
   

 

ABSTRACT 

 

MURPHY, MAURA JEAN. Contingent Faculty: What Impacts their Organizational 

Commitment?  (Under the direction of Alyssa N. Bryant.) 

 

 

Since the 1980s, the percentage of non-tenured faculty has increased on college 

campuses.  However, while contingent faculty are often hired to address short-term staffing 

issues, the long-term impacts are not assessed.  Institutions need a better understanding of 

how institutional practices impact the job performance of contingent faculty.  The purpose of 

this study is to examine what institutional practices predict organizational commitment 

among contingent faculty, compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty.  While several studies 

conclude that contingent faculty are less committed than tenured/tenure-track faculty, there is 

little data to suggest how institutional practices may be impacting the organizational 

commitment of contingent faculty.  Using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Ordinary Least 

Squared (OLS) regression, this study seeks to understand how part-time contingent faculty 

and full-time contingent faculty each compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of 

organizational commitment at four-year institutions.  Additionally, what institutional 

practices, particularly relating to recognition, support, compensation, and shared governance, 

predict organizational commitment among full- and part-time contingent faculty?  While the 

findings are somewhat mixed, there is evidence to support the hypothesis of the study that 

institutional practices relating to recognition, support, and compensation build the 

organizational commitment of contingent faculty. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

In 1699, Henry Flynt, unable to secure a position as clergyman, turned to his alma 

mater for employment and at age twenty-four, became a tutor for Harvard College (Rudolph, 

1962).  During the colonial period, a tutor would be assigned to an entering class and stay 

with them (if he lasted: given the expanse of responsibilities and low pay, many tutors did 

not persevere) for all four years (Morison, 1935).  Tutors lived with students and took their 

meals with them.  Most importantly, the tutor was the principal instructor for 17th century 

college students.  In 1699, when Henry Flynt became a tutor, Harvard only employed the 

college President and two professors: one for Greek, and one for physics (Morison).  The rest 

of the subjects: elementary Greek, Latin, Hebrew, metaphysics, geography, elementary 

physics, ethics, arithmetic, astronomy, philosophy, grammar, logic, and rhetoric, were taught 

by “Father Flynt.”  He would remain a tutor without promotion for the next fifty-five years 

(Flynt, n.d.).   

Flynt demonstrated his commitment to Harvard and its students in his long tenure and 

the length and breadth of his service.  In addition to serving as a tutor, he was a Fellow of the 

Harvard Corporation as well as a Secretary to the Board of Overseers (Morison, 1935).  His 

commitment to students was evident in the efforts he put into their learning; he not only was 

their tutor, he was an advisor as well (Flynt, n.d.).  Flynt stood up for his students, even when 

they hid his wig (Morison).  He was the longest serving tutor in the history of the institution. 

Henry Flynt personified organizational commitment theory.  Defined as an 

employee‟s level of dedication to an organization, commitment is a psychological state that 

links employees to their organizations in a multifaceted relationship (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  
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Commitment has been shown to contribute to variables such as increased tenure and high job 

performance.  Additionally, as job scope or role increases, the depth of the exchange between 

employee and employer increases (Meyer & Allen).  Commitment develops when individuals 

perceive that they are valued by an organization.  

From its inception, the US higher education system has used a tiered system of 

instructors, and it is no different today.  Tutors have been replaced by contingent faculty, 

who are still providing a significant proportion of undergraduate instruction.  Harvard hired 

tutors then for the same reason colleges and universities hire them now: “the savings to the 

college was considerable” (Rudolph, 1962, p. 162).  Ehrenberg and Zhang (2005) estimate 

that the average salary of a lecturer is 13.2 percent less than that of an assistant professor.  

Because higher education has been under increasing pressure to be more fiscally efficient, 

institutions will not likely decrease the number of contingent faculty.  Indeed, the numbers of 

contingent faculty have risen over the years.  Toutkoushian (2006) estimates that the 

percentage of part-time contingent faculty rose from 22 percent in 1970 to 46 percent in 

2003. 

Why did this shift take place?  Several forces converged to recreate the face of the 

professoriate.  Baldwin and Chronister (2001) divide these forces into external and internal 

pressures.  External pressures include loss of public confidence due to a perceived decline in 

institutional commitment to undergraduate education, corresponding to an increase in pursuit 

of research dollars (Bok, 2006).  By hiring full-time, non-tenured faculty, institutions hope to 

assure the public of a commitment to undergraduate education.  Declines in federal and state 

funding for higher education have also meant that institutions have had less revenue.  In 
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response to these cuts, campuses have had to freeze hiring for permanent positions and hire 

contingent faculty instead (Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  Additionally, competition has increased 

significantly, not only from traditional institutions, but also from for-profit institutions such 

as the University of Phoenix.  These virtual campuses can serve students in a more cost-

effective manner, which increases the need for traditional institutions to cut costs through 

salary savings.  Even more significantly, virtual universities are able to respond more quickly 

to market requirements, which means that it becomes difficult for traditional universities to 

“lock up limited resources for long periods by granting tenure employment status to large 

portions of their faculty” (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001, p. 21).  Finally, the shift toward 

contingent labor is paralleled in the traditional labor market and is part of a national 

employment trend (Kallenberg, 2000).   

Internal forces have also impacted institutional hiring trends, and costs have risen 

significantly.  For example, between 1980 and 1990, tuition increased 9 percent, almost twice 

the rate of inflation (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001).  Increased costs have been associated with 

faculty salary increases, without a corresponding increase in productivity (Baldwin & 

Chronister).  Additionally, there has been a shift from teaching to research, particularly at 

doctoral research extensive institutions (Baldwin & Chronister).  Costs increases are also tied 

in part to the services now demanded by students, as well as to the increased diversity in 

student population.  As students are less prepared for college, institutions provide additional 

services to assist them.  Traditional faculty often do not have the “special pedagogical 

expertise” needed to assist these students, and contingent faculty fill this role (Baldwin & 

Chronister).  Faculty themselves contribute to the problem.  For example, 31 percent of Full 
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Professors are over 55 years old, versus 12 percent and 6 percent of Associate or Assistant 

Professors respectively (NSOPF, 2004).  This data reflects an increase over the last decade 

(NSOPF, 2004).  As the professoriate ages, faculty are less available to teach.  Many faculty 

assume administrative responsibilities during their career as director of a program or other 

post, which takes time away from teaching.  Some research suggests that faculty productivity 

has declined in recent decades.  In fact, some suggest part of the problem is that faculty 

prefer to have lower-ranking instructors teach survey courses that bore them (Schell & Stock, 

2001).   

Beyond saving money, the use of contingent faculty also help institutions in other 

ways.  Contingent faculty allow institutions to preserve staffing flexibility during times of 

significant growth (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  Additionally, 

contingent faculty may be hired because of specific skill or training that can bring valuable 

insight into the classroom (Benjamin, 2003).  Finally, contingent faculty positions also allow 

for an alternative form of academic employment that may be desirable for some individuals 

(Gappa & Leslie).   

Nevertheless, there are indications that relying on contingent faculty may be a false 

economy.  Several studies have found that contingent faculty are more likely to have a 

negative impact on student outcomes.  Specifically, contingent faculty have been found to 

negatively impact both student retention and graduation rates (Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; 

Harrington & Schibik, 2001).  Another study has indicated that the problem may be the 

number of courses that first-year students have with contingent faculty.  Jaeger, Thornton and 

Eagan (2007) found that the persistence rates of first-year students were negatively impacted 



5 

 

as the number of courses taught by contingent faculty increased.  Their study suggests that 

these negative effects appear to be created because many contingent faculty do not have 

access to academic resources to support their teaching (Jaeger, et al).  Curtis and Jacobe 

(2006) found that contingent faculty negatively influence students in three ways: through 

lack of professional support needed to provide quality instruction to students, lack of time to 

develop relationships with students, and lack of academic freedom (which constrains their 

ability to challenge students to excel).   

Indeed no study has concluded that contingent faculty are careless or incompetent.  

Several studies describe them as “dedicated to teaching” (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001) and 

“superbly qualified for their teaching assignments, highly committed and conscientious about 

doing their jobs” (Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  A recent article in the Chronicle of Higher 

Education titled, “We're Not Your Colleagues,” describes life for an adjunct in a large urban 

university.  Contingent faculty are offered few support mechanisms to help them do their 

jobs effectively.  Despite a genuine interest in students and teaching, they are denied the 

basic tools and information needed to teach.  Furthermore, they feel isolated from the rest of 

their department.  “It is apparent that my job is to teach a class and not cause problems or 

take up anyone's time” (Foreman, 2008, ¶ 21).  While this is only one example, the literature 

provides several similar studies.  Is it any wonder that contingent faculty are less effective 

than their tenured/tenure-track counterparts?  Might the problem be the environment in which 

contingent faculty are asked to perform their duties and not the contingent faculty 

themselves?  As concluded in an American Council on Education report, higher education 

needs to understand how to “employ these individuals in a way that is fair to all faculty and 
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that strengthens institutional capacity to serve students and advance knowledge” (Anderson, 

2002, p. 24). 

Statement of the Problem 

Changes in instructional staffing seem to be part of a significant transformation in 

higher education (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001).  These changes have consequences for both 

students and institutions.  At a time when colleges and universities are under increased 

pressure to prove accountability, institutions need to utilize the instructional workforce to 

their best advantage.  Using several theories borrowed from sociology, I have developed a 

framework to help understand what factors impact contingent faculty commitment or level of 

dedication to an organization that leads to high productivity and job satisfaction (Meyer & 

Allen, 1997).  Current research on contingent faculty has identified institutional best 

practices that purportedly will build organizational commitment.  These best practices 

include standardized hiring practices, academic support services and inclusion in institutional 

governance (Baldwin & Chronister; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  However, these best practices 

have not been empirically tested.  Moreover, the empirical research that does exist is limited 

in scope as it includes small groups of faculty from either a single university or a small 

limited sample (Fuller, Hester, Barnett, Frey & Relyea, 2006; Harshbarger, 1989; Neumann 

& Finlay-Neumann, 1990).  What is needed is a more comprehensive approach to 

understanding how contingent faculty develop organizational commitment. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine how part-time and full-time contingent 

faculty compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of organizational commitment 
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at four-year institutions.  Additionally, this study seeks to understand what institutional 

practices, particularly relating to recognition, support, compensation, and shared governance, 

predict organizational commitment among full- and part-time contingent faculty.  While 

several studies (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Bland, Center, Finstad, Risbey & Staples, 

2006) conclude that contingent faculty are less committed than tenured/tenure-track faculty, 

there is little empirical data available that studies how contingent faculty develop 

commitment.  The specific research questions driving this inquiry are: 

1. How do part-time contingent faculty and full-time contingent faculty each 

compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of organizational 

commitment at four-year institutions? 

2. What institutional practices, particularly relating to recognition, support, 

compensation, and shared governance, predict organizational commitment 

among full- and part-time contingent faculty?  

3. How do institutional practices differentially impact the organizational 

commitment of contingent faculty compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty? 

The hypothesis of this study is that institutional practices relating to recognition, 

support, compensation, and shared governance will build the organizational commitment of 

contingent faculty.  This hypothesized relationship between institutional practices and 

organizational commitment among contingent faculty derives from a theoretical framework 

that integrates three theoretical perspectives (see Figure 1).  The first framework, social 

exchange theory, is a tool to understand why individuals are motivated to continue or end 

relationships.  Because faculty perform their job functions without the structure of the eight-
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hour work day, direct supervision, and unambiguous measurements of efficiency, faculty 

discharge their duties in an atmosphere of trust (Blau, 1994).  Moreover, both what is taught 

and what is researched is at the discretion of the faculty.  In exchange, university 

administrations offer support for teaching and research, along with salary and benefits.  In 

entering into relationship, both the faculty member and the institution benefit: the faculty 

member offers his or her expertise and the institution confers academic status (Blau).  Thus, 

reciprocity and mutual dependency are inherent to the relationship. 

In contrast, contingent faculty have a more limited relationship with the institutions in 

that their employment is not based on the reciprocity and mutual dependency described 

above.  Contingent faculty do not benefit from the power equilibrium that exists between 

tenured/tenure-track faculty and higher education administration.  The tentative employment 

status of contingent faculty means that institutions, as well as tenured/tenure-track faculty, 

wield more power over them than they can over either faculty or institutions.  Moreover, 

studies have shown that employers often limit the support that they provide contingent 

workers, and consequently, these employees exhibit less commitment than the full-time 

workforce does.  These studies conclude that contingent workers are less effective than are 

their permanent counterparts.  However, studies of contingent workers have found that 

increases in institutional support of various kinds increase contingent workers‟ productivity 

(Barker & Christensen, 1998).  

The second framework is McGregor‟s Theory X and Y.  Theory X and Y is another 

framework used to understand the relationship between individuals and organizations  
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(Bolman & Deal, 2003).  McGregor observed that organizations adopted one of two attitudes 

toward their employees.  Theory X organizations believe that their workers do not want to be 

productive and are inherently lazy (McGregor, 1967).  In contrast, Theory Y organizations 

recognize that employees in fact like and need work to achieve self actualization (McGregor, 

1960).  Given the choice, employees prefer performing self-directed tasks.  In this manner, 

employees pursue self-actualization at the same time that they are meeting organizational 

goals (Bolman & Deal).  McGregor observed that Theory Y organizations use more 

participatory management styles.  This type of organization is particularly effective with 

workers who perform specialized tasks, like doctors or other professors, and as such, this 

theory is particularly relevant to higher education institutions (Schein, 2004).  Faculty, both 

tenured/tenure-track and contingent, are defined as professional.  Additionally, the shared 

governance structure of higher educational institutions creates an organizational structure that 

reinforces a collaborative work environment necessary for Theory Y to thrive (Clark & 

Astuto, 1994).  In contrast, contingent faculty are often excluded from the shared governance 

structure of higher education.  Through exclusion, higher education institutions may create 

the self-fulfilling prophecy of poor work and poor performance among contingent faculty in 

a manner consistent with Theory X.   

Finally, organizational commitment is the central theory in the framework.  

Organizational commitment is a logical extension of social exchange theory, as well as 

Theory X and Y.  Organizational commitment is defined as an employee's psychological 

attachment to the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  Commitment can be measured by the 

degree to which an employee identifies with the goals and values of the organization as well 
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as the effort that an employee is willing to devote to achieve the goals of the organization.  

The theory is a tool that can be used to identify the antecedents to positive work behavior.  

Not unlike Theory Y, researchers who study organizational commitment have argued that 

good work life quality and high productivity can be “accomplished if top management values 

employees as individuals and treats them as assets rather than expenses” (Koys, 1988, p.58).  

Social exchange theory contributes to the framework by suggesting that individuals will 

exhibit better job performance and commitment if they feel rewarded and supported 

(Rhoades, Eisenberger & Armeli, 2001).  Several studies have identified that contingent 

faculty demonstrate less organizational commitment that tenured/tenured-track faculty.  

Other studies have suggested best practices that may increase commitment in contingent 

faculty.  Yet, there is no research that empirically tests if these best practices generate 

commitment.  This study seeks to understand the differences between part-time contingent 

faculty, full-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty in levels of 

organizational commitment.  Additionally, this study seeks to identify which institutional 

practices have a positive impact on commitment for contingent faculty. 

Methods 

This quantitative study seeks to examine how part-time and full-time contingent 

faculty differ in their level of organizational commitment as well as understand how 

organizational practices impact contingent faculty‟s ability to build organizational 

commitment.  Using the 2004-2005 Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) Faculty 

Survey will provide this study a large comprehensive sample of college faculty from a wide 

array of institutions.  In addition, the HERI survey asked questions pertaining to a spectrum 
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of faculty issues, including: productivity, perceptions of institutional climate, and 

engagement with undergraduates through teaching and research (Astin, Korn & Dey, 1991).  

