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Abstract

This ethnographic study explored how online communities can be used for faculty support activities in higher-education. Structured interviews with 25 faculty from a wide range of programs at Lesley University showed that faculty support practices vary greatly relative to a variety of factors that include the size of a program’s faculty (number of core and adjunct faculty), geography (local campus based, regional or national) and format (face-to-face or online and in a semester, intensive weekend or intensive residential).  A key result of this research is a framework for describing how both face-to-face and electronic communication strategies can be used to carry out faculty support activities.  The framework was particularly useful for analyzing the adjunct faculty support model that evolved within Lesley University’s large regional and national programs.  Faculty in those programs prefer to use a hybrid approach to faculty support in which face-to-face communication strategies are used to build relationships, and then electronic tools are used to sustain them. Online learning communities may be most valuable for sustaining the unique participatory and developmental model of adjunct faculty support that has become the hallmark of the largest programs at Lesley University. Inherent value and motivation for participation are the most important factors in the success of online communities, while training, support, membership policies and participation structures also impact success. These factors are all at least as important, if not more important, than the technical capabilities afforded by the system.  Academic programs should use the framework presented in this report to help them examine the communication strategies they are already using to carry out their faculty support activities and go beyond that to consider how online communities can enhance their practice. 
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Executive Summary

As institutions of higher education respond to pressures to continually increase the size and number of geographically dispersed programs supported by equally geographically dispersed adjunct faculty, it is crucial to develop scalable and sustainable models for supporting the adjunct faculty upon which expansion depends. Opportunities to participate in face-to-face faculty support activities decrease as the number and geographical distribution of adjunct faculty increase. Electronic communication strategies can help ameliorate the loss of the ability to participate in face-to-face support, and online communities may be especially helpful for providing 
the on-going support in technology and pedagogy that adjunct faculty need. 

This ethnographic study explored the role that online communities can serve in faculty support activities across a wide range of academic programs at Lesley University. A series of structured interviews were conducted with faculty who had shown long term interest in faculty support activities. The final list of 25 participants included at least two representatives from every school, 
at least one member of programs with significant off campus programs and at least three members of the largest divisions.
The following questions were the focus of this study:

1. What faculty support models are currently in use and what are the perceived needs?

2. How are faculty support models currently in use already supported by electronic tools?

3. What are different ways that faculty support can be facilitated through an electronic community?
The final data pool included more than 400 vignettes drawn from interviews and publications.   Information from the interviews and internal documents were used inform the investigator’s construction of a framework for describing how specific types of communication strategies were used to support faculty on and off campus. This framework was particularly useful for contextualizing and analyzing the unique “mentoring models” that evolved to support adjunct faculty within Lesley’s large national programs. 
Evolving Meaning and Models
Research Question:  What faculty support models are currently in use and what are the perceived needs?

Before addressing the primary question about the role that online communities might play in the faculty support process, it was first important to establish the nature of the faculty support process itself.  

Diversity in Programs and Meanings

Both the terminology and practices for faculty support vary systematically across the diverse programs relative to a variety of key factors including size of the program’s faculty (number of core and adjunct faculty), geography (local campus based, regional or national) and format (face-to-face or online and in a semester, intensive weekend or intensive residential).  The faculty members in small campus based programs retain fairly traditional faculty support models.  Meanwhile, the leaders of large and geographical dispersed programs responded to pressures to insure high quality pedagogy and curriculum among large corps of geographically distributed adjunct faculty by evolving innovative models for adjunct faculty support that they refer to as “mentoring.” 

Sharing and Formalization

Leaders of the large programs have undertaken efforts to share and improve their unique “mentoring models” for adjunct faculty support that emphasize: 1) support for core faculty mentors (mentoring the mentors), 2) intensive preparatory experiences for new adjuncts, and 3) developmental and participatory approaches for supporting experienced adjuncts.   The evolution, sharing and formalization of “mentoring models” for adjunct faculty support within the largest programs at Lesley University has been a powerful development that has allowed them to offer nationally recognized programs in more than half of the states in the country while avoiding many of the criticisms about quality that other large national programs fall prey to on a regular basis.  

Balancing Standardization and Diversity

The evolution of diverse “mentoring models” across programs resulted in some tensions about quality and equity.  These tensions led to standardization of “mentoring” by establishing minimum expectations for practices and resource allocation.  While these efforts have been welcomed, some faculty members still remain concerned that circumstances vary so much, a standardized conceptualization of practice and resource distribution may not address the needs of all programs and the faculty within them.

Discrepancies in Language and Practice

The emergence and formalization of the term “mentoring” for the unique adjunct faculty support model that has evolved within the larger programs led to differences in interpretation about the term “mentoring” across programs on campus. There has been particular confusion caused by the larger program’s use of the term to encompass practices that have not distinguished from what would be labeled as different types of faculty support activities in the context of supporting core faculty on campus or adjunct faculty in smaller, more traditional programs.  

Communication Strategies for Faculty Support 

Research Question: How are faculty support models currently in use already supported by electronic tools?
The answer to this research question depends upon knowing each program’s interpretations and practices regarding “mentoring.” 

For programs that retain the traditional use of the term “mentoring” within academia, it means senior faculty supporting junior faculty through a one-on-one personal relationship, and the answer to this question is that electronic tools do not serve a major role in this case. The relationship tends to be first and foremost supported by face-to-face conversations, and then only perhaps supplemented with e-mail or phone conversations.  On the other hand, in large national programs, the use of electronic tools for supporting “mentoring” is complex and varied.  Those programs use a wide array of creative communication strategies for carrying out all that 
is encompassed within the interpretation of the term “mentoring” to mean the full spectrum of adjunct faculty support activities.
Communication strategies fall within the major categories of personal and group communication. Personal communication strategies include e-mail, phone and one-on-one face-to-face meetings. The fundamental nature of communication between the core and adjunct faculty needs to be personal, therefore one-to-one conversations must play an essential role in adjunct faculty support. 
A variety of communication strategies are available for supporting group communication and the options are greatly expanded through the use of electronic tools.  Of course, meetings are the main non-electronic strategy for face-to-face communication with a group, and regardless of purpose relative to specific faculty support activities, community development is one of the purposes frequently emphasized for group face-to-face meetings.   Traditional face-to-face group meetings are supplemented with older forms of electronic tools such as e-mail lists and websites, but these older formats are increasingly supplemented or replaced by corresponding functions provided within Blackboard.  

Framework of Communication Strategies for Faculty Support 

One important product of this research is a framework for describing the relationships between various communication strategies and their potential use across the full spectrum of faculty support activities.  This results in a more expansive space of possibilities than were generally differentiated in conversations during this research.  All communication strategies had strengths and weaknesses in terms of logistics or resource requirements, so it is important to realize that the possibilities need to be weighed against each other.  

Superiority of Hybrid Faculty Support Models 

Core faculty who participated in this study tended to support a hybrid approach in which individual face-to-face strategies were used to build individual relationships between core and adjunct faculty as well as community among those who teach the same course and other faculty in the program.  Electronic tools were then used to supplement and sustain those relationships and communities afterwards. This approach tended to result in face-to-face strategies being the primary approach to communication with new adjunct faculty while electronic tools tend to be used more for supporting experienced adjunct faculty.

Communications Strategies for Core Faculty Support

Before examining the communication strategies used for supporting adjunct faculty, it was useful to first consider the range of faculty support activities for core faculty on campus.  This provided a useful context for framing the activities used to support adjunct faculty.   

Interview and Hire, Orientation and Training

New core faculty members have frequent meetings with their campus supervisor supplemented with personal e-mail and phone conversations.   They are also invited to a group face-to-face luncheon sponsored by the Dean of Faculty and introduced to useful information also available through Blackboard. Some divisions also provide mentoring for new core faculty, although there is a great deal of variation in the degree to which this is practiced ranging from formal or informal arrangements to little or no deliberate efforts. 
Routine Support 
Experienced core faculty members continue to participate in one-on-one meetings with supervisors supplemented by e-mail and phone conversations.  In addition, there are monthly school and division meetings supplemented with periodic retreats.  E-mail lists are also used for distribution of electronic newsletters, announcements and documents.  The website maintains by the Provost’s Office containing the Faculty Handbook and other information for faculty continues to serve as a critical online resource.  

Curriculum Development 
Experienced faculty members often work on curriculum development alone.  However, when more than one faculty member develops a course, then either one-on-one or small group meetings are supplemented by ongoing e-mail and phone conversations.  Several participants noted that broader program development needs to be a collaborative effort that involves collaboration among teams of faculty.  In those cases, the primary method of interaction is generally face-to-face meeting supplemented by e-mail.  
Professional Development
Periodic faculty development days are supplemented with resources and encouragement for individual faculty to attend conferences and pursue professional publishing opportunities.   These traditional methods for supporting faculty development are supplemented by UT/CAT and the library with electronic opportunities for self-directed learning through providing access to online tutorials.   The Dean of Faculty Electronic Newsletter also functions as a supporting tool for faculty development.

“Mentoring the Mentors”
This is one of the most powerful features of the unique adjunct faculty support models developed by the large national programs at Lesley University.  Participants involved in leadership positions within those programs consistently emphasized the importance of their role in “mentoring the mentor.”  A number of faculty suggested that mentoring can be learned through modeling, and thus it is more likely to be done effectively if it has been experienced.  In this way, if divisions implement more formal mentoring of core faculty on campus, they may help core faculty be more effective at mentoring adjunct faculty off-campus.   Other faculty expressed the belief that core faculty should be directly trained in mentoring in order to work more effectively with adjunct faculty.  
Communications Strategies for Adjunct Faculty Support

Core faculty in the largest programs at Lesley University lean away from traditional views of adjunct faculty as “work for hire” and towards a “participatory model” in which adjunct faculty are embraced as valuable members of an extended community.  Redefining the roles of adjunct faculty in this way leads to mutual benefits for both the adjunct faculty and the programs.  Some programs go further and hire their best adjunct faculty to fill roles that would traditionally be reserved for core faculty, thus they go beyond the “participatory model” towards a unique “developmental model” in which the roles of their adjunct faculty evolved over time.
Interview and Hire, Orientation and Training
Intensive preparatory experiences for new adjunct faculty are a powerful feature of the unique adjunct faculty support models that evolved within some programs at Lesley University. Numerous faculty members emphasized the importance of face-to-face contact during the early phases of the adjunct faculty training process. There was almost universal agreement that Teaching Assistantships should be a required aspect of the adjunct faculty preparation process.  Course resources posted in Blackboard are valuable for any adjunct faculty teaching a course, but are especially valuable for new faculty preparing to teach for the first time. 

Routine Support 
Personal communication was the cornerstone of ongoing support of experienced adjunct faculty, but most programs also supplemented that with opportunities for group gatherings with various goals and venues.  Electronic tools served roles in maintaining routine contact and allowed for fewer group events that served primarily as community building events.  Core faculty maintained course websites for their adjunct faculty. In contrast to much new adjunct faculty support activities, the support of experienced adjunct faculty tends to rely more heavily on Blackboard. 
Curriculum Development
Including adjunct faculty in curriculum development is a key indicator of the relationship a program expects to maintain with their adjunct faculty. All of the largest programs on campus emphasized the expectation that adjunct faculty would be involved in the curriculum development process and had a history of bringing a significant percentage of their adjunct faculty to campus to attend Faculty Development Seminars. While large national programs emphasized including adjunct faculty in curriculum development events was critical, resources to do it proved to be a continuing challenge and sometimes a major obstacle.  

Professional Development
There were few references to specific activities designed solely for adjunct faculty professional development.  The examples that were mentioned tended to be about activities that were combined with other forms of support. The only face-to-face opportunity solely for adjunct faculty professional development was allowing them to audit face-to-face or online courses gratis. Interestingly, when discussed, opportunities for adjunct faculty professional development were often dependant upon electronic tools.   

Considerations for Building Online Communities for Faculty Support 

Research Question:  What are different ways that faculty support can be facilitated through an electronic community?

Even though there were numerous valuable roles that online communities might play in faculty support, faculty emphasized the need to recognize and overcome significant barriers to those uses being realized. Motivation for participation was well recognized as the most significant barrier to the success of online communities for faculty. There are also a variety of other factors besides inherent value and motivation that will determine whether online communities are used.  

Training and Support

The most frequently sited concerns about the use of online communities revolved around issues of training and technical support.  Faculty also want individualized help getting over the hurdle of first use and the subsequent learning curve. Faculty would like someone to come to their offices to help them on short notice (perhaps students). There were also concerns about the availability 
of “just in time” support and widespread agreement that there should be some 24/7 phone and e-mail help from effective providers.  
It is equally important to address similar issues relative to adjunct faculty.  This presents a particularly difficult challenge for programs with large corps of adjunct faculty widely distributed across the country. 

Membership Policies and Participation Structures

Faculty expressed concern about membership policies and participation structures in online communities that were not technically specific to Blackboard, but could impact participation. These factors are at least as important, if not more important, than the technical capabilities afforded by the system.  Faculty in larger programs recognized the problem of granularity and realized that it was important to be thoughtful abut whether to create a single large community or smaller separate communities for core faculty, adjunct faculty or courses.  A key concern was the implications that membership policies could have on the real community structure and functioning. For larger programs, a solution for addressing these tensions was creating one large multilayer community with sub-communities.  Community owners need easy ways to customize their community enrollment and role assignment.  Faculty participants from larger programs also emphasized the need to give special thought to the level of ownership granted to adjunct faculty. Granting roles that imply more ownership would be better for sustaining a participatory model for adjunct faculty support.  

Advanced Users (Re)Considered

Small pockets of technically sophisticated faculty members sometimes began using other tools before the Blackboard system was introduced and were unmotivated to adopt the new system.  More importantly, there was a tendency for relatively technically proficient faculty to find and strongly critique the limitations of technology tools in general, and Blackboard in particular, relative to their specific areas of expertise. The more intensively and earlier they are involved in the system adoption process, the more likely they are to make suggestions in time for their feedback to be implemented. They would also be more likely to be invested in the tools as they are implemented and become effective leaders in their use as innovations are disseminated.  

