
Abstract:

In the 2017-2018 academic year, 332,727 U.S. university students participated 

in a study abroad program in a foreign country (Institute of International Ed-

ucation, 2018). Many of these students attended courses taught by part-time 

faculty, hired locally by study abroad centers with affiliations to U.S. universities. 

The directors of these centers have responsibility for all aspects of the study 

abroad programs, including academics and the faculty. This paper reviews best 

practices for leading part-time faculty from the research literature.  

Introduction
In the 2017-2018 academic year, 332,727 students left their universi-

ties in the United States to participate in a study abroad program (Insti-
tute of International Education, 2018). The number of students studying 
abroad each year has increased significantly for decades. In the 1962-1963 
academic year, the number of students leaving the United States for a 
study abroad experience was 3,174 (Freeman, 1964). More than five de-
cades later, in the 2017-2018 academic year, New York University alone 
sent 4,436 abroad (Institute of International Education, 2018).  These stu-
dents are often taking courses that they could have taken on their home 
campuses. Yet, the explosion in participation rates evidences the rich ac-
ademic experience that students encounter while taking these courses 
abroad. What makes these educational experiences unique is the host cul-
ture and often the local faculty that teach classes (Stephenson et al., 2005).    

Studying abroad has generally been associated with peek student 
experiences. However, Thomas Jefferson (1785) writing a letter from Eu-
rope to his acquaintance John Bannister could see no benefit from an edu-
cation in Europe other than language acquisition, and listed many reasons 
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why it was probably a bad idea. Jefferson was particularly disparaging of 
English education, writing that a student learns drinking, horse-racing, 
and boxing. Today this negative opinion of study abroad is not widely 
held, and the participation rates support that. However, as Wallace (1962) 
pointed out, it is not enough to merely send students abroad for them to 
be positively affected by their travels. A quality study abroad experience 
is facilitated by on-site staff and instructors.  

A study abroad program permanently based in a foreign country 
is a complex, mini-campus led by a director who from moment to mo-
ment may function as a dean of students, a contracts specialist, or depart-
ment chair (Goode, 2007; Goodwin & Nacht, 1988; Hornig, 1995; Lucas, 
2009; O’Neal & Krueger, 1995). In any case, the study abroad program 
director is critical to the success of the program and should be an expert 
administrator, an accomplished academic, fluent in the host culture, and 
sympathetic to the U.S. American undergraduate learner (Freeman, 1964; 
Stephenson, 2005).

The problem is that despite all of the competing demands placed 
upon study abroad campus directors, the key to any study abroad pro-
gram’s success is in the director’s ability to effectively lead the academic 
program, which is often taught primarily by part-time faculty hired locally 
(Borgioli & Manuelli, 2013; Freeman, 1964; Stephenson et al., 2005; Wallace 
et al., 2005). Despite the importance of the director’s ability to lead the aca-
demic program, the contemporary research agenda for study abroad does 
not include organizational aspects such as management and leadership in 
the position of the director (Ogden, 2015). Furthermore, this information 
is vital for directors who, through leadership, hope to improve the work 
experiences of the part-time faculty and thereby improve the academic and 
cultural experience of the study abroad students they serve. This paper 
presents a review of the research on leading part-time faculty.  

Review of Literature on Leadership of Part-time Faculty
The researcher conducted an extensive review of the literature on 

academic leadership of part-time faculty with the purpose of identifying 
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best practices for leading and supporting part-time faculty in the higher 
education context. The inclusion criterion for the literature in this review 
required that the work be narrowly focused on leading and supporting 
part-time faculty in a higher education context. 

The researcher collected journal articles and books using the search 
terms “academic leadership” and “part-time faculty” from the Colorado 
State University library, ERIC, and Google Scholar. Some authors refer to 
part-time faculty as ‘non-tenure track faculty’, ‘contingent faculty,’ or ‘ad-
junct faculty,’ and so the researcher included these terms in the literature 
search. The researcher also included the scant body of writings on part-
time faculty at study abroad centers specifically, as well as writings about 
part-time faculty at study abroad centers in Italy specifically.