Embedded in the questions pertaining to perceptions of institutional climate and engagement 

are questions addressing satisfaction, stress, professional development opportunities, and 

compensation (Lindholm, Szelenyi, Hurtado, & Korn, 2005), which are directly related to the 

research questions in this study. 

In this study, the dependant variable is defined as organizational commitment, and 

specifically includes items that relate to an individual‟s level of commitment to teaching, 

commitment to students, and commitment to the institution.  The independent variables 

include individual demographics, institutional characteristics, institutional practices, stress 

variables, and job satisfaction. 

These last two variables, stress and job satisfaction, are particularly interesting 

because many studies about higher education faculty, they are often used as dependent 

variables (Hagedorn, 2000; Siefert & Umbach, 2008; Zhou & Volkwein, 2004).  However, 

other studies argue that due to the cyclical nature between the variables and commitment, it is 

difficult to determine a causal ordering of the two constructs (Brooke, Russell & Price, 1988; 

Curry, Wakefield, Price & Mueller, 1986; Farkas & Tetrick, 1989).  Additionally, both stress 

and job satisfaction have a demonstrated relationship with organizational commitment 

(Meyer & Allen, 1997).  In this study, they are used as mediating variables, because of the 

potential impact on the relationship between other independent variables and the dependent 

variable of commitment.  
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To answer the research questions, several statistical techniques were used.  First, 

analysis of variance was used in answering the first question to compare part- and full-time 

contingent faculty to each other and to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of 

organizational commitment (Agresti & Finlay, 1997).  To answer the second research 

question, multiple regression was used to demonstrate which institutional practices predict 

organizational commitment among full- and part-time contingent faculty.  The third research 

question seeks to understand how institutional practices differentially influence the 

organizational commitment of contingent faculty compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

Regression analysis can establish that a set of independent variables explains a proportion of 

the variance in a dependent variable at a significant level, and can establish the relative 

predictive importance of the independent variables (Agresti & Finlay).  Performing a 

regression analysis provides insight into how contingent faculty strengthen current attitudes, 

behaviors, opinions or beliefs in relation to organizational commitment (Agresti & Finlay).   

Nine regressions were run for this study: with three dependent variables (commitment 

to students, commitment to teaching, and commitment to the institution).  The first 

regressions were run with all faculty for the three types of commitment.  Second, six 

additional regressions were run for the three types of commitment, but with two separate 

faculty groups: contingent and tenured/tenure-track.  These regressions allow a better 

understanding of how each faculty group displays organizational commitment.  Additionally, 

the regressions were used to compare how each faculty group demonstrates commitment as 

compared with the other faculty groups.  Comparisons also were made to see if commitment 

to students, teaching and institutions develops differently for each group. 
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Significance of the Study 

Results of this study may have both theoretical and policy implications for higher 

education.  By integrating the construct of Organizational Commitment with both social 

exchange theory and Theory Y, this study adds to the literature in two ways.  First, the 

integration of theories strengthens the framework of organizational commitment by providing 

a specific theoretical structure to examine the antecedents of organizational commitment.  In 

this case, the addition of social exchange theory underscores the impact of relational power 

on how organizational commitment develops.  Exchanges that lack power balance impede 

the growth of commitment.  As contingent faculty often do not participate in the shared 

governance of the institution, they do not have any relational power to exchange.  Second, 

the addition of Theory Y is relevant to the workforce used in this study: higher education 

faculty.  Being a member of a professional workforce, faculty work with significant 

autonomy and self direction, which Theory Y is specifically geared towards.  Additionally, 

Theory Y underscores the importance of having organizational needs align with individuals' 

need for self fulfillment.  Including organizational commitment in the theoretical construct 

enables specific study of institutional practices that have been shown to predict commitment.  

Finally, the inclusion of variables relating stress to organizational commitment will add both 

to the literature on organizational commitment and higher education faculty.  Stress variables 

have been studied in the context of faculty‟s intentions to leave academia, but not through an 

organizational commitment lens, that compares how stress variables impact contingent and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty differently. 
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Policymakers will find the results of this study useful as they work to create a more 

diverse and integrated work force.  By adding to the literature examining how similar or 

different the commitment levels of part-time contingent faculty and full-time contingent 

faculty are from tenured/tenure-track faculty, this study identifies institutional practices that 

build commitment in contingent faculty.  Specifically, if universities invest in the support and 

recognition of contingent faculty, then clearly the benefit will be a long-term and stable 

workforce that is able to provide improved instructional services to students.  Building 

organizational commitment in contingent faculty may have a positive impact on grade 

inflation, retention and graduation rates.  Furthermore, departments could be asked to engage 

in more long-term curricular planning that would allow department chairs to clarify future 

instructional needs.  Long range planning for instructional needs, whether for contingent 

faculty or tenured/tenure-track positions, will allow departments to carefully assess hiring 

decisions.  In finding ways to enhance commitment in contingent faculty, institutions may 

identify and create the practices that may in turn lead to increased job satisfaction and job 

performance in contingent faculty.  

The results of this study may also aid policy makers in addressing issues related to 

organizational climate.  To begin, the inclusion of a wide variety of stress variables helps to 

identify the variables that create those stresses that impede organizational commitment in 

both tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The variables are categorized as either personal or job 

related stress.  Finally, organizations may use this study to consider policies related to shared 

governance.  Most institutions do not involve contingent faculty in the governing body.  By 
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developing ways to integrate contingent faculty into the shared governance structure, 

institutions may generate a re-calibration in the balance between administrators and faculty. 

Delimitations and Limitations 

This study has several delimitations and limitations.  First, by limiting this study to 

four-year institutions, the study focuses on how this particular segment of the population of 

contingent faculty builds commitment.  Because institutional practices are significantly 

different at two-year colleges, it is not analytically productive to include them in the sample.  

Second, relying on variables within an existing dataset limits the range of variables that can 

be included in the analysis.  To the greatest extent possible, variables were selected to 

correspond to this study‟s guiding framework, but it is possible that other variables would 

have better approximated the theoretical constructs that are part of this framework.  Third, 

this study is limited in the number of part-time faculty included in the dataset.  Although 

some institutions may chose to include part-time faculty, the Higher Education Research 

Institute (HERI) intended the survey to be administered primarily to full-time faculty.  

Finally, while ordinary least squared (OLS) regression can be a valuable tool to predict the 

variance in the dependent variable, it does not prove causation.  The data are not longitudinal, 

which makes the direction of causation more difficult to determine.  Moreover, as most 

studies of organizational commitment use OLS, this study still contributes to the literature on 

contingent faculty. 

Definition of Terms 

Several definitions of key terms are provided below to help clarify terminology used 

in this study.  They are listed in alphabetical order. 
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Affective commitment - one of three components of commitment, defined by Meyer and 

Allen (1997) as an employee‟s specific affinity or affection to the group, which is related to 

retention in the organization.  Because employees with high affective commitment 

demonstrate high productivity and reduced job turnover, affective commitment is perceived 

as the most desirable component of commitment.   

Contingent faculty - individuals who provide instruction to either undergraduate or graduate 

students, who are neither on the tenure track, nor tenured.  Contingent faculty may be 

employed either full- or part-time and may either be viewed as permanent or temporary 

employees.  It should be noted that graduate students with teaching responsibilities are not 

considered contingent faculty. 

Continuance commitment - one of three components of commitment defined by Meyer and 

Allen (1997) as the form of commitment employee‟s exhibit when they stay in a job because 

they need to, not necessarily because they want to.  Employees with high continuance 

commitment demonstrate poor attendance, and so the theory does not consider continuance 

commitment a desirable component of commitment. 

Normative commitment - one of three components of commitment, defined by Meyer and 

Allen (1997) as staying in the organization out of a sense of obligation.  Normative 

commitment is viewed more positively than continuance commitment, but it does not 

produce the same outcomes as affective commitment. 

Organizational commitment - defined as an employee‟s level of dedication to an organization 

(Meyer & Allen, 1997) and applies to both full-time and part-time employees.   
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Perceived organizational support – individuals‟ global beliefs about the extent to which the 

organization cares about their well-being and the extent to which it values their contributions 

(Fuller et al, 2006). 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides a background on what we know about contingent faculty and 

their role in the academic workforce.  Additionally, it creates theoretical framework to 

evaluate how contingent faculty develop organizational commitment.  Theoretical 

frameworks are important tools that help researchers focus and ground their research 

questions (Creswell, 2003).  Additionally, theoretical frameworks provide a context and 

structure to guide the research.  This study uses three frameworks to understand how 

contingent faculty relate to their institution.  

A discussion of the existing literature on contingent faculty provides a definition of 

who contingent faculty are and details about their work experiences.  Research on contingent 

faculty has focused on three areas: analysis of contingent faculty demographics, the impact of 

contingent faculty on higher education institutions, and the impact of contingent faculty on 

student outcomes.  In each case, some studies examine the impact of contingent faculty as a 

monolithic unit (Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006; Umbach, 2007), 

while others consider the difference between full-time and part-time positions on outcomes 

(Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Braxton, Bray & Berger, 2000; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  

Further research that delineates the differences between part-time and full-time contingent 

faculty provides insights into how this growing segment of the faculty experience their work. 

The second section explores three lenses through which to view contingent faculty.  

The first is social exchange theory, which provides a framework to evaluate and understand 

the interchange between employee and employer, as well as how the reciprocity develops.  

The second is McGregor‟s Theory X and Y.  Given the independent nature of the faculty 
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work force, this theory allows us to consider the best practices that lead to faculty achieving 

the greatest job satisfaction.  Last, commitment theory is discussed as a tool to understand 

how employees choose to identify with their workplace.  Taken together, these frameworks 

provide a unique perspective to more fully understand how relationships develop between 

contingent faculty and their institutions.  

Review of the Literature on Contingent Faculty 

Given the mounting concern regarding accountability in higher education, the topic of 

contingent faculty has received increasing attention (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa, 

Austin & Trice, 2007).  Escalating tuition has given rise to a desire to understand what drives 

those costs.  Significant financial analysis over time concludes that while there are many 

factors that drive up the cost of higher education, the most significant one is increasing 

competition between institutions (Anderson, 2002; Wellman, 2006).  Some competitors are 

delivering their academic services differently from the traditional lecture format, forcing 

colleges to rethink their educational programs, and by extension, staffing practices (Baldwin 

& Chronister).  Because non-tenure track faculty cost roughly 13 percent of what a tenured 

position would cost, there are some substantial cost savings for institutions that hire 

contingent faculty (Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Toutkoushian, 2006).  As institutions rely 

increasingly on contingent faculty, they are paralleling a similar shift in the overall hiring 

practices in the broader national economy.  Currently, 20 percent of the national work force 

is employed part-time (Kallenberg, 2000).  

The term “contingent employee” was first cited by an economist who used it to 

describe work arrangements that were conditional on employers‟ needs and lacked 
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attachment between employer and worker (Kallenberg, 2000).  Different institutions refer to 

these non-tenured positions by a variety of titles, including adjunct, lecturer, instructor or 

professor of the practice.  For this study, contingent faculty are defined as individuals who 

provide instruction to either undergraduate or graduate students and who are neither tenured 

nor on the tenure track.  Contingent faculty can be employed either full- or part-time and can 

either be viewed as permanent or temporary employees.  In this study, graduate students with 

teaching responsibilities are not included as contingent faculty. 

Since 1960, the percentage of teaching faculty who could be classified as contingent 

employees has increased 86 percent (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006).  The pattern is 

particularly significant at research and doctoral institutions where the proportion of tenured 

to non-tenured faculty is evenly split (Bland et al, 2006).  Figure 2 depicts both full-time and 

part-time instructional staff by tenure status from 1988 to 2004.  In 1988, the percentage of 

tenured faculty was 40 percent, but by 2004, it had decreased to 28 percent.  Likewise, the 

percentage of tenure-track faculty decreased from 14.7 percent to 12.2 percent.  In contrast, 

the percentage of faculty not on the tenure-track (or contingent faculty) increased from 12.8 

percent to 51 percent.  This hiring shift has implications for both institutions and students 

(Holub, 2003).  For institutions, this means a change in the traditional faculty employment 

structure, with fewer individuals participating in governance.  For students, it means less time 

with faculty (Curtis & Jacobe, 2006).  In the sections below, a review of the literature will 

provide descriptive data about contingent faculty, as well as examine the impact of 

contingent faculty on both institutions and students.  
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Who are Contingent Faculty? 

In 2003, contingent faculty made up almost half of the academic work force (Schuster 

& Finkelstein, 2006).  While employed throughout all institutional types, the largest 

percentage of contingent faculty are hired by four-year public universities (Gappa et al, 

2007).  Further analysis of contingent faculty is revealing.  Thirty-two percent of full-time  

 

 

Figure 2. 1988-2004 Percent distribution of both full-time and part-time instructional faculty 

by tenure status at all institutions-types 

Note. Data from National Center for Educational Statistics 2004 NSOPF 
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faculty are not tenured/tenure-track, including faculty at institutions with no tenure system 

(NSOPF, 2004).  By comparison, only 4.5 percent of part-time faculty are tenured/tenure-

track, and the vast majority of the part-time faculty are concentrated in non-tenured positions.  

Figure 3 displays this data for 2004. 

Contingent faculty represent a wide array of individuals.  They are more ethnically 

diverse than the ranks of tenured faculty, with more non-tenured faculty being non-white, 

than tenure-line faculty (Bradburn, Sikora & Zimbler, 2002).  Women are concentrated in 

these ranks 

 

 

Figure 3. 2004 Percent distrubution of full-time and part-time instructional faculty by tenure 

status 

Note. Data from National Center for Educational Statistics 2004 NSOPF 
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as well.  For example, 47.8 percent of contingent faculty are women compared with 37.6 

percent of tenured faculty who are women (Bland et al, 2006; Harper, Baldwin, Gansneder & 

Chronister, 2001).  Increasingly, research indicates that individuals may choose to pursue 

contingent positions.  One study found that women particularly preferred contingent 

appointments because of the “unaccommodating nature” of tenured positions; the 

inflexibility concerning leave for family issues often convinced women in tenure-track 

positions to quit rather than persevere (Gappa et al, 2007).  

Contingent faculty do more than just teach; they fill a wide variety of roles for 

institutions, including researchers, administrators, clinicians, artists-in-residence, and 

engineers, to name a few (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001).  While 67 percent of contingent 

faculty report teaching as their primary activity, they also engage in research, administration, 

and other duties, at 10 percent, 11 percent and 16 percent, respectively (Baldwin & 

Chronister).  These numbers do not add up to 100 percent due to overlapping duties in 

teaching and administration.  While only 33 percent of non-tenure track faculty hold a 

doctorate, they may possess other relevant credentials, such as practical experience in the 

field (Gappa et al, 2007).  Often non-tenure track faculty have had particularly rich 

employment backgrounds that provide a valuable resource to students (Gappa & Leslie, 

1993).  In short, contingent faculty are frequently well qualified professionals who generally 

enjoy teaching and make a substantive contribution to higher education (Baldwin & 

Chronister; Barker & Christensen, 1998; Gappa & Leslie). 

The concentration of contingent faculty in teaching roles within the institution is 

notable.  In fact, this structure of having some faculty focus on teaching, while others 
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concentrate on research has been a dynamic within the institution for decades.  Analysis of 

how this organization impacts faculty and how they function within the hierarchy is critical 

to understanding contingent faculty (Baldwin & Chronister). 

Who are Cosmopolitans and Locals? 