1.0 Introduction

Mentoring programs can play a crucial role in the preparation, on-going professional development and retention of teachers 
(Murray, 1991; Odell, 1990). E-mail and discussion groups can also mediate the constraints of traditional teacher mentoring 
activities (Borthwick, et.al., 2004). Technology-mediated mentoring, or “telementoring,” was initially used to improve teachers’
use of technology (McArthur, et.al., 1995), but as those initiatives succeeded, efforts began to go beyond using technology 
to support teachers’ use of technology towards using technology to mediate the full range of teacher mentoring activities 
(Rogan & Denton, 1997). 

There is a long history of using mentoring as a form of faculty support in higher education (Luna & Cullen, 1995; Wunsch, 1994). There are also recent efforts to use formal mentoring programs to improve the quality of professional development for adjunct faculty (Sherman, et. al. 2000; Shakeshaft, 2002). There are also initiatives to use technology mediated mentoring strategies for developing technology skills of faculty (Chuang, Thompson & Schmidt, 2003; Beisser, 2000). Unfortunately, unlike in K-12 teacher mentoring programs, there have been few systematic efforts to implement and study technology mediated faculty mentoring programs beyond those that focus specifically upon facilitating the use of technology. Existing reports tend to be relatively anecdotal explanations of how institutions with highly distributed part-time or adjunct faculty used technology to address the challenges inherent in supporting them over space and time (Henchy, 2003; Witcher, 2003).  

As institutions of higher education respond to pressures to continually increase the size and number of geographically dispersed programs supported by equally geographically dispersed adjunct faculty, it is crucial to also develop scalable and sustainable models for supporting the adjunct faculty upon which expansion depends. Opportunities to participate in face-to-face faculty support activities tend to decrease as the number and geographical distribution of adjunct faculty increase, and mentoring becomes especially difficult, but it is an especially powerful form of professional development that should not be neglected (Ziegler & Reiff, 2004). 
Electronic communication strategies might ameliorate the loss of adjunct faculty’s ability to participate in face-to-face support,  
and online communities may be especially helpful for facilitating much needed on-going support in technology and pedagogy for 
core faculty mentors and adjunct faculty (Chuang, Thompson and Schmidt, 2003). Luckily, access to electronic tools is becoming easier as campuses provide systems that integrate the most valuable electronic communication tools within overarching portals accessible by all faculty and students. The introduction of a new Blackboard based electronic portal at Lesley University offered the opportunity to systematically study the role such systems might play in facilitating faculty mentoring activities. 

2.0 Method

The naturalistic inquiry paradigm was chosen as the most appropriate framework for carrying out this research. This choice then guided the selection of an emphasis on qualitative methods.  The investigator specifically adopted the methodological approach 
of participant observation.  This was particularly appropriate under these circumstances because the investigator was employed within the context of the institution that was the focus of the study. She explicitly followed the structure and format of traditional participant observer studies that are useful for documenting conceptual frameworks and professional practices within specific organizational contexts (Jorgensen, 1989; McCall & Simmons, 1969).  The investigator began with a tentative design and then developed that further as the inquiry progressed (Borg, 1989).  
The following were the preliminary research questions that guided the investigator’s work:

1. What mentoring models are currently in use and what are the perceived mentoring needs?

2. How are mentoring models currently in use already supported by electronic tools?

3. What are different ways that mentoring can be facilitated through an electronic community?
As this research study unfolded, it become increasingly clear that the term “mentoring” used in the above questions was actually being used to encompass the entire spectrum of faculty support activities available to adjunct faculty in the largest programs at Lesley University.  Therefore, the questions were reformulated to more accurately reflect this reality.  

The following revised questions guided the investigator’s work during the later stages of this research project:

1. What faculty support models are currently in use and what are the perceived needs?

2. How are faculty support models currently in use already supported by electronic tools?

3. What are different ways that faculty support can be facilitated through an electronic community?

2.1 Participants

Lesley University is home to a large variety of programs in terms of size (number of core faculty and adjunct faculty), geographical distribution (campus based/local, regional or national/international), and format (face-to-face, online, hybrid). Not surprisingly, programs across campus evolved distinctly different practices relative to both core and adjunct faculty support. A critical aspect of this project was seeking out the experience and beliefs about faculty support in a range of schools and programs. 

Participant selection began with identifying a short list of core faculty who had demonstrated strong interest in faculty support issues.  The first participants were those that were most familiar with both the background of the research project and the issues in question. Additional participants were identified by a systematic search within each school and program through targeted inquiries regarding which faculty members were likely to have been involved in support activities across each school. Particular care was taken to include those most likely to be directly responsible for determining and directing faculty support activities (E.g. Division Directors).  Finally, a few participants were self-identified during a series of events that included invitations to contribute to the research process.  
The final list of 25 participants included at least two representatives from every school, at least one member of programs with significant off campus programs and at least three members of the largest divisions. Ultimately, at least ten percent of the total number of core faculty at Lesley University became participants in this study.
  
2.2 Data Collection

Structured interviews were conducted with the core faculty who were selected as participants in this study.  While interviews varied somewhat in structure, they all followed the format of “Ethnographic Interviews” (Spradley, 1979).  Every interview was recorded 
with audio tape and then transcribed. Each transcription was reviewed at least once late in the study to insure accuracy.  After all interviews were reviewed, copies of the interview logs were divided into segments based on natural breaks between topics and edited to remove extraneous or repetitive sections.  The resulting “vignettes” served as primary data. Some participants also took part in e-mail exchanges regarding the research questions, and those e-mails were also treated as primary data.  Finally, published and unpublished documents obtained from participants before, during and after interviews served as supplementary data sources.  

Throughout the remainder of this report, assume that all statements regarding the findings of this study refer to information based upon the vignettes from interviews with the 25 core faculty participants or passages from supplementary documents.
2.3 Data Analysis

A relational database was used to store and analyze the data collected for this research project. The final data pool included more than 400 vignettes drawn from over 50 hours of audio interviews and over 15 documents.  The length of the vignettes ranged from between a few sentences to a page or two of text.  The investigator’s working notes that were used to help guide the ongoing data collection and analysis process were also included in the database.   The working notes became more systematic as increasing numbers of vignettes were collected and analyzed.  After all the interviews were complete, the working notes were refined into a catalog of key themes and cross-referenced to the data vignettes using thematic coding.  The investigator used this system to find and organize the data around increasingly systematic thematic coding.  The final product of this process was the framework for describing the relationships between various communication strategies and their use in faculty support activities.
3.0 Mentoring at Lesley University: Evolving Meaning and Models
Before addressing the primary question about the role that online communities might play in the mentoring process, it was first important to establish the nature of the mentoring process itself.  Therefore this project began with attempting to establish current practices across the diverse programs at Lesley University.  
The importance of mentoring within the culture of Lesley University became evident very early in this research project. Not only did ten percent of the faculty directly participate in this study, but there were also at least an equal number of more or other core faculty, administrators and senior adjunct faculty that would have been interested and willing to participate if time and resources allowed it. 
It eventually became evident that the majority of core faculty are concerned about the topic of mentoring in one way or another.  
Essentially the concept of mentoring is one that permeates the Lesley culture. 

	Recommendations Note that up to 25% of core faculty would have been willing to participate in this study based up on their interest and concerns surrounding “mentoring” relative to both specific practices that evolved within the context of larger programs on campus as well as in general.  Recognize the widespread interest in mentoring on campus as a major strength and arrange opportunities for core faculty who are interested to come together and have the opportunity to share their expertise and concerns. Continue to extend and elaborate ongoing opportunities for sharing knowledge about mentoring processes specifically and faculty support in general.



3.1 Diversity in Programs and Meanings
While the concept of mentoring was widely discussed and valued, there was wide variation in the interpretation of the term “mentoring” and beliefs about what specific faulty support activities were encompassed by the term. Over the course of the research project, it became clear that these discrepancies occurred due to the realities of the wide diversity of programs within the university.  Programs range from small campus-based programs in which faculty fill the traditional roles of teaching and advising all the way up to some of the largest programs in the country that primarily use face-to-face weekend cohort and online delivery formats.
The meaning of mentoring and models for carrying out the activity varied systematically relative to a variety of key distinguishing factors including size of the program’s faculty (number of core and adjunct faculty), geography (local campus based, regional or national) and format (face-to-face or online and in a semester, intensive weekend or intensive residential). Tables were constructed to summarize the character of a sample of key programs relative to their characteristics. Table 3.1 on the next page shows a sample of the programs organized relative to school. Table 3.2 shows the same sample programs organized relative to their characteristics and listed from relatively small and traditional campus based semester formats to large national programs offered in intensive weekend format in many states. 

Core faculty in small campus-based programs tended to support relatively few adjunct faculty and retained a more traditional use of the term mentoring as primarily a one-on-one relationship between core faculty.  Meanwhile, leaders of large and geographical dispersed programs with over 150 adjunct faculty had experienced increasing pressure to find ways to insure high quality pedagogy and curriculum among increasingly large corps of geographically distributed adjunct faculty. They responded to those pressures by evolving innovative models for adjunct faculty support that they called “mentoring.” The emergent “mentoring models” for supporting adjunct faculty in the largest programs were not necessarily developed around traditional definitions and structures of mentoring programs in business or education.  Instead, both the definitions and format of the mentoring evolved to serve the specific needs of the programs on campus (Ziegler & Reiff, 2004).  

As this research study unfolded, it became increasingly clear that the term “mentoring” was actually being used to refer to the full spectrum of faculty support activities available to adjunct faculty employed by the largest programs at Lesley University.  Therefore, the study was restructured to take into consideration the much broader use of the term “mentoring” to refer to the full spectrum of faculty support activities rather than a much narrower form of activity that would typically be implied by the use of the term.
	Recommendations Recognize there are wide variations in both definition and practices of mentoring across campus. 

These are reasonable and unavoidable due to the wide diversity of programs and the resulting differences in their needs.  
This will remain the case, so the need for accommodating different faculty support models will remain an ongoing challenge.  


Table 3.1  Programs Organized Relative to School 
	PROGRAMS
	SIZE
	CORE

Small=<5

Medium = 5-10

Large =10+
	ADJUNCT

Small=<50

Medium = 50-150

Large =150+
	GEOGRAPHY

Local (campus)

Regional

National
	FORMAT

Face-to-face, semester

Face-to-face, weekend

Face-to-face, residential

Online

	Overall TOTAL [Estimates]
	
	[175-200]
	[800-1100]
	
	

	Lesley College (LC)
	
	
	
	
	

	Lesley College Programs/Departments (Generalization)
	Small
	 <5
	<50 [Varies]
	Local
	Face-to-face, semester

	Art Institute of Boston at Lesley (AIB)
	
	 [30]
	 [70]
	
	

	Graphics Arts Department
	Small
	<5
	<50 [16]
	Local
	Face-to-face, semester

	School of Integrative and Experiential Studies (ABC)
	
	
	
	
	

	Division of Adult Learning
	Small
	 <5
	<50 [12]
	Regional
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Graduate School of Arts & Social Sciences (GSASS)
	
	
	
	
	

	Creative Arts and Learning (CA&L)
	Large 
	10+ [13.5 Core]
	150+ [200+?]
	National
	Face-to-face, weekend

	    Independent Study Program
	Small
	<5 [5]
	<50 [12]
	National
	Face-to-face, residential

	    M.F.A. Program in Creative Writing 
	Small 
	<5 [1]
	<50 [20+?]
	National
	Face-to-face, residential

	School of Education  (SOE)
	
	
	
	
	

	Language & Literacy (LL)
	Large
	10 [6 core/4 national]
	50-150 [120]
	National
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Special Education (SPED)
	Small
	<5
	<50 [??]
	Regional (MA & OH)
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Teaching, Learning and Leadership /  El. Ed. (TLL)
	Medium 
	<5 [[3 core, 2 national]
	50-150 [???] 
	Regional
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Technology in Education (TIE) 
	Large
	10+ [12.5]
	150+ [200+?]
	National
	Face-to-face, weekend

	    Technology in Education, Online
	Small
	<5
	<50 [30+?]
	National
	Online, semester


Table 3.2 Programs Organized Relative to Characteristics
	PROGRAMS
	SIZE
	CORE

Small=<5

Medium = 5-10

Large =10+
	ADJUNCT

Small=<50

Medium = 50-150

Large =150+
	GEOGRAPHY

Local (Campus)

Regional

National
	FORMAT

Face-to-face, semester

Face-to-face, weekend

Face-to-face, residential

Online, semester

	Lesley College Programs/Departments (Generalization)
	Small
	<5
	<50 [Varies]
	Local
	Face-to-face, semester

	Graphics Arts Department
	Small
	<5
	<50 [16]
	Local
	Face-to-face, semester

	Division of Adult Learning
	Small
	<5
	<50 [12]
	Regional
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Special Education (SPED)
	Small
	<5
	<50 [??]
	Regional (MA & OH)
	Face-to-face, weekend

	    Independent Study Program
	Small
	<5 [5]
	<50 [12]
	National
	Face-to-face, residential

	    M.F.A. Program in Creative Writing 
	Small 
	<5 [1]
	<50 [20+?]
	National
	Face-to-face, residential

	    Technology in Education, Online
	Small
	<5
	<50 [30+?]
	National
	Online, semester

	Teaching, Learning and Leadership /  El. Ed. (TLL)
	Medium 
	<5 [[3 core, 2 national]
	50-150 [???] 
	Regional
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Language & Literacy (LL)
	Large
	10+ [6 core/4 national]
	50-150 [120]
	National
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Creative Arts and Learning (CA&L)
	Large 
	10+ [13.5 Core]
	150+ [200+?]
	National
	Face-to-face, weekend

	Technology in Education (TIE) 
	Large
	10+ [12.5]
	150+ [200+?]
	National
	Face-to-face, weekend


3.2 Sharing and Formalization
Leaders of the largest programs on campus pursued a process of clarifying and refining the “mentoring models” for adjunct faculty support that evolved within the context of largest regional and national programs on campus.  Mary Clare Powell, Past Director of Creative Arts and Learning (CA&L) describes both that process and the larger importance of how it was carried out successfully:
  
	Mary Clare Powell: Looking back on 15 years, and one of the most satisfying pieces of work I ever did was with the group called APAG. That group met for about two years and was made up of administrators and Division Directors in the largest off-campus programs at Lesley University.  That group sat together for two years and discussed how we could grow and still do a better job of advising and mentoring at the same time. Then we were audacious enough to design some systems that we wanted to try out across the three largest programs.
 