Part-Time Faculty in Higher Education
Part-time faculty are typically considered to be non-tenure track fac-

ulty that work less than full-time (Biles & Tuckman, 1986; Gappa & Leslie, 
1993). These individuals are diverse groups who come to an institution 
with unique perspectives and motivations for their work (Biles & Tuck-
man, 1986; Leslie et al., 1982). The American Association of University 
Professors (2006) identified four classifications for part-time faculty: those 
preferring full-time employment, part-timers by choice with no other em-
ployer, those with a full-time job elsewhere, and those who are retired.

Colleges and universities have increasingly relied upon part-time 
faculty because of the flexibility that their employment affords in terms 
of costs, scheduling, and staffing (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008; Gappa et al., 
2007; Leslie et al., 1982). Because department heads are required to bal-
ance the demands of institutional policies, curricular requirements, and 
budgets, the use of part-time faculty provides an advantage (Leslie et al., 
1982). However, this advantage of greater flexibility should be balanced 
with suitable working conditions for the part-time faculty member (Biles 
& Tuckman, 1986).

Despite the advantages of using part-time faculty compared to full-
time tenured faculty, many have argued that the practice is often exploit-
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ative (American Association of University Professors, 2006; Bergquist & 
Pawlak, 2008; Biles & Tuckman, 1986; Gappa et al., 2007; Gappa & Leslie, 
1993). To earn a living wage, some part-timers teach at multiple institu-
tions (American Association of University Professors, 2006). Part-timers 
may feel a calling to the teaching profession and will endure low pay 
and poor work conditions, which they find dissonant with the academy’s 
spirit and its mission (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). Some institutions may be 
driven toward greater reliance on part-time faculty precisely because of 
the challenging fiscal environment in which they operate (Fryer, 1977).

Practices and Policies for Part-Time Faculty
Researchers have noted that institutions and academic leaders can 

improve part-time faculty’s working environment and job satisfaction by 
enacting policies that foster a culture of respect for the part-time faculty 
(Eagan et al., 2015; Leslie et al., 1982; Waltman et al., 2012). Eagan et al. 
(2015) found that merely recognizing excellence in teaching among part-
time faculty contributed to job satisfaction. Waltman et al. (2012) found 
that part-time faculty job satisfaction and institutional commitment were 
enhanced by policies that promoted job security, allowed advancement 
opportunities and fostered inclusive environments. Researchers suggest 
that greater integration of part-time faculty into the campus community 
is vital to improving their experience at an institution (Eagan et al., 2015; 
Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Waltman et al., 2012).

Researchers have found that the institution’s physical working con-
ditions for part-time faculty will influence their job satisfaction (Eagan 
et al., 2015; Leslie et al., 1982). Leslie et al. (1982) found that part-time 
faculty felt alienated and less supported when small things were missing 
from their working environments, such as office space, access to copying 
equipment, or nearby parking. Eagan et al. (2015) found that those with a 
private office space were significantly more satisfied than those that did 
not have one. The study also found that part-time faculty with shared of-
fice space were substantially more satisfied than those with none. Finally, 
the study found that part-time faculty with a personal computer provid-
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ed by the institution were more satisfied than those who did not have one.
The use of part-time faculty at institutions of higher education may 

continue to increase. The scholarship has provided indications and guide-
lines which administrators can employ to work more effectively with 
part-time faculty to address some of the disparities between part-timers 
and tenured faculty. Table 1 provides a synopsis of some of these findings 
from the works reviewed. 

