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Faculty Development in
Community Colleges:
A Model for Part-Time Faculty

Mary Rose Grant
Saint Louis University

Historically, part-timefaculty havenot received thesame development opportuni­
tits asfUlI-timt faculty. This study surveyed current practices in faculty develop­
ment fOr bothfUlI-timt and part-timefaculty in 232 public two-year colltgts
throughout the UnitedStatts. Ouer 90% reported that thty hadaforma]faculty
developmentprogramfor bothfaculty cohorts, fundtd with 1%-5% ofthtir oper­
ating budgets. Aboutone halfofthecolltges eksignaudafaculty ekvewpmmtco­
ordinator, uud needs assessment todetermineprogram content, andtvaluattdpro­
gram outcomes. Results of this study were ustd to design a gmtric model for
part-timefaculty deuelopment.

FACULTY DEVEWPMENT IN CoMMUNITY Cou.EGES

Faculty are the core of any institution of higher education. They are one
human resource that is vital to the institution's mission. Community col­

leges rely on full-time and part-time faculty to meet standards of quality in
their teaching mission. The increasing number and reliance on part-time fac­
ulty warrants serious consideration in terms ofacademic quality and institu­
tional integrity (Banachowski, 1996; Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Roueche,
Roueche, & Milliron, 1995). Faculty development is an institutional com­
mitment to academic integrity (O'Banion, 1994). Faculty development pro­
grams serve as vehicles for professional growth and renewal and should be
open to all part-time as well as full-time faculty (Murray, 2002; Schuster,
1995). According to national statistics, 64% of the faculty at community
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colleges was part-time in 1997. an increase of 22% in five years (American
Association of State Colleges and Universities [AASCUl. 1999; National
Center for Education Statistics, 2002; National Education Association
[NEAl. 2001). This shift in the demographics of faculty in the community
college is not an episodic or short-term trend but a permanent feature in
higher education (AASCU. 1999). For community college administrators.
assessing the roles and responsibilities of part-time faculty becomes more
critical. An investment in support structures for part-time faculty. including
integration into the learning community. strengthens the institutional mis­
sion (Gappa & Leslie. 1993. 1997).

This study investigates current practices in faculty development of both
full- and part-time faculty in public community colleges ofdifferent sizes and
accreditation regions. A formal. comprehensive model for part-time faculty
development emerges from this study. which identifies elements of planning.
implementation. funding, and evaluation.

Historically. before the late 1960s. faculty development programs were es­
sentially nonexistent (Schuster, 1990). Faculty development efforts prior to
the mid-I960s were limited to orientation ofnew faculty. sabbatical leaves. re­
duced teaching loads. and visiting professorships (Bergquist & Phillips.

1975).
Faculty development expanded in the 1970s. especially in the area of

teaching improvement. The momentum continued to build. providing op­
portunities to enhance teaching effectiveness. to improve student learning,
and to revitalize existing faculty (Gaff, 1975; Hammons. 1983; Richardson &
Moore. 1987).

As the faculty development movement progressed. models were devel­
oped that stressed the interrelationship and overlap ofall aspects of faculty de­
velopment: personal. professional, instructional, and organizational (Schus­
ter, 1990). A number of studies in the 1980s recommended the inclusion of
part-time faculty in faculty development programs (Miller & Ratcliff. 1986;
Richardson & Moore. 1987; Williams. 1986).

This study may provide basic information and insights that can be used to
initiate. plan, and implement comprehensive faculty development programs
in any type of institution ofhigher education that routinely depends upon the
expertise and employment of part-time faculty. The results of this research
may also provide demographically different institutions a foundation on
which to build formal full-time and part-time faculty development programs
and add to the strategies they use to successfully institutionalize these pro­
grams. The information garnered from this study was used to inform. plan,
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develop, and implement a comprehensive model ofprofessional development
for part-time faculty in Saint Louis University's School for Continuing Edu­
cation, whose demographics and ratio of full- to part-time faculty is similar to
that found in most community colleges.