We did not have a formal system of adjunct faculty mentoring when I first came here. It was very casual. It was essentially responding to each crisis in the field as it came up, and the Division Director assigned things to anyone who had time to deal with it. As for the rest of us, we just sort of hung together, talked to each other and learned by the seat of our pants. At that time, core faculty were advising many off-campus students and getting workload for it, but there was no formal system or workload for adjunct faculty mentoring.
 
The work of the APAG group resulted in the re-structuring of our work. We asked core faculty to shift their focus from advising students to mentoring adjunct faculty, believing that if we did a good job of that, there would be a trickle down effect. We believed that focusing on a strong system for mentoring adjunct faculty would address many of the issues that we were seeing in our student advising, so students would ultimately be better served.  We also hired someone to support new adjunct faculty, then created a second position for advising off-campus students. That position is currently split between a few adjunct faculty members. This removed a tremendous load of advising from the backs of core faculty, so they could be really good mentors to adjunct faculty. I would say it is working pretty well. 
 
The work of APAG was also fabulous because it actually resulted in something. In higher education, you never get the chance to design something with a group of people from across many streams within the university and then put it into practice. I was part of the APAG group, and then I was the Division Director as it was put into practice. Usually, you might do some planning, but it is never so focused or dedicated. We met every other week; we did home work; we brought in numbers; we created forms. It was amazing piece of work and then it could only be embodied if we were properly resourced, and we were. The resources piece was crucial. That is an amazing model for how you change something. I would say, as far as models of change within a university, you can not beat it.  

(M.C. Powell, interview, May 5, 2005)



The APAG discussions of mentoring of adjunct faculty across the university led to refined definitions and approaches to practice. 
Those unique “mentoring models” for adjunct faculty support that evolved within the large programs at Lesley University emphasize the following three critical features: 
1) Support for core faculty mentors (“mentoring the mentors”)

2) Intensive preparatory experiences for new adjunct faculty
3) Developmental and participatory approaches for supporting experienced adjuncts
Each of these features will be discussed more extensively later in this report.  

The meaning of “mentoring” within the context of the larger programs at the university was later more formally defined by the 

 Lesley University Task Force on Adjunct Faculty Hiring, Mentoring, Course Redesign and University Support in a report published 
October 2003.  The committee noted that “a comprehensive and on-going adjunct faculty mentoring is essential for maintaining quality programs.” (Lesley University Task Force on Adjunct Faculty Hiring, Mentoring, Course Redesign and University Support, 2003).  Just a year later mentoring of adjunct faculty became institutionalized when it was formally recognized as a teaching activity in the annual allocation of core faculty workload.   A year after that, Carol Ziegler and Marianne Reiff, two faculty members who are well recognized proponents of mentoring at Lesley University and have made the mentoring models developed in their own programs among the subjects of their scholarship, wrote and disseminated a key article entitled Adjunct mentoring: A responsibility not a choice (Ziegler & Reiff, 2004) that extensively elaborated the rationales for the mentoring models that evolved in their programs.  This article became a key resource within the campus culture and was frequently mentioned by the core faculty who participated in this study.
The evolution, sharing and formalization of “mentoring models” for adjunct faculty support within the largest programs at Lesley University have been a powerful development.  It has allowed some programs to grow into nationally recognized leaders in their disciplines that are offering programs in more than half of the states in the country while avoiding some of the criticisms that most other large national higher-education programs inevitably fall prey to on a regular basis.  
	Recommendations Recognize that there are a number of well recognized centers of expertise and excellence in mentoring across programs at Lesley University.  Systematically identify the specific focus and strengths that are unique to each of the programs and then encourage extensions and elaborations of them. Fund systematically differentiated experimentation with different aspects of mentoring models within and across programs.  Provide opportunities to share and disseminate results.  There is also a small group of core faculty with long and extensive experience supporting large numbers of adjunct faculty. Develop ongoing structures for them to share their knowledge directly with core faculty mentors.  It is also critical that faculty working on new or rapidly expanding programs have some systematic structures for finding and consulting with other core faculty who can provide targeted support by sharing knowledge gained from supporting similar programs in the past.


3.3 Balancing Standardization and Diversity
The evolution of diverse “mentoring models” across programs resulted in some tensions. Discrepancies in practices within and between programs led to concerns about quality. In addition, differences in resource distribution lead to questions about equity.  These tensions lead to efforts to further standardize the “mentoring models” of large national programs by establishing minimum expectations for “mentoring” practices and resource allocation.  These efforts specifically culminated in documents describing the expectations for faculty mentors and formulas for determining resource allocation. 
While these efforts are cautiously welcomed by some core faculty members, others wonder if standardized approaches can adequately accommodate the needs of the diverse programs at the university. There are many factors that lead to subtle variations in task and resource needs between and within programs. The following is a list of just some considerations that can cause such variation that were mentioned during the interviews for this research project:

( Age and Rate of growth of a program, esp. relative to new vs. experienced adjunct faculty
( Priorities and distribution of internal resources allocated advising relative to mentoring versus advising
( First and last courses and the degree to which they would be staffed by the same faculty member
( Significant differences between electives small and large electives due to size and number of courses
( Extra work in required courses during accreditation processes
( Maintaining currency in a course for things such as technology or changing state requirements for SPED
( Local vs. regional vs. national and distribution across states (one or two other states or many)
( Coping with complex inter-relationships between programs or service to other programs, thus needing customization to programs
( Change of format (e.g. from face-to-face to online or hybrid)
( Nature of content and cultures vary by discipline e.g. need for creative control over course content in the arts
( Level of control and standardization of content, ranging from very prescribed to highly open to creative freedom and interpretation
Circumstances vary so widely between and within programs, a standardized conceptualization of practice and resource distribution may not adequately address the needs of all programs and the individual faculty within them.
	Recommendations Standardizing the meaning and practice of “mentoring” across programs may insure some quality and equity. However, exercise caution about imposing inappropriate models on some programs through over standardization. Programs’ needs are unique and shifting. Programs must grow and change, while the circumstances in which they exist also change. Programs need to be able to adapt, sometimes rapidly.  Sharing knowledge across programs may also result in healthy changes as programs absorb and adapt successful solutions from other programs.  Over emphasis on standardization and prescription could impede that process. There are strengths and weaknesses in every model that developed across programs, and most importantly, no one model is perfect.  Embrace the diversity across programs, and recognize the invaluable opportunity it presents.  Instead of over emphasizing standardization, promote coordinated differentiation, experimentation and sharing of expertise.  


3.4 Language and Practice
During this research it became clear that the emergence and formalization of the term “mentoring” for the unique adjunct faculty support model that evolved in the larger programs led to significant differences in interpretation about the term across the range of programs on campus. There was particular confusion caused by the larger program’s use of the term “mentoring” to encompass practices that were not necessarily distinguished from what would be labeled as other types of faculty support activities in the context of supporting core faculty on campus or adjunct faculty in smaller, more traditional programs.  
For example, when the term “mentoring” was used relative to core faculty on campus, the term retained a relatively traditional meaning of an intensive one-on-one relationship between two core faculty members (typically one new and one experienced).  
On the other hand, when used within the context of the large national programs, the term encompassed a wide range of faculty support activities such as participating in interviews or moderating meetings for curriculum development. These activities would not traditionally be considered mentoring. Ironically, this lead to a situation in which faculty members in the large programs on campus could discuss “mentoring” while not necessarily referring to one-on-one personal relationships typically associated with the term. 

There were also subtle contradictions in terminology for faculty support activities for core versus adjunct faculty.  For example, curriculum development activities were labeled as faculty development when involving adjunct faculty, but would not be labeled faculty development for core faculty on campus.  
For the purposes of this study, an attempt has been made to differentiate and contextualize specific adjunct faculty support activities relative to the traditional core faculty support task involved. The full spectrum of faculty support activities on and off campus include: hiring, orientation, training, routine support; curriculum development and professional development.
	Recommendations Examine issues of language and practice, and consider the degree to which the use of the term “mentoring” is advantageous relative to the confusion it can cause.  It might be helpful for large national programs to reframe the language they use for adjunct faculty support activities within more traditional terminology used to refer to core faculty support activities. This would result in aligning the meaning and practices of adjunct and core faculty support.  In re-examining the term “mentoring,” tease out and discriminate specific aspects of the model to refer to as “mentoring” as distinct from other forms of faculty support.


4.0 Communication Strategies Used for Faculty Support 

Different programs have evolved a wide array of creative communication strategies for carrying out faculty support activities.  
The main communication formats fell within the two large categories of personal and group communication. 

4.1 Personal Communication Strategies

Primary personal communication strategies include e-mail, phone and one-on-one face-to-face meetings. The specific personal communication strategy was chosen based upon what was to be accomplished.  Faculty mentors used e-mail and phone as the most common way to contact adjunct faculty about routine issues, while difficult issues such as problems with teaching were dealt with face-to-face (when possible). Face-to-face meetings between core faculty and adjunct faculty were also frequently mentioned as playing a key role in relationship building and were often done off-campus by exploiting course or conference related travel opportunities.  This will undoubtedly remain the case. Maureen Yoder, Director of Lesley Online Learning Programs and TIE Core Faculty Member pointed out that the fundamental nature of communication between the core and adjunct faculty needs to be personal and so therefore one-to-one conversations will continue to play an essential role in adjunct faculty support:  

	Maureen Yoder: The form of communication that is used most often for mentoring is e-mail. Even though we have electronic communities available, they are not always well attended.  We need to think about why.  It is not that we do not know how to use them.  I believe part of the reason is that mentoring is primarily a one to one relationship. Also, I know that much of what I do as a mentor involves difficult issues with students or instructors that we would not discuss on a public discussion board.  In fact, if a student or faculty needs to talk confidentially about an academic problem, then a phone call, if possible, is more comfortable and confidential. Group discussion areas are effective, though, for connecting faculty about topics involving the content and delivery of a course.  They are extremely useful when sharing resources and new technologies, discussing teaching strategies, or asking questions that will stand a better chance of getting answered because of the large audience.  I think electronic communities are essential for bringing faculty together in one electronic location, and very useful for sharing information and discussing every aspect of teaching a course.   For confidential interactions about students, however, e-mail or a telephone call are still the most effective and confidential method of resolving an issue.  (M. Yoder, interview, March 9, 2005)




The undisputed role of personal contact as central to adjunct faculty support may also be the reason that digital video was the most widely noted technology of interest for further exploration.  A number of faculty mentioned having seen or used video conferencing for group meetings facilities and noted that they are not available through Lesley University.  Others were familiar with emerging desktop video streaming applications for both individual and group tele-conferencing and thought it would be a valuable tool, particularly in cases where core faculty members were in the position of interacting with adjunct faculty they may not have met face-to-face or needed to discuss sensitive topics.  However, there was also concern that it should not be implemented until all constituencies are at a point where they are likely to be able to use the functionality in terms of bandwidth and skill.

	Recommendations Recognize the continued centrality of one-on-one personal communication in faculty support activities, and particularly the role it necessarily plays in the communication between core faculty mentors and the geographically distributed corps of adjunct faculty that they support. Continue to experiment with richer technologies for this purpose.
Explore supporting Skype and consider making it a universal requirement for adjuncts to have set up, primarily in video 
conferencing mode when possible, to allow for teleconferencing on a one-on-one basis with adjuncts at pre-arranged times.  
Skype is free software and exceedingly easy to set up.  If a small, inexpensive eyeball camera is attached to both computers, the software automatically switches to video conferencing mode.  SEE:  http://www.skype.com/ 


4.2 Group Communication Strategies

A wide variety of communication formats are available for supporting group communication and the options are greatly expanded 
due to the availability of electronic tools.   The main non-electronic method for face-to-face communication with a group is, of course, meetings.  Community development is the most frequently emphasized goal of group face-to-face meetings, and this important goal is generally addressed, regardless of their purpose of meetings relative to specific types of faculty support activities.   Traditional face-to-face group meetings are then effectively supplemented with older forms of electronic tools such as e-mail lists and websites. 
This was described by Bruce Logan, Lesley College (Formerly of School of Management):
	Bruce Logan:  The advantage of group e-mail from the mentoring communities would be that we are able to communicate to the mentoring community as a group. Even if it is just a distribution list, you have a opportunity to do some limited collaboration.  That is much more effective than half-dozen face-to-face conversations or even half-dozen individual e-mails.  It also then establishes the possibility that the other adjunct faculty as they look at the distribution lists then can pick off and communicate amongst themselves.  Obviously you structure e-mails so you are encouraging follow-up between subsets of the distribution list through the replies. So absolutely you can really take advantage of what the electronic media have to offer to really expand the nature of the communications. 

(B. Logan, interview, November 3, 2004)




Older forms of e-mail lists and websites are increasingly supplemented or replaced by corresponding functions in Blackboard.  Faculty also distinguish between using Blackboard for posting documents and sending e-mail versus hosting discussion forums.  
	Recommendations Continue to recognize and support group gatherings, as much for their usefulness in community building, 

as for the types of faculty support functions they obviously serve (e.g. information sharing, professional development etc.).



