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ABSTRACT

ADJUNCT SOCIALIZATION WITH SOCIAL MEDIA:
THE MOODLE SOCIALWALL FORMAT

By
Jessica M. Wicks
The growing adjunct faculty presence in higher education highlights a need for
research-based onboarding. To explore social media as a low-cost solution for the
socialization of adjunct faculty, specifically in the form of a new plug-in for Moodle, 77
community college adjunct faculty members took part in a randomized, pre-test post-test
control group design intervention with the new Moodle Socialwall format plug-in. This
research was framed by a model of socialization proposed by Schrodt, Cawyer, &
Sanders (2003) in which effective organizational socialization is comprised of three
essential dimensions (ownership, adequate information, connectedness). Though social
media has been illustrated to support connection, information needs, and ownership in
other contexts, analyses of quantitative data did not find statistically significant effects in
this study. A small subset of intervention participants did report that the Socialwall aided
their socialization by providing access to relevant information and connection with
colleagues. This verbal subset of users also expressed factors related to the socialization
of adjunct faculty they felt needed further exploration: adjuncts’ personal initiative,
institutional acknowledgement of adjuncts’ diverse commitments, access to information
and feedback related to adjuncts’ instructional efficacy, formal interactions for adjuncts
with academic departments, and opportunities for college inclusion that were accessible
in the context of adjuncts’ schedules and commitments. This research provides a

cautionary note about the potential of social media tools for institutional use with adjunct



faculty along with notes on the time and attention that must be given to implementation
and intervention design to effectively estimate its impacts.

Keywords: adjunct faculty, community college, contingent faculty, learning
management system, LMS, Moodle, organizational socialization, social media,

socialization, Socialwall



“Think for a minute, darling: in fairy tales it’s always the children who have the fine
adventures.” - Audrey Niffenegger, The Time Traveller’s Wife

I’m still flying, Mom. Thank you for the lift.

Even after all this time the Sun never says to the Earth, “You owe me.” Look what
happens with a love like that. It lights the whole sky. - Daniel Ladinsky, The Gifi:
Poems by Hafiz, the Great Sufi Master

Husband, I live to let you shine.

v
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Adjunct faculty members are a growing resource in higher education. With
financial models that more heavily rely on tuition-based funding in a time of nationally-
decreasing enrollment (Perez-Pena, 2013), community colleges in particular are more
often employing adjunct faculty members instead of adding to or filling full-time faculty
appointments (Baldwin & Wawrzyinksi, 2011; Leslie & Gappa, 2002). The variable
nature of adjunct faculty appointments allows community colleges to respond rapidly to
fluctuating enrollment trends (Charlier & Williams, 2011). However, these appointments
also bring instructional and organizational challenges such as concerns about
instructional quality when adjunct faculty members replace full-time faculty (Baldwin &
Wawrzyinski, 2011; Mueller, Mandernach, & Sanderson, 2013) and the stability of
staffing (AFT, 2010). Organizational socialization, for this study, is defined as “...the
extent to which newcomers (such as adjunct faculty) acquire the knowledge, skills, and
functional understanding of their new jobs; make connection with others in the
organization; and garner insight into the culture, processes, and people in their new
organization” (Bauer & Erdogan, 2014, p. 440). It is one factor that is strongly linked to
employee satisfaction, retention, and success (Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Cooper-Thomas,
Anderson, & Cash, 2011). Coupled with the adjunct faculty population’s vast range of
experience, preparedness, schedules, and goals (AFT, 2010), there is a significant need
for ongoing attention to organizational socialization methodologies that meet adjunct
needs (Watts & Hammons, 2002). Previous research, for instance, found that the

population of adjunct faculty central to this study experiences disconnectedness from



their colleagues and from others within the institution (Wicks, 2013). How can we
encourage adjuncts to participate in meaningful and structured socialization activities
when they have such disparate needs, schedules, and levels of institutional connection?
This research proposes social media as one potential means to address this question.
Next, to help orient the reader, I present a definition of the key terms I will reference in

this introductory chapter and throughout the dissertation.

Definition of Key Terminology

Adjunct faculty. The terms part-time, adjunct, and contingent faculty members
are often used interchangeably. These terms refer to faculty members that are non-tenure
track, which will also serve as the definition of adjunct faculty members for the purposes
of this study. Non-tenure track faculty members have become the majority of faculty
members in U.S. community colleges (Gappa, Austin, & Trice, 2007), and this transition
to a non-tenure track appointment model is a major change in U.S. higher education.
Institutions must develop models to support these part-time, adjunct faculty members.
This support will then enable them to more effectively accomplish their own goals as
educators and the goals of the institution in terms of employee and customer satisfaction,
service quality, and staff longevity (Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Cooper-Thomas et al.,
2011).

Social media. Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) describe social media as those highly-
interactive, Internet-based applications that allow for user-generated content and
exchange amongst groups and individuals, which will also serve as the definition of
social media for this study. Examples of social media range from online social and

professional networking platforms such as Facebook and LinkedIn, to blogging and



microblogging platforms such as Blogger and Twitter, to synchronous communication
tools such as Google+ Hangouts and Skype, to social aggregation and sharing outlets
such as Pinterest and YouTube. Common features of such platforms are the ability to
post or share, comment or discuss, “like,” and “follow” to build networks of those with
similar interests and backgrounds. In this way, users are exposed to a constant stream of
information, resources, “experts,” and dialogue related to their areas of interest along
with a platform on which to share resources and perspectives for public feedback.

Socialization. Socialization, often referred to more specifically in the literature
as organizational socialization or onboarding, is one way of integrating part-time faculty
members in a meaningful way into the life of the whole institution. As defined by Bauer
and Erdogan (2014), organizational socialization is “...the extent to which newcomers
acquire the knowledge, skills, and functional understanding of their new jobs; make
connections with others in the organization; and garner insight into the culture, processes,
and people in their new organization” (p. 440). The working definition of socialization
for this study is based on the work of Schrodt, Cawyer, and Sanders (2003), who
identified three essential dimensions of socialization for new faculty in the
communication discipline. These three dimensions of socialization are: 1) a sense of
ownership of the role, 2) receipt of adequate information to perform, and 3) a sense of
connectedness to colleagues. Several examples of activities that may fit into this
definition of socialization include orientations, mentoring, and ongoing opportunities for
collaboration and professional development such as workshops, brown bag sessions, and
so on. Most research on these often-simultaneous constructs has made use of survey

instruments to gauge faculty member perception and satisfaction in these areas.



Research Goals

To explore the efficacy of social media as a low-cost solution for the onboarding,
or socialization of adjunct faculty members, 77 adjunct faculty members at a small,
Midwestern community college took part in an intervention study facilitated with a new
social media format plug-in for the Moodle Learning Management System (LMS) called
Socialwall. These adjuncts were randomly assigned to either an experimental or a control
group and were asked to complete both a pre-test and post-test survey to help track
changes in self-reported measures of socialization across time. Although the literature
illustrates that social media has the potential to promote communication and
collaboration; to support the formation of identity and knowledge development; to foster
new forms of inquiry; and to impact students cognitively, socially, and emotionally
(Pimmer, Linxen, & Grohbiel, 2012; Ranieri, Manca, & Fini, 2012); the research on these
tools in academic contexts has focused on their use as supplements to formal classroom
learning experiences for students. The goals of this study were to add to the sparse
literature in the areas of organizational socialization of adjunct faculty members and the
use of social media to support ‘commuter’ audiences such as faculty and students at
community colleges, and also to examine the potential of one specific tool to connect
with, support, and develop an adjunct faculty community.

Next in this introductory chapter, I present the problem my research seeks to
address. I then present my purpose in conducting this research followed by my
hypotheses and research questions and an overview of my methods. Then, I will discuss
the rationale for, and significance of, the research followed by an exploration of my

unique role in it and the assumptions that I bring into this research. My goal in this



introductory chapter is to give the reader an overview of this dissertation study before
turning to an in-depth discussion of the relevant prior literature and theory in which my
work is situated and my methodology, results, discussion, and conclusions in the chapters

that follow.

Problem Statement

Hiring adjunct faculty to flexibly respond to enrollment trends is far more
convenient and less costly than establishing more permanent, full-time faculty
appointments. However, the adjunct faculty population has unique needs (Watts &
Hammons, 2002). They are adult learners with varied degree attainment and they have a
range of experience levels, often lacking any formal preparation for instructional success
(AFT, 2010). They may also hold other commitments, dividing their time and attention.
While some teach into retirement, others are career building, and others are simply
freelancing or supplementing income. The literature suggests that adjunct faculty can be
subject to burnout (Bates, 2012; Stout, 2013) and a sense of disconnection from their
colleagues and their institution (Jolley, Cross, & Bryant, 2013; Meixner, Kruck, &
Madden, 2010; Wicks, 2013). The literature also suggests that the teaching practices and
performance of adjunct faculty can vary greatly from those of their full-time colleagues
(Baldwin & Wawrzynski, 2011; Kezar, 2013), and that adjunct staffing may be correlated
to less positive academic outcomes for students (Eagan & Jaeger, 2008; Jacoby, 2006;
Umbach, 2007). Although some studies dispute the fact that using adjuncts negatively
impacts student outcomes (Landrum, 2009; Ronco & Cahill, 2004; Thyer, Myers, &
Nugent, 2011), the American Association of University Professors was concerned enough

to author an official statement on how this hiring model can negatively impact



educational quality, collegiality, and academic freedom (AAUP, 2010). The part-time
status of adjunct faculty has been characterized as “one of the greatest challenges that
community colleges face” (Gonzales, 2009, p. 6). In the model of socialization framing
this study, a broad range of concerns for adjunct staffing (connection, instructional
efficacy, a sense of support, etc.) may be best addressed by attending to three constructs
that work in harmony to support a satisfying socialization experience: ownership,
adequate information, and connectedness (Schrodt et al., 2003). Briefly, ownership refers
to a sense of loyalty to the institution and feeling valued by it and the people in it. Having
adequate information refers to receipt of information and resources sufficient to perform
successfully in the role. Lastly, connectedness refers to interactions and friendships with
colleagues.

Through literature, research, and practice, it seems that the socialization needs of
adjunct faculty are not agreed upon, though they remain unmet by current, inconsistent or
ineffective practices (Gillespie & Robertson, 2010; Langen, 2011; Meixner et al., 2010;
Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron, 1996). The research on socialization in academic settings
often looks at interventions such as the mentoring of junior faculty at four-year
institutions (Alexander, 1992; Perna, Lerner, & Yura, 1995; Cawyer & Friedrich, 1998;
Cawyer, Simonds, & Davis, 2010) or orientation initiatives (Nelson & Quick, 1991; Saks,
1994; Wanous, 1993). These are typically only marginally useful to adjunct faculty,
especially those at community colleges, due to the very different appointment model in
which they serve. Some institutions have initiated adjunct faculty coordinator positions
or enhanced orientation and mentoring programs to socialize adjuncts and address the

needs of this population, but solutions requiring staffing or program funds are particularly



difficult for small, enrollment-funded institutions such as community colleges to support.
Very few institutions report having formalized socialization efforts for adjunct faculty,
and even fewer report being satisfied with the practices they employ for this aim
(Roueche et al., 1996). Likewise, only around 63% of adjuncts receive performance
evaluations from their administration (Langen, 2011), despite adjuncts’ interest in
professional development to enhance their students’ engagement and learning (Meixner
et al., 2010). The need for low-cost, low-maintenance solutions that are flexible enough
to address individual needs and omnipresent enough for those with a variety of other
commitments is clear. Social media has the potential to meet this need.

Research on social media has illustrated that it can support processes such as
social learning (Robelia, Greenhow, & Burton, 2011), identity development (Byrne,
2007; Davis, Deil-Amen, Rios-Aguilar, & Gonzalez Canche, 2012), professional
information sharing (Gruzd, Staves, & Wilk, 2012; Rowlands, Nicholas, Russell, Canty,
& Watkinson, 2011), the building of social capital (Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010;
Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007; Ellison, Wohn, & Greenhow, 2014), and an
individual’s receipt of emotional support (Birnie & Horvath, 2002; Gao, Luo, & Zhang,
2012) among other things. These processes are critical to ownership, adequate
information, and connectedness, the three constructs in the model introduced above for
satisfying socialization experiences (Schrodt et al., 2003). This study aims to add to the
sparse literature in the areas of organizational socialization of adjunct faculty members
and the use of social media to support ‘commuter’ audiences such as faculty and students
at community colleges. It also examines the potential of one specific tool to connect

with, support, and develop an adjunct faculty community.



Statement of Purpose

Clearly, the hiring of adjuncts brings a variety of benefits in terms of institutional
expenses, staffing flexibility, and employee experience, but it also brings many
challenges in terms of employee and staffing commitment, ease of connection, and
instructional quality. Organizational socialization is one factor shown to enhance the
employee experience, support the success of employees in their roles, and promote
lengthier retention of these employees at the institution. Furthermore, prior research has
shown that adjunct faculty in a community college setting perceive several areas for
potential enhancement of their socialization experience in terms of connectedness,
including both opportunities to socialize with work colleagues and to formally interact
with these colleagues during the work day (Wicks, 2013). In a literature review
exploring the use of social media in educational contexts, Minocha (2009) asserted that
social media could promote group interaction, allowing a low-barrier to participate in a
community of inquiry, and facilitate feedback that increases participants’ motivation. I
propose that the benefits of social media may then provide a viable solution to meeting
many institutional and population needs for adjunct faculty members. In addition to
exploring the efficacy of these tools for employee socialization, this study will provide
one tool for administrators seeking to implement social media into their efforts in

supporting the adjunct faculty member audience.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
In an attempt to explore the potential of social media (i.e., the Moodle Socialwall
plug-in) for supporting adjunct faculty socialization, I posed the following research

question along with several related hypotheses:



RQI: Do adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention
report higher perceptions of socialization than their peers?

Related to this research question, I proposed three hypotheses:

HI: Adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will
report higher average perceptions of socialization than their peers.

H?2: Adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will
report higher average perceptions of socialization following the intervention.

H3: Adjunct faculty not participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will
report consistent perceptions of socialization across time.

Two additional research questions were posed to provide further context for the
results:

RQ2: What themes in dialogue and participation emerged during the
experimental group intervention?

RQ3: What benefits, if any, did the experimental group perceive that the
intervention provided to support their socialization?

In relation to these questions, I predict that emerging themes from intervention
interactions will be related to the three constructs of socialization (ownership, adequate
information, and connectedness) and that, in general, the experimental group will
perceive that the intervention supported their socialization.

Overview of methodology. The research methodology utilized in this study was
a pre-test post-test control-group design. The 77 participants, all adjunct faculty
members at a small, Midwestern community college, were randomly assigned to either a

control group or an experimental group. Both groups completed a pre-test survey and



then, after one month had passed, a post-test survey. The surveys were designed to
capture their satisfaction with their socialization experience at the college as based on the
three construct model presented by Schrodt et al. (2003). As previously stated, the three
constructs comprising a successful socialization experience in that model are ownership,
adequate information, and connectedness. The experimental group was also asked to
participate in an intervention utilizing the new Socialwall format plug-in for the Moodle
LMS for the one-month duration of the study. The Socialwall format helps a Moodle
course space function like a social networking site, with a “wall” or “feed” of activity and
the ability to “like” and “share” with enrolled peers. The pre- and post-test surveys also
gathered population demographics, asked of communication methods and patterns,
explored social media use, and requested feedback from experimental group members on
the intervention experience. Due to limitations in sample size, quantitative data were
analyzed through descriptive statistics and a series of t-tests, while qualitative data were
analyzed through content analysis.

Rationale and significance. In a previous study of socialization specific to the
adjunct faculty population described here (Wicks, 2013), adjuncts reported positive
perceptions of socialization in terms of their sense of ownership and receipt of adequate
information to perform in their roles, but reported mixed feelings on their connectedness
to colleagues and others at the institution. Some participants also perceived that they did
not have sufficient opportunities to formally interact with colleagues during work nor did
they have sufficient opportunities to socialize with colleagues when not at work. Another
intriguing trend expressed in this survey was that long-serving adjunct-participants

reported perceptions that they were less adequately informed for their role and recently
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hired adjunct-participants reported perceptions that they were more adequately informed
for the role. One potential explanation for this surprising finding was that newly
formalized hiring and mentoring practices were put in place within the past 5 years in the
community college, along with two attempts at a (now defunct) adjunct faculty
coordinator position. These recent initiatives could have impacted newer hires’ more
positive perceptions of being adequately informed for their roles compared to their
veteran peers. Moreover, qualitative data from the survey suggested that members of this
adjunct faculty population felt undervalued and unheard and that some of these adjuncts
had perceptions that college administrators often asked for feedback but did not apply it
in practice. This study was designed to provide a solution to address some of the needs
expressed by this population. In addition to informing adjunct faculty onboarding
initiatives at this community college site, the research described here will contribute to
the literature related to the use of social media in education, broadening its scope from a
primary focus on student learning to focus on its potential for the professional
development of educators. The intervention designed herein could also provide one tool
for administrators seeking to consider low-cost, low-maintenance solutions for adjunct
faculty onboarding

Role of the researcher. I have served as the primary researcher in terms of
planning and conducting the study. However, I have received input through my
dissertation committee and the Center for Statistical Training and Consulting (CSTAT) at
Michigan State University. I also served as a facilitator for the intervention, posting 1-2
conversation starters each week during the one month of its duration. Though this role

and these interactions may have some impact on participant perceptions of the
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experience, it is clear that some level of interaction with others is necessary in the
framework for socialization presented by Schrodt et al. (2003). For these reasons, it is
necessary to provide a baseline level of interaction in the Socialwall space. Though
many adjuncts were aware of my role as an administrator at the institution, I do not serve
in a supervisory capacity to them, and they are also aware of my dual role as an adjunct
faculty member at the institution. These facts, I believe, assisted their perceptions of the
authenticity of our interactions. A more formalized approach, attempting to meet more
formal learning objectives or agendas through the intervention, would stray more toward
formal intervention design rather than toward the focus of this study, which was the more
informal potential of the Socialwall tool to organically impact socialization.

Researcher assumptions. Inherent in this research is the assumption that
increased connectedness to colleagues and institutionally initiated workplace
socialization tactics are ideals worthy of pursuing as an institution. Though the
organizational socialization literature and research illustrates that institutionalized
socialization efforts increase retention and success in the role (Ashforth, Sluss, & Saks,
2007; Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2011), it should be noted that several
members of this adjunct population indicated in prior research that they do not view
connecting with their colleagues as a valuable activity that will assist their performance
and also that they do not wish to pursue related interactions (Wicks, 2013). Additionally,
due to the enormous number of global social media users, this research assumes that
engagement with others through social media is desired by many and somewhat
inevitable to our professional futures as educators, and also that social media is a suitable

intervention to meet the socialization needs of most adjunct faculty. However, it should
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also be noted that several members of this adjunct population were also very direct about
the fact that they view technology-facilitated communications, such as those occurring on
social media, as impersonal, inferior alternatives to face-to-face communications, and
they do not wish to engage with others through these tools (Wicks, 2013).

Specific attitudes and experiences I have had that could impact the validity and
reliability of this research design include my work as an educational technologist,
instructional designer, and a director of distance learning. In this role, I have been asked
to assist in forging innovative, effective solutions for adjunct faculty orientation and
development at the small, Midwestern community college where this research was
conducted. The instructional staff of this community college is largely comprised of
adjunct faculty members with varied experience levels and schedules, and the institution
itself is mainly tuition-funded, seeing a decrease in overall enrollment in the last several
years. However, enrollment in distance learning opportunities holds steady during this
time and adjunct faculty participation and interest in the institution's distance-deployed
Teaching Online Core Competency Credential and other online professional development
opportunities remains strong. As an individual geared toward independent learning
experiences as facilitated by technology, I find immeasurable value in use of Rich Site
Summary (RSS) aggregators and social media outlets. These serve as a means to
enhance my professional development and sense of connection to the community through
resource sharing, interactions with others, and exposure to new approaches and
perspectives. Therefore, I am compelled to share my passion for this style of connection
and self-directed learning with others. I believe that if I can illustrate the ease and

benefits of participation in these environments, even simply as consumers of information
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shared by others, most individuals would have a similar galvanizing experience upon
participation. Without a doubt, this impacts all aspects of this research, from the
selection of the focal topic, to the phrasing of the research questions, to the methods and
the manner in which results are reported. For example, I may be likely to overemphasize
results that provide evidence of support for socialization in data analysis and
underemphasize those that do not. I will safeguard for these impacts by exploring

multiple data sources and seeking out discrepant data, among other tactics.

Organization of the Dissertation

In summary, the socialization needs of adjuncts are unmet, and this may have
notable implications for adjuncts’ practices and retention. Social media may provide a
low-cost tool to enhance socialization for this audience. In Chapter II, I will provide a
focused review of the literature related to these topics, including research on the
organizational socialization of faculty and social media use in higher education. I will
also address the limitations of work in those arenas, illustrating how the existing research
and its gaps provide a conceptual frame for this study. Then, in Chapter 11, I will outline
my methodology. This will include details on the setting and sampling, the
instrumentation, procedures, and analysis. Along with this, I provide a rationale for these
choices in context with the hypotheses and research questions. In Chapter IV, I will move
on to research findings, discussing the analysis and synthesis in detail. That discussion
will provide depth in interpretation, issues of validity and reliability, and limitations.
Finally, in Chapter V, I provide conclusions and recommendations derived from the data,

posing questions for future research.

14



CHAPTER I
Literature Review
One of the goals of this study was to contribute to the literature related to the use
of social media for faculty development. Specifically, I sought to explore the efficacy of
one social media tool, the new Moodle LMS Socialwall format plug-in, for the use of
adjunct faculty socialization (i.e., ownership, information sharing, connection). In this
study, each of the three constructs in this model of socialization (described in more detail
in the next section) was evaluated through participant self-report on Likert-type survey
questions. Ownership, the first construct of socialization in this model, is represented
through questions regarding one’s likelihood to apply to their department if engaged in a
job search, a sense of being valued in the work environment, a feeling of ownership of
the department, and a sense of loyalty to the department. Adequate information, the
second construct of socialization, is represented through questions regarding the receipt
of adequate information to serve in one’s job role, the access to adequate resources to
serve, clear explanations of departmental service expectations, and the participant’s
understanding of expectations for continued employment at the institution.
Connectedness, the third and final construct for socialization in this model, is represented
through questions regarding a feeling of connection to others in the work environment,
opportunities for socialization with colleagues, opportunities for formal interactions with
colleagues during work, and the sense that one’s colleagues are also considered to be
friends.
To situate this study in the context of the literature related to organizational

socialization for faculty as well as the literature related to social media in higher
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education, I next provide an overview of existing work in these two areas. This review
will illustrate both the need for focused attention on the design of flexible socialization
experiences that better meet the diverse needs and schedules of adjunct faculty and also
the need for further research on social media as a tool for educators’ professional
development. Themes, methods, limitations, and conclusions from reviewed works are
discussed. These works were pulled from a variety of databases and peer-reviewed
journals using search terms such as: organizational socialization, socialization,
onboarding, faculty, adjunct faculty, social media, social networking, and Facebook.
Because of the emphasis on current developments in adjunct hiring and support and the
rapid developments in social media tools between 2006 and 2014, my search of various
educational databases and journal contents was largely limited to these past 8 years.
Additionally, the sources referenced here are primarily those related to higher education
and faculty. Though I recognize that socialization and social media research may extend
into many disciplines, it is most fitting to explore the pieces more directly related to this
population and this phenomenon. I close this chapter by presenting the conceptual

framework for this study.

Organizational Socialization

Organizational socialization has been explored in the literature for at least 40
years as a critical component of employee performance, satisfaction, and retention along
with overall organizational effectiveness (Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Cooper-Thomas et al.,
2011; Saks, Uggerslev, & Fassina, 2007). Effective approaches can lead to rapid
learning, task mastery, social integration, job satisfaction, organizational commitment,

retention, and a variety of other factors (Cooper-Thomas et al., 2011; Kammeyer-
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Mueller, Livingston, & Liao, 2005; Kramer, Callister, & Turban, 1995; Ostroff &
Kozlowski, 1992). Fang, Duffy, & Shaw (2011) outlined three tracks of existing research
in the field of organizational socialization: (1) organizational methods and tactics for
newcomers, (2) information acquisition interactions between the individual and the
environment, and (3) the experience and characteristics unique to individual newcomers.
As the goal of this study is to explore a tool that may support organizational socialization
tactics, my discussion of the literature in this area will focus on the organizational track.
Faculty socialization tactics. According to Fang et al. (2011), “An
organizational approach involves examining methods and processes (e.g., organizational
socialization tactics) that organizations use to structure newcomers’ socialization
experiences” (p. 128). There has been a great deal of focus on orientations (Nelson &
Quick, 1991; Saks, 1994; Wanous, 1993) and mentoring (Alexander, 1992; Perna et al.,
1995; Cawyer et al., 2010) as tactics in the higher education and faculty socialization
literature, though the specific role of these components in the socialization process is not
yet well understood. Mentoring has been linked to the formation of interpersonal bonds
and the receipt of advice and support from experienced colleagues (Cawyer et al., 2010).
It has also been linked to increased newcomer knowledge about the organization and the
newcomer’s sense of comfort with the environment (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993).
Adjunct certification programs (Burnstad, 2002; Scott, 2010; Zimmerman & Struthers,
2011) have also gained traction as of late. Though promising, these approaches can
require a high degree of staff time and energy in terms of coordination. In the paragraphs
below I describe each of these three tactics for organizational socialization (orientations,

mentoring, certification programs), including evidence-based exemplars before turning to
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their limitations for the socialization of adjunct faculty members at community colleges
and my resulting conceptual framework.

Orientations. 1t has been reported that the quantity of time spent in orientation
activities is likely one of the best predictors of satisfaction upon arrival in the work force
(Cawyer & Friedrich, 1998). To assist in describing what orientation might entail, |
outline several instances of this tactic in practice as described in the research literature.

First, Welch (2002) described a complex, year long, three-part orientation model
employed at St. Louis Community College with new faculty members. It consists of an
intensive week of orientation at the start of an academic year, followed by weekly, face-
to-face sessions during the fall, and an instructional skills workshop during the
spring/summer. The four proposed outcomes for the program are: modeling a learning-
centered environment, enabling knowledge about the campus and its programs and
services, encouraging collaboration and interaction among faculty and staff, and
establishing an expectation for ongoing professional development. Though this model has
proven very successful through extensive evaluations and participation since 1999, it is
geared at full-time faculty members, providing compensation and release time for
participation that may not be feasible with an adjunct faculty audience. Additionally, it
requires continued, devoted, face-to-face time from faculty facilitators that are also
provided release time from teaching to coordinate the experience. This may also pose an
issue for institutions that already have strict staffing constraints due to enrollment and
budgetary issues.

Second, West, Borden, Bermudez, Hanson-Zalot, Amorim, & Marmion (2009)

recommended a multi-faceted approach to orientation including a combination of a
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workshop, collaboration with relevant outside agencies, mentoring from full-time faculty,
and incorporation of technology for ready access to information to bolster the confidence
and development of adjunct faculty members. Their one-day workshop prior to the start
of the academic year also allowed participants to receive continuing education credit,
motivating greater participation. However, they found that adjunct faculty participants
requested weekend and evening opportunities to address otherwise constrained schedules.

At Johnson County Community College (JCCC) in Kansas, orientation
emphasizes teaching and learning and is followed by four to five days of in-service
activities at the start of the semester (Burnstad, 2002). Faculty members participate in
all-staff meetings, meetings about special initiatives such as the Honors Program, select
from concurrent sessions on teaching and learning topics, and can enroll in two- or three-
day workshops on topics such as the learning management system, Web technologies, or
a master teacher’s workshop. However, this again describes a model that requires a great
deal of time, staffing, financial, and other resources.