In a study written in 1957, Gouldner categorized two latent social identities in higher 

education faculty.  Labeling them “cosmopolitans” and “locals,” Gouldner examined 125 

faculty at a small private liberal arts college.  Gouldner identified three variables to describe 

these latent identities: loyalty to the employing organization, commitment to specialized or 

professional skill, and external reference group orientations (Reichers, 1985).  Gouldner 

hypothesized that cosmopolitans would have low levels of loyalty to the employing 

organization, high commitment to professional skill, and high reference group orientations 

(Gouldner, 1957).  By contrast, locals have high loyalty to the employing organization, low 

commitment to specialized role skills, and are likely to use an inner reference group 

orientation (Gouldner).  Gouldner concluded that cosmopolitans and locals did behave 

differently toward the employing organization.  Gouldner‟s study helps to frame the tension 

between organizations‟ need for loyalty and their need for expertise (Rhoades, Kiyama, 

McCormick & Quiroz, 2008). 

Other researchers have extended the work of Gouldner.  Birnbaum (1988) and Blau 

(1994) also contend that the two latent social types identified by Gouldner had evolved 

further into a stratification of faculty labor.  Using Gouldner‟s framework of cosmopolitans 

or locals, Birnbaum identified two tiers of faculty.  Cosmopolitan faculty are those who value 

scholarship and research are their primary activity.  Cosmopolitans‟ peers are their 
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colleagues across the country or the world who share their scholarly interests, and locals are 

faculty whose major commitment is to their local campus (Birnbaum).  The latter group 

thinks of themselves members of a community first (both the campus and the region) and as 

scholars second (Blau).  The difference between these two groups is that of prestige and rank 

(Birnbaum).  A study of university faculty by Fuller, Hester, Barnett, Frey and Relyea (2006) 

indicated that faculty value the status that they gain from intellectual affiliation with those 

outside the institution.  While institutions confer rank, prestige is conferred by external 

professional organizations.  What is implied by Birnbaum and stated directly by Blau is that 

prestige is based on research accomplishments and not on teaching.  “A fundamental 

characteristic of the academic stratification system is that research has higher standing than 

teaching.  This is often lamented and sometimes lauded but there is little disagreement about 

it being true” (Blau, p. 275).  As a result, those who do not seek prestige may be less 

concerned with research and more concerned with teaching and service.  Although prestige 

can provide benefits to the institution, prestige is sought to benefit the individual (Birnbaum). 

Blau noted that the pressure associated with high academic status made individuals 

more cosmopolitan and less local.  The somewhat derogatory slogan “publish or perish” is 

used to describe an environment where there is too much focus placed on publishing 

quantity, rather than producing quality” (Blau, 1994, p. 276).  In fact, Blau believed that 

focus on publishing quantity was as detrimental to good teaching as it was to good research.  

Finally, he observed that the skills required to be a good teacher were more difficult to 

acquire than the skills needed to become a good researcher (Blau).  Extending this further, he 

observed that good teaching was more likely to be emphasized by individual faculty who 
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demonstrated loyalty to their local institution.  “The frequency of a faculty member‟s 

contacts with undergraduates, which is another indication of this interest in teaching, further 

increases his loyalty to his university or college” (Blau, p. 127).    

The academic stratification is evident in appointment type.  Tenured/tenure-track 

faculty feel the pressure to research, and assume the role of cosmopolitans.  Although 

Birnbaum does not identify cosmopolitans this way, by definition, tenured/tenure-track 

faculty are those who value scholarship and research are their primary activity.  Likewise, 

contingent faculty are similar to locals.  Two-thirds of full-time contingent faculty define 

themselves as teaching faculty (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001), and locals focus more on 

teaching than on research. 

There is some evidence of a new dynamic developing among the next generation of 

faculty.  Some of the next generation of faculty describe themselves as neither locals nor 

cosmopolitans (Rhoades et al, 2008).  Indeed, these new professionals are less interested in 

adapting to organizational norms, as noted by Nora and Olivias (1988), as they are in having 

the organization change to meet their needs (Rhoades et al).  Like locals, they are interested 

in giving back to the community in which they serve, and they are like cosmopolitans in that 

they are actively committed to their profession.  Rather than calling for a discontinuation of 

tenure/tenure-track, Rhoades et al suggest that by integrating new pathways into academic 

teaching, we can both increase representational numbers of women and minorities, and 

reinforce the ties among faculty, the institution, and the local community. 

None of these studies specifically separate tenured/tenure-track faculty from non-

tenure track faculty when defining the roles of cosmopolitan or local.  Although not stated, 
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Gouldner seemed to study tenured and tenure-track faculty.  His sample was made up of 

“teaching and administrative faculty” (1957), and while not stated, it is assumed that he 

meant tenured/tenure-track.  Finally, Nora and Olivias utilized Goldner‟s framework of 

cosmopolitans and locals.  Their research studied differences in attitudes about corporate 

research across rank (Assistant Professors, Associate Professor, and Professors), but did not 

examine differences in tenure or full-time/part-time status.  In fact, no study has been 

conducted that included a breakdown of both rank and tenure status. 

The academic stratification observed by Blau, has also been observed by those who 

study contingent faculty.  Baldwin and Chronister (2001) refer to the stratification as two 

faculty classes: one tenured/tenure-track, the other contingent.  Institutions send subtle 

messages about the differences between groups.  For example, one institution assigned 

contingent faculty to the end of the graduation processional, rather than have them walk with 

their respective departments (Baldwin & Chronister).  Gappa and Leslie (1993) refer to the 

bifurcation as “castes” (p. 12), with contingent faculty ranked as low-status.  Yet numerous 

studies cite the dedication that contingent faculty bring to their work (Baldwin & Chronister, 

Gappa & Leslie; Gappa, Austin & Trice, 2007), showing the evident enjoyment of teaching 

and students among contingent faculty.   

Despite the dissatisfaction contingent faculty may have with institutional 

administration, it does not impede their dedication to their work (Gappa & Leslie).  In this 

way, contingent faculty are like locals described by Gouldner.  Additionally, contingent 

faculty meet several other criteria that designate them as locals.  Contingent faculty are low 

on commitment to specialized role skills, such as research, and are likely to seek recognition 
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from peers inside their institution.  Despite these parallels, no study has applied Gouldner‟s 

concepts of cosmopolitan and locals to stratification of tenured/tenure-track faculty and 

contingent faculty. 

The stratification of academic ranks has further implications.  Contingent faculty are 

excluded from participation in academic freedom and shared governance (Baldwin & 

Chronister, Gappa & Leslie; Gappa, Austin & Trice).  Institutions need to understand if 

stratification has negative implications for institutions and students. 

How does the Influx of Contingent Faculty Impact Institutions? 

The rise in contingent faculty has caused researchers to ask: “can academic freedom 

and governance survive in a sweatshop university” (Bradley, 2004, p. 28)?  By hiring 

contingent faculty, institutions create an inequitable environment between those faculty who 

are tenured and those who are not.  The hiring of a large proportion of contingent faculty 

creates a stratification in faculty ranks, and the resulting implications for institutions are not 

well understood. 

Many tenured faculty view contingent faculty as threats to both academic freedom 

and tenure (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001).  Academic freedom and tenure are inextricably 

linked.  Guaranteed permanent employment or tenure was created in the beginning of the 

twentieth century to protect academic freedom (Bess, 1998).  Both professors and institutions 

consider academic freedom vital to the development of new knowledge and ideas (Chait, 

1997).  When academicians pursue research or teaching that is antithetical to current thought, 

they may be repressed or otherwise hindered either by their institution or by outside political 

powers (Bess).  Tenure provides faculty protection from repression, and protects freedom of 
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inquiry, which is essential to the mission of higher education institutions (Chait).  Tenure is 

credited with helping to establish the excellence of the American higher education system 

(Chait). 

Without tenure, the cornerstone of academic freedom, contingent faculty are not 

protected in or out of the classroom.  For example, a lecturer at California State University, 

Fullerton was fired because she would not sign a loyalty oath in her employment agreement 

on the grounds of religious freedom (Paddock, 2008).  Other contingent faculty also 

experience censorship, although specific incidents are not widely publicized (Buck & 

Watson, 2002).  “The greatest threats to academic freedom today may not be the kinds of 

blatant attacks that make headlines, but rather the silent self-censorship of thousands of 

professors holding temporary, insecure appointments” (Bradley, 2004, p. 1). 

Universities use a very dynamic governance system that relies heavily on 

participation from an engaged faculty, recognized as a highly professional work force.  

Shared governance has always been the norm in higher education, and this has meant that 

faculty are administratively involved in matters relating to education, including pedagogical 

and curricular decision-making, as well as larger policy issues, including planning, budgeting 

and selecting administrators (Birnbaum, 2004).  Policy decisions have traditionally been 

overseen by administrators and faculty alike, who exist in an “inescapable interdependence” 

(Birnbaum, p. 9).  Given the increasing complexity of university administration, however, 

there has been a growing divide between administrators and faculty (Fish, 2004).  “But the 

tenure system is no longer the universal model for all academic appointments” (Gappa et al, 

2007, p. 193), thus more contingent faculty are hired.  Many researchers note that this 
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decrease in the number of tenured faculty means that that there are fewer faculty to share 

governance duties (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001).  Indeed, some fear that more and more of 

the institutional governance will shift to administrators (Bradley, 2004).  One of the biggest 

concerns about the decline in the overall percentage of the full-time faculty is that this 

change has come from two directions.  Not only has there been an increase in the number of 

non-tenure track faculty, there has also been a significant decline in the percentage of 

tenured/tenure-track hires (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).    

Given that most colleges rely on tenured faculty to participate in shared governance, 

these shifts in hiring practices result in fewer tenured/tenure-track faculty participants in 

governance.  Moreover, changes in the employment terms of the faculty effectively changes 

the power structure in higher education, giving more authority to the administration rather 

than balancing it between administration and faculty (Bess, 1998).  Some researchers fear 

that changes to the tenure system will be demoralizing to faculty and reduce productivity 

(Bess).  Other higher education researchers believe that tenure must be re-evaluated in the 

context of an expanded work force (Gappa et al, 2007).    

Researchers have also noted that the increased use of contingent faculty creates a 

second tier of faculty.  Higher education has “…institutionalized privilege for one set of 

citizens (tenured and tenure-track faculty) at the cost to others” (Barker & Christensen, 1998, 

p. 199).  The increase of this second tier means that there may be a decline in the collegiality 

of faculty.  Indeed, there is anecdotal evidence to support that this is already occurring.  

“There can be no collegial interchange if faculty are operating in rigid tiers with no contact 

between contingent instructors and the tenure-track faculty” (Thompson, 2003, p. 43).  While 
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much of this separation is institutionalized, contingent faculty believe that they are 

stigmatized by tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Many adjuncts report being ignored or 

disrespected by tenured/tenure-track faculty (Barker & Christensen).   

Likewise, contingent faculty are excluded from governance.  While some institutions 

have opened the faculty senate by including contingent faculty representatives, most do not, 

thereby eliminating an opportunity for contingent faculty voices to be heard (Thompson, 

2003).  Those institutions that exclude contingent faculty from shared governance do so 

because of a perception that contingent faculty are more vulnerable in their dealings with the 

administration and thus unable to participate freely and openly (Bradley, 2004). 

Although all institutions include teaching as part of their mission, doctoral-granting 

institutions often value research more than teaching, especially in tenure decisions 

(Fairweather & Rhoades, 1995).  To illustrate this point, one need only look at comments 

from current faculty themselves: “I like to teach, but it is not valued” (Tierney, 1997, p. 11), 

and “…if I spent my time improving [teaching], I would not get tenure” (Tierney, p.11).  The 

institutional norm is to emphasize research at the cost of good teaching.   

What‟s more, the dichotomy of teaching and research is reinforced beyond the tenure 

system and exists more generally within the organizational culture (Tierney, 1997).  For 

example, in pursuit of tenure, faculty are not rewarded for teaching, but are rewarded for 

research productivity (Fairweather, 2002).  In fact, some faculty perceive that their interest in 

good teaching is not valued by fellow faculty (Brawner, Felder, Brent, Allen & Miller, 1999).  

The process of this socialization may start as early as graduate school, where a commitment 

to teaching is not encouraged by faculty advisors (Fairweather & Rhoades, 1995).  In fact, 
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graduate student socialization reinforces this through informal conversation and in the 

content of student-faculty meetings (Fairweather).  Once graduate students attain their first 

tenure-track position, the socialization continues.  New tenure-track faculty, in particular, 

feel a pressure to produce research (Tierney).  External structures support this culture through 

grant awards for scholarship, as well as peer review of research articles (Fairweather & 

Rhoades; Zabriski, Dey, & Riegle, 2002). 

The antithesis of this cultural trend is tied to contingent faculty, two-thirds of whom 

define their primary role as teaching (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001).  Because the service they 

were hired to provide is not inherently valued by the institution, contingent faculty, by 

definition, are not perceived as valuable (Charfauros & Tierney, 1999).  By undervaluing 

teaching, institutions reinforce the tiered system of cosmopolitans (faculty who seek 

recognition from peers outside their institution) and locals (faculty who seek recognition 

from peers inside their institution) (Gouldner, 1957). 

While the academic culture identifies excellence in both teaching and research as an 

ideal, some researchers question if a faculty member can truly excel at both.  Fairweather 

(2002) indicated that only 22 percent of faculty were simultaneously and equally productive 

at both teaching and research.  Tierney (1997) recommended that rather than continue to 

insist that colleges and universities encourage an ideal that no longer has merit, higher 

education might consider incorporating academic communities that honor difference rather 

than assimilation.  He went on to suggest that we “create an organizational community that 

uses the idea of excellence and difference, rather than similarity, as its overriding ethos (p. 

14).” 
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Tierney‟s suggestion of the integration of several types of faculty appointments is 

contrary to conventional wisdom that contends that the dramatic increase in the number of 

contingent faculty has a negative impact on the faculty in general (Tierney, 1997).  Two 

studies sought to identify if an increase percentage of contingent faculty had a negative 

impact on the frequency with which all faculty engage in good teaching practices (Umbach, 

2008; Umbach, 2007).  The study used social exchange theory and psychological contracts 

research, “which suggests that employees and employers develop mutual obligations 

whereby the employee owes an employer certain contributions and the employer owes 

inducements for work” (Umbach, 2007, p. 94).  Umbach sought to understand whether, on 

campuses with high levels of contingent faculty, all faculty interacted with students less 

frequently in activities that encourage undergraduate engagement.  The study found that the 

percentage of contingent faculty on a campus has no effect on the effectiveness of faculty in 

their delivery of undergraduate education.  In fact, the study found that   “…the binding 

lifelong commitment associated with such appointments [as tenure] trumps any threats to the 

psychological contract.”  (Umbach, 2007, p. 110).   

In general, however, part-time faculty do have a greater negative impact on doctoral 

institutions than on baccalaureate institutions.  For example, contingent faculty have fewer 

interactions with students than their counterparts at liberal arts colleges (Umbach, 2007).  

Perhaps this is because contingent faculty experience less support from the administration at 

larger universities (Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Umbach, 2007; Umbach, 2008).  This is in 

keeping with findings that effective teaching is more likely to happen at liberal arts colleges 

than at doctoral institutions.  Such findings lend further support to the argument that 
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institutional type is a strong predictor of how faculty engage students both in and out of the 

classroom (Umbach).  These inconclusive findings suggest that contingent faculty‟s presence 

is not unequivocally adverse, and perhaps could be modified to be a positive force on 

campuses. 

Researchers have been examining these inherent institutional cultural differences.  