4.3 Framework of Communication Strategies for Faculty Support 
The emergent “mentoring model” for supporting adjunct faculty developed by the large national programs is one of the greatest strengths of these programs.  The most powerful features of those faculty support models were the emphasis on support for core faculty mentors, intensive preparatory experiences for new adjuncts, and a developmental and participatory model for supporting experienced adjuncts.  There are a variety of communication methods that can be used to carry out each of these key functions. 
They may be carried out through personal or group communication in either traditional or electronic format.  Figure 4.1 illustrates these major categories of communication strategies for faculty support activities.
Figure 4.1 Potential Communication Strategies for Faculty Support Activities
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Most faculty participants expressed a preference for a hybrid model of faculty support in which electronic tools are used to enhance rather than fully replace face-to-face contact.  There is general agreement about the need for including some face-to-face activities, especially during the initial stages of faculty employment.  Face-to-face contact in either one-on-one or group settings is needed for establishing personal relationships and providing context for faculty, then once relationships and context are established, electronic methods of communication become essential tools for sustaining those relationships by providing easy methods for follow-up and ongoing support.  This general approach was captured very by Paul Jablon, Associate Program Director, Middle School Program:
	Paul Jablon: You do not create a community using online tools. First you must create a community face-to-face, 

then you can foster that community using the online tools. (P. Jablon, interview, December 16, 2005)




There is actually an expansive space of possibilities that can be explicated by taking into consideration the range faculty support activities and communication strategies available to support them. Table 4.1 on the following page illustrates potential types of faculty support activities relative to potential communication strategies that might be used to carry them out.  
Table 4.1 Framework of Communication Strategies for Full Spectrum of Faculty Support Activities
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The above table shows more possibilities than were generally differentiated in conversations and discussions about mentoring issues discussed during this research.  Some of the possibilities tended to be differentiated in their development and implementation relative to the type of program (i.e. size and geography factors, etc.). Some participants noted that communication strategies might be used with different levels of effectiveness in face-to-face, online and hybrid courses or programs.  For example, electronic tools may prove to be more effective for supporting the adjunct faculty teaching online courses than for those teaching face-to-face courses. 
Finally, faculty that provided examples of how specific communication strategies were used to carry out their faculty support activities also noted that their approaches had strengths and weaknesses in terms of logistics or resource requirements.  Therefore, when using the table to reflect upon ways that programs might support faculty, it is important to remember that the possibilities need to be weighed against each other based upon patterns of strengths and weaknesses.  Representative examples of how these possibilities were developed and employed within different programs will be described more extensively in later sections of this report.  

	Recommendations The above table embodies a framework describing an expansive space of potential communication strategies for supporting the full spectrum of faculty support activities.  It is clear that face-to-face communication between individuals as well as in groups should continue to serve as the cornerstone for communication among both campus and adjunct faculty.  However, technology can provide ways to extend and sustain the relationships established in face-to-face experiences.  Faculty in programs may find it useful to use this framework to think through what communication strategies they use for each type of faculty support activity, and especially for the large national programs, consider whether technology in general, and online communities in Blackboard specifically, could provide effective means for carrying out activities in ways that could not otherwise be done as well, or at all in some cases. 


5.0 Communications Strategies for Core Faculty Support
Before examining the specific communication strategies used for supporting adjunct faculty, it is useful to first briefly consider the range of activities that are used to support traditional faculty on campus.  This will provide a useful context for framing the activities used to support adjunct faculty.   The support of traditional faculty on the Lesley campus is very similar to that on other academic campuses.  The experiences can be differentiated first by support for new vs. experienced faculty and then by routine support, structured support for ongoing curriculum development and professional development opportunities.

5.1 Hiring, Orientation and Training
The main event employed for orienting new core faculty at Lesley University is a group face-to-face luncheon and workshop for new faculty that is sponsored by the Dean of Faculty.  During that meeting, new faculty are introduced to their campus policies and resources and also given an opportunity to ask questions and discuss issues and concerns common to new faculty.  One important resource introduced during this meeting is the Faculty Handbook and the website sponsored by the Provost containing it and other important documents and information for faculty.  There is also information for faculty being made available through Blackboard.  

New core faculty members also have frequent meetings with their campus supervisor to discuss their assignments and concerns.  Those meetings are generally supplemented with frequent personal conversations carried out via e-mail and phone.   In addition, 
the leaders of some divisions and programs arrange either informal or formal mentoring for new core faculty members. However, there is a great deal of variation in the degree to which this is done, ranging from significant effort to very little deliberate activity. Margery Miller, Division Director of Language and Literacy describes their relatively formal approach to mentoring new faculty:
	Margery Miller:  When a new core faculty member is hired, we ask a senior faculty member to be their mentor.  The mentor helps the new faculty member with learning how to develop courses, how the university runs, how to choose committees to serve on, how to get ready for contract renewal and other things like that.  It is not ad hoc. We have a formal system, and it makes a huge difference.  The mentors enjoy it. They get to hear what new faculty members are thinking about, what research they are working on, what their questions are, what they bring in terms of their technology expertise etc. It is a win-win situation. We take it pretty seriously. (M. Miller, interview, February 14, 2005)




5.2 Routine Support
Ongoing support for experienced core faculty continues to include one-on-one meetings with supervisors supplemented with 
e-mail and phone conversations.  In addition, there are monthly school and division meetings supplemented with periodic retreats either on campus or at off-site venues.  There is periodic use of e-mail lists for ongoing support of core faculty through electronic newsletters, announcements and documents.  The website maintains by the Provost’s office containing the Faculty Handbook and other documents and information for faculty continues to be a critical online resource.  The information for faculty being made available through Blackboard continues to be useful, although, more systematic elaboration and utilization of Blackboard for ongoing support of faculty should be explored.  For example, there could be a community with discussion forums available to facilitate and encourage peer support among faculty based on specific topics or issues of concern across the university (e.g. mentoring).

5.3 Curriculum Development
Curriculum development among experienced faculty can be a solitary event.  However, when more than one faculty member develops a course, then either one-on-one or small group meetings are supplemented by ongoing e-mail and phone conversations.  Several participants also noted that broader program development needs to be a collaborative effort that involves collaboration among teams of faculty.  In those cases, the primary method of interaction is generally face-to-face meeting supplemented by e-mail sent to lists of participants.  Documents are sometimes posted to the web or in Blackboard during the development process or after completion.  Two faculty members mentioned that a collaborative editing tool would be valuable for cooperative curriculum development, and interest in Wiki technology was expressed in this context.  
5.4 Professional Development
Professional development for core faculty more often takes place through group rather than personal communication.  The methods for supporting core faculty in their professional development tend to focus upon the traditional methods of providing periodic faculty development days supplemented with providing resources, encouragement and recognition for individual faculty for attending professional conferences and other professional publishing opportunities.   These traditional methods for supporting faculty development are supplemented by UT/CAT and the library with electronic opportunities for self-directed learning through providing access to online tutorials.   The Dean of Faculty Electronic Newsletter also functions as a supporting tool for faculty development by specifically providing information about opportunities for faculty and recognizing accomplishments.   
 5.5 “Mentoring the Mentors”
One of the most powerful features of the adjunct faculty support models developed by the large national programs at Lesley University is the emphasis on support for core faculty mentors.  Participants involved in leadership positions within the largest national programs consistently emphasized the importance of their role in “mentoring the mentor.”  The individuals all made it clear that they believed it to be one of their responsibilities that had evolved with the expanded role of adjunct faculty and the added responsibility of core faculty to support them.  
This special support of supervisors who “mentor the mentors” is mostly done through individual or group face-to-face contact and sometimes supplemental documentation.  Program supervisors leave time in the meetings for discussion of mentoring among core faculty.  E-mail lists are then used for follow-up about unresolved or ongoing questions and document distribution.  These group activities are supplemented through personal communication through e-mail or phone for discussions with individual faculty about difficult mentoring related issues, etc.  All large programs also provide a document outlining the mentors’ duties and expectations.  

A few faculty participants suggested that mentoring was a learned activity that can be learned through modeling, and thus is more likely to be done effectively if it has been experienced.  In this way, if a program emphasizes and practices mentoring core faculty on campus, they may generate a more effective practice of mentoring off-campus.   Loranine Greenfield, Director of the Curriculum and Instruction Division describes their informal approach to mentoring, her role in “mentoring the mentors” and how that may impact adjunct faculty mentoring:
	Lorraine Greenfield:  There are really levels of mentoring we do here. There is mentoring and the culture of mentoring on campus.  The first level is faculty to faculty mentoring. We do it a lot within C&I. We don't think of it as formal mentoring. We are just in such close contact, that if we have a problem, we share ideas and support each other. That's our goal. We support each other.  It is a part of the culture, although very informal, and we don't necessarily call it mentoring.  In addition, as Division/Program Director, I mentor my mentors and then they in turn mentor adjunct faculty. Partly because we are small, partly because we see each other, a lot, we core faculty have a sense that we are always there for each other. We are advocates for each other. We support each other. My core faculty know that I respect them; they respect me; then in turn, they carry that mentoring to their mentees as well.

(L. Greenfield, interview, May 10, 2005)




Other faculty expressed the belief that core faculty should be trained in various aspects of mentoring in order to work more effectively with adjunct faculty.  For example, Nancy Mehlem, Associate Dean in SOE at the time of the interview, explains that core faculty might benefit from training in group dynamics and community building:
	Nancy Mehlem:  One part of the mentoring process has to do with helping faculty with delivering content.  Another part of the mentoring process includes supporting appropriate pedagogy.  Finally, a third part of the process includes facilitating positive group dynamics and community building.  The ideal person to do adjunct faculty mentoring, if you are going to have one person do it, really needs to be skilled in all those areas.  The course content lies best with the program faculty, but some of them may not be as comfortable or prepared to lead others in the areas of pedagogy and group process skills.


They may have excellent mastery of the content knowledge and perhaps even pedagogical technique, but perhaps not group process skills. I don't think everyone is aware of how to teach people about group dynamics and community building.  It is very important that core faculty members are willing to share the responsibilities when preparing adjunct faculty to learn for their work with cohorts of teachers. (N. Mehlem, interview, September 15, 2005)



Carol Zeigler of Elementary Education went beyond the informal facilitation of mentoring to holding a special full day workshop to introduce her mentors to a formal mentoring process (September 29, 2003).  This was the only example of a supervisor providing faculty mentors with formal training in the mentoring process, and thus it is an important case study to examine and possibly emulate.   

During this study, no participants specifically discussed the use of Blackboard relative in the process of “mentoring mentors.”  It is unclear if this was because it was not considered relevant or just had not been considered yet.  Table 5.1 on the next page provides a summary of community strategies used to support the full spectrum of support activities for core faculty.
	Recommendations Explore further elaboration and utilization of campus wide Blackboard communities for support for faculty support.  For example, there could be a community set up with discussion forums available to facilitate and encourage peer support among new faculty or others based on specific topics or issues of concern across the university (e.g. mentoring).
Mechanisms could also be included for identifying experienced faculty who may be interested in sharing their expertise directly with other faculty on campus and adjunct faculty off campus, both for support in mentoring, as well as other things. Also consider implementing a Wiki technology for collaborative editing and experiment with using it for collaborative curriculum and program development.
Consider more implementing requiring formal or informal mentoring for new faculty in across all schools and programs, and particularly those that require faculty to mentor adjunct faculty, since those experiences might help them be better mentors.

Revisit classic formal mentoring models in business, higher-education and teacher education, and while being cautious about their known weaknesses, consider implementing some aspects of the more formal programs that could be useful for providing structures for “mentoring the mentors” in the programs that rely on faculty to provide extensive mentoring of adjunct faculty. 
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6.0 Communications Strategies for Adjunct Faculty Support
It is usually assumed that relying on large corps of adjunct faculty is a liability for a university, and so it is also generally assumed that it is a practice that should be limited or avoided altogether.  When adjunct faculty members are hired, they are typically employed for a specific course and have limited or no responsibilities beyond teaching and grading. They are not typically expected to engage in the more extensive duties of full-time core faculty, nor or they necessarily offered the same range of professional opportunities as core faculty typically expect and receive (e.g. support for attending conferences, sabbaticals etc.).  
This more “traditional model” was described by a few faculty participants, but it was not the most prevalent view across either small or large programs at Lesley University. In fact, one of the most salient differences between programs was in the expectations about the roles that adjunct faculty should play within the program.  The complex and varied views encountered about this issue may be the result of the somewhat unusual way of employing adjunct faculty that evolved at Lesley University.  Some programs have a history of maintaining surprisingly flexible institutional boundaries and fluid ways of defining both adjunct faculty roles and their opportunities for inclusion within the campus culture and activities.   For example, rather than only differentiate between core faculty and adjunct faculty, many programs differentiated among off-campus regional adjunct faculty, off-campus core faculty, off-campus national faculty, on-campus temporary faculty and on-campus adjunct faculty.  In some cases, core faculty in one program served as adjunct faculty in another program, thus thoroughly blurring the definitions and boundaries of core and adjunct faculty on campus.  
Given this, it is not surprising that views about relationships with adjunct faculty described by core faculty tended to be egalitarian, and was often described as coordinating or moderating.  Steven Cramer Director of the M.F.A. Program in Creative Writing provides an explanation that wonderfully captures the predominant attitude towards adjunct faculty expressed by many core faculty:
	Steven Cramer:   I am the only core faculty, and as the Program Director, I am the one that answers questions and resolves issues. However, the term mentoring isn't really apt for how I interact with adjunct faculty in this program.  My adjunct faculty mentor me as much as I mentor them. All of the adjunct faculty in this program are moonlighting.  They are also very impressive professionals and practicing writers.  In addition, almost all of them have attended, graduated from, and taught in low residency programs like this before. There is not a whole lot of training needed 
for new adjunct faculty.  In fact, I have had some adjunct faculty come to me and say "You have to quit treating us like we are your employees; we are your colleagues and collaborators." (S. Cramer, interview, April 24, 2005)




Egalitarian views about the relationships between core and adjunct faculty were widespread on campus and that made it quite understandable that descriptions of mentoring practices often tended to be more like those found in peer mentoring models.  
Judi Mathis Johnson, Faculty member in Technology in Education, provided a description of her role as core faculty mentor that explicitly characterized her attitude towards adjunct faculty as peers and further elaborated her perspective about her role as mentor:
	Judi Mathis Johnson:  I am completely focused on how to help my adjunct faculty become better teachers. I believe that I am a peer with the adjunct faculty who teach the class, but I am just better informed on what is going on relative to campus. I am a conduit between what we do as the TIE program and the adjunct faculty. I make it is clear to them what it is we are implementing, what it is we are modifying, how things are growing. It is my job to very clearly state, not just here are the rules coming down, but what does it mean when you go in to teach. I also always have the feeling that I owe them something--new activities, new software. Finally, we have a unique Lesley style, and the communication of our unique Lesley culture is part of my job. That is done one to one; it is personal. We talk about it, and then I ask them to show me how they will do it. I prefer having face-to-face conversations to fine tune it.