In addition, a literature search revealed that no studies had compared fac­
ulty development programs or practices among accreditation regions. By
sampling faculty development programs nationwide, the sub-elements of
faculty development programs among accreditation regions were categorized
and compared in this study. National data categorized in this way could be­
come a departure point for further investigation into how meeting accredita­
tion performance standards promotes inclusive faculty development as a crit­
ical factor in improving teaching and learning.

METHOD

A random sample of 300 community colleges was selected from an address
database provided by the American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC) to participate in this nationwide study. A 30-item survey was mailed
to the president at each of the colleges to be forwarded to the administrator
or faculty member responsible for faculty development. A total of232 insti­
tutions returned completed surveys (77%). The survey was divided into six
sections to assess program practices, content, coordination. participation,
funding, and evaluation associated with faculty development. Responding
schools were categorized into six accreditation regions: Middle States Associ­
ation of Colleges and Schools (MSACS), North Central Association of Col­
leges and Schools (NCACS), New England Association of Schools and Col­
leges (NEASC), Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges (NWASC),
Southern Association ofColleges and Schools (SACS), and Western Associa­
tion of Schools and Colleges (WASC). The responding community colleges
were also divided into size subcategories: small, full-time equivalent (FTE)
students less than 1.500; medium, FTE students between 1,500 and 4,000;
and large. FTE students greater than 4,000. Besidesdescriptive statistics, chi­
square and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were performed to ana­
lyze data.
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REsULTS

Demographics
Of the 232 responding community colleges, over one-half represented single­
campus institutions (n = 133; 57%) and many were located in rural communi­
ties (n =79; 34%). The response rates by accreditation region were SACS (n =
76; 83%), NCACS (n = 80; 82%), MSACS (n = 25; 78%), NWASC (n = 23;
74%), WASC (n = 24; 67%), and NEASC (n =4 ; 33%). The mean FTE num­
ber of students at the responding colleges was 3,757, while the ratio of the
means ofpart-time (n =264) to full-time (n =121) faculty was 2 to 1. Basedon
the FTE number of students enrolled, more medium sized (n =92) schools
were included in the survey than larger (n = 76) or smaller schools (n = 64).

The mean number of full-time faculty in small colleges was 57; in
medium colleges, 95; and in large colleges, 208. A one-way ANOVA of these
means was significant, F(2, 229) = 38.008, p = .0001. Small and medium
schools had fewer full-time faculty than large schools. The ANOVA for mean
number of full-time faculty among accreditation regions was not significant.
The mean number of part-time faculty reported by campus and community
setting ranged from 197 for single campuses to 355 for multiple campuses and
from 120 for schools in rural communities to 421 for schools in urban com­
munities. The ANOVA was significant by college size, F(2, 228) = 31.270, P
= .0001, campus setting, F(1,229) = 12.373, p = .001, and community set­
ting, F(3,227) = 13.160, P = .0001. Small and medium colleges had fewer
part-time faculty than large colleges. Single-campus colleges located in small
[Owns and rural communities had fewer part-time faculty than those with
multiple campuses in suburban or urban settings.

Generally, the person who responded to the survey was an administrator
(n = 206; 89%). Vice presidents for instruction (n = 65; 28%) or academic
deans (n = 55; 24%) most often completed the survey.

Ninety percent (n = 209) ofcolleges reported that they had a formal fac­
ulty development program. The mean number ofyears a formal faculty devel­
opment program was reported to be in place was 13. With regard to faculty
development program practices, all institutions reported that they provided
activities in four areas: professional, personal, curricular, and organizational.
Results for the professional subcategory are reported in Table 18.1.
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TABLE 18.1
Number and Percentage of Community Colleges That Provide