Table 1
Practices for Managing Part-Time Faculty

The invisible faculty 
(Gappa & Leslie, 1993) 

Factors for satisfaction 
of PT faculty (Waltman 

et al., 2012) 

New policies for PT 
faculty 

(Fryer, 1977) 

Supporting the majority 
(Eagan et al., 2015) 

Publicly recognize 
achievement

Support teaching efforts
Compensation recognizes 
out-of-classroom work

Recognize excellence in 
teaching

Seek feedback on super-
vision

Promote job security and 
advancement opportunities

A planned development 
program for PT

Provide access to profes-
sional growth opportunities

Treat PT faculty with 
respect

Create an inclusive climate
Full range of support 
services

Provide office space, 
shared office space

Invite to departmental 
social events

Invite to departmental 
meetings and committees

Integrate into department 
and institution

Part-Time Faculty in Overseas Study Abroad Programs
The scholarly work on the use of part-time faculty at overseas study 

abroad programs is limited. Garraty and Adams (1959) surveyed the state 
of affairs of U.S. study abroad programs in Western Europe 60 years ago. 
They quipped that instructional costs were significantly reduced com-
pared to the home campus. In 1959, a highly qualified instructor from 
France could be hired for $300 to teach a French Composition course (Gar-
raty & Adams, 1959). Freeman (1964) mentions local tutors in discussing 
models of delivering the curriculum at overseas study abroad programs 
in Europe. Freeman (1964) noted that study abroad programs employ one 
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or a combination of the following models: instruction provided by the 
local university, instruction provided by local university augmented by 
contract tutors, instruction provided solely by contract tutors, or instruc-
tion provided by faculty from home campus. 

Scholars have also raised concerns about the quality of education 
provided by local part-time faculty at study abroad programs (Freeman, 
1964; Garraty & Adams, 1959). Some have commented on the differenc-
es between the United States and Western Europe in the teaching style 
of faculty, characterizing European faculty as more distant and tending 
not to coddle students as much as their American counterparts (Garraty 
et al., 1976). More recently, scholars have highlighted the importance of 
the cultural ambassador role to students held by local part-time faculty 
in study abroad programs (Stephenson et al., 2005). In general, there is a 
lack of scholarly commentary on the organizational aspects of managing 
part-time faculty at overseas study abroad programs.

Some news outlets more recently covered the perceived exploita-
tion of part-time faculty at study abroad programs in Italy (Guttenplan, 
2012; Redden, 2013). Part-time faculty in Florence, Italy that tried to or-
ganize better contracts through local labor organizations, reported pro-
fessional consequences (Guttenplan, 2012). After the introduction of new 
labor laws in Italy, at least one large study abroad program faced lawsuits 
from disgruntled part-time faculty over how the institution handled the 
matter (Redden, 2013). 

Scholarship on Leading Part-Time Faculty
A search for scholarship on leading and supporting part-time fac-

ulty yielded several studies. Eleven were selected for review, as shown 
in Table 2, where they are sorted by the method and then the publica-
tion year: five employed qualitative methods and six used quantitative 
methods.  
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Table 2
Characteristics of U.S.-Based Studies Examining Organizational Aspects of Non-Tenure-Track Faculty 
(NTTF)

Reference Purpose Methods Participants & setting

Gappa and Leslie 
(1993) 

Identify practices and poli-
cies to support NTTF.

Qualitative case 
study

467 participants (administrators, fac-
ulty deans, department chairs, faculty 
leaders, and part-time faculty) at 18 
different universities.

Cunningham 
(2010)

Identify practices and poli-
cies to support NTTF.

Qualitative case 
study

17 contingent faculty at extended cam-
pus locations of a central university.

Waltman et al. 
(2012)

Identify practices and poli-
cies to support NTTF.

Qualitative focus 
groups

24 focus groups with 220 non-ten-
ure-track-faculty (both full and part-
time) at 12 research universities.

Kezar and Sam 
(2013)

Identify practices and poli-
cies to support NTTF.

Qualitative case 
study

45 faculty leaders (40 contingent and 
5 tenured) at 30 institutions that ei-
ther have positive institutional policies 
for contingent faculty or are working 
towards them.