Higher education has begun to value the importance of considering alternatives to the 

“norm.”  Charfauros and Tierney (1999) suggested that institutions begin nurturing 

contingent faculty, rather than ignore them.  In fact, contingent faculty could be utilized in a 

more productive manner.  Two books in particular, outline several best practices for policies 

relating to contingent faculty.  In The Invisible Faculty, Gappa and Leslie (1993) studied the 

experiences of part-time contingent faculty.  Through site visits at eighteen colleges and 

universities they conducted numerous interviews and did comparative analysis with data 

derived from the NCES National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty.  They conclude their 

book with several recommendations for ways to improve the experiences and effectiveness of 

part-time contingent faculty.  The authors list forty-three recommended practices broken into 

three categories, including using part-time faculty to achieve educational objectives, 

developing fair employment practices, and investing in human resources. 

Baldwin and Chronister (2001) detailed suggestions for both employment practices 

and policies relating to shared governance.  Their conclusions were based on an extensive 

study of a cross-section of higher education institutions that included site visits to twelve 

institutions.  Their recommendations regarding policies and practices of employment of full-

time non-tenure-track faculty include opportunities for participation in shared governance, 



36 

 

multi-year contracts, a system of sequential ranks, and inclusion in the academic community.  

While both Baldwin and Chronister, and the Gappa and Leslie books are thorough and 

provide comprehensive list of recommendations, they do not specifically identify which 

recommendations lead to outcomes such as increased participation in shared governance or 

improved student engagement or graduation rates.  In other words, it‟s unclear whether their 

recommendations are effective in practice.  However, their propositions provide an excellent 

foundation to examine how contingent faculty respond to existing policies relating to 

employment practices and shared governance. 

There are a number of avenues for colleges and universities to provide more support 

for contingent faculty in order to increase their commitment, trust, and performance 

(Umbach, 2007).  To begin, institutions must make efforts to promote effective teaching 

strategies.  For example, creating an evaluation process that monitors teaching outcomes 

would provide contingent faculty with important feedback about what students are learning 

(Benjamin, 2003).  In fact, this method could be applied to tenured/tenure-track faculty as 

well.  Additionally, institutions could encourage more effective teaching strategies through 

orientation and professional development opportunities (Thompson, 2003).  Furthermore, 

institutions may consider clarifying the process of evaluation and re-employment (Baldwin & 

Chronister, 2001).  Establishment of specific criteria for performance evaluation would also 

be helpful.  Recognition programs are another way for colleges and universities to recognize 

the contribution of contingent faculty (Gappa et al, 2007).  This short list of potential 

solutions provides a beginning for understanding of how to address concerns of contingent 

faculty and help them increase their effectiveness.   
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The influx of contingent faculty has created a stratification in the academic ranks 

because of the stigma associated with their non-tenured positions.  Because contingent 

faculty do not fully enjoy all of the privileges of tenure/tenure-track status, their increased 

presence has weakened both academic freedom and shared governance (Buck & Watson, 

2001).  However, several researchers suggest that by embracing this category of faculty, we 

can improve the effectiveness of institutions.  Further discussion of how contingent faculty 

influence students and their learning outcomes follows in the next section.   

How do Contingent Faculty Impact Students? 

Numerous research studies have focused on the important impact faculty have on 

students‟ ability to learn.  Chickering and Gamson (1987) identified positive faculty-student 

interactions as good practice that increased active learning.  Pascerella and Terenzini (2005) 

noted that faculty have a significant positive impact on student engagement.  Specifically, 

student-faculty interaction “outside of the classroom appears consistently to promote student 

persistence, educational aspirations and degree completion, even when other factors are taken 

into account (p. 417).”  Pascerella and Terenzini (2005) also noted that particularly 

intellectual or substantive interactions outside of the classroom have a significant impact on 

undergraduate education.  McNeel‟s study (as cited in Pascerella and Terenzini, 2005) shows 

that outside-of-class interactions also are linked to growth in principled and moral reasoning.  

Umbach and Wawrzynski (2005) found that faculty have a significant impact on students‟ 

capacity to develop higher-order cognitive abilities.  This study also found that liberal arts 

colleges are more likely to engage in and promote effective educational teaching practices 

(Umbach & Wawrzynski).  However, concerns have been raised as to whether contingent 
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faculty are as effective as tenured/tenure-track faculty in their ability to teach.  There are 

three ways in which contingent faculty may negatively impact students: lack of professional 

support needed to provide quality instruction to students, lack of time to develop 

relationships with students, and lack of academic freedom to challenge students to excel 

(Curtis & Jacobe, 2006).  To study how contingent faculty impact students, research studies 

have been divided between assessment of teaching productivity and evaluation of student 

outcomes.  Teaching productivity studies commonly use student contact hours as a 

measurement.  To assess the impact that contingent faculty have on student outcomes, 

researchers have examined grade inflation, retention data, and graduation rates.  

Regarding the teaching productivity of contingent faculty, some researchers contend 

that contingent faculty spend less time teaching than their tenured/tenure-track counterparts 

(Middaugh, 2002).  Non-tenure track faculty report fewer student contact hours per week 

(Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Umbach, 2007).  Additionally, both full-time and part-time 

non-tenure track faculty spend less time preparing for class than tenure-track faculty 

(Umbach).  The problem with these quantitative studies, however, is that they do not account 

for some fairly significant differences in institutional support provided to tenured/tenure-

track and contingent faculty.   

For example, institutions often hire part-time contingent faculty during periods of 

expanding enrollments, and then cut these positions when enrollments decline (Gappa & 

Leslie, 1993).  Because of the tentative nature of their employment status, contingent faculty 

are often not granted the same pragmatic support that tenured/tenure-track employees 

receive.  For example, because contingent faculty, particularly part-time faculty, are often not 
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allocated office space, many are unable to meet privately with students (Rhoades, 1998).  

Thus, without a place to meet, contingent faculty are often limited to class hours to have 

contact with students.  Additionally, contingent faculty are asked to teach multiple sections 

of the same course so that they may not need as much time to prepare given the redundancy 

of class material (Umbach, 2007).  These issues highlight the importance of needing more 

qualitative data to study the experiences of contingent faculty and the ways in which they are 

using their time.  

Sonner (2000) considered how contingent faculty may affect grading standards, 

particularly in light of their exemption from academic freedom.  Using data from a small 

public university, this study, after controlling for class size and subject, found that grades 

given by contingent faculty were higher than were given by tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

This study did not look at full-time contingent faculty and only contrasted part-time faculty 

to tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The author postulated that since contingent faculty are 

employed from semester to semester, they felt reluctant to give lower grades as doing so 

could increase student complaints and result in the adjunct not receiving an offer to teach in 

the future.  The study concluded that faculty employed on a term-by-term basis must be 

provided adequate training and support to encourage adherence to institutional grading 

standards.  In other words, the tenuous nature of their employment contracts influences the 

way contingent faculty evaluate student performance. 

While there has been significant research on how student retention is influenced by 

faculty (Braxton et al, 2000), there are fewer studies that focus specifically on how 

contingent faculty impact student persistence.  A study of the relationship between faculty 
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status and first-year student retention at a comprehensive university exposed that part-time 

faculty have a negative impact on student learning and retention.  A single institution study 

of five cohorts of entering first-year students considered the impact of part-time faculty on 

student retention and learning outcomes.  Their findings showed that “…students who were 

retained into their second semester took a lower proportion of course work from part-time 

faculty than did the overall first-time cohort” (Harrington & Schibik, 2001, p.12).  In other 

words, students with more part-time faculty instruction in their first semester were less likely 

to matriculate into a second semester.  While these findings provide a helpful cross-section, 

they are limited as they pertained to students at a single institution.  Building on this research, 

a study by Bettinger and Long (2004) found that the proportion of courses taught by adjuncts 

or graduate students adversely affected the number of credit hours that student subsequently 

attempted.  However, the results were somewhat mixed, the effect size was small, and the 

study involved only students attending public colleges in Ohio.  Therefore, the results may 

not be able to be generalized to the population.  Together these studies seem to indicate that 

contingent faculty negatively impact student retention rates. 

Researchers have also examined whether contingent faculty impact graduation rates.  

A study by Ehrenberg and Zhang (2005) using institutional-level data from the College 

Board and IPEDS faculty salary survey, found evidence that as the percentage of faculty that 

are contingent increases, there is an associated decrease in graduation rates.  The strength of 

the association was larger at public colleges and universities than at private institutions.  

Additionally, their study showed that public master‟s level institutions appeared to 

demonstrate the largest effect of any institution type.  This study, however, used two separate 
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data sets, one for faculty, and one for students.  While each data set does provide institutional 

level information, the data were not screened for accuracy, nor were the two datasets linked 

in any way.  In other words, it is possible that the datasets were so different, that they were 

not measuring the same constructs at all.  

A more recent study addressed the methodological limitations of past studies by 

building one dataset that contained both faculty and student data from several institutions.  

This study examined persistence rates of first-year students at six institutions within one state 

higher education system and found that students who averaged more than a third of their 

courses with contingent faculty in the first year were affected (Jaeger et al, 2007).  

Specifically, as levels of contingent faculty instruction increased, first year student retention 

rates dropped significantly and across all institution types (Jaeger et al).  Although part-time 

contingent faculty were specifically examined, this study found no difference in exposure to 

part-time or full-time contingent faculty (Jaeger et al). 

According to studies of retention, graduation rates, and grading standards, a pattern 

emerges that suggests that contingent faculty are less effective in teaching than are their 

tenured/tenure-track counterparts.  While several studies have suggested reasons why this 

may be true, no study has examined the causes of these deficiencies.  Despite the fact that 

contingent faculty are dedicated professionals who are committed to teaching (Baldwin & 

Chronister, 2001), research surprisingly indicates that they seem to have a negative impact on 

key measures of student success.  While there are recommendations in the literature 

regarding how institutions could improve the way contingent faculty impact students, there is 

no empirical research that examines specific institutional practices to determine if those 
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practices are effective in increasing organizational commitment as a way of improving job 

performance and satisfaction. 

Limitations of Research on Contingent Faculty 

This section has outlined who contingent faculty are and how they serve their 

institutions.  Additionally, it has reviewed how contingent faculty affect both institutions and 

students as a whole.  There is insufficient data that examines the differences that exist 

between full-time and part-time contingent faculty, and between all contingent faculty and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Although full-time contingent faculty sometimes are compared 

to tenured/tenure-track faculty, there are compelling differences that need to be clearly 

identified.  “To mix these different types of appointees indiscriminately in a single analysis is 

likely to provide more murkiness than light” (Schuster & Finklestein, 2006 p. 407).  

Additionally, this study addresses the differences between full-time and part-time contingent 

faculty, particularly in terms of how they build organizational commitment.  To date, only 

two studies have used organizational theory to examine contingent faculty, and neither made 

a distinction between part-time and full-time employees.  This study bridges this gap and 

examines commitment levels in both part-time and full-time contingent faculty.  Finally, 

several suggestions of institutional best practices have been made previously.  This study, in 

contrast tests whether these practices have the desired impact of building commitment in 

contingent faculty. 

The next section details the theoretical concepts that further define what we might 

anticipate regarding the commitment levels of contingent faculty to their institutions, and 
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how the integration of three conceptual frameworks can provide insight as to ways to 

generate better outcomes. 

Theoretical Framework 

Universities, like any organization, are complex and intricate.  Organizational theory 

is a tool to help us understand how higher education institutions work.  When approaching 

the question of contingent faculty, a human resource framework helps illuminate how 

individuals interact with their organization.  Furthermore, human resources frameworks help 

explain the ways that organizations need people and the ways that people need organizations 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003).  This study incorporates social exchange theory, Theory Y and 

commitment theory to study contingent faculty in higher education.  Borrowing from 

sociology, these theories are tools that analyze the process through which relationships 

evolve between people and organizations.  Social exchange theory was developed 

specifically to evaluate the reciprocal relationship between organizations and their members 

(Homans, Hamblin & Kunkel, 1977).  Several studies have used social exchange theory to 

study work force effectiveness, specifically among contingent workers (Kallenberg, 2000; 

Kraimer, Wayne, Liden & Sparrowe, 2005; McGinnis & Morrow, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 

1991).  Social exchange theory contextualizes the relationship that develops between 

employee and employer. 

Closely related to social exchange theory, Theory Y assumes that individuals are 

highly motivated and that it is possible to design an organization so that highly trained 

individuals‟ needs are in line with the organizations needs (Heil, Bennis & Stephens, 2000).  

Because college faculty are generally considered part of the professional workforce, 
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including Theory Y allows us to study contingent faculty through a lens that takes into 

account their autonomous work dynamic.  Theory Y is also helpful in studying higher 

education institutions that utilize a shared governance system that relies on mutual trust 

(Schein, 2004) 

Finally, commitment theory extends the theoretical construct of social exchange 

theory and seeks to define an environment where the needs of employees are as important as 

the goals of profit (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  When an organization meets the needs of 

employees, job performance improves, which in turn furthers the employee‟s willingness to 

advance organizational goals and maintain commitment to the organization (Meyer & Allen).  

A positive work environment is seen as the key to that commitment (Cropanzano & Kacmar, 

1995).  Most significantly, commitment theory helps identify antecedents to organizational 

commitment.  This will allow us to consider what factors may increase commitment in 

contingent faculty.  Specifically, understanding how organizational practices create 

commitment will enable colleges and universities to utilize the educational work force most 

effectively.  By using all three theories together, a comprehensive understanding is developed 

regarding how contingent faculty relate to the institutions that employ them. 

Social Exchange Theory 

Social exchange theory was developed in the 1970s by George Homans.  Homans 

believed that theory was needed to further explain relationships between individuals 

(Homans, Hamblin, & Kunkel, 1997).  Derived from both behavioral psychology and rational 

choice theory, exchange theory posits that individuals seek human interaction in a purely 

rational process, not unlike economic theory.  Social exchange theory posits that an 
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individual‟s analysis of costs and benefits are tied to their experience of past relationships.  

The theory serves as a framework to understand why individuals are motivated to continue or 

end relationships.  Sociologists have used this theory to examine relationships and analyze 

how they mature over time. 

Higher education institutions offer researchers a unique opportunity to study 

exchange theory.  Because faculty perform their job functions without the structure of the 

eight-hour work day, direct supervision, and unambiguous measurements of efficiency, 

faculty discharge their duties in an atmosphere of trust (Blau, 1994).  Furthermore, both what 

is taught and what is researched is at the discretion of the faculty.  In exchange, university 

administrations offer support for teaching and research, along with salary and benefits.  In 

entering into relationship, both the faculty member and the institution benefit: the faculty 

member offers his or her expertise and the institution confers academic status (Blau).  Thus, 

reciprocity and mutual dependency are inherent to the relationship. 

Homans began with a micro-perspective on how relationships grow between 

individuals (Ritzer, 2008).  Individuals, he contended, are social and spend considerable time 

in two-sided interactions.  Homans believed that individuals evaluate relationships in a 

rational manner.  As a behaviorist, he was interested in how a person‟s history of 

consequences of a behavior impacts the nature of current behavior.  Homans theorized that 

once initial relationships were formed, the rewards that individuals provide each other serve 

to build and amplify the bonds between people (Ritzer).  Additionally, the opposite is true: 

with insufficient rewards, an association will weaken and end (Ritzer).   
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Homans developed six propositions to support exchange theory.  Propositions one 

through four are based on rationality.  The first was that the more an exchange has been 

rewarded with success in the past, the more an individual will seek the exchange.  Thus, 

increasing rewards leads to increasingly frequent interactions, but not indefinitely.  Second, 

Homans noted the process of generalization from one “stimuli” to another.  In other words, if 

in the past a particular stimuli has led to a person‟s action being rewarded, “then the more 

similar the present stimuli are to the past ones, the more likely the person is to perform the 

action or some similar action” (Homans, 1974, p.23).  Exchanges that yield a positive 

response are likely to be repeated.  Third, the more valuable the reward, the more likely an 

individual is to repeat the action.  Fourth, Homans held that the more often an individual had 

received a reward in the past, the less valuable additional rewards would become.  In other 

words, if there was an element of excess, it could make something that had been desirable 

become undesirable.  This is similar to the economic principle of marginal benefit.   

