salary (r(190) = 

0.65), and relationships with administrators (r(190) = 0.63). The more satisfied adjunct faculty 

identifying as female were with these three factors, the more satisfied they are in their jobs. The 
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weakest correlations for adjunct faculty identifying as female were quality of students (r(190) = 

0.27) and equipment and facilities (r(190) = 0.25). There was a slightly stronger positive 

correlation for salary and prospects for career advancement for adjunct faculty identifying as 

female than for adjunct faculty identifying as male and for the total sample. 

Most factors showed a positive moderate correlation for adjunct faculty identifying as 

male. The strongest positive correlations for adjunct faculty identifying as male were 

relationships with administrators (r(99) = 0.64), professional relationships with full-time faculty 

(r(99) = 0.62), and departmental leadership (r(99) = 0.60). The more satisfied adjunct faculty 

identifying as males were with these factors related to building strong relationships within the 

community college, the more satisfied they were with their jobs. The weakest positive 

correlations for adjunct faculty identifying as male were freedom to design course content (r(99) 

= 0.34) and quality of students (r(99) = 0.25).  

The largest differences in correlation between female- and male-identifying adjunct 

faculty respectively were departmental leadership (r(190) = 0.48 vs. r(99) = 0.60), course 

assignments (r(190) = 0.50 vs. r(99) = 0.59), equipment and facilities (r(190) = 0.25 vs. r(99) = 

0.42), institutional support for implementing technology (r(190) = 0.42 vs. r(99) = 0.53), social 

relationships with adjunct faculty (r(190) = 0.57 vs. r(99) = 0.47), job security (r(190) = 0.57 vs. 

r(99) = 0.48), salary (r(190) = 0.65 vs. r(99) = 0.55), and prospects for career advancement 

(r(190) = 0.67 vs. r(99) = 0.52).  

For the overall sample, the strongest positive correlations were for salary (r(298) = 0.63), 

prospects for career advancement (r(298) = 0.62), and relationships with administrators (r(298) = 

0.62). The lowest positive correlation was for quality of students (r(298) = 0.27). There were no 

negative correlations between the satisfaction level of job factors and the overall satisfaction for 
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the overall sample, adjunct faculty who identified as female, and adjunct faculty who identified 

as male, but there were negative correlations for those who identified as nonbinary/prefer not to 

answer. For adjunct faculty identifying as nonbinary/prefer not to answer, the strongest 

correlation was for salary (r(298) = 0.59).  

The correlation factors for those who identified as nonbinary/prefer not to answer had the 

most divergences from the other two categories, female adjunct faculty and male adjunct faculty, 

which could be due to the very low number (n =8) of adjunct faculty who identified as 

nonbinary/prefer not to answer. 

 Research Question 4 

To address Research Question 4, How have the trends of overall job satisfaction of 

adjunct faculty at community colleges changed post-COVID-19?, the researcher compared the 

levels of job satisfaction from the 2024 study and the 2010 study. To determine if the results 

were statistically significant, the researcher used a t test. The results of the comparison of the two 

studies are show in Table 4.18. 

 

Table 4.18. Comparison of Trends in Overall Job Satisfaction 

Variable 2024 
N 

2024 
M 

2024 
SD 

2010 
N 

2010 
M 

2010 
SD p 

Overall job satisfaction 301 2.9 0.8 197 3.0 0.8 0.17 
 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 
 
used. Data from the 2010 study are reported in APA 7 format. 

 
 
 
The overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty decreased slightly since 2010 from a mean 

of 3.0 to a mean of 2.9. However, the standard deviation remained consistent across both studies. 

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed there was no statistical 
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significance between the levels of overall job satisfaction from 2010 to 2024. Table 4.19 shows 

the comparison of the overall satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty disaggregated by 

demographics for the two studies. 

 

Table 4.19. Comparison of Overall Satisfaction Levels Disaggregated by Demographics 

Demographics 2024 
n 

2024 
M 

2024 
SD 

2010 
n 

2010 
M 

2010 
SD p 

Gender        
Female 191 2.9 0.8 112 3.0 0.7 0.27 
Male 100 2.9 0.8 90 3.0 0.9 0.42 
Total 291   202    

Racial/ethnic background        
White, non-Hispanic 251 2.9 0.8 182 3.0 0.8 0.20 
Black or African American 15 3.3 0.5 11 2.7 1.0 0.06 
Hispanic or Latino 7 3.1 0.9 6 3.0 0.7 0.83 
Asian 1 3.0  5 2.6 0.5  
Other 6 2.9 1.2 5 3.0 0.7 0.87 
Total 280   209    

Relationship status        
Married/living with partner or 

significant other 
217 2.90 0.8 155 3.0 0.8 0.24 

Single 43 2.9 0.8 30 2.7 0.8 0.30 
Separated, divorced, or 

widowed 
28 3.0 0.8 23 3.4 0.6 0.05 

Total 288   208    
Academic discipline        

Applied technology 21 3.0 0.7 9 3.2 0.7 0.48 
Business 26 3.1 0.6 13 3.3 0.8 0.39 
Communications and 

humanities 
59 2.7 0.9 29 2.7 0.9 1.00 

Culinary and horticulture 3 3.3 0.6 8 3.3 1.2 1.00 
Health and public services 35 3.2 0.5 7 2.7 0.8 0.04 
Information technology 6 3.5 0.5 22 3.1 0.7 0.20 
Languages and visual arts 19 2.7 0.9 15 3.1 0.7 0.17 
Learning support 25 2.6 1.0 7 3.1 0.7 0.23 
Math and sciences 52 2.9 0.7 29 2.9 0.7 1.00 
Social sciences 35 3.1 0.7 35 3.1 0.8 1.00 
Total 281   174    

Modality        
Face-to-face 197 2.9 0.8 157 3.0 0.8 0.24 
Online 167 2.9 0.8 54 3.0 0.7 0.41 
Virtual/course conferencing 77 2.9 0.8 6 2.5 1.2 0.26 
Hybrid 62 2.9 0.8 7 3.1 0.7 0.53 
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Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. For modality, adjunct faculty could choose more than one category. 

 

There was a decrease in the overall level of job satisfaction for both male and female 

adjunct faculty from the 2010 study to the 2024 study. The level of satisfaction for male and 

female adjunct faculty decreased from 3.0 to 2.9 from 2010 to 2024. However, with a confidence 

level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed there was not a statistical significance between the 

means of the 2024 and 2010 surveys for either the adjunct faculty identifying as female or 

adjunct faculty identifying as male groups. 

The results showed increases in overall levels of satisfaction from 2010 to 2024 in the 

following racial/ethnic groups: Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Asian. There 

were decreases in the overall level of satisfaction for those adjunct faculty identifying as: White, 

non-Hispanic, and other. With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed there 

was no statistical significance for any of the means for the racial/ethnic background categories 

between the results of the 2024 and 2010 studies. However, the p value of .06 for the difference 

in means for adjunct faculty identifying as Black or African American approached being 

statistically significant. 

The overall level of satisfaction from the 2010 study to the 2024 study increased for 

adjunct faculty identifying as single. The overall level of satisfaction from the 2010 survey to the 

current survey decreased for adjunct faculty identifying as married/living with a partner or 

significant other, and separated, divorced, or widowed. With a confidence level of 95%, the two-

tailed p values showed there was no statistical significance for the adjunct faculty identifying as 

married/living with a partner or significant other or single between the 2024 and 2010 studies, 
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though there was a statistical significance for the adjunct faculty who identified as separated, 

divorced, or widowed. 

In the current study, adjunct faculty were asked in an open-ended question to identify 

their academic disciplines. The responses were then matched to the academic disciplines 

identified by Tomanek in the 2010 study. The overall level of satisfaction increased for adjunct 

faculty in the following disciplines: (a) communications and humanities, (b) culinary and 

horticulture, (c) health and public services, and (d) information technology. The overall level of 

satisfaction decreased for adjunct faculty in the following disciplines: (a) applied technology, (b) 

business, (c) languages and visual arts, (d) learning support, (e) math and sciences, and (f) social 

sciences. With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed there was a statistical 

significance between the overall job satisfaction means in the 2024 and 2010 surveys for adjunct 

faculty in the health and public service. The two-tailed p values showed there was no statistical 

significance between the means in the 2024 and 2010 surveys for adjunct faculty in other 

categories. 

There were decreases in the levels of overall job satisfaction for adjunct faculty teaching 

face to face (M = 3.0 in 2010 and M = 2.9 in 2024), teaching online (M = 3.0 in 2010 to M = 2.9 

in 2024), and teaching hybrid courses (M = 3.1 in 2010 to M = 2.9 in 2024). However, there was 

an increase in the levels of satisfaction for adjunct faculty teaching virtual courses (M = 2.5 in 

2010 to M = 2.9 in 2024). With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p value for the 

difference in overall job satisfaction for the 2024 and 2010 studies showed there was no 

statistical significances in the difference in the means from the two studies for adjunct faculty 

teaching in any modality. 
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The researcher was not able to compare the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty 

disaggregated by age between the 2024 and 2010 studies because the researcher did not have 

access to all original data from the 2010 study and could not match the satisfaction levels with 

the age demographics. 

 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 

The overarching theoretical framework that guided this study was Maslow’s (1943) 

hierarchy of needs. Maslow’s original theory suggested people must first meet lower levels of 

satisfaction before they can approach the upper levels of satisfaction, but Maslow’s revised 

hierarchy of needs suggests people can be attempting to meet multiple levels at the same time. 

The researcher matched data acquired in the survey, the job factors, and the views of the adjunct 

faculty toward the institution with Maslow’s hierarchies. The lower levels in Maslow’s hierarchy 

are the Physiological level and the Safety level. The Physiological level encompasses meeting 

the basic needs for survival: (a) food, (b) water, (c) shelter, and (d) clothing. As it relates to this 

study, these basic needs were met by making a livable family sustaining wage. It encompassed 

the number of jobs an adjunct faculty member held and the time spent on activities related to 

these jobs. 

As shown previously in Table 4.3, adjunct faculty were working fewer other part-time 

and full-time jobs than the adjunct faculty reported in 2010. However, there was no indication 

whether this was a personal choice or if the choice was due to the current economic or academic 

landscape. Adjunct faculty reported how many hours they spent doing a variety of tasks both 

related to teaching and other weekly tasks. The hours were reported in the following bands: (a) 0 

hours per week, (b) 1–4 hours per week, (c) 5–8 hours per week, (d) 9–12 hours per week, (e) 
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13–16 hours per week, (f) 17–20 hours per week, (g) 21–34 hours per week, and (h) 35–45 hours 

per week. The imputed means were then calculated and are reported in Table 4.20. 

 

Table 4.20. Hours per Week Spent on Teaching and Other Tasks 

Tasks 2024 
n 

2024 
Hours per week 

Preparing for teaching 300 7.7 
Scheduled teaching hours 300 7.3 
Communicating via email 300 3.5 
Consulting/freelance work 298 2.8 
Creative products/performance 300 2.6 
Advising and counseling 299 2.5 
Research and scholarly writing  300 2.0 
Other administrative duties  299 1.6 
Community/public service 297 1.0 
Commuting to campus 300 1.0 
Consultations with clients/patients 298 0.8 
Committee work and meetings 299 0.7 
Total hours related to teaching  33.5 
Household/childcare 298 6.8 
Other employment  301 17.6 
Total hours per week  57.9 

 

Adjunct faculty spent an average of 33.5 hours per week on tasks related to teaching, 17.6 

hours spent on other employment, and an additional 6.8 hours per week on household and 

childcare related activities. To attain the Safety level, the needs related to health and reliable 

employment must be met. In this study, these were addressed by data related to employment and 

benefits. Table 4.21 shows the number of years adjunct faculty have taught at their institution. 

 

Table 4.21. Adjunct Faculty by Years Teaching at Institution 
Years 2024 

n 
2024 

% 
1–5 years 121 40.3 
6–10 years 58 19.3 
11–15 years 37 12.3 
16–20 years 38 12.7 
21–25 years 14 4.7 
26–30 years 8 2.7 
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Years 2024 
n 

2024 
% 

31–35 years 15 5.0 
More than 35 years 9 3.0 
Total 300  
No response 1  

 

One of the needs met at the Safety level was length of employment. These results showed 

approximately 60% of adjunct faculty had 10 years or less of experience teaching at the 

institution. Table 4.22 shows the satisfaction levels best associated with the lower levels, 

Physiological and Safety levels, of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. The satisfaction levels of 

adjunct faculty showed they were not satisfied at these lower levels. 

 

Table 4.22. Satisfaction Levels of Job Factors Associated With the Physiological and Safety 
levels 

Factors 
Satisfaction 

2024 
M 

Satisfaction 
2024 
SD 

Job security 2.5 1.0 
Salary 2.3 0.9 
Prospects for career advancement 2.1 1.0 
Benefits 1.8 0.9 
All factors associated with the Physiological and Safety levels 2.2  

 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 

 

In addition, the views of adjunct faculty toward statements attributed to the Physiological 

and Safety levels are summarized in Table 4.23. The views of adjunct faculty indicated they 

were not having their needs met at the Physiological and Safety levels. 
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Table 4.23. Views of Adjunct Faculty Toward Statements Related to Physiological and Safety 
Levels 

Statements 2024 
n 

Agreement 
2024 

M 

Agreement 
2024 
SD 

There is no guarantee of employment. 301 3.4 0.8 
Adjunct instructors rarely get hired into full-time positions. 300 3.0 0.9 
All statements related to Physiological and Safety levels  3.2  

 
Note. A Likert scale of Strongly Agree (4), Somewhat Agree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Disagree  
 
(1) was used. 

 

The results begin to change as the higher levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (i.e., 

Love and Belonging, Esteem, and Self-Actualization) are approached. Table 4.24 shows the 

satisfaction levels and factors associated with these higher levels of Maslow’s theory. 

 

Table 4.24. Satisfaction Levels of Job Factors Associated With the Love and Belonging, Esteem, 
and Self-Actualization Levels 

Factors 
Satisfaction 

2024 
M 

Satisfaction 
2024 
SD 

Autonomy and independence 3.3 0.8 
Freedom to design course content 3.1 0.9 
Competency of colleagues 3.0 0.8 
Department leadership 3.0 1.0 
Clerical/administrative support 2.9 0.9 
Institutional support for teaching improvement and professional 

development 
2.8 0.9 

Institutional support for implementing technology 2.7 0.9 
Professional relationships with full-time faculty 2.7 1.0 
Professional relationships with adjunct faculty 2.7 1.0 
Relationships with administrators 2.7 0.9 
Communication pieces 2.7 0.9 
Social relationships with full-time faculty 2.5 0.9 
Social relationships with adjunct faculty 2.5 0.9 
Institutional funding of travel for professional development 2.0 1.0 
All factors associated with the love and belonging, esteem, and self-

actualization level 
2.8  

 



108 

Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 

 

As it related to this study, these higher-level needs were met (M = 3.0 or higher) through 

departmental leadership, competency of colleagues, freedom to design course content, and 

having autonomy and independence. There were higher satisfaction levels for adjunct faculty 

with factors related to the Love and Belonging, Esteem, and Self-Actualization Levels. Table 

4.25 shows how adjunct faculty view statements related to the higher levels of need, Love and 

Belonging, Esteem, and Self-Actualization, in Maslow’s hierarchy. 

Table 4.25. Views of Adjunct Faculty Toward Statements Related to Love and Belonging, 
Esteem, and Self-Actualization Levels 

Statements 2024 
n 

Agreement 
2024 

M 

Agreement 
2024 
SD 

Adjunct instructors receive respect from students. 301 3.4 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are given opportunities to participate in 

professional development activities. 
301 3.3 0.8 

Adjunct instructors are provided technology support in the 
classroom. 

301 3.3 0.8 

There is respect for expression of diverse values and beliefs. 301 3.3 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are regarded as good teachers. 301 3.2 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are respected by full-time faculty. 301 3.0 0.9 
Adjunct instructors are provided technology support outside the 

classroom. 
301 3.0 0.9 

Adjunct instructors have good working relationships with 
administrators. 

300 2.9 0.9 

Adjunct instructors and administrators work together to achieve 
common goals. 

300 2.8 0.9 

Adjunct instructors are rewarded for their effort to use 
instructional technology. 