Professional Development Practices

Faculty
Practice Full-Time Part-Time Both Neither Total

n % n % n % n % n
Travel funds 108 46.6 2 0.9 122 52.6 0 0.0 232

Released time

On campus 97 42.2 0.4 113 49.1 19 8.3 230

Offcampus 112 48.9 0.4 98 42.8 18 7.9 229

Tuition-free courses

On campus 117 50.4 0 0.0 73 31.5 42 18.1 232

Learning grant 81 35.7 0 0.0 66 29.1 80 35.2 227

Tuition-free courses

Offcampus 90 39.3 0 0.0 37 16.2 102 44.5 229

Return to industry 94 41.0 0 0.0 27 11.8 108 47.2 229
Tuition-free courses

Othercolleges 50 22.2 0 0.0 16 7.1 159 70.7 225

Exchange program 61 27.1 0 0.0 10 4.4 154 68.4 225

Sabbatical leave 168 74.3 0 0.0 2 0.9 56 24.8 226

Other 6 54.5 0 0.0 5 45.5 0 0.0 11

All responding institutions (100%) provided travel funds for either full­
time faculty only (47%) or both full-time and part-time faculty (53%), fol­
lowedby released time for full-timefacultyonly (49%) or both facultycohorts
(43%). Travel funds were more often reported in largeschools than medium
or small schools for both faculty cohorts, Chi-square wassignificant,XZ(4. N
= 232) = 12.037, P=.017, for travel funds. Sabbatical leave (n = 168; 74%)
wasonly offeredto full-time faculty. Several significantdifferences werefound
among accreditation regions for full-time and pan-time faculty for learning
grants. XZ(5. N = 232) = 24.398. P=. 000 I, released time on campus. XZ(IO,
N = 232) = 21.945. P =.015. released time off campus, XZ(IO. N =232) =
21.352. P= .019, tuition-free courseson campus. X2(5, N = 232) = 23.229. P
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=.0001, and tuition free courses off campus, ,,\'2(5. N = 232) =25.358. P =
.0001. Professional development practices for both faculty groups were re­
ported more often in the NWASC and WASC accreditation regions than in
the other regions. where professional development practices were reported
most often for full-time faculty only. The results of personal development
practices are presented in Table 18.2.

TABLE 18.2
Number and Percentage of Community Colleges That Provide

Personal Development Practices

Faculty
Practice Full-Time Part-Time Both Neither Total

n % n % n % n % n
Interpersonal skills 41 17.8 0 0.0 100 43.5 89 38.7 230

Stressmanagement 38 16.5 0 0.0 99 43.0 93 40.4 230

TIme management 36 15.7 0 0.0 83 36.2 1I0 48..0 ·229
\ ,\,'

Retirement planning 89 38.7 0 0.0 76 33.0 65 28'.3. 230

Other 3 30.0 0 0.0 6 60.0 10.0 10

Personal development practices were either offered for both full- and part­
time faculty (330/0-44%) or not offered at all (280/0-48%). The most often re­
ported personal development practice for full-time faculty only was retire­
ment planning (n = 89; 37%). The three most reported personal development
practices for both faculty cohorts were interpersonal skills (11 = 100; 44%),
stress management (n = 99: 43%). and time management (n ,.; 83: 36%). No
significant differences were found for full-time and part-time faculty for per­
sonal development practices by college size or accreditation region.

Curricular Development Practices

Regarding curricular development practices. as represented in Table 18.3.
most institutions (n = 162. 70%) reported the availability of curricular prac­

tices for both full- and part-time faculties. followed by departmental instruc­
tional practices for both (n = 157.68%).
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TABLE 18.3
Number and Percentage ofCommunity Colleges That Provide

Curricular Development Practices

Faculty
Practice Full-lime Pan-lime Both Neither Total

n % n % n % n % n

Instructionalpractices 36 15.7 0.4 162 70.7 30 13.1 229

Departmental 35 15.2 0 0.0 157 68.0 39 16.9 231

Outside consultant 38 16.9 0 0.0 98 43.6 89 39.6 225

Teaching networks 32 14.0 0 0.0 46 20.1 151 65.9 229

Other 3 42.9 0 0.0 4 57.1 0 0.0 7

Two-thirds of the institutions (n = 151; 66%) reported that teaching net­
works (forums for sharing experiences. instructional tools, and advice among
teachers within similar learning environments) were not available to either
full- or part-time faculty. No significant differences were reponed for full- or
pan-time faculty for curricular development practices by college size or ac­
creditation region.

Organizational Development Practices
The results oforganizational development are seen in Table 18.4. Orientation
of new faculty was reponed by most of the responding institutions (n = 182;
78%) for both full and pan-time faculty, followed by the provision of faculty
handbooks (n = 177; 76%) for both faculty groups. No significant differences
were reponed for full-time or pan-time faculty for organizational develop­
merit activities by college size or accreditation region.