The fifth proposition is a departure from the others, as it refers to a mental state and 

not a behavior as the other propositions do.  Nevertheless, the proposition states that if an 

individual does not get an expected reward, the individual will become angry.  Although 

clearly describing a state of mind and not a behavior, Homan‟s argued that such frustrations 

could also result in observable behavior.    

Finally, the last proposition, reverting back to rationality, states that individuals will 

choose the course of action that will yield the greatest reward.  This final proposition is 

linked to perceptions that the individual has regarding past experiences with success and with 

frequency of positive events.  “Homans argues that the perceptions of whether chances of 
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success are high or low are shaped by past successes and the similarity of the present 

situation to past successful situations” (Ritzer, 2008, p. 290).  Summarizing all the 

propositions, social exchange theory is the belief that an individual is a rational profit-seeker 

when considering relationships with others. 

While Homans examined the relationship between individuals, another theorist, Peter 

Blau, focused on macro-dynamics: how group relationships are formed (Ritzer, 2008).  Blau 

(1964) noted that it was impossible to understand a social interaction without the context of 

the social structure that the interaction transpires within.  Blau understood that more complex 

social structures created and changed the interactions that transpired within them.  He posited 

that two conditions must be met for social exchange to occur.  First, the interaction must be 

oriented toward ends that can only be achieved through interaction with others; in other 

words, one individual must have something that another individual wants (Blau).  

Additionally, individuals must work to procure what they want (Blau).  The purpose of this 

exchange is to maximize benefits and minimize costs.  

The central focus of Blau‟s extension of the theory was an examination of the role of 

power in relationships.  An individual‟s positional power or status within either a dyadic 

exchange or an organization determines how relationships with others develop: those with 

more power have more influence in the relationship (Homans, Hamblin & Kunkel, 1997).  

Blau discussed processes such as group cohesion and conflict, and how those processes were 

related directly to power. 

Blau‟s theory also encompasses the idea of reciprocity; the behavior of each party is 

reciprocally determined by the behavior of others (Blau, 1964).  The ability of these 
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exchanges to endure is dependent on each individual believing that, in the long run, the 

relationship will continue.  Additionally, Blau (1964) noted that some individuals may garner 

more resources than others.  According to Blau, individuals try to correct this resource 

imbalance through seeking what they need from others.  Finally, the nature of an exchange is 

further defined by whether the individuals involved in the exchange portray either leader or 

follower characteristics, as well as how those characteristics influence outcomes.  Group 

members with the ability to impress and reward others are most likely to end up in leadership 

positions (Blau). 

Blau (1964) believed that social exchange is specifically different than economic 

exchange.  In social exchange, an individual might do something for another person even if 

the specifics of the “exchange” are not detailed in advance.  In fact, the unspecific nature of 

the exchange is how trust and further reciprocation are built.  By contrast, economic 

exchanges are usually detailed and not dependent on trust for execution (Blau).  

Richard Emerson expanded social exchange theory so that researchers now see that it 

“marked the beginning of a new stage in the development of social exchange theory” (Ritzer, 

2008, p. 295).  In many ways his work was a composite of the approaches of both Homans 

and Blau (Turner, 2001).  First, Emerson expanded Homan‟s discussion of social exchange 

beyond dyadic exchange to include not just individuals, but organizations and nation states 

(Lawler & Yoon, 1996).  It was the idea that power and dependence were central to exchange 

theory and could thereby form a more extensive exchange theory of social relations that 

interested Emerson (Ritzer).  Building on Blau‟s exploration of power in relationships, 

Emerson posited that there are two specific aspects of this approach.  The first is that power 
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is relational, and is a function of the dependence that one person has on another (Emerson, 

1962).  Second, power is potential power, that is, the power may or may not be used by 

individuals (Emerson).  Specifically, Emerson (1962) stated: 

There is a balance in the relationship between A and B when the dependence 

of A on B equals the dependence of B on A.  Where there is an imbalance in 

the dependencies, the actor with less dependence has an advantage in terms of 

power.  Thus power is a potential built into the structure of the relationship.  

(p. 33) 

This leads to a key concept of Emerson‟s theory that exchanges may either be 

balanced or imbalanced.  A balanced exchange means that two individuals are equally 

dependent on each other for exchange and so have equal power.  When balanced, there is 

power equilibrium.  Emerson also noted that an imbalance of power can lead to positive or 

negative outcomes (reward or punishment).  Specifically, power can be derived from both the 

ability to reward as well as from the ability to punish.  

In summary, Emerson defined exchange theory as having several specific 

components.  First, there must be a set of either individual or collective actors.  Second, 

valued resources are distributed among the actors, and there are various opportunities for 

exchange among all actors.  Finally, exchanges create a power dependence of actors on each 

other.  These dependencies are the major structural determinants of their interaction and of 

their power over each other (Emerson). 

The idea of conceptual power became the focus for much of the subsequent work on 

exchange theory, leading to the more current work on network exchanges, defined as “a 
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specific social structure formed by two or more connected exchange relations between 

actors” (Cook & Whitmeyer, 1992).  For example, Pinks (1992) discussed how social 

exchange theory was linked to participatory decision making in the workplace.  Besides the 

expansion of the theory with respect to exchange and power, Emerson‟s most lasting 

contribution is the creation of a more complex theoretical framework that can be empirically 

tested.   

Several studies have used social exchange theory to study contingent workers (Blau, 

1964; Kraimer et al, 2005), and more recently to study contingent faculty in higher education 

(Umbach, 2007).  Exchange theory is particularly helpful in studying contingent workers 

because of their conditional relationship with their employer.  Social exchange theory 

suggests that individuals build relationships with others who can give them needed resources, 

and in exchange for resources, individuals exhibit commitment (Rhoades, Eisenberger & 

Armeli, 2001).  Because employers often limit the support that they provide contingent 

workers, these employees exhibit less commitment than the full-time workforce.  These 

studies conclude that contingent workers are less effective than their permanent counterparts.  

However, studies of contingent workers have found that increases in institutional efforts 

increase contingent workers‟ productivity (Barker & Christensen, 1998).  

Finally, the nature of power and reciprocation as defined by Emerson is specifically 

helpful in understanding how contingent faculty relate to others in institutions of higher 

education.  Emerson noted that a balanced exchange means that two individuals are equally 

dependent on each other for exchange and so have equal power.  When balanced, there is 

power equilibrium.  In this way, tenured/tenure-track faculty have found a way to experience 



51 

 

that balance with institutions through shared governance.  Conversely, contingent faculty do 

not have equilibrium.  Their tentative employment status means that institutions, as well as 

tenured/tenure-track faculty, wield more power over them than they can over either faculty or 

institutions.  Additionally, because their work is not inherently valued by the institution, 

contingent faculty, by definition, are not perceived as valuable (Charfauros & Tierney, 1999).  

This furthers the power imbalance between contingent faculty and institutions.  This 

imbalance means that contingent faculty are less likely than their tenured/tenure-track 

counterparts to demonstrate the commitment that comes from equitable exchange. 

Limitations of Social Exchange Theory 

Despite continued development of social exchange theory, it does have some 

limitations.  Homans‟s explanation of human behavior is similar to homo economicus: 

individuals seek to attain very specific and predetermined goals to the greatest extent with the 

least possible cost (Zafirovski, 2003).  This theory, however, assumes that homo economicus 

bases choices on a consideration of need and rationality, yet humans are not always rational.  

By this definition, economic man is also amoral, ignoring all social values unless adhering to 

them provides him or her what is needed.  

Other research has demonstrated that such assumptions about humans are not only 

empirically inaccurate but also unethical.  While sociologists use social exchange theory to 

analyze social systems and predict long term trends (Zafirovski, 2003), the theory is limited 

as it does not provide standards on which individuals may base decisions.  That is, what 

constitutes a cost or a benefit is subjective and based solely on an individual‟s experience.  

Additionally, the theory assumes a linear structure in relationship; however, many 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorality
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relationships might skip steps or build circuitously.  Critics note that much of the theory is 

predicated on economic assumptions such as a perfect market, which may or may not apply 

to individual or group behavior.  Indeed, the factors that influence the process may shift to 

the point that analysis is impossible (Zafirovski).  Much like any observed pattern, the 

process of observation itself may change the outcome and render predictability impossible.  

Nevertheless, social exchange theory continues to provide insights into the ways individuals 

and organizations create and evaluate relationships. 

Theory X and Y 

Developed in the 1960s by Douglas McGregor, Theory X and Y is another 

framework used to understand the relationship between individuals and organizations 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003).  McGregor observed that organizations adopted one of two attitudes 

toward their employees.  Theory X organizations believe that their workers do not want to be 

productive and are inherently lazy (McGregor, 1967).  Employers in Theory X organizations 

assume that the only thing that motivates employees is earning money.  Workers need to be 

directed and coerced to meet organizational goals (Bolman & Deal).  Theory X organizations 

utilize a more authoritarian style of management (Ritzer, 2008).  Schein (2004) observed that 

people often respond adaptively to the assumptions that are made about them.  In other 

words, if a manager operates with a Theory X assumption about his or her employees, it is 

likely that the employees will behave in terms of those expectations (Schein). 

McGregor, however, held that by assuming the worst about employees, managers 

who subscribed to a Theory X perspective created a self-fulfilling prophecy of poor work and 

poor performance (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  McGregor (1967) said, “I become steadily more 
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persuaded that perhaps the greatest disparity between reality and managerial perceptions is an 

underestimation of the potentialities of human beings for contributions to organizational 

effectiveness” (p. 6). 

In contrast, Theory Y organizations recognize that employees in fact like and need 

work to achieve self actualization (McGregor, 1960).  Given the choice, employees prefer 

performing self-directed tasks.  In this manner, employees pursue self-actualization at the 

same time that they are meeting organizational goals (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  McGregor 

observed that Theory Y organizations lead to more participatory management styles.  This 

type of organization is particularly effective with workers such as doctors or other 

professionals who perform specialized tasks (Schein, 2004).  

For McGregor, the point of the theory is to begin to examine the underlying 

assumptions of supervisors and understand how those assumptions lead to managerial 

practices.  His theory reinforced Albert Maslow‟s work outlining five levels of human needs 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003).  McGregor proposed that people were capable of extraordinary 

things if given the opportunity to meet their own self-fulfilling needs while pursing the goals 

of the organization.  McGregor referred to this approach as “enlightened management.” 

McGregor‟s theory is particularly relevant to higher education institutions (Schein, 

2004).  Faculty are defined as a professional workforce due to the length of their formal 

training.  Studies show that the duration of post-baccalaureate training relates positively to 

the strength of an individual‟s professional ethics.  The increased training instills a sense of 

professional responsibility and a sense that work is a calling.  Faculty, both tenured/tenure-

track and contingent, are defined as professional.  Additionally, the shared governance 
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structure of higher educational institutions creates an organizational structure that reinforces 

a collaborative work environment necessary for Theory Y to thrive (Clark & Astuto, 1994).  

However, contingent faculty often are excluded from the shared governance structure of 

higher education.  Through this exclusion, higher education institutions may create the self-

fulfilling prophecy of poor work and poor performance among contingent faculty in a 

manner consistent with Theory X.  Higher education institutions can consider the value of 

self-actualization for contingent faculty.  Through creation of institutional practices relating 

to shared governance and other collaborative practices, academic institutions can better align 

an individual‟s needs for self-fulfillment with the goals of the organization. 

Limitations of Theory X and Y 

McGregor was often asked, “This is a great theory but how do you make it work?  

And McGregor would invariably respond, „I don‟t know‟” (Heil, Bennis & Stephens, 2000, 

p. 123).  McGregor‟s idea was that supervisors needed to test their core preconceived ideas 

about individuals in their workforce.  In other words, McGregor believed that managers need 

to challenge their inherent assumptions about their employees (Heil et al).  Such a reflective 

exercise is not easily undertaken given that the intended outcome was as abstract as raising 

personal awareness.  Additionally, because the Theory X and Y represent unrealistic 

extremes, the theories are not often used explicitly.  Nevertheless, the insights that they 

provide have benefited other human resources theories that have been developed 

subsequently.  Theory Y remains a guiding principle of positive approaches to management 

and an effective tool to improve organizational culture. 
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Organizational Commitment 

The last theory, organizational commitment, is a logical extension of social exchange 

theory, as well as Theory X and Y.  Organizational commitment is defined as an employee‟s 

level of dedication to an organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  Organizational commitment 

theory encompasses both full-time and part-time employees.  In fact, there is specific 

research examining how both part-time and temporary or contingent employees develop and 

maintain their organizational commitment (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005; Kraimer et 

al, 2005).  The tentative nature of contingent positions means that they are viewed as 

somewhat inconsequential.  In the age of downsizing and budget cuts, employers often are 

faced with difficult choices in work-force reduction.  Deciding who to retain becomes 

important in order to ensure that the organization maintains high productivity, in the face of 

diminishing resources.  Thus, understanding what engenders organizational commitment 

among contingent employees becomes critical to that process (Caldwell, Chapman & 

O‟Reilly, 1990).   

Employees assess an organization‟s ability to value their contributions as well as its 

ability to reward ongoing effort.  A positive assessment can lead to employees developing a 

strong emotional attachment to the organization along with greater motivation to contribute 

meaningfully to the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  While other types of commitment, 

such as professional commitment or family commitment, can impact employees‟ behavior at 

work, organizational commitment is a more “maturely developed” theory than other types of 

commitment and as such deserves specific attention (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005).   
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Organizational commitment theory was developed during the 1990s (Meyer & Allen, 

1991).  Several theorists were building their ideas at the same time, giving rise to some 

confusion due to overlapping terminology (Kacmar, Carlson & Brymer, 1999).  For example, 

some researchers considered the construct in terms of a global organization, whereas others 

thought of commitment as contingency-specific, such as commitment to a boss or co-

workers.  One study designed to answer this question, found that, in fact, this distinction did 

not affect outcomes.  It found that workers will transfer contingency-specific commitment to 

the larger organization (Hunt & Morgan, 1994).  In doing so, individuals create a link 

between positive relationships with work groups and the global organization.   

Meyer and Allen (1997) define organizationally committed employees as those who 

are consistently highly motivated to protect company assets and share organizational goals 

(Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001).  Organizational commitment is viewed as a stabilizing force 

that gives direction to work-related behavior (Koys, 1988).  Because work has the potential 

to provide numerous rewards to employees beyond salary and benefits, researchers have 

sought to identify those benefits (Koys).  Work provides intrinsic value: self-respect, job 

satisfaction, and the knowledge that the work is done well and is important.  Consequently, 

these feelings will increase an individual‟s dedication to his or her duties (Koys).  Such 

behavior from employees is clearly beneficial to employers because it increases productivity 

and motivation. 

A common theme that runs throughout the commitment literature is that of exchange.  

Individuals come to an organization with needs and skills and expect to find a work 

environment where they can use those skills.  The organization becomes a vehicle to have 
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those needs met, and in doing so, the needs of the individual and the organization are aligned 

together.  This is essentially what McGregor was advocating with Theory Y (Mowday, Porter 

& Steers, 1982). 