As these studies indicate, despite interest from administration in dynamic
orientation programs, they can be complex to administer, requiring a high-level of
involvement from staff. Additionally, research and employee feedback related to
orientation programs and events have reported mixed results in terms of the perceived
utility and impact of such orientations on practice (Nelson & Quick, 1991; Saks, 1994;
Wanous, 1993).

Mentoring. A second organizational socialization tactic is mentoring. Schrodt et
al. (2003) found in a national survey on socialization and mentoring among

communication faculty that mentored faculty members feel more connected to their
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institutions, have a greater sense of ownership over their roles, and believe they receive
more information about organizational expectations, opportunities, and practices than
their non-mentored peers. Hessler & Ritchie (2006) indicated that they did not see
formal evidence-based support in the literature for mentoring, yet they relied on personal
experience and anecdotal evidence from a variety of novice faculty members to deem it a
priority in faculty retention. To further explain the concept of mentoring, I describe one
exemplary mentoring program below.

Lesley University in Cambridge, Massachusetts, has outlined an evidence-based,
multi-stage Adjunct Mentoring Program that assists university administrators in
supporting the growing number of adjunct faculty members they employ (Ziegler &
Reiff, 2006). The process begins with the selection of faculty members that have both
the skill and the interest required to serve as a mentor. Then, these mentor-prospects
attend a day-long, interactive session with the program director to inform them of the
program goals: (1) communicating essential course content, (2) modeling effective
teaching, and (3) facilitating professional collaboration. Following these sessions, new
adjunct faculty members are invited to take part in an intensive, three-day weekend
orientation meeting with various stakeholders and the mentors. Following the
orientation, adjuncts are assigned either to instruct a course, working closely with their
mentor, or to serve as a teacher’s assistant for a course under their mentor’s guidance, if
they have little prior experience with the university. Finally, as adjuncts become more
comfortable with their teaching roles, the adjunct faculty member and the mentor keep up
regular correspondence via email and/or a mentoring website about the evolution of the

course, which assists both parties.
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Though impressive in scope and based on years of fine-tuning related to emerging
empirical literature (Ziegler & Reiff, 2004; Ziegler & Reiff, 2005; Ziegler & Reiff,
20006), a formalized mentoring program like that at Lesley may not be feasible for a
community college with more economic and staffing constraints. Though the Lesley
program is unique to adjunct faculty, mentoring research in academic settings often looks
at less concrete interventions that are aimed toward junior faculty at four-year institutions
(Alexander, 1992; Perna et al., 1995; Cawyer & Friedrich, 1998; Cawyer et al., 2010).
Such research may or may not be applicable to community college adjunct faculty, who
serve in a drastically different appointment model. Scott (2010) reported that only about
half of community colleges have any sort of mentoring effort in place.

Adjunct certification programs. A third approach to organizational socialization
is the adjunct certification program. Larcara (2010), for instance, discussed the need for
modular training opportunities that can be self-paced and flexible to meet individual
adjunct faculty member needs. She notes that though administrators have a preference
for face-to-face approaches in practice, digital approaches might save institutions both
time and money, as they could be self-paced or deployed by a single facilitator to meet
demands. Additionally, the training modules can be altered and developed to meet
fluctuating needs. To help portray the range of approaches for adjunct certification
tactics, I here describe two more standard, documented models.

Baron-Nixon (2007) outlined a required teaching certification for adjunct faculty
members at Florida International University that spans the course of two semesters.
Adjuncts must attend a series of face-to-face workshops related to teaching, maintain a

journal of their teaching experiences, write reviews of scholarly articles in their
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discipline, and author a personal philosophy of education. The activities for ongoing
professional development, personal reflection, and building a learning community of
one’s peers in Baron-Nixon’s (2007) book are informed by a great deal of empirical
research. However, they also seem a lot to ask from part-time employees with complex
life demands who are compensated at just a fraction of the amount that full-time faculty
members receive for similar instructional activities.

Another adjunct certification program is that of Johnson County Community
College (Burnstad, 2002). Applicants must get support from their assistant deans and
author statements of intended learning outcomes. Participants must complete seven
required modules and submit a reflective journal to receive a certificate of completion, an
additional step on the salary schedule, and a book about teaching and learning. The
seven modules include: (1) orientation and narrative reflections, (2) employment policies
and procedures, (3) technology, (4) designing effective instruction, (5) challenges of
students, (6) legal issues and diversity, and (7) microteaching and videotaping of a
classroom activity. Participants can also opt into one of a list of electives including
options like communication, test construction, portfolio preparation, and so on. Burnstad
(2002) found that in this model, the salary step increase motivates participation.
However, financial incentives can be problematic for institutions seeking low-cost
solutions.

In closing, adjunct certification programs exhibit some of the same weaknesses as
orientation and mentoring do as approaches to socializing adjunct faculty members.
Depending on how these programs are executed, they may require a significant amount of

coordinating, staffing resources, or financial motivators from already financially-strapped
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institutions. After all, a major reason that community colleges leverage adjunct faculty
for instruction is to offset the costs of operation in a time of uncertain tuition and state
revenues.

Limitations in socialization research. The literature on organizational
socialization in general is still a bit disconnected (Bauer et al., 2011). For instance, it was
not until the late-1980s to the mid-1990s that researchers attempted to integrate the
research on training into that on socialization (Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Also, weak
sampling procedures are of concern, as trends with new employees making school-to-
work transitions may not match the trends of new employees making job-to-job
transitions, and convenience samples often cannot be generalized to broader populations
(Bauer et al., 2011). Additionally, much research on socialization gathers data through
self-reports with survey and interview protocols that rely on accurate participant recall
and report (Saks et al., 2007). However, it is apparent that organizational socialization is
critical to organizational effectiveness (Louis, 1980), predicting long-term success of new
employees (Ashforth et al., 2007), along with promoting their retention and increasing
the likelihood that they will reach first-year performance goals (Bauer et al., 2011). Yet,
studies suggest that very few college administrators are devoting the time and attention
needed to implement systematic socialization procedures for part-time faculty (Roueche
et al., 1996; Shannon, 2007).

In terms of socialization efforts specific to higher education, the research usually
centers on full-time faculty newcomers, typically entering or seeking tenured positions,
often in the communications discipline (Cawyer & Friedrich, 1998; Cawyer et al., 2010;

McCoy, 2006; Schrodt et al., 2003; Tierney & Rhoads, 1994; Trowler & Knight, 1999).
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However, with increasing reliance on adjunct faculty in times of fluctuating enrollment in
higher education, some articles have focused on the diverse needs of the adjunct audience
and current approaches to meeting them (Finucane & Algren, 1997; Roueche et al., 1996;
Shannon, 2007). As described above formalized socialization tactics tend to offer
adjuncts traditional, face-to-face options like orientations or mentoring, which can require
a great deal of college resources and which may conflict with adjunct schedules or other
obligations (Shannon, 2007). As a result, adjuncts report a sense of isolation, along with
an unmet desire to connect with peers, and concerns that the lack of professional
development opportunities available will negatively impact their instructional quality and
opportunities for advancement (Finucane & Algren, 1997). Though, it should also be
noted that adjuncts with more extensive classroom experience are generally more
satisfied with the socialization options available to them (Finucane & Algren, 1997).
Conclusions. In summary, institutionalized tactics for formalized organizational
socialization experiences tend to promote higher rates of employee success than do
approaches that rely on individuals to socialize independently and informally to their new
roles (Bauer et al., 2011; Cooper-Thomas et al., 2011; Saks et al., 2007). Though adjuncts
crave socialization opportunities, there is a lack of formalized onboarding initiatives for
this audience that meet their schedule and socialization needs (Roueche et al., 1996;
Shannon, 2007). Tactics tend to include orientations or mentoring, with adjunct
certification programs also becoming a popular option. However, these approaches are
often involved and costly in terms of institutional time, staffing, and financial resources.
In addition, the organizational socialization research is limited in terms of

sampling (Bauer et al., 2011), as much of the work in this area focuses on new tenure-
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track faculty in communications-related fields (Cawyer & Friedrich, 1998; Cawyer et al.,
2010; McCoy, 2006; Schrodt et al., 2003; Tierney & Rhoads, 1994; Trowler & Knight,
1999). Adjunct faculty, when surveyed, report a sense of isolation (Finucane & Algren,
2007; Shannon, 2007; Wicks, 2013) and a desire for relevant professional development
opportunities (Finucane & Algren, 2007; Wicks, 2013). Specific to the faculty
development that occurs at community colleges, Murray (2001) suggested that it lacks
goals, lacks evaluation, and fails to reach those with greatest need for development.

In looking at the constructs of socialization for this study: ownership, adequate
information, and connectedness, formalized organizational socialization efforts have the
potential to support these needs by providing opportunities for relevant information
sharing, role clarification and validation, along with connection with others at the
institution. Though popular approaches sometimes fail to meet these needs and require
much in terms of coordination and other resources, social media offers unique
affordances that may readily facilitate flexible connections and development at a low

cost.

Social Media

Now, I turn to the literature related to social media use in higher education. As
mentioned in chapter I, social media is defined as highly-interactive, Internet-based
applications that allow for user-generated content and exchange amongst groups and
individuals (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). Facebook is the most widely investigated tool
due to its current cross-cultural and cross-demographic pervasiveness (Tess, 2013).
Though it has been claimed that social media may enhance teaching and learning

(Minocha, 2009), much of the research in this area has mixed results, likely because it is

25



based on self-reports and individual perceptions as opposed to formal observations of
teaching and learning and student outcome data (Davis et al., 2012; Tess, 2013). The
research that does exist within academic contexts suggests that the integration of social
media into teaching and learning can promote communication and collaboration, identity
development, knowledge development, and that it can also affect students cognitively,
socially, and emotionally (Pimmer et al., 2012; Ranieri et al., 2012), though most of these
studies have been executed at 4-year, residential institutions (Davis et al., 2012). There is
a particular scarcity of social media research in the community college context, where it
might provide essential access to services and to peers for commuter students and
commuting adjunct faculty. In a recent survey, only 13% of community colleges
reported any substantial, institutionally-driven use of social media (Davis et al., 2012).
Here, I outline some of the themes in the educational research literature related to the use
of social media in an academic context.

Social media in teaching and learning. Many researchers have attempted to
study social media use in relation to academic outcomes and engagement in higher
education. Although some research has illustrated significantly lower grade point
averages for college students who are Facebook users than for non-users (Kirschner &
Karpinski, 2010), other research has shown increased grade outcomes (Junco, Heibergert,
& Loken, 2011; Paul, Baker, & Cochran, 2012). This may be due to the fact that social
media can enhance student-faculty connection, facilitating information sharing including
clarified expectations and prompt feedback, while also providing opportunities for
connection through collaborative learning and ownership of the content and educational

experience through active learning (Davis et al., 2012). Several studies have found that
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the addition of social media to a course experience, or the use of a social media channel
(e.g., Facebook or Twitter) in place of a traditional learning management system in the
course, consistently increased the volume of complex communications between students
(Brady, Holcomb, & Smith, 2010; Schroeder & Greenbowe, 2009). This may be because
the traditional class forums compared in these studies yielded few responses, while social
media yielded more responses more quickly, which prompts increased frequency and
variety of conversations related to course topics. These again illustrate the support of
social media for information sharing and connection and hint at ownership, as those
receiving many responses to inquiries may feel more valued.

Additionally, the integration of social media into course experiences has been
linked to deeper interpersonal connections and positive psychosocial development for
students, some of the reasons being that social media provides both an easy access point
for connectedness through peer interactions and connectedness because it provides an
opportunity for participants to receive social support from, and coordinate additional
interactions with, their peers (events, text messaging, etc.) that transcend the online space
(Heiberger & Harper, 2008; HERI, 2007; Junco et al., 2011). Though some research
suggests that social networking may increase anxiety in those with low social competence
(Rorhle & Sommer, 1994), others have focused on its links to increased social support
and stress reduction (Birnie & Horvath, 2002; Valkenburg, Peter, & Schouten, 2006;
Wright, 1999). For example, in a study of Dutch adolescents using a regional social
networking site, the frequency of use had indirect effects on adolescents’ self-esteem and

well-being, and positive feedback from peers was linked to increased self-esteem and
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well-being (Valkenburg et al., 2006). Though it should be noted that, in this study,
negative feedback from peers had the opposite effect.

Social media in scholarship and identity development. With social media
outlets like Facebook currently at 1.31 billion monthly active users (Statistic Brain,
2014a) and Twitter at almost 646 million active users (Statistic Brain, 2014b), the
statistics demonstrate that people are naturally opting in for a variety of reasons.
Additionally, the literature, although scant, suggests that academics are following the
same trend, and they are capitalizing on the benefits of social media not only for personal
connections but also for professional development and professional connections (Gruzd
et al., 2012; Moran, Seaman, & Tinti-Kane, 2011; Rowlands et al., 2011). Gruzd et al.
(2012), for instance, in studying faculty acceptance and use of technology, found that the
following trends promote faculty use of social media: (1) assumptions that it will enhance
their performance, (2) impressions that it is easy to use, (3) feelings that the organization
and technical structure will support them in their use, and (4) assumptions that others
think they should make use of the tools. Scholars are turning to social media tools
professionally because they are perceived as more convenient for making new
connections with peers and for collaboration and research dissemination (Gruzd et al.,
2012). Whether used professionally or personally, social media can be beneficial for the
development and expression of identity (Grasmuch, Martin, & Zhao, 2009; Greenhow &
Robelia, 2009; Pempek, Yermolayeva, & Calvert, 2009; Subrahmanyan, Reich,
Waechter, & Espinoza, 2008; West, Lewis, & Currie, 2009). This is because it provides

a semi-public forum for sharing preferences, characteristics, interests, and affiliations and
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some research suggests that this sharing may help enrich relationships in ways that
support identity development (Davis et al., 2012).

Social media in social and civic endeavors. Researchers have also studied the
impact of social media on social capital and civic engagement. While some research
suggests that increased time online with social media can inhibit offline engagement, this
research also indicates that how the time is spent online is linked to offline outcomes
(Junco, 2012). For instance, those engaged in direct online communication activities
with others, such as messages back and forth with contacts, were more likely to be
engaged with others offline, while those involved in passive communications online, such
as viewing and “like”-ing others’ posts, were less likely to be engaged with others offline
(Junco, 2012). Also, several studies have linked social media to civic engagement,
illustrating that social media provides an awareness of diverse perspectives, opportunities
for peer modeling, and can provide space for a call to action that can motivate behavior
offline (Beach & Doerr-Stevens, 2011; Greenhow, 2010; Robelia et al., 2011).

In terms of social capital, or the information or social supports available to people
via their social networks, social media has been shown to support both bonding and
bridging social capital. Bonding social capital refers to resources or supports found within
people’s existing tight-knit groups (close ties) and bridging social capital refers to
resources or supports within groups of diverse others (loose ties) (Burke et al., 2010;
Ellison et al., 2007; Ellison et al., 2014; Greenhow & Burton, 2011; Valenzuela, Park, &
Kee, 2009). In a study of 286 undergraduate students, more intense Facebook use was
linked to higher levels of self-esteem and life satisfaction and higher bridging social

capital (Ellison et al., 2007). Additionally, there was an association between lower rates
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of social capital and lower scores of well-being for these students (Ellison et al., 2007).
Also, in a study of 43 first-generation college students in the Midwest, some online
interactions on Facebook were linked to increased incidence of bridging social capital,
which exposed them to new possible careers, cultures, and life paths (Ellison et al.,
2014). In another study, first-generation students who were connected on Facebook to
someone that had enrolled in or graduated from college were more confident that they
could attend and graduate from college (Wright, 1999).

Conclusions. Facebook is the most frequently studied social media (Tess, 2013)
and, in the realm of education, this research if often focused on the self-reports of 4-year
university students (Davis et al., 2012). However, in looking at the constructs of
socialization for this study (i.e., ownership, adequate information, and connectedness)
social media has a noted potential to support these needs in some audiences. For
instance, social media has the capacity to meet information needs by facilitating
information and resource sharing, along with providing spaces and tools for peer
collaboration (Brady et al., 2010; Gruzd et al., 2012; Schroeder & Greenbowe, 2009).
Additionally, social media can scaffold identity development by allowing for professional
development and connections along with providing a forum for expressing one’s
preferences, interests, and affiliations (Grasmuch et al., 2009; Greenhow & Robelia,
2009; Moran et al., 2011; Pempek et al., 2009; Rowlands et al., 2011). Likewise, social
media may promote connectedness through its ability to help users form both bonding
and bridging social capital and the ability to motivate civic behaviors (Beach & Doerr-

Stevens, 2011; Ellison et al., 2014; Greenhow & Burton, 2011; Robelia et al., 2011).
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Though some have posited that online communication networks are more often
used by lonely and socially-anxious individuals to establish relationships (McKenna &
Bargh, 2000), or that social media can jeopardize traditional forms of social engagement
(Kuh, 2009), research shows that online communication can be incredibly social,
intimate, and friendly (Walther & Parks, 2002). Many people do use social networks to
maintain relationships with individuals that are already part of their offline social
networks (Kay, 2007), but these technologies also support increased bridging social
capital, or diverse networks of loose ties, which may expose people to diverse
perspectives and new social connections (Ellison et al., 2007; Greenhow & Burton, 2011;
Valenzuela et al., 2009). Social networks may help users develop and express identities
or learn new skills and behavior (Gao et al., 2012; Greenhow & Robelia, 2009; Ito et al.,
2008). But, there is a need for more data outside of self-report in the research. There is
also a particular need for research on the use of social media with the community college
audience and for the benefits of adjunct faculty, a commuter population that could
directly benefit from these affordances. Much of the literature reviewed focuses on
student use of social media, which is a very different context from institutionally-
sponsored use of social media with adjunct faculty. However, this research is meritorious
as a means to explore if the benefits of social media evidenced in other contexts have the

potential to manifest in this context as well.

Justification for This Research
As evidenced in the proceeding paragraphs, in terms of organizational
socialization, there is a scarcity of empirical study related to the onboarding of adjunct

faculty, particularly those at community colleges. Most of that work is focused on the
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socialization of new faculty in tenure-track positions at four-year institutions. Though
there is growing attention in higher education to strategies for developing the adjunct
faculty body, it is not often situated in the context of the community college. Likewise,
in terms of social media, there is a shortage of empirical literature related both to social
media use for educators’ professional development and to the utility of social media in
community college environments. The related bodies of literature are mostly focused on
social media as a supplement to student learning in four-year institutions, though there is
emerging literature addressing the social media usage habits of full-time faculty at four-
year institutions. Thus, more evidence-based socialization solutions are needed for
adjunct faculty that are also flexible in terms of their content and delivery to
accommodate adjunct faculty members’ varying schedules and needs. The studies
described above also suggest how social media could help meet this need, with its
affordances for facilitating and enhancing interpersonal connections and collaborations
both inside and outside of the social media space, providing a forum for social support,
aiding identity development, providing exposure to diverse perspectives and information,
and promoting peer modeling that can prompt civic engagement and offline action. Thus,
this study expands both the literature related to the socialization of adjunct faculty and the
use of social media for educator professional development. It presents one
institutionalized socialization tactic that seems absent from the literature and it taps into
the unique needs of community colleges in supporting their broad adjunct faculty

audiences.
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Conceptual Framework

To re-state the issue at hand, adjunct faculty have a clear need for socialization
that is often unmet. Additionally, the institutions serving adjuncts, particularly
community colleges, struggle to find the financial and staffing resources to sustain
socialization efforts for this audience. So, what was ascertained from the review of
literature? Administrators should pursue those formal, institutionalized socialization
efforts to promote effective practices, successful integration, and retention of our adjunct
faculty. Administrators should recognize the social capital embedded in adjunct faculty
networks, pursuing socialization opportunities that are flexible in terms of scheduling and
in content to better meet adjunct needs, and allowing them the opportunity to be
contributors to the college community. Administrators could capitalize on the vast
affordances of social media to meet these needs in terms of its flexibility, pervasiveness,
and cost benefits coupled with its abilities to promote peer connection and collaboration,
identity development, access to and sharing of information, and so on. It seems an ideal
tool both for the needs of this audience and for the needs of the institutions serving this
audience. In fact, there is a gap in the literature related to exploring socialization efforts
and the potential of social media in relation to community colleges. This adjunct
population, in particular, has a need for enhanced opportunities for connectedness
(Wicks, 2013), which is one of the constructs of socialization in the model utilized for
this study. In the following paragraphs I describe my conceptual framework for this
study, specifically outlining how and why I have connected adjunct organizational

socialization needs with social media affordances.
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Thinking about organizational socialization. As discussed, organizational
socialization has been studied through many lenses. Work in this area often references
either descriptive models for socialization efforts, such as that by Van Maanen and
Schein (1979) or large-scale theoretical models such as Bandura’s (1986)
conceptualization of social cognitive theory. Instead of exploring models that exist
outside of higher education and how I might employ them within that context, my
literature review focused on exploring frames that had illustrated utility within the unique
context of faculty development in higher education.

In their efforts to fill the gap on how socialization occurs in higher education,
Cawyer & Friedrich (1998) engaged in a survey study of new faculty in the
communications discipline. They found, as mentioned earlier, that orientation was key to
communication faculty members’ satisfaction. They also identified differences between
faculty members’ perceptions of socialization during the job interview and when their
work actually began. Their recommendations to administrators for enhancing faculty
members’ socialization included clear definitions of daily work responsibilities,
opportunities for interpersonal work interactions, and exploration of mentoring
initiatives. However, Cawyer & Friedrich (1998) provided no concrete theoretical model
for socialization. Building on their work, Schrodt et al. (2003) explored the efficacy of
mentoring activities on socialization in terms of benefits for newcomers and the
institution. Through a principal components factor analysis, they found a three-factor
model that accounted for over 65% of the variance for socialization. The three factors
were: ownership, adequate information, and connectedness, which were then summed to

represent satisfaction with the academic socialization process for participants.
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Recall that these three constructs of socialization are loosely defined through
related questions on a Likert-type scale. Ownership is represented by the likelihood of
applying to the department if engaged in a job search, a sense of being valued in the work
environment, a feeling of ownership of the department, and a sense of loyalty to the
department. Adequate information is represented by the receipt of adequate information
to serve, access to adequate resources to serve, clear explanations of departmental service
expectations, and an understanding of expectations for continued employment at the
institution. Lastly, connectedness is represented by a feeling of connection to others in
the work environment, opportunities for socialization with colleagues, opportunities for
formal interactions with colleagues during work, and a sense that one’s colleagues are
also considered to be friends. In looking at three popular tactics for the socialization of
new adjunct faculty in higher education (orientation, mentoring, and adjunct certification
programs), it is evident that these needs are unmet by current approaches. For instance, if
ownership is partially represented by a sense of being value in the workplace and
adjuncts report feeling undervalued and unheard (Wicks, 2013), there is an unmet need.
Additionally, if adequate information is partially represented by access to adequate
information to serve and adjuncts report a need for further professional development
opportunities (Finucane & Algren, 1997) or report that opportunities do not align with
schedule availability (Roueche et al., 1996; Shannon, 2007; West et al., 2009), there is an
unmet need. Likewise, if connectedness is partially represented by a feeling of
connection to others and adjuncts report feeling isolated in their work (Finucane &

Algren, 1997; Shannon, 2007; Wicks, 2013), there is an unmet need.
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These three constructs identified in the Schrodt et al. (2003) model of
socialization aligned closely with challenges that my institution and other community
colleges have observed with adjunct staffing. These challenges include: reports of
adjuncts feeling isolated, a lack of adjunct awareness of college policies and services,
adjuncts’ and administrators’ concerns with adjunct instructional effectiveness, adjunct
disengagement from the courses, programs, or institution, and so on. To explore the
efficacy of the Schrodt et al. (2003) model with this population, in my prior research, I
slightly adapted their scale, identifying 12 questions with four geared to measure each of
the three constructs of socialization. I then deployed that survey with the population
(Wicks, 2013). The Chronbach’s Alpha score for this scale from that research calculated
at .903, suggesting a high level of reliability for the scale items in this context, which also
aligned with participants’ comments. For these reasons, I find it a useful model in
moving forward with research to aid this audience.

Connecting organizational socialization to social media. The unmet
socialization needs associated with current models of socialization for adjunct faculty
include items such as opportunities to connect with administrators and peers (or
connectedness), access to information and resources (or adequate information), and
expressing ownership or feeling a valued team member (or ownership). Also, there are
high costs in terms of time, staffing, and other logistics associated with current models.
Social media can promote connection both online and offline. It can also provide quick
access to a variety of information, resources, and knowledgeable others. Additionally, it
can aid users in developing personal and professional identities and owning those

identities publicly. It offers this all for simply the cost of opting in. Here, I elaborate on
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these connections between socialization needs and affordances of social media,
illustrating their potential synergies.

Social media supports ownership. In social media, the participant drives
participation by connecting to the topics and people of interest, engaging at the desired
level, and contributing as perceived as beneficial. So exposure and sharing can occur in
ways that are relevant to individual needs. Though initial training and support may
enhance the likelihood for adjunct faculty members to initiate use of social media and to
use it effectively, these tools usually have low learning curves and lend themselves to
immediate benefits.

Research has illustrated that social media can increase the volume and complexity
of communications when utilized in a traditional learning environment (Brady et al.,
2010; Schroeder & Greenbowe, 2009). Social media can enhance student-faculty
connection, facilitating prompt feedback and information sharing along with
collaborative learning and participant ownership of content and experience through active
learning (Davis et al., 2012). It seems reasonable that these benefits could translate to the
adjunct faculty audience in terms of their interactions with one another along with the
full-time faculty and the administration. In this research, the concept of ownership is
operationalized through items addressing factors such as one’s sense of being valued in
work environment and serving as an integral contributor in it. Administration or
departmental leads could capitalize on the needs expressed by adjuncts in this forum and
plan responsively. For instance, face-to-face or synchronous opportunities for
interactions and professional development might be planned around specific topics that

adjuncts had initiated so that adjuncts would feel more heard, valued, and see the
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immediate response to their needs or application of their ideas. Adjuncts could then
quickly learn to leverage this social space in their practice and communication, furthering
their investment in the community and in development of oneself as a practitioner.

Social media also allows for user-generated content and targeted communications
to either individuals or to groups of users, allowing a platform for individual expression,
reflection, feedback, and identity development. This is evident as academics are now
capitalizing on the benefits of social media not only for personal connections but also for
professional development and professional connections (Gruzd et al., 2012; Moran et al.,
2011; Rowlands et al., 2011). Social media has been documented to aid the development
and expression of identity (Grasmuch et al., 2009; Greenhow & Robelia, 2009; Pempek
et al., 2009; Subrahmanyan et al., 2008; West et al., 2009). It provides a semi-public
forum for sharing preferences, characteristics, interests, and affiliations in which peer
feedback can help enrich relationships and support identity development (Davis et al.,
2012). For first-generation students considering college, those who were connected on
Facebook to someone that had enrolled in or graduated from college had higher
confidence that they could attend and graduate from college (Wright, 1999). It seems this
same logic could apply to work as a professional educator. Those observing successful
faculty contacts online may feel more confident that they can succeed in instructional
roles. In fact, the peer modeling that occurs on social media has also been linked to civic
engagement (Beach & Doerr-Stevens, 2011; Greenhow, 2010; Robelia et al., 2011).