301 2.4 1.0 

All statements related to love and belonging, esteem, and self-
actualization levels 

 3.1  

 
Note. A Likert scale of strongly agree (4), somewhat agree (3), somewhat disagree (2), and disagree (1) 

was used. 
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As it related to this study, these higher-level needs were met (M = 3.0 or higher) by 

adjunct faculty receiving technology support out of the classroom, being respected by full-time 

faculty, being regarded as good teachers, being respected for their diverse values and beliefs, 

receiving technology support in the classroom, being given the opportunity to participate in 

professional development activities, and receiving respect from students. These results showed 

adjunct faculty were having their needs met at the higher levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 

as opposed to the lower levels. 

 Herzberg’s Motivators and Hygiene Factors 

Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene divided factors into two categories. 

The presence of the first set of factors, motivators (e.g., achievement, recognition, responsibility, 

the work itself, advancement, personal growth), led to job satisfaction, and the presence of the 

second set, hygiene factors (e.g., working conditions, relationships with others, department 

policies), prevented job dissatisfaction. Table 4.26 shows the satisfaction levels of job factors 

associated with being motivators.  

 

Table 4.26. Satisfaction Levels of Job Factors Associated With Motivators 

Factors 
Satisfaction 

2024 
M 

Satisfaction 
2024 
SD 

Autonomy and independence 3.3 0.8 
Freedom to design course content 3.1 0.9 
Institutional support for teaching improvement and professional 

development 
2.8 

 
0.9 

Quality of students 2.8 0.8 
Job security 2.5 1.0 
Prospects for career advancement 2.1 1.0 
All factors associated with motivators 2.8  

 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 
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Adjunct faculty were satisfied with autonomy and independence, freedom to design 

course content, institutional support for teaching improvement and professional development, 

and quality of students, considered to be motivators, and were less satisfied with job security and 

prospects for career advancement. Table 4.27 shows the views of faculty toward statements 

related to motivators. Many of these were associated with the higher levels in Maslow’s 

hierarchy of needs. 

Table 4.27. Views of Adjunct Faculty Toward Statements Related to Motivators 

Statements 
Agreement 

2024  
M 

Agreement 
2024  
SD 

Adjunct instructors receive respect from students. 3.4 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are given opportunities to participate in professional 

development activities. 
3.3 

 
0.8 

There is respect for expression of diverse values and beliefs. 3.3 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are regarded as good teachers. 3.2 0.7 
Adjunct instructors are respected by full-time faculty. 3.0 0.9 
Adjunct instructors are rewarded for their effort to use instructional 

technology. 
2.4 

 
1.0 

All statements related to motivators 3.1  
 
Note. A Likert scale of Strongly Agree (4), Somewhat Agree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Disagree 

(1) was used. N = 301. 

 

Although there was lower agreement (M = 2.4) from adjunct faculty with the statement 

that adjunct faculty are rewarded for their effort to use technology, adjunct faculty agreed (M = 

3.0) to the other positive statements regarding their institution. Table 4.28 shows the satisfaction 

levels of adjunct faculty associated with hygiene factors. 
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Table 4.28. Satisfaction Levels of Job Factors Associated with Hygiene Factors 

Factors Satisfaction 2024 
M 

Satisfaction 2024 
SD 

Competency of colleagues 3.0 0.8 
Departmental leadership 3.0 1.0 
Course assignments 2.9 1.0 
Clerical/administrative support 2.9 1.0 
Equipment and facilities 2.8 0.5 
Institutional support for implementing technology 2.7 1.0 
Professional relationships with full-time faculty 2.7 1.1 
Communication pieces 2.7 0.7 
Teaching loads 2.7 1.0 
Relationships with administrators 2.7 1.1 
Professional relationships with adjunct faculty 2.7 1.2 
Office/lab space 2.5 0.8 
Social relationships with full-time faculty 2.5 1.1 
Social relationships with adjunct faculty 2.5 1.2 
Salary 2.3 0.8 
Institutional funding of travel for professional development 2.0 0.5 
Benefits 1.8 0.4 
All factors associated with hygiene factors 2.6  

 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 

 

Adjunct faculty were most satisfied (M = 3.0) with the hygiene factors of competency of 

colleagues and departmental leadership. Adjunct faculty were less satisfied with the hygiene 

factors of institutional funding of travel for professional development and benefits. Table 4.29 

shows the views of adjunct faculty toward statements related to Herzberg’s hygiene factors. 

 

Table 4.29. Views of Adjunct Faculty Toward Statements Related to Hygiene Factors 

Statements 2024 
n 

Agreement 
2024 

M 

Agreement 
2024 
SD 

There is no guarantee of employment. 301 3.4 0.8 
Adjunct instructors are provided technology support in the 

classroom. 
301 3.3 0.8 

Adjunct faculty rarely get hired into full-time positions. 300 3.3 1.0 
Adjunct instructors are provided technology support outside the 

classroom. 
301 3.0 0.9 



112 

Statements 2024 
n 

Agreement 
2024 

M 

Agreement 
2024 
SD 

Adjunct instructors have good working relationships with 
administrators. 

300 2.9 0.9 

Adjunct instructors and administrators work together to achieve 
common goals. 

300 2.8 0.9 

All statements related to hygiene factors  3.1  
 
Note. A Likert scale of Strongly Agree (4), Somewhat Agree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Disagree 

(1) was used. 

Adjunct faculty agreed to the statements of having no guarantee of employment and 

rarely get hired into full-time positions. These statements were negative statements related to 

hygiene factors as they did not prevent job dissatisfaction. Adjunct faculty agreed to the 

statements that they were provided technology support in the classroom and were provided 

technology support out of the classroom. Adjunct faculty had slightly lower agreement to the 

statements of having good working relationships with administrators and working together with 

administrators to achieve common goals. These statements were positive statements related to 

hygiene factors as they did prevent job dissatisfaction. 

Adjunct faculty were asked to identify if they were employed in any full-time job while 

also teaching as an adjunct faculty member. Table 4.30 shows the satisfaction levels associated 

with the motivators in Table 4.26, with the factors disaggregated by whether the adjunct faculty 

also held a full-time job. 

 

Table 4.30. Satisfaction Levels by Motivators Disaggregated by Adjunct Faculty Having or Not 
Having a Full-time Job 

Factors 
 

2024 
M 

Full-time 
n = 135 

2024 
SD 

Full-time 
n = 135 

2024 
M 

Not full-
time 

n = 164 

2024 
SD 

Not full-
time 

n = 164 

p 

Autonomy and independence 3.3 0.8 3.4 0.7 0.25 
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Factors 
 

2024 
M 

Full-time 
n = 135 

2024 
SD 

Full-time 
n = 135 

2024 
M 

Not full-
time 

n = 164 

2024 
SD 

Not full-
time 

n = 164 

p 

Freedom to design course 
content 

3.1 0.9 3.1 0.8 1.00 

Institutional support for 
teaching improvement and 
professional development 

2.8 0.9 2.8 0.9 1.00 

Quality of students 2.8 0.8 2.8 0.7 1.00 
Job security 2.6 1.0 2.5 1.0 0.39  
Prospects for career 

advancement  
2.1 1.0 2.1 0.9 1.00  

All motivators  2.8  2.7   
 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 301. 

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed the means of the 2024 

surveys were not statistically significant for these factors associated with motivators for adjunct 

faculty who had a full-time job and for those who did not have a full-time job. The means for the 

motivators for four of these factors were the same, and the means for autonomy and 

independence and job security were very similar for these two groups of adjunct faculty. Table 

4.31 shows the same satisfaction levels associated with the motivators in Table 4.26, with the 

factors disaggregated by their preference in having a full-time teaching job.  

Table 4.31. Satisfaction Levels by Motivators Disaggregated by Adjunct Faculty’s Preference for 
a Full-time Teaching Job 

Factors 

2024 
M 

Preferred 
full time 
n = 113 

2024 
SD 

Preferred 
full time 
n = 113 

2024 
M 

Did not prefer 
full-time 
n = 186 

2024 
SD 

Did not prefer 
full-time 
n = 186 

p 

Autonomy and independence 3.2 0.9 3.4 0.7 0.03 
Freedom to design course 

content 
3.1 1.0 3.1 0.8 1.00  

Institutional support for 
teaching improvement and 
professional development 

2.8 1.0 2.8 0.8 1.00  

Quality of students 2.8 0.9 2.8 0.7 1.00 
Job security 2.2 1.1 2.7 0.9 <.0001 
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Factors 

2024 
M 

Preferred 
full time 
n = 113 

2024 
SD 

Preferred 
full time 
n = 113 

2024 
M 

Did not prefer 
full-time 
n = 186 

2024 
SD 

Did not prefer 
full-time 
n = 186 

p 

Prospects for career 
advancement  

1.6 0.9 2.4 0.9 <.0001 

All motivators 2.6  2.9   
 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 299. 

 

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed the means of the 2024 

survey were not statistically significant for the factors of freedom to design course content, 

institutional support for teaching improvement and professional development, and quality of 

students for those adjunct faculty who would have preferred a full-time teaching position and for 

those who would not have preferred a full-time teaching position. However, the two-tailed p 

values showed the means for the 2024 survey for the factors of autonomy and independence (p = 

0.03), job security (p < .0001), and prospects for career advancement (p < .0001) were highly 

statistically significant for the means of those who would have preferred a full-time teaching 

position and for those who would not have preferred a full-time teaching position. Adjunct 

faculty were asked to identify if they were employed in any full-time job while also teaching as 

an adjunct faculty member. The satisfaction levels by hygiene factors disaggregated by adjunct 

faculty who had a full-time job and those who did not have a full-time job are shown in Table 

4.32. 
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Table 4.32. Satisfaction Levels by Hygiene Factors Disaggregated by Adjunct Faculty Having or 
Not Having a Full-Time Job 

Factors 

2024 
M 

Full time 
 n = 135 

2024 
SD 

Full time 
n = 135 

2024 
M 

Not full time 
n= 164 

2024 
SD 

Not full time 
n = 164 

p 

Competency of colleagues 3.0 0.8 3.0 0.8 1.00 
Departmental leadership 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.00 
Course assignments 2.9 0.8 2.9 0.8 1.00 
Clerical/administrative support 2.8 0.9 2.9 0.9 0.34 
Equipment and facilities 2.8 0.8 2.9 0.7 0.25 
Communication pieces 2.8 1.0 2.7 0.9 0.36 
Teaching Loads 2.7 0.9 2.7 0.8 1.00 
Institutional support for 

implementing technology 
2.7 0.9 2.8 0.8 0.31 

Professional relationships with 
full-time faculty 

2.7 1.0 2.8 0.9 0.36 

Relationship with 
administrators  

2.7 1.0 2.7 0.9 1.00 

Professional relationships with 
adjunct faculty 

2.6 0.9 2.7 0.9 0.34 

Social relationships with full-
time faculty 

2.5 1.0 2.5 0.9 1.00 

Social relationships with 
adjunct faculty 

2.5 1.0 2.6 0.9 0.36 

Office/lab space  2.4 0.9 2.5 0.9 0.34 
Salary 2.3 0.9 2.2 0.9 0.34 
Institutional funding of travel 

for professional 
development 

2.0 0.9 2.0 1.0 1.00 

Benefits 1.9 0.9 1.7 0.9 0.06 
All hygiene factors 2.6  2.6   

 
Note. A Likert scale of Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied (3), Marginally Satisfied (2), and Not Satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 299. 

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed the means of the 2024 

survey are not statistically significant for any of the hygiene factors except for benefits. The two- 

tailed p value showed that the mean for the 2024 study for the factor of benefits (p = 0.06) 

approaches statistical significance. Adjunct faculty were asked to identify if they would have 

preferred a full-time teaching job while also teaching as an adjunct faculty member. Table 4.33 
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shows the satisfaction levels by hygiene factors shown in Table 4.28 disaggregated by the 

preference of adjunct faculty for a full-time teaching job. 

 

Table 4.33. Satisfaction Levels by Hygiene Factors Disaggregated by Adjunct Faculty’s 
Preference for a Full-time Teaching Job 

Factors 

2024 
M 

Preferred 
full time 
n = 113 

2024 
SD 

Preferred 
full time 
n = 113 

2024 
M 

Did not prefer 
full time 
n = 186 

2024 
SD 

Did not prefer 
full time 
n = 186 

p 

Competency of colleagues 2.9 0.9 3.1 0.7 0.03 
Departmental leadership 2.9 1.1 3.0 0.9 0.39 
Course assignments 2.8 0.9 2.9 0.8 0.32 
Clerical/administrative support 2.8 0.9 2.9 0.9 0.35 
Equipment and facilities 2.8 0.9 2.9 0.7 0.28 
Professional relationships with 

full-time faculty 
2.7 1.0 2.8 0.9 0.37 

Institutional support for 
implementing technology 

2.6 0.9 2.8 0.8 0.05 

Communication pieces 2.5 1.1 2.8 0.8 0.007 
Relationship with 

administrators  
2.5 1.0 2.8 0.8 0.005 

Professional relationships with 
adjunct faculty 

2.5 1.0 2.8 0.8 0.005 

Teaching loads 2.4 0.9 2.9 0.8 <.0001 
Office/lab space  2.4 1.0 2.6 0.9 0.08 
Social relationships with 

adjunct faculty 
2.4 1.0 2.6 0.9 0.08 

Social relationships with full-
time faculty 

2.3 1.0 2.7 0.9 0.0004 

Salary 2.0 0.9 2.4 0.9 0.0002 
Institutional funding of travel 

for professional 
development 

1.7 0.9 2.2 1.0 <.0001 

Benefits 1.5 0.8 2.0 1.0 <.0001 
All hygiene factors 2.5  2.7   

 
Note. A Likert scale of very satisfied (4), satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1) was 

used. N = 299. 

 

The satisfaction levels for each of the hygiene factors were lower for adjunct faculty who 

preferred a full-time teaching position than for those adjunct faculty who did not prefer a full-
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time teaching position. The lowest levels of satisfaction for both groups were for the hygiene 

factors associated with compensation. The means for the factors associated with professional 

relationships (i.e., professional relationships with adjunct faculty, relationships with 

administrators, and professional relationships with full-time faculty) for adjunct faculty who 

would have preferred a full-time job range were clustered from 2.5–2.7. The means for these 

factors for adjunct faculty who would not have preferred a full-time job were all 2.8.  

With a confidence level of 95%, the two-tailed p values showed the difference in the 

means for adjunct faculty who preferred a full-time job and for those who did not prefer a full-

time job in addition to their job as adjunct faculty in the 2024 survey were statistically significant 

for the hygiene factors of competency of colleagues (p = 0.03) and institutional support for 

implementing technology (p = 0.05). The two-tailed p values showed the means of the 2024 

survey were highly statistically significant for communication pieces (p = 0.007), relationships 

with administrators (p = 0.005), professional relationships with adjunct faculty (p = 0.005), 

teaching loads (p < 0.0001), social relationships with full-time faculty (p = 0.0004), salary (p = 

0.0002), institutional funding of travel for professional development (p < 0.0001), and benefits (p 

< 0.0001), the two-tailed p values showed the means of the 2024 survey were highly statistically 

significant. 

 Reliability of the Constructs 

In 2010, Tomanek used the varimax rotation method to identify four constructs that could 

be predictors of overall job satisfaction. From the 23 job satisfaction factors, Tomanek used a 

factor loading of 0.611 as a criteria for inclusion of a specific factor in a construct. Using this 

criteria reduced the number of job factors to 15. In the 2024 study, several factors fell below the 

minimum established by Tomanek. However, since changing the composition of the constructs 
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or identifying a new construct would make it impossible to compare these results to the 2010 

study, the constructs in this study maintained the same composition as the 2010 study. The four 

constructs were relationships, benefits, teaching, and institutional support. These constructs and 

the specific questions included in each construct remained consistent in this study. The 

relationships construct included: 

• How satisfied are you with the social relationships with other adjunct faculty? 

• How satisfied are you with the professional relationships with other adjunct faculty? 

• How satisfied are you with the social relationships with other full-time faculty? 

• How satisfied are you with the professional relationships with other adjunct faculty? 

The benefits construct included: 

• How satisfied are you with salary? 

• How satisfied are you with benefits? 