Components of Organizational Commitment 

Several theorists broke commitment into components to better understand its effects, 

and researchers define these components somewhat differently.  Meyer and Allen (1997) 

defined the components of organizational commitment as affective, continuance, and 

normative.  Affective commitment identifies an employee‟s specific affinity or affection 

toward the group, which is related to retention in the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  In 

short, employees with affective commitment want to stay in the organization and have an 

emotional attachment to the organization (Meyer & Allen).  This affinity involves a sense of 

shared identity between the employee and the organization.  Often this shared identity 

includes shared values; this provides great motivation for employees to contribute 

meaningfully to the work process.  Additionally, managers note that employees with high 

affective commitment report higher levels of adherence to policy and lower levels of job 

turnover (Mowday et al, 1982).  Perhaps most importantly, high affective commitment leads 

to better job performance (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 

The second component of commitment is continuance, that is, when employees stay 

in a job because they need to, not necessarily because they want to (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  

Employees associate a cost with leaving, and stay in a position even after they no longer feel 

an affinity for the group.  This level of commitment can create feelings of resentment and 

negatively correlate with performance indicators like attendance (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  
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Continuance commitment can have clear negative results for employers, particularly when an 

employee remains committed but not productive (Reichers, 1985).   

How employees experience job dissatisfaction is related to continuance commitment.  

Meyer and Allen (1991) found that before an employee decides to leave, there is a period of 

disenchantment.  During this phase, employees may respond to dissatisfaction in three ways: 

they may express ideas about improvement (voice), they may express a willingness to accept 

things the way they are (loyalty), or they may withdraw (neglect).  Researchers noted that the 

stronger an individual‟s continuance commitment, the more likely they are to withdraw 

(Kacmar et al, 1999).  Studies have examined the relationship between intent to leave and 

continuance commitment.  Often examined as “side bets” and the availability of alternatives, 

employees have numerous work and non-work related reasons for staying (Mowday et al, 

1982).  Meyer and Allen examined whether those side bets were related to age and length of 

time within an organization and found no strong relationship.  For example, an employee 

may mature and develop more relevant job experience, and thus be more competitive in the 

job market than a less-experienced employee (Mowday et al).  In such a scenario, length of 

service may not necessarily imply increased continuance commitment. 

The third component described by Meyer and Allen (1997) is normative commitment.  

In this case, employees stay in the organization out of a sense of obligation.  Employees who 

are operating under normative commitment feel that it is morally right to stay with an 

organization (Meyers & Allen, 1991).  Employees may resent their obligation, but may be 

more productive than those employees operating under continuance commitment (Reichers, 

1985). 
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Of these three types of commitment, affective commitment is the most desirable for 

both employees and employers (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  Affective commitment is an 

important determinant of dedication, loyalty, and personal fulfillment (Meyer & Allen).  If 

employees are able to have their needs as well as their personal goals and expectations met, 

affective commitment is likely to develop.  Employees evaluate how much the organization 

values their contribution and assess the organizational readiness to reward increased efforts.  

Generally, when researchers discuss organizational commitment, they are referring to 

affective commitment.  In presenting this study, the terms commitment and affective 

commitment are used interchangeably. 

Other theoretical approaches analyzed the components of commitment somewhat 

differently.  For example, Caldwell et al (1990) defined the components as compliance, 

identification, and internalization.  Compliance commitment occurs when employees adopt 

certain behaviors to gain specific rewards (Caldwell et al).  Identification commitment occurs 

when an employee feels proud to be identified with the group (Caldwell et al).  

Internalization commitment is defined as commitment that occurs when an individual‟s 

values are congruent with the organization‟s values (Caldwell et al).  While these constructs 

are similar to Meyer and Allen, Caldwell, Chapman, and O‟Reilly‟s description of the 

components of commitment theory are problematic due to the significant correlation between 

identification and internalization (Vandenberg, Self & Seo, 1994).  In fact, there are several 

other constructs of commitment theory (Becker, 1960; Sheldon, 1971).  Still, Meyer and 

Allen‟s work has been widely cited and validated by a variety of studies, including a cross-
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cultural study (Kacmar et al, 1999).  The strength of the theory lies in its reliability, making it 

an applicable framework for this study. 

Multiple Commitments  

All three components of commitment may factor in to an employee‟s relationship 

with the institution at any one time (Hunt & Morgan, 1994).  For example, an employee may 

need to stay for financial reasons but also be emotionally attached to the organization (Meyer 

& Allen 1997).  “Researches gain a clearer understanding of an employee‟s relationship with 

an organization by considering the strength of all three forms of commitment together rather 

than trying to classify it as being of a particular type” (Meyer & Allen,  p. 13)  

The three components of commitment: affective, continuance and normative, are 

different from the commitment that an individual might have to an employer or department 

(Cohen, 2003).  When employees are committed to both the larger organization as well as the 

department or smaller work groups, researchers refer to this as having multiple commitments.  

In this case, an employee may experience one level of commitment to top management and 

another to a more local focus, such as direct reports or supervisors (Cooper-Hakim and 

Viswesvaran, 2005; Meyer & Allen, 1997).  Other externally focused forms of commitment 

have also been identified, such as labor-union commitment or professional commitment 

(Meyer & Allen).  A study by Reichers (1985) indicates that employees committed to more 

than one foci were more likely to have the highest levels of job satisfaction.  Some 

researchers (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran; Reichers) observe that Gouldner‟s framework of 

cosmopolitans and locals describes multiple commitments: cosmopolitans are committed to 

an occupation, and less committed to their employing institution.  In the same way, 
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contingent faculty describe feeling connected to the students, but disconnected from the 

institution that employs them (Foreman, 2008).  Because of its relational nature, commitment 

has the potential to impact organizational effectiveness and enhance employee well-being 

(Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). 

Regardless of the context in which it is studied, organizational commitment has a 

fundamental core.  Because organizations are made up of various coalitions, those coalitions 

may overlap, not unlike a Venn diagram (Lawler & Yoon, 1996).  Where coalitions overlap 

in goals and values becomes an opportunity for multiple commitments to develop.  

Additionally, commitment can vary over time and in different settings.  Hunt and Morgan 

(1994) found that having several constituency-specific commitments contributes to a global 

organizational commitment.  Studying commitment through a multiple commitment 

framework allows for a more complete comprehension of all commitment variations so that 

they can be more readily studied and understood. 

Antecedents to Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment theory is a tool that can be used to identify the 

antecedents to positive work behavior.  Not unlike Theory Y, researchers who study 

organizational commitment have argued that good work life quality and high productivity 

can be “accomplished if top management values employees as individuals and treat them as 

assets rather than expenses” (Koys, 1988, p.58).  By helping to understand how employees 

develop organizational commitment, theorists can provide organizations tools to identify and 

create the behaviors to achieve business success (Kacmar et al, 1999).  Commitment has been 
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shown to contribute uniquely to predictions of important outcome variables such as increased 

tenure and high performance. 

Mowday et al (1982) have identified four categories of antecedents: personal 

characteristics, role-related characteristics, structural characteristics, and work experiences.  

Job satisfaction and stress will also be examined as variables that impact commitment in a 

separate section.  Personal characteristics include demographic variables like race, gender 

and marital status, as well as individual attributes such as character traits.  Some studies have 

focused on how role-related characteristics inherent to the position influence organizational 

commitment.  While these studies used different measures of commitment and examined 

different populations, the meta-analysis demonstrated that each set of factors is significantly 

related to commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

Characteristics of individuals are important antecedents that relate to organizational 

commitment.  No study has found that race is an antecedent to affective commitment; 

however, it is included to provide an important descriptive variable for the sample.  One 

study examined the characteristics of employees that demonstrated affective commitment 

(Kacmar et al, 1999) and found that age and marital status were strong antecedents.  This 

study also found that gender was not related to affective commitment, although other studies 

have found gender to be significant, with women demonstrating more commitment then men 

(Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992).  Harshbarger (1989) found that 

neither rank nor academic discipline had an impact on commitment, however, his study was 

limited in scope to only four Research I institutions. 
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A broader study by Neumann and Finlay-Neumann (1990) did find significant 

differences between academic disciplines, with respondents working applied fields (e.g., 

Education) showing stronger commitment to their institution than those in pure fields (e.g., 

Physics).  Although neither study evaluated non-tenured faculty, a study by Bland et al. 

(2006) did include this population.  Using the 1999 National Study of Post-Secondary 

Faculty (NSOPF) dataset, they included institutions that did not have a tenure system, 

however, they only included full-time faculty.  The study found that there were significantly 

differences in the commitment levels between tenured and non-tenured faculty.  

Tenured/tenure-track appointments were more productive in research and education than 

non-tenured faculty, regardless of institution type (Bland et al).  Finally, although other 

studies have tried to identify specific character traits such as high need for achievement or 

strong work ethic that may influence organizational commitment, none have been conclusive 

(Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001).   

Role-related characteristics are defined as variables related to job scope or challenge, 

role conflict and role ambiguity, and several studies have focused attention here.  As scope or 

challenge increases, the depth of the exchange between employee and employer increases.  

This idea is similar to exchange theory.  “The basic hypothesis is that increased job scope 

increases the challenge employees experience and thereby increases commitment” (Mowday 

et al, 1982, p. 32). 

Organizations themselves also play a role in building commitment.  Studies have 

looked at organizational characteristics and workplace experiences for other sources of 

antecedents to organizational commitment.  Mowday et al (1982) looked at how 
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organizational structural characteristics became antecedents to commitment.  Structural 

characteristics include variables such as organization size and reputation, as well as policies 

and culture.  Specifically, they identified that employees that experienced greater 

decentralization and increased autonomy from the organization, also demonstrated more 

commitment.  Related to the idea of decentralization, another study noted that participation in 

decision making played a significant role in creating commitment.  As employees become 

more vested in the organization, the more commitment they demonstrate.  However, one 

study found that organizational size may impact the ability for employees to develop 

commitment: Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) found that individuals feel less valued in a 

large organization.  They posit that larger organizations can be less flexible with workers‟ 

needs, thereby reducing organizational commitment.   

Several researchers have studied how higher education institutions‟ structure impact 

faculty.  Similar to Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002), Blau (1994) found that larger 

institutions, because their complexity and loosely coupled structures, negatively impacted the 

ability of faculty to build commitment to the institution.  Blau also found institutional control 

had an impact, and that faculty in public institutions found it more difficult to build 

commitment than faculty in private institutions.  Finally, Umbach (2007) found that 

institutional type impacts faculty‟s ability to build commitment within their institution, with 

liberal arts institution faculty finding it easier than faculty at doctoral granting institutions to 

build commitment.  

Other studies have considered how higher education institutions‟ policies impact 

faculty.  Harshbarger (1989) found that participation in shared governance had a positive 
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impact on faculty organizational commitment.  Just as significantly, faculty who perceived 

interference in faculty research demonstrated less organizational commitment (Harshbarger).  

Fjortoft (1993) found that institutional reputation had a significant impact on organizational 

commitment.  These findings mirror studies listed above and reinforce that organizational 

commitment is a helpful tool for understanding faculty and how they relate to higher 

education institutions.   

Finally, other studies have looked at how work experiences are antecedents to 

commitment.  The strongest predictor of organizational commitment was work experience 

(Kacmar et al, 1999).  Specifically, affective commitment was strongly correlated with a 

positive work experience.  Like the study by Fjortoft (1993), employees who feel challenged 

by their work, and who have more autonomy, appear to have the highest affective 

commitment.  Employees also value a sense of making important contributions to the 

organization (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005; Koys, 1988).  This, too, is similar to the 

findings that participation in shared governance increases organizational commitment.  

Employees who rate their boss or work group as supportive and fair also have high levels of 

affective commitment.  Several studies (Kacmar et al; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997) found 

that a positive interaction with a supervisor was a strong antecedent to commitment.  

Conversely, when supervisors are perceived as being difficult or hard to communicate with, 

there is a decrease in affective commitment (Kacmar et al). 

As supportive organizations take pride in their employees, organizations will look 

after their needs.  Interestingly, one study noted that when organizations changed policies to 

be compliant with laws or other regulations, rather than to improve or offer a new service to 
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employees, there was no increase in commitment (Keys, 1991).  Clearly, commitment is 

gained when individuals perceive that they are valued by an organization. 

The integration of the three theories can best be explained in a nested diagram (see 

Figure 4).  The external layer is social exchange theory that describes the reciprocal 

interaction between individuals or groups (employees and employers).  The next layer is 

Theory Y which describes the way employees are best motivated to succeed.  Finally, the 

core of the framework is organizational commitment that characterizes the exchange between 

employee and employer as a multifaceted relationship.  Organizational commitment can be 

used to predict what antecedents can increase job performance, length of service and feelings 

of belonging to the organization. 

Perceived Organizational Support 

There is some research that categorizes variables like organizational rewards and 

supervisor support into a construct called perceived organizational support (POS)  

Eisenberger (1996) defined the term as a way to frame the exchange of effort and loyalty 

from employees for tangible benefits from employers.  As employees are mindful of the 

changes in the organization‟s apparent commitment to them, they respond accordingly 

(Rhoades et al).  POS is strengthened by favorable work experiences.  Central to this 

construct is the fact that it is based on the employee‟s perception (Boehman, 2006).  “The 

development of POS is encouraged by employees‟ tendency to assign the organization 

humanlike characteristics” (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002, p. 698).  POS creates a felt 

obligation to care about the organization‟s welfare (Rhoades et al).  Employees could fulfill 

this indebtedness through greater commitment and increased efforts to aid the organization.  
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POS produces strong sense of belonging, and employees feel incorporated in the 

organization, like members, and thus belonging becomes a part of their social identity (Buck 

& Watson, 2002).   

POS has been found to be “strongly related to organizational attachment-related 

variables such as affective commitment and withdrawal cognitions” (Fuller et al, 2006, 

p.328).  Developed by Eisenberger (1986), the POS construct is defined “as the individual‟s 

belief about the extent to which the organization cares about their well-being and to which it 

values their contribution” (p. 500).  POS has been referred to as employer commitment 

(Shore & Shore, 1995).  Just as with consequences of organizational commitment, the 

variables that have been proven to be significant include sincere statements of support, as 

well as pay, rank, job enrichment, and organizational rewards.  When supportive 

organizations take pride in employees and look after their needs, employees increase their 

positive attitude and commitment level (Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann & Birjulin, 1999).   

POS strengthens the theoretical ties between social exchange theory and 

organizational commitment.  Linden, Wayne, Kraimer and Sparrowe (2003) found “that the 

process of exchange that underlies the development of affective commitment was positively 

related to POS” (p. 620).  Furthermore, the concepts of rewards and support, derived from an 

exchange framework, have been proven to be determinants of commitment (Neumann & 

Finlay-Neumann, 1990).  Encompassed in this exchange is the power dependence 

relationship described by Emerson (1962).  The reciprocity over time builds the perceived 

balance in exchanges between employee and employer (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).  
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Related to POS is the impact of socialization.  Socialization helps individuals create a 

sense of belonging to the organization (Becker, 1960).  This process begins during the job 

interview and continues during employment (Caldwell et al, 1990).  Socialization is not only 

how employees learn about the organization, but what is conveyed about the workplace to 

new employees.  Socialization can be a way for institutions to communicate values and 

beliefs, as well as provide rewards and training opportunities (Caldwell et al, Pinks, 1992).  

When the socialization process is institutionalized, employees are more likely to increase 

their organizational commitment (Caldwell et al). 

There has not been significant research that has examined the relationship between 

compensation and benefits and how they relate to organizational commitment (Meyer & 

Allen, 1997).  However, a study by Barnes, Agago and Coombs (1998) found that salary was 

not a factor in intention to leave academia for either tenured or non-tenured faculty.  Rather, 

most compensation studies have focused on the success of employee stock ownership plans 

(ESOP‟s) (Meyer & Allen).  Given that these plans are not available to higher education 

employees, the findings may not be relevant to this study.  However, other studies have 

examined the relationship between benefit programs and commitment (Caldwell et al, 1990; 

Euben, 2003; Pinks, 1992).  One survey found that when employers offer benefits such as 

flexible work hours, day care benefits, appreciation programs, or employee assistance 

programs, they are perceived by employees as providing more support, which in turn 

increases organizational commitment (Pinks).  Other types of benefits that are sometimes 

overlooked are professional development opportunities.  Cooper-Hakim and Viswesvaran 
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(2005) demonstrated not only a correlation between training and commitment, but that 

professional development can increase motivation for future training. 