Social media supports access to information. As stated, social media has been
shown to support complex communications (Brady et al., 2010; Schroeder & Greenbowe,

2009) by facilitating prompt information sharing and feedback (Davis et al., 2012). As
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an online tool, social media is available at any time of the day in any geographic location
that provides Internet access. It is even available on cellular data networks for
individuals who own ‘smart’ or advanced mobile phones or digital devices. Once adjunct
faculty begin connecting and communicating with each other via social media, they can
assist each other by crowdsourcing to address questions, generate new knowledge,
troubleshoot problematic issues, or discuss practice. Wikipedia defines crowdsourcing as
“the process of obtaining needed services, ideas, or content by soliciting contributions
from a large group of people, and especially from an online community rather than from
traditional employees or suppliers” (Crowdsourcing, n.d.). This takes the burden off of
administration, relying more heavily on collective knowledge to address adjunct needs.
Just as adjunct faculty members can target communications with one another
based on discipline, need, or shared interest, administrators or mentors could connect
with adjunct faculty members with customized information to assist them in meeting
institutional, disciplinary, or role-related benchmarks. Connections and conversations
can develop much more organically and democratically than in the prescribed, top-down
structure prevalent in traditional online training and education environments, such as in
learning management systems (LMS) like Blackboard, Moodle, and Desire2Learn.
Though we often do not think of formalized onboarding initiatives occurring in
constructivist ways, this style of learning or education can be quite conducive to
formalized educational ventures. As discussed, several studies have illustrated that
social media provides an awareness of diverse perspectives and opportunities for peer
modeling, which can motivate behavior offline (Beach & Doerr-Stevens, 2011;

Greenhow, 2010; Robelia et al., 2011).
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Social media supports connectedness. Social media is largely intended for
ongoing, asynchronous and synchronous participation. Platforms like Facebook,
YouTube, and Twitter offer spaces for sharing images or videos, profiles detailing
hobbies and interests, and connections to others. Some platforms, like Google Drive or
Etherpad allow for collaborative editing, and tools such as Google+, even have methods
for synchronous interactions with Web cameras and vocal dialogue. Ambient interactions
with the user profiles and ‘streams’ of others on social network sites have been shown to
pave the way for future interactions by providing the impression that one is simply
leveraging an existing connection (Greenhow & Burton, 2011; Steinfield, Ellison, &
Lampe, 2008; Valenzuela et al., 2009). In one study, those engaged in direct online
communication activities with others, such as messages back and forth with contacts,
were more likely to be engaged with others offline (Junco, 2012).

Additionally, the integration of social media into course experiences has been
linked to deeper interpersonal connections and positive psychosocial development for
students, some of the reasons being that social media provides both an easy access point
for connectedness through peer interactions and connectedness because it provides an
opportunity for participants to receive social support from, and coordinate additional
interactions with, their peers (events, text messaging, etc.) that transcend the online space
(Heiberger & Harper, 2008; HERI, 2007; Junco et al., 2011). Academics have illustrated
growing interest in connecting with others personally and professionally through social
media (Gruzd et al., 2012; Moran et al., 2011; Rowlands et al., 2011). Also, social media
has been shown to support both bonding and bridging social capital. Bonding social

capital refers to resources or supports found within people’s existing tight-knit groups
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(close ties) and bridging social capital refers to resources or supports within groups of
diverse others (loose ties) (Burke et al., 2010; Ellison et al., 2007; Ellison et al., 2014;
Greenhow & Burton, 2011; Valenzuela et al., 2009). This model also serves the small
subset of users from this population that did not see connection with colleagues to be
valuable, in that the interaction with others can be customized to more closely fit one’s
needs. For instance, it may be that one has no desire to connect on a regular basis, but as
a passive “node” in this available network, the individual can then opt in when
connection is necessary for questions or concerns.

Benefits of the new Moodle Socialwall format plug-in. Traditionally, social
media outlets are public or semi-public, which has created anxiety about opting in for
many educators and institutions in terms of maintaining a professional or institutional
image and in terms of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) (20
U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 99). This study leverages a newly constructed Moodle
LMS format plug-in, the Socialwall, to test the concept of a natively-hosted social media
community for adjunct socialization. In this approach, faculty need not have concern
about public release of their comments and questions, as it is privately hosted on the
institution’s servers with access available only for specified individuals. As defined in
Wikipedia (Plug-in (computing), n.d.), a plug-in is code that adds a specific feature or
features to an existing software package, working in concert with that software as
opposed to existing as a stand-alone software package. This format, when applied, alters
the way a typical course looks and behaves to incorporate features and functionality
typical to social media, while retaining the access to learning activities that are native

within Moodle.
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Specific to the constructs of socialization, Socialwall features can provide support
in a variety of ways. In terms of ownership, the Socialwall allows participants to ask
questions and share on a wall or feed of activity, helping to drive and customize the
interactions and content shared in the space. This allows for crowdsourcing and also
allows administration to be both proactive and reactive in meeting the needs of adjuncts
with comments, encouragement, and formal learning or interaction activities common to
online experiences (polls, forums, surveys, learning modules, etc.). This may aid
adjuncts in feeling that their needs are heard and addressed because they are a valuable
part of the institution. The Socialwall also allows participants to construct a profile,
sharing a picture of oneself along with contact information and other bits of share identity
such as hobbies and interests. In this way, participants can practice publicly sharing and
refining their professional identities. In terms of access to adequate information, I would
again note that all participants are able to share on the wall. This sharing can include
typed text, hyperlinks, and a variety of activities that are commonly available in LMS
spaces (polls, forums, surveys, learning modules, etc.). Because the Socialwall exists
online, participants are able to access information and contacts in the space at any time.
In fact, they may even receive crowdsourced responses or interactions from peers outside
of regular business hours. Participants will also have the option to engage in the co-
construction of knowledge with peers through activities such as dialogue on the “wall,”
interaction in forums, and hyperlinked objects and spaces such as Google documents,
which allow for collaborative word processing and editing. This should aid adjuncts in
gaining access to the information and resources that they need to succeed, along with

allowing spaces for clarification of workplace and team expectations. In terms of
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connectedness, participants are able to message collectively or individually to anyone
existing in the space through the “wall” or through private messages in the “participants”
list. They will be able to share best practices, stories, words of encouragement, hobbies
and interests, and more through these means. Seeing the posts of others and the public
selves those others present on their profiles in this space may ease introductions and
continued communications for participants, supporting both bonding and bridging social
capital. Participants will also be able to announce campus and social activities that may
generate further interactions face-to-face. In these ways, and in ways yet unanticipated,
the features of the Socialwall have the potential to support the socialization of adjunct
faculty.

Conclusion. In the referenced model for socialization (Schrodt et al., 2003), a
satisfying socialization experience may be represented by the summation of ownership,
adequate information, and connectedness. This serves as the dependent variable for this
study, which is represented by participants’ self-reported measures of socialization on a
12-point, three-construct scale. This research suggests opportunities for socialization can
readily be facilitated at a low cost with low staff effort via social media technologies.
This is due to the fact that social media participants are surrounded by information and
knowledgeable people that provide access to adequate information, foster connectedness,
and model and support ownership (see Figure 1 below). Also, I propose that an
internally-hosted social media solution may be a beneficial choice for early
experimentation to help assuage participant anxieties about participation. So, the
independent variable is represented by assignment to an intervention group (or not) that

makes use of the Moodle Socialwall format. Thus, in the hypotheses and research
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questions, [ aim to study the capacity of a simple group intervention deployed through the
Moodle Socialwall format plug-in to impact the self-reported socialization scores of
adjunct faculty at a small, Midwestern community college. Additionally, I explore the

themes that emerge in intervention group communications as related to the constructs of

socialization.
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Figure 1. Socialization via social media.

This figure illustrates a conceptual frame in which the connected others and information
in the social media environment aid a satisfying socialization experience by supporting
one’s senses of ownership, connectedness, and access to adequate information.
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CHAPTER III
Methodology

As introduced in chapter 1, this study aims to explore the potential of social media
(i.e., the Moodle Socialwall format) to facilitate positive socialization experiences for
adjunct faculty. The overall goal of this work is to advance understanding of how to
more effectively onboard adjunct faculty members so that they, in turn, might serve more
effectively in their roles. To this aim, I posed the following research question along with
several related hypotheses:

RQ1: Do adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention
report higher perceptions of socialization than their peers?

Related to this research question, I proposed three hypotheses:

HI: Adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will
report higher average perceptions of socialization than their peers.

H?2: Adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will
report higher average perceptions of socialization following the intervention.

H3: Adjunct faculty not participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will
report consistent perceptions of socialization across time.

Two additional research questions were posed to provide further context for the
results:

RQ2: What themes in dialogue and participation emerged during the
experimental group intervention?

RQ3: What benefits, if any, did the experimental group perceive that the

intervention provided to support their socialization?
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In relation to these questions, I predict that emerging themes from intervention
interactions will be related to the three constructs of socialization (ownership, adequate
information, and connectedness) and that, in general, the experimental group will
perceive that the intervention supported their socialization.

To address these research questions, this study design most resembles the pre-test
and post-test control-group design presented by Creswell (2014) (see Figure 2.1). This
design was selected with guidance from a dissertation committee member who is a
practiced quantitative researcher as one that would more immediately aid me in
addressing my hypotheses. Figure 2.1 illustrates how participants were randomly
assigned to either an experimental or a control group and only the experimental group
had access to the intervention, though both groups received a pre- and post-test. This
design was ideal to explore the efficacy of the new Moodle LMS Socialwall format plug-
in as a low-cost solution for the socialization of adjunct faculty members because it
would allow one group to experience potential benefits while holding the other group in
somewhat of a constant state. In addition, this study design leverages mixed methods to
provide additional context for results and themes. Collecting qualitative data aided in
exploring how a specific population of adjunct faculty members perceived that
participation in the intervention impacted their socialization experience at the institution.
Throughout the study, the independent variable was assigned to either the experimental
or control group and the dependent variable was participants’ self-report of socialization
measures. In the following sections, I will provide more details on the sample, the

instrumentation, the procedures, and limitations of these methods.
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Figure 2. Nonequivalent (pretest and posttest) control-group design.
Rationale for Research Approach

I began this proposal envisioning a phenomenological study to understand the
experience that adjunct faculty might have in a socialization intervention leveraging
social media. However, after much consideration coupled with the guidance of my
dissertation committee, I acknowledged a personal desire to focus on exploring the
efficacy of social media in enhancing the socialization experience for adjunct faculty.
This led to the current pre-test post-test control group design. An action research
approach was also considered, and the reflection and community aspects of action
research could be incredibly useful in designing programming to meet adjunct faculty
socialization needs. Yet, the design of a program spans beyond the scope this dissertation
study. Quantitative research is somewhat limited in its capacity to tell stories or provide
for consideration of the rich context of a response. For these reasons, I have included

some qualitative data collection to complement my quantitative methods.

Research Sample

A population of 249 adjunct faculty members from a small, Midwestern
community college were purposively recruited for participation in the research via email.
Previous research indicated that this population was 52% male, 48% female, 88%
Caucasian, and held a mean age of 46 with modes at 29 and 49, and an approximate 7.8
years of service as adjuncts at the surveyed institution (Wicks, 2013). From this adjunct
population, 43.37% (N=108) consented to the research. Out of these consenting

participants, 90 completed the initial pre-test (36.14% of the population or 83.33% of

47




those consenting to the research). Then, from that subset, 77 completed the post-test,
which equates to 30.92% of the population.

Of the final sample of 77 participants, 42.9% were male (N=33) and 57.1% were
female (N=44). The mean age was 45.3 with modes at 30 and 32 (and a range of 23 to 72
years of age), and they had attained an average of 6.66 years of service (and a range of
less than one year to 33 years of service). So, in comparison to the demographics of the
larger adjunct population at this institution, the sample of 77 was a bit younger, with a bit
less teaching experience at the institution, and notably more skewed toward female
participants as compared to male participants. All participants were active adjuncts at the
surveyed institution; 96.1% of the sample was (N=74) currently teaching for the
institution at the time of the intervention. Of those, 18.2% (N=14) were teaching online
only and 19.5% (N=15) were teaching only at off-site extension locations for a total of 29
participants (37.7%) that did not have regular access to the physical college campus. In
addition to this, it is important to note that 22% (N=17) of adjunct faculty participants
also held dual status in administration or the hourly support staff team at the surveyed
institution.

Sampling design. To ensure ethical protection of human participant rights, all
proposed methods were run through an institutional review board at Michigan State
University and gained approval. The study utilized an inclusive sampling design, which
invited all 249 adjunct faculty members currently on the adjunct faculty email listserv at
the institution to participate. The automated adjunct faculty email listserv includes any
active adjunct faculty, with active being defined as any adjunct faculty that have been

assigned in the student information system as the instructor of a class being offered
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through the institution within the past year. Any adjunct who has not been assigned as
the instructor of a class within the previous calendar year is considered inactive and
would not have been included in this call for participation.

Power analysis. An a priori power analysis for a two-group independent sample
t-test was performed with the G*Power 3.1 software package to approximate the ideal
number of participants for detecting potential results from the proposed intervention. The
control group mean (29.26) and standard deviation (9.57) were drawn from responses in a
previous study utilizing the same instrument with the same population (Wicks, 2013)
while the values for the experimental group were drawn from a pilot study of these
specific research tools with the target population (M=26.55, SD=6.27). Using this
information, G*Power indicated an effect size of .336. At a power of .80, G*Power
suggested that the ideal sample size might be approximately 222 participants with 111 in
each group and a critical t value of 1.65. With a population size of 249, this seemed quite
optimistic, thus I employed a compensation model for participation in both of the surveys
(pre-test and post-test) and in the intervention. The compensation consisted of $5 per
completed survey and an opportunity for intervention participants to enter gift card

drawings to promote sustained participation.

Instrumentation

The instrumentation consisted of a pre-test (see Appendix E), a post-test (see
Appendix I), along with archived activities within the intervention space (i.e., the
Socialwall in the Moodle LMS). Both the pre-test and post-test were hosted by and
deployed through the Qualtrics online survey platform. These tests contained Likert-type

questions related to participants’ socialization and colleague interactions. For instance,
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this scale contained items such as “I feel connected to others in my work environment”
and “T have been given adequate information on how to serve the institution effectively.”
Participants were asked to respond on a 5-point scale ranging from Strongly Agree to
Strongly Disagree. The pre-test also contained a set of Likert-type questions related to
themes that had emerged in prior research with the population. Examples here contained
items such as “Adjunct input is valued” or “I would participate in evening opportunities
for involvement” with the same 5-point rating scale. Furthermore, the post-test contained
a set of Likert-type questions related to the experimental group intervention. These items
included prompts such as “I look forward to future opportunities to use the Socialwall” or
“Participation exposed me to information that is relevant to my service as an adjunct.”

In addition, both instruments collected responses to open-ended questions on
socialization, colleague interactions, and social media use along with general
demographics. Additional questions such as those about social media use and the
frequency and nature of interactions with colleagues that were asked on both the pre-test
and post-test were useful in providing more context to gauge change in those areas as
potential themes.

The post-test posed additional open-ended questions related to the experimental
group intervention. For instance, in order to gather data on whether and how the
experimental group perceived the intervention supported their socialization (RQ 3), the
post-test included open-ended questions about what features of the Socialwall were most
important in supporting participants’ sense of ownership for their primary academic

departments, what features were most important in supporting access to relevant
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information, and what features were most important in supporting their sense of
connectedness to their colleagues.

The intervention itself was also used as a source of data, given that the LMS
environment allows for collection of data related to user activity, including user
comments and responses. Participation statistics and responses from all Moodle
Socialwall activities, including the Socialwall feed along with comments from other
activities used in the space like forums and surveys, were collected to help address what

themes in participation emerged (RQ 2).

Scale Reliability

Schrodt et al. (2003) utilized 16 items from Cawyer & Friedrich’s (1998) previous
research on faculty socialization. As Schrodt et al. explain, “Although Cawyer and
Friedrich (1998) demonstrated construct and face validity for the socialization items, they
did not test the underlying factor structure to determine how many dimensions of
socialization were reflected in the 16-item scale.” (p. 22). Schrodt et al. performed a
principal components factor analysis to address this, which evidenced a three-factor
solution that accounted for 65.20% of total variance: ownership (a=.87), adequate
information (0=.83), and connectedness (a=.84). Only 14 of the 16 items corresponded
to one of these three factors, so the other items were dropped in analysis. According to
their research, this scale for socialization has strong internal consistency.

I adapted a version of this scale in previous research with the adjunct population
at the surveyed institution. In this adaptation, two questions from Schrodt et al. (2003)
were dropped due to advice to limit the length and repetitiveness of the survey tool,

which equalized the number of questions per construct to four and to provide a total of 12
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questions. In addition, very slight changes were made to the wording of questions to use
language that was more suited toward the surveyed population and their work
environment. In that study, Cronbach’s Alpha scores were quite high, ranging from .803
to .842 on the three constructs and .903 on the scale overall. In the current study, I again
used the adapted scale for socialization inspired by the work of Cawyer & Friedrich
(1998) and Schrodt et al. (2003). Pallant (2013) reports that any Cronbach’s Alpha
values above .7 are generally acceptable, though values of .8 and above are preferred,
which suggested very good internal consistency and reliability for the scale with this

sample based on that previous population research.

Procedures

In a previous pilot study conducted in 2013, in which many of the adjunct faculty
population had participated (Wicks, 2013), I informed participants that I would solicit
their participation in future research. In January, I spread the word about my dissertation
study to the adjunct population at events like the faculty orientation and through
individual conversations. Specifically, I told them I would be recruiting for research
participants in one to two months. During February, I worked with the LMS
administration team at our institution to acquire the software plug-in and install and test it
on our system. I will discuss the software itself along with details of how the research
process progressed in the paragraphs that follow.

The Moodle Socialwall format plug-in. The Socialwall format plug-in was
commissioned by Chris Kenniberg and Bryan Smith on the website moodle.org (Moodle
Facebook/Social Course Format, 2014). I referenced a blog post on this topic while

searching Moodle.org for existing social media-related plug-ins. Moodle is an open
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source LMS, which means that users are able to add to its core functionality as they see
fit. A community of developers has submitted their additions to the Moodle.org site for
ease of sharing and cataloging. After reading the post, I contacted Chris Kenniberg by
email to learn more. Chris and I are both on the planning committee for the Michigan
Moodle Moot, which is a statewide conference for users of this LMS. When Chris and |
eventually spoke via telephone about the project, he explained that Synergy Learning, a
Moodle Partner from the United Kingdom, had offered to develop this plug-in. Also, he
indicated that the REMC Association of Michigan, one of the co-sponsors of the
Michigan Moodle Moot, had agreed to fund the development. This seemed a perfect tool
for my research topic because it provided the natively-hosted social media option I
sought along with basic features of social media functionality. Once this software was
complete for an initial release to the Moodle community, Chris shared the code, the
programming team at the surveyed Midwest community college installed it, and the
programmers and I pilot tested the software to ensure that it was working as anticipated.
Specific to the constructs of socialization, Socialwall features can provide support
in a variety of ways. In terms of ownership, the Socialwall allows participants to ask
questions and share on a wall or feed of activity (see Figure 2), helping to drive and
customize the interactions and content shared in the space. This allows for
crowdsourcing and also allows administration to be both proactive and reactive in
meeting the needs of adjuncts with comments, encouragement, and formal learning or
interaction activities common to online experiences (polls, forums, surveys, learning
modules, etc.). This may aid adjuncts in feeling that their needs are heard and addressed

because they are a valuable part of the institution. The Socialwall also allows
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participants to construct a profile, sharing a picture of oneself along with contact
information and other bits of their identity, such as hobbies and interests. In this way,
participants can practice publicly sharing and refining their professional identities. In
terms of access to adequate information, I would again note that all participants are able
to share on the wall. This sharing can include typed text, hyperlinks, and a variety of
activities that are commonly available in LMS spaces (polls, forums, surveys, learning
modules, etc.). Because the Socialwall exists online, participants are able to access
information and contacts in the space at any time. In fact, they may even receive
crowdsourced responses or interactions from peers outside of regular business hours.
Participants will also have the option to engage in the co-construction of knowledge with
peers through activities such as dialogue on the “wall,” interaction in forums, and
hyperlinked objects and spaces such as Google documents, which allow for collaborative
word processing and editing. This should aid adjuncts in gaining access to the
information and resources that they need to succeed, along with allowing spaces for
clarification of workplace and team expectations. In terms of connectedness, participants
are able to message collectively or individually to anyone existing in the space through
the “wall” or through private messages in the “participants” list. They will be able to
share best practices, stories, words of encouragement, hobbies and interests, and more
through these means. Seeing the posts of others and the public selves their colleagues
present on their profiles in this space may ease introductions and continued
communications for participants, supporting both bonding and bridging social capital.
Participants will also be able to announce campus and social activities that may generate

further interactions face-to-face. In these ways, and in ways yet unanticipated, the
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features of the Socialwall have the potential to support the socialization of adjunct

faculty.
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Figure 3. The Moodle Socialwall.
This figure depicts a sample installation of the Moodle Socialwall format plug-in.
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Intervention prompts. To encourage interaction in the space, and to further
explore themes related to the constructs of socialization, eight intervention prompts were
authored (see Appendix K). The prompts were to be posted in the space at a rate of 2 per
week for each of the 4 weeks of the intervention. One of the prompts each week would
serve to promote participant interaction while the other prompt for the week would serve
as both a conversation starter and as an activity that participants would need to complete
in order to be eligible for a $100 gift card drawing. In this way, the drawing prompts also
served as incentives for continuing participation. An example of a prompt designed to
explore the construct of ownership is as follows:

Your continued service is key in meeting student demand. Does anyone

want to guess how many adjuncts are in our active pool at MMCC? What

about the current adjunct to full-time ratio? What impacts, if any, do you

think this staffing model has on your teaching, your course design, or on

general strategic directions in which our academic departments are

headed?

By stating that their service is key in meeting demand, I am suggesting that they have
value to the institution. Though the ratio is just a bit of trivia, it also provides further
information for these adjuncts on the make-up of institutional staffing and what a large
role they play in that. Then, by asking what impacts this staffing model may have on
their teaching or design or strategic directions of the department, I am asking them to talk
more about their ownership of the role in terms of their individual teaching activities and
in relation to the role they play with the academic departments.

Here is a sample of a prompt designed as both a drawing requirement and a tool to
explore the construct of adequate information:

I'’ve started a Moodle Choice Poll below. If you opt into this poll by

selecting a response by this Thursday, March 12 at 12PM EST, you will be
entered into a drawing for a 8100 gift card. Out of those who respond by
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that date, a winner will be selected through the aid of a random number
generator.

Poll: Do you intend to participate in our faculty professional development

day on Wednesday, April 1, 2015? For the first time, four different break-

out sessions for adjunct faculty will be available in the afternoon while

full-time faculty attend Faculty Senate. For those of you that haven’t

previously attended a PD Day, there is compensation available for your

participation. A full schedule for this event will be sent out by Academic

Council in the near future.
By stating that I am utilizing the Moodle Choice Poll Activity, I am providing more
information to them on the activities innate to their LMS. I am also providing in-depth
information about processes that will be used to select drawing winners, so that they feel
informed. Then, I introduce the upcoming faculty professional development day, which
is an event centered around providing all faculty with access to information and resources
that will aid them in their practice. I am also explaining how the break-out sessions will
be specifically relevant to them as the audience.

Pilot of survey instruments and prompts. During this January to February
2014 timeframe, I also piloted initial versions of the pre-test and post-test surveys. The
pre-test and post-test surveys were sent by email through Qualtrics to eight members of
the target population that would not be participating in the actual research and to three of
the faculty serving as doctoral dissertation committee members for this project. The
intervention prompts were also shared with several population members for feedback. I
followed up with these individuals through email and in person to ask about survey
features such as phrasing of questions, question order, length, and so forth. Adjustments
were made accordingly.

Design of survey communications (pre-test and post-test). The products and

approach involved in participant communications were heavily influenced by Dillman,
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Smyth, & Christian’s (2009) tailored design method for mail and internet surveys. In
Dillman’s schematic overview of the tailored design perspective (p. 27), he provides
tactics to establish trust, to increase social rewards, and to reduce social costs. Many of
these tactics, such as sponsorship by legitimate authority, tangible rewards, support of
group values, and utilizing short questionnaires, were employed in my methods. He also
suggests that a well-formulated survey process will include at least four structured
communications that employ these tactics. My communications included approximately
five structured communications that were sent to all participants, including the invitation
to the research and consent form, the group assignment and pre-test, compensation for
completing the pre-test, the thank you and post-test, and the compensation for completing
the post-test. In addition to these communications for all participants, those that did not
respond promptly to the consent, pre-test, and post-test were sent reminder
communications. All communications, survey tools, and communication management
was initiated through Qualtrics survey software.

Compensation structure. Research shows that reasonable financial incentives
have been widely documented to increase response rates in surveys and other research
activities (Church, 1993; Dillman et al., 2009; Singer, Van Hoewyk, Gebler,
Raghunathan, & McGonagle, 1999). For these reasons, coupled with the high number of
ideal participants preferred by the power analysis, I employed a compensation strategy
that was laid out to participants in the informed consent form (see Appendix B). For
instance, I offered a $5 incentive for each of the two surveys completed per participant.
A second part of the strategy related just to the experimental group while engaged in the

intervention. It was the drawing of four, $100 gift cards to active participants throughout
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the one-month intervention. The goal of these drawings was to encourage and sustain
participation across the month that data was being collected. The process for awarding
these compensations will be described in further detail when I discuss the procedures
related to the intervention.

Recruitment and group assignment. An initial, two-week call for participation
was made via email (see Appendix A) to the full adjunct faculty population listserv at the
institution through Qualtrics. This email included a link to a consent form (see Appendix
B) created with the survey tool in Qualtrics. That consent form contained standard
information about the research purpose, details, and contacts along with a single question
regarding their consent to participate. After one week, a reminder email was sent to the
population members that had not yet consented through Qualtrics. It again included a
link to the consent form. Once the consent survey closed in Qualtrics, the spreadsheet of
respondents was downloaded. With the sheet ordered according to time of response,
every other participant on that sheet was assigned to the experimental group. This
approach was used to negate any potential effects related to having more “early
responders” or “late responders” in either of the groups. Participants were notified of
their group assignment in the next communication, which prompted them to complete the
pre-test.

Pre-test and compensation. In the next email, participants were informed of
their assignment to either the control group (see Appendix C) or the experimental group
(see Appendix D). This email was sent via Qualtrics only to the population members that
had consented to participate in the study. The email also included a request for

participants to complete the pre-test in Qualtrics within the space of one week. For the
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experimental group participants, the note also provided instructions on how to access the
intervention space in Moodle once they had completed the pre-test. After four days,
reminder emails (see Appendices F & G) were sent to the participants that had not yet
completed the pre-test and also to those that had not yet accessed the intervention space.
All participants that completed the pre-test, aside from several that had opted out of
compensation, received a $5 bill with a note signed by me that thanked them for their
assistance through interoffice or postal mail. After one week had passed and a reminder
had been sent, any experimental group participants were removed that had not both
completed the pre-test and accessed the intervention space.

Moodle Socialwall intervention. During the course of one month of
interactions in the Moodle Socialwall intervention space, participants were instructed to
use the space as they saw fit and interact at a level that was useful to them as they would
in a traditional social media space. In addition to the compensation of survey participants
to increase response rate, the design provided compensation for intervention participants
because research has shown that incentive mechanisms can also be successful in
increasing contributions to online learning networks (Hummel et al., 2005). Thus, in
efforts to build interest and sustain engagement in the intervention, I created the prompts
previously discussed, including activities related to the four gift card drawings offered
throughout the duration of the experiment (see Appendix K). This also aided in
providing a baseline level of interaction in the space, which is necessary in the Schrodt et
al. (2003) model.