• How satisfied are you with teaching load? 

• How satisfied are you with prospects for career advancement? 

The teaching construct included: 

• How satisfied are you with autonomy and independence? 

• How satisfied are you with departmental leadership? 

• How satisfied are you with freedom to determine course content? 

• How satisfied are you with quality of students? 

The institutional support construct included: 

• How satisfied are you with equipment and facilities? 

• How satisfied are you with institutional support for implementing technology-based 

instructional activities? 
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• How satisfied are you with institutional support for teaching improvement and 

professional leave? 

The UCLA Statistical Consulting Group (n.d.) stated Cronbach’s alpha is “a measure of 

internal consistency, that is, how closely related a set of items are as a group” (para. 1). This 

coefficient was used in the 2010 study to determine the reliability of the survey. Gliem and 

Gliem (2003) reported a Cronbach’s alpha above 0.7 is acceptable and internal consistency 

improves as the number approaches 1.0. Table 4.34 compares the Cronbach’s alpha of the four 

constructs in the 2024 and 2010 studies. 

 

Table 4.34. Comparison of Cronbach’s Alpha Analyses 

Constructs 2024 
a 

2010 
a 

Relationships 0.91 0.91 
Benefits 0.80 0.80 
Teaching  0.70 0.74 
Institutional support 0.76 0.73 

 

The Cronbach’s alphas for three of the four constructs in the 2024 study, relationships, 

benefits, and institutional support, were internally consistent. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

teaching construct fell just below what is considered internally consistent in the 2024 study. The 

data showed the variables associated with teaching were a less reliable predictor of satisfaction in 

2024 than they were in 2010. 

 Factor Loading 

Multiple regression analysis “is used to estimate the relationship between two or more 

independent variables and one dependent variable” (Bevans, 2023, para. 2) to determine how 

strong the relationship is between the independent variables and the dependent variable. The 

dependent variable was overall job satisfaction, and the independent variables were the 15 listed 



120 

questions. This study used the statistical package R (2021) to perform multiple regression 

analyses to compare the relationships between the four established constructs and the 15 specific 

questions from the 2024 and 2010 studies. Table 4.35 compares the factor loading for the four 

constructs and the variables for the 2024 and the 2010 studies. 

 

Table 4.35. Comparison of Factor Loadings 

Factor 2024 2010 
Relationships: How satisfied are you with:   

the social relationships with other adjunct faculty 0.94 0.86 
the professional relationships with other adjunct faculty 0.74 0.85 
the social relationships with full-time faculty 0.69 0.83 
the professional relationships with full-time faculty 0.80 0.80 

Benefits: How satisfied are you with:   
salary 0.69 0.76 
benefits 0.70 0.71 
teaching load 0.44 0.67 
prospects for career advancement 0.67 0.64 

Teaching: How satisfied are you with:   
autonomy and independence 0.59 0.73 
departmental leadership 0.48 0.70 
freedom to determine course content 0.50 0.67 
quality of students 0.26 0.61 

Institutional Support: How satisfied are you with:   
equipment and facilities 0.51 0.77 
institutional support for implementing technology-based activities 0.67 0.74 
institutional support for teaching improvement and professional 

development 
0.55 0.63 

 
Note. N = 301 (2024). N = 181 (2010).  

 

By clustering the factors, the researcher was able to see how the independent variables 

within each construct contributed to the dependent variable. Comrey and Lee (1992) used the 

following values of factor loading to determine the strength of the correlation (0.32 = poor, 0.45 

= fair, 0.55 = good, 0.63 = very good, and 0.71 = excellent). Using these values, the relationships 

construct had the strongest correlation to overall job satisfaction and the teaching construct had 

the weakest correlation to overall job satisfaction. 
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Comparing the results from the 2024 and the 2010 studies, most factors from the 2024 

study fell below the factor loading criteria (0.611) established by Tomanek (2010). Only two 

factors, social relationships with adjunct faculty and prospects for career advancement, were 

more highly correlated to their constructs in 2024 than they were in 2010. The factor of quality 

of students was the least highly correlated to its construct in 2024. 

 Regression Analyses 

A multiple regression analysis was performed to see to what extent any of the 

independent variables (i.e., relationships, benefits, teaching, institutional support, age, and 

gender) can predict adjunct faculty overall job satisfaction, the dependent variable, or if a 

combination of these independent variables was predictive of overall job satisfaction. Model 1 is 

gender and age; Model 2 is gender, age, and relationships; Model 3 is gender, age, relationships, 

and teaching; Model 4 is gender, age, relationships, teaching, and benefits; and Model 5 is 

gender, age, relationships, teaching, benefits, and institutional support. Table 4.36 shows the 

results for the 2024 study. 

 

Table 4.36. Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables (2024) 

Variable blocks 
 

Standard regression coefficients b 
2024 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Gender 0.265 0.021 0.324 0.003 0.006 
Age 0.051 0.028 0.014 -0.007 -0.008 
Relationships  0.589 0.396 0.218 0.213 
Teaching   0.534 0.350 0.343 
Benefits    0.519 0.513 
Institutional support     0.024 
Adjusted R Squared 0.001 0.360 0.477 0.614 0.613 
Statistical Significance (p) 0.312 @0.0 @0.0 @0.0 @0.0 

 
Note. N = 301. 
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Model 1 (i.e., gender and age) was not predictive of overall job satisfaction when 

considered individually. However, when relationships was added to Model 1 (i.e., Model 2), the 

combination became slightly more predictive of overall job satisfaction. By adding teaching to 

Model 2 (i.e., Model 3), this combination became even more predictive of overall job 

satisfaction. When benefits was added to Model 3 (i.e., Model 4), there was another increase in 

how predictive the model was for overall job satisfaction. However, adding institutional support 

to Model 4 (i.e., Model 5) yielded a slight decrease in how predictive the model was. When 

considering gender, age, relationships, teaching, benefits, and institutional support, which 

includes 15 of the 23 job satisfaction factors, 61.3% of variability in overall job satisfaction can 

be explained in the 2024 study. Table 4.37 shows the results for the 2010 study. 

 

Table 4.37. Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables (2010) 

Variable Blocks 
Standard Regression Coefficients b 

2010 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Gender 0.046* 0.079 0.091 0.092 0.0089 
Age 0.231 0.184 0.146 0.173 0.170 
Relationships  0.392 0.162 0.007** 0.019 
Teaching   0.567 0.404 0.417 
Benefits    0.472 0.482 
Institutional support     -0.046 
Adjusted R Squared 0.038 0.184 0.450 0.604 0.602* 
Statistical Significance (p) 0.295 0.008 0.001 @0.0 @0.0 

 
Note. N = 167. * Original data included a typographical error in the table and is corrected in this 

replication. 

 

When considering gender, age, relationships, teaching, benefits, and institutional support, 

which includes 15 of the 23 job satisfaction factors, 60.2% of variability in overall job 

satisfaction can be explained in the 2010 study. When comparing these two studies, gender and 
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age in the 2024 study accounted for only 0.01% of variability in overall job satisfaction while 

they accounted for 0.38% of variability in the 2010 study. In 2024, the importance of gender and 

age as a predictor of overall job satisfaction was slightly lower. 

In the 2024 study, there was an increase from 0.001 to 0.360, meaning that 36% of 

variability in overall job satisfaction can be explained when the relationships construct was 

added. In the 2010 study, only 18.4% of variability in overall job satisfaction can be explained 

when the relationships construct was added. Relationships that adjunct faculty have with others 

at the academic institution is a better predictor of overall job satisfaction in 2024 than it was in 

2010. In the 2024 study, there was an increase from 0.360 to 0.477, meaning that 47.7% of 

variability in overall job satisfaction can be explained when the teaching construct was added. In 

the 2010 study, 45.0% of variability in overall job satisfaction can be explained when the 

teaching construct was added. After adding the teaching construct in the 2024 and 2010 studies, 

the predictability of the model was similar, showing the relationships construct was more 

predictive in 2024 and the teaching construct was more predictive in 2010. 

In the 2024 study, there was an increase from 0.477 to 0.614, meaning 61.4% of 

variability in overall job satisfaction can be explained when the benefits construct was added. In 

the 2010 study, 60.4% of variability in overall job satisfaction can be explained when the 

benefits construct was added. Finally, when the institutional support construct was added to the 

2024 study, there was a slight decrease from 61.4% to 61.3% of variability in overall job 

satisfaction being explained. Similarly, in the 2010 study, adding the institutional support 

construct decreases from 60.4% to 60.2% of variability in overall job satisfaction being 

explained. 
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 Additional Findings 

The survey administered by Tomanek (2010) and duplicated in this study resulted in 

some additional findings of interest. Table 4.38 shows the institutional resources available to 

adjunct faculty and shows the comparison between the 2010 and 2024 studies. Adjunct faculty 

were able to select all applicable resources. 

 

Table 4.38. Comparison of Institutional Resources Available 

Resources 2024 
n 

2024 
% 

2010 
n 

2010 
% 

Email account 291 97.0 200 97.6 
Shared office space 145 48.0 142 69.3 
Faculty mentor 97 32.0 88 42.9 
Clerical support 86 27.3 79 38.5 
Phone/voicemail account 63 21.0 114 55.6 
Personal computer/laptop 45 14.7 71 34.6 
Use of private office 24 8.0 8 3.9 
Other* 24 8.0 12 5.9 

 
Note. N = 301 (2024). N = 205 (2010). 

 

There was a significant decrease in several areas of institutional resources. In 2024, fewer 

adjunct faculty were provided with shared office space, a faculty mentor, clerical support, 

phone/voicemail account, and a personal computer/laptop. Notably, several adjunct faculty 

mentioned the lack of a personal computer as a concern when they were able to provide open-

ended responses regarding changes to the adjunct experience. There was an increase in those 

adjunct faculty who were provided with the use of a private office. Table 4.39 shows the years of 

teaching experience that adjunct faculty in the 2024 study accrued in different academic settings. 
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Table 4.39. Years of Teaching Experience 
 K–12 

public/ 
private 

n 

K–12  
public/ 
private 

% 

2-year 
community 

colleges 
n 

2-year  
community  

colleges 
% 

4-year 
colleges/ 

universities 
n 

4-year 
colleges/ 

universities 
% 

None (<than 1year) 162 54.7 5 1.7 140 47.0 
1–5 years 52 17.6 100 33.6 92 30.9 
6–10 years 19 6.4 57 19.1 25 8.4 
11–15 years 9 3.0 44 14.8 23 7.7 
16–20 years 11 3.7 40 13.4 13 4.4 
21–25 years 10 3.4 15 5.0 2 0.7 
More than 25 years 33 11.1 37 12.4 3 1.0 

 

More than one half of adjunct faculty never taught or taught less than 1 year at a K–12 

public or private school, and almost half of adjunct faculty have never taught or taught less than 

1 year at a 4-year college or university. The data showed that adjunct faculty had been teaching 

or were teaching predominantly at community colleges. It was not clear if other adjunct faculty 

with experience teaching in a K–12 public or private school were teaching dual enrolled 

students. 

 Summary 

This chapter began with a review of the research questions and data collection used in 

this study. The researcher then provided an overview of personal, employment, and educational 

demographics defining this study’s sample and compared them to the 2010 study. Next, the 

researcher answered Research Question 1 by looking at job satisfaction levels by job factors and 

then disaggregated these factors by gender. To answer Research Question 2, the findings from 

Research Question 1 were compared to the findings of the 2010 study and showed the statistical 

significance between the results of the two studies. Next, the researcher answered Research 

Question 3 by examining the current influencing factors of overall job satisfaction, disaggregated 

the influencing factors by personal demographics, academic discipline, and modality. Then, the 

correlations of satisfaction levels and overall job satisfaction were discussed. To answer research 
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Question 4, the researcher looked at the results of Research Question 3 and compared them to the 

2010 study. Additional findings of interest were discussed that had not been previously included 

in the chapter but were important to complete the picture of adjunct faculty in 2024. 

The researcher also discussed how the results of this study fit within Maslow’s (1943) 

hierarchy of needs and Herzberg’s (1968/2003) two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene. The 

researcher also addressed the reliability of the study and completed regression analyses to 

determine if the independent variables were predictive of overall job satisfaction. Finally, the 

researcher reported the responses to the open-ended questions.  

Chapter 5 further discusses the research questions and the relationships between the 

findings of the 2024 survey and the theoretical framework of Maslow (1943) and the conceptual 

framework of Herzberg (1968/2003), which guided this study. Chapter 5 concludes with how the 

results of this study could be used to assist academic institutions to address the levels of adjunct 

faculty job satisfaction at their institutions, as well as suggestions for future study. 
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Chapter 5 – Conclusions and Recommendations 

This chapter offers an overview of the study and draws conclusions based on the data 

presented in the previous chapter. Included in this chapter are the statement of the problem, the 

purpose of the study, the research questions, and the conceptual and theoretical frameworks that 

guided this study. There is also a brief description of the methodology and data collection used in 

the study. Finally, there is a discussion of the findings, as well as the implications for 

stakeholders and recommendations for future scholarship. 

 Statement of the Problem 

Job conditions have changed since the COVID-19 global pandemic began in March 2020. 

In Fall 2021, the American Association of University Professors found that 65% of faculty 

positions at community colleges were held by adjunct faculty making them a necessary 

component of an institutions’ ability to successfully meet its scheduling and budgeting needs 

(Colby, 2023). The shift to a greater reliance on adjunct faculty has necessitated the need to have 

and preserve a robust pool of qualified adjunct faculty. Coupling these needs with the low pay 

and lack of job security associated with adjunct faculty positions, ensuring adjunct faculty job 

satisfaction is essential to ensure the needs of students are met. 

 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to determine the overall job satisfaction levels and the 

influencing factors of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges so leaders may 

better understand and address the needs of adjunct faculty. Additionally, the purpose was to 

compare the overall job satisfaction levels and the factors that affect job satisfaction levels of 

adjunct faculty from before the COVID-19 global pandemic to postpandemic. 
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 Research Questions 

The following four research questions guided this study: 

1. What are the current levels of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community 

colleges?  

2. How have the trends of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges 

changed post-COVID-19? 

3. What are the current influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty 

at community colleges? 

4. How have the influencing factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at 

community colleges changed post-COVID-19? 

 Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks  

This research study was guided by Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs as the theoretical 

framework and Herzberg’s (1968/2003) two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene as the 

conceptual framework. Maslow’s theory states, “all human beings have needs relating to five key 

domains: 

● Physiological 

● Safety 

● Love/belonging 

● Esteem 

● Self-actualization” (Celestine, 2017, para. 19). 

Maslow’s (1943) original hierarchy of needs suggested that people must first meet lower 

levels of satisfaction before they can approach the upper levels of satisfaction. Maslow’s revised 
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hierarchy of needs suggests that people can be attempting to meet multiple levels at the same 

time.  

Herzberg’s (1968/2003) theory is based on the premise that the factors that produce job 

satisfaction and those that lead to job dissatisfaction are separate. Motivators cause satisfaction 

for employees and hygiene factors lead to employees being unhappy with their jobs (Herzberg, 

1968). Herzberg said improving the motivator factors increases job satisfaction and improving 

the hygiene factors decreases job dissatisfaction. Motivators have been defined as achievement, 

recognition, the work itself, responsibility, advancement, and growth, while the demotivators are 

bureaucracy, relationships, work conditions, status, salary, and job security. Hygiene factors 

include interpersonal relations, salary, company policies and administration, supervision, and 

working conditions. 

 Methodology 

This study was a quantitative research study with descriptive, comparative, and 

correlation analyses. The survey in this study was sent to adjunct faculty at community colleges 

in the Midwest to gauge their overall job satisfaction and the factors that influence their job 

satisfaction. It replicated the survey administered by Tomanek in 2010 (see Appendix A). This 

survey includes Likert scale, close-ended, and open-ended questions.  

 Data Collection and Analysis 

Permission was obtained to use Tomanek’s (2010) survey as a basis for this study. 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from Kansas State University (see Appendix E) was 

received on December 19, 2023. Additional institutional review board approvals were obtained 

from participating institutions as required. The survey, created in Survey Monkey, was piloted 

with a small number of faculty peers at a local community college to ensure the questions asked 
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and the information shared by the adjunct faculty were appropriate to the purpose of the study. 