Researchers have examined the relationship between promotion and commitment.  

Those who were promoted showed an increase in affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 

1997).  Additionally, it should be noted that those who were not promoted perceived greater 

inequality in the decision-making process and demonstrated increased absenteeism (Koys, 

1988).  In contrast, employers may find that employees passed over for promotion are not as 

effective.  Meyers and Allen discovered that these employees declined in their affective 

commitment as well as increased their continuance commitment.  Thus, internal promotional 

structures have the potential to benefit employees (Vandenberg et al, 1994).  Organizations 

that create transparent as possible processes may avoid misunderstandings and promote 

reasonable expectations. 

Job Satisfaction and Stress 

While there is ample literature on job satisfaction and stress, researchers generally 

consider these as dependant variables rather than independent variables impacting 

commitment.  However, the conjecture of this study is that these variables may prove to be 

significant predictors of commitment, and so they are included. 

Job satisfaction is a localized notion, reflecting a response to a specific job or job 

aspects.  It is defined as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the 

appraisal of one‟s job or job experiences” (Locke, 1976, p. 1300).  Researchers identify job 

satisfaction is a separate psychological construct from commitment (Locke).  A recent study 

by Siefert and Umbach (2008) measured job satisfaction with variables such as authority to 
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decide course content (intrinsic value), satisfaction with financial compensation, and career 

advancement (extrinsic values).  However, while job satisfaction has a more limited in 

conceptual scope than organizational commitment, it has been shown to have a positive 

correlation with commitment (Boehman, 2006; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).  Despite the 

significant amount of research on the relationship between organizational commitment and 

job satisfaction, there is still some debate on the causal ordering of the two constructs: does 

commitment lead to satisfaction, or does satisfaction lead to commitment (Boehman)?  Yoon 

and Thye (2002) concluded that job satisfaction is a path to commitment.  While some 

studies were not able to find a causal ordering (Brooke, Russell & Price, 1988; Curry, 

Wakefield, Price & Mueller, 1986), one study concluded that there was a cyclical 

relationship between satisfaction and commitment (Farkas & Tetrick, 1989).   

Similar problems exist when studying job stress: it is more often studied as an 

outcome, rather than the predictor of another construct.  However, a study by Hagedorn 

(2000) considered job stress as an independent variable predicting job satisfaction.  By 

studying faculty at various career stages, he constructed a model of job satisfaction.  

Independent variables included satisfaction with administration, satisfaction with salary, total 

hours worked weekly, perceived level of stress, and perceived support of colleagues.  The 

findings concluded that faculty at different stages of their careers had different predictors of 

job satisfaction.  While younger faculty were impacted by satisfaction with salary and 

administration, more mature faculty were more concerned with perceived levels of stress.  

Another study by Zhou and Volkwein (2004) used job stress as an antecedent to job 

satisfaction for both tenured/tenure-track and contingent faculty.  Using variables like 
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personal health, family stress and financial stress, they found that these variables had no 

significant effects for either tenured/tenure-track or contingent faculty in impacting job 

satisfaction.  

The two preceding studies looked at the relationship between job stress and job 

satisfaction using university faculty as the population of interest.  There are a few studies that 

looked at stress as an antecedent to organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997; 

Reichers, 1985).  In general, stress has a negative correlation with affective commitment and 

normative commitment (Meyer & Allen).  However, these studies do not analyze specific 

stress factors.  Two other studies related to faculty studied job stress in more detail.  Barnes, 

Agago, and Combs (1998) studied how stress impacts faculty‟s intention to leave.  Faculty 

identified that excessive time commitments and lack of community at an institution were 

significant job stress factors and “were predictive of intent to leave academia” (Barnes, 

Agago & Combs, p. 467).  Although it did not include commitment in the theoretical 

framework, a study by Lease (1999) noted that occupational role overload created significant 

job stress.  This study also found that responsibility for home tasks was a predictor for stress.  

Given that stress has been shown to be an antecedent to commitment, these studies define 

more clearly which stress variables may be important when examining the relationship 

between stress and commitment. 

Consequences of Organizational Commitment 

The tendency for individuals to reciprocate resources and support received from 

another person is so pervasive that Gouldner “referred to the phenomenon as the norm of 

reciprocity” (Liden, Wayne, Kraimer & Sparrowe, 2003, p. 610).  While researchers have 
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focused on analysis of the antecedents of organization commitment, research on the 

consequences of organizational commitment is “conspicuously absent” (Mowday et al, 1982, 

p.132).  Although not the focus of this study, understanding the consequences of 

organizational commitment help us understand the theory more completely.  Most studies of 

have concentrated on the extrinsic nature of consequences: how commitment has reduced 

turnover, absenteeism, and tardiness.  However, as explained by Theory Y, intrinsic 

consequences like expanded job role, increased job performance, and a sense of belonging 

are more appropriate for the population considered in this study.        

The most widely studied consequence of commitment is reduced job turnover 

(Mowday et al, 1982).  As individuals experience less commitment, they withdraw from the 

organization.  This leads to behaviors that include tardiness, absenteeism and eventually, 

turnover.  For the individual, the consequences may include lost wages and benefits.  The 

consequences for the organization are decreases in efficiency and increases in costs (Mowday 

et al.).  Departures are often unexpected and force administrators to spend valuable time and 

effort recruiting, selecting, and training replacements (Buck & Watson, 2002). 

In contrast, increased commitment not only produces a more stable work force, it 

encourages increased job performance and expanded role requirements (Meyer & 

Herscovitch, 2001).  Committed employees, who desire to stay within an organization, often 

increase their work effort (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  The increased work effort then leads to an 

expanded role within the organization (Meyer & Herscovitch).  For example, expanded role 

requirements include activities like developing a first-year seminar, or utilizing more 

challenging teaching techniques such as requiring term papers and multiple drafts of written 
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work (Brawner et al, 1999; Covic & Jones, 2008).  There is research that suggests that 

contingent faculty, particularly part-time faculty, do not use these more challenging teaching 

techniques.  Umbach (2007) found that contingent faculty utilized fewer educational 

practices known to be linked with high levels of learning and development.  However, he 

acknowledged that many of the effect sizes for the part-time faculty were small and should 

be interpreted with caution.  Extra role behaviors also include advising student groups, 

working with students on a research project, and other administrative duties. 

Individuals express a sense of purpose in life and a positive self image when their 

roles are expanded.  Increases in a sense of security and strong belief in organizational goals 

are also evident.  Of course, there can be negative consequences to increased organizational 

commitment.  For example, an individual may choose to limit personal career options, rather 

than leave an institution (Mowday et al, 1982).   

Organizations can also suffer from reduced creativity or “group-think tendencies” due 

to emphasis on the importance of the collective.  Researchers noted employees who worked 

in such a culture expressed an increase in continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  

However, generally the consequences for organizational commitment mean more productive 

employees and more effective organizations (Mowday et al, 1982).  

Limitations of Organizational Commitment 

Despite the fact that organizational commitment theory has been studied for over 

thirty years, it has only seen limited use in research on higher education faculty.  Often the 

research includes data from a limited number of institutions, which makes findings hard to 

generalize to the larger population (Fuller, Hester, Barnett, Frey & Relyea, 2006; 
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Harshbarger, 1989; Neumann & Neumann-Finlay, 1990).  Additionally, the variables used to 

measure commitment have been fairly limited.  For example, Bland, Center Finstad, Risbey, 

and Staples (2006) used total hours worked per week, likelihood to leave their current 

academic position, and likelihood to choose an academic career again as proxies for 

institutional commitment.  Given the complexity of commitment, it is unlikely that three 

variables could capture the concept completely.  Both Fuller, Hester, Barnett, Frey and 

Relyea (2006) and Neumann and Finlay-Neumann (1990) used a more detailed model to 

measure organizational commitment, including variables that examined work significance 

(e.g., my work is significant, my work involves gives me the feeling of doing something that 

really is worthwhile, my work receives a high level of satisfaction), support of colleagues 

(e.g., my colleagues provide me with constructive feedback, my colleagues support me 

whenever I experience too heavy a workload), rewards (my pay is fair), and commitment (I 

am proud to tell others I am part of this university). While the depth of commitment is 

compelling, Neumann and Finlay-Neumann only used a sample of 720 faculty at four 

universities; Fuller, Hester, Barnett, Frey and Relyea used only 325 participants from one 

university.  Harshbarger designed a survey with four categories: personal characteristics 

(gender, race, and tenure status), job factors (financial rewards, personal rewards, support 

and funding), work experiences (peer interaction and support, quality of students, deans or 

department head interaction) and institutional structure (participation in shared governance, 

hierarchy, institutional selectivity) to examine commitment.  Here again, the study utilized a 

detailed model, but only used a limited sampling frame.  Harbarger‟s study sample only 

included 486 faculty randomly sampled from four southeastern universities.  My study is the 
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first of its kind to examine commitment with a quality instrument that measures many 

dimensions of commitment, as well as to utilize a large enough sample to make the results 

more generalizable.   

Figure 4 is a diagram of the conceptual framework.  On the left side are factors that 

influence organizational commitment for faculty.  There are five categories including 

individual characteristics, institutional characteristics, institutional practices, stress factors 

and job satisfaction.  The arrow in the center illustrates the influence of the variables in these 

categories have on commitment.  The right side of the figure shows the places that a faculty 

member can invest their commitment.  For the purpose of this study, faculty can invest their 

commitment into teaching, students‟ development and institution, as represented by a Venn 

diagram. 

Organizational commitment has certain limitations.  One of the greatest problems 

with the theory is that it is hampered by ambiguity in the definition of the measurements of 

the construct itself (Caldwell et al., 1990).  This makes it difficult to compare results of 

various studies.  Reichers (1985) posits that there is concept redundancy between different 

types of commitment (i.e., career commitment vs. organizational commitment).  Morrow 

(1993) believes that there is a problem of both concept and measurement redundancy.  

However, Caldwell, et al., (1990) perceived these issues as instrumentation problems rather 

than conceptual issue.  Finally, because of these issues, the lack of consistency in the 

definition leads to an inconsistent list of antecedents (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  However, as 

the theory continues to be utilized, improvements to the theoretical model are important.   
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Figure 4. Diagram of variables influencing commitment of contingent faculty 
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Summary  

As economic challenges continue to rise, intuitions need to be more streamlined and 

more responsive.  To do so, employers need to rely on a core of people who are particularly 

valuable.  These individuals must perform well both within their job, as well as demonstrate 

dedication beyond what is expected.  As organizations are continually asked to do more with 

less, maximizing resources will be critical to institutional success.  Given that contingent 

faculty cost 13 percent of what tenured/tenure-track faculty position cost, it does not seem 

that institutions can afford to not hire them.  Therefore, higher education needs to utilize 

contingent faculty more effectively.  Finding ways to encourage organizational commitment 

will allow institutions to develop their human resources to the advantage of employees and 

institutions alike. 

There is ample research to define who contingent faculty are and what they do.  Use 

of contingent faculty has increased from 12.8 percent in 1988 to 51 percent in 2004.  

Contingent faculty are more diverse than the tenured/tenure-track population and include a 

higher concentration of women and minorities.  Finally, more than two-thirds of these 

contingent faculty describe their primary responsibility as teachers.  As suggested by 

Birnbaum (1988), by identifying themselves as teachers, contingent faculty are the locals 

described by Gouldner (1957).  Extending this metaphor, tenured/tenure-track faculty are the 

cosmopolitans.  Gouldner‟s classification of two social identities still manifests itself in 

academic stratification. 

Some researchers express concern over how the increase in the number of contingent 

faculty may impact intuitions.  Because these faculty are not protected by tenure, studies 
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show that academic freedom has been curtailed.  For example, contingent faculty experience 

censorship in and out of the classroom, although specific incidents are not widely publicized 

(Buck & Watson, 2002).  Contingent faculty also affect how higher education is governed.  

While in the past, governance has been overseen by administrators and faculty alike, 

researchers have noticed a shift.  As institutions become increasingly complex 

administratively, there has been a growing divide between administrators and faculty (Fish, 

2004).  Indeed, some fear that more and more of the institutional governance will shift to 

administrators (Bradley, 2004).  Additionally, a decrease in the number of tenured/tenure-

track faculty means that there are fewer faculty available to participate in shared governance.   

Other literature on contingent faculty has focused on how they have affected students.  

There are three ways in which contingent faculty may negatively impact students: lack of 

administration‟s professional support needed to provide quality instruction to students, lack 

of time to develop relationships with students, and lack of academic freedom to challenge 

students to excel (Curtis & Jacobe, 2006).  To study how contingent faculty affect students, 

research studies have been divided between assessment of teaching productivity and 

evaluation of student outcomes.  Studies of teaching productivity demonstrate that contingent 

faculty spend less time teaching than their tenured/tenure-track counterparts (Baldwin & 

Chronister, 2001; Middaugh, 2002; Umbach, 2007).  To assess the effect that contingent 

faculty have on student outcomes, researchers have examined grade inflation, retention data, 

and graduation rates.  In all three areas, contingent faculty negatively impact student 

outcomes (Braxton, et al., 2000; Ehrenberg & Zhang, (2005; Harrington & Schibik, 2001; 

Jaeger et al., 2007; Sonner, 2000). 
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This chapter has examined the relationship among social exchange theory, Theory Y, 

and commitment theory.  Borrowing from sociology, these theories are helpful in 

understanding contingent faculty in higher education institutions.  Each theory uniquely 

contributes to the theoretical framework of this study.   

Social exchange theory provides a solid philosophical basis to begin analysis of how 

individuals interact within organizations.  Social exchange theory suggests that individuals 

build relationships with others who can give them needed resources, and in exchange for 

resources, individuals exhibit commitment (Rhoades et al., 2001).  Contingent employees 

often demonstrate less commitment than do full-time employees because employers often 

limit the support that they provide contingent workers.  These studies conclude that 

contingent workers are less effective than their permanent counterparts.  Other studies of 

contingent workers, however, have found that increases in institutional efforts increase 

contingent worker productivity (Barker & Christensen, 1998).  Social exchange theory 

provides a framework for understanding how contingent faculty relate to others in institutions 

of higher education.  Contingent faculty do not benefit from the power equilibrium that exists 

between tenured/tenure-track faculty and higher education administration.  The tentative 

employment status of contingent faculty means that institutions, as well as tenured/tenure-

track faculty, wield more power over them than they can over either faculty or institutions.  

Additionally, because the service contingent faculty were hired to provide is not inherently 

valued by the institution, they are not perceived as valuable (Charfauros & Tierney, 1999).  

This furthers the power imbalance between contingent faculty and institutions.  This 
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imbalance means that contingent faculty are less likely to build commitment than their 

tenured/tenure-track counterparts. 

Theory Y is not an empirically tested theory, but has added substantially to human 

resource literature by providing supervisors and organizations new ways to understand how 

employees can be motivated beyond traditional “carrot and stick” methodologies.  It also is 

an appropriate theory to include in this study given the unique and highly independent nature 

of the faculty work force.  Specifically,  because contingent faculty are often excluded from 

the shared governance structure of higher education, institutions may create the self-fulfilling 

prophecy of poor work and poor performance among  contingent faculty consistent with 

Theory X.  Higher education institutions may benefit from considering the value of self-

actualization for contingent faculty.  Through creation of institutional practices relating to 

shared governance and other collaborative practices, academic institutions can align 

contingent faculty needs for self-fulfillment with the organizational goals (Bolman & Deal, 

2003).   