The intervention prompts were posted at a rate of two each week. The drawings

were available to active participants, as defined by those participants having completed
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an LMS prompt activity that was indicated as required to opt into the drawing. Those not
responding to the prompt activity were not eligible for the week’s drawing even if they
were otherwise active witihin the Socialwall space. These necessary activities included:
responding to a poll about attendance at an upcoming event, responding to a two-
question survey on professional development interests, posting in a forum related to
educational technology and teaching needs, and creating a glossary entry on a hobby or
interest. At the point that the drawing entrance deadline passed, all participants that had
completed the tasks necessary to be included were put in a numbered list in chronological
order of their participation. Then, a random number generator was used to select the
winner of the drawing. The winner of each drawing immediately received a $100
Amazon.com giftcard delivered via email and the experimental group was informed of
the winner through the News forum in the course space, which also emails out to
participants. Non-drawing prompts included activities such as guessing facts about the
adjunct faculty body, providing input on the Socialwall tool and how it functioned,
participating in forums related to adjuncts’ work at the College, and providing input on
current socialization efforts.

Post-test and compensation. In the final email (see Appendix H), participants
were thanked for their efforts and asked to complete a post-test (see Appendix I) in
Qualtrics within one week. A reminder email (see Appendix J) was sent after four days
to the participants that had not yet completed the post-test. All participants that
completed the post-test, aside from several that had opted out of compensation, received

a $5 bill with a note signed by me that thanked them for their assistance through
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interoffice or postal mail. After the post-test deadline had passed, all participants that had

not completed the post-test were removed from the study.

Data Analysis Methods

As previously stated, prior to any comparison of values related to the hypotheses
on socialization, Cronbach’s Alpha scores were computed for the socialization scale to
ensure internal consistency and reliability. Additionally, correlations were investigated
with Pearson product-moment correlations between socialization scores on the pre-test
and population demographics such as age, gender, years of teaching experience at the
institution, and off-campus status. This aided in determining if additional group means
should be compared to inform results.

Data analysis for hypotheses. Once these preliminary calculations were
complete, attention was turned to the first research question (Do adjunct faculty
participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention report higher perceptions of
socialization than their peers?) and accompanying hypothesis: H1: Adjunct faculty
participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will report higher average
perceptions of their socialization than their peers.

Post-test means from both the control and experimental groups were compared
with an independent samples t-test in SPSS Version 23. The assumptions that typically
apply to parametric tests, like t-tests, include: measurement of the dependent variable on
a continuous scale, random sampling, independent observations, normal population
distribution, and homogeneity of variance (Pallant, 2013). While the first three
assumptions noted here were accurate, I did note slight differences between the sample

and the population characteristics as represented in a previous study (Wicks, 2013). This
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sample was younger, with a bit less teaching experience at the institution, and notably
more skewed toward female participants than male participants as compared to the
overall target population. In terms of homogeneity of variance, the Levene’s test utilized
during the independent samples t-test indicated significance values higher than .05, which
suggests that the variability of scores for each group is similar (Pallant, 2013).
Additionally, the participants that held dual status as administrators or hourly support
staff members (22% or N=17) were removed from the data set and the t-test was run
again to examine results for only those holding adjunct status. These groups were
explored separately because those holding dual roles at the institution often have access
to more opportunities for formal training and interactions with colleagues than do those
holding only the adjunct role, which had the potential to impact results.

The second and third hypotheses were as follows:

H?2: Adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will

report higher average perceptions of their socialization following the

intervention.

H3: Adjunct faculty not participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention will

report consistent perceptions of socialization across time.

Because these hypotheses required comparison of a single group’s scores from
pre-test to post-test, paired samples t-tests were used. Again, after the initial results were
run, those holding dual status as administrators or hourly staff members were removed
from the data set and calculations were run again. The means of the control group on

pre- and post-tests were compared across time through a paired samples t-test. This same
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procedure was used to compare means of the experimental group from pre-test to post-
test.

Data analysis for research questions. Additionally, I posed two research
questions, as follows:

RQ2: What themes in dialogue and participation emerged during the

experimental group intervention?

RQ3: What benefits, if any, did the experimental group perceive that the

intervention provided to support their socialization?

The second research question (What themes in participation emerged during the
experimental group intervention?) was analyzed via thematic content analysis (Glesne,
2011). A coding template that summarized and organized major themes in the data from
the Moodle Socialwall LMS space was developed; with counts being added each time
those themes appeared (see Appendix L). This technique was used as opposed to other
forms of analysis in qualitative research such as conversion analysis, narrative analysis,
or grounded theory (Glesne, 2011), because of the concrete aims of the question.
Strengths of thematic analysis are that it allows for flexiblilty in terms of the applications
of multiple theories and also that it allows for categories to emerge from the data
(Thematic analysis, n.d.). However, there are also challenges associated with this
technique such as the concern for the reliability of results and the potential of missing
nuanced data (Thematic analysis, n.d.). The goal of the question was to add context to
this largely quantitative report on the potential of the Socialwall tool in terms of bringing

the vibrancy of participant comments in to illustrate scope and impact.
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There are six main steps or phases common to thematic analysis: (1) becoming
familiar with the data, (2) generating initial codes, (3) searching for themes, (4) reviewing
themes (5) defining and naming themes, and (6) producing the report (Thematic analysis,
n.d.). Though I acknowledge that the model of socialization utilized in this research
provided a reference point as I analyzed this data, I wanted to take a more grounded
approach to developing codes and themes. Though I was not engaging in grounded
theory research, which builds theory by searching for themes and patterns in the data
(Glesne, 2011), I used the patterns emerging in the data as a starting point for establishing
codes and themes (see Appendix L). During phase 1, I exported the 144 written posts,
comments, and responses from participants in all activities that were part of the
Socialwall intervention experience into a word processing format. During phases 2 and
3, I assigned and refined 41 initial, rudimentary codes to these data points by hand based
on my own initial perceptions refined in alignment with emerging themes. For instance,
in preliminary coding a variety of codes related to technology were present (LMS,
Moodle, the Socialwall, technical support, & technology) which were later refined just to
technology to represent the larger theme. Given that RQ2 did not specifically ask about
themes related to socialization, I did not initially attempt to phrase the data through that
lens. In phases 4 and 5, I further refined these themes, making note of their frequencies
by hand, and attempted to relate the 5 emerging themes to the three constructs of
socialization discussed in this study. In taking the example of the technology theme
above, here I expanded the theme to discuss the specific sub-themes under that item, such
as desire for technology resources, support in the use of technology, and institutional use

of technology to connect with the adjunct audience.
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The third research question (How, if at all, did the experimental group perceive
that the intervention supported their socialization?) was explored in three ways. These
first included trends in Likert-type scores regarding the intervention experience and its
support for each of the three constructs of socialization, along with thematic content
analysis of comments and posts made in the intervention space about the Moodle
Socialwall format plug-in and, lastly, thematic content analysis of open-ended survey
responses from intervention participants on the post-test. The Likert-type scores were
compared in terms of mean scores with standard deviations noted along with percentages
for responses at the low, mid, and high point of the scales. The 75 open-ended survey
question responses were exported collectively into a word processing document and then
coded with the thematic content analysis procedure previously described in detail. Initial
codes such as accessibility, collaboration, and none were created. Then, these codes were
refined and further examined to identify 5 emerging themes containing multiple codes.
For instance, the theme of Connection contained codes like collaboration, connection,
help, and sharing viewpoints. Lastly, the Socialwall comments exported for research
question two were reviewed to extract all Socialwall comments related to the Moodle
Socialwall itself. In those 26 posts, an abbreviated thematic content analysis process was

performed to identify 6 themes in these responses.

Reliability and Validity

Internal validity. First, [ will explore a variety of threats to internal validity.
Internal validity refers to ““...experimental procedures, treatments, or experiences of the
participants that threaten the researcher’s ability to draw correct inferences from the data

about the population...” (Creswell, 2014, pp. 174-175). Threats related to time include
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history and maturation, or the threat of external events or participant growth that
influence the outcomes beyond the experimental treatment, therefore influencing results
(Creswell, 2014). To protect against these risks, I executed the research over a fairly brief
one-month timeframe with both an experimental and a control group comprised of adults
in similar working conditions with similar daily routines that were surveyed concurrently.
Risks related to sampling include both regression, or participants with extreme scores
that regress across time, and selection, or participants with certain characteristics that
predispose specific outcomes (Creswell, 2014). To mediate the potential impact of
extreme scores or participant predispositions, I searched for outliers in demographics and
responses and utilized an open call for participation with the population that included a
randomized assignment to one of two groups. In terms of the tools, effects of festing
(participants memorizing tools to fill in similar responses later) and instrumentation
(changes in instruments that impact scores) are both risks (Creswell, 2014). To lessen
these impacts, questions related to the socialization scale were re-ordered from pre-test to
post-test, though the survey item itself remained consistent. One must also consider
threats related to compensation and the potential benefits of the intervention, which might
include compensatory or resentful demoralization and compensatory rivalry, or the risks
that one group will feel resentment or impact effects if the other receives benefits
perceived as more desirable (Creswell, 2014). To assist in controlling for these, all
participants were told that they would have access to test the tool and interact following
the brief, one-month intervention and both groups were provided with some level of
compensation for their participation. Finally, in terms of participant behavior, mortality,

or the loss of participants, and diffusion of treatment, or contamination of the control
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group by the treatment, are both risks (Creswell, 2014). To mediate these risks, I
provided compensation opportunities throughout the experience to maintain participation
and I deployed the intervention asynchronously online with a geographically dispersed
audience, which aided in keeping the groups somewhat separate.

External validity. In contrast to internal validity, which focuses on
methodology, external validity refers to the degree to which results are generalizable to
other populations, settings, and time periods (Creswell, 2014). There are also several
threats to external validity posed by Creswell (2014, p. 176). Interaction of selection and
treatment is the idea that the results cannot be generalized outside of the specific
population characteristics while interaction of setting and treatment is the idea that
results cannot be generalized outside of the specific setting characteristics. Lastly,
interaction of history and treatment is the idea that results cannot be generalized to past
or future situations. I address these threats by recognizing that there is no generalizability
of these results outside of this unique context. The individuals and culture at this small
college are quite unique given a variety of factors such as its geographic location in
proximity to other institutions, the socioeconomic factors in this area, long-standing
political perspectives at the institution, and financial constraints and funding models
among a host of other things. Likewise, this historical time period is very unique for the
institution given that it has both seen its student population double in the last 10 years and
then decline somewhat in recent years. Thus, the results of this study are not meant to
apply to other groups in other locations, but simply to add to our understanding of the

dynamics at this location and to provide a model that may have merit in trial elsewhere.
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Qualitative reliability and validity. Though the use of qualitative data was
minor, | also employed several strategies outlined by Bashir, Afzal, & Azeem (2008) to
promote reliability and validity with my qualitative research techniques. First, |
leveraged multi-method strategies to allow for triangulation in data collection and
analysis. Data was collected through numerical scales, open-ended questions, participant
intervention comments, and through quantitative data related to user activity in the
Socialwall LMS space during the intervention. Additionally, the survey scale is drawn
from, or inspired by, an existing scale model referenced in the area of faculty
socialization that has evidenced high internal reliability and consistency. Second, the
inclusion of open-ended survey questions and intervention participant comments will also
allow me to share verbatim accounts from participants on their experiences. The
inclusion of literal statements and participant quotations should allow readers to better
evaluate my claims. Third, in a sense, I have the benefit of multiple researchers. Given
that I am a doctoral candidate and this research is being proposed and executed to meet
the dissertation requirement of that experience, I work closely with a primary advisor in
crafting my research design and have the benefit of an extended guidance committee as
well. All of these individuals are seasoned and respected researchers with experience in
qualitative methods. Fourth, by deploying the intervention within Qualtrics and an LMS,
I have the benefit of mechanical data. This can be reviewed and recoded as necessary
and leveraged in ways consistent with Institutional Review Board approval to corroborate
the findings. Fifth, I have considered discrepant data, actively analyzing and reporting
any data that are an exception to identified trends. It is my hope that the combination of

these various techniques will provide a level of credibility, transferability, and

69



dependability to this research. Finally, I have acknowledged my bias in the introduction
to this study by explaining my background with technologies and my inclination toward

self-driven learning with these tools.
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CHAPTER 1V
Results

This study investigated 3 research questions:

RQ1: Do adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall intervention
report higher perceptions of socialization than their peers?

RQ2: What themes in dialogue and participation emerged during the
experimental group intervention?

RQ3: What benefits, if any, did the experimental group perceive that the
intervention provided to support their socialization?

In the paragraphs that follow, I present the results for the first research question
along with its three hypotheses. Related to these hypotheses, data from a variety of t-
tests is reported. Next, I present results for the second research question, including major
themes of interactions as illustrated through participant comments and also LMS use
statistics. Lastly, I present the results of the third research question, providing analysis of
comments both from the intervention and the post-test. I close with a summary of the
major findings, which will lead into the discussion of these results in the following

chapter.

Research Question 1

The first research question was Do adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle
Socialwall intervention report higher perceptions of socialization than their peers?
Three hypotheses were formulated related to this research question, as discussed below.
This question was primarily analyzed utilizing t-tests to compare group means. In the

next several paragraphs, I discuss the results of these tests.
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Hypothesis 1. The first hypothesis proposed that Adjunct faculty participating in
the Moodle Socialwall intervention will report higher average perceptions of their
socialization than their peers. Once my initial analysis of the quantitative survey data
was complete, I focused my analysis to address the first hypothesis with the aid of SPSS
Version 23. This primary hypothesis was analyzed using an independent-samples t-test
with the significance level set at .05 to analyze group mean composite scores for
socialization. Levene’s test for equality of variances suggested that equal variances could
be assumed (p=.22). There was no significant difference in scores when comparing
means of the control group (M=41.22, SD=9.35) to the experimental group (M=43.71,
SD=8.01); t (75) =1.21, p= .23, two-tailed). The post-test group means for the three
individual constructs of socialization (ownership, adequate information, and
connectedness) were also compared with independent samples-t-tests. Like the overall
composite, the construct composites yielded no significant results. Additionally, a post
hoc power analysis performed with the G*Power 3.1 suggested that the power of this test
was approximately .23, which illustrated that the small sample size may impact the
significance of results.

Then, participants with affiliations to other employee groups such as the
administration and hourly support staff were removed from calculations to compare
“only-adjunct” groups. Again, these groups were explored individually because those
holding other part- and full-time roles at the college often have additional opportunities
for formalized training and interaction with colleagues as part of their work roles that
those serving only in the adjunct role do not have. That difference in opportunities had

the potential to impact results. Here again, there was no significant difference in mean
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scores when comparing the post-test means of the control group (M=39.82, SD=8.73) to
those of the experimental group (M=43.46, SD=8.05; t (58) =-1.66, p= .10, two-tailed),

though the general trend was that the experimental group had higher means. Therefore,
hypothesis 1 was rejected.

Hypothesis 2. H2: The experimental group of adjunct faculty will report higher
average perceptions of their socialization on the post-test than on the pre-test. The
second and third hypotheses required a different type of t-test for the comparison of the
mean scores of a single group at different points in time. Again, analysis was facilitated
with SPSS and a significance level set at .05. The second hypothesis, a predicted
increase in experimental group composite socialization score means from pre- to post-
test, was examined with paired samples t-tests (see Table 1). There was not a statistically
significant change in mean scores from pre-test (M=44.32, SD=8.46) to post-test
(M=43.71, SD=8.01), t (30) =-.71, p= .48 (two-tailed) here either. The mean change in
socialization scores was .61 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from -1.15 to 2.37.
Individual construct composites for the experimental group were also compared. No
significant results were illustrated in those tests. Those holding dual status as
administrators or hourly staff members were again removed from the data set and an
additional paired samples t-test was run for the adjuncts-only group, yielding no

significant results (see Table 2 for means). Therefore, hypothesis 2 was rejected.
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Table 1

Paired-samples t-tests comparing within-group pre- and post-test composite means

Means Compared Group Significance (2-tailed)
Socialization Experimental 483
Socialization Experimental (Only Adjunct) 494
Socialization Control 061
Socialization Control (Only Adjunct) .048*
Ownership Experimental 553
Ownership Experimental (Only Adjunct) .802
Ownership Control .045%
Ownership Control (Only Adjunct) 061
Adequate Information Experimental 936
Adequate Information Experimental (Only Adjunct) 797
Adequate Information Control .052
Adequate Information Control (Only Adjunct) .044*
Connectedness Experimental 374
Connectedness Experimental (Only Adjunct) 282
Connectedness Control 764
Connectedness Control (Only Adjunct) .563

*Significant at the .05 level

Hypothesis 3. H3: The control group of adjunct faculty will report consistent

perceptions of their socialization on both pre-test and post-test. The third hypothesis, a

prediction of mean score stability for the control group socialization composite across

time, was tested using paired samples t-tests (see Table 1). Again, analysis was

facilitated with SPSS and a significance level set at .05. There was not a statistically

significant change in mean scores from pre-test (M=42.70, SD=8.99) to post-test

(M=41.22, SD=9.35), t (45) =1.92, p= .06 (two-tailed). The mean change in socialization

scores was 1.48 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from -.07 to 3.03.

In testing the construct composites, there was a noteworthy result related to the

control group mean scores for ownership (see Table 1). A paired-samples t-test identified

a statistically significant decrease in control group ownership mean scores from pre-test

(M=14.91, SD=3.57) to post-test (M=14.26, SD=4.11), t (45) =2.07, p=.05 (two-tailed).

74




The mean change in ownership composite scores was .65 with a 95% confidence interval
ranging from .02 to 1.29. The eta squared statistic (.09) indicated a moderate effect size.

Again, after the initial results were run, those holding dual status as administrators
or hourly staff members were removed from the data set. With this adjunct-only group, a
paired samples t-test (see Table 1) revealed that there was a statistically significant
decrease in socialization means from pre-test (M=41.76, SD=8.65) to post-test (M=39.82,
SD=8.73), t (33) =2.06, p=.048 (two-tailed). The mean change in socialization scores
was 1.94 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from .02 to 3.86. Therefore, hypothesis
3 was rejected.

Additionally, in looking at the constructs, the paired-samples t-test for adequate
information (see Table 1) revealed that there was a statistically significant decrease in
adequate information composite mean scores for the control group of adjunct-only
participants from the pre-test (M=14.74, SD=3.27) to the post-test (M=13.79, SD=3.05), t
(33) =2.10, p= .05 (two-tailed). The mean change in adequate information scores was .94
with a 95% confidence interval ranging from .03 to 1.85. The eta squared statistic (.07)
indicated a moderate effect size.

Comparison of means. Though there were few significant results in the t-tests,
mean group scores suggested a consistent trend. In all tested cases for both groups, post-
test means were lower than pre-test means (see Table 2). Lowest means appeared within
the construct of connectedness for both the experimental and control groups. This aligns

with the findings of previous research with this population (Wicks, 2013).
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Table 2
Socialization construct group means for pre-test and post-test

Construct Group Pre-test | Post-test | Increase/Decrease
Mean Mean

Ownership Control 14.91 14.26 Decrease
Control (Only-Adjunct) 14.65 13.91 Decrease
Experimental 15.87 15.61 Decrease
Experimental (Only-Adjunct) | 15.63 15.54 Decrease

Adequate Control 14.85 14.13 Decrease

Information Control (Only-Adjunct) 14.74 13.79 Decrease
Experimental 15.06 15.03 Decrease
Experimental (Only-Adjunct) | 15.08 14.96 Decrease

Connectedness | Control 12.93 12.83 Decrease
Control (Only-Adjunct) 12.38 12.12 Decrease
Experimental 13.39 13.06 Decrease

Experimental (Only-Adjunct) | 13.38 12.96 Decrease

Correlations. Additionally, Pearson product-moment correlations were used to
explore potential relationships between socialization scores on the pre- and post-tests and
on population demographics such as age, gender, years of teaching experience, off-
campus status, and employee group affiliations. This aided in determining if group
means should be compared holistically or within other certain categorical constraints to
inform results. Though several points for consideration were drawn from these tests, as
described below, the coefficients of determination were quite small, suggesting a very
minor impact from these factors.

In terms of the pre-test, correlations did not reveal any significant relationships
for gender, age, and years of service. However, a weak, positive correlation was
indicated between off-campus status and perceived connectedness (as measured by a
composite score on the pre-test socialization scale items related to connectedness), r

=.236,n="77,p <.05. The related coefficient of determination was only 5.6%, so off-
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campus status may only aid in explaining a very small amount of the variance in
participants’ scores on the pre-test. This variable did not manifest with a significant
score in post-test correlations.

In terms of the post-test, correlations did not reveal any significant relationships
for gender, years of service, or off-campus status. However, a weak, positive correlation
was indicated between age and ownership (as measured by a composite score on the post-
test socialization scale items related to ownership), r=.231, n =77, p <.05. So, older
participants seemed to have perceived more ownership, while younger participants
seemed to have perceived less. Additionally, a weak, positive correlation was indicated
between age and adequate information (as measured by a composite score on the post-test
socialization scale items related to adequate information), r = .225, n =77, p <.05. This
indicated that older adjuncts perceived themselves as being better informed than did
younger adjuncts. That said, the coefficients of determination for age in relation to both
of these scale factors were only 5%, so neither adequate information nor ownership help
explain a noteworthy amount of the variance in respondents’ scores for the post-test.
Additionally, these variables did not manifest with significant scores on the pre-test.

Summary. In summary, all three hypotheses related to research question 1 were
rejected. In the cases of the first two hypotheses, t-tests did not illustrate that
socialization scores for experimental group participants either increased across time
(hypothesis 1) or that their scores were different than the control group’s socialization
scores on the post-test in a statistically-signficant manner (hypothesis 2). The third
hypothesis was rejected because t-tests showed that the control group socialization scores

were not stable and had, in fact, actually decreased in a statistically-significant manner
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for the construct of ownership across time. Additionally, with a sub-set of control group
participants that were only adjuncts (not holding any dual status as hourly staff or
administrators), socialization composite scores also showed a statistically-significant

decrease across time.

Research Question 2

The second research question was What themes in dialogue and participation
emerged during the experimental group intervention? This question was primarily
analyzed utilizing thematic content analysis and LMS use data. Although the midpoint in
the one-month intervention illustrated a record 581 page views in the LMS Moodle
Socialwall space and 63 posts, participants only visited the space on an average of 6.63
days in the month. Participants, on average, logged 50.93 page views and made 6.3 posts
or comments in the space across the course of the month-long intervention period. This
translates to an average of 12.73 page views and 1.58 posts per week per user. In terms
of feature use, participants made fair use of the ability to post (20 posts total) and
comment on posts (39 comments recorded) on the Socialwall. However, they rarely
made use of other features common to social media, such as the ability to “like” one
another’s posts or the ability to share links and media. Instead, they gravitated toward
activities native to a traditional LMS experience in Moodle, such as posting in forums
(which were initiated by a participant’s request) and participating in the Moodle feedback
and glossary activities that were employed by weekly prompts/activities for the gift card
drawings.

Socialwall data also revealed that only 23% of the experimental participants

(N=7) visited the Moodle Socialwall space with any consistency. There was a clear
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disparity between those with low engagement that had only accessed the space on several
days and a subset of 7 users with high engagement that had visited weekly and for a total
of 10 or more days in the month. The low engagement users were split in their tendency
to simply pop in on a couple of days and lurk, or to pop in on several days and make a
few posts. To further investigate any trends related to highly engaged user activity, the
mean composite scores for socialization and its constructs for this subset of users were
examined across time through paired-samples t-tests, yielding no significant results. The
highly-engaged users’ mean scores on the post-test were also compared with the mean
scores of the control group through an independent samples t-test, again yielding no
significant results. The interesting thing is that, while their engagement was higher by
definition of their frequent and consistent visits in the Socialwall space, their page views
and posts were actually lower than the participant average collectively. These 7 users
had an average of 27.23 page views and 3.2 posts across the course of the month, or 6.81
page views and .8 posts per week as compared to the 12.73 weekly page views and 1.58
weekly posts of the larger group.

In terms of conversational themes, thematic content analysis (Glesne, 2011) was
performed with the text of Socialwall interactions to aid in addressing the second
research question (see Appendix L). A collective 139 typewritten actions (e.g., posts,
comments, edits, etc.) from experimental group participants, were analyzed. 9 of the 24
final experimental group participants, or 37.5%, only participated in the Socialwall in
passive ways such as through page visits and views. Specifically, these typewritten
actions from those participating actively were sourced from all activities initiated in the

Socialwall space including 20 Socialwall posts, 39 Socialwall comments, 41 Moodle
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forum posts, 16 Moodle feedback activity responses, 10 Moodle glossary activity entries,
7 Moodle glossary activity comments, and 6 edits to a collective Google Document
introduced in the Moodle Socialwall space. Participants rarely made use of other features
in the space such as the ability to “Like” their peers’ posts or sharing of hyperlinks and
other media, so these kinds of participation were not factored into the analysis.

Thematic content analysis was utilized as opposed to other forms of analysis in
qualitative research such as conversion analysis, narrative analysis, or grounded theory
(Glesne, 2011), because of the concrete aims of the question. The goal was to add
context to this largely-qualitative report on the potential of the Socialwall tool, not to act
as stand-alone data for interpretation. Themes emerging from that data are outlined in
Table 3. It is important to note that, due to the richness of comments, comments were
coded in multiple ways according to their content. Sub-themes for many of the themes

contained comments related to ownership, adequate information, and connectedness.
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Table 3
Themes emerging in Socialwall interactions

Theme Sub-Themes
* Adjuncts need to be active in connecting.
Personal Characteristics * Adjuncts need to pursue necessary information &
& Initiative resources.
(45 comments, n=16) * Adjuncts need to own one’s role in institution &
department.

* There is a need to foster connection with adjuncts.

* There is a need to provide necessary & relevant
information to adjuncts.

* There is a need to show value for adjuncts through
inclusion & opportunity.

Information
(75 comments, n=21)

* There is a need to provide necessary information &
feedback to adjuncts.

* There is a need to foster connection & support
with/of adjuncts.

* There is a need to help adjuncts contribute to the
departments & institution.

¢ There is a need to value adjuncts through inclusion
& opportunity.

Connection with
Colleagues
(67 comments, n=19)

* There is a need to provide necessary resources &
Technology support to adjuncts.

(55 comments, n=16) * There is a need to value adjuncts through
technology-mediated inclusion & opportunities.

* There is a need to acknowledge adjuncts’ diverse
experience & commitments.

* There is a need to value adjuncts through accessible
inclusion & opportunities.

Challenges to
Onboarding
(18 comments, n=11)

Participant quotes were pulled to provide further context for the comments made
in each of these 5 thematic areas. These quotes were selected to represent the range in
sub-themes that appeared within this larger theme. Pseudonyms are used to protect the
identity of the participant.