The effectiveness and completeness in elucidating the needed information was also verified. 

Letters of introduction (see Appendix F) were sent to the presidents of the selected 

community colleges. If the researcher did not receive any response, a follow-up letter was sent. 

The letters introduced the researcher and the purpose of the study. If a response was received 

from the president, the necessary steps to further the study were followed. After obtaining the 

institutional email addresses for adjunct faculty from the colleges, letters of introduction and 

invitations to participate in the study were sent to all adjunct faculty at each institution who were 

teaching in Spring 2024. Reminders and additional requests for participation were emailed to 

adjunct faculty 1 week and 3 weeks after the initial emails were sent. 

The results from this study were analyzed to determine the current levels of job 

satisfaction (i.e., Research Question 1), and then were compared to Tomanek’s (2010) study to 

determine if the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty have changed in the postpandemic world 

(i.e., Research Question 2). Next, correlational analyses was performed on individual factors, a 

group of hygiene factors, and motivators to determine the current influencing factors of overall 

job satisfaction of adjunct faculty (i.e., Research Question 3); these results were compared to 

Tomanek’s (2010) study to determine if the influencing factors of overall job satisfaction have 

changed post the COVID-19 global pandemic (i.e., Research Question 4). 

Emails were sent to 3,952 adjunct faculty at nine institutions. There were 364 initial 

survey responses, which is a response rate of 9.2%. After analysis of the completed surveys, it 

was determined that 301 adjunct faculty answered all 23 of the key satisfaction questions (i.e., 

Questions 22–45) and the question related to overall job satisfaction. For consistent analysis, the 

sample used in this study was reduced to the responses from these 301 adjunct faculty. 
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 Discussion of Findings 

In this study, the researcher looked at the overall job satisfaction and the influencing 

factors of overall job satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges. Using Maslow’s 

(1943) hierarchy of needs as the conceptual framework and Herzberg’s (1968/2003) two-factor 

theory of motivation–hygiene as the theoretical framework, the researcher determined which 

factors and to what extent the factors affected overall job satisfaction. Then, the trends in overall 

job satisfaction and the factors influencing overall job satisfaction were examined. 

Personal, Employment, and Educational Demographics 

Since 2010, the percentage of adjunct faculty identifying as female has increased in 2024, 

from about one half to two thirds. Other notable differences in personal demographics can be 

found in the increase in faculty teaching in the more than 65 years old band (almost double) and 

a decrease in the less than 35 years old band (less than half) in the 2024 study. The increase in 

the number of adjunct faculty who were more than 65 years, possibly not seeking a full-time job, 

could account for the decrease in the number of adjunct faculty who would have preferred a full-

time teaching position. 

When looking at the racial/ethnic diversity of adjunct faculty, there has been an increase 

in the number of adjunct faculty who identified as White/non-Hispanic. Since the 2024 survey 

allowed 6.7% of adjunct faculty to select a prefer not to answer option, it was difficult to 

determine exact numbers in each category. However, adjunct faculty at community colleges in 

the Midwest have not become more diverse since 2010. Examining the primary language spoken 

and citizenship status of adjunct faculty supports this lack of diversity among adjunct faculty. 

In 2010 and 2024, almost 70% of the adjunct faculty hold zero or only one other part-

time or full-time jobs while teaching at their institution. Additionally, only a small percentage of 
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adjunct faculty in 2010 (8.7%) and in 2024 (6.7%) hold three or more jobs. Of the other part-

time or full-time jobs held by adjunct faculty, about 70% of those positions in 2010 and 2024 do 

not involve teaching at a postsecondary institution and almost 90% reported that they do not hold 

part-time or full-time jobs teaching at another community college. However, the percentage of 

adjunct faculty employed full-time at any other job has increased from 42.4% in 2010 to 54.9% 

in 2024.This increase in adjunct faculty who also hold a full-time job could also affect the 

number of adjunct faculty who would have preferred a full-time position. 

In the personal demographics section, it is important to note the percentage of adjunct 

faculty who would have preferred a full-time teaching position has decreased from almost half of 

adjunct faculty in 2010 to about one third of adjunct faculty in 2024. This decrease could be due 

to several reasons, including the increase in adjunct faculty in the 65+ age band, the increase in 

adjunct faculty who also hold a full-time job, and the increase in adjunct faculty who hold a 

doctoral degree and may be looking for full-time job outside of a community college. It is also 

possible that many who would have preferred full-time positions are no longer teaching and 

employed elsewhere; these individuals are not captured by this survey. 

Looking at the educational demographics, there are a few notable findings. First, there 

has been an increase in the percentage of adjunct faculty who received some of their education at 

a community college and an increase in the adjunct faculty who received a degree from a 

community college. These adjunct faculty have a better connection with their community college 

students and was supported by the open-ended responses when adjunct faculty stated they 

wanted to give back to the community college and to their students. Another area was that in 

2024, the percentage of adjunct faculty who have received their doctoral degrees more than 

doubled since 2010. This increase in a more highly educated adjunct faculty pool teaching at 
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community colleges could be due to several reasons, including less full-time employment 

opportunities in either academia or industry, less other professional demands being placed on 

adjunct faculty at community colleges, or being afforded more freedom and autonomy at 

community colleges than at 4-year institutions. 

When analyzing the taxonomy of adjunct faculty, the results showed a considerable 

decrease in those who identified as hopeful full-timers. In 2010, 37.8% of adjunct faculty would 

like a full-time position, but in 2024, only 22.8% selected this category. This supported other 

responses that showed adjunct faculty did not expect to be full-time. The open-ended responses 

supported the idea that some adjunct faculty have given up hope of obtaining a full-time position, 

whereas others preferred the autonomy and flexibility that teaching at a community college 

provides. There was an increase in the percentage of adjunct faculty who identified as teaching 

online, which reflected the rise on online course offerings, especially in the postpandemic 

environment. 

Boord (2010) found personal demographic features (i.e., age, gender, race/ethnic 

background, marital status, and academic discipline) did not alone account for job satisfaction. 

This researcher also found little connection between personal demographics and satisfaction and 

supported Boord’s study. 

 Research Questions 

There were four research questions that guided this study, and the results for each is 

discussed next. 

 Research Question 1 

The first research question, What are the current levels of job satisfaction of adjunct 

faculty at community colleges?, was determined using a Likert scale of very satisfied (4), 
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satisfied (3), marginally satisfied (2), and not satisfied (1), looking at the individual factors that 

could affect adjunct faculty job satisfaction. These factors were also analyzed after being 

disaggregated by gender. Adjunct faculty had the highest levels of satisfaction with autonomy 

and independence, freedom to design course content, competency of colleagues, and 

departmental leadership. In addition, these were echoed in the open-ended responses that were 

provided in response to the question about what adjunct faculty value most in their jobs.  

Adjunct faculty were least satisfied with prospects for career advancement, institutional 

funding of travel for professional development, and benefits. Again, these responses were 

reinforced by the responses to the open-ended questions regarding advice adjunct faculty would 

provide to administrators—if they were given a chance—and the changes adjunct faculty would 

like to see in their adjunct faculty experience. The results of this study supported that more 

adjunct faculty are also working full-time, 54.8% in 2024 compared to 42.4% in 2010, while also 

teaching part time at their academic institution. This could account for some of the increase in 

the number of adjunct faculty who would not have preferred a full-time teaching position, 50.2% 

in 2010 and 62.2% in 2024. The open-ended responses supported that adjunct faculty want to 

help shape the future of their professions by encouraging students, share their knowledge, and 

give back to their communities. 

Finally, the views of adjunct faculty toward their institution were examined. Results of 

this study showed that adjunct faculty agreed they were recognized for their teaching abilities 

and agreed with the statements that they were respected by students and faculty. The statements 

that received the highest agreement were that they received respect from their students and there 

was no guarantee of employment. In addition, adjunct faculty agreed to the statements related to 

being successful in teaching but had lower agreement with the statements related to building a 
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strong community within the community college. The agreement to the views of adjunct faculty 

showed that adjunct faculty are more satisfied with intrinsic factors than with extrinsic factors. 

 Research Question 2 

The second research question, How have the trends of job satisfaction of adjunct faculty 

at community colleges changed post-COVID-19?, was answered by comparing the results of the 

2024 and the 2010 studies. Adjunct faculty remained least satisfied with benefits, institutional 

funding of travel for professional development, prospects for career advancement, and salary. 

The decrease in satisfaction for equipment and facilities from 2010 to 2024 was highly 

statistically significant. This could be due to an increase in the number of adjunct faculty 

teaching online and the decrease in adjunct faculty being provided with personal computers. 

Satisfaction levels of relationships with administrators and salary decreased from 2010 to 2024 

and the differences in means were statistically significant. The satisfaction level with teaching 

load increased from 2010, but it was not known if an increase or decrease in teaching loads 

would have affected the satisfaction level. In 2024, adjunct faculty remained most satisfied with 

autonomy and independence, freedom to design course content, competency of colleagues, and 

departmental leadership. 

Using Herzberg’s (1968/2003) two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene as a guide, the 

factors were grouped as motivators and hygiene factors. In 2024, the satisfaction levels of all 

motivators (M = 2.8) were higher than the satisfaction levels of all hygiene factors (M = 2.6). 

Also, the ranking of the motivators remained consistent from 2010 to 2024. However, the 

ranking of the hygiene factors showed more movement from 2010 to 2024. Although there were 

aspects of their jobs that adjunct faculty did not find ideal, adjunct faculty remained satisfied in 

their teaching positions. 
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 Research Question 3 

The third research question, What are the current influencing factors of overall job 

satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges?, was addressed by looking at overall job 

satisfaction. The researcher determined the strength and relationship between the satisfaction 

level of job factors and overall satisfaction by using the Spearman rank-order correlation. No 

factors showed a strong correlation with overall job satisfaction for the total sample; however 

almost all of factors showed a moderate correlation. For the total sample, the factors with the 

highest correlation with overall job satisfaction for the total sample were relationships with 

administrators (0.62), salary (0.63), and prospects for career advancement (0.62). For the total 

sample, the factors with the lowest correlations with overall job satisfaction were freedom to 

design course content (0.34), quality of students (0.27), and equipment and facilities (0.31). The 

results of this study showed a stronger correlation for salary, career advancement, and job 

security and overall satisfaction for female adjunct faculty, than for male adjunct faculty, and 

those who identified as nonbinary/prefer not to answer. There were stronger correlations for 

departmental leadership, equipment and facilities, and institutional support for implementing 

technology for male adjunct faculty. Because the percentage of adjunct faculty who identified as 

female has increased since 2010, salary and prospects for career advancement should be 

considered by academic institutions when making hiring and personnel related decisions.  

 Research Question 4 

To answer the fourth research question, How have the influencing factors of overall job 

satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community colleges changed post-COVID-19?, the results of 

the 2024 and 2010 studies were compared. Although not statistically significant, the level of 

satisfaction has slightly decreased from 2010 (M = 3.0) to 2024 (M = 2.9).  
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There were five job factors for which the differences in satisfaction levels from the 2010 

survey to the 2024 survey were statistically significant. For clerical/administrative support, there 

was an increase in the satisfaction level, but for equipment and facilities, communication pieces, 

relationships with administrators, and salary, there was a decrease in satisfaction levels from the 

2010 survey to the 2024 survey. Based on these findings, there could be more administrative 

support available to adjunct faculty or the need for support could have decreased due to the 

changing academic landscape as more classes have moved to online modalities. The decrease in 

satisfaction levels for equipment and facilities could be attributed to less adjunct faculty being 

provided with personal computers, and the decrease in satisfaction levels with communication 

pieces and relationships with administrators could signal due to adjunct faculty feeling less 

connected to the institution. 

This research question was not answered fully due to not having access to the raw data 

from the 2010 study. Correlations between individual factors and overall satisfaction for the 

2010 study were not able to be calculated. 

 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 

Adjunct faculty are meeting multiple levels of Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs at the 

same time, and they are not first fulfilling lower levels before moving to the higher levels. These 

findings supported Maslow’s revised hierarchy of needs. At the lowest levels, adjunct faculty 

must meet their physiological and safety levels. Adjunct faculty have been spending 33.5 hours 

per week on tasks related to teaching in their part-time jobs and almost 60% have 10 years or less 

of teaching experience. There was a noteworthy decrease in the number of adjunct faculty as the 

numbers of years teaching at the institution increases. The means for the job factors most directly 

attributed to the lower levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (i.e., job security, salary, prospects 
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for career advancement, and benefits) is 2.2. In addition, the average of the means for agreement 

to the views of adjunct faculty most closely related to the physiological and safety levels (i.e., no 

guarantee of employment and rarely get hired into full-time positions) is 3.2. These results 

showed that adjunct faculty have not been meeting their needs at the lower levels of Maslow’s 

hierarchy of needs in their jobs as adjunct faculty at community colleges. 

The results of this study showed that adjunct faculty have been meeting their needs at the 

higher levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (i.e., Love and Belonging, Esteem, and Self-

Actualization) in their jobs as adjunct faculty at community colleges. The satisfaction levels of 

adjunct faculty with factors associated with the love and belonging, esteem, and self-

actualization levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs have an average mean of 2.8. Similarly, the 

average means of the views of adjunct faculty most closely related to these upper levels of 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is 3.1. These results showed that adjunct faculty have been meeting 

their needs at the higher levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. 

The studies of Antony and Valadez (2002) and Kramer et al. (2014) showed that adjunct 

faculty fell into different levels of satisfaction based on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. In these 

studies, it was reported that adjunct faculty were not meeting their needs at the lower levels, but 

they are meeting their needs at the higher levels. Similarly, Millner-Harlee (2010) also found that 

adjunct faculty were having their needs met at the higher levels by their connection with 

students, but they were not having their needs met at the lower levels due to their working 

conditions. The results of this study corroborated the results of Antony and Valadez, Kramer et 

al., and Millner-Harlee. 
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 Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory of Motivation-Hygiene 

Herzberg’s (1968/2003) theory states there are some job factors that result in satisfaction 

and other job factors that lead to dissatisfaction. They are mutually exclusive factors: motivation 

factors increase job satisfaction, and the presence of hygiene factors prevents job dissatisfaction. 

The results of this study were mixed. 

In this study, with respect to motivation factors, adjunct faculty were satisfied with two 

specific aspects of their job: Autonomy and independence and freedom to design course content. 

However, they were only less satisfied with job security and prospects for career advancement. 

Adjunct faculty were also asked for their level of agreement to statements linked to motivators. 

Adjunct faculty felt respected by their students and for expression of their diverse values and 

beliefs, had the opportunities to participate in professional development activities, were regarded 

as good teachers, and felt respected by full-time faculty. However, they felt less rewarded for 

their efforts to implement instructional technology. As evidenced by their desire for professional 

development, adjunct faculty wanted to be better at their jobs. This was shown not only in the 

data, but also supported by the responses to the open-ended questions.  

In this study with respect to hygiene factors, adjunct faculty were satisfied with the 

competency of their colleagues and their departmental leadership, but they were much less 

satisfied with benefits. When asked for their agreement to statements related to hygiene factors, 

they agreed the most with there being no guarantee of employment and rarely getting hired into 

full-time positions. They least agreed with the statement that they worked together with 

administrators to achieve common goals. 

In 1993, Gappa and Leslie found that adjunct faculty taught for both intrinsic (i.e., 

“personal development, interaction, and community of professional service”) and extrinsic (i.e., 
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“money, status, entrée to a full-time academic position”) motives (pp. 36–38). This study 

supported that adjunct faculty teach for the intrinsic motives listed by Gappa and Leslie, but they 

do not teach for the extrinsic factors as was shown in Research Question 4. 

In 2010, Boord found that adjuncts were satisfied with motivational factors and least 

satisfied with hygiene factors and concluded that institutions must emphasize motivational 

factors, while also providing hygiene factors. Tomanek (2010) also found both motivating and 

hygiene factors contributed to overall job satisfaction. This study showed that adjunct faculty 

were more satisfied with motivators than with hygiene factors. Since the satisfaction of adjunct 

faculty is related to a combination of hygiene and motivating factors, improved hygiene factors 

must be provided to adjunct faculty by the academic institutions. By improving hygiene factors, 

job dissatisfaction is decreased.  