Faculty Development Program Content
In the area of faculty development program content, more than one-half (n =
133; 58%) of the reporting institutions used a formal needs assessment to de­
termine program content. The most common assessment method used was a
survey (n = 76. 61.3%) done once a year or more (n =118. 91%). Full-time
faculty (96%) were more often included in the assessment process than parr­
time faculty (69%).
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TABLE 18.4
Number and Percentage of Community Colleges That Provide

Organizational Development Practices

Faculty
Practice Full-lime Part-Time Both Neither Total

n % n % n % n % n
Orient new faculty 36 15.5 3 1.3 182 78.4 11 4.7 232

Facultyhandbook 20 8.6 10 4.3 177 76.3 25 10.8 232

Policy updates 37 15.9 0 0.0 169 72.8 26 11.2 232

Management techniques 34 15.0 0.4 60 26.4 132 58.1 227

Other 50.0 0 0.0 50.0 0 0.0 2

Faculty Development Coordinator
A designated faculty development coordinator was reported in one-half(52%)
of responding institutions. Released time (45%) rather than salary (37%) was
aIlotted to the faculty development coordinator. Colleges in the WASC region
reported that they had a designated faculty development coordinator more
often than other regions. Xl(5. N =232) = 21.000. P =.001 i however. the
WASC colleges provided less compensation in the form of salary than the
other regions. Xl(5, N =232) =11.314, P=. 045. Chi-square for faculty de­
velopment coordination along college size was also significant. XZ(2, N =232)
= 9.201. P=.01. The larger schools had more faculty development coordina­
rors, more procedures for selection. and more criteria for qualification than
medium or small schools. Responding institutions with no designated faculty
development coordinator (48%) reported that faculty development was the
responsibility of the vice president for instruction (53%) or a faculty develop­
ment committee (39%). Chi-square for faculty development coordination by
a vice-president for instruction was significant among accreditation regions.
X2(5, N =232) =11.154. P=.048. The WASC and NEASC regions reponed
less vice president responsibility for faculty development coordination than
other regions.

Faculty Development Program Participation
With regard to faculty development participation. most responding coIleges
offered development activities to full-time faculty (79%) and part-time [.1C­

ulry (85%). Chi-square was significant for full-time faculty participation by
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college size, X2(2, N = 232) = 24.073, P=.0001, and for part-time faculty par­
ticipation, X2(2, N = 232) = 9.532, P= . 009. The larger the college, the more
likely it was that either full-time or part-time faculty were eligible to partici­
pate. Over one-half the responding colleges (53%) reported no compensation
was available for participation in faculty development activities. The factor
most influencing participation was released time (50%), followed by personal
and professional growth (47%).

The accreditation regions were divided over compensation for faculty de­
velopment participation. Most colleges in the NWASC (59%), SACS (53%),
and WASC (71%) provided compensation while most in the MSACS (76%),
NCACS (61%), and NEASC (75%) did not.

Faculty Development Program Funding
Nearly all responding colleges (n = 214; 93%) received funding for faculty de­
velopment programs. The sources for funding most often reported were state
funds (76%), followed by grants (43%). Some institutions (35%) reported the
use of institutional funds and local operating budgets to support faculty de­
velopment. The distribution of faculty development program funds was re­
ported to be the responsibility of the vice president for instruction (50%) or
the faculty development committee (38%). How funds were distributed was
reported to be through the faculty development committee (58%) and indi­
vidual departments (36%), followed by allotments directly to faculty (32%).
The percentage ofcollege budget typically (97%) allotted to faculty develop­
ment was under 5%.

Among accreditation regions, there were some significant standouts in the
area offunding, X2(5, N = 232) = 24.662, P=. 000 1.Fewer than half (48%) of
the colleges in the MSACS reported state funding for faculty development pro­
grams. How funds were distributed was significant, X2(5, N = 232) = 16.765,
P = .0005. MSACS tended (50%) to allocate funds directly to faculty more
than in other regions. Colleges in WASC rarely allocated funds directly to fac­
ulty. Chi-square for funds allocated to part-time faculty was significant, X2(5,
N = 232) = 18.056,P= .003. In NWASC a larger number ofcolleges (35%) tar­
get funds specifically for part-time faculty than all other regions « 11%).