Personal characteristics & initiative. Here, comments called upon the
capacities of the individual to share interests and ideas with others. Adjuncts were
encouraged by their colleagues in the Socialwall to become a member of, and contributor

to, the college community. Specifically, there were three sub-themes for this theme. The
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first sub-theme suggested that adjuncts need to be active in connecting, as represented by
reaching out to others and getting involved in campus events. This is represented by a
comment from a user who discusses her own tendency to take initiative in terms of
forging peer connections and encourages her peers to do the same by providing examples
of what this might look like:

“Other tips for meeting colleagues and feeling connected is to use the

adjunct offices, mingle when you are sharing an office with someone, go

to meetings like Education on the edge, Gen. Ed. and others, volunteer for

the BBQ or the Sweat Shaker, greet instructor who have the class before

you or after you, use the mail/copy room and greet those who are in the

mail/copy room with you, go talk to your department head or send them an

e-mail.” (Jennifer, female, early-30’s, adjunct for 5 years)
The second sub-theme referred to adjuncts’ need to pursue necessary information and
resources by accessing the opportunities and information that exist. This is represented
by a comment from a user who states that she tends not to take advantage of some of the
information and resources around her. She recognizes this as a limitation:

“We are always offered resources. Honestly, I do not always take the time

to use them. I was asked publicly by the president of the college, [Name

Omitted] (Yes, I have been around for three administrations) if I got/read

the part time adjunct manual. I got it three years after I started at [College

Omitted] and had already invested time in figuring my way around, so I

had to say no. I did not learn my lesson—I still have this same strategy of

finding out what I need, but that could limited me on new possibilities that

I have not considered.” (Beverly, female, early-50’s, adjunct for 14 years)
The final sub-theme indicated that adjuncts need to own their role in the institution and
department by seeking connections with others in their discipline and helping to drive
departmental directions and college initiatives. This is represented by a comment from a
user who discusses that there is opportunity to become involved in her department:

“I’'m lucky, I guess, being in the [omitted] Department... We meet

regularly and the opportunity is there to get involved. I have found that I
often have to take the initiative to become a part of the process. It works
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for me, but it may not work for everyone.” (Corinne, female, late-50’s,
adjunct for 7 years)

She mentions taking personal “initiative” as important to becoming involved in
departmental processes.

Information. A second overarching theme in participants’ comments on the
Socialwall concerned access to, and organization of, information along with its perceived
relevance to their work. There were also three sub-themes related to this theme. The first
sub-theme related to a need to foster connection with adjuncts when we think about
information in terms of ensuring that they are informed. This is represented by a
comment from a user who discusses how adjuncts are sometimes left unaware of
pertinent information related to the college. This lack of information sparks conjecture:

“I offer this anecdote not just for it’s distracting appeal :-) but also to

illustrate that in the absence of information, most will do their best to fill

in the missing information. An organization then, should be cognizant of

what it is letting ‘new’ employees fill in...” (Gerry, male, mid-30’s,

adjunct for 15 years)

The second sub-theme in participants’ comments indicated that they believed the college
should provide relevant and up-to-date information to adjuncts that directly apply to their
roles and their unique needs. This is represented by a comment from a user who
discusses how events like orientation for adjuncts may be helpful at first but, if they are
not revised to meet participant needs over time, they become meaningless:

“As a new adjunct, the first two or three years that [ worked for [College

omitted], I attended orientation and considered it an exercise in protocol

and setting an example, but after awhile I realized that it was repetitious

and found myself skipping the breakout sessions that I had already taken.”
(Corinne, female, late-50’s, adjunct for 7 years)
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The third sub-theme in participants’ comments related to information organization and
access was that they believed the college should demonstrate that it values its adjuncts
through inclusion and opportunities that acknowledge their schedule constraints. This is
represented by the following comment from Renny, who expresses his belief that
adjuncts with other daytime commitments are often excluded from college events. He
suggests leveraging technology to provide more opportunities for inclusion:

“Adjuncts are not on campus 8-5 Mon-Fri and some have other places of

employment. [College omitted] could remove an obstacle of physical

presence to attending these meetings by using old technology such as

teleconferencing so adjuncts can participate in meetings regardless of their

physical location.” (Renny, male, late-40’s, adjunct for 11 years)

Connection with colleagues. Another overarching theme in particpipants’
comments on the Socialwall concerned their feelings of connection, or lack thereof, the
potential value of such connections, and methods for cultivating connections. There were
four sub-themes related to this theme. First, comments emphasized the importance of
connecting with one’s supervisor or full-time. This is represented by a comment from a
user who expresses being so disconnected and without feedback as an adjunct that he had
no knowledge of his supervisor, which left him feeling uncertain of whom to go to for

information and feedback:

“I didn’t even know who my ‘supervisor’ was for two years, let alone
where to go for advice.” (Steven, male, early-60’s, adjunct for 6 years)

A second sub-theme expressed in the comments was the lack of connection or isolation
on the job for some adjuncts. This is represented by a comment from Anya relating that
her daily experience at the college was limited to teaching and student interactions

without other interactions that would promote connection or “feeling valued:”
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“I come in for office hours, teach the class, and leave. Therefore, there are
no comments to give regarding support or feeling valued/heard.” (Anya,
female, late-40’s, adjunct for 3 years)
On the other hand, some adjuncts felt they were connected to colleagues in their
department and the institution. This is represented by a comment from one
participant, Sam, who indicated how his department had taken active steps to
welcome and include him, readily soliciting and hearing his opinions:
“One thing I can say, however, is that I enjoy teaching here very much,
and I appreciate my colleagues’ welcoming me into their circle. I've
never felt more welcome, or that my opinion mattered, as much as I do
here.” (Sam, male, mid-30’s, adjunct for less than 1 year)
Fourth, comments suggested methods for cultivating connections, such as
fostering relationships at departmental or college events and seeking input on
college processes. This is represented by a comment from Beverly detailing how
she feels unvalued and not included by her full-time faculty peers even at college-
sponsored events:
“Since we have plenty of chances for connecting in our department, on in-
service days I can sit with and get to know others. Those who do not meet
with their departments could make it a point to do so during lunch etc. It
seems that some of the full-timers could care less about this though (I see

them sitting alone, working on their classes, grading etc.).” (Beverly,
female, early-50’s, adjunct for 14 years)

Technology. Technology-related comments included questions and requests for

support, general statements of interest, and discussion about how technology might aid

connection and learning. There were just two sub-themes related to this theme. The first

sub-theme recognized a need to provide necessary resources and support to adjuncts

when it comes to technology, which could include things ranging from proper training

and equipment to technical support representatives. This is represented by a comment
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from a user discussing her difficulties in implementing iPads with her students without
at-hand technical support:

“I could have used some help from a tech person to decrease student
frustration.” (Beverly, female, early-50’s, adjunct for 14 years)

The second sub-theme indicated a need to value adjuncts through technology-mediated
inclusion and opportunities such as events that are also offered remotely or
asynchronously online. This is represented by a comment from a user discussing how
numerous participants cannot attend campus-wide events like orientation and
professional development days, but how there may be relatively simple ways to include
more users through synchronous and asynchronous technologies:

“Also, for those who can not make it physically to Orientation and PD,

why not use Skype or some other online equivalent? If needed we could

do a registration or make videos to upload for future reference.” (Jennifer,

female, early-30’s, adjunct for 5 years)

Challenges to onboarding. Here, comments focused on the challenges to
onboarding adjuncts due to the various roles they play, the fact that many work at various
institutions or other venues, and the experience they bring with them. There were also
two sub-themes related to this theme. A first theme in the comments was that adjuncts’
diverse experience and commitments may impact their ability to be involved in college
life and events, even if they are willing. This is represented by a comment from a user
detailing how a reduction in the credit hour assignments available to her at the college
created a need to supplement income with other teaching commitments, which then
decreased her access to campus events and opportunities:

“As the courses reduced in size, it created a gap that needed to be filled

with adjunct teaching positions at other colleges/universities, which in turn
minimized the amount of time that I could be involved in [College
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omitted]’s extracurricular and on campus activities.” (Corinne, female,
late-50’s, adjunct for 7 years)

The second theme was that inclusion and opportunities to be involved should be more
accessible, which might include advance notice of activities, flexible options, and
technology-facilitated opportunities. This is represented by a comment from a user
discussing how his combined life commitments left him with little time to engage in
socialization opportunities, so he needed advance notice to carve out time:

“My plate is rather full for the next few weeks. I would like to know the

date/time that is decided so I could attend if it does not conflict with my

work or volunteer work.” (Jim, male, early-60’s, adjunct for 5 years)

Summary. In regards to the second research question, there were multiple
themes emerging related to participation during the intervention. Some of these themes
were related to use, with statistical data from the LMS illustrating that some users
engaged with the Socialwall space with weekly regularity (n=7) throughout the
intervention, while some visited it much less frequently and sporadically (n=17).
Additionally, those who engaged with more regularity had a notably lower number of
page views and posts than the group collectively. Only 15 users (62.5%) made posts or
other active attempts to outwardly engage with peers in the Socialwall space. Other
themes were related to the conversational content generated by participants in the space.
Major themes in the Socialwall comments from this small subset of verbal experimental
group participants (n=15) related to:

* personal characteristics and initiative, by way of adjuncts taking ownership of
opportunities to connect, learn, and contribute;
* information, in terms of providing relevant and accessible information that meets

the unique needs of adjuncts;
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e connection with colleagues, through direct links with colleagues and opportunities
to contribute and receive support;

¢ technology, including technology tools, training, and support along with
leveraging affordances of technology to increase access;

* and, finally, challenges to onboarding, including recognition of the diverse
experiences and life commitments of adjuncts and providing flexible
opportunities for them to learn and engage.

There were clear ties in a number of these themes and their related sub-themes that
aligned with the constructs of socialization (ownership, adequate information, and
connectedness). In addition, themes related to technology and onboarding challenges
emerged. These issues inform this model of socialization and how it was operationalized,

as they were not originally indicated as issues of interest within this framework.

Research Question 3

The third research question was, “RQ3: What benefits, if any, did the
experimental group perceive that the intervention provided to support their
socialization?” This question was explored in several ways. First, it was explored
through participant responses to Likert-type questions regarding the intervention’s impact
on socialization. It was also explored thematically through both open-ended survey
questions about the intervention experience along with Socialwall intervention comments
regarding the experience.

Likert-type scores. Intervention participants (n=30) were asked three Likert-type
questions on the post-test survey regarding their experience in the Moodle Socialwall

pilot. Mean scores related to the perceived impact of participation on ownership were
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notably lower than mean scores related to the perceived impact of participation on access

to information or connectedness. The majority of the experimental group agreed that the

intervention supported their socialization, particularly in terms of the constructs of

exposure to adequate information and connectedness, though they were neutral or

uncertain that the intervention supported the construct of ownership. Response means

and standard deviations are shared in Table 4.

Table 4

Participant perceptions of the Socialwall’s support for socialization

Question

Mean Score
(1=SD to 5=SA)

% of Responses (N=30)

Participation enhanced my sense | 2.87 (SD=.81) Strongly Disagree or Disagree: 29%
of ownership for my primary Neither Agree Nor Disagree: 55%
academic department. Agree or Strongly Agree: 16%
Participation exposed me to 3.32 (SD=.83) Strongly Disagree or Disagree: 16%
information that is relevant to my Neither Agree Nor Disagree: 32%
service as an adjunct. Agree or Strongly Agree: 52%
Participation supported my sense | 3.42 (SD=.92) Strongly Disagree or Disagree: 16%

of connectedness with my
colleagues.

Neither Agree Nor Disagree: 29%
Agree or Strongly Agree: 55%

Open-ended survey questions. Experimental participants were asked several

open-ended survey questions regarding whether or not they felt they benefitted from their

exposure to the intervention. Responses were explored through thematic content

analysis. In general, questions did not effectively elicit specificity in participant

responses and many of the themes in participant response carried across all four

questions. For instance, many responses were brief, consisting of one-word answers or

phrases such as “None,” “See above,” “Good info,” or “Got to know some other

faculty.” Below, I discuss response trends related to each of these four questions
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separately. Next, I discuss what I see as the overarching themes represented in these
responses.

The first question asked, What do you feel you gained from the Socialwall
experience, if anything? Of the 24 experimental group participants that took part in the
Socialwall and completed the post-test, 22 responded to this question. Some of the
responses contained multiple themes, so they may be counted more than once in the
following themes. First, 5 out of the 22 participants stated they received no benefits from
the experience. 10 participants responded that they gained a sense of connection with
peers. 6 participants said they gained increased knowledge and experience with social
media tools. 5 named helpful information and perspectives as a benefit. Lastly, one
participant talked about seeing a sense of recognition for opinions occur in the space.

The second question asked, What features of the Socialwall experience did you
feel were most important in supporting your sense of ownership for your primary
department, if any? Please describe. 18 participants responded to this question. An
overwhelming subset of participants (11) indicated that there were no perceived features
of the Socialwall that supported ownership. Another 4 indicated that they had not
participated enough to receive any benefits related to their sense of ownership for their
primary department. Of those few participants that did feel the Socialwall features
supported their sense of ownership, 3 mentioned information and diverse perspectives.
Another 2 discussed connection, including bridging social capital. Finally, one
respondent was pleased that she “was not the only one out there that didn’t know

anybody.”
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The third question asked, What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel
were most important in supporting your access to information relevant to your service as
an adjunct faculty member, if any? Please describe. 17 responses were received here. 6
participants reported no benefits related to adequate information. However, the other
responses covered a variety of areas. 4 participants noted the value of information shared
in the space while another 3 noted its benefits for communicating with peers. 2
participants noted that it had potential to support access to information if better organized
and 1 appreciated that ease of access of the space. Another participant mentioned that it
provided information on a new tool and one more discussed that the experience helped
reinforce existing viewpoints she’d held.

Lastly, the fourth question asked, What features of the Socialwall experience did
you feel were most important in supporting your sense of connectedness to your
colleagues at [College omitted], if any? Please describe. 18 responses were received. 7
participants noted that collaboration and sharing of perspectives with colleagues
supported their sense of connectedness. 5 listed connection such as putting names and
faces together as a benefit. 4 mentioned that conversations specific to teaching were
particularly engaging for them. 3 observed no support for connectedness in the
experience. 2 spoke of the ability to crowdsource in the space for questions and answers.
Finally, one participant mentioned feeling affirmed and valued when her name was used
by peers.

The 75 open-ended survey responses were then combined in one document for
thematic content analysis (see Appendix L). Responses were considered collectively due

to the themes that seemed to carry through responses regardless of the question or
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socialization construct pinpointed in that question. With the combined approach to

analysis, five overarching themes were identified (see Table 5).

Table 5
Themes emerging in post-test regarding Socialwall for socialization
Theme Examples
¢ Connection/collaboration with peers.
Connection * Receipt of, or providing, support to/from peers.
* Exposure to diverse perspectives.
* There were no noted gains.
None .
* There were no important features.
. ¢ Relevant information was shared.
Information . .
* Information was easily accessed.
Lack of Participation * Acknowledgement of one’s own failure to engage.
* Exposure to, and practice with, a new tool.
Technology . : .
* Greater understanding of social media tools.

These themes appeared to echo the Likert-type scores related to the constructs of
socialization. Participants acknowledged benefits from the experience related both to
connection and to information, though they struggled to name benefits related to the
construct of ownership. Additionally, participant quotes were pulled to provide further
context for each of the five thematic areas of response. Several quotes were selected to
represent these categories. However, these quotes are brief because many of the
responses were merely several word phrases, as described above. Pseudonyms are again
used to protect the identity of the participant.

Connection. Comments here related to connection, sharing, and support with and
from peers. Examples of this theme included connection and sharing with peers on both
personal and professional levels, support from peers in terms of camaraderie and
emotional support, and exposure to diverse perspectives that broadened one’s perspective
and sparked further consideration. In this comment, a participant indicates how personal

recognition from peers helped her feel valued: “When my name was used in a post by a
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colleague I felt particularly affirmed, connected and valued” (Veronica, female, early-
50’s adjunct for 15 years). Here, a participant indicates a value in exposure to diverse
perspectives from others: “Reviewing comments from my colleagues and considering
their viewpoints if different from my own” (Darryl, male, late-40’s, adjunct for 2 years).

None. There was a clear subset of users with comments suggesting that they
received no value from the experience. They indicated either that there were no noted
gains, in terms of the experience they had in the Socialwall, or that there were no
important features, in terms of the Socialwall software plug-in. In this comment, a
participant indicates a lack of benefit and disengagement caused by difficulty navigating
the interactions: “None. It was bewildering to try and following the myriad of
conversations” (Aaron, male, early-30’s, adjunct for 6 years). Here, a participant simply
communicates that he did not perceive any helpful features in the software: “No features
stand out” (Jim, male, early-60’s, adjunct for 5 years).”

Information. These comments related to the accessibility and relevance of
information shared. This included comments on the accessibility of the online space and
that relevant, or beneficial information shared within it. In this comment, a participant
appreciates the ease of locating the Socialwall space as a solution native to the
institutional LMS: “It was easy to find” (Sabrina, female, early-30’s, adjunct for less than
one year). Here, a participant talks about the value and application she saw in a specific
conversation and how it reinforced her own beliefs: “I found the discussion related to
participation at professional development/orientation days relevant to understanding
views of others, which reinforced my views of same” (Veronica, female, early-50’s

adjunct for 15 years).
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Lack of participation. Participant comments related to this theme recognized a
failure to engage with the Socialwall tool and experience at a level that might reap
benefit. In this comment, a participant offers an acknowledgement of her own lack of
engagement in the experience, which impacted the benefits she received: “None. Perhaps
if I had participated more, my answer might be different” (Katrina, female, late-40’s,
adjunct for 5 years). Here, a participant notes a lack of engagement due to technical
difficulty with the software: “I’m afraid I did not do much with it. Frankly, it was a bit
difficult for me to navigate” (Debra, female, early-60’s, adjunct for 14 years).

Technology. Lastly, participants commented on exposure to, and practice with
this new tool as well as a greater understanding of social media. In this comment, a
participant discusses her newfound knowledge of the Socialwall technology and how it
may impact her future practice: “Learned about another social media tool that may be
beneficial in teaching and communicating with students and peers” (Katrina, female,
late-40’s, adjunct for 5 years). In this comment, a participant discussed her increased
awareness of social media and how it functions: “I felt that I gained a better
understanding of using social media for the classroom” (Rosa, female, early-60’s, adjunct
for 3 years).

Socialwall comments. Another level of analysis completed in regards to RQ3
was the extraction of the 26 Moodle Socialwall typewritten actions (e.g., comments,
posts, etc.) out of the total 139 actions that related to the Moodle Socialwall experience or
tool. These comments were not in response to any specific question posed by the
researcher, just posts on this topic that appeared on the Socialwall or in the forums and

other activities used within the Socialwall space. It is somewhat difficult to compare and
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contrast this data to the quantitative and qualitative survey data previously presented
because participants were not specifically asked to interact about the Sociawall
experience within the Socialwall space. Though a Google Document was initiated to
record their comments on how the software may be improved, they were not directed to
talk about if or how the tool had aided their socialization in relation to its three
constructs. That said, an abbreviated version of thematic content analysis was performed
to identify three emerging themes discussed below. Comments are again included to
provide context for these responses along with pseudonyms to protect the participants’
identities.

First was the theme of purpose (12 comments, n=8). In these comments,
participants either demonstrated uncertainty about the purpose, utility, or value of the
Socialwall space, or they made suggestions for how it could be used. In this way, it was
clear that participants felt no unified sense of purpose for the space or for how this social
media tool should be used. This may help explain the survey responses indicating that
participants had lack of participation or those suggesting no perceived benefits from the
experience. It may also help explain why there was a perceived neutral support for
ownership on Likert-type scores and why participants failed to fully engage with the
Socialwall. Here, one participant commented on his concerns related to the utility and
value of the Socialwall, which he believes might be mediated through careful design:

“For me, the primary issues relate to usefulness, connectivity, and site

organization/features. If these things are done well, it might draw faculty

in and continue to grow. If not, it becomes just another social media fluff

site that is in competition with 100 other sites where people say a lot about

very little and useful information is difficult to find.” (Stan, male, late-
50’s, adjunct for 33 years)
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Another participant offered insight into how the Soicalwall might be used within
departments for curricular information-sharing:

“I like the idea of keeping the space open for departments so we

instructors can share information back and forth that will help us better

track how well the students are moving from class to class. Instructors

could also share learning materials pertinent to the departments.” (Anya,

female, late-40’s, adjunct for 3 years)

Second was a theme related to positivity and potential (13 comments, n=12).
Many comments made in the Moodle Socialwall intervention space about the experience
were positive (13 comments). Additionally, comments expressed the potential value (12
comments) of the Socialwall space across time. This theme may indicate support for
Likert-type scores and survey responses in which participants perceived that the
Socialwall did support their socialization by providing connectedness and access to
information. In general, comments echoed the benefits reported on the survey in terms of
how the Socialwall or social media did support or might support socialization (e.g.,
connection and sharing with peers, support from peers, exposure to diverse viewpoints,
access to relevant information). Here, one participant expresses positive thoughts related

to her experience and engagement in the Socialwall space”

“I enjoyed the Socialwall and visited the site almost daily to see what was
posted that was new.” (Carrie, female, mid-60’s, adjunct for 6 years)

Another participant offered speculation on how the Socialwall might support
socialization in the future, particularly for online instructors with little connection
to the physical campuses and the opportunities and peers serving there:
“I think the Moodle Socialwall is a great new adventure toward
encouraging adjunct engagement and feeling more involved, especially

those of us that only teach online courses.” (Corinne, female, late-50’s,
adjunct for 7 years)
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Third was the theme of functionality (13 comments, n=9). In these comments,
participants discussed the features of the Socialwall software, how they functioned, and
how effective they were for their intended purpose. These software-related comments
could be related to the perceived lack of benefit expressed by some in survey responses
who indicated difficulty following conversations in the space and a lack of engagement.
Here, a participant discusses challenges associated with navigating conversations in the
Socialwall:

“T agree that it is somewhat difficult to keep track of conversations and

responses taking place, as it seems too busy.” (Sam, male, mid-30’s,

adjunct for less than 1 year)

Another participant expressed a technical request that she felt would enhance the

experience of participating in the Socialwall space:

“I think the posting box needs to be a little bigger.” (Rosa, female, early-
60’s, adjunct for 3 years)

Summary. In relation to the third research question, a small subset of verbal
participants perceived that the Socialwall intervention supported their socialization in a
variety of ways. In terms of trends, Likert-type data revealed over 50% of experimental
group participants either agreed or strongly agreed that the intervention supported their
needs for adequate information and connectedness, though responses related to
ownership illustrated that 71% of experimental group participants had neutral or
conflicting feelings about whether or not the intervention offered support for this
construct. Post-test survey responses indicated five themes in how participants thought
the intervention supported their socialization or failed to do so (connection, none,
information, lack of participation, and technology) along with related sub-themes. These

post-test themes echoed the Socialwall’s capacity to support connectedness and
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information sharing that were indicated in the Likert-type survey data. They also echoed
the quantitative neutrality about its ability to support ownership because participants
struggled to report benefits related to that construct, with some noting their own lack of
ownership in participating or noting no benefits from the experience.

Lastly, in Socialwall typewritten actions that were specifically about the
Socialwall, three different themes related to participants’ perceptions of the tool and the
experience bubbled up (purpose, positivity/potential, and functionality). The notes on
potential and positivity expressed by participants about the experience offered support for
the survey data (both qualitative and quantitative) suggesting that they perceived support
for socialization in the space in terms of connectedness and access to information. The
questions about purpose, functionality, and the notes about uncertainty echoed some of
the concerns noted in the survey comments and also in the neutrality on the survey data
related to ownership. In looking across survey data and Socialwall comments,
participants reported that the Socialwall can aid socialization through its capacities for
supporting connection and sharing amongst peers, for peer support, for exposure to
diverse viewpoints, and for easy access to relevant information. For instance, as will be
discussed further in chapter 5, the comments captured from typewritten actions
participants made in the space indicated how they drove the conversation with personal
interests, how the conversation included both targeted communications and feedback and
how it promoted peer modeling, and how participants shared opposing perspectives and

offering one another support.
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Conclusion

To summarize the analysis, both quantitative and qualitative data were gathered
and inspected in relation to three hypotheses and two research questions. Though this
study utilized the convergent parallel mixed-methods design, the primary goal of this
research was a quantitative exploration of the potential impact of the new Moodle
Socialwall format plug-in to impact perceptions of socialization for its adjunct faculty
users. The qualitative data served as a secondary means for exploration, providing
further context surrounding quantitative results. A small verbal subset of experimental
group participants perceived that the Socialwall intervention support their socialization in
a variety of ways, though their actual use of the space was fairly limited in terms of those
who made regular visits to the space (n=7) and those who entered any comments or posts
in the space (n=15).

In terms of the first research question and its hypotheses, all three hypotheses
were rejected. The first two hypotheses proposed that intervention participants would
report higher average perceptions of socialization than their control group peers at the
end of the study and also that intervention group participants’ perceptions of socialization
would be higher at the end of the study. The t-test results failed to support these
hypotheses. The third hypothesis proposed that control group participants would report
consistent perceptions of socialization across time. However, ownership scores
decreased in a statistically significant way for the control group across time.
Additionally, once the subset of participants holding dual status as adjuncts and as
administrators or support staff were removed, the t-test revealed a statistically significant

decrease in socialization means from pre-test to post-test. This resulted in the rejection of
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that last hypothesis, though the effect size was small. Also, with the removal of those
with dual roles in other employee groups, there was a statistically significant increase in
adequate information composite scores for the control group from the pre-test to the post-
test, with a moderate effect size.

Additional quantitative analysis included comparison of means for socialization
and its three constructs and Pearson product-moment correlations to examine potential
relationships among scores and other data. Means decreased on the post-test in all cases
for both groups. Lowest means appeared within the construct of connectedness for both
the experimental and control groups, which aligns with the findings of previous research
with this population (Wicks, 2013). In terms of the pre-test, correlations did not reveal
any significant relationships for gender, age, and years of service. Pre-test correlations
indicated a weak, positive correlation between off-campus status and perceived
connectedness. On the post-test, correlations indicated a weak, positive correlation
between age and ownership and also between age and adequate information. So older
adjuncts perceived more ownership and they they’d received more adequate information
than did younger adjuncts. However, none of these correlations appeared across both
pre-test and post-test.

In terms of the second and third research questions, results were drawn largely
from thematic content analysis. The second research question asked about the themes in
intervention participation. I listed and described the 5 primary themes that surfaced
during Moodle Socialwall interactions (personal characteristics & initiative, information,
connection with colleagues, technology, and challenges to onboarding) along with their

sub-themes. Most of the themes and their sub-themes suggested needs aligned with the
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three constructs of socialization in the model used in this study (ownership, adequate
information, and connectedness). I also explored LMS use data, finding that participants
viewed the space an average 6.63 days across the one-month intervention, logging an
average 12.73 page views and 1.58 posts per week. Though many users had low
engagement, 23% of participants (a subset of 7 users) were highly engaged in terms of
their consistency in accessing the space. These 7 users visited weekly and on 10 or more
days during the month. However, they had only 6.81 page views and .8 posts per week
on average, which was lower than the group collectively. Means for this subset of users
was explored, finding no significant results through t-tests.

Lastly, the third question asked about participants’ perceptions of the
intervention’s impact on their socialization. Both quantitative data along with open-
ended survey post-test responses and Socialwall conversation data were thematically
analyzed toward this aim. Likert-type data means suggested that ownership was the area
in which participants saw least impact, though they did perceive that the Socialwall
supported connectedness and adequate information. Open-ended survey responses from
the post-test indicated five themes (connection, none, information, lack of participation,
and technology) with connection being the most frequently noted benefit. Many of these
themes and their sub-themes also aligned with the three constructs of socialization
(ownership, adequate information, and connectedness). Though participants identified
benefits related to connectedness and access to information, they had difficulty naming
benefits related to ownership, which echoed the Likert-type data. Additionally,
comments and posts about the Socialwall made in the Socialwall space were analyzed

thematically, resulting in three different themes (purpose, positivity/potential, and
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functionality) that described how users viewed the space immediately and across time.
Though none, as in no noted gains (n=15), was a theme of user perceptions on the
combined post-test questions the Socialwall data was quite positive, illustrating a large
degree of positivity and potential (13 comments from 12 participants), though uncertainty
about the tool’s purpose did exist (13 comments from 9 participants).