When examining the motivators disaggregated by whether adjunct faculty hold or do not 

hold a full-time job status while teaching at their academic institution, there was no statistical 

significance between the means of the two groups for any motivators. However, when examining 

the hygiene factors disaggregated by full-time job status, the factor of benefits was not quite 

statistically significant. The differences in means for all other hygiene factors were not 

statistically significant. 

Next, the motivators and hygiene factors were disaggregated by preference for a full-time 

teaching job. The means for those who would have preferred a full-time job are lower for the 

motivators of job security and prospects for career advancement. The differences in means for 

those who would have preferred a full-time job and for those who would not have preferred a 

full-time job for these two motivators were highly statistically significant as would be expected. 

Adjunct faculty who preferred a full-time teaching position had lower levels of satisfaction for 
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every one of the factors associated with being a hygiene factor. The results for the hygiene 

factors showed the difference in means for competency of colleagues and institutional support 

for implementing technology were statistically significant and the difference in means for 

communication pieces, relationships with administrators, professional relationships with adjunct 

faculty, teaching loads, social relationships with adjunct faculty, salary, institutional funding of 

travel for professional development, and benefits were highly statistically significant. Since the 

researcher did not have access to the raw data from the 2010 study, it was not clear if this was a 

change after the COVID-19 global pandemic.  

 Reliability and Regression Analysis 

This study duplicated the reliability study performed by Tomanek (2010) to allow direct 

comparison of the 2024 and 2010 studies. Tomanek’s results showed gender, age, relationships, 

teaching, benefits, and institutional support account for 60.2% of the variability in overall job 

satisfaction. Similarly, in the 2024 study, those variables accounted for 61.3% of the variability 

in overall job satisfaction. Tomanek acknowledged that some of the factors removed due to low 

factor loading (i.e., job security, teaching load, and prospects for career advancement) should not 

be ignored when considering improvements to the adjunct faculty teaching experience. 

 Open-Ended Responses 

Adjunct faculty welcomed the opportunity to share their thoughts about their jobs in the 

open-ended responses. The three questions focused on advice to the administration, making one 

change to their adjunct faculty experience, and what aspect of their teaching experience was 

most valued. Most responses further supported the data collected. Adjunct faculty liked their 

jobs. They felt respected by students, faculty, and administrators, and they thought they were 
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making a difference. They liked to teach and felt rewarded by sharing their knowledge and 

shaping students’ futures.  

Although a few adjunct faculty stated they did not feel any changes were necessary, most 

specified areas that could be improved. In many of the responses, adjunct faculty shared they 

taught despite not making enough money, not having job security, and not receiving benefits. 

However, most adjunct faculty stated they wanted to teach. 

Several responses suggested areas in which academic institutions could do better. 

Adjunct faculty would like to be treated as equals to full-time faculty, and they wanted a stronger 

voice in designing curriculum. Adjunct faculty would like to be better informed and consulted 

about changes to administrative and academic policies. Adjunct faculty believed they were 

necessary to meet the scheduling and staffing needs of community colleges, and they stated they 

were frequently reminded of their importance by administrators and full-time faculty. 

Overwhelmingly, adjunct faculty expressed their desire to be better compensated through 

increased pay, benefits, and compensation for professional development. This was prevalent 

across the responses to both the open-ended questions regarding advice to administration and 

changes to the adjunct faculty teaching experience. 

The responses to the open-ended question regarding what adjunct faculty valued most 

about their teaching experience strongly supported the results of this study. Adjunct faculty 

taught for intrinsic, not extrinsic, factors. They felt rewarded and very much enjoyed teaching 

and helping students succeed. Adjunct faculty taught because they wanted to be part of their 

community college culture. Community College leaders must recognize the need to improve 

areas that affect intrinsic factors, as well as those that affect extrinsic factors. 
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 Additional Findings 

Adjunct faculty were asked to detail which resources were provided to them by their 

institutions. It should be expected that adjunct faculty are provided with email accounts to 

communicate with students, and 97% of adjunct faculty in 2024 responded that they were. 

However, there was an over 20% decrease in the percentage of adjunct faculty who reported they 

were provided with shared office space relative to the 2010 survey (i.e., 69.3% to 48%). If 

faculty are teaching in a variety of modalities at institutions, as the data suggested, there are 

questions about where adjunct faculty were able to prepare for their classes and where they could 

meet with students to assist them. This was reinforced in the open-ended responses by several 

faculty who asked for consistent physical space to meet with students and carry out their 

teaching and additional responsibilities. Another telling fact is that there was a 20% reduction in 

adjunct faculty who were supplied with personal computers/laptops in 2024 as compared to those 

who were supplied with personal computers/laptops in 2010. With the increasing expectation for 

instructors to use technology in all teaching modalities, and the increasing number of online 

offerings, it is surprising the availability of computer resources has decreased. This finding was 

supported in the open-ended responses as adjunct faculty expressed their need for the appropriate 

technology to accomplish their jobs. Adjunct faculty did ask for greater clerical support in their 

open-ended responses and this was evident in the reduction of over 10% from 2010 to 2024 in 

this area. 

Another area of interest was found in the teaching experience of adjunct faculty. Over 

half of adjunct faculty teaching at community colleges had no experience teaching in the K–12 

public/private, and almost half had no experience teaching in the 4-year college/university 

environments. The researcher concluded that adjunct faculty were committed to the community 
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college mission since over half of adjunct faculty currently taught or have taught only in the 

community college setting. This finding was reinforced in Table 4.6 where 63.6% of adjunct 

faculty stated they taught because they enjoyed the experience and the students. Other open-

ended responses to this question strengthened this conclusion. 

 Recommendations for Practice 

The 2010 national survey of adjunct faculty conducted by the American Federation of 

Teacher Higher Education (AFT) showed adjunct faculty are committed to teaching, but stated 

that the working conditions and job security of America’s part-time/adjunct are not adequate 

(American Federation of Teachers, 2010). The AFT survey found that improvements were most 

needed in the areas of salaries, access to full-time positions, access to healthcare benefits, and job 

security. The results of the AFT study were supported by the results of this study, and 

Community College leaders should address these areas when considering changes to adjunct 

faculty hiring and retention policies. 

Before considering how best to integrate the results from this study into practice, it is 

essential the reasons why adjunct faculty teach at community colleges be considered. Adjunct 

faculty in 2024 overwhelmingly taught because they enjoyed the experience of teaching (38.5%) 

and they enjoyed the students (25.1%). When considering the adjunct faculty who selected other 

as their response, which was usually a combination of these two responses, the numbers were 

even greater. Only 15% of adjunct faculty cited they needed the extra money their teaching 

provides, and less than 1 in 10 responded they hoped to use this job as a career builder.  

If the open-ended responses are considered, it is evident that adjunct faculty teach 

because they want to teach. They want to give back to the college, to the community, to their 

professions, and to the students. Adjunct faculty hope to prepare the next generation for better 
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jobs, for satisfying careers, and for better futures for them and their families. Only a few adjunct 

faculty responded they teach for the money, either as a primary or secondary income. In fact, 

many adjunct faculty responded they teach despite the low salaries, lack of benefits, and absence 

of a full-time career path. This finding supported the work of Millner-Harlee (2010), which 

found adjunct faculty “were highly satisfied simply because of their love for teaching and their 

respect for their students and their work” and “stay in their part time positions because they like 

to teach; they are not motivated to stay in the classroom for the pay” (p. 270). It is not enough to 

simply pay adjunct faculty more money; other intrinsic factors must be addressed. 

In the report, Contingent Commitments: Bringing Part-Time Faculty Into Focus, adjunct 

faculty were described as a diverse group of professionals working at multiple institutions who 

would like to be full-time instructors (Center for Community College Student Engagement, 

2014). This description was not supported by this study where 70.0% of adjunct faculty reported 

they held no other part-time or full-time jobs teaching at a postsecondary institution.  

The lack of advancement in having a diverse pool of adjunct faculty must be addressed. 

Even after considering the adjunct faculty who responded prefer not to answer, the racial/ethnic 

diversity of adjunct faculty did not increase since 2010. In fact, the study shows an increase from 

87.1% of adjunct faculty identifying as White, non-Hispanic in 2010 to 89.6% in 2024. 

Adjunct faculty in Learning Support teach a large number of students in community 

colleges. This group of adjunct faculty also has the lowest level of job satisfaction. Community 

College leaders must identify and address the factors where adjunct faculty teaching in Learning 

Support are least satisfied to maintain a highly qualified adjunct pool. 

Working toward measures that are more inclusive of adjunct faculty is also a necessary 

step to improve satisfaction levels. Forming stronger relationships with administrators and full-
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time faculty would be a step in the right direction, as was shown through the multiple regression 

analyses where the relationships construct was shown to be the best predictor of overall job 

satisfaction. In the open-ended questions, adjunct faculty responded they would like to be 

included in decision making regarding policy and curriculum design. Adjunct faculty feel they 

can make valuable contributions to their institutions and would welcome becoming more active 

in their college communities.  

Multiple previous studies have shown the importance of forming strong relationships 

between the academic institutions and adjunct faculty. Gappa and Leslie (1993) found that 

despite adjunct faculty enjoying the actual teaching aspects of their jobs, adjunct faculty did not 

feel connected to the academic institutions. Tomanek’s (2010) research also showed that adjunct 

faculty wanted to increase their opportunities to feel connected to their institution as they were 

looking for a sense of community. The multiple regression analyses performed in this study 

showed that relationships adjunct faculty have with others at the academic institution was a( 

better predictor of overall job satisfaction than in 2010. Opportunities to foster stronger social 

and professional relationships with other adjunct faculty, full-time faculty, and administrators 

should be continued, and increased if possible and/or necessary. 

Community college administrators, full-time faculty, and administrative staff must 

continue to value and respect adjunct faculty, as they are a dedicated and experienced team of 

professionals. They must continue to provide adjunct faculty with an opportunity to teach, 

influence curriculum, and shape the future. Additionally, community college administrators must 

continue to provide adjunct faculty with autonomy and independence and the freedom to design 

course content. Administrators must also continue to provide professional development activities 

for adjunct faculty, as well as provide technology support in and out of the classroom. Adjunct 
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faculty feel they are respected by students and full-time faculty, and they are regarded as good 

teachers. The practices that ensure respect and promote adjunct faculty should be maintained, 

and improved if necessary. 

Additional budgeting should be provided to adjunct faculty to compensate them for their 

time and contributions outside of their teaching hours. The results of this study showed adjunct 

faculty spend 33.5 hours per week completing the tasks associated with their adjunct faculty 

positions. Also, dedicated office space and appropriate technology should be provided to adjunct 

faculty to allow them to meet with and instruct students.  

 Recommendations for Further Study 

The first recommendation would be to further the results of this study. Valuable insights 

were provided in the responses to the open-ended questions. Additional follow-up with one-on-

one interviews would give adjunct faculty the chance to express their thoughts.  

As stated, this study looked at how the satisfaction levels and factors affecting job 

satisfaction have changed. It is perhaps time to create a new survey that more closely considers 

the current academic landscape. The pandemic changed academia, and community colleges must 

adapt to the new normal.  

This study concentrated on the satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty in the Midwest. 

Another area of interest would be to acquire additional regional and national data to confirm that 

the same results can be replicated across different geographical areas.  

This study only surveyed faculty who are currently teaching at community colleges. 

Although difficult to generate a pool of former adjunct faculty, knowing why they are no longer 

teaching at community colleges is also telling. Knowing the reasons for their leaving and the 
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issues they faced would go a long way toward understanding the current adjunct faculty job 

experience.  

A final area that warrants additional research is to examine what other factors affect 

overall job satisfaction that were not addressed in this study. Although there have been consistent 

factors, there are probably others that were not considered. One-on-one interviews may expose 

these other factors. 

 Conclusion 

Overall, adjunct faculty are satisfied in their jobs. Academic institutions must continue to 

provide adjunct faculty with autonomy and independence and the freedom to design course 

content. Academic institutions can also improve compensation for the work of adjunct faculty, 

benefits, job security, and the relationships with adjunct faculty. These recommendations support 

the findings from multiple previous studies. 

It is important to remember that adjunct faculty feel respected and valued by students, 

full-time faculty, and administrators. Providing adjunct faculty with basic infrastructure (e.g., 

clerical support, appropriate technology, office space, paid professional development 

opportunities) is also essential. In addition, adjunct faculty would like to feel they are part of 

their institutions and are serving a valuable part of fulfilling the missions of these institutions. 

Administrators must continue to ensure that adjunct faculty feel valued and respected. The 

adjunct faculty who responded to this survey were highly educated and dedicated to their 

professions and students. It is in the best interest of community colleges, the communities they 

serve, and the students for them to remain satisfied in their jobs. 

 



149 

References 

Al Jenaibi, B. (2010). Job satisfaction: Comparisons among diverse public organizations in the 

UAE. Management Science and Engineering, 4(3), 60–79. 

http://www.cscanada.net/inde.php/mse/article/view/j.mse.191303520100403.007 

American Association of University Professors. (2018). Data snapshot: Contingent faculty in US 

higher ed. https://www.aaup.org/news/data-snapshot-contingent-faculty-us-higher-ed 

American Association of University Professors. (n.d). What do faculty do? 

https://www.aaup.org/issues/faculty-work-workload/what-do-faculty-do 

American Federation of Teachers. (2010). American Academic: A national survey of part-time 

faculty. https://www.aft.org/sites/default/files/aa_partimefaculty0310.pdf  

Antony, J. S., & Valadez, J. R. (2002). Exploring the satisfaction of part-time college faculty in 

the United States. The Review of Higher Education, 26(1), 41–56. 

http://courses.washington.edu/scdrydta/Antony_Valadez2002.pdf 

BassuMallick, C. (2021, March 11). What is job satisfaction? Definitions, factors, importance, 

statistics, and examples. https://www.spiceworks.com/hr/engagement-

retention/articles/what-is-job-satisfaction/ 

Belmonte, C. J. O. (2020). Adjunct faculty job satisfaction: Intangible and financial factors 

affecting the academic majority [Doctoral dissertation, Old Dominion University]. ODU 

Digital Commons. https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/efl_etds/223/ 

Bender, L. W., & Breuder, R. (1973). Part-time teachers—“Step-children” of the community 

college. Community College Review, 1(1), 29–37. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/009155217300100107 



150 

Bevans, R. (2023, July 20). Multiple linear regression: A quick guide. Scribbr. 

https://www.scribbr.com/statistics/multiple-linear-regression/ 

Bhandari, Pritha. (2023, June 22). An easy introduction to statistical significance (With 

examples). Scribbr. https://www.scribbr.com/statistics/statistical-significance/ 

Bickerstaff, S., & Chavarin, O. (2018). Understanding the needs of part-time faculty at six 

community colleges. CCRC Research Brief. 

https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/understanding-part-time-faculty-community-

colleges.html 

Boord, M. (2010). Analysis of adjunct faculty at Des Moines Area Community College: Use and 

application of Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory to predict job satisfaction in 

teaching improvement and professional development (Publication No. 3438673) 

[Doctoral dissertation, Iowa State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global. 

Brock, T., & Diwa, C. (2021). Catastrophe or catalyst? Reflections on COVID’s impact on 

community colleges. Journal of Postsecondary Student Success, 1(2), 2–17. 

https://doi.org/10.33009/fsop_jpss129901 

Bryant, P. C., & Allen, D. G. (2013). Compensation, benefits and employee turnover: HR 

strategies for retaining top talent. Compensation & Benefit Review, 45(3), 171–175. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0886368713494342 

Buchan, I. (2024). StatsDirect. Basic statistical principles: p values. 

https://www.statsdirect.com/help/Default.htm#basics/p_values.htm?TocPath=Basic%252

0statistical%2520principles%257C_____4 



151 

Bulman, G., & Fairlie, R. (2022). The impact of COVID-19 on community college enrollment 

and student success: Evidence from California administrative data. Education Finance 

and Policy, 17(4), 745–764. https://doi.org/10.1162/edfp_a_00384 

Busta, H. (2021, March 30). Adjunct college faculty taking the biggest hit from pandemic job 

losses. Higher Ed Dive. https://www.highereddive.com/news/adjunct-college-faculty-

taking-the-biggest-hit-from-pandemic-job-losses/597587/ 

Cabello, C. A., Logos, J., & Bonotan, A. M. (2022). Part-time instructors in the higher education 

institutions: The less, the limited, the left-over, and the survivors. Journal of Positive 

School Psychology, 6(3), 6204–6214.  