Kezar (2013) Identify practices and poli-
cies to support NTTF.

Qualitative case 
study

107 non-tenure-track faculty in 25 
departments at three large four-year 
public universities.

Hoyt (2012) Identify factors predicting 
NTTF satisfaction and 
loyalty.

Quantitative survey 358 adjunct faculty at one satellite 
campus of Brigham Young University.

Eagan et al. 
(2015)

Identify factors predicting 
NTTF satisfaction.

Quantitative, sec-
ondary data

4169 respondents on original survey 
who identified as part-time faculty. 279 
four-year colleges and universities.

Gehrke and Kezar 
(2015)

Understand decision-mak-
ing process of leaders 
supporting NTTF.

Quantitative, sec-
ondary data

278 deans of either colleges of arts 
and sciences or colleges of liberal arts 
across many institutions.

Delotell and Cates 
(2017)

Correlate leadership of 
chairs and commitment 
of NTTF.

Quantitative Survey 560 online adjunct faculty at a single, 
for-profit institution.

Ervin (2018) Identify practices and poli-
cies to support NTTF.

Quantitative survey 309 adjuncts at two extended cam-
puses of a central university.

Barnett (2018) Correlate leadership and 
satisfaction of NTTF.

Quantitative survey 77 online adjunct faculty at one 
for-profit university.
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The five qualitative studies in Table 2 vary somewhat in their dis-
creet purpose, but for the most part, they are seeking to identify practices 
and policies that support non-tenure-track faculty (NTTF) at higher ed-
ucation institutions in the United States. NTTF are usually working on a 
part-time contract.

The book by Gappa and Leslie (1993) provides very little information 
about the data analysis techniques used for the case study. It does reproduce 
the questionnaires directed at different stakeholders for the interviews. It 
describes the participants and institutions only generically. The study does 
boast a large population across many institutions, which adds strength to 
the findings and their generalizability. The conclusions produced 43 recom-
mendations for supporting NTTF. Some of these are listed below in bullet 
points. Some were omitted because they were not central to the relationship 
between a supervisor and a part-time faculty member.

•	 Recommended practice 25: “Develop objective performance 
criteria and procedures for evaluating part-time faculty and 
use the results as the basis for decisions about reappoint-
ment” (p. 259). 

•	 Recommended practice 26: “Provide support services to part-
time faculty” (p. 260). 

•	 Recommended Practice 27: “Communicate the message that 
part-time faculty are important to the institution” (p. 263). 

•	 Recommended practice 30: “Invite part-time faculty to share 
their perceptions of effective supervisory practice at depart-
ment chair training sessions” (p. 265).

•	 Recommended practice 35: “Appoint part-time faculty to 
committees” (p. 268).

•	 Recommended practice 37: “Invite part-time faculty to social 
events” (p. 269). 

•	 Recommended Practice 38: “Publicly recognize part-time fac-
ulty for their achievements and contributions” (p. 270). 

•	 Recommended practice 39: “Orient part-time faculty to the in-
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stitution and to the expectations the institution has for them” 
(p. 271). 

•	 Recommended practice 41: “Provide in-service professional 
development opportunities for part-time faculty” (p. 273).

•	 Recommended practice 42: “Provide incentives for good per-
formance” (p. 274). 

•	 Recommended Practice 43: “Use teaching evaluations to help 
part-time faculty improve” (p. 275). 