In looking across survey data and Socialwall comments, a small verbal subset of
experimental group participants reported that the Socialwall can aid socialization through
its capacities for supporting connection and sharing amongst peers, for peer support, for
exposure to diverse viewpoints, and for easy access to relevant information. However,
these responses must be considered in the context of use data. For instance, if only 7
users visited the Socialwall space with any regularity, how well can their experiences
really translate to that of the vastly larger population? Also, there were experimental
group participants that did not participate with any regularity and may not have even
made posts in the Socialwall space, but still offered post-test commentary on the
experience. Can they comment with relevance for the larger population on an experience
in which they remained passive participants? In the next chapter, I will further discuss
and interpret study results. Qualitative data will be referenced for context in synthesizing
quantitative results. Emerging patterns will then guide the recommendations for future

research.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion and Implications

The goal of this research was to explore the potential of social media, specifically
the new Moodle Socialwall format plug-in, for supporting adjunct faculty socialization.
To achieve this, a design resembling the nonequivalent (pre-test and post-test) control-
group design was employed. Below, I discuss the three related research questions and
their results along with potential explanations for those results in the context of my
research methods, my observations as the researcher, and the previous empirical literature
in these areas. Then, I outline some of the limitations in design, sampling, and
procedures for this study, which lead to recommendations for future research and
practice. I conclude with major takeaways, focusing on the need for further work related
to institutional use of social media for socialization in higher education.

Overall, I found that adjunct faculty participating in a social media intervention
facilitated via the Moodle Socialwall did not report higher perceptions of socialization
than their peers after the month-long intervention. I also found that only a minority of
adjuncts invited to participate in the intervention actually participated in a consistent
manner. Specifically, just 7 out of 24 final experimental group participants visited the
space on a weekly basis. Additionally, just 15 participants made posts in the Socialwall
space, failing to make use of other features of the Socialwall that are common to social
media spaces (e.g., the “Like” feature, the ability to share hyperlinks, and the ability to
message individually with peers).

Adjunct participation on the Socialwall demonstrated conversational themes

related to the three constructs of socialization (ownership, adequate information, and
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connectedness). For instance, their conversations covered themes such as the need for
adjuncts to take personal initiative (ownership), the need to provide adjuncts with
relevant information (adequate information), and a need to foster connection with
colleagues (connectedness). However, due to the fact that just 15 participants engaged in
posting and commenting in the space, these results cannot be generalized to the larger
population. Related to this, adjunct participation demonstrated the need to consider the
applicability of this theoretical frame for this phenomenon and the design of such an
intervention and the implementation of such a tool to foster increased participation. For
instance, some studies suggest that it may take closer to two months to change behavior
(Lally, van Jaarsveld, Potts, & Wardle, 2009). Additional themes emerged related to the
challenges of onboarding and calls for technology support and use of technology to
provide adjuncts with more opportunities for inclusion and involvement in the institution.
Despite the lack of increases on self-reported socialization scores, the majority of
the very small, verbal subset of those participating in the intervention agreed or strongly
agreed that the participation in the Socialwall supported their connectedness to colleagues
and access to adequate information to perform in one’s job role. Aspects of the
Socialwall that they perceived as supporting access to connectedness were the ability to
connect and share amongst peers along with the ability to provide support to peers
through posts, comments, and other elements in the space. Aspects of the Socialwall they
perceived as supporting their access to information were the ability to easily access
information that was relevant to their role along with gaining exposure to diverse
viewpoints though sharing of opinions, approaches, experiences, and content and links

with peers. Overall, intervention participants were more neutral when considering if the
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Socialwall experience supported their sense of ownership. In general, they had difficulty
naming elements of the experience or software features that supported this construct.
This may be due to the fact that little direction was provided in terms of how they should
interact in the space because I wanted to see what types and themes of interaction
occurred organically in a social media environment. Participants noted a lack of clarity
on the purpose for the tool in their comments in the Socialwall space.

Below, I further discuss findings related to each of the three research questions,
exploring how these findings intersect with the literature review and conceptual
framework presented in Chapter II. Then, I detail potential limitations of this research
and its findings related to the design and methods. Lastly, I close with recommendations
for future research and practice in these areas.

Research Question 1

The first research question (Do adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle
Socialwall intervention report higher perceptions of socialization than their peers?) was
analyzed quantitatively with three related hypotheses. The means and hypotheses of this
study offered unexpected results in that all hypotheses were rejected and all means
(socialization and its three constructs: ownership, adequate information, and
connectedness) decreased for all groups. Below, I outline these hypotheses along with
the results of related analyses, and offer discussion on why I believe these results were
attained.

Hypothesis 1. Adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall
intervention will report higher average perceptions of socialization than their peers.

This hypothesis was rejected because independent samples t-tests did not illustrate a
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significant difference in mean post-test scores across the experimental and control
groups. All participants on average had less positive perceptions of their socialization
both overall and in terms of its constructs (ownership, adequate information, and
connectedness) across time. Means for connectedness were the lowest means for both
groups on both pre-test and post-test. This aligns with the perceived need for further
connectedness expressed by this population in previous research (Finucane & Algren,
2007; Shannon, 2007; Wicks, 2013). This suggests perhaps that adjuncts simply struggle
with a sense of connectedness across the board in their positions due to the non-
traditional appointment model and other life obligations and demands. Though some
might interpret these decreased means scores as a reason to discount the value of the
Moodle Socialwall in supporting socialization and its constructs in this model, the results
are undoubtedly impacted by elements of design. Though it may be the case that the
intervention did not have an impact on socialization, it may also be the case that the
sample was too small to accurately gauge impact. Likewise, it may be that the
intervention time period or that the scaffolding for tool use were too brief for
experimental group participants to incorporate the tool in meaningful ways in their
practice and to experience its benefits for socialization. Experimental and control group
means were very close at the outset of the research, so the lack of a significant difference
at the end is not totally surprising given the limitations of these methods, which are
discussed in more detail later in this chapter.

Hypothesis 2. Adjunct faculty participating in the Moodle Socialwall
intervention will report higher average perceptions of socialization following the

intervention. This hypothesis was also rejected because paired samples t-tests did not
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illustrate a significant difference in mean scores from pre-test to post-test. Again, I
would have to mention the potential explanations noted for hypothesis 1. The small
sample size may have impacted the ability to gauge impact. Likewise, the intervention
time period and scaffolding for tool use may have been too brief for experimental group
participants to regularly use the tool and reap its benefits. As noted in the methods, the
participants were asked to make use of the tool in ways that seemed most meaningful to
them with little further direction, other than the sharing of conversational and activity
prompts two times per week. This procedure was used to explore organic benefits that
might develop from exposure to the tool as opposed to exploring the impact of specific
intervention designs that administration might employ in this space. Also, as noted in the
analysis, only around a quarter of experimental participants (n=7) engaged with the
Socialwall on a weekly, regular basis. When they did engage, they only made use of the
post and comment features on the Socialwall along with posts in associated forums.
They did not make use of other features common to social media experiences such as the
ability to “like” the posts and comments of peers, the ability to share hyperlinks, and the
ability to message directly to peers. About two thirds of participants (n=15) made use of
the comment and post features. So, it seems there was not enough activity from enough
participants over enough time to impact them in a way that would be visible through the
survey.

Hypothesis 3. Adjunct faculty not participating in the Moodle Socialwall
intervention will report consistent perceptions of socialization across time. This
hypothesis was rejected for several reasons. Paired samples t-tests illustrated that there

was a statistically significant decrease in ownership scores from pre-test to post-test for
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the control group. The notable decrease in ownership scores could be due to group
assignment. For instance, several participants who were assigned to the control group
had originally expressed interest in being part of the experimental group so that they
could help trial the Moodle Socialwall. However, due to the randomized assignment
procedures, that was not possible. The withholding of the treatment could have impacted
their perceptions of ownership across time. Creswell (2014) discusses how internal
validity can be compromised by compensatory rivalry, when the control group feels
devalued because they do not receive access to the treatment. In the model for
socialization used here, the construct of ownership is represented by four Likert-type
questions, one of which refers to how valued the participant feels in the work
environment. So, if the participants were impacted by compensatory rivalry, it could also
have impacted the mean scores for the construct of ownership. Also, it is quite likely that
adjuncts collectively struggle with a sense of ownership, in terms of feeling valued in
their work environment, due to the variable nature of their appointments. For instance,
research has indicated conflicting data regarding adjunct faculty satisfaction with
teaching load, salary, and job stability (Kramer, Gloeckner, & Jacoby, 2014). Though the
control group mean scores for this construct decreased significantly, the experimental
group’s mean scores also decreased.

When refining the group means to only those holding adjunct status at the
institution, the control group also reported significantly lower scores at the end of the
study for overall socialization means along with significantly lower means for the
construct of adequate information. One reason for the decreased scores may have been

that the question prompts on the pre- and post-tests allowed participants to think back on
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their socialization experiences and any related challenges across the course of the one-
month experimental timeframe, which was ultimately captured by the post-test.

Pearson product-moment correlations. Additional calculations suggested a
weak, positive correlation on the pre-test between connectedness and those that only
taught off-campus. Though this did not also manifest on the post-test, it is
understandable that participants that are removed from the physical campus may feel less
connected. It could be that the intervention mediated this a bit for some of the off-
campus participants so that it did not appear on the post-test. It could also be that the
opportunity to take part in this study and the compensation provided for doing so aided
some off-campus participants in feeling more connected to campus activities. On the
post-test, there were weak, positive correlations related to age. The correlation between
age and ownership suggests that older participants felt more ownership of their roles
while younger participants felt less ownership. Additionally, the correlation between age
and adequate information suggests that older participants feel better informed than do
younger participants. This makes sense because it may be true that younger individuals
are career building and constructing their professional identities while older individuals
may have already attained these developmental milestones and may have served at the
institution for several years. Career seekers may also have higher expectations for
ownership and information than do those working toward retirement or holding
supplemental careers. Though these correlations were not apparent in the pre-test, it
could be that the reflection involved in the surveys aided participants in expressing these

thoughts on the post-test.
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Research Question 2

The second research question (What themes in participation emerged during the
experimental group intervention?) was analyzed using data from the Socialwall
intervention and analyzed through thematic content analysis. Below, I detail some of the
noteworthy statistics and user characteristics that may account for these statistics. I also
list emerging themes from comments and posts in the Socialwall space and discuss how
these relate both to the constructs of socialization and to the affordances of social media.

Socialwall usage. Participants viewed the space an average of 6.63 days across
the one-month intervention, logging an average of 12.73 page views and 1.58 posts per
week. This was lower than expected, and that is likely due to some of the factors
previously mentioned, such as the brief timeframe users had to incorporate the tool into
their routines and the limited direction users were given on how and why to interact in the
space. However, some research suggests that this is a fairly average participation level
related to online community contributions (Schellens & Valcke, 2005). Though many
users had low engagement, 23% of participants (a subset of 7 users) were highly engaged
in terms of their consistency in accessing the space. These 7 users visited weekly and on
10 or more days during the month. However, they had only 6.81 page views and .8 posts
per week on average, which was lower than the group collectively. Means for this subset
of users was explored, finding no significant results through t-tests. Demographic factors
such as age, gender, years of service, teaching discipline, and previous social media use
were also considered related to these 7 highly engaged users. However, no demographic
commonalities or trends were discovered that would help explain their engagement with

the Socialwall when compared to their low-engaged peers. To speculate, as one who is
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familiar with the personalities and involvement of these 7 users in the institutional
environment, [ believe it is due to personal characteristics. All of these users are also
those that are highly engaged in the institutional community, often accessing
opportunities such as attendance at campus events, participation on college committees,
and initiating interaction with colleagues.

What might account for the low Socialwall participation? Some research on habit
formation suggests that it may take closer to two months to impact behavior patterns
(Lally et al., 2009), which means that the one-month intervention timeframe may not
have been sufficient to build participation through repeated use patterns. Other research
related to contributions to online communities has indicated similar patterns of passive
and active use (Nonnecke & Preece, 2001), and has documented use that remains low
across the course of a one-month intervention period even when graduated incentive
mechanisms are employed (Hummel et al., 2005). This again suggests that the timeframe
may fall short of the ideal and also that it may be necessary to explore technology use and
acceptance models to explore other factors for low participation. Next, I discuss how
participants made use of the features of the space.

Anticipated feature use. Approximately two-thirds of participants (n=15)
interacted in the Socialwall by making posts and commenting on peer posts in the space.
In Chapter II, I discussed the features of the Socialwall that might support socialization. I
mentioned participants could take ownership of the experience and support access to
information by using the Socialwall to crowdsource questions, to drive interaction, and to
mold what content was shared and discussed the space. Participants did utilize the

Socialwall in this way, posting and leaving comments on peer posts, asking questions,
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providing answers, sharing stories and perspectives, requesting information, and so on.
Though 15 users made these types of typewritten actions in this space, only 7 visited the
space regularly, and 9 participated but did not post at all. The scores and comments of
those relatively disengaged users comprise a large subset in the data. This may help
explain why this group’s perceptions of ownership on Likert-type and open-ended post-
test questions failed to suggest that the Moodle Socialwall supported ownership.

Also discussed in Chapter 11, several studies have illustrated that social media
provides an awareness of diverse perspectives and opportunities for peer modeling, which
can motivate behavior offline (Beach & Doerr-Stevens, 2011; Greenhow, 2010; Robelia
et al., 2011). This was observed as participants shared assignment samples, discussed
teaching tactics, and encouraged the attendance of their peers at upcoming college events.
I also discussed how the Socialwall could support connectedness in Chapter II, by
providing a venue for social support amongst peers and encouraging both bonding and
bridging social capital. This also occurred in the space, with participants providing
encouragement to peers for their ideas, acknowledging peers that they knew, and also
commenting on how many of the people in the space they had not previously met.

Unanticipated feature use. As noted in the analysis, only around a quarter of
experimental participants (n=7) engaged with the Socialwall on a weekly, regular basis.
When they did engage with typewritten actions, they were entered through the post and
comment features on the Socialwall, posts in associated Moodle forums, and entries on
other Moodle activities such as a glossary and a feedback activity. Participants did not
make use of other features common to social media experiences such as the ability to

“like” the posts and comments of peers, the ability to share hyperlinks and media, and the
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ability to message directly to peers. Instead, they gravitated toward activities native to a
traditional LMS experience in Moodle, such as posting in forums and participating in the
Moodle feedback and glossary activities. Some of this may be due to the fact that I did
not provide a great deal of overview or directions for use on the features of the space and
the benefits of interacting in certain ways. Post-test responses also revealed that some
participants were interested in aiding with the research or in being eligible for
compensation by participating in the research, but that they did not have interest in the
Socialwall or interaction with their peers that surpassed that level, which could have
impacted participation. Because the Socialwall exists within Moodle, it is also quite
likely that interactions were shaped by preconceived notions of how faculty should
interact in the space from adjuncts’ experiences teaching with traditional activities in
Moodle (e.g., forums, feedback activities, etc.). These activities are still available when
the Socialwall format is applied, though they need to be added by a facilitator.

In Chapter II, I wrote that participants could support connectedness and
ownership through public identity development in the Socialwall by constructing a
profile with a picture, contact information, and indicating personal hobbies and interests.
Though most participants did post a profile picture (n=19), and several participants
commented that it helped them learn names or connect names with faces, no other user-
generated features or fields of the profile were used. I encouraged participants to add a
profile picture in my introduction to the space and I modeled that behavior, but I did not
encourage them to do anything else with the profile and I also did not model that

behavior.
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Socialwall interaction themes illustrating socialization. I listed and described
the five primary themes that surfaced during Moodle Socialwall interactions (personal
characteristics and initiative, information, connection with colleagues, technology, and
challenges to onboarding) along with their sub-themes. Some of these overarching
themes connected with the constructs of socialization. For instance, personal
characteristics and initiative are a part of ownership, information also represents adequate
information, and connection with colleagues represents connectedness. The sub-themes
of these larger themes also illustrated connections with the constructs of socialization. As
an example, under the theme of personal characteristics and initiative, there were sub-
themes that adjuncts should be active in connecting (connectedness), that they should
pursue necessary information and resources (adequate information), and that they need to
own their roles in the institution and department (ownership). The only surprise in the
themes was the prevalence of technology in their comments and their expressed desire to
pursue technology-aided solutions (Socialwall, Skype, video, etc.) to better engage the
adjunct faculty. Challenges to onboarding were also a theme that was discussed, though
this was anticipated due to themes in previous research with this population (Wicks,
2013).

Ownership. Ownership, in the employed model for socialization, was represented
through four Likert-type survey items regarding one’s likelihood to apply to their
department if engaged in a job search, a sense of being valued in the work environment, a
feeling of ownership of the department, and a sense of loyalty to the department. The
need to feel valued was represented strongly in the data, as was the need to feel

ownership, though it was stressed that adjuncts may need to take personal initiative to
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build that feeling. Initiative is not represented in the current model. Participants also
expressed a desire for the institution and administration to acknowledge adjuncts’ other
commitments and roles as part of being valued. Items related to the likelihood to apply to
the department in a job search and loyalty did not appear in the data. This may mean that
this population’s satisfaction in the construct of ownership could be gauged more
effectively by use of scale items that more closely align with the data presented here.

In the review of literature presented in Chapter II, I discussed synergies between
socialization and social media. First, I outlined how social media supports ownership. I
suggested that it allows for participants to drive interactions that are customized to their
interests, that it facilitates feedback from professional peers (Gruzd et al., 2012; Moran et
al., 2011; Rowlands et al., 2011), that it allows users to help generate content, and its
support for peer modeling (Beach & Doerr-Stevens, 2011; Greenhow, 2010; Robelia et
al., 2011).

Themes in the Socialwall interactions related to ownership shed light on my initial
conceptualization. First, interactions primarily revolved around what they felt was
necessary or what should be done to assist adjunct ownership of their role. One recurring
theme throughout the Socialwall interactions was the need for the institution to show it
values adjuncts through inclusion and accessible opportunities. Including adjuncts in
opportunities such as campus events and committee service through options that align
with their schedules and other life demands, could help them feel more valued and access
these opportunities to facilitate successful onboarding. This would help them feel like

valued contributors (ownership), gain the information and resources necessary to perform
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in the role (adequate information), and develop ties to the college community
(connectedness).

In terms of actual interactions, I did observe that the mentioned affordances of
social media were realized in the Socialwall space, though sometimes this was realized
through traditional LMS activities and sometimes it was realized through wall posts, not
with other features typical of social media (e.g., the “Like” option for peer posts, sharing
of hyperlinks and media, or personal messaging). This somewhat supported my
hypothesis in the conceptual frame that the affordances of social media would readily aid
socialization due to the participants’ exposure to a variety of others and information in
the space, though it must be considered in the context of the small subset verbal
contributors to these comments (n=15). For instance, participants drove the conversation
with their interests and assisted in generating content as illustrated in the following
comment:

“I would like to see a structured conversation (forum?) on the topic of best

practices in online teaching. What are the most effective practices that

help students to be engaged (interested/participating/learning) in the online

experience? What are the challenges to online learning and how do we

overcome them?” (Stan, male, late-50’s, adjunct for 33 years)

Participants also offered each other professional feedback and practiced peer modeling as
illustrated in the following exchange:

“I require every student to give an impromptu speech each week. I tie the

topic to the Chapter we are covering that week. The speeches are short —

usually one or two questions that they can answer quickly...Here are a few
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examples from previous Weekly Agendas” (Jim, male, early-60’s, adjunct

for 5 years)

“Jim! I LOVE this! Very cool. How do you support the students with

difficulty speaking in front of groups in this activity?” (Veronica, female,

early-50’s adjunct for 15 years)

Information. Adequate information, in this model, was represented through four
Likert-type survey items regarding the receipt of adequate information to serve, the
access to adequate resources to serve, clear explanations of departmental service
expectations, and the participant’s understanding of expectations for continued
employment at the institution. The needs for ready access to up-to-date information and
resources were strongly represented in the data. However, participants were less focused
on service expectations and expectations for continued employment and more focused on
information and feedback that would help them be more effective educators (e.g.,
implementing the curriculum in a consistent manner and fostering student success). Like
the data for ownership, data for the construct of adequate information suggests that
adjuncts’ satisfaction in this construct may be more effectively gauged with survey items
that aligned more closely with their expressed concerns and interests.

In Chapter II, I also detailed how social media supports access to information. [
noted its ready accessibility, its support for quick sharing and crowdsourcing, its capacity
for targeted communications, and how it promotes exposure to diverse perspectives
(Greenhow, 2010; Robelia et al., 2011). There was a theme of interaction related to the
topic of adequate information in addition to sub-themes in each area. Again, these

comments were usually phrased in terms of things that institutions and administrations
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should be doing. For example, common strands across all themes were that we as
administrators should provide necessary and relevant information and feedback to
adjuncts.

In terms of actual interactions, I again observed that the indicated affordances of
social media were utilized in the Socialwall space, which again somewhat supported the
assumptions of my conceptual frame. However, I also echo here that this must be
considered in the context of the very small contributing sample. Interactions represented
both targeted communications and exposure to diverse perspectives, as shown in this
exchange:

“I would like to see if this could be a useful tool for all. If this could be

moved to the Moodle shell, everyone could participate. (Jim, male, early-

60’s, adjunct for 5 years)

“Although I agree with Jim that everyone should be able to use this social

media outlet, I do appreciate a smaller, more familiar group, and

departments would achieve that. I would NOT recommend dividing by

adjunct/full-time faculty. Is there a way to do both? (Veronica, female,

early-50’s, adjunct for 15 years
Additionally, interactions demonstrated crowdsourcing, as indicated in this
comment: “The new version of Moodle is too slow and seems to have a number
of stop script messages, although the last one may be my computer. I am curious
if others have this problem” (Kenny, male, mid-60’s, adjunct for 6 years). In
terms of accessibility, participants commented on the easy access of the space in

their open-ended survey responses.
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Connectedness. Connectedness, in this model, was represented through four
Likert-type survey items regarding a feeling of connection to others in the work
environment, opportunities for socialization with colleagues, opportunities for formal
interactions with colleagues during work, and the sense that one’s colleagues are also
considered to be friends. Here, data acknowledged adjuncts’ need for connection with
others in the work environment, socialization with colleagues, and opportunities to
interact during work (specifically with others in the department). Data did not suggest
that this population had a strong need or desire for friendship with colleagues, though
there was a focus on accessible inclusion, such as at college events and committee
meetings. In alignment with findings related to the other constructs of socialization, the
data here suggest that the construct of connectedness may be more effectively assessed
through a slight adjustment of survey items.

Lastly, in Chapter II, I discussed how social media supports connectedness. [
mentioned its capacity for ongoing asynchronous participation, including both personal
sharing and support amongst peers, how it promotes collaboration along with promoting
offline engagement and interactions (Greenhow & Burton, 2011; Junco, 2012 Steinfield
et al., 2008), and finally how it promotes both bonding and bridging social capital (Burke
et al., 2010; Ellison et al., 2007; Ellison et al., 2014; Valenzuela et al., 2009).

Here, as for adequate information, connectedness appeared as a major
conversational theme and a sub-theme threaded through the other interactions.
Connection with colleagues was one of the primary topics discussed and sub-themes on
this topic varies from the need to foster connection with, and provide support to, adjuncts

along with providing opportunities for connection that acknowledge adjuncts’ other
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commitments. As in the other areas discussed, these comments were framed in terms of
what adjuncts and administrators should be doing to facilitate connection. Also similar to
the other areas discussed, Socialwall interactions demonstrated that participants were
making use of the affordances of social media to meet their socialization needs, which
again somewhat supported the conceptual frame, though still considered in the context of
the small sample. For example, interactions included sharing along with support and
bonding as illustrated here:

“I’ve always had a vivid imagination. Using creativity to express my

personality is part of my life. I enjoy a good art project or a good

challenge to push my creative thinking...Wanna take a Creativity

[hyperlink] test?”” (Jennifer, female, early-30’s, adjunct for 5 years)

“Thank you for sharing this! I’m not sure what it says about me (56%) but

it doesn’t sound good” (Jane, female, late-40’s, adjunct for 8 years)
There were also moments at which online interactions encouraged offline interactions, as
shown by this comment,

“The next [campus omitted] Education on the Edge lunchtime gathering

will be on Wednesday, March 4 in [room omitted]. Lunch will be fixed by

[name omitted]. All faculty are welcome, including those who haven’t

ever come to an E-on-the-E discussion before.” (Jim, male, early-60’s,

adjunct for 5 years)
Finally, here is an example of how Socialwall interactions helped promote bridging social

capital: “This seems crazy...I left FT status at [institution name] just two years ago and I
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only recognize 15% of the names on this adjunct pilot.” (Robin, female, late-50’s, adjunct
for 2 years)

Summary. In general, the themes of interaction in terms of topics discussed and
in terms of the types of interactions demonstrated in the space were as expected for
Socialwall participants. Though there were some interesting additional topics shared by
small pods of users related to the need for institutional focus on product consistency and
quality along with student success, the primary surprises came, not in the form of
conversational themes, but in terms of software use patterns. Here, I summarize feature
use and the content of interactions.

Feature use. As previously discussed, use was generally quite low, which may
be due to the design of the intervention and the lack of a clear purpose and instructions
for use for this audience. It also may be due to the brief timeframe that users had to
incorporate the tool into a regular routine, which suggests that future intervention design
will want to consider an extended period for use and data collection. However, as
previously noted, some research suggests that this participation is consistent with that in
other studies related to online community contributions (Schellens & Valcke, 2005). It
was surprising that the users who did engage regularly by visiting the space weekly made
even less use of more active forms of communication available in this social media space,
such as posts and comments, than did their peers with lower weekly engagement.
However, “lurking,” or the tendency for online community members to engage in less
active forms of participation such as spending time visiting pages and reading peer posts,
is a common and widely-studied phenomenon in the study of online communities that

may still reap benefits for those participating in these ways (Arnold & Paulus, 2010;
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Beaudoin, 2002; Preece, Nonnecke, & Andrews, 2004; Rau, Gao, & Ding, 2008).
Likewise, it was surprising that this audience made very low use of some of the features
common to social media outside of posts and comments, which include the ability to
“like” peer posts, to share links and media, and to message with users. This may be due
to the lack of direction that participants were given in the space explaining what features
the software offered and how to use those. More purposeful intervention design
including training on social media features and their benefits may have impact on use. It
may also be that the brief timeframe did not allow adequate time for them to integrate it
into their routines.

Content of interactions. According to this population, there were five major
areas of interest in the Socialwall. These were: (1) personal characteristics and initiative,
(2) information, (3) connection with colleagues, (4) technology, and (5) challenges to
onboarding. A great deal of conversation was focused on things that the administration
might do to assist the socialization of adjunct faculty, which is not surprising in the
context of the informed consent form that participants read and the pre-test they
completed prior to interacting in the Socialwall space. Though experimental group
participants exhibited many of the benefits afforded by social media in their interactions
(e.g., peer support, bonding and bridging social capital, exposure to diverse perspectives,
driving the conversation based on their interests, etc.), they did not always realize these
benefits by using features unique to social media such as the ability to “like” peer posts,
to share hyperlinks and media, and to message with others individually.