(J. M. Johnson, interview, March 14, 2005)




Mary Clare Powell, Past Director Creative Arts and Learning, provided a more elaborate rationale for why many core faculty at 

Lesley University leaned away from more traditional views of adjunct faculty as “work for hire” and moved towards a more “participatory model” in which adjunct faculty become embraced as a valuable extended community:
	Mary Clare Powell: It is really how you see adjunct faculty. You can see them as a team of people out there pursuing other lives, but who occasionally stop to teach a course for you. In this view, they are cheap labor. If you see them that way, then you treat them that way. We really see them quite differently than that. Our attitude is much more respectful about who these people are. We have relationships with them, and our whole approach to teaching and learning is based upon those relationships. It is not about training. It is about becoming a community, and you will not do this unless you believe it is worth it. You need to believe that they bring you something that you need too.
That is the place to start. You need to look at how you see the adjunct faculty now, and how you might see them. When you change how you see them, then a mentoring system can evolve out of that. We see them as both resources and as true colleagues who are out there with us. We also really want them to see themselves as a valuable part of our community, and we really do see them as a part of our community.  I think that is made clear through the support systems we set up and in our culture. (M.C. Powell, interview, May 5, 2005)




Redefining the roles of adjunct faculty as valuable extended community members rather than simply teachers and liabilities led to mutual benefits for both the adjunct faculty and the programs.  A number of faculty participants discussed the reciprocity that resulted from core faculty investing in activities to show adjunct faculty that they were valued participants in the program. The return on that investment was that the adjunct faculty felt more invested in the program and were more likely to become active contributors. Lorraine Greenfield, Director of C&I noted the special importance of providing opportunities for face-to-face contact during early preparatory experiences for adjunct faculty:

	Lorraine Greenfield:  In order to have a relationship, you have to have contact. If you do not have face-to-face contact, it is not the same thing.  I think human beings need to feel contact, to see each other.   I find that after we 

have spent a weekend together, we have a relationship. The adjunct faculty also realize that we spent a lot of money 

to bring them here, and so they know that we care about them. They know we cared enough to provide a wonderful weekend for them, and they are very grateful. They show that by wanting to do good work. A relationship is also established by that face-to-face contact. Even if we don't sit that close, they know I am there and the mentor is there.

I have worked on the weekend with the new adjunct faculty several different times, and most of them say that no one has ever done this before, and they are very grateful.  After that, it can be continued within an online community.  

That initial piece is really important, and it is directly reflected in the quality of the program over time and the quality 
of their performance. It influences how much they will invest of themselves. (L. Greenfield, interview, May 10, 2005)




Some programs then later hired their best adjunct faculty to fill roles that would traditionally be defined as full time core faculty duties (e.g. supporting other adjunct faculty, developing and/or leading core faculty development activities or advising graduate students).  Thus, those programs went beyond a “participatory model” and moved towards a “developmental model” in which the roles of their adjunct faculty evolved over time and led to incrementally more involvement and responsibility.  The Creative Arts and Learning program has become a particularly strong leader in shifting on the traditional tensions about the employing adjunct faculty as “work for hire” towards embracing them and emphasizing the rich and varied ways they can participate within extended communities of practice and contribute to academic programs in mutually beneficial ways (Donovan & Sanville. (2005).
	Recommendations Continue to embrace and encourage the unique and respectful attitude towards adjunct faculty as valuable community members rather than simply “work for hire.”  Further and more formally explicate, elaborate and formalize the unique “participatory and developmental model” of adjunct faculty roles that can evolve over time and lead to incrementally more involvement within both the program and university communities.  Explore ways to expand the roles available to adjunct faculty beyond the traditional role of simply teaching courses.  Systematically provide opportunities for adjunct faculty to participate in leadership roles such as serving as course facilitators or leaders of professional development activities.


6.1 Hiring, Orientation and Training
Intensive preparatory experiences for new adjunct faculty are a powerful feature of the unique adjunct faculty support models that evolved within some programs at Lesley University. Historically, preparatory experiences for new adjunct faculty have also been a major focus of the more formal research and evaluation done by the larger programs at the university.  This is not surprising because they rely upon adjunct faculty to teach a large number of their courses, and training is essential to maintain high quality instruction.  
In addition, some faculty participants emphasized the importance of these experiences for initiating adjunct faculty into the community.

However, the specific types of experiences and communication strategies used for carrying them out did vary some across programs.

The typical hiring process involved phone interviews, followed-up by face-to-face interviews. In a few cases, adjunct faculty were hired based upon phone interviews, and then the face-to-face meeting was delayed until the potential adjunct faculty was assigned to a Teaching Observation/Assistantship. The core faculty mentor would often be the lead teacher, so the face-to-face interview was not forgone, but rather combined with another more extensive preparatory experience. 

An interesting exception to the typical hiring process was the group interviews held by C&I and SPED programs at conferences. This exception is worthy of further examination, not only for it’s potential usefulness as a practice for other programs, but also for the larger significance of using conferences as venues for sponsoring group face-to-face events to support adjunct faculty in large geographically distributed programs.

The only exception to the emphasis on face-to-face contact in the interviewing process was for online programs. The primary mode of communication in online programs is electronic, so these programs tended to allow for electronic communication strategies for screening their applicants, although even then, face-to-face contact was not entirely excluded from the hiring process.
Small local programs used one-on-one meetings with new adjunct faculty for general orientation, while larger programs tended to use group face-to-face meetings. A number of the largest programs on campus worked together to pilot special intensive orientation sessions held on campus. During these events, new adjunct faculty were introduced to important information and resources. There were also sessions introducing pedagogical theory and practice. Finally, adjunct faculty met together in small groups with their core faculty mentor or course facilitator to discuss the course they would teach.  Margery Miller, Director of the Language and Literacy Division, expressed her satisfaction with those orientation sessions and then emphasized the importance of face-to-face contact during the early phases of the adjunct faculty training process: 

	Margery Miller:  Our division participated in new adjunct faculty training for last two years, and it has been very successful.  It allowed us to see people face-to-face, and it allowed individuals from across the country to come here 
to share together.   The ability to communicate using technology will obviously make a difference, but you need both.  The comments and the feedback that we get from people after they come here is that they were very glad they had made that personal contact.  Technology can support that in a very powerful way, but we hear over and over again, 
"I feel like I know the person, I spent two days with them, we had meal together." You need to make that connection and build upon it. There is no question about it.  The digital tools are then a wonderful way to sustain that connection.  (M. Miller, interview, February 14, 2005)




There was almost universal agreement that Teaching Observations / Teaching Assistantships (TO/TA) should be a required aspect of the adjunct faculty preparation process. They were typically considered the most indispensable activity for preparing new adjunct faculty.  This was especially emphasized in the larger programs that used the intensive weekend course delivery model. Faculty participants emphasized the importance of the TO/TA for helping the adjunct faculty with not just content and pedagogy, but also group dynamics, pacing, rhythm, break timing, and other nuances critical to the success of courses offered in the weekend delivery format. Finally, these experiences not only function as training experiences, but also as an important screening tool in the hiring process.  Lorraine Greenfield, Director C&I Division describes the critical role of TA/TO experiences for new adjunct faculty preparing to teach intensive weekend courses:
	Lorraine Greenfield:  When I have a TA, I watch to see if the potential adjunct faculty has the energy level to handle a weekend. That's very important.  Someone can be a very good teacher over 14 weeks, two hours at a time, but our weekend courses require them to be on their toes for 21-22 hours. It has nothing to do with age. It has to do with stamina. So it is important for them to see what it really is like before we send them out on their own.  We really try to nurture them.  Our intensive weekend courses are very different, very intense. So far, having adjunct faculty do TO/TA experiences has worked out very well. If you don't give them those experiences, you have a situation where you are setting the adjunct faculty up to fail. (L. Greenfield, interview, May 10, 2005)




Please note that for the purposes of this report, TO/TA experiences were characterized as one-on-one personal communication. While the presence of students provided some aspects of a group experience, other core or adjunct faculty were usually not present, and the most critical interactions were between the adjunct faculty and the experienced faculty member. TO/TA experiences included not only the time in the classroom, but also prior personal communications, meetings outside of class during the course, and finally, personal communications debriefing after the course is over.  TO/TA experiences also offered key opportunities for building strong bonds between new adjunct and mentor faculty. For this reason, most programs tried to arrange for the core faculty mentor of the course to be the one that oversaw new adjunct faculty TO/TA experiences. 
There were a few exceptions to this basic model of TO/TA experiences.  A widely noted example was a group type of TO/TA experience sponsored by TIE that took place off-site at Snowmass, CO. This approach, called the “Snowmass Model,” refers to a series of events where TIE invited a group of new adjunct faculty to participate in an innovative experience in which they all collaboratively co-taught a course together with the course mentor. Maureen Yoder, Director, Lesley Online Learning Programs:
	Maureen Yoder: The Snowmass model involving mentoring was a four day residential conference model with 48 students taking a very intensive four day three credit course, with a follow-up final project. The co-instructors had 12 teaching assistants who worked with groups of four students, and rotated through the groups so all students would benefit from the individual expertise of the TAs and all TAs experienced the ideas and the various abilities of a wide variety of students.  Each day the TAs and instructors would discuss teaching strategies, what worked and what didn’t with their students and generated ideas for improvements and adaptations.  The students paid tuition which covered the costs of bringing in the faculty, providing meals for all participants, renting the computers and projection systems, and still resulted in a surplus.  The challenges were that it involved months of long distance preparatory work and, as prices rose, it began to be prohibitively expensive.  (M. Yoder, interview, March 9, 2005)




Blackboard courses or communities tend to be peripheral in most TO/TA experiences and were typically used to deliver information to the adjunct faculty in the same way as for students in the course.  The exception to this was in online programs.  In that case, there was successful use of online TA experiences. Of course, in these cases, Blackboard courses went from being peripheral to being the indispensable central format for supporting the experience. No participant in this study believed that online TO/TA experiences for new adjunct faculty would be appropriate for anything preparing new adjunct faculty for teaching face-to-face courses. There was a strong feeling among participants that, while the online TO/TA experiences might supplement regular TO/TA experiences in preparing to teach face-to-face courses, they could not replace the face-to-face experience.

When new adjunct faculty successfully completed a TA/TO experience, then they were approved to enter the adjunct faculty pool and were candidates to teach a course, but they were also still considered to be in their preparatory phase of employment. As soon as they were assigned their first course, the course mentor began to help them prepare. This phase relied heavily upon personal communication. This was sometimes face-to-face for local or regional programs, but out of necessity, carried out by e-mail and phone in larger regional and national programs.  Adjunct faculty received one-on-one help planning their course and could ask advice about logistical issues related to travel and communication with off-campus sites. Finally, after the course was over, the course mentor and new adjunct faculty would both review and discuss the course evaluations together.
While communication during this phase of preparation tended to be one-on-one personal communication, the exception was that some faculty used Blackboard courses or communities for posting resources for new adjunct faculty. These course resources could be valuable for any adjunct faculty teaching a course, but are especially valuable for new faculty preparing to teach for the first time. Barbara Gibson, SPED Program Director described her experience with sharing resources with her adjunct faculty this way:
	Barbara Gibson:  We set up four or five mentoring sites on Blackboard 5, and that has been so helpful.  There are various syllabi, all kinds of options for assignments, feedback from other faculty via discussion board, and course specific information.   I also put samples of student work there.  I have said they can look at that, but don't have to use it. I tell them if they use something someone else has sent, they need to be sure to ask permission.  I give them permission to use anything that is mine.   It is sort of a clearing house. The site also functions as a "starter set" for faculty teaching a course for the first time.   My adjunct faculty are using the site, and once they get into the site, they say: "Oh, thank you, thank you, thank you! Now I know what it should look like. The second time I teach it, then I will make it more my own. However, the first time I teach, I really want to see a clear model. I want to see every assignment."  (B. Gibson, interview, April 4, 2005)




Programs had different ways of classifying adjunct faculty matriculation from the preparatory phase.  Some programs required one course and based the decision about the continuation of this phase on the outcomes of the experience and evaluations. Other programs automatically extended this phase into the second or third courses before considering a new adjunct at the end of their preparation and ready to join the pool of fully approved and experienced adjunct faculty.
	Recommendations Recognize the critical role that face-to-face support plays in adjunct faculty support.  Face-to-face one-on-one meetings contribute to forming individual relationships and bonds with course mentors while face-to-face group meetings contribute to community building within course groups as well as the program and university at large.  Continue to emphasize intensive preparatory experiences for new adjunct faculty that, when possible, includes opportunities to attend campus based face-to-face meetings for institutional orientation, in addition to (but not instead of) required TO/TA experiences followed-up by extensive support for teaching first course(s). Continue and extend the use of online communities for providing access to valuable course resources, for use by both new and more experienced adjunct faculty.


Table 6.1 Communication Strategies for New Adjunct Faculty Support 
	Communication Strategies (
-----------------------

Faculty Support Activities  
	Personal-

Face-to-face,  

One-on-one 

Conversations
	Personal-

Electronic,

Email/Phone (Video)
	Group-

Face-to-face, 

Campus
	Group-

Face-to-face, 

Off Site
	Group-

Electronic, 

Website  (Wiki)
	Group-

Electronic, Listserve/Lists


	Group- Electronic,

Blackboard

Traditional Courses
	Group-

Electronic,

Blackboard

Community, Documents
	Group- Electronic,

Blackboard

Community, Discussion

	Interview, Hire
	Importance of 

Face-to-face Interview Emphasized
	Initial Interview,

Screening Tool,
Protocol/Rubrics 

Weekend Format Programs (Before TA/TO)

Possibly Sufficient for Online Programs
	
	Group Interview at Conferences
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional Orientation 
	Some Small Local/Regional Programs Use 

One-on-one Meetings for Orientations
Some Programs Senior Adjunct Faculty to Orient New Adjuncts  to Program 
	Main Follow-up Support to All Orientation Methods


	Orientation—

Intro. Handbook, Policies, Services, 

Intro. Pedagogy,

“Lesley Way”, 

Adult Learning, 

Intro. Course

First Intro. & Relationship Building Faculty Mentor &/or Course Facilitator
	
	UT/CAT & Libraries Websites, Tutorials

Course Websites 

Past and Current Course Expectations / Curriculum


	Supplemental 

Follow-up & 
More Institutional Information After Orientation 
	
	Posting Info. on Lesley Services, Handbook, Program Info., Course Info, & Sequence 
Course Specific Areas Include:

Timeline, Syllabus, Activities,  Software etc.
	