The dissertation study by Cunningham (2010) and the research arti-
cle by Waltman et al. (2012) found somewhat conflicting results between 
them. Cunningham’s case study interviewed 17 contingent faculty at 
one extended campus, and in contrast Waltman et al. conducted 24 focus 
groups with 220 NTTF at 12 research universities. Waltman et al. found 
four themes that emerged, two for satisfaction and two for dissatisfaction 
among NTTF. Satisfaction was associated with “teaching and students” 
and “personal life and flexibility.” Dissatisfaction was associated with 
“terms of employment” and “respect and inclusion.” The results for re-
spect and inclusion contradict the findings from (Cunningham, 2010) but 
the study sites and participants are very different. The study by Waltman 
et al. (2012) included 12 institutions and Cunningham (2010) included 
only one with extended campuses. Waltman et al. (2012) found that the 
level of satisfaction with integration into the campus and departmental 
culture was directly tied to the department chair’s activities and leader-
ship, just as Gappa and Leslie (1993) had found.

The final two qualitative studies in Table 2 by Kezar (2013) and 
Kezar and Sam (2013) approach the topic of supporting NTTF in two nov-
el ways. Both studies employ a qualitative case study methodology. Kezar 
focused on NTTF in teaching roles in departments that had either imple-
mented favorable policies for NTTF or failed to do so and asked how this 
affected the NTTF’s perceived ability to teach well and create a positive 
student learning environment. The study used the concept of “opportuni-
ty to perform” which competes with Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene the-
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ory (1959) to measure job satisfaction. Kezar argued that the work envi-
ronment can have a direct influence on work performance. In Herzberg’s 
model, work satisfaction is a mediating variable whereby the environ-
ment influences worker motivation (satisfaction or dissatisfaction), which 
in turn influences work performance. Table 3 lists the results.

Table 3
Kezar’s (2013) Departmental Policies that Positively or Negatively Impact NTTF Perceived Ability to Create a 
Positive Learning Environment  

Negative impact Positive impact

Last-minute course scheduling Departmental orientation and onboarding

Working at multiple institutions plus lack of de-
partmental commitment to rehire

Provide academic freedom and encourage experi-
mentation in pedagogy

Lack of input into curriculum NTTF coordinator or advocate

Lack of learning resources
Lack of feedback or meaningful input from the 
administrative leadership
Lack of office support

The six quantitative studies from Table 2 examine the relationships 
between organizational aspects such as policies or leadership and specific 
outcomes for NTTF, such as commitment or job satisfaction. 

	 Hoyt (2012) conducted a study at a single satellite campus of 
Brigham Young University in Utah. The regression analyses used data 
from a single survey administered to the adjunct faculty at the satellite 
campus. Several variables significantly predicted job satisfaction with an 
adjusted R2 of .57. These variables included pay, work preference, quali-
ty of students, faculty support, teaching schedule, collaborative research 
with tenured faculty, classroom facilities, and teaching load. The study 
also found several variables that significantly predicted job loyalty with 
an adjusted R2 of .45. These variables included work preference, pay, fa-
cilities, autonomy, faculty support, and quality of students. The study is 
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limited by a number of factors.
Although Hoyt (2012) did include data from 358 adjunct faculty, 

these are all at one satellite campus for Brigham Young University. Ad-
junct faculty may have felt a sense of calling or duty to teach at the insti-
tution because of religious beliefs. This is a mechanism that may not be 
present at most institutions, and therefore the results are less generaliz-
able. Finally, the study suffered from common-rater bias where both the 
independent and dependent variables for the regression analyses were 
derived from a single survey administered on one occasion, which can 
significantly inflate correlation values (Meier & Toole, 2012).

Eagan et al. (2015) used data from the 2010-2011 administration of 
the HERI faculty survey and sought to ascertain institutional characteris-
tics and NTTF characteristics that predict job satisfaction. The researchers 
found that only 3.5% of the variance in workplace satisfaction was at-
tributed to differences between institutions. Despite this low percentage, 
they argue that hierarchical linear modeling is appropriate because their 
model has more than one level and the data are nested. McNeish et al. 
(2017) point out that researchers in psychology tend to overuse hierar-
chical linear modeling (HLM) for clustered data. They offer that other 
techniques may be just as appropriate to use, robust, and can handle clus-
tered data. Population-averaged methods (PAMs) account for clustered 
data without splitting the model into multiple levels. Clustered robust 
standard errors (CR-SE) are another technique that does not require mul-
tiple levels and uses more straightforward calculations that produce more 
standard outputs like R2. Furthermore, compared to these more straight-
forward techniques, HLM carries a more extensive list of assumptions 
that introduce more potential for flawed analysis if not met. HLM may 
be overly complicated and unnecessarily powerful for the context in the 
study by Eagan et al. (2015).