Cashwell, A. L. (2009). Factors affecting part-time faculty job satisfaction in the Colorado 

community college system (Publication No. 3400990) [Doctoral dissertation, Colorado 

State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global. 

Celestine, N. (2017). Andrew Maslow, his theory, and contribution to psychology. Positive 

Psychology. https://positivepsychology.com/abraham-maslow/ 

Center for Community College Student Engagement. (2014). Contingent commitments: 

Bringing part-time faculty into focus. Center for Community College Student 

Engagement. https://www.ccsse.org/docs/PTF_Special_Report.pdf 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (n.d.). CDC museum COVID-19 timeline. 

https://www.cdc.gov/museum/timeline/covid19.html 

Cohen, A. M. (1974). Community college job satisfaction. Research in Higher Education, 2(4), 

369–376. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40194954 



152 

Colby, G. (2023, March). Data snapshot: Tenure and contingency in US higher education. 

American Association of University Professors. 

https://www.aaup.org/sites/default/files/AAUP%20Data%20Snapshot.pdf 

Comrey, A. L. & Lee, H. B. (1992). A first course in factor analysis (2nd ed.). Psychology Press. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315827506  

Dembicki, M. (2022, July 21). Pay is the main reason higher ed employees consider leaving jobs. 

Community College Daily. https://www.ccdaily.com/2022/07/pay-is-main-reason-higher-

ed-employees-consider-leaving-jobs/ 

Ebrary.net. (n.d.). Herzberg’s motivation hygiene theory. 

https://ebrary.net/2839/management/herzbergs_motivation_hygiene_theory 

Fink, J. (2023). What happened to community college enrollment during the first years of the 

pandemic? It depends on the study. Community College Research Center. 

https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/easyblog/what-happened-to-community-college-enrollment-

depends-students-age.html 

Finkelstein, M. J., Conley, V. M., & Schuster, J. H. (2016). Taking the measure of faculty 

diversity. Advancing Higher Education. 

https://www.tiaa.org/content/dam/tiaa/institute/pdf/full-report/2017-02/taking-the-

measure-of-faculty-diversity.pdf 

Frambach, J. M, van der Vleuten, C. P. M., & Durning, S. (2013). AM last page: Quality criteria 

in qualitative and quantitative research. Academic Medicine, 88(4), Article 552. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31828abf7f. 

Gappa, J. M., & Leslie, D. W. (1993). The invisible faculty: Improving the status of part-timers 

in higher education. Jossey-Bass.  



153 

Gibson, S. (2018). Descriptive and causal comparative examination of community college 

adjunct faculty: Job satisfaction and efficacy of reluctant and enthusiastic stayers 

(Publication No. 13807940) [Doctoral dissertation, Northwest Central University]. 

ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global. 

Gliem, J. A., & Gliem, R. R. (2003). Calculating, interpreting, and reporting Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability coefficient for Likert-type scales. 

https://scholarworks.indianapolis.iu.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/976cec6a-914f-4e49-

84b2-f658d5b26ff9/content 

GraphPad. (n.d.) The ultimate guide to t-tests. https://www.graphpad.com/guides/the-ultimate-

guide-to-t-tests 

Guerra, T. (2018, June 29). The average adjunct pay at community colleges. Chron. 

https://work.chron.com/average-adjunct-pay-community-colleges-18310.html 

Herzberg, F. (2003). One more time; How do you motivate employees? Harvard Business 

Review, 46(1), 53–62. (Original work published 1968). 

https://edisciplinas.usp.br/pluginfile.php/4551684/mod_resource/content/1/1.%20Herzber

g_One%20More%20Time%20How%20to%20Motivate%20Employees%20%281%29.pd

f 

Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., & Snyderman, B. B. (1993). The motivation to work. Transaction. 

(Original work published 1968). 

Higher Learning Commission. (2023). Policy book. 

https://download.hlcommission.org/policy/HLCPolicyBook_POL.pdf 

Inside Scholar Community. (2023a). Hidden benefits for adjunct professors. Inside Scholar. 

https://blog.insidescholar.org/hidden-benefits-for-adjunct-professors/  



154 

Inside Scholar Community. (2023b). The rise of adjunct faculty. Inside Scholar. 

https://blog.insidescholar.org/the-rise-of-adjunct-faculty/ 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System. (2023). College navigator. 

https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/  

Jonas, J. (2016). Making practical use of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory to motivate 

employees: A case of Masvingo Polytechnic. Journal of Management and 

Administration, 2016(2), 105–117. https://hdl.handle.net/10520/EJC-50954cc8a 

Kalita, S. M. (2022, September 13). How community colleges have pivoted in the pandemic. 

Charter in Partnership With Time. https://time.com/charter/6212923/community-

colleges-pandemic/ 

Kieschnick, C. (2022). Faculty perceptions of job satisfaction and the connection to faculty 

intent to stay: A conceptual replication study (Publication No. 29323323) [Doctoral 

dissertation, Delaware Valley University]. ProQuest Theses and Dissertations Global. 

Kramer, A. L., Gloeckner, G. W., & Jacoby, D. (2014). Roads scholars: Part-time faculty job 

satisfaction at community colleges. Community College Journal of Research and 

Practice, 38(4), 287–299. https://doi.org/10.1080/10668926.2010.485005 

Laerd Statistics. (2018). Spearman’s rank-order correlation. 

https://statistics.laerd.com/aboutus.php 

LePage, T. S. (2023). A qualitative phenomenological study of adjunct faculty resilience in 

community colleges during COVID-19 (Publication No. 30635071) [Doctoral 

dissertation, Grand Canyon University]. ProQuest Theses and Dissertations Global. 

Leslie, D. W., & Gappa, J. M. (2002). New directions for community colleges. Wiley Online 

Library. https://doi.org/10.1002/cc.64 



155 

Lochmiller, C. R., & Lester, J. (2017). An introduction to educational research: Connecting 

methods to practice. SAGE Publications. 

Lumen. (n.d.). Organizational behavior and human relations. 

https://courses.lumenlearning.com/wm-organizationalbehavior/chapter/herzbergs-two-

factor-theory/ 

Management Study Guide. (n.d.). Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation. 

https://www.managementstudyguide.com/herzbergs-theory-motivation.htm 

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological Review, 50, 370–396. 

https://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Maslow/motivation.htm 

Mazur, C., Creech, C., Just, J., Rolle, C., Cotner, S., & Hewlett, J. (2021). Teaching during 

COVID-19 times: A community college perspective. Journal of Microbiology & Biology 

Education, 22(1). https://doi.org/10.1128/jmbe.v22i1.2459 

McLeod, S. (2023). Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. Simply Psychology. 

https://www.simplypsychology.org/maslow.html 

Miller, J. A. (2022). College faculty and the experiences of job satisfaction: A phenomenological 

approach (Publication No. 30276757) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Akron]. 

ProQuest Theses and Dissertations Global. 

Miller, K., & Baston, M. (2023). Community colleges in the now normal. League for Innovation 

in the Community College, 26(2). https://www.league.org/learning-abstracts/community-

colleges-now-normal 



156 

Millner-Harlee, T. (2010). A multiple case study discovering part-time faculties’ perceptions of 

the professional needs, working conditions, social networks, and job satisfaction at three 

community colleges (Publication No. 3412904) [Doctoral dissertation, George 

Washington University]. ProQuest Theses and Dissertations Global. 

Mindtools Content Team. (2023). Herzberg’s motivators and hygiene factors. 

https://www.mindtools.com/a75iwn/herzbergs-motivators-and-hygiene-factors 

Miinminao. (2013). Happy adjuncts. The Adjunct Crisis. 

https://adjunctcrisis.com/2013/11/08/happy-adjuncts/ 

Monahan, T., & Cohen, J. (2023, March 23). Community college pandemic recovery: What are 

the new enrollment numbers showing? ARCC: Accelerating Recovery in Community 

Colleges Network. https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/arccnetwork/2023/03/21/community-

college-pandemic-recovery-what-are-the-new-enrollment-numbers-showing/ 

Nagle, T. (2016). Adjunct faculty job satisfaction in California community colleges: A narrative 

inquiry [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. University of Phoenix. 

Nam, J. (2023). How has COVID affected college students? Best Colleges. 

https://www.bestcolleges.com/research/how-has-covid-affected-college-students/ 

National Center for Education Statistics. (2022). Digest of education statistics. 

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d22/tables/dt22_315.10.asp 

Nickerson, C. (2023). Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene. Simply Psychology. 

https://www.simplypsychology.org/herzbergs-two-factor-theory.html 

  



157 

Ozguner, Z., & Ozguner, M. (2014). A managerial point of view on the relationship between of 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and Herzberg’s dual factor theory. International Journal of 

Business and Social Science, 5(7), 207–215. 

https://ijbssnet.com/journals/Vol_5_No_7_June_2014/26.pdf 

Page, K. A. (2016). Contracts with community college adjunct faculty members: Potential 

supplemental benefits to increase satisfaction (Publication No. 0125162) [Doctoral 

dissertation, Johnson & Wales University]. ProQuest Theses and Dissertations Global. 

Phillippe, K. (2024, March 5). DataPoints: Trends among adjunct/part-time instructors. 

Community College Daily. https://www.ccdaily.com/2024/03/datapoints-trends-among-

adjunct-part-time-instructors/ 

R Core Team (2021). R: A language and environmental for statistical computing. R Foundation 

for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-project.org/ 

Robbins, S. P., & Coulter, M. (2007). Management: Motivating employees [PowerPoint slides]. 

University of Sargodha. https://lms.su.edu.pk 

Ross, A. (2022, February 24). A snapshot of pandemic life for adjunct faculty members. The 

Chronicle of Higher Education. https://www.chronicle.com/article/a-snapshot-of-

pandemic-life-for-adjunct-faculty-members?sra=true&cid=gen_sign_in 

Roueche, J. E., & Roueche, S. D. (2008). The art of visionary leadership: Painting a face on the 

future. Celebrations. https://www.nisod.org/2008/09/01/art-visionary-leadership-painting-

face-future/ 

Roueche, J. E., Roueche, S. D., & Milliron, M. D. (1997). Strangers in their own land. 

Community College Press. 



158 

Schulz, S. D. (2009). Predicting job satisfaction among Iowa community college adjunct faculty 

members: Use and application of Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory [Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation]. Iowa State University. 

Simmons, M. L. (2020). Employee retention strategies in U.S. colleges and universities 

[Doctoral dissertation, Walden University]. Walden Dissertation and Doctoral Studies. 

Spitalniak, L. (2023, November 6). Adjunct faculty face low pay, minimal administrative 

support, AFT finds. Higher Ed Dive. https://www.highereddive.com/news/adjunct-

faculty-face-low-pay-minimal-support-aft-finds/698945// 

Strick, J. (2022, March 10). Applying Herzberg’s two-factor theory to the workplace. ecoPortal. 

https://www.ecoportal.com/blog/rwo-factor-theory 

Survey Monkey by Momentive. (n.d.-a). Sample size calculator. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/mp/sample-size-calculator/ 

Survey Monkey by Momentive. (n.d.-b). Pearson correlation vs. Spearman correlation methods. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/market-research/resources/pearson-correlation-vs-

spearman-correlation/ 

Survey Monkey by Momentive. (n.d.-c). Statistical significance: See how close you are to the 

truth. https://www.surveymonkey.com/curiosity/significant-difference-data-see-close-

truth/ 

Tanner, O. C. (n.d.). 10 ways all your employees feel valued at work. 

https://www.octanner.com/insights/articles/2019/10/3/feeling-valued-at-work.html 

Taormina, R. J., & Gao, J. H. (2013). Maslow and the motivation hierarchy: Measuring 

satisfaction of the needs. The American Journal of Psychology, 126(2), 155–177. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2013-19370-002 



159 

Tay, L., & Diener, E. (2011). Need and subjective well-being around the world. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 101(2), 354–366. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023779  

Thomas-Chambers, J. (2021). A qualitative multiple case study: Exploring rural, public 

California community college online faculty members’ job satisfaction (Publication No. 

28864104) [Doctoral dissertation, Trident University International]. ProQuest Theses and 

Dissertations Global. 

Tomanek, J. K. (2010). Job satisfaction of community college adjunct faculty at Midwestern 

Community College [Doctoral dissertation, Iowa State University]. The Iowa State 

University Digital Repository. https://dr.lib.iastate.edu/entities/publication/98a01536-

1468-4ce0-8831-021bd24f6474 

UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group. (n.d.). What does Cronbach’s alpha mean? 

https://stats.oarc.ucla.edu/spss/faq/what-does-cronbachs-alpha-mean/ 

Walton, E. M. H. (2018). Adjunct faculty: The silent majority (Publication No. 10974058) 

[Doctoral dissertation, Concordia University]. ProQuest Theses and Dissertations Global. 

Weisman, S. (2023a, November 20). Online enrollments spike at community colleges. Inside 

Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/institutions/community-

colleges/2023/11/20/online-enrollments-spike-community-colleges 

Weissman, S. (2023b, July 7). Online learning still in high demand at community colleges. 

Inside Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/institutions/community 

colleges/2023/07/07/online-learning-still-high-demand-community 

Weissman, S. (2023c, January 3). The great resignation at community colleges. Inside Higher 

Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2023/01/04/community-colleges-suffer-

employee-shortages 



160 

Wyles, B. A. (2002). Adjunct faculty in the community college: Realities and challenges. New 

Directions for Higher Education, 104 (1998), 89–93. https://doi.org/10.1002/he.10409 

Zirkel, T. (2023). Fueling dual enrollment momentum to combat declining college-going rates. 

Innovatus. https://innovatusmagazine.com/fueling-dual-enrollment-momentum-to-

combat-declining-college-going-rates/ 



161 

Appendix A - Tomanek’s Survey 

Following is the survey instrument used by J. K. Tomanek (2010) in the research study 
for the dissertation entitled Job satisfaction of community college adjunct faculty at Midwestern 
Community College. 
 
Adjunct Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey 
Background Characteristics 
1. Please select your gender. 
 � Male 
 � Female 
2. Please indicate your age as of September 1, 2009 _________________ 
3. Please select one or more of the following choices to best describe your racial/ethnic 
background. 
 � Alaska Native 
 �  Asian 
 � Black or African American 
 � Latino, Hispanic 
 � Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
 � White, Non Hispanic 
 � Other (please indicate)_______________________________________ 
4. What is your primary language? Please be specific. __________________________ 
5. During the 2009-10 Academic year, your marital status was? 
 � Single 
 � Married/Living with partner or significant other 
 � Separated, divorced, or widowed 
6. Are you a U.S. citizen? 
 � Yes 
 � No  
 
Academic/Professional Background 

7. Were you ever enrolled in a community college as a student? 

 � Yes 
 � No 
8. Indicate if you have completed any of the following degrees at a community college. 
 �  Associate of Arts (AA) 
 � Associate of Science (AS) 
 � Associate of Applied Science (AAS) 
 � Other 
9. What is the highest degree you have completed? Do not include honorary degrees. (If you 
have none of the degrees or awards, select ― Not Applicable) 
 � Doctorate (Ph.D., M.D., Ed.D., J.D., etc.) 
 � Education Specialist (Ed.S.) 
 � Master’s Degree (M.A., M.S., M.Ed., etc.) 
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 � Bachelor’s Degree 
 � Associate’s Degree 
 � Diploma 
 � Certificate 
 � High School Diploma/GED 
 � Less than High School Diploma/GED 
 � Other 
 � Not applicable 
10. In what field or discipline is your most advanced degree? (Sociology, Information 
Technology, Education, Management, Nursing, etc.) __________________________ 
 
11. Indicate the number of years of teaching experience you have in each of the following 
educational environments. 

K-12 Public and/or Private _______________________________ 
2-Year Public Community College _________________________ 
2-year Private Community College _________________________ 
4-Year Public College/University __________________________ 
4-Year Private College/University __________________________ 

12. Indicate the number of years you have been teaching at this institution ____________ 
 
Instructional Responsibilities and Workload 

13. What is your principal field or discipline at this institution? (e.g., HIST, BSAD, ENGL, 
MATH) ____________________ 
 
14. Which methods of delivery are you teaching in during the Fall 2009 term at this 
institution? Check all that apply. 
 � Face-to-Face/In Classroom 
 � Online 
 � Course Conferencing 
 � Hybrid 
 � Other (please specify) ________________________ 
 � Did not teach in the Fall 
 � Did not teach in the Winter 
 
15. If you indicated that you are teaching in two or more delivery methods, please 
indicate the percentage of your teaching load devoted to each. 