	Teaching Observation (TO/TA)


	Preliminary Preparation & Ongoing TO/TA
Mentor or Senior Adjunct Faculty, Provide Intensive Weekend TO/TA

Higher Priority OVER Campus Orientation IF Prioritization, BUT Both Better
	Preliminary Preparation & Ongoing During TO/TA
	
	
	Not Beyond Course Site 
	Not Beyond Course Site
	Online TAs in Preparation for. Online Program or 2nd Courses
	
	

	First Course(s)


	Main Follow-up 
Local & Regional Programs
	Main Follow-up

Medium/Large Geographically Distributed Programs


	
	
	Websites Maintained by Mentor Faculty / Course Facilitator Valued Source of
“Starter Set” of Course Resources
	
	Adjuncts Added to Blackboard Course of  Mentor Faculty / Course Facilitator Valued Source of “Starter Set” of Course Resources 

(Like Websites) 
Mentors Added to Adjunct Faculty Blackboard

Course(s)
	Adjuncts Added to Blackboard Community Maintained by  Mentor Faculty / Course Facilitator Valued Source of “Starter Set” of Course Resources 

(Like Websites) 


	


6.2 Routine Support
The foundation of ongoing support of the adjunct grows out of the personal communication that is firmly established between core faculty members or course facilitators and adjunct faculty during the preparatory experiences.  A number of faculty participants mentioned occasionally arranging informal one-on-one face-to-face meetings.  This was easier and more frequent for small local programs, but faculty mentors in large national programs also occasionally arranged these types of meetings in conjunction with existing travel opportunities for courses or conferences. Occasional face-to-face meetings were supplemented with frequent e-mail and phone conversations for ongoing support.  
One-on-one conversations were particularly likely during times when adjunct faculty were preparing to teach or for following-up after a course. Follow-up conversations about course evaluations were generally considered just as important when an adjunct faculty had a successful experience as when they experienced problems reflected in the course evaluations.  In addition to participating in face-o-face meetings and ongoing electronic personal communications with their course mentor, adjunct faculty also consult with prior instructors of cohort and to follow-up after class with the next instructor of cohort.  
Personal communication was considered the cornerstone of ongoing support of experienced adjunct faculty, but most programs also supplemented that with opportunities for group gatherings with various goals and venues.  The more frequently discussed of these gatherings were campus based group meetings arranged for all adjunct faculty in a program or adjunct faculty who taught a particular course.  The small local and medium sized regional programs considered these meetings to be relatively routine and essential aspects of their program.  The main consideration was simply frequency and purpose, with it becoming clear that electronic tools made some of the routine information sharing less critical and thus left group events to server primarily as essential community building events.  Bruce Logan, Lesley College (Formerly of School of Management) describes this:
	Bruce Logan: The electronic communities can not take the place of face-to-face meetings, but certainly might reduce the frequency of them, because you can change what you use them to accomplish.  The purpose of having a couple of face-to-face meeting adjunct training days a year was at least partly because we needed to communicate information.  Now that part is no longer on the table in the face-to-face meeting because much of that can be taken care of within Blackboard.  That means that now you only need face-to-face meeting for the true benefits of the face-to-face meeting. Once a year is plenty for providing the opportunity to rub shoulders with both mentor faculty as well as other adjunct faculty. That establishes that personal bound that would then see you through another year with electronic support.  You can’t underestimate, obviously, the value of that personal bond.  Being able to rub shoulders and share space and interact in group activity. So that’s community building for both the program and the narrower team building of the individual courses with the mentors.  (B. Logan, interview, November 3, 2004)




Faculty participants from large national programs shared the views about the importance of regular face-to-face group meetings.  However, they also universally agreed that resources were an ongoing challenge that made holding these events a challenge, although not necessarily impossible.  The two most mentioned of these types of events were Faculty Development Seminars held on campus during the summer.  Both of these two large programs had also experimented with using off campus venues for supporting these kinds of events.  While the “Snowmass Model” was primarily intended for training new adjunct faculty, experienced adjunct faculty were also invited to participate in course development activities that were also sponsored within that context.

In addition to personal communication and face-to-face events, various forms of electronic tools served supplementary roles in maintaining routine contact and providing information to adjunct faculty.  Core faculty regularly maintained course websites for their adjunct faculty, and it is a stated requirement for core faculty mentors in the Technology in Education Division/Program. 
Most medium to large programs typically also distribute relatively formal electronic newsletters.  In addition, individual core faculty use e-mail lists for delivering course specific updates or announcements and managing whole group discussions of course content, materials, etc. Again, maintaining this type of contact with an e-mail distribution list was a stated requirement in some cases. 
In contrast to much of the core faculty and new adjunct faculty support activities, the support of experienced adjunct faculty tends to rely much more heavily on Blackboard technology. Not only do the experienced adjunct faculty continue to use Blackboard as an ongoing source of course resources etc. provided by the mentor, some mentors also ask to be added to adjunct faculty’s course(s) in order to both monitor and guide them. 

Some programs on campus have experimented with using Blackboard to distribute key documents about programs and courses. Use as a common repository was one of the most frequently cited functions of Blackboard. The types of information posted ranged from basic university and program documents (adjunct faculty handbook, programs of study, contact information, newsletters, etc.) to information about specific groups of students. There was also extensive posting of a wide array of course specific information that might include, but was not limited to, the following:

( Course outcomes, expectations, etc.

( Recommended teaching methods, pedagogical readings, etc.

( Recommended materials such as textbooks, readings, videos, software, etc.

( Sample syllabus, course calendar

( PowerPoint presentations

( Course activities that are expected (highly recommended to be part of the course)

( Assignments and grading rubrics

( Directions for student contribution to e-portfolios

6.3 Curriculum Development
Programs vary widely on the degree to which they include experienced adjunct faculty in curriculum development, and expectations about this is a key indicator of the relationship the members of a program expect to maintain with their adjunct faculty. Some programs require adjunct faculty to participate in the development process while others consider it the responsibility of core faculty. Individual course mentors or facilitators within a program can also vary greatly in the degree to which they structure their activity to allow or expect adjunct faculty to participate in course curriculum development activities.   Devoting resources to support adjunct faculty participation in course curriculum development is a key indicator of the expectation of a participatory culture for adjunct faculty within a program.   Personal communication between faculty mentors/facilitators and adjunct faculty certainly plays a role in course revision and development, but group oriented communication strategies are primarily emphasized. Participants generally mentioned face-to-face group events as the major way in which adjunct faculty would be included in curriculum and course development.
When small local and regional programs invite adjunct faculty to campus to participate in curriculum development activities, they tend to host fairly small and informal gatherings that do not involve a great deal of resources. Participants in small local and regional programs that included adjunct faculty in these types of meetings for curriculum development considered the resources involved to be a prohibitive issue. They did note the problem of finding resources, but it did not entirely prevent the events from taking place. 

All of the largest programs on campus emphasized the expectation that adjunct faculty would be involved in the curriculum development process and had a history of bringing a significant percentage of their adjunct faculty to campus to attend Faculty Development Seminars. These events serve multiple purposes that can include the entire range of support for experienced faulty (routine information sharing and community building, curriculum / course development and professional development). However, the primary focus of these events is typically the meetings where core faculty mentors meet with the adjunct faculty who teach their course to discuss revisions or, at times, creating a new course.  These events tend to be extremely resource intensive and increasingly prohibitive due to the need to pay for adjunct faculty travel and lodging in addition to the expenses of sponsoring the event itself.  While large national programs emphasized including adjunct faculty in curriculum development events was critical, resources to do it proved to be a continuing challenge and sometimes a major obstacle.
Course websites are static and therefore typically only serve a role in dissemination during the course development or revision. Discussion lists are more useful, however, is generally hard to sustain discussion and therefore they are more useful for solving single questions or simple issues rather than dealing with the scope required to manage updating or creating an entire course. Participants noted potential uses for online communities in Blackboard, although ironically, actual “courses” were not discussed by any participants directly. Instead, when participants discussed the role of Blackboard in course or curriculum development, they focused on posting documents or hosting discussion forums for following up. There was little to no discussion of using Blackboard courses or communities as the primary forum for hosting an entirely online course development or revision process.

6.4 Professional Development
There were few references to specific activities designed solely for adjunct faculty professional development during this research.  The examples that were mentioned tended to be the types of activities that were combined with other forms of support for experienced adjunct faculty. For example, while the main focus of Summer Faculty Development Seminars has been involving adjunct faculty in program or course revision, there have also been activities intended to enrich their broader understanding of the discipline (e.g. presentations on UDL attended by all attending adjunct faculty at TIE FDS events).  The main dedicated face-to-face professional development opportunity for adjunct faculty mentioned by faculty during this research was allowing them to audit face-to-face or online courses gratis.
However, a number of core faculty members in the Creative Arts & Learning program reported that they are deliberately beginning to transform their group face-to-face faculty development seminars from routine maintenance and course development oriented events towards also encompassing more professional development oriented events.  They hope to eventually evolve these events to full-fledged professional conferences. Eventually, they may open their conferences to others besides Lesley University affiliates.

Interestingly, when discussed, opportunities for adjunct faculty professional development tend to be dependant upon electronic tools.  
There were no cases in which faculty participants specifically mentioned using personal communication with adjunct faculty regarding professional development opportunities, and the primary emphasis was on small group or whole group communication methods.
One faculty member mentioned the possibility of using online tutorials for supporting adjunct faculty when they need to learn important skills relevant to their work within Lesley as well as beyond. In some cases, this could include the types of individualized tutorials and documents that are currently available through UT/CAT & Libraries websites. Another participant mentioned that one of the core faculty mentors in their program would frequently use course discussion lists for sharing timely news about developments in the field or interesting professional development opportunities. Similarly, another participant mentioned using their Blackboard for posting professional resources and information.
	Recommendations Consider the benefits of including adjunct faculty in curriculum development for them and the program. Adjunct faculty can often provide wonderful resources and perspectives, while participatory curriculum development can greatly contribute to feelings of ownership of the course and program. This results in greater increased personal investment in the program and longer term retention. Resources for bringing adjunct faculty from across the country to campus for curriculum development can prove to be a serious obstacle, so consider using Blackboard and Wiki’s for providing online opportunities to carry out ongoing collaborative course and program building activities. 

Consider creative ways to systematically exploit conferences as opportunities for face-to-face group meetings that serve valuable community building purposes in addition to addressing adjunct faculty needs for training or professional development.
Carefully examine both responsibilities and opportunities available to experienced adjunct faculty, and define those more explicitly relative to the expectations for core faculty. Then systematically define how both responsibilities and opportunities available to adjunct faculty can expand gradually within a “developmental model” in which the roles of adjunct faculty evolve over time and lead to incrementally more formal and extensive involvement within the program and university.
Automatically add mentors to adjunct faculty course sites in Blackboard so they can monitor course activities and student work.

Also provide a method for mentors to easily add adjunct faculty to their own ongoing courses in Blackboard so that adjunct faculty can observe and discuss live courses. This would be a supplement to Blackboard communities that would allow for a “Virtual Snowmass” model of adjunct meetings, esp. in the summer but also other pre-arranged times. All of these suggestions could allow for greatly improved course maintenance between faculty development seminars. 


Table 6.2 Communication Strategies for Experienced Adjunct Faculty Support 
	Communication Strategies (
-----------------------

Faculty Support Activities  
	Personal-

Face-to-face,  

One-on-one 

Conversations
	Personal-

Electronic,

Email/Phone (Video)
	Group-

Face-to-face, 

Campus
	Group-

Face-to-face, 

Off Site
	Group-

Electronic, 

Website  (Wiki)
	Group-

Electronic, Listserve/Lists


	Group- Electronic,

Blackboard

Traditional Courses
	Group-

Electronic,

Blackboard

Community, Documents
	Group- Electronic,

Blackboard

Community, Discussion

	Routine 
Support

	One-on-one Meetings in Conjunction with Existing Faculty Mentor Travel Opportunities for Courses or Conferences

Informal Networking of Core and Adjunct Faculty, also Adjunct Faculty Among Themselves also Highly Encouraged
	Phone and 
E-mail Contact

Strongly Emphasized, Particularly in Conjunction with Preparation or to Follow-up on Teaching Assignments, Evaluations
	Faculty Development Seminars, Natural Venue for This Activity 


	Visit Small Groups in Conjunction with Existing Faculty Mentor Travel Opportunities for Courses or Conferences

Snowmass Model

Multi-Purpose Lesley U. Program Sponsored Professional “Conferences”

	Continue to use Blackboard

For Course Resources etc.


	Division/Program Electronic Newsletters

Course Specific Updates, Announcements, Discussions of Course Content, Materials etc.
	Continue to use Blackboard

For Course Resources etc.

Mentors Added to Adjunct’s Blackboard

Course(s)
	Blackboard

 “Course Areas”

For Posting Documents

Faculty & Staff Blackboard

Community General & Course Specific Documents
	Blackboard

 “Course Areas”

For Moderating Discussions

Faculty & Staff Blackboard

Community General & Course Specific Discussions

	Curriculum Development 


	Ongoing Soliciting & Evaluating Course Additions & Revisions 


	Ongoing Soliciting & Evaluating Course Additions & Revisions 


	Faculty Development Seminars 

Primary Focus
	Snowmass Model

Multi-Purpose Lesley U. Program Sponsored Professional “Conferences”


	Static Websites Primarily for Dissemination


	Ongoing
(4-6 /Year) Regularly Announce &/or Discuss Course Changes 


	If add Adjunct to Ongoing Course, Potential to Create “Virtual Snowmass”
	Supplemental to Faculty Development Seminars 

Follow-up Group Face to Face Event with

Document & Resource Postings
	Supplemental to Faculty Development Seminars 

Follow-up Group Face to Face Event with

Discussions 



	Professional Development
	Not Mentioned
	Not Mentioned
	Faculty Development Seminars, Secondary Focus

	Snowmass Model

Multi-Purpose Lesley U. Program Sponsored Professional “Conferences”

Allow Adjunct Faculty to Audit Face-to-face Courses Gratis

(NOT TA/TO)
	Computing & Libraries Websites, Tutorials
	News Regarding Developments in Discipline or Professional Development Opportunities
	Allow Adjunct Faculty to Audit Online Courses Gratis (NOT TA/TO)


	Multi-Purpose Lesley U. Program Sponsored Professional “Conferences”

Follow-up Document and Resource Postings 
	Multi-Purpose Lesley U. Program Sponsored Professional “Conferences”

Follow-up Discussions 




7.0 Considerations for Building Online Communities for Faculty Support 

Electronic tools in general, and online communities in particular, are only useful if they enable users to do things that they would not otherwise be able to do as easily or at all.  Therefore, a key focus during this research project was identifying the needs that online communities could meet that might not otherwise be addressed.  In fact, online communities do appear to be valuable for meeting the needs of all programs, but specific uses and needs met vary relative to factors such as program size.   
Faculty in small campus based programs are more likely to consider online communities as most useful for expediting administrative tasks such as document distribution. Faculty members in larger programs are more likely to use online communities to sustain large geographically dispersed communities of adjunct faculty.  Online communities appear to be particularly valuable for including adjunct faculty in the collaborative curriculum construction and professional development that are critical aspects of the developmental and participatory models of adjunct support that have become the hallmark of national programs at Lesley University. 