Faculty Development Program Evaluation
Less than one-half (47%) of the community colleges reponed that they had
a formal evaluation process. Based on college size, chi-square was significant,
X2(2, N = 232) =6.507, P =.039, more medium than large or small schools
reported formal evaluation procedures. However, most (58%) of those who
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reported an evaluation process did not have established criteria for evalua­
tion. Chi-square by accreditation region for program evaluation was signifi­
cant, X2(5, N = 232) = 13.192, P=.022. The WASC region had formal eval­
uation procedures more often than other regions. Chi-square for established
criteria for program evaluation was also significant, X2(5, N=232) = 14.361,
P = .013. The WASC was more likely to provide established criteria than
other accreditation regions. Faculty (76%) and administrators (64%) were
most often reported to participate in the evaluation process. Colleges in the
WASC region were less likely to have administrators participate in the evalu­
ation process, X2(5, N = 232) = 13.835, P= .017. The evaluation process was
used in most institutions (78%) to determine new program direction, fol­
lowed by outcome verification (63%) in regard to program goals.

DISCUSSION

Unlike previous research that reported a lack of comprehensive faculty devel­
opment programs in community colleges (Hoerner, Clowes, & Irnpara, 1991;
Murray, 1995, 1999, 2002; Richardson & Moore, 1987), this study con­
cluded that the availability offaculry development in the four subcategories of
professional, personal, organizational, and curricular was institution-wide
across community colleges and accreditation regions and seemed to be well
planned, coordinated, and supported and included part-time faculty.

Faculty development, as a formalized, structured. and comprehensive
program for full- and part-time faculty in United States public community
colleges, has grown in depth, breadth, and scope over the past 5 to 10 years.
Community colleges are reexamining the role of part-time faculty in their in­
stitutions and making efforts to integrate professional, personal, curricular,
and organizational goals into their faculty development program practices.
The increasing ratio of part-time to full-time faculty (NEA, 2001) may have
prompted the increase in practices for faculty development in both cohorts.

Community colleges seem to be more focused on institutional mission,
that is, teaching and learning, than on enhancement of faculty knowledge
alone. Hence, the frequency of occurrence of curricular and organizational
practices was reponed more often than more traditional practices, such as sab­
baticalleaves and conference attendance. The increase in curricular practices
may also indicate that, with changing enrollment patterns, increased require­
ments for accountability, performance standards, student retention, and
Icarning outcomes, faculty development must include practices to increase
faculty knowledge about the teaching and learning process itself.
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Orientation and enculturation of both full-time and part-time faculty is
critical to institutional mission. Increased utilization of and reliance on part­
time faculty necessitates the increase in efforts to integrate part-time faculty
into the mainstream of the campus (Balch, 1999; Banachowski, 1996; Brew­
ster, 2000). This change in faculty demographics changes the way education is
delivered. Institutions, in this study, seemed to recognize that organizational
fit, job satisfaction, and retention of qualified teaching staff is essential and
cost effective.

Many institutions (400/0) reported that personal development practices
were not available, and, if they were, the most common was in the area of in­
terpersonal skills. Schuster (1990) predicted an increase in this type of devel­
opment practice, which could not be documented in this report. In accor­
dance with O'Banion (I 994), though, when faculty development for the
purpose of personal growth leads to professional growth with improved orga­
nizational communication and student interaction and is linked to institu­
tional goals, the result can be better institutions and better education.

With regard to faculty development content, it appears that more institu­
tions are making efforts to meet the needs of individual faculty by developing
programs that are cohesive and relevant to faculty interests and demographics
and based on assessed needs. This confirmed the findings of Murray (1995,
1999,2002) and Schuster, Wheeler, and Associates (I 990) about faculty own­
ership of development programs. Also, according to Sandford and McCaslin
(2003), community colleges should continually update professional develop­
ment activities to meet changing faculty needs.