Teaching method % of teaching load 
Face-to-Face/In Classroom  
Online  
Course Conferencing  
Hybrid  
Other  
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Current Employment 
 
16. While employed at this institution, during the 2009-10 Academic Year, how many 
other jobs did you hold? 
 � 0 
 � 1 
 � 2 
 � 3 
 � 4 
 � 5 or more 
17. How many of these other jobs involved instruction at another postsecondary 
institution during the 2009-10 Academic Year? 
 � 0 
 � 1 
 � 2 
 � 3 
 � 4 
 � 5 or more 
18. If you indicated that you have taught at one or more postsecondary institution, was 
the institution located: 
 � In the state you reside in 
 � Outside the state you reside in 
 � Both 
19. Were you employed full-time at any of these other jobs during the year? 
 � Yes 
 � No 
20. In which career area (e.g., Business, Education, Information Technology, Arts, Health 
Sciences) were you employed full-time? ________________________________ 
21. Would you have preferred a full-time teaching position for the 2009-10 Academic Year at 
this institution? 
 � Yes 
 � No 
22. During the 2009-10 Academic Year did you do any adjunct teaching at any other community 
college? 
 � Yes 
 � No 
23. At how many other community colleges did you teach at during the 2009-10 Academic 
Year? 
 �  0 
 � 1 
 � 2 
 � 3 
 � 4 
 � 5 or more 



164 

24. If you indicated that you have taught at one or more community colleges, were the 
institutions located: 
 � In the state you reside in 
 � Outside the state you reside in 
 � Both 
25. What is the primary reason you choose to teach at this community college? Check all that 
apply. 
 � Need the extra money 
 � Enjoy the students 
 � Enjoy the experience 
 � Plan to use this experience as a career ladder 
 � Other (please describe below) _________________________________ 
 
Institutional Resources 
 
26. Mark all institutional resources available to you during the 2009-10 Academic Year as an 
adjunct faculty member at this institution. 
 � Use of private office 
 � Shared office space 
 � A personal computer 
 � An email account 
 � A phone/voice mail 
 � Clerical support 
 � Faculty mentor 
 � Other 
27. How often do you spend time with the following members of this institution? 
 
 Hardly Ever Sometimes Often Very Often 
Part-time Faculty     
Full-time Faculty     
Department Reps     
Administrators     
Students     

 
28. In which ways do you communicate with students outside of the classroom? Check all that 
apply. 
 � Phone 
 � Email 
 � Office hours 
 � Before/After class 
 � Online venues (chat, Skype, twitter, facebook, etc.) 
 � Other  
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Activities 
 
29. During the 2009-10 Academic Year, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on each of the following activities in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at 
this institution. Mark one response for each activity. 
 0 

hours 
per 
week 

1-4 
hours 
per 
week 

5-8 
hours 
per 
week 

9-12 
hours 
per 
week 

13-16 
hours 
per 
week 

17-20 
hours 
per 
week 

21-34 
hours 
per 
week 

35-45 
hours 
per 
week 

Scheduled teaching (give actual, 
not credit hours) 

        

Preparing for teaching (including 
reading student papers and 
grading) 

        

Advising & Counseling of 
students 

        

Committee work and meetings         
Other administration         
Consultation with clients/patients         
Community or public service         
Outside consulting/freelance 
work 

        

Household/childcare duties         
Communicating via email         
Commuting to campus         
Other employment, outside 
academia 

        

Research and scholarly writing         
Other creative 
products/performances related to 
teaching discipline 

        

Job Satisfaction 
30. How satisfied are you with the following aspects of your adjunct teaching job at this 

institution? Mark one response for teach item. 

 Very 
satisfied 

Satisfied 
Marginally 

Satisfied Not 
Satisfied 

Salary     
Benefits available     
Teaching load     
Quality of students     
Office/lab space     
Equipment and facilities available for 
classroom instruction 
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Institutional support for teaching 
improvement and professional development 

    

Institutional funding of travel for 
professional development 

    

Institutional support for implementing 
technology-based instructional activities 

    

Autonomy and independence     
Professional relationships with full-time 
faculty 

    

Professional relationships with other 
adjunct faculty 

    

Social relationships with full-time faculty     
Social relationships with other adjunct 
faculty 

    

Competency of colleagues     
Job security     
Relationship with administrators     
Departmental leadership     
 Very 

satisfied 
Satisfied 
Marginally 

Satisfied Not 
Satisfied 

Course assignments     
Adjunct faculty communication pieces such 
as quarterly newsletter, adjunct handbook, 
and adjunct website 

    

Freedom to determine course content     
Prospects for career advancement     
Clerical/administrative support     
Overall job satisfaction     

      
Opinion 
 
31. Please indicate your agreement with the following statements. Mark one for each 
item. Adjunct instructors at this institution: 
 Agree 

Strongly 
Somewhat 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Disagree  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Don’t 
Know 
 

Are given specific training before 
teaching 

     

Are encouraged to attend orientation      
Are provided course 
competencies/standards 

     

Are given opportunities to participate in 
professional development activities 

     

Rarely get hired into full-time positions      
Receive respect from students      
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Are primarily responsible for 
introductory classes 

     

Have no guarantee of employment      
Are provided technology support in the 
classroom 

     

Are provided technology support outside 
the classroom 

     

Are required to attend meetings      
Have good working relationships with 
administration 

     

Are respected by full-time faculty      
 
32. Below are some statements about your adjunct experience at this institution. Indicate the 
extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
Mark one response for each item. 
 Agree 

Strongly  
Somewhat 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Disagree  

Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know 

It is easy for students to see adjunct 
faculty outside of regular office hours 

     

There is a great deal of conformity 
among students 

     

Adjunct faculty and administration work 
together to achieve common goals 

     

Students are provided individual 
attention and support 

     

Social activities are overemphasized      
Adjunct faculty are regarded as good 
teachers 

     

There is respect for the expression of 
diverse values and beliefs 

     

Adjunct faculty are rewarded for their 
effort to use instructional technology 

     

Adjunct faculty are rewarded for their 
efforts to work with underprepared 
students 

     

Administration considers adjunct faculty 
concerns when making policy 

     

The administration is open about its 
policies 
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33. Rouche [sic], Rouche, [sic] & Milliron (1997), published a taxonomy of part-time faculty. 
Please classify yourself. Choose all that apply. 
 � Semiretired 
 � Student (currently working part-time while pursuing further education) 

 � Hopeful Full-timer (currently would like to secure a full-time college teaching 
position) 

 � Full Mooner (currently working 35 or more hours per week elsewhere) 
 � Part-Mooner (currently holding two or more part-time jobs of less than  
  35 hours per week) 
 � Full-Time Part-Timer (currently holding two or more adjunct teaching positions 
   at two or more postsecondary institutions) 
 �  Onliner (currently teaching strictly online courses at a postsecondary institution)
 �  Homeworker (working part-time to allow time to care for children and/or other  
   relatives) 

 
Open-Ended Questions 
 
34. If you were given the opportunity to provide advice to the administration at this 
college, what advice would you give for improving experiences of adjunct faculty? 
 
35. If there was one thing you could change to improve your adjunct faculty experience, 
what would it be? 
 
36. What do you most value most about your teaching experience at this institution? 
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Appendix B - Alignment Table 

Alignment Table 

Literature 
findings 

Survey questions 
(close-ended, 
open-ended, 
Likert scale) 

 Theoretical 
and 

conceptual 
frameworks 

Methodology 

Satisfaction: 
Maslow (1943) 
theoretical 

framework 
Bender & 

Breuder 
(1973) 

PT faculty 
satisfaction 

Gappa & Leslie 
(1993) 

Status of PT 
Faculty 

Leslie & Gappa 
(2002) 
Future of Comm 

Colleges/Adj 
Faculty Skills 

Roueche et al.  
(1997) 
Comm College 
Adj Faculty 
Cashwell (2009) 
Adj Faculty 
Satisfaction 
Antony & 

Valadez 
(2002) 
Adj Faculty 
Satisfaction 
Schulz (2009) 
Predicting Adj 

Faculty Job 
Satisfaction 

Tomanek (2010) 
Adj Faculty 
Satisfaction 
Boord (2010) 

Survey Question 
#30 (part 24) 

Open-ended 
questions  

#34 - 36 

RQ1 – 
What are the current 

levels of job 
satisfaction of 
adjunct faculty at 
community 
colleges? 

 

Maslow’s 
hierarchy of 
needs 

Quantitative 
Survey  

(Means,  
   Statistically 

Significant 
Differences, 
Spearman 
Correlation 
Analyses, 
Regression 
Analyses) 



170 

Predicting 
Adj Faculty 
Satisfaction 
Millner-Harlee 
(2010)  
PT Faculty 

Needs and 
Satisfaction 

Nagle (2016) 
Adj Faculty 

Satisfaction 
Walton (2018) 
Adj Faculty 
Gibson (2018) 
Adj Faculty 

Satisfaction 
Thomas & 

Chambers 
(2021) 

Online Faculty at 
Rural 
Community 
Colleges 

Kramer, 
Gloeckner, & 
Jacoby (2022) 

Current Status of 
Adj Faculty 

Cabello, Logos, 
& Bonotan 
(2022) 

Current Status of 
Adj Faculty 

 
  RQ2 – 

How have the trends of 
job satisfaction of 
adjunct faculty at 
community colleges 
changed post-
COVID-19? 

 Statistical 
Analysis  

(Means, 
Spearman 
Correlation 
Method, 
Statistically 
Significant 
Differences)  
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Motivation/ 
Hygiene Theory: 
Herzberg (1993) 
Conceptual 

Framework 
Gappa & Leslie 
(1993) 
Status of PT 

Faculty 
Leslie & Gappa 
(2002) 
Future of Comm 

Colleges/Adj 
Faculty Skills 

Roueche et al.  
(1997) 
Comm College 

Adj Faculty 
Schulz (2009) 
Satisfaction 

Factors of Adj 
Faculty 
Tomanek (2010) 
Satisfaction 

Factors of Adj 
Faculty 
Boord (2010) 
Satisfaction 

Factors of Adj 
Faculty 
Millner-Harlee 

(2010) 
Satisfaction 

Factors of Adj 
Faculty 
Nagle (2016) 
Satisfaction 

Factors of Adj 
Faculty 
Gibson (2018) 
Satisfaction 

Factors of Adj 
Faculty 
Thomas & 

Chambers 
(2021) 

Survey 
Question 

#30 –  
parts 1 - 23 
Open-ended 

questions #34 
- 36 

RQ3 –  
What are the current 

influencing factors of 
overall job 
satisfaction of adjunct 
faculty at community 
colleges? 

 
 

Herzberg’s 
two-factor 
motivation/ 

    hygiene 
theory 

Quantitative 
Survey  

(Means, 
Spearman 
Correlation, 
Statistically 
Significant 
Differences,) 
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Online Faculty at 
Rural 
Community 
Colleges 

 
Literature 

Findings 
Survey 

Questions 
(close-ended, 

open-ended, 
Likert scale) 

Research Questions Theoretical 
and 

conceptual 
frameworks 

Methodology 

  RQ4 –  
How have the 

influencing factors of 
overall job 
satisfaction of adjunct 
faculty at community 
colleges changed 
post-COVID-19? 

 Statistical 
Analysis 

(Means, 
Spearman 
Correlation 
Method, 
Statistically 
Significant 
Differences 
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Appendix C - Kasuboski’s Survey (Spring 2024) 

Adjunct Faculty Job Satisfaction 
 
Mark all institutional resources available to you during the Spring 2024 semester as an adjunct 
faculty member at this institution. 
 

 Use of private office 
 Shared office space 
 A personal computer/laptop 
 An email account 
 A phone/voicemail account 
 Clerical support 
 Faculty mentor 
 Other (please specify) 

 
2. How often do you spend time with part-time faculty at this institution? 
Hardly Ever Sometimes Often Very Often 

    
3. How often do you spend time with full-time faculty at this institution? 
Hardly Ever Sometimes Often Very Often 

    
4. How often do you spend time with department representatives at this institution? 
Hardly Ever Sometimes Often Very Often 

    
5. How often do you spend time with administrators at this institution? 
Hardly Ever Sometimes Often Very Often 

    
6. How often do you spend time with students at this institution? 
Hardly Ever Sometimes Often Very Often 

    
7. In which ways do you communicate with students outside of the classroom? 

 Phone 
 Email 
 Office hours 
 Before/after class 
 Online venues (Chat, Skype, Twitter/X, Facebook) 
 Other (please specify) 
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8. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on scheduled teaching (give actual, not credit hours) in relation to your position as an 
adjunct instructor at this institution. Mark one response. 

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

9. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on preparing for teaching (including reading student papers and grading) in relation to 
your position as an adjunct instructor at this institution. Mark one response. 

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

10. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on advising and counseling of students in relation to your position as an adjunct 
instructor at this institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

11. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on committee work and meetings in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at 
this institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 
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12. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on other administrative duties in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at this 
institution. Mark one response.  

  0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
  9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

13. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on consultations with clients/patients in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor 
at this institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

4. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on community or public service in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at 
this institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

15. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on outside consulting/freelance work in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor 
at this institution. Mark one response. 

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 
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16. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on household/childcare duties in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at this 
institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

17. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on communicating via email in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at this 
institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

18. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on commuting to campus in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at this 
institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

19. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on other employment, outside academia, in relation to your position as an adjunct 
instructor at this institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 
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20. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on research and scholarly writing in relation to your position as an adjunct instructor at 
this institution. Mark one response.  

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

21. During the Spring 2024 semester, on average, how many hours per week do you actually 
spend on other creative products/performances related to teaching discipline in relation to 
your position as an adjunct instructor at this institution. Mark one response. 

 0 hours per week 
 1 - 4 hours per week 
 5 - 8 hours per week 
 9 - 12 hours per week 
 13 - 16 hours per week 
 17 - 20 hours per week 
 21 - 34 hours per week 
 35 - 45 hours per week 

22. How satisfied are you with the salary as an adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
23. How satisfied are you with the benefits available as an adjunct faculty member at this 
institution?  
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
24. How satisfied are you with the teaching load as an adjunct faculty member at this 
institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
25. How satisfied are you with the quality of students as an adjunct faculty member at this 
institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
26. How satisfied are you with the office/lab space as an adjunct faculty member at this 
institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
27. How satisfied are you with the equipment and facilities available for classroom 
instruction as an adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 
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28. How satisfied are you with the institutional support for teaching improvement and 
professional development as an adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
29. How satisfied are you with the institutional funding of travel for professional 
development as an adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
30. How satisfied are you with the institutional support for implementing technology based 
instructional activities as an adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
31. How satisfied are you with the autonomy and independence as an adjunct faculty member 
at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
32. How satisfied are you with the professional relationships with full-time faculty as an 
adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
33. How satisfied are you with the professional relationships with other adjunct faculty as an 
adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
34. How satisfied are you with the social relationships with full-time faculty as an adjunct 
faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
35. How satisfied are you with the social relationships with adjunct faculty as an adjunct 
faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
36. How satisfied are you with the competency of colleagues as an adjunct faculty member at 
this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
37. How satisfied are you with the job security as an adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
38. How satisfied are you with the relationship with administrators as an adjunct faculty 
member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 
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39. How satisfied are you with the departmental leadership as an adjunct faculty member at 
this institution?  
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
40. How satisfied are you with the course assignments as an adjunct faculty member at this 
institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
41. How satisfied are you with the adjunct faculty communication pieces such as quarterly 
newsletter, adjunct faculty handbook, and adjunct faculty website as an adjunct faculty 
member at this institution? as an adjunct faculty member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
42. How satisfied are you with the freedom to design course content as an adjunct faculty 
member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
43. How satisfied are you with the prospects for career advancement as an adjunct faculty 
member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
44. How satisfied are you with the clerical/administrative support as an adjunct faculty 
member at this institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
45. How satisfied are you with the overall job satisfaction as an adjunct faculty member at this 
institution? 
Very Satisfied Satisfied Marginally Satisfied Not Satisfied 

    
46. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
given specific training before teaching. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
47. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
encouraged to attend orientation.  
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
48. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
provided course competencies/standards. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
49. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
given opportunities to participate in professional development activities. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 
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50. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution 
rarely get hired into full-time positions. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
51. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution 
receive respect from students. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
52. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
primarily responsible for introductory classes. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
53. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution 
have no guarantee of employment. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
54. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
provided technology support in the classroom. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
55. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
provided technology support outside the classroom. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
56. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
required to attend meetings. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
57. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution 
have good working relationships with administrators. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
58. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct instructors at this institution are 
respected by full-time faculty. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
59. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: It is easy for students to see adjunct 
faculty outside of regular office hours. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 
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60. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: There is a great deal of conformity 
among students. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
61. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct faculty and administration work 
together to achieve common goals. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
62. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Students are provided individual 
attention and support. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
63. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Social activities are overemphasized.  
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
64. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct faculty are regarded as good 
teachers. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree 

    
65. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: There is respect for the expression of 
diverse values and beliefs. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
66. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct faculty are rewarded for their 
effort to use instructional technology. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
67. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Adjunct faculty are rewarded for their 
efforts to work with underprepared students. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
68. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Administration considers adjunct faculty 
when making policy. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 

     
69. Indicate your agreement to the following statement: Administration is open about its 
policies. 
Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree Do not know 
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70. Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron (1995) published a taxonomy of part-time faculty. Please 
classify yourself. Check all that apply. 