Even though online communities can be valuable for faculty support, it is important to recognize and overcome the significant barriers to that value being realized. Motivation for participation is widely recognized to be the most significant barrier to the success of using online communities for faculty support. Participation in online communities falls outside traditional core faculty duties, and that is even more so for adjunct faculty who are paid to teach courses and usually have other full time jobs. Requiring participation as a condition of employment is not well received, so the best approach is to find ways to motivate faculty to participate of their own accord.  
Thus, the challenge of creating online communities for faculty support is making them compelling enough to use in and of themselves. Furthermore, the uses need to be compelling enough to overcome the extensive time constraints experienced by both core faculty and adjunct faculty (who generally hold other full time jobs).  The most frequently mentioned type of information to achieve this end was material for enriching courses such as fun activities or interesting readings. The opportunity to contribute to the development of the course or participate in valuable professional development opportunities were also candidate activities that might motivate faculty to participate in online communities. In the following passage, Maureen Yoder, Director of Online Learning Programs, describes her perspective on inviting faculty participation in online communities:
	Maureen Yoder: In classes, the incentives for students to participate in discussions include the usefulness of getting answers to their questions, the community that develops when students share their knowledge and interact in meaningful ways, and the ability to work together collaboratively. Faculty also benefit from the same kind of sharing of knowledge and discussions of topics.   The difference is that with students, if the course requirements include class participation, faculty can grade the students on the frequency, content and value of their postings to discussion areas.

What will compel faculty to participate?  If the topic is compelling and interesting or if the discussion will result in a decision affecting the course content, participation increases.  If there are useful documents to access such as course updates and enhancements, there is a built-in benefit to participation.

If the discussion area is being used to post documents, it’s helpful to provide a deadline.  Individual e-mail reminders are sometimes necessary.  I think it is too harsh to threaten faculty with consequences for not participating, but I do believe that, particularly when there is an important issue to resolve, there should be an expectation that faculty check in to the discussion areas periodically, possibly twice a week. Participation is also rewarded when positive feedback and encouragement is shared by the facilitator both publicly and by e-mail.
 
We also need to look at the goal of the discussions.  Some typical goals are to develop community, to learn and share information, and to keep connected so that when an issue arises, faculty will be in the habit of discussing options together.

The bottom line for me would be to help the faculty.  Provide something that is going to enrich their teaching and help them feel a part of a collegial group, that they are not alone and that there are people with similar interests, goals, and concerns.  (M. Yoder, interview, March 9, 2005)




There are a variety of other factors besides inherent value and motivation that can influence whether online communities are used.  The remainder of this chapter will outline some of the factors that will influence the success of online communities for faculty support.  
	Recommendations Explore ways that electronic tools in general and online communities specifically can best support the unique faculty support model that has evolved in the larger campus programs. Create university wide online communities to support faculty mentors.  Design program communities that simultaneously support intensive preparatory experiences for new adjuncts and a developmental and participatory model for experienced adjuncts.  Perhaps require that some required tasks be done through the online communities for adjunct faculty (e.g. turning in syllabi).  Be particularly diligent in finding ways to use online communities to support the inclusion of adjunct faculty in the curriculum development and professional development opportunities that increasingly be the hallmark of Lesley University’s unique and powerful adjunct faculty support model.


7.1 Training and Support

The most frequently sited concerns about the introduction and use of online communities revolves around issues of training and technical support.  Numerous faculty members mentioned that they would appreciate individualized help getting over the hurdle of first use and the subsequent learning curve.  Group workshops can be useful, but they can not replace the individualized one-on-one support faculty need when they first begin constructing communities themselves. A number of faculty expressed interest in having someone willing to go to their offices to help them on relatively short notice. There are also concerns about the availability of “just in time” support and widespread agreement that there should be some 24/7 phone and e-mail help from effective providers.
While it is important to support core faculty in their creation and use of online communities, it is equally important to address similar issues relative to adjunct faculty.  Many of them will not make use of electronic tools like Blackboard in general and online communities specifically if support and training are not provided for them.  Whether or not participation is required, online communities will not be successful if adjunct faculty members are not prepared to participate in them.  This presents a particularly difficult challenge for programs with large corps of adjunct faculty widely distributed across the country, and it is unclear how this challenge might be addressed.  Even if core faculty members do have the knowledge to do this type of support, they do not necessarily have the time and resources to do it within the context of their regular adjunct faculty support duties.   While this is a difficult problem, it is an important one to address. As described elsewhere in this report, the participation in online communities may serve a critical role in sustaining the unique relationships that are a special part of Lesley University affiliation for adjunct faculty. 

	Recommendations Provide individualized and distributed support to core faculty and perhaps employ students for this.  
In addition, provide effective 24/7 support service for just in time help by phone or e-mail.  
Experiment with creative approaches to help adjunct faculty become proficient in technologies as they are deployed such as workshops offered for specific geographic regions, then require adjunct faculty to demonstrate a basic level of technological proficiency in order to be assigned courses. 


7.2 Membership Policies and Participation Structures
Beyond generalized issues such as value, motivation, training or support, faculty participants expressed concern about issues surrounding membership policies and participation structures for online communities that were not technically specific to Blackboard, but could impact participation. These factors were considered at least as important, if not more important, than the technical capabilities afforded by the system. 

As in many issues, the diversity in the programs across campus led to different ideas on these topics. Smaller programs could easily consider a single umbrella community for faculty support across a program, division or even school. However, faculty in large regional and national programs with many adjunct faculty faced the problem of granularity and realized that it was important to be thoughtful abut whether to create a single large community or smaller separate communities for core faculty, adjunct faculty or even courses.

Discussion around boundaries was driven by the tension of not wanting overwhelmingly large communities on one hand or over propagation and fragmentation of communities on the other. If the boundaries were too far flung, the result could be a community in which everyone was a member, but no one was an active participant.  If boundaries were drawn too narrowly, faculty might be members of too many communities, feel like there was a barrage of them, and then simply not take time to participate in them at all. 

Another major concern was for the implications that membership policies could have on the real community structure and functioning.  
A number of faculty participants noted that policies about who to include in an online community inevitably sends a message to participants about relationships in the real community. Essentially, a decision about who to include is also one about who to exclude. Including core faculty, adjunct faculty and staff within a single online community suggests a different type of organization than one in which each group is enrolled in separate communities.  A special concern was the implications membership decisions could have for sustaining the powerful developmental and participatory model for supporting adjunct faculty in larger programs. Clearly, a decision to include adjunct faculty within a larger community with core faculty was more likely to have a positive impact.
For larger divisions or programs, one solution for addressing these tensions was creating one large multilayer community with sub-communities, at least initially.  There was also a pragmatic reason for this. Online communities would certainly be used to post program information such as newsletters or programs of study. An inclusive structure would allow the information to be posted just once in a common area, so the multilayer model avoids redundant postings and the versioning issues that would inevitably result.

While multilayer, inclusive online communities was generally agreed upon as the strongest structure for larger programs, there were additional concerns regarding community enrollment and role assignment. One concern was that auto-enrollment techniques based upon fields in the campus administrative database would not be adequate. Participants from all types of programs felt that community owners should have easy ways to customize their community enrollment themselves. The most frequently sited reason for this functionality was the need to deal with complex and overlapping multiple faculty affiliations or changing status of adjunct faculty.

Faculty participants from larger programs also emphasized the need to give special thought to the level of ownership granted to community members. Just as in the case of policies about including them within the larger program community, decisions about the levels of membership and roles would send a message with implications. Making everyone an owner would imply something different than having a hierarchical structure of roles based upon employment status.   A few faculty specifically mentioned the relationship between the roles and levels of membership granted to adjunct faculty in an online community and the implications of that for the degree to which they would feel ownership for the community and feel responsible for contributing to it. Granting roles that imply more ownership would be better for sustaining a participatory model for adjunct faculty support.  One further suggestion for achieving this goal was to go so far as to include adjunct faculty in collaborative decision making about the structure and content of the community. Some faculty also suggested that there should be room for community members to create ad-hoc groups and add new content structures in consultation with the owners of the community.

Faculty from a number of programs also mentioned wanting to continue to use their Blackboard course sites as auxiliary adjunct faculty support tools in addition to online communities. The main issue was that they want an easy method to enroll users in their courses themselves (e.g. adjunct faculty, other core faculty, division or program directors etc.).  Providing core faculty an easy method for adding adjunct faculty to their ongoing courses is particularly important because it allows them to observe and discuss real ongoing courses in context. In the following passage, Judi Mathis Johnson, a faculty member in Technology in Education describes her wish to return to being able to enroll her adjunct faculty in her Blackboard courses: 

	Judi Mathis Johnson:   My adjunct faculty will often become a student in one of my classes. Not literally in the classroom, but I add them to one of my online course sites. I have them design some questions to post or provide 

me with reactions to the students postings. When we, Lesley faculty, had the ability to add colleagues to our 

classes in Blackboard adjuncts could easily check in and explore specific activities, readings, and student postings.
 With my.lesley.edu this option has been removed and communication is reduced. 

(J. M. Johnson, interview, March 14, 2005)




	Recommendations Encourage each organizational unit on campus to determine their own policies and practices relative to the structure and membership in their online communities, but encourage them to consider the broadest possible inclusion principles, multi-layer structure with sub-communities rather than separate communities, and low or no hierarchical role assignment to improve perceived ownership by all members and particularly adjunct faculty.   Provide the community owners with the capability to add members and change role assignments on the fly.   Continue to provide mechanisms for core faculty to add adjunct faculty and others to their ongoing Blackboard courses so they can continue to use their own ongoing courses as adjunct faculty support tools.


7.3 Advanced Users (Re)Considered

As described earlier in this section, there is much concern about training and supporting less technically proficient faculty in the use of Blackboard in order to enable and encourage their participation.  However, ironically, there is also a less frequently mentioned concern about gaining the participation of some of the most technically proficient faculty members. 
For example, small pockets of technically sophisticated faculty sometimes began using other tools before Blackboard was adopted. The degree to which faculty were already committed to alternative tools impacted the likelihood of them adopting the new campus-wide system.  Some faculty members were unmotivated to adopt the new system because they were heavily invested in other systems and were not convinced of the advantages of investing the effort to change.
More importantly, there was a tendency for relatively technically proficient faculty to identify and strongly critique the limitations of technology tools in general, and Blackboard in particular, relative to their specific areas of expertise. For example, Geoffry Fried, Chair of the Design Department at Art Institute of Boston, described his concern about the system relative to visual interface design:
	Geoffry Fried:  One huge barrier to using Blackboard is that it is not particularly well designed, and we pay attention to how things look.  That's what we all do here.  I will not set up an online community for my design faculty and tell them to go look at it if it doesn't meet our standards. It is an issue of identity. When we have a meeting in a conference room, I make sure the temperature is right, the food is nice and people are coming to a place they want to be in.  I can not say that I am going to send people to someplace electronically where they will not want to be.  
People who work in design look at the sites very differently than typical users.   You will not find a design department setting up a design department Blackboard site until you can let them do the customization that 
is needed to address the look of it. (G. Fried, interview, September 22, 2005)




Similarly, Bill Barowy, a faculty member in Technology in Education, described his concerns about the degree to which Blackboard supported alternative pedagogical models.  He then made highly informed suggestions about what would improve the situation:

	Bill Barowy:   Blackboard is designed solely as a delivery system – it is based upon a recitation pedagogy:  
the instructor gives information; the students acquire that information; the instructor tests them on it.  Blackboard makes those kinds of actions possible.  
On the other hand, the pedagogy that I apply is one in which people engage in work together, often  collaboratively, creating, sharing, modeling,  explaining, making sense of their social and technical worlds, and then applying  their 
new knowledge.  This is praxis in the best sense of the word.  In my courses, students work on projects with peer 
and instructor support. This pedagogy also applies to my mentoring of adjunct faculty.  Blackboard has little by way 
of functionality to do the kinds of things I want to do.  The faculty who teach my course, of which you are one, 
are bright and creative.  We have things to share and create together.  
 
With the delivery pedagogy of Blackboard, every instructor can be their own island.   Blackboard partitions us off, 
much like the compartmentalization of a high security setting, so that it is difficult to share information.  For example, 
in Blackboard 5, I was able to create a course for the instructors and make every one of them instructors so they all 
had the privileges to create quizzes, surveys, make links, etc. That is no longer available in Blackboard 6.  That has hamstringed what I was starting as a social process in Blackboard 5. I sorely lament that loss.
 
I believe that what has happened is that administrators who do not understand alternative and highly productive pedagogies have made systemic decisions concerning what actions we can take with technology, only allowing actions legitimated by older delivery models of learning, but not allowing new actions legitimated by a more social, constructivist, collaborative, creative models of learning.  The latter, by the way, is what many Lesley instructors try to apply. 
 It's been called "The Lesley Way" and I dare say it is our "brand" of education.
 