In terms of how these constructs of socialization were defined, conversational

themes illustrated that the Likert-type scale items for this model of socialization may
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need to be reconfigured to more effectively measure the components of socialization that
are important for this population. For instance, in terms of ownership, the need to feel
valued and the need to feel ownership were present in the qualitative data, but there were
not clear links to the items on job search and loyalty. Personal initiative and institiutional
acknowledgement of adjuncts’ other commitments were present in the data, so those
items may need to be explored. In terms of information, the Likert-type items focused on
ready access to up-to-date information and resources were echoed in the data, though the
service expectations and expectations for continued employment seemed absent. Instead,
participants mentioned information and feedback that would help them be more effective
educators in their responses. Lastly, in terms of connectedness, adjuncts’ need for
connection with others in the work environment, socialization with colleagues, and
opportunities to interact during work (with others in the department) were apparent.
However, data did not suggest the Likert-type item on friendship with colleagues was
relevant. Instead, based on the data, it may be beneficial to explore a scale item related to
opportunities for accessible inclusion in college events and proceedings.
Research Question 3

The third research question (RQ3: What benefits, if any, did the experimental
group perceive that the intervention provided to support their socialization?) was
analyzed through Likert-type survey data and through thematic content analysis of open-
ended survey responses and of Socialwall comments and posts that were directly related
to the Socialwall tool and/or experience. Here, I provide more information about these

trends along with commentary.
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Likert-type data. Likert-type questions related to perceptions of how the
intervention supported the three constructs of socialization revealed very low means for
ownership. Approximately half of the small subset of experimental group participants
neither agreed nor disagreed that the intervention supported their sense of ownership,
while nearly a third disagreed or strongly disagreed. As stated previously, the control
group displayed low means for ownership, decreasing in a statistically-significant way by
the end of the study. That may be due to the fact that the intervention was withheld from
the control group, some of who really wanted to trial the Socialwall software. I also
postulated that the adjunct group as a whole may struggle with the concept of ownership
given their unique appointment model as “at will, at need” employees. Results were
more positively skewed for information and connectedness, where about a third of
experimental group participants neither agreed nor disagreed that the intervention
supported either of these constructs, though over 50% of this small sample agreed or
strongly agreed that it did. These scores make sense in the context of the themes that
emerged in both the Socialwall (see Table 5) and in the participant post-test comments
about the intervention (see Table 4). In both cases, the ideas of access to adequate
information and connectedness seemed to be frequently-discussed topics and readily
recognized needs for intervention participants.

Post-test survey responses and constructs of socialization. In relation to the
open-ended survey items, responses could be categorized into five major themes
describing how the verbal subset of experimental participants (n=15) perceived that the
intervention supported the constructs of socialization: none, collaboration, connection,

information, diverse viewpoints, tech tools. Similar to the interaction themes from the
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Socialwall space, some of these post-test survey response themes were also related to the
three constructs of socialization, while many of the sub-themes were clearly linked to
those constructs. Noteworthy points here were that a sizable portion of experimental
group participants largely failed to perceive any features of the Socialwall that supported
their senses of ownership, but that a subset of them also readily recognized a failure to
take ownership of their participation in this experiment with the Socialwall. This echoes
the general sentiments of low perceived ownership indicated by control group
participants on the quantitative measures and begs the question raised above of whether
or not all adjunct faculty collectively struggle with a sense of ownership due to their
contingent appointments and other life commitments. It also aligns with the theme of
ownership communicated in the Socialwall space indicted in results for RQ2, in which
participants seemed to be suggesting that their adjunct peers needed to take more
ownership in their socialization.

Socialwall comments about the Socialwall experience. Additionally, comments
and posts about the Socialwall made in the Socialwall space were analyzed thematically,
resulting in three different themes (purpose, positivity/potential, and functionality) that
described how users viewed the space immediately and across time. Though none, as in
no noted gains (n=15), was a theme of user perceptions on the combined post-test
questions discussed above, the Socialwall data was quite positive, illustrating positivity
and potential (13 comments from 12 users). So, while participants seemed less able to
articulate benefits of the Socialwall for socialization on survey questions, they were
positive about the experience and the potential of the Socialwall for socialization in their

comments in that social media space. This may again be due to the fact that the one-
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month timeframe was not enough time for the users to report immediate benefits of use,
though it may have been enough to evaluate potential benefits in future use models. This
data also suggested that, in future research with this tool, it may be useful to clarify the
purpose for using the tool (n=8) and to address tool functionality (n=9) to mediate some
of the uncertainty expressed by participants.
Connecting the Research Findings

In considering the data from all three of the research questions, each provides a
bit of context to more fully understand the others. For instance, in RQ 1, I found that
there was no statistically-significant difference in the experimental group’s mean
socialization scores across time, or in comparison to their control group peers. This is
better understood when considering the quantitative data collected for RQ2, which
revealed low and inconsistent use of the Socialwall space along with very limited use of
the social media features available in the space. Additionally, when considering the data
from RQ3, its apparent that a small subset of participants perceived support in the
experience for their access to adequate information and connectedness, though many of
this subset did not believe that the experience supported their sense of ownership. This
was echoed in the qualitative data, in which users named benefits for the former, but over
half named no benefits for the latter. It was evident through Socialwall activity that users
were not making use of some of the features designed for ownership, like the option for
profile development, while they were making use of others, like the ability to drive the
conversation based on their interests. This suggests that it may be beneficial to provide

users with an overview of Socialwall features and their benefits in the design of an
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intervention and also to increase the duration of an intervention period to allow them
enough time to adopt the tool into their daily routines.

However, the benefits perceived for information and connectedness were
represented inside the limited interactions that occurred in the Socialwall space. Users
made use of features designed to support these capacities such as making posts and
comments to share information, to support one another, to ask questions, to encourage
offline participation with their peers, and to explore diverse perspectives. This is
underscored by the data collected in RQ3 from interactions in the Socialwall that referred
to the Socialwall tool and experience. When users spoke about the Socialwall
experience, there was some lack of clarity on its purpose and utility, but there were a
higher number of positive comments from this small group that also discussed its
potential. The users’ perception of value in the tool coupled with its low cost of
implementation and maintenance raise questions as to its value for continued exploration
as a tool for adjunct faculty socialization, despite the fact that quantitative evidence did
not support its utility for this purpose.

In terms of this model of socialization and its applicability to this population, the
interaction themes provide points for consideration. The first point to consider is whether
or not this model for socialization that was formulated in a 4-year setting is truly
applicable for these community college adjunct faculty members. The typewritten
actions analyzed in RQ2 helped define adjunct needs and potential benefits of the space.
The content of the interactions were focused on (1) personal characteristics and initiative,
(2) information, (3) connection with colleagues, (4) technology, and (5) challenges to

onboarding. User interactions helped identify potential changes for the Likert-scale items
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utilized to measure the constructs of socialization for this audience. For instance,
likelihood to apply to department in a job search (ownership), loyalty to the department
(ownership), service expectations (information), expectations for continued employment
(information), and friendship with colleagues (connectedness) were not items of note in
conversational themes. Thus, they may not be as critical in gauging participant
satisfaction with these constructs for this population, though they were found to be
important in another faculty population (Schrodt et al., 2003). Additionally, items such
as personal initiative (ownership), institutional acknowledgement of other commitments
(ownership), information and feedback to help adjuncts be more effective educators
(information), work with department colleagues (connectedness), and accessible
opportunities for inclusion in college events (connectedness) did surface as critical
themes in the Socialwall interactions that were relevant for this group. Thus, it may be
useful to explore adding these as scale items and computing reliability for the constructs

with these additions among this adjunct faculty population.

Limitations

Limitations in design. The pre-test post-test design offers much utility in terms
of group comparison; however, it is limited in the threats to external validity inherent in
this design. Primarily, it is quite limited in its scope. Results are not generalizable to any
audience, setting, or time period beyond the present study given the unique population,
context, and socio-political period in which this research is being conducted. That is not
a major concern for this study, as the goals were to explore a tool that might impact the
socialization experience of this unique group and also to serve as a conceptual model that

could be trialed in other contexts. Halo effect (Thorndike, 1920) may be another
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limitation, related to my role as a discussion facilitator in this design. In Thorndike’s
conceptualization of the halo effect, participant scores or comments may be positively
skewed due to positive feelings about a person. This is a realistic threat, as one of the
experimental group post-test participants reported that the tangible benefit of
participation was having an opportunity to aid me personally in my quest for a doctoral
degree.

Limitations in sampling. Unique to this particular study was a limitation in
sampling. Chiefly, the sample size (N=77) was very small when compared with the a
priori power analysis recommending an ideal sample of 222. In a post hoc power
analysis, inputting the participant numbers for the experimental and control group
indicated that the power for the study was quite small, just .23. This means that the
quantitative results of this study may not hold true for the larger population. For
instance, the qualitative theme codes were derived from a very small, verbal subset of
participants. This may mean that results are skewed to match those participants’
experiences. Many did not participate, which could suggest that the Socialwall is not
actually a solution for all those in the target population, though qualitative themes might
suggest otherwise. Another potential limitation in sampling may be a volunteer bias in
which participants with certain characteristics or predispositions are overrepresented in
the sample. For instance, this sample was skewed with a higher percentage of female
participants than is represented in the broader population. Was the social media
intervention more appealing to female participants due to the societal role of women in
the United States as social gatekeepers? Additionally, it was not possible to isolate

research participants from one another during the course of the research. If participants
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from either group have discussed the instruments and the intervention with one another, it
could contaminate results.

Limitations in procedures. Perhaps most prominent in limitations were some
related to procedures. First, the start of the research was delayed. The intent was to
launch the research with the launch of the new semester in winter. Due to issues with the
timetable for acquiring the code for this software plug-in, the research did not begin until
mid-semester, when exams and the traditional spring break week were occurring on
campus. The timing may account for some of the attrition and the low activity from
many experimental group participants. Additionally, the one month timeframe for the
research was quite brief. One study related to habit formation suggests that it may, on
average, take over two months to impact behavior patterns (Lally et al., 2009). So, the
time allotted to the study may not have served as a reasonable enough timeframe for
participants to adopt the Moodle Socialwall into their regular routines and to perceive its
potential benefits. The data analysis techniques may also have presented a limitation.
Though paired samples t-tests were selected to compare the outcome means for one
group across time and independent samples t-tests were selected to compare the outcome
means for two groups on the post-test, I also extracted the only-adjunct group from the
experimental sample to compare their scores due to the fact that those holding multiple
roles at the college may have more opportunities for socialization. A dissertation
committee member indicated that the use of analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) might
have presented a more fitting option for analysis. I recognize that ANCOVA might have
better addressed the comparison of means on more than two independent groups and

might have increased the sensitivity of my test, when compared to t-tests, by controlling
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for a potential confounding, continuous variable such as employee group affiliation
(Pallant, 2013). This will be considered in future statistical analyses with this data set.
As a final consideration in this arena, given that the procedural measures relied mainly on
self-reported data, it should be noted that the user reports were subject to bias and

selective memory, among other things.

Implications and Recommendations

The goals of this study were twofold: (1) to explore the efficacy of social media
as a low-cost solution for the organizational socialization of adjunct faculty members,
specifically in the form of the new Socialwall format plug-in for the Moodle LMS, and
(2) to understand how a specific population of adjunct faculty members interact and
perceive that interaction with peers in the Moodle Socialwall impacts their organizational
socialization. Sizable opportunities may exist for low-cost, low-maintenance connection
and development that have yet to be realized in practice or in the literature in these areas.
In the tradition of scholarly work, this study has generated many more questions than it
has answered. One could likely draw no definitive answers about the potential for social
media in adjunct faculty development from the data collected here. That said, the overall
insights were twofold: (1) a small subgroup of participants felt that social media had the
capacity to facilitate adjunct faculty’s socialization, particularly by providing access to
information and by supporting connection with peers; and (2) there are factors impacting
socialization for this population that warrant further study (personal initiative,
institutional acknowledgement of commitments, information and feedback related to
instructional efficacy, formal departmental interactions, and accessible opportunities for

college inclusion). Moreover, this study suggests further research areas and practical
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implications related to social media use and design for educator socialization and the use
of social media in community colleges environments. To aid research and practice, I
offer several recommendations throughout this next section.

Implications and recommendations for practice. Participants’ Socialwall
interactions and survey responses indicated positivity and perceived value in Socialwall
use for the constructs of adequate information and connection. Based on this feedback,
there is merit in the continued exploration of social media like the Socialwall for the
practice of onboarding adjuncts. Social media provides a low-cost, low-maintenance
option to facilitate the socialization of adjunct faculty. In alignment with the findings of
this research, I would make two practical recommendations to administration and adjunct
faculty developers looking to implement software like the Socialwall for this purpose.

First, practitioners may want to consider a semester-long trial of a social media
environment like the Moodle Socialwall, or a trial spanning a full academic year. This
would allow them to more effectively measure its impact. With this timespan,
practitioners could help ensure that sufficient time is allotted for participants to adopt the
tool into their routine and to perceive its impacts. As mentioned previously, further
reading on habit formation suggests that it may, on average, take 66 days to impact
behavior patterns (Lally et al., 2009). This means that more than two months may be
necessary to impact behavior, which lends itself to the recommendation for the increased
trial.

Second, intervention design should be carefully considered. The structure of this
intervention was purposefully open-ended, with little introduction, scaffolding, or

instruction to allow for organic use patterns to develop amongst participants. However, it
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may be that more focused efforts are necessary to encourage consistent participation.
Previous research regarding participation in online communities has suggested that tiered
incentive structures may scaffold more consistent contributions (Hummel et al., 2005).
However, intervention design could include a variety of other elements such as initial
training, scaffolding or modeling patterns of interaction, determining relevant content,
and more. Based on the fact that these participants made little use of features common to
social media and gravitated toward traditional LMS features, I would recommend that the
initial training piece with intervention participants include an overview of the software
features, their potential uses, and potential gains. Because there was confusion about the
purpose of the software in this study, I would also recommend that practitioners consider
presenting a clear purpose for social media use to see if this encourages higher
engagement. Lastly, participants often made suggestions related to technology-facilitated
socialization options to increase accessibility. However, they also voiced a need for
technical support in using technology. For these reasons, I would recommend
emphasizing technical support contacts when implementing a social media tool for
socialization.

Implications and recommendations for research. As stated above, participant
Socialwall interactions and survey responses indicated positivity and perceived value in
Socialwall use for the constructs of adequate information and connection. Based on this
feedback, there is merit in the continued exploration of social media like the Socialwall
for the practice of onboarding adjuncts. Though I previously spoke of implications for
practice, here I speak of implications for research. This conceptual model of onboarding

geographically-dispersed and varied audiences with a low-cost, low-maintenance solution
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has value for a variety of audiences, such as adjunct faculty, online faculty, and the
commuter student and faculty audiences common to community college settings. For
those interested in examining social media tools, like the Socialwall, for the socialization
of similar adjunct faculty, I offer several recommendations for the design of research and
research questions.

A critical point to consider in terms of research is how to increase the sample size
for more power in results. There may be institutional tactics that would encourage
participation. For instance, I might suggest that instructional administrators become
involved in the effort, encouraging participation from their adjuncts and acting in
somewhat of a facilitator role as I have in this study. This may encourage participation
because it would provide a direct line of communication for adjuncts with their
supervisors, and some members of this population expressed a desire for more feedback
from their instructional administrators in comments in this study and in previous research
(Wicks, 2013). Another method of increasing sample size discussed in the proposal
phase for this research was the idea of also trialing the tool at another institution with
need for support for their adjuncts. That option was not pursued in this research for
several reasons; first, because the goal of this study was to address some of the unique
needs for connection expressed by this specific population of adjuncts and, second,
because of the logistics and timeframe limitations. It will take some time to connect with
another institution using Moodle, to garner interest and support from their instructional
administration and technical teams, to implement the Socialwall plug-in on their
installation of Moodle, and to negotiate shared procedures for the study. Lastly, one

option for increasing sample size may be to include full-time faculty in the research. As
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previously discussed, many adjuncts participating in the Socialwall expressed interest in
gaining more connection with full-time faculty and several suggested that the Socialwall
might be an excellent tool for communication within academic departments. That was
not considered in this study due to the goal of exploring solutions for the unique needs of
adjuncts and the very different appointment model in which full-time faculty serve.
However, the model for socialization used within this study was formed in the context of
new full-time faculty in the communications discipline (Schrot, et al., 2003), so it
warrants further consideration.

Second, more research may be necessary on technology use and acceptance
frameworks to sculpt the conditions in which users may be more willing and more likely
to participate. Previous research with this population (Wicks, 2013) has indicated that
the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh, Morris,
Davis, & Davis, 2003) may not be a fit for this population in terms of understanding their
social media use. UTAUT proposes that users will be more likely to use a technology if
they perceive that: (1) using the tool will enhance their performance, (2) the tool will be
easy to use, (2) the organizational structure will provide support in using the tool, and (4)
others think they should use the tool (Venkatesh et al., 2003). These principles did not
hold true for this population’s use of social media in that research (Wicks, 2013). For
example, though there was a moderate correlation indicated between this population’s
perceptions that social media would enhance their performance and their actual use of
social media, correlations related to the other indicated criteria were negligible.
However, many other such frameworks exist that may inform implementation and

support. Intervention design could also be considered. The structure of this intervention
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was purposefully open-ended to allow for organic use patterns to develop amongst
participants. It may be more that focused efforts are necessary to encourage consistent
participation. Previous research regarding participation in online communities has
suggested that tiered incentive structures may scaffold more consistent contributions
(Hummel et al., 2005).

Implications and recommendations for theory. One question that is generated
from this study is how appropriate this model of socialization is for an adjunct faculty
population. As mentioned in both the methodology and the results, Cronbach’s Alpha
scores were calculated to examine the cohesiveness of the socialization scale employed in
this study. Each of the alpha scores exceeded the cutoff score, confirming the reliability
of the scale and the interrelation of items on it. However, as stated, this scale was
originally developed by Schrodt et al. (2003) in a study of new communication faculty,
most of whom were employed in 4-year institutions, and many of who were in tenure
track positions. Given the fact that the results of this intervention study did not
quantitatively support positive changes in perceptions of this model for organizational
socialization and its constructs, it may be necessary to ask and explore how closely the
scale items align with the issues of concern for onboarding specific to this adjunct faculty
population.

For instance, on open-ended pre- and post-test comments on additional aspects of
socialization that may be important to participants, several topics were mentioned that
might not be accounted for in this model. Outside of themes directly related to
ownership, adequate information, and connectedness, Socialwall interactions identified

themes related to technology and challenges to onboarding. Additionally, user
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interactions helped identify potential changes for the Likert-scale items utilized to
measure the constructs of socialization for this audience. To provide several examples,
likelihood to apply to department in a job search (ownership), loyalty to the department
(ownership), service expectations (information), expectations for continued employment
(information), and friendship with colleagues (connectedness) were not topics that
emerged in conversational themes. Thus, they may not be as critical in gauging
participant satisfaction with these constructs for this population. Conversely, items such
as personal initiative (ownership), institutional acknowledgement of other commitments
(ownership), information and feedback to help adjuncts be more effective educators
(information), work with department colleagues (connectedness), and accessible
opportunities for inclusion in college events (connectedness) did surface as critical
themes. Thus, it may be useful to explore adding these as scale items and computing
reliability for the constructs with these additions.

Likewise, it may be that the framework for faculty organizational socialization
presented by Schrodt et al. (2003) is not well-suited for addressing the problems
associated with adjunct faculty onboarding in a community college. As stated, it was
developed within a four-year setting in which many new and contingent faculty are
seeking long-term, full-time appointments. It may be that the contingent nature of
adjunct faculty appointments does not attract an audience with a quest for connection
with colleagues and an ownership of the adjunct role because many community college
adjuncts are not seeking long-term, full-time appointments. Additionally, if this problem
were re-framed with a different theoretical perspective, it might prompt vastly different

solutions, some of which may more closely address adjunct needs for connection and
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development. For instance, communities of practice (CoP) (Lave & Wegner, 1991) and
virtual communities of practice (VCoP) (Dubé, Bourhis, & Jacob, 2005) are a popular
concept and model in education. According to Wegner (2007), three elements are
common to communities of practice: (1) a shared domain of interest such as hobby,
profession, or discipline; (2) community engagement in terms of conversations, shared
information, and relationship building; and (3) practice, meaning members are those who
do the things they discuss and share their experiences and tools for group development.
If adjunct faculty onboarding were viewed from this perspective, a virtual community of
practice might include conversational prompts that were more closely related to teaching
practice, which could still build the information-sharing, connection, and ownership
desired. Another potential model out of the many possible models might be the social
constructionist framework presented by Vygotsky (1978). The basic tenets of
Vygotsky’s views on social constructivism are: (1) learning and development are social
and collaborative activities, (2) there is a zone of proximal development (ZPD) for
learners in which they can reach a milestone with assistance, or scaffolding, (3) learning
activities should be realistic, and (4) learning occurs in both formal and informal settings
and we must capitalize on the interactions between these settings. If adjunct faculty
onboarding were viewed from this perceptive, a virtual social constructivist community
might include conversational prompts that are related to critical job tasks with support
from full-time faculty and administrators. This could scaffold the learning and
development of participants. In fact, given that the experimental participants reported a
desire for information and feedback related to instructional efficacy and for formal

departmental interactions, which were not mentioned in the framework employed here, it
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may be that a community of practice or a social constructivist frame more closely meets

this population’s needs.

Conclusion

In summary, the organizational socialization of adjunct faculty is both a critical
and timely issue that warrants further consideration in both research and practice.
Current approaches fall short of adjunct needs (Gillespie & Robertson, 2010; Langen,
2011; Rouche et al., 1996; Shannon, 20007) in terms of content and scheduling. A model
of socialization like that proposed by Schrodt and colleagues (2003) provides a useful
starting point in exploring adjunct faculty’s satisfaction with the socialization experience,
as this population of adjuncts has expressed notable opportunities related to both their
perceptions of ownership of the role and connectedness to the institution, which seem
nearly universal concerns in the adjunct-related literature (Finucane & Algren, 1997;
Meixner et al., 2010; Wicks, 2013). Social media provides documented opportunities for
information sharing (Gruzd et al., 2012; Rowlands et al., 2011), identity development
(Byrne, 2007; Davis et al., 2012), and the building of social capital (Burke et al., 2010;
Ellison et al., 2007; Elliston et al., 2014) among other things, which could help meet
adjunct needs. Social media also provides a low-cost, low-maintenance solution for
socialization, given its potential for crowdsourcing, and the fact that many academics are
naturally opting into social media due to its capacities for facilitating professional
connections, collaboration, and dissemination (Moran et al., 2011; Rowlands et al.,
2011). Additionally, it provides a platform for administration and full-time faculty to

hear the needs and concerns of adjunct faculty and act responsively.
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However, in implementing social media solutions for adjunct faculty
socialization, careful consideration should be directed at implementation procedures and
timing to help sculpt useful and enduring participation with the tool from its user
community. In future study, attention should be directed to frameworks that better suit
the needs expressed by community college adjunct populations, technology adoption
models, and elements of research design. Specifically, it may be worthwhile to ask how
relevant the model of socialization employed here is in the context of adjunct faculty.
Noteworthy topics raised by this population of adjunct faculty included factors such as
personal initiative, instructional content focused on instructional efficacy, flexible and
accessible options for college inclusion, and so on. There may be conceptualizations of
socialization that already incorporate these factors and are, thus, more relevant to the
topic of onboarding adjuncts. There also may be other frameworks, such as communities
of practice or social constructivism, that better frame and meet these expressed needs.
Additionally, future study on social media interventions will want to consider models of
technology acceptance and adoption that may undergird implementation tactics when
employing social media in these means. Finally, in terms of research design, it will be
critical to access larger samples to more accurately gauge statistical significance, to
introduce the tool and its features in more purposeful with adjunct faculty to promote
engagement and full feature use, and to explore extended timeframes for intervention

testing that allow participants to incorporate the tool into their ongoing routines.
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APPENDIX A

Call for Participation

Hello, [Name].

Would you be willing to take part in a compensated research project informing adjunct
initiatives and Moodle development at MMCC? As a member of our active adjunct
faculty pool who makes use of learning technologies in your practice, you are best
equipped to assist in exploring these issues. I hope to begin this study within the next 2-3
weeks, so your prompt response is essential in our planning.

There are two options for paid participation:

« Optionl: Complete two brief, online surveys about your experience as an adjunct
faculty member at MMCC and be compensated for each survey.

« Option 2: Complete two brief, online surveys and be compensated as described
above. Also, help us test the new Moodle eCommunity plug-in, which helps a
Moodle course act like a social networking space. eCommunity participants will
be included in a drawing of several sizeable gift cards for this extra effort.

You may recall my previous survey of adjuncts at MMCC. As a fellow adjunct faculty
member and the Director of Distance Learning, I'm very interested in continuing these
efforts. And, as a current Ph.D. candidate at MSU, this research will assist me in
completing the dissertation requirement of my doctoral degree.

Please review the form below prior to Sunday, March 1, 2015 at midnight EST to learn
more and to offer your consent if you're willing to participate. I thank you in advance for
your timely response!

Information and Consent Form Link: [Survey Link]
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [Direct URL]

Regards,

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

989.317.4601 or x101

jwicks@midmich.edu or wicksjes@msu.edu

Follow the link below if you wish to opt out of future emails related to this research project: [Link to
Unsubscribe]
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APPENDIX B

Informed Consent

Thank you for following this link! You are being asked to participate in a research project at MMCC
related to the topics of ongoing adjunct faculty socialization and the Moodle eCommunity plug-in, which
helps a Moodle course act as a social networking space.

Purpose - Your participation may help inform initiatives for adjunct faculty support at MMCC and,
depending on your level of involvement; your participation may also help us test a newly installed Moodle
plug-in called the Moodle eCommunity Format.

Procedures - Participants will be randomly assigned to one of two groups:
*  Group I - You are asked to complete two brief, online surveys on your experience as an adjunct at
MMCC across the course of one month.
*  Group 2 - You are enrolled in an adjunct eCommunity within Moodle and are asked to interact in
it throughout one month. You are also asked to complete two brief, online surveys on your
experience as an adjunct at MMCC across the course of one month.

Risks & Benefits - This study holds no notable risks to participants. However, benefits include a potential
opportunity to engage with colleagues.

Compensation - All participants are eligible for $5 per each completed survey, which will be disbursed
within 48 hours of the survey close dates. eCommunity participants are also eligible for a drawing of 4-
$100 gift cards that will be awarded intermittently during the course of the month of eCommunity
participation. Drawing winners will be determined through the use of a random number generator.

Confidentiality - Though the survey responses and interactions that take place within the eCommunity
space are not anonymous, records will be kept confidential to the researcher. When reporting the outcomes
of this research, participant names or other pieces of information that may individually identify participants
will not be used.

Voluntary Nature of the Study - Participation is completely voluntary. Your decision to participate or not
will not affect your current or future relationship with MMCC. You may refuse to participate in certain
procedures or to answer certain questions or you may discontinue your participation at any time without
consequence.

Contacts & Questions - If you have concerns or questions about this study, please contact the researchers:

Primary Contact:

Dr. Christine Greenhow

Assistant Professor, Counseling, Educational Psychology, & Special Education
Michigan State University College of Education

620 Farm Lane, Erickson 513F

East Lansing, MI 48824-1034

greenhow@msu.edu

517.432.0425

Secondary Contact:

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

143



2600 S. Summerton Road, Doan 108
Mt. Pleasant, MI 48858
jwicks@midmich.edu

989.317.4601 or x101

If you have questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would like to obtain
information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this study, you may contact,
anonymously if you wish, the Michigan State University's Human Research Protection Program at
517.355.2180, Fax 517.432.4502, or email irb@msu.edu or regular mail at 207 Olds Hall, MSU, East
Lansing, MI 48824.

Consent - By clicking below, you indicate that you have read this form, you understand its terms, and you
voluntarily agree to participate in this research project.