In this study, many vice presidents for instruction or academic deans com­
pleted the study survey, suggesting that these positions are most often recog­
nized to be responsible for faculty development, even when a faculty develop­
ment coordinator was in place. It appears that administrators remain
responsible and accountable for implementation of and funding for faculty
development programs.

With regard to faculty participation in development activities, it seems
that most faculty are eligible. This may be due to several factors: I) the need
for a more technologically oriented and proficient faculty; 2) the recognition
that a learning institution must promote individual learning for organiza­
tional development; and 3) the lifelong learning and continuing education
philosophy of the community college dictates inclusion of all. In accord with
Balch (1999), as community college leadership recognizes the strategic role all
stakeholders play in institutional mission, professional development policies
and procedures will be enhanced and better defined.
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Compensation for participation in faculty development is a matter ofex­
trinsic versus intrinsic incentives. Previous researchers reported that commu­
nity colleges relied on intrinsic rewards based on faculty commitment and in­
dividual professionalism as appropriate incentives (Hoerner et al., 1991;
Impara, Hoerner, Clowes, & Allkins, 1991). Sandford and McCaslin (2003)
reported that both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards were perceived to be impor­
tant in influencing part-time faculty participation. From the results of this
study, faculty participation was voluntary and more influenced by intrinsic
rather than extrinsic incentives or monetary awards.

Most community colleges (93%) received financial support for faculty de­
velopment from multiple funding sources and spend 1%-5% of their total
budget on faculty development. The cost effectiveness ofhiring part-time fac­
ulty cannot diminish the need to fund professional development. As the num­
ber of part-time faculty increases, hiring rationale must be reexamined. Edu­
cational quality rather than economic pressures should weight hiring
procedures and influence funding for faculty development.

Confirming the findings by Burnsrad (1994), Maxwell and Kazlauskas
(1992), and Murray (1999, 2002), most institutions have no formal evalua­
tion process in place or established criteria to evaluate their programs. Evalua­
tion procedures must be planned from the outset and implemented as an in­
tegral part of a comprehensive faculty development program in order to be
effective.

CONCLUSIONS

Crucial to the academic integrity of the institution and consistent with the
teaching and learning mission, community colleges must emphasize the im­
portance of professional development ofall faculty. To recruit and retain qual­
ity faculty, a formal, comprehensive program to orient, enculturare, renew, and
develop all faculty is essential. Faculty development must be an integral part of
the institution's strategic plan. Only a systemic approach to faculty develop­
ment, with high-level administrative support and permanent funding sources,
will effect institutional as well as individual change. In creating development
programs that are relevant and focused on individual needs, institutions can ad­
dress the growing diversity of faculty demographics, as well as incorporate
processes that promote continuous institutional learning and innovation. For­
mal program evaluation, with established criteria, is critical to program in­
tegrity and viability. Differences in faculty development programs and prac­
tices along accreditation regions dictate further investigation of faculty
development as tied to assessment, student retention, and learning outcomes.
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Based on these conclusions a formal, systematic, and comprehensive

model for faculty development is proposed. The generic nature of the model

makes it applicable for either full- or part-time faculty and provides a frame­
work in which the institution can structure an evolutionary faculty develop­

ment program, which is specific to its culture and faculty demographics.

The components of this model are focused on the organizational, curric­

ular, professional, and personal needs of the faculty and operationalized in five
areas: administration, planning, program content, implementation, and eval­
uation. Administrative support, commitment of time, personnel, and finan­

cial resources are vital to program planning and practice. Planning begins with

identification of institutional goals and assessment of faculty needs. Given

that faculty ownership is imperative to the success of the model, a faculty de­
velopment coordinator is designated and a council of full-time and part-time

faculty selected. This group determines specific competencies, informed by
needs analysis, to be achieved by relevant program activities. Measurable ob­

jectives are generated and linked to expected outcomes. Program implemen­
tation and participation demands program awareness and promotion. Formal
criteria for program evaluation are established, which allow for continuous re­
assessment of program effectiveness.

As community colleges expand efforts to maximize professional develop­
ment for part-time faculty, a model ofdevelopment, tailored to achieve iden­
tified competencies and linked to institutional mission, can enhance and im­
prove organizational, as well as, individual performance.
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