 Semi-retired 
 Student (currently working part-time while pursuing further education) 
 Hopeful Full-timer (currently would like to secure a full-time college teaching position) 
 Full-mooner (currently working 35 or more hours per week elsewhere) 
 Part-mooner (currently holding two or more part-time jobs of less than 35 hours per week) 
 Full-time part-timer (currently holding two or more adjunct teaching positions at two or 

more post secondary institutions) 
 Onliner (currently teaching strictly online courses at a post-secondary institution) 
 Homeworker (working part-time to allow time to care for children and/or other relatives) 

71. If you were given the opportunity to provide advice to the administration at this institution, 
what advice would you give for improving experiences of adjunct faculty? 

 
72. If there was one thing you could change regarding your adjunct faculty experience, what 
would it be? 

 
73. What do you value most about your teaching experience at this institution?  

 
74. What is the primary reason you teach at this institution? 

 Need the extra money 
 Enjoy the students 
 Enjoy the experience 
 Plan to use this experience as a career ladder 
 Other (please specify) 

 
75. Please select your gender. 

 Male 
 Female 
 Non-binary, prefer not to answer 

76. What was your age as of January 1, 2024? 
 Less than 25 years old 
 25 - 35 years old 
 36 - 45 years old 
 46 - 55 years old 
 56 - 65 years old 
 More than 65 years old 
 Prefer not to answer 
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77. Please select one or more of the following to best describe your racial/ethnic background. 
 Alaska Native 
 Asian 
 Black or African American 
 Hispanic or Latino 
 Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
 White, Non-Hispanic 
  Prefer not to answer 
  Other (please specify) 

 
78. What is your primary language? You may leave this response blank.  

 
79. During the Spring 2024 semester, what is your marital status? 

 Single 
 Married/Living with partner or significant other 
 Separated. divorced, or widowed 
 Prefer not to answer 

80. Are you a United States citizen? 
 Yes 
 No 
 Prefer not to answer 

81. Were you ever enrolled as a student or completed any of the following degrees at a 
community college? 

  Associate of Arts 
  Associate of Science 
  Associate of Applied Science 
  No degree completed at a community college, but was enrolled as a student 
  Never enrolled as a student at a community college 
  Other (please specify) 

 
82. What is the highest degree you have completed? Do not include honorary degrees. 

 Doctorate (Ph.D., M.D., Ed.D., J.D. etc) 
 Education Specialist (Ed. S.) 
 Master's Degree (M.A., M.S., M.Ed, etc) 
 Bachelor's Degree 
 Associate's Degree 
 Diploma 
 Certificate  
 High School Diploma/GED 
 Less than a High School Diploma/GED 
 Not applicable 
 Other (please specify) 
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83. In what field or discipline is your most advanced degree?  

 
84. How many years of teaching experience do you have in: K-12 Public/Private Schools 

 None 
 1 - 5 years 
 6 - 10 years 
 11 - 15 years 
 16 - 20 years 
 21 - 25 years 
 26 - 30 years  
 31 - 35 years 
 More than 35 years 

85. How many years of teaching experience do you have in: 2-year community colleges 
 None 
 1- 5 years 
 6 - 10 years 
 11 - 15 years 
 16 - 20 years 
 21 - 25 years 
 26 - 30 years  
 31 - 35 years 
 More than 35 years 

86. How many years of teaching experience do you have in: 4-year colleges/universities 
 None 
 1- 5 years 
 6 - 10 years 
 11 - 15 years 
 16 - 20 years 
 21 - 25 years 
 26 - 30 years  
 31 - 35 years 
 More than 35 years 

87. How many years have you been teaching at this institution? 
 None 
 1- 5 years 
 6 - 10 years 
 11 - 15 years 
 16 - 20 years 
 21 - 25 years 
 26 - 30 years  
 31 - 35 years 
 More than 35 years 

88. What is your principal teaching field at this institution? 
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89. In Spring 2024, what is the percentage of your teaching load in the following modality:   
Face-to-face 

 0 % 
 1 - 25 % 
 26 - 50 % 
 51 - 75 % 
 76 - 99 % 
 100 %  

90. In Spring 2024, what is the percentage of your teaching load in the following modality: 
Online 

 0 % 
 1 - 25 % 
 26 - 50 % 
 51 - 75 % 
 76 - 99 % 
 100 %  

91. In Spring 2024, what is the percentage of your teaching load in the following modality: 
Virtual (meet with students via Zoom, WebEx, etc) 

 0 % 
 1 - 25 % 
 26 - 50 % 
 51 - 75 % 
 76 - 99 % 
 100 %  

92. In Spring 2024, what is the percentage of your teaching load in the following modality: 
Hybrid (combination of face-to-face and online instruction) 

 0 % 
 1 - 25 % 
 26 - 50 % 
 51 - 75 % 
 76 - 99 % 
 100 %  

 
93. While employed at this institution in Spring 2024, how many other jobs (part-time and/or 
full-time) do you hold? 

 0  
 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 or more  
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94. While employed at this institution in Spring 2024, how many other jobs (part-time and/or 
full-time) involve teaching at another post-secondary institution that is not a community college? 

 0  
 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 or more  

95. While employed at this institution in Spring 2024, how many other jobs (part-time and/or 
full-time) involve teaching at another community college? 

 0  
 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 or more  

96. If you indicated that you teach at one or more post-secondary academic institutions, where 
are the institutions located? 

 In the state you reside in 
 Outside the state you reside in 
 Both in and outside the state you reside in 

97. Were you employed full-time at any other job during the Spring 2024 semester? 
 Yes 
 No 

98. In which career area are you employed full-time, if applicable?  

 
99. In the Spring 2024 semester, would you have preferred a full-time teaching position? 
 

 Yes 
 No 
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Appendix D - Permission to Replicate Dr. Tomanek’s Survey 

From: xxxxx@aim.com  
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2023 8:01 PM 
To: Tomanek, Jody <@mpcc.edu> 
Subject: Permission to Replicate your Adjunct Satisfaction Survey 
 
Dr. Tomanek - 
Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Stephanie S. Kasuboski, and I am a doctoral 
student in the Roueche Community College Leadership Program at Kansas State University. I 
am also an Associate Professor of ESL at Cuyahoga Community College where I serve as 
Faculty Senate Chair and ESL Coordinator for my campus. 

My doctoral research is focused on the levels of satisfaction of adjunct faculty at community 
colleges in the Midwest. I will also examine the factors that affect the satisfaction of adjunct 
faculty. I will be using Maslow’s hierarchy of needs as my theoretical framework and Herzberg’s 
two-factor theory of motivation-hygiene as my conceptual framework. 

I have read your doctoral dissertation, and I would like your permission to replicate your survey 
to provide me a basis for comparison of the levels of satisfaction and the factors that affect 
satisfaction for adjunct faculty found in your research and the same levels of satisfaction and 
factors in the post-COVID-19 academic landscape. 
 
I would be happy to answer any questions. I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Best - 
Stephanie S. Kasuboski 
 
Tomanek, Jody  
To: xxxxx@aim.com 
Wed, Aug 30 at 12:31 PM 
 
Hello Stephanie, 
You do have my permission to use my survey as long as proper credit is given, as I am sure you 
will do. Good luck and it was so good to chat with you. If there is anything else you need, please 
let me know. 
 
Jody 
 
Jody Tomanek, Ph.D. 
Vice President for Academic Affairs and North Platte Community College 
Mid-Plains Community College 
1101 Halligan Dr. 
North Platte, NE 
Phone:XXX.XXX.XXXX 
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Appendix E - Institutional Review Board Documentation 

 

 

TO: Terry Calaway Proposal Number: IRB-11965 Educational Leadership  

FROM: Lisa Rubin, Chair 
Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects  

DATE: 12/19/2023  

RE: Proposal Entitled, “Survey for Doctoral Dissertation: Job satisfaction of adjunct community college 
faculty post-COVID-19.”  

The Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects / Institutional Review Board (IRB) for Kansas 
State University has reviewed the proposal identified above and has determined that it is EXEMPT from 
further IRB review. This exemption applies only to the proposal - as written – and currently on file with 
the IRB. Any change potentially affecting human subjects must be approved by the IRB prior to 
implementation and may disqualify the proposal from exemption.  

Based upon information provided to the IRB, this activity is exempt under the criteria set forth in the 
Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects, 45 CFR §104(d), category: Exempt Category 2 
Subsection ii.  

Certain research is exempt from the requirements of HHS/OHRP regulations. A determination that 
research is exempt does not imply that investigators have no ethical responsibilities to subjects in such 
research; it means only that the regulatory requirements related to IRB review, informed consent, and 
assurance of compliance do not apply to the research.  

Any unanticipated problems involving risk to subjects or to others must be reported immediately to the 
Chair of the Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects, the University Research Compliance 
Office, and if the subjects are KSU students, to the Director of the Student Health Center.  

Electronically signed by Lisa Rubin on 12/19/2023 11:34 PM ET  
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Appendix F - Correspondence 

Letter of Introduction to Campus Presidents 

Date 
 
Dear President , 
 

Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Stephanie Kasuboski and I am an 
Associate Professor of English as a Second Language at Cuyahoga Community College. I also 
serve as Chair of Faculty Senate and the Coordinator of the English as a Second Language 
department at East Campus. I am currently pursuing my Doctorate in Education from the 
Roueche Community College Leadership program at Kansas State University with the guidance 
of Dr. Terry Calaway and Dr. Jennifer Spielvogel. 

 
For my doctoral dissertation I have chosen to do a study to compare the job satisfaction 

levels and the factors that affect job satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty before the pandemic 
and post-COVID-19. My goal is to better inform academic institutions of the experiences and 
needs of adjunct faculty post-COVID-19 and to see if there have been changes since before the 
pandemic. I will be using data collected before the pandemic, and then compare the results to the 
data I collect from this survey. This project received Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval 
from Kansas State University on . 

 
With your approval, adjunct faculty will receive a 20-minute survey via Survey Monkey 

to complete during the month of . The first part of the survey will contain questions related to 
adjunct faculty demographics and characteristics of the institution. The second part of the survey 
(Likert scale questions) will include questions focusing on their overall job satisfaction, and 
satisfaction factors such as institutional support and resources, professional development 
opportunities, salary, benefits, employment security, and professional and social relationships 
with other faculty. The final part of the survey will have open-ended questions inquiring about 
specific experiences adjunct faculty have faced. 

 
With the ongoing dependence on adjunct faculty, this research is both timely and critical 

to ensure the retention and success of students. Please understand the results will be kept 
confidential, and although the names of the participating institutions will be identified, the 
individual’s responses and their associated institutions will be kept confidential. 

 
Thank you for your time and for your consideration of this project as I work to complete 

my Doctorate in Education. If you have additional questions, I can be reached at: xxxx@ksu.edu. 
 

Best – 

Stephanie S. Kasuboski 
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Letter of Introduction and Request for Participation to Adjunct Faculty 
 

Date 
 
Dear Faculty –  
 

My name is Stephanie Kasuboski, and I am an Associate Professor of English as a 
Second Language at Cuyahoga Community College. I am currently pursuing my Doctorate in 
Education from the Roueche Community College Leadership program at Kansas State 
University with the guidance of Dr. Terry Calaway and Dr. Jennifer Spielvogel. 

 
For my doctoral dissertation I have chosen to do a study to look at the job satisfaction 

levels and the factors that affect job satisfaction levels of adjunct faculty post-COVID-19. My 
goal is to better inform academic institutions of the experiences and needs of adjunct faculty 
post-COVID-19 and to see if there have been changes since before the pandemic. I will be 
analyzing the trends from before the pandemic, and then looking at the data I collect from this 
survey. 

 
This project received the support and Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from 

Your College on XXXX and it received IRB approval from Kansas State University on 
December 19, 2023. 

 
The 15-minute survey contains questions related to overall job satisfaction and 

satisfaction factors such as institutional support and resources, professional development 
opportunities, salary, benefits, employment security, and professional and social relationships 
with other faculty. There are also questions about demographics, as well as some open-ended 
questions about your specific experiences. 

 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary, and you may choose to participate 

or not to participate. By accessing the link and completing the survey, you will have given your 
consent to participate in this 15-minute survey administered by Survey Monkey and have your 
responses included in the study’s data.  

 
Your personal information and responses will not be identified by either your name or 

associated with your institution in any way. The data I collect will be downloaded to a USB 
drive, which will be kept in a locked cabinet for 5 years. Be assured that your responses will be 
kept confidential. 

 
Here is the link to the Adjunct Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/MT5BRT 
 
I appreciate your time and consideration of this request to participate in this study. I 

understand that your time is valuable, and I hope you find the time to participate in providing 
valuable insights into the lives of adjunct faculty. If you have additional questions, I can be 
reached at: xxxxx@ksu.edu 

                                              Best – Stephanie S. Kasuboski  
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Follow-Up Reminders/Additional Requests for Participation 

Date 
 
Dear Faculty –  
 

My name is Stephanie Kasuboski, and I am an Associate Professor of English as a 
Second Language at Cuyahoga Community College in Ohio. I am currently pursuing my 
Doctorate in Education from the Roueche Community College Leadership program at Kansas 
State University. 

 
A few weeks ago, you received an email asking you to participate in a short survey 

examining the satisfaction levels and the factors affecting satisfaction of adjunct faculty post-
COVID-19. My goal is to better inform academic institutions of the experiences and needs of 
adjunct faculty post-COVID-19. If you have already completed the survey, I thank you for your 
participation. If you have not yet participated, I hope that you will take the opportunity to better 
inform this research study. 

 
This project received approval from President XXXXX on XXXXX, Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) approval from XXXXX on XXXXX, and IRB approval from Kansas State 
University on December 19, 2023. 

 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary, and you may choose to participate 

or not to participate. By accessing the link and completing the survey, you will have given your 
consent to participate in this 15-minute survey administered by Survey Monkey and have your 
responses included in the study’s data.  

 
Here is the link to the Adjunct Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/MT5BRTG 

Your personal information and responses will not be identified by either your name or 
associated with your institution in any way. The data I collect will be downloaded to a USB 
drive, which will be kept in a locked cabinet for 5 years. Be assured that your responses will be 
kept confidential. 

 
I appreciate your time and consideration of this request to participate in this study. I 

understand that your time is valuable, and I hope you find the time to participate in providing 
valuable insights into the lives of adjunct faculty. If you have additional questions, I can be 
reached at: sskasubo@ksu.edu 

 
                                                Best – 

  
Stephanie S. Kasuboski 

 