O I consent to be involved in this research study.

Payment Arrangements - Any participants teaching at the MMCC Harrison or MMCC Mt. Pleasant
campuses will receive the promised compensation via interoffice mail. If, however, you only teach at an
offsite or online location, please indicate preferred payment arrangements below:

O I can make arrangements to visit the MMCC Harrison or MMCC Mt. Pleasant campuses to collect
payment for my participation.

O I ask that payment for my participation be mailed to the home address that I have on file with the
College.

O Other (Please indicate).
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APPENDIX C

Notice of Group Assignment - Control

Hello, [Name].

Thank you for consenting to be involved in research on the MMCC adjunct experience
and the new Moodle Socialwall format plug-in. (Though I previously referred to this
new Moodle format as the eCommunity format, representatives from Moodle HQ
suggested the name change and has recently been adopted by the developers.)

Group Assignment

You have been randomly assigned to Group 1, surveys only. I know some participants
requested a specific group, which is unfortunately not an option. A randomized design
allows me to capture comprehensive feedback from a wider audience of users that more
accurately reflects the larger stakeholder group. Your continued participation is, of
course, completely optional. Those who were very interested in participating in the
Moodle Socialwall pilot group will still have the opportunity to do so in the future once
this one-month timeframe for the research has passed.

What You're Being Asked to Do

I'm asking you to complete a survey this week and a follow-up survey in one
month. Both are brief and I offer $5 each for their submission.

Next Steps (Action Necessary By Saturday, March 7 at midnight EST)
Please take the following steps to signify continued involvement in this research:

Complete the survey at the link below by Saturday, March 7 at midnight EST
Survey Link: [Survey Link]

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [Direct URL]
Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or concerns.
Thanks again!

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

989.317.4601 or x101

jwicks@midmich.edu or wicksjes@msu.edu

Follow the link below if you wish to opt out of this research project: [Link to unsubscribe]
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APPENDIX D

Notice of Group Assignment - Experimental

Hello, [Name].

Thank you for consenting to be involved in research on the MMCC adjunct experience
and the new Moodle Socialwall format plug-in. (Though I previously referred to this
new Moodle format as the eCommunity format, representatives from Moodle HQ
suggested the name change and it has recently been adopted by the developers.)

Group Assignment

You have been randomly assigned to Group 2, surveys plus Moodle Socialwall pilot. |
know some participants requested a specific group, which is unfortunately not an

option. A randomized design allows me to capture comprehensive feedback from a wider
audience of users that more accurately reflects the larger stakeholder group. Your
continued participation is, of course, completely optional.

What You're Being Asked to Do

I'm asking you to complete a survey this week and a follow-up survey in one
month. Both are brief and I offer $5 each for their submission.

Also, I'm also asking you to participate in a Moodle Socialwall pilot for one

month. Me and about 50 of your MMCC adjunct peers will also participate. Topics may
include the Socialwall format, the adjunct experience at MMCC, and other topics of
group interest. To show that I value your time, I offer intermittent drawings of 4-$100
gift cards to those participating throughout the month.

How extensively must you participate? It's up to you. This is not a course experience,
but a social media experience. Some Facebook users, for example, login every day and
actively post. Others login every couple of days, passively reviewing recent
conversations and occassionally posting. Find a model that remains engaged but
balances well with your other life commitments.

Next Steps (Action Necessary By Saturday, March 7 at midnight EST)

Please take the following steps to signify continued involvement in this research:

Step 1 - Complete the survey at the link below by Saturday, March 7 at midnight EST
Survey Link: [Survey Link]

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [Direct URL]
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Step 2 - A "Socialwall Testing Link" will appear for you near the top right of your
Moodle space sometime on Monday morning. You must be logged into Moodle to see
it. After you complete the survey in step 1, please click on this link to enter our test
installation of Moodle. Access the Adjunct Moodle Socialwall Pilot course in that test
Moodle space by Saturday, March 7 at midnight EST.

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or concerns.
Thanks again!

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

989.317.4601 or x101

jwicks@midmich.edu or wicksjes@msu.edu

Follow the link below if you wish to opt out of this research project: [Link to unsubscribe]
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APPENDIX E

Pre-test

Thank you in advance for responding to this brief survey. Please remember that participation is completely
voluntary. You may opt out at any point and your choice to opt out will in no way impact your current or
future opportunities at MMCC. Though this research is not anonymous, the researcher holds the data
collected in confidence and will report results in a way that protects individual identities.

Section 1/4 - MMCC Socialization Experience First, I'll ask about your socialization as an adjunct faculty
member at MMCC. By socialization, I mean your sense of integration into the institution. I am aware that
some of you hold multiple roles at MMCC. That will be considered in the analysis of any data collected.
When considering ONLY your ongoing socialization experience as an adjunct faculty member at MMCC,
to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly

Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

If I were participating in a job search, my O O 0O 0 0
primary department would be one of my top
5 choices when considering places to work.

I feel valued in my work environment. O O O O O

I feel an ownership of my primary 0 0 O 0 0
department. Ownership, in this sense, means
to feel like an integral contributor to a
community.

My loyalty to my primary department is 0 0 O O O
high. Loyalty, in this sense, means having a
sense of devoted attachment.

I have been given adequate information on O 0 0 0 0
how to serve the institution effectively.

I have been provided with the resources 0 0 O O O
necessary to serve the institution effectively.

The service expectations of my primary 0 0 0 0 0
department have been clearly explained to

me.

I thoroughly understand the expectations O O O O O
required for continued employment as an

adjunct.

I feel connected to others in my work O O O O O
environment.

I have frequent opportunities to socialize O O O O O
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with colleagues from my work environment.
Socialize, in this sense, means to interact in a
friendly manner.

Opportunities to formally interact with O 0 0 0 0
colleagues during work hours are readily
available to me. Formally, in this sense,
means to interact on work-related topics,
projects, committees, etc.

I consider my MMCC colleagues to be | | O O O
friends as well as colleagues.

Here, I want to explore themes from a previous survey on MMCC adjunct faculty socialization.
When considering ONLY your ongoing socialization experience as an adjunct faculty member at MMCC,
to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly

Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

The students are the main reason that I O | | O O
teach.
I receive adequate feedback from my O | | | 0O
instructional administrator/dean on my
practice.
I receive adequate feedback from full-time O O | | O

faculty in my department on my practice.

Adjunct input is valued. O O O O O

Adjunct input helps shape professional
development opportunities.

I would participate in daytime opportunities O 0 O O O
for involvement.

I would participate in evening opportunities O 0 O O O
for involvement.

I would participate in online synchronous O O O O O
opportunities for involvement. Synchronous
means in real time, such as web
conferencing.

I would participate in online asynchronous O 0 0 0 0
opportunities for involvement.
Asynchronous means outside of real time,
such as discussion forums.

As an adjunct, I have no interest in O 0 0 0 0
developing strong social relationships with
my MMCC colleagues.
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Are there other aspects of your socialization as an adjunct faculty member at MMCC that you feel are
important to your sense of integration into the institution? If so, note them below. If not, you may skip this
question.

Section 2/4 - Colleague Interactions Now, consider your interactions with colleagues at MMCC. By
colleagues, I mean any members of our MMCC employee groups (adjunct or full-time faculty, hourly

support staff, or administration).

In a typical month, how frequently do you interact with MMCC colleagues in the following ways?

‘ Daily | Weekly | Monthly ‘ Less Than Monthly

Face-to-Face 0 O 0 |

Telephone O O O O

Text Message or SMS O 0 O O

Email O O O O

Social Media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) O 0 O O

When considering how typical interactions with MMCC colleagues may impact you as an adjunct faculty
member, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly | Agree | Neither Agree ‘Disagree Strongly

Agree nor Disagree Disagree
These interactions enhance my sense of 0 | | | |
ownership for my primary academic
department.
These interactions expose me to O | | | O

information that is relevant to my
service as an adjunct.

These interactions support my sense of O O O O O
connectedness to my MMCC

colleagues.

These interactions result in O O O O O

collaboration with colleagues to
achieve shared goals.

The content of these interactions O | | O O
directly applies to my daily experiences
as an adjunct.

These interactions connect my learning O O O O O
at MMCC with my learning outside of

MMCC.

The content of these interactions is O O O O O

customized to my needs as an adjunct.

Are there other aspects of your interactions with colleagues at MMCC that you feel are important to your
social experience at work? If so, note them below. If not, you may skip this question.
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Section 3/4 - Social Media Use Lastly, I would like to gather baseline information about your social media
use.

In a typical week, select the types of social media that you use. (Check all that apply.)

|

Blogging or Microblogging Platforms (e.g. Blogger, Twitter, Tumblr)
Collaborative Editing (e.g. Google Drive, EtherPad)
Photo or Video Sharing (e.g. YouTube, Instagram, Snapchat)

Social Networking Sites (e.g. Facebook, Google, LinkedIn)

O

O

O Social Bookmarking (e.g. Pinterest, Delicious, Reddit)
O

O Other Social Media Used Weekly (Fill In.)

Are there other aspects of your social media use that you feel are important in planning adjunct support
initiatives? If so, note them below. If not, you may skip this question.

Section 4/4 - Demographics Lastly, I'd like to collect basic demographic information. Data collected will
be held in confidence and results will be reported in a way that protects individual identities.

What is your age? (Whole numbers only.)

What is your gender?

O Male

O Female

O I do not define myself by traditional societal gender categories.

In which employee groups do you serve at MMCC? (Check all that apply.)
O Adjunct Faculty

O Administration

O Full-Time Faculty

O Hourly Support Staff

To which group were you assigned for this research?
O Group 1 - Surveys Only
O Group 2 - Surveys Plus Moodle Socialwall Pilot

Enter the 3 letter designator for the primary department at MMCC in which you teach. (e.g., ART, POL,
IND) If you teach equal amounts in two or more departments, select the content area with which you feel
most connected.

In your current term of service with MMCC, for how many consecutive years have you held adjunct faculty
member status? (Numbers only.) In terms of our active adjunct faculty pool, a "term of service" would end
if the adjunct faculty person had not been assigned to a course for a full year.

Are you currently teaching with MMCC this Winter semester?
O Yes
O No

Are you currently teaching ONLY online with MMCC this Winter semester?
O Yes
O No

Are you currently teaching ONLY off-campus with MMCC this Winter semester?
O Yes
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O No

Are there other aspects of your demographics as an adjunct faculty member at MMCC that you feel are
important in planning adjunct support initiatives? If so, note them below. If not, you may skip this
question.
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APPENDIX F

Pre-test Reminder - Control

Hello, [Name].

Thanks again for your consent to participate in the adjunct pilot of the new Moodle
Socialwall format plug-in. I wrote you last week to ask you to tell you that you were
assigned to Group 1 - the surveys only - and to ask you to complete the survey
below. Just in case that email was lost in the shuffle, this is a reminder that you only
have just over 24 hours to opt in at the link below before you're omitted from the
included participants list.

Please do the following by Saturday, March 7 at midnight EST to initiate participation
in this research:

Complete Survey 1 at the link below:

Survey Link: [Survey Link]

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [Direct URL]
Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or concerns.
Thanks again!

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

989.317.4601 or x101

jwicks@midmich.edu or wicksjes@msu.edu

Follow the link below if you wish to opt out of this research project: [Link to unsubscribe]
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APPENDIX G

Pre-test Reminder - Experimental

Hello, [Name].

Thanks again for your consent to participate in the adjunct pilot of the new Moodle
Socialwall format plug-in. I wrote you last week to ask you to tell you that you were
assigned to Group 2 - the surveys plus the Moodle pilot - and to ask you to take the
two steps below. Just in case that email was lost in the shuffle, this is a reminder that you
only have just over 24 hours to opt in at the link below before you're omitted from the
included participants list. Though I'm asking you to participate across the course of a
month by interacting with your peers in the Moodle social space, please remember that
I'll be raffling off $100 gift cards to show appreciation for that participation.

Please take the following steps by Saturday, March 7 at midnight EST to initiate
participation in this research:

Step 1: Complete Survey 1 at the link below:
Survey Link: [Survey Link]
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [Direct URL]

Step 2: Visit the Moodle Socialwall Adjunct Pilot space and get started. You can find
this space by logging into Moodle and looking in the top right for the red text link that
directs you to this space.

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or concerns.
Thanks again!

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

989.317.4601 or x101

jwicks@midmich.edu or wicksjes@msu.edu

Follow the link below if you wish to opt out of this research project: [Link to unsubscribe]
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APPENDIX H

Post-test Email

Hello, [Name].

Thank you for your continued participation in this research on the MMCC adjunct
experience and the new Moodle Socialwall format plug-in. The one-month research
timeframe has now passed. To conclude this research, I am asking both groups to
complete the final survey below at your earliest convenience:

Action Necessary By Saturday, April 4 at midnight EST
Complete the survey at the link below by Saturday, April 4:
Survey Link: [Survey Link]
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [Direct URL]

Also, as a final note, if you were part of the group that did surveys only and you'd now
like a chance to test out this new Moodle tool, just send me an email request for access to
a public demo space.

Thanks again!

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

989.317.4601 or x101

jwicks@midmich.edu or wicksjes@msu.edu

Follow the link below if you wish to opt out of this research project: [Link to unsubscribe]
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APPENDIX I

Post-test

Thank you in advance for responding to this brief survey. Please remember that participation is completely
voluntary. You may opt out at any point and your choice to opt out will in no way impact your current or
future opportunities at MMCC. Though this research is not anonymous, the researcher holds the data
collected in confidence and will report results in a way that protects individual identities.

Section 1/4 - MMCC Socialization Experience First, I'll ask again about your socialization as an adjunct
faculty member at MMCC. By socialization, I mean your sense of integration into the institution. I am
aware that some of you hold multiple roles at MMCC. That will be considered in the analysis of any data
collected.

When considering ONLY your ongoing socialization experience as an adjunct faculty member at MMCC,
to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly

Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

I have frequent opportunities to socialize 0 0 0 0 0
with colleagues from my work environment.
Socialize, in this sense, means to interact in a
friendly manner.

If I were participating in a job search, my O O 0 0 0
primary department would be one of my top
5 choices when considering places to work.

I have been provided with the resources | | 0 O O
necessary to serve the institution effectively.

I consider my work colleagues to be friends O | 0 | O
as well as colleagues.

I thoroughly understand the expectations | | 0 O O
required for continued employment as an

adjunct.

I feel an ownership of my primary O O O O O

department. Ownership, in this sense, means
to feel like an integral contributor to a
community.

I feel connected to others in my work O O O O O
environment.

I have been given adequate information on O 0 0 0 0
how to serve the institution effectively.

The service expectations of my primary 0 0 0 0 0
department have been clearly explained to
me.
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I feel valued in my work environment.

Opportunities to formally interact with
colleagues during work hours are readily
available to me. Formally, in this sense,
means to interact on work-related topics,
projects, committees, etc.

My loyalty to my primary department is
high. Loyalty, in this sense, means having a
sense of devoted attachment.

Section 2/4 - Colleague Interactions Now, consider your interactions with colleagues at MMCC. By
colleagues, I mean any members of our MMCC employee groups (adjunct or full-time faculty, hourly

support staff, or administration).

In THIS PAST MONTH, how frequently did you interact with MMCC colleagues in the following ways?

‘ Daily \ Weekly \ Monthly | Less Than Monthly

Face-to-Face 0 O 0 |

Telephone O O O O

Text Message or SMS O 0 O O

Email O O O O

Social Media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) O 0 O O

When considering how typical interactions in THIS PAST MONTH with MMCC colleagues may impact
you as an adjunct faculty member, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

These interactions enhance my sense of
ownership for my primary academic
department.

Strongly | Agree | Neither Agree ‘Disagree Strongly

Agree nor Disagree Disagree

These interactions expose me to
information that is relevant to my
service as an adjunct.

These interactions support my sense of
connectedness to my MMCC
colleagues.

These interactions result in
collaboration with colleagues to
achieve shared goals.

The content of these interactions
directly applies to my daily experiences
as an adjunct.

These interactions connect my learning
at MMCC with my learning outside of
MMCC.
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The content of these interactions is 0 O O O O
customized to my needs as an adjunct.

Section 3/4 - Social Media Use Now, I would like to gather information about your recent social media use.

In a typical week of THIS PAST MONTH, select the types of social media that you used. (Check all that
apply.)

O Blogging or Microblogging Platforms (e.g. Blogger, Twitter, Tumblr)
O Collaborative Editing (e.g. Google Drive, EtherPad)

O Photo or Video Sharing (e.g. YouTube, Instagram, Snapchat)

O Social Bookmarking (e.g. Pinterest, Delicious, Reddit)

O Social Networking Sites (e.g. Facebook, Google, LinkedIn)

O Other Social Media Used Weekly (Fill In.)

Remind me, to which group were you assigned in this study?
O Group 1 - Surveys Only
O Group 2 - Surveys Plus Moodle Socialwall Pilot

Section 4/4 - Moodle Socialwall Finally, I would like to ask you some questions about your participation in
the Moodle Socialwall format pilot. [These questions only required for experimental group participants.]

What do you feel you gained from the Socialwall experience, if anything?

When considering potential use of the Socialwall at MMCC, to what extent do you agree or disagree with
the following statements?

Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly

Agree Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

I look forward to future opportunities to use O | | O O
the Socialwall.

The Socialwall could effectively support O O O O O
online instruction.

The Socialwall could effectively support O 0 0 0 O
face-to-face instruction.

The Socialwall could effectively support O O O O O
committee work.

The Socialwall could effectively support O 0 0 0 O
student organizations.

The Socialwall could effectively support O O O O O
colleague connectedness.

The Socialwall could effectively support 0 O O O O
student connectedness.
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The Socialwall is useful as a backchannel.
Backchannel means a conversation that
goes on alongside the primary activity,
presentation, or discussion.

When considering your participation in the Socialwall as it relates to your adjunct faculty role at MMCC, to
what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly | Agree | Neither Agree | Disagree Strongly
nor Disagree Disagree

Participation enhanced my sense of O | 0 | O
ownership for my primary academic
department.
Participation exposed me to 0 | O O O
information that is relevant to my
service as an adjunct.
Participation supported my sense of O O O O O
connectedness with my MMCC
colleagues.

What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel were most important in supporting your sense of
ownership for your primary academic department, if any? Please describe.

What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel were most important in supporting your access to
information relevant to your service as an adjunct faculty member, if any? Please describe.

What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel were most important in supporting your sense of
connectedness for your colleagues at MMCC, if any? Please describe.

When considering your participation in the Socialwall as it relates to your adjunct faculty role at MMCC, to
what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly | Agree | Neither Agree | Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

Interactions resulted in collaboration O | 0 O O
with peers to achieve shared goals.
The content of interactions directly 0 | 0 O O
applied to my daily experiences as an
adjunct.
Interactions connected my learning at O O O O O
MMCC with my learning outside of
MMCC.
The content of interactions was 0 | O O O
customized to my needs as an adjunct.

What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel most supported collaboration with peers to achieve

shared goals, if any? Please describe.
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What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel most applied to your daily experiences as an
adjunct, if any? Please describe.

What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel most connected your learning at MMCC with your
learning outside of MMCC, if any? Please describe.

What features of the Socialwall experience did you feel most allowed you to customized interactions to
your needs as an adjunct, if any? Please describe.

If there were specific things you believe we should change about the Socialwall format in terms of the
software, please discuss these things below.
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APPENDIX J

Post-test Reminder

Hello, [Name].

This is just a quick reminder to complete the last survey in the Adjunct/Moodle research
project by Saturday at midnight. Thank you for your continued participation in this
research and thank you in advance for completing the final survey. In case my previous
email was lost in the shuffle, a new link to that survey is below.

Please take the survey below by Saturday, April 4 at midnight EST:

Survey Link: [Survey Link]

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [Direct URL]
Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions or concerns.
Thanks again!

Jessica Wicks

Director of Distance Learning, Multimedia, & Instructional Design (DLmid)
Mid Michigan Community College

989.317.4601 or x101

jwicks@midmich.edu or wicksjes@msu.edu

Follow the link below if you wish to opt out of this research project: [Link to unsubscribe]
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APPENDIX K

Interaction Prompts

Prompt #1

Your continued service is key in meeting student demand. Does anyone want to guess
how many adjuncts are in our active pool at MMCC? What about the current adjunct to
full-time ratio? What impacts, if any, do you think this staffing model has on your
teaching, on your course design, or on general strategic directions in which our academic
departments are headed?

Prompt #2

I've started a Moodle Choice Poll below. If you opt into this poll by selecting a response
by this Thursday, March 12 at 12PM EST, you will be entered into a drawing for a $100
gift card. Out of those who respond by that date, a winner will be selected through the
aid of a random number generator.

Poll: Do you intend to participate in our faculty professional development day on Wednesday, April
1, 2015?

For the first time, four different break-out sessions for adjunct faculty will be available in the afternoon
while full-time faculty attend academic senate. For those of you that haven't previously attended a PD Day,
there is compensation available for your participation. A full schedule for this event will be sent out by
Academic Council in the near future.

Prompt #3

Your input on this Moodle Socialwall format will be critical in evaluating its function and
potential use. I started a Google Doc, linked below, where I'd like to ask if you'd note
some initial impressions as a group. Feel free to edit my starters as necessary. [Link to
Google Doc.]

Prompt #4

The second $100 gift card for your participation in this study will be drawn this week.
Participate in the survey below by Friday at noon EST if you'd like to be included in that
drawing.

Q1: Some adjuncts express interest in being more included in College activities, having more frequent
opportunities to interact and contribute to organizational efforts. Do you share that interest? If so, what
would that look like for you?

Q2: We've discussed using online spaces like this SocialWall or tools like Google Hangouts to help people
be involved from a distance. Would you be interested in trying a live Google Hangouts meeting with me
next week? If so, name some days & times below.

Prompt #5
It seems it's easier to follow conversations and participate with depth in we move the
“big” conversations we want to have into forums. So, keep using "the Wall" for what you
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want and check out the forums below to be a part of the discussion on some larger themes
we’ve explored here:

[Link to Instructional Technology Conversations Forum]

[Link to Teaching Best Practices Conversations Forum]

[Link to Adjunct Support Conversations Forum]

Prompt #6

The third $100 gift card for your participation in this study will be drawn this week. Participate
in the glossary activity above by Friday at noon EST if you'd like to be included in that drawing.

One of the neat things about social media is that it allows us to bring our formal learning together (work,
school, etc.) with our informal learning (hobbies, interests, etc.). Have you ever used the Moodle glossary
activity before? Let's try this as a way to bring these two spheres together and get to know more about one
another. Create two glossary entries about your interests and you will be entered into this week's gift card
drawing. See my entries in the glossary for inspiration on what to do and to learn a bit more about me.

Prompt #7

Bauer & Erdogan (2014) describe socialization as "...the extent to which newcomers
acquire the knowledge, skills, and functional understanding of their new jobs; make
connections with others in the organization, and garner insight into the culture, processes,
and people in their new organization." The focus in the literature is almost always on
"new" employees. What do you think the average years of service is for our adjuncts at
MMCC? If you are "new" to MMCC, how is that socialization occurring for you. If you
are "not new" to MMCC, what are your thoughts about more focused socialization efforts
for those with enduring service? What would those look like?

Prompt #8

The final $100 gift card for your participation in this study will be drawn this week. Participate
in the forum linked above by Tuesday, March 31 at midnight EST to be included in that drawing.

What should we do with this space and the Moodle Socialwall tool now? The study itself is over this
week. I'll send out the final survey and then I'll compile notes on the ideas shared in this space for my
research and to share recommendations with the College. I've shared some options below, certainly not the
only options, so let me know what you think we should do by posting a reply in the forum linked above:

*  We could delete this shell and not make further plans at this point.

*  We could move this shell into regular Moodle and leave it open to all of you. (Would anyone
actually even still use it without the prompts and incentives?)

*  We could move this shell into regular Moodle and open it to even more people (like all adjuncts,
all faculty, all college faculty-staff-admins, or whatever).

*  We could start a new space with this same format in regular Moodle for specific audiences (like a
department, all adjuncts, all faculty, or all faculty-staff-admins).

*  We could do any number of other things that you name.
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APPENDIX L

Coding Schemas

RQ 2: Initial Socialwall Interaction Codes

Adjunct Manual
Adjunct Campus Space
Adjunct Events
Adjunct Website
Administration
Application
Appreciation for Peers
Campus Activities
Collaboration
Communication
Connection

Course Load
Discussion

Dual Roles at MMCC

RQ 2: Emerging Socialwall Interaction Themes

Emotional Support
Face-to-Face
Formal-Informal Links
Full-Time Faculty
Hobbies/Interests
Incentives
Information
Initiative

Intimacy
Involvement
Learning

Life Conflicts
LMS

Moodle

Personal Characteristics & Initiative

Codes: Hobbies & Interests, Initiative, Learning, Ownership

* To Be Active in Connecting
* To Be Active in Pursuing Necessary Information & Resources

* To Own One’s Role in the Institution/Department

Information

Multiple Affiliations
Onboarding

Online

Orientation
Ownership
Personalization
Processes

Product Quality
Professional Development
Student Success
Support Staff
Technical Support
Technology

Codes: Adjunct Manual, Adjunct Campus Space, Adjunct Events, Adjunct Website, Application,
Campus Activities, Formal-Informal Links, Incentives, Information, Onboarding, Orientation,
Personalization, Processes, Product Quality, Professional Development, Student Success

* To Foster Connection
* To Provide Necessary & Relevant Information
* To Value Adjuncts Through Inclusion & Opportunities

Connection with Colleagues

Codes: Administration, Appreciation for Peers, Collaboration, Communication, Connection,
Discussion, Emotional Support, Face-to-Face, Full-Time Faculty, Intimacy, Involvement, Support
Staff
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* To Provide Necessary Information & Feedback

* To Foster Connection & Support

¢ To Contribute to Department/Institution

* To Value Adjuncts Through Inclusion & Opportunities

Technology
Codes: LMS, Moodle, Online, Technical Support, Technology
* To Provide Necessary Resources & Support
* To Value Adjuncts Through Technology-Mediated Inclusion & Opportunities

Challenges to Onboarding

Codes: Course Load, Dual Roles at MMCC, Life Conflicts, Multiple Affiliations
* To Acknowledge Adjuncts’ Diverse Experience & Commitments
* To Value Adjuncts Through Inclusion & Opportunities

RQ 3: Initial Socialwall Codes Regarding Socialwall

Positivity Purpose/Utility Functionality
Uncertainty Potential Excitement

RQ 3: Emerging Socialwall Themes Regarding Socialwall

* Purpose (18) - Inquiries about Socialwall purpose/goal or suggestions for its use
along with uncertainty or lack of value.

* Positivity/Potential (31) - Perceived value and/or impact (present or future) from
Socialwall experience or speculation on value of Socialwall across time.

* Functionality (11) - Discussion of Socialwall features, function, & effectiveness.

RQ 3: Initial Posttest Codes Regarding Socialwall

Accessibility
Collaboration
Connection

Help

Information

Lack of Participation
None

Sharing Viewpoints
Technology
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RQ 2: Emerging Posttest Themes Regarding Socialwall

Connection

Codes: Collaboration, Connection, Help, Sharing Viewpoints
* Connection and sharing with peers.
¢ Support from peers.
* Exposure to diverse perspectives.

None
Codes: None

* There were no noted gains.
* There were no important features.

Information
Codes: Accessibility, Information

* It was readily accessible.
¢ Relevant information was shared.

Lack of Participation
Codes: Lack of Participation

* Acknowledgement of failure to engage.

Technology
Codes: Technology

* Exposure to, and practice with, a new tool.
* Greater understanding of social media tools.
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