What is needed for both students and mentors?
1) Support for a Wiki -- collaboratively building an online course syllabus,  lessons, resources pages, etc.
2) File sharing among students, adjuncts and core faculty
3) E-mail list (push technology) with web archives -- this is different than a discussion board
(B. Barowy, personal e-mail, January 6, 2005)




The most technically proficient faculty members have the potential to become either the strongest proponents or the most outspoken opponents of new electronic tools.  They are also the ones with the expertise to not only validly critique new system’s weaknesses,

but also make highly informed suggestions about improvements.  The more intensively and earlier they are involved in the system adoption process, the more likely they are to make suggestions in time for their feedback to be implemented. They would also be more likely to become invested in the new tools as they are implemented and become effective leaders in their use as innovations are disseminated across campus to other faculty members.  Opportunities for their coordinated experimentation and sharing of their results could also provide interesting opportunities for cross-department communication and collaboration.

	Recommendations In addition to acknowledging and addressing the specific concerns highlighted above, generalize the point and turn this challenge into strength.  Seek out core faculty members whose academic specializations include technology, and involve them in collaborative discussions at the earliest stages of the technology adoption process. Provide resources and opportunities to design and implement solutions to address the concerns and then disseminate those to others on campus.
Consider founding a regular forum or seminar for advanced users from across campus to gather and share their work.


8.0 Results Summary
As this project concludes, it is time to return to the research questions that originally framed this study and examine the ways in which they have been addressed.  

1. What faculty support models are in use? 

Faculty support practices vary greatly relative to a variety of distinguishing factors that include the size of a program’s faculty (number of core and adjunct faculty), geography (local campus based, regional or national) and format (face-to-face or online and in a semester, intensive weekend or intensive residential).  Faculty in small campus programs retain fairly traditional faculty support practices, while larger regional and national programs responded to pressures to insure high quality pedagogy and curriculum among large corps of geographically distributed adjunct faculty by evolving innovative models for adjunct faculty support that they refer to as “mentoring.” These unique “mentoring models” for adjunct faculty support encompass the full spectrum of faculty support activities and emphasize support for core faculty mentors, intensive preparatory experiences for new adjunct faculty, and participatory or developmental approaches for supporting experienced adjunct faculty. The evolution, sharing and formalization of the “mentoring models” used within the largest programs at Lesley University is a powerful development that allowed them to grow into nationally recognized leaders offering programs in more than half of the states in the country while avoiding the criticisms that other large national programs fall prey to on a regular basis.  
2. How are faculty support models currently supported by electronic tools?

A key product of this research is a framework for contextualizing how both traditional and electronic communication strategies can be used to carry out the full spectrum of faculty support activities.  This framework was particularly useful for analyzing the unique “mentoring models” that evolved to support adjunct faculty within Lesley’s large regional and national programs.
Faculty in those programs support a hybrid approach in which individual face-to-face strategies are used to build individual relationships and electronic tools are used to sustain those relationships. This resulted in face-to-face strategies being the primary communication strategy used with new adjunct faculty while group oriented online communities tended to be used more for experienced adjunct faculty.  Online communities are most valuable for sustaining the unique developmental and participatory model of adjunct faculty support that are the hallmark of large national programs at Lesley University. The goal of using electronic communities in this way is to promote feelings of participation, investment and ownership among adjunct faculty. It is increasingly important to explore using electronic communities to serve these purposes because it is difficult to acquire the resources needed to bring adjunct faculty from around the country to campus to engage in these activities.  

3. What are different ways that faculty support can be facilitated through an electronic community?
Inherent value and motivation for participation are the most important factors in the success of online communities, while training, support, membership policies and participation structures can also impact success. These factors are all at least as important, 
if not more important, than the technical capabilities afforded by the system.  
9.0 Recommendations Summary
Mentoring Meaning and Models
Note that up to 25% of faculty would have been willing to participate in this study based up on their interest and concerns surrounding “mentoring” relative to both specific practices that evolved within the context of larger programs on campus as well as in general.  

Recognize widespread interest in mentoring as a major strength and arrange opportunities for core faculty who are interested to come together and have the opportunity to share their expertise and concerns. Continue to extend and elaborate ongoing opportunities for sharing knowledge about mentoring processes specifically and faculty support in general.
Recognize there are wide variations in both definition and practices of mentoring across campus. These are reasonable and unavoidable due to the diversity of programs and the resulting differences in their needs.  This will remain the case, so the need for accommodating different faculty support models will remain an ongoing challenge.  

Recognize that there are well recognized centers of expertise and excellence in mentoring across programs at Lesley University.  Systematically identify the strengths that are unique to each of the programs and then encourage extensions and elaborations of them. Fund systematically differentiated experimentation with different aspects of mentoring models within and across programs.  Provide opportunities to share and disseminate results.  There is also a small group of core faculty with long and extensive experience supporting large numbers of adjunct faculty. Develop ongoing structures for them to share their knowledge directly with core faculty mentors.  It is also critical that faculty working on new or rapidly expanding programs have some systematic structures for finding and consulting with other core faculty who can provide targeted support by sharing knowledge gained from supporting similar programs in the past.

Standardizing the meaning and practice of “mentoring” across programs may insure some quality and equity. However, exercise caution about imposing inappropriate models on some programs through over standardization. Programs’ needs are unique and shifting. Programs must grow and change, while the circumstances in which they exist also change. Programs need to be able to adapt, sometimes rapidly.  Sharing knowledge across programs may also result in healthy changes as programs absorb and adapt successful solutions from other programs.  Over emphasis on standardization and prescription could impede that process. There are strengths and weaknesses in every model that developed across programs, and most importantly, no one model is perfect.  Embrace the diversity across programs, and recognize the invaluable opportunity it presents.  Instead of over emphasizing standardization, promote coordinated differentiation, experimentation and sharing of expertise.  

Examine issues of language and practice, and consider the degree to which the use of the term “mentoring” is advantageous relative to the confusion it can cause.  It might be helpful for large national programs to reframe the language they use for adjunct faculty support activities within more traditional terminology used to refer to core faculty support activities. This would result in aligning the meaning and practices of adjunct and core faculty support.  In re-examining the term “mentoring,” tease out and discriminate specific aspects of the model to refer to as “mentoring” as distinct from other forms of faculty support.

Communication Strategies
Recognize the continued centrality of one-on-one personal communication in faculty support activities, and particularly the role it necessarily plays in the communication between core faculty mentors and the geographically distributed corps of adjunct faculty that they support. Continue to experiment with richer technologies for this purpose.

Explore supporting Skype and consider making it a universal requirement for adjuncts to have set up, primarily in video 

conferencing mode when possible, to allow for teleconferencing on a one-on-one basis with adjuncts at pre-arranged times.  

Skype is free software and exceedingly easy to set up.  If a small, inexpensive eyeball camera is attached to both computers, the software automatically switches to video conferencing mode.  SEE:  http://www.skype.com/ 

Continue to recognize and support group gatherings, as much for their usefulness in community building, 

as for the types of faculty support functions they obviously serve (e.g. information sharing, professional development etc.).

The framework introduced in this report represents an expansive space of potential communication strategies for supporting the full spectrum of faculty support activities.  Face-to-face communication between individuals as well as in groups should continue to serve as the cornerstone for communication among both campus and adjunct faculty.  However, technology can provide ways to extend and sustain the relationships established in face-to-face experiences.  Faculty in programs may find it useful to use this framework to think through what communication strategies they use for each type of faculty support activity, and especially for the large national programs, consider whether technology in general, and online communities in Blackboard specifically, could provide effective means for carrying out activities in ways that could not otherwise be done as well, or at all in some cases. 

Core Faculty Support
Explore further elaboration and utilization of campus wide Blackboard communities for support for faculty support.  For example, there could be a community set up with discussion forums available to facilitate and encourage peer support among new faculty or others based on specific topics or issues of concern across the university (e.g. mentoring).
Mechanisms could also be included for identifying experienced faculty who may be interested in sharing their expertise directly with other faculty on campus and adjunct faculty off campus, both for support in mentoring, as well as other things. Also consider implementing a Wiki technology for collaborative editing and experiment with using it for collaborative curriculum and program development.
Consider more implementing requiring formal or informal mentoring for new faculty in across all schools and programs, and particularly those that require faculty to mentor adjunct faculty, since those experiences might help them be better mentors.

Revisit classic formal mentoring models in business, higher-education and teacher education, and while being cautious about their known weaknesses, consider implementing some aspects of the more formal programs that could be useful for providing structures for “mentoring the mentors” in the programs that rely on faculty to provide extensive mentoring of adjunct faculty. 

Adjunct Faculty Support
Continue to embrace and encourage the unique and respectful attitude towards adjunct faculty as valuable community members rather than simply “work for hire.”  Further and more formally explicate, elaborate and formalize the unique “participatory and developmental model” of adjunct faculty roles that can evolve over time and lead to incrementally more involvement within both the program and university communities.  Explore ways to expand the roles available to adjunct faculty beyond the traditional role of simply teaching courses.  Systematically provide opportunities for adjunct faculty to participate in leadership roles such as serving as course facilitators or leaders of professional development activities.
Recognize the critical role that face-to-face support plays in adjunct faculty support.  Face-to-face one-on-one meetings contribute to forming individual relationships and bonds with course mentors while face-to-face group meetings contribute to community building within course groups as well as the program and university at large.  Continue to emphasize intensive preparatory experiences for new adjunct faculty that, when possible, includes opportunities to attend campus based face-to-face meetings for institutional orientation, in addition to (but not instead of) required TO/TA experiences followed-up by extensive support for teaching first course(s). Continue and extend the use of online communities for providing access to valuable course resources, for use by both new and more experienced adjunct faculty.

Consider the benefits of including adjunct faculty in curriculum development for them and the program. Adjunct faculty can often provide wonderful resources and perspectives, while participatory curriculum development can greatly contribute to feelings of ownership of the course and program. This results in greater increased personal investment in the program and longer term retention. Resources for bringing adjunct faculty from across the country to campus for curriculum development can prove to be a serious obstacle, so consider using Blackboard and Wiki’s for providing online opportunities to carry out ongoing collaborative course and program building activities. 

Consider creative ways to systematically exploit conferences as opportunities for face-to-face group meetings that serve valuable community building purposes in addition to addressing adjunct faculty needs for training or professional development.
Carefully examine both responsibilities and opportunities available to experienced adjunct faculty, and define those more explicitly relative to the expectations for core faculty. Then systematically define how both responsibilities and opportunities available to adjunct faculty can expand gradually within a “developmental model” in which the roles of adjunct faculty evolve over time and lead to incrementally more formal and extensive involvement within the program and university.
Automatically add mentors to adjunct faculty course sites in Blackboard so they can monitor course activities and student work.

Also provide a method for mentors to easily add adjunct faculty to their own ongoing courses in Blackboard so that adjunct faculty can observe and discuss live courses. This would be a supplement to Blackboard communities that would allow for a “Virtual Snowmass” model of adjunct meetings, esp. in the summer but also other pre-arranged times. All of these suggestions could allow for greatly improved course maintenance between faculty development seminars. 

Building Online Communities
Explore ways that electronic tools in general and online communities specifically can best support the unique faculty support model that has evolved in the larger campus programs. Create university wide online communities to support faculty mentors.  Design program communities that simultaneously support intensive preparatory experiences for new adjuncts and a developmental and participatory model for experienced adjuncts.  Perhaps require that some required tasks be done through the online communities for adjunct faculty (e.g. turning in syllabi).  Be particularly diligent in finding ways to use online communities to support the inclusion of adjunct faculty in the curriculum development and professional development opportunities that increasingly be the hallmark of Lesley University’s unique and powerful adjunct faculty support model.

Provide individualized and distributed support to core faculty and perhaps employ students for this.  

In addition, provide effective 24/7 support service for just in time help by phone or e-mail.  

Experiment with creative approaches to help adjunct faculty become proficient in technologies as they are deployed such as workshops offered for specific geographic regions, then require adjunct faculty to demonstrate a basic level of technological proficiency in order to be assigned courses. 

Encourage each organizational unit on campus to determine their own policies and practices relative to the structure and membership in their online communities, but encourage them to consider the broadest possible inclusion principles, multi-layer structure with sub-communities rather than separate communities, and low or no hierarchical role assignment to improve perceived ownership by all members and particularly adjunct faculty.   Provide the community owners with the capability to add members and change role assignments on the fly.   Continue to provide mechanisms for core faculty to add adjunct faculty and others to their ongoing Blackboard courses so they can continue to use their own ongoing courses as adjunct faculty support tools.

In addition to acknowledging and addressing the specific concerns highlighted in this report, generalize the point and turn the challenge into strength.  Seek out core faculty members whose academic specializations include technology, and involve them in collaborative discussions at the earliest stages of the technology adoption process. Provide resources and opportunities to design and implement solutions to address the concerns and then disseminate those to others on campus. Consider founding a regular forum or seminar for advanced users from across campus to gather and share their work.

10.0 Conclusion

This report has presented an overview of the findings of this study, but it is only the beginning of a much larger task for core faculty in academic programs at Lesley University.  One of the most important products of this research is a framework that programs can use to describe, examine and systematically plan what communication strategies they will use to carry out faculty support activities for both core and adjunct faculty. While this report does provide some descriptions of “best practices” in how the range of potential communication strategies are currently used to facilitate faculty support activities, only a relatively small sample of examples from across campus have been gathered.  The larger challenge is now for each program to examine their own faculty support practices and determine what strategies they are currently using, and then to go beyond that  to think creatively about what they could be doing to improve their practice. Finally, the larger challenge will be to systematically experiment with the range of possibilities and share the results with faculty in other programs on campus and beyond.  
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13.0 Endnotes on Research Project Status
� Unfortunately, some faculty participants that were interviewed did not reply to requests for passage approvals, requests to quote or cite etc. Since the investigator did not have the necessary time and resources to follow-up on those contacts, there are some significant passages and examples of best practices that were necessarily omitted from this draft research report.   However, the omitted information did not significantly impact the overall results and recommendations.





� Data for the tables were drawn from a variety of sources ranging from older reports to descriptions during interviews, and there were often discrepancies between sources.  This should only be considered a draft of this data and not official information. 





� The investigator was never able to locate a faculty member or a document to explicate with certainty what specific words the acronym APAG actually represented.





� To paraphrase the insightful George Lucas: “A research project [movie] is never finished, only abandoned.”