Despite potential issues stemming from HLM, Eagan et al. (2015) 
found that involuntary part-timers who wanted full-time appointments 
(underemployed) were less likely to have a positive working relationship 
with administration compared to voluntary part-timers. The involun-



65Best Practices for Leading Part-time Faculty at Study Abroad Programs | Alan Earhart

tary part-time faculty were less satisfied with their work than voluntary 
part-timers. The underemployed part-time faculty were also less likely to 
feel respected by full-time faculty. The researchers report that the lower 
levels of workplace satisfaction among involuntary part-time faculty are 
associated with more mediocre relationships with administration and less 
respect from full-time colleagues.

These findings may not translate into the context of study abroad pro-
grams in Italy, where workplace satisfaction among part-time faculty may 
be linked to their perception of their relationship with the director. It is less 
likely that their workplace satisfaction will be linked to perceptions of lack of 
respect from full-time faculty because as Borgioli and Manueli (2013) report, 
part-time faculty at these programs are in an overwhelming majority.

Also included in Table 2 is a quantitative study by Barnett (2018) 
that examined the predictive relationship between administrators’ lead-
ership behaviors and the job satisfaction of online adjunct faculty at a 
for-profit university. The results showed that transformational leadership 
was a significant, positive predictor of job satisfaction (t (73) = 4.85, p < 
.0005; 95% CI (1.78, 4.26)), and transactional leadership was a significant, 
negative predictor of job satisfaction (t (73) = -2.81, p = .006; 95% CI (-7.61, 
-1.29)). The coefficient for transformational leadership was B = 3.02, indi-
cating that overall job satisfaction increases by 3 for each 1-point increase 
in the transformational leadership scores. The results may be inflated due 
to the issue of common-rater bias as previously mentioned.

The quantitative study by Gehrke and Kezar (2015) is included in 
Table 2 and investigated the decision-making process of deans of colleges 
of liberal arts or colleges of arts and sciences in supporting NTTF. The 
study found that deans more strongly support the deployment of policies 
and resources to support full-time NTTF than they do policies to support 
part-time NTTF. For example, on a 5-point Likert scale, the deans were 
supportive of providing orientation (M = 4.67, SD = 0.81), office supplies 
(M = 4.65, SD = 0.81), medical benefits (M = 4.63, SD = 0.83), and office 
space (M = 4.61, SD = 0.83) for full-time NTTF. On the other hand, for 
part-time NTTF deans supported only orientation (M = 4.30, SD = 1.05), 
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office supplies (M = 4.19, SD = 0.94), and administrative support (M = 
4.12, SD = 1.01). Considering most instructors at study abroad centers in 
Italy are part-time, outnumbering full time instructors ten to one on aver-
age (Borgioli & Manuelli, 2013), the results from the study by Gehrke and 
Kezar (2015) may not be as meaningful in the context of the study abroad 
centers in Italy. 

Also included in the quantitative studies in Table 2 is a correlation-
al study by Delotell and Cates (2017) that administered a survey to on-
line adjuncts at a single institution, seeking to measure the relationship 
between the transformational leadership of departmental chairs and the 
continuance commitment of the faculty. The analysis results showed that 
the transformational leadership component of the MLQ-5X was the only 
one that exhibited a statistically significant relationship to the continuance 
commitment of the online adjunct faculty that responded (R = .487, R2 = 
.237, F = 34.249, p < .001). This large correlation for a social phenomenon 
as complicated as leadership and continuance commitment is likely in-
flated due to common rater bias problems, as discussed above. The study 
results also found that transformational leadership accounted for 42.8% 
(partial correlation coefficient) of the variance observed in the outcome 
variable (continuance commitment). This percentage is unusually large. 

Finally, the last study to be discussed from Table 2 was a disserta-
tion by Ervin (2018) studying the motivation (Work Extrinsic and Intrinsic 
Motivation Scale) from Tremblay et al. (2009) and perceived organization-
al support (POS) from Eisenberger et al. (1986) among adjunct faculty at 
two extended campuses of a single university. The results showed that 
most adjunct faculty members perceived being supported by the institu-
tion (M = 5.039, SD + 1.342, 7-point Likert Scale). The study also found 
that adjunct faculty members who were more self-determined (intrinsic 
motivation) reported higher levels of POS (r = .272, p <.001). 

The studies in Table 2 provided some indications about the relation-
ships between the leadership of the director and the experiences of the 
part-time faculty. The studies provided useful information on the leader-
ship behaviors that might bolster job satisfaction or the policies that might 
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positively affect their work experience. None of the studies addressed the 
specific context of study abroad centers in Italy.  

Many of the researchers listed in Table 2 have called for research 
studies at more institutional types on the policies and practices supporting 
part-time faculty (Hoyt, 2012; Kezar & Sam, 2013; Waltman et al., 2012). 
Delotell and Cates (2017) called for research that considers the specific di-
mensions of transformational leadership in the context of leading adjunct 
faculty. Deyo (2018) called for an investigation, specifically in the context of 
overseas study abroad programs that consider the training and rules that 
directors give to local staff, including faculty. One well-known scholar in 
leadership and part-time faculty stated that she could not recall ever seeing 
any scholarship specifically on part-time faculty leadership at study abroad 
centers (A. Kezar, personal communication, May 31, 2019). A thorough 
literature review corroborated Kezar’s statement of a lack of any studies 
specifically on the leadership of PT faculty at study abroad centers. The re-
searcher recently published a dissertation research study specifically on the 
leadership of part-time faculty at study abroad centers in Italy.

Discussion
Leadership scholarship has advanced significantly over the last 

century and has been identified as strategically important in the higher 
education context (Kezar et al., 2006; Ramsden, 1998). Leadership, spe-
cifically in the context of overseas study abroad programs, has not been 
adequately addressed. Some scholars have provided descriptions of the 
role of the director or noted the job complexity and the many hats that 
directors must wear to lead a program successfully (Goode, 2007; Good-
win & Nacht, 1988; Hornig, 1995; Lucas, 2009; O’Neal & Krueger, 1995; 
Stephenson & Forward, 2005; Stephenson et al., 2005). Still, these com-
mentaries do not address leadership specifically. 

The increased reliance on part-time faculty appointments in higher 
education has spawned a body of research on these individuals’ plight 
and the policies and practices that might improve their station within the 
academy. Due to various scholars cited above, these individuals are no 
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longer invisible in the higher education landscape in the United States of 
America. There is an echo of this trend among part-time faculty of U.S. 
study abroad programs in Italy too. In 2009 the Association of Scholars 
at American Universities in Italy (ASAUI) was formed and had recently 
partnered with the Sociology Department of the University of Florence 
and an Italian labor organization to conduct the first-ever exploratory poll 
to understand the situation of these professionals in Italy better. 

The part-time faculty teach the majority of courses at study abroad 
centers in Italy (Borgioli & Manuelli, 2013) and are often the primary facil-
itator of the study abroad experience for program participants. This litera-
ture review has offered some insight into the leadership practices and pol-
icies that might provide greater support and satisfaction to the part-time 
faculty at study abroad centers. Future research should be conducted at 
study abroad centers that include information from both administration 
and faculty on effective leadership practices. 
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