Finally, commitment theory builds on Social Exchange and Theory X models by 

providing a specific theoretical structure to examine the antecedents of organizational 

commitment.  Although the development of organizational commitment theory has not been 

without conceptual debate, it is grounded on social exchange theory.  For example, social 

exchange theory suggests that individuals will exhibit greater commitment to an organization 

when they feel supported and rewarded (Rhoades et al., 2001).  Combined with social 

exchange theory, it allows for a more complete understanding of how the exchange between 

individuals and organizations creates commitment that benefits both (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Integration of  theoretical frameworks 
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A significant amount of research has focused on the antecedents to organizational 

commitment.  Mowday et al. (1982) have identified four categories of antecedents: personal 

characteristics, role-related characteristics, structural characteristics, and work experiences.  

Personal characteristics include demographic variables like race, gender and marital status, as 

well as individual attributes such as character traits.  Researchers have focused on how role-

related characteristics related to the position impact organizational commitment.   

Organizations themselves also play a role in building commitment.  Studies have looked at 

organizational characteristics and workplace experiences for other sources of antecedents to 

organizational commitment.  Of these, the most significant antecedents are workplace 

experiences.  Specifically, affective commitment was strongly correlated with a positive 

work experience.  Employees who feel challenged by their work, and who have more 

autonomy, appear to have the highest affective commitment (Fjortoft, 1993).  Employees 

also value a sense of making important contributions to the organization (Cooper-Hakim & 

Viswesvaran, 2005; Koys, 1988).  This, too, is similar to the findings that participation in 

shared governance increases organizational commitment.  Employees who rate their boss or 

work group as supportive and fair also have high levels of affective commitment.  

Furthermore, other studies have found a positive relationship between benefit programs, 

including professional development opportunities, and commitment (Caldwell et al., 1990; 

Cooper-Hakim and Viswesvaran; Pinks, 1992). 

Finally, while there is ample literature on job satisfaction and stress, researchers 

generally consider these as dependent variables rather than independent variables impacting 

commitment.  Researchers identify job satisfaction as a separate psychological construct 
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from commitment (Locke, 1976).  Although job satisfaction has a more limited conceptual 

scope than organizational commitment, it has been shown to have a positive correlation with 

commitment (Boehman, 2006; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).  Despite the significant amount of 

research on the relationship between organizational commitment and job satisfaction, there is 

still some debate on the causal ordering of the two constructs.  Similar problems exist when 

studying job stress: it is more often studied as an outcome, rather than the predictor of 

another construct.  However, stress has been shown to be an antecedent to commitment.  

Several studies (Barnes et al., 1998; Lease, 1999) define which stress variables may be 

important when examining the relationship between stress and commitment. 

There are several limitations in the existing literature, both about contingent faculty 

and the theoretical framework.  Studies that used organizational commitment to study higher 

education faculty are typically limited in scope.  Often the research includes data from a 

limited number of institutions, which makes findings hard to generalize to the broader 

population (Fuller et al., 2006; Harshbarger, 1989; Neumann & Finlay-Neumann, 1990).  

Furthermore, most of the current research compares contingent faculty to tenured/tenure-

track faculty, often without distinguishing between part-time and full-time faculty.  Given 

that tenured faculty already have achieved the status of life-time employment, this seems an 

unsuitable comparison.  Indeed, Zhou and Volkwein (2004) demonstrate that tenured faculty 

are not concerned about organizational commitment; given their employment status this is 

hardly surprising.  Furthermore, Umbach (2007) found that increases in the percentage of 

contingent faculty did not have a negative impact on acknowledged teaching practices of 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Rather, this study will focus on the differences between full-



  84 

 

time and part- time contingent faculty, and also how they differ from tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.  More research is needed to study the differences between these faculty groups. 

Current research on contingent faculty has identified institutional best practices to 

support contingent faculty (Chronister & Baldwin, 2001; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  However, 

these best practices have not been empirically tested.  Additionally, these findings are limited 

by the scope of the preceding studies.  What is needed is a more comprehensive approach to 

understanding how both tenured/tenure-track and contingent faculty build organizational 

commitment.  Finally, studies that relate both job satisfaction and stress to commitment have 

received inadequate attention in the literature.  Specifically, inclusion of variables to test the 

relationship between stress and commitment will add significantly to the literature on higher 

education faculty commitment.   

While several studies (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Bland et al., 2006) conclude 

that contingent faculty are less committed than tenured/tenure-track faculty, there is little 

empirical data available that studies how contingent faculty build commitment.  The purpose 

of this study is to explore how organizational commitment might be enhanced among 

contingent faculty.  The specific research questions guiding this study are: 

1. How do part-time contingent faculty and full-time contingent faculty each 

compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of organizational 

commitment at four-year institutions? 

2. What institutional practices, particularly relating to recognition, support, 

compensation, and shared governance, predict organizational commitment 

among full- and part-time contingent faculty?  
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3. How do institutional practices differentially impact the organizational 

commitment of contingent faculty compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty?  

The hypothesis of this study is that there will be a difference in the level of 

organizational commitment between part-time contingent faculty, full-time contingent 

faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Furthermore, this study hypothesizes that 

institutional practices relating to recognition, support, compensation, and shared governance 

will both help predict and build the organizational commitment of contingent faculty.  Social 

exchange theory supports the idea that the “norm of reciprocity” (Gouldner, 1957) is an 

inherent tendency for individuals to reciprocate resources and support received from another 

person or organization.  Furthermore, McGregor‟s belief in “enlightened management,” 

provides an opportunity for higher education administrators to help faculty align their own 

self-fulfilling needs while pursing the goals of the organization as suggested by Theory Y.  

Finally, organizational commitment can be seen as a tool that can be used to identify the 

antecedents to positive work behavior.  By helping to understand how employees develop 

organizational commitment, institutions can identify and create the practices that lead to 

enhanced commitment among contingent faculty.   
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

This chapter outlines the design and methodology used to address the research 

questions posed by this study.  The first section begins with a discussion of the dataset and 

sample.  It provides an overview of how the data were collected by the Higher Education 

Research Institute (HERI).  The chapter includes a description of the variables included in 

the analysis and presents the rationale for the selection of variables.  Additionally, a 

discussion of statistical techniques used to answer the three research questions is presented.  

The limitations of the study conclude the chapter. 

While some studies examine the impact of contingent faculty as a monolithic unit 

(Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006; Umbach, 2007), others consider 

the difference between full-time and part-time positions on outcomes relating to student 

achievement (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Braxton et al., 2000; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  

Further research delineating the differences between part-time and full-time contingent 

faculty is needed to provide insights that demonstrate how this growing segment of the 

faculty experience their work.  The purpose of this study is to explore how organizational 

commitment might be enhanced among contingent faculty.  Using analysis of variance and 

ordinary least squares regression (OLS), this study seeks to answer three research questions: 

1. How do part-time contingent faculty and full-time contingent faculty each 

compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of organizational 

commitment at four-year institutions? 
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2. What institutional practices, particularly relating to recognition, support, 

compensation, and shared governance, predict organizational commitment 

among full- and part-time contingent faculty?  

3. How do institutional practices differentially impact the organizational 

commitment of contingent faculty compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty?  

The hypothesis of this study is that there is a difference in the level of organizational 

commitment between part-time contingent faculty, full-time contingent faculty, and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Both social exchange theory and Theory Y contribute to studies 

of contingent workers that have found that increases in institutional efforts increase 

contingent worker productivity (Barker & Christensen, 1998).  Social exchange theory 

provides a framework for understanding how contingent faculty relate to others in institutions 

of higher education.  Contingent faculty do not benefit from the power equilibrium that exists 

between tenured/tenure-track faculty and higher education administration.  The tentative 

employment status of contingent faculty means that institutions, as well as tenured/tenure-

track faculty, wield more power over them than they can over either faculty or institutions.  

Additionally, because the service contingent faculty are hired to provide is not inherently 

valued by the institution, the faculty themselves are not perceived as valuable (Charfauros & 

Tierney, 1999).  This furthers the power imbalance between contingent faculty and 

institutions.  This imbalance means that contingent faculty are less likely to build 

commitment than their tenured/tenure-track counterparts.  

Moreover, this study hypothesized that institutional practices relating to recognition, 

support, compensation, and shared governance, would both help predict and build the 



  88 

 

organizational commitment of contingent faculty.  Social exchange theory supports the idea 

that the “norm of reciprocity” (Gouldner, 1957) is an inherent tendency for individuals to 

reciprocate resources and support received from another person or organization.  

Furthermore, McGregor‟s belief in “enlightened management” provides an opportunity for 

higher education administrators to help faculty align their own self-fulfilling needs as they 

pursue the goals of the organization as suggested by Theory Y.  Finally, organizational 

commitment can be seen as a tool that can be used to identify the antecedents to positive 

work behavior.  By helping to understand how employees develop organizational 

commitment, institutions can identify and create the practices that lead to increased job 

satisfaction and improved job performance in contingent faculty.   

Research Design 

This study is based in the quantitative paradigm, which allows researchers to test the 

predictive power of existing models (sometimes in combination with one another), rather 

than propose new theories.  Because this study does not randomly assign participants to 

treatment options, the design is non-experimental.  Non-experimental designs are limited in 

their ability to provide evidence for causality.  However, non-experimental designs are 

important as the researcher studies what naturally occurs or has already occurred.  

Additionally, non-experimental designs are efficient as they allow researchers to make 

inferences about a large population by sampling a relatively small part of the population.  

Moreover, an experimental study design of higher education faculty would not be 

administratively or ethically feasible (Creswell, 2003).   
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This study uses a cross-sectional survey to answer the three research questions 

(Jaeger, 1993).  Survey research is commonly used in social science research as it allows for 

efficient collection of data from a large population during a limited time frame (Creswell, 

2003).  The sample for the study derives from a reputable national dataset using self-reported 

data from higher education faculty.  National datasets present measurement challenges for 

researchers, since “the questions posed may not measure the construct of interest to the depth 

desired” (Siefert & Umbach, 2008).  Additionally, relying on self-reported data means that 

data are limited to subject responses which have not been verified (Lease, 1999).  Since the 

study seeks faculty perceptions, however, such responses are appropriate for this study.  The 

large sample size increases precision in estimates of various properties of the population.   

Sample and Data Collection 

The Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) at the University of California, Los 

Angeles administers a national survey of college and university faculty on a triennial basis.  

The first survey was administered in 1989-1990 and has since been issued six times 

(Lindholm et al., 2005).  This study uses data from the 2004-2005 survey.  The 2004-2005 

HERI faculty survey was administered in the fall of 2004 and the spring of 2005.  Institutions 

provided HERI with a list of individuals to survey.  HERI created a survey packet for each 

individual indicated on the institutional lists.  Survey packets included a survey instrument (a 

four-page, thirty-six item, self-administered questionnaire, see Appendix A) and institutional 

cover letter and were given to each institution to distribute (Lindholm et al.).  While most in 

the sample were full-time faculty, institutions could choose to survey additional personnel, 

such as academic administrators or others with academic appointments but no teaching duties 
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(Lindholm et al.).  HERI also provided institutions with the option to add 21 additional 

questions of local interest.  Faculty returned their surveys to an independent processing 

center by pre-paid return envelope.  After eight weeks, a follow up survey was sent to non-

respondents (Lindholm et al.).  After an additional ten weeks, all returned surveys were 

delivered to HERI for analysis. 

Because faculty from small private colleges were more likely to respond to the 

survey, HERI selected a supplemental sample of faculty from an additional 94 institutions.  A 

private, independent company that specialized in direct mailing to college faculty provided 

names and mailing addresses, and a survey packet was sent directly from the HERI 

processing center, using the same two-wave administration process described above.   

Of the 172,051 questionnaires mailed out, 65,124 were usable (Lindholm et al., 

2005).  This represents a 38 percent response rate, down from 41 percent in 2001 and 55 

percent in 1989.  Because a 25 percent response rate is considered acceptable for survey 

research, this is above minimum limits (Brawner et al., 1999).  With the large number of 

variables used in this study, it was important to obtain a large enough sample to have 

significant statistical power.  There is disagreement among researchers about the minimum 

number of cases needed for each independent variable, but the estimated sample size 

prevented large standard errors which can lead to Type II inferential errors (Jaeger, 1993). 

HERI reports normative data in The American College Teacher, a triennial 

publication that documents data on the professoriate.  This is an informative profile of 

teaching faculty at American colleges and universities.  For an institution‟s data to be 

included in the normative sample the institution had to have a minimum participation rate of 
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at least 35 percent of full-time faculty for four-year colleges and 25 percent of full-time 

faculty for universities (Lindholm et al).  As a result of these requirements, the 2004-2005 

normative sample included 421 institutions and 40,670 respondents (Lindholm et al).   

Importantly, the normative sample only includes full-time faculty.  This study, in 

contrast, focuses on contingent faculty, a large proportion of whom were part-time faculty.  

Because the survey was not required to be distributed to contingent faculty and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty equally, it is not surprising that preliminary data analysis 

revealed a large disparity between the number of responses by contingent faculty and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  To ensure appropriate assumptions about power and 

significance, as well as avoid Type II errors, it was important to analyze samples of 

comparative sizes.  The dataset was first split into two new and separate datasets, contingent 

faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The size of the tenured/tenure-track faculty was 

then reduced to 29 percent of the original sample through random selection.  The new 

reduced dataset of tenured/tenure-track faculty was then approximately the same size as the 

contingent faculty dataset.  These two datasets were combined, for a total number of 24,981 

cases: 4,083 were part-time contingent, 8,487 were full-time contingent, and 12,411 were 

tenured/tenure-track.  Data analysis for this study reflects this balanced sample.   

This study uses non-weighted data because weighted data was not available for 

contingent faculty, who were the focus of this research.  It should be noted that because this 

study uses non-weighted data, the sample for this study is not nationally representative.    

The sample for this study is 52 percent men and 48 percent women.  The distribution 

of respondents by race/ethnicity is as follows: 88 percent White, 4 percent Asian/Pacific 
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Islander, 3 percent Black/African American  non-Hispanic, 3 percent Hispanic White or 

Hispanic Black, 1 percent American Indian/Alaska Native, and 2 

percent other racial identification.  This generally reflects NSOPF, although this sample is 

slightly less diverse than the national population of college faculty.   

Comparatively, according to NSOPF, the distribution of race/ethnicity for faculty 

nationally was 83 percent white, non-Hispanic, 6.9 percent Asian/Pacific Islander, 6 percent 

Black/African American non-Hispanic, 3 percent Hispanic White or Hispanic Black and 1 

percent American Indian/Alaska Native.  Fifty-eight percent of the sample were men and 42 

percent are women.  Finally, faculty employment broken out by institution type was as 

follows: 37 percent at public universities/colleges, 14 percent nonsectarian colleges, 12 

percent private universities, and 30 percent two-year colleges.  

For this study, institutional categories were listed somewhat differently than NSOPF.  

This sample varied from the national demographics because associate colleges were 

eliminated from consideration.  The sample taken from the HERI dataset had faculty 

employment broken out by institution type was as follows: 44 percent from doctoral 

universities, 35 percent from master‟s colleges and universities, 20 percent from 

baccalaureate colleges, and one percent from professional schools.  Finally, 51 percent were 

public and 49 percent were private.  Public institutions, particularly doctoral universities, 

may be over sampled; however, as the population of interest (contingent faculty) is largely 

employed at these types of institutions, it seems appropriate for this study (see Table 3.1).  
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Table 3.1      

Demographic breakdown of HERI sample compared to NSOPF 

Variables HERI data NSOPF 

 n % n % 

Gender     

Female 11,919 47.8 10,966 42.0 

Race       

White 21,896  87.7 21,671 83.0 

Black  657 2.6 1,567 6.0 

Latino/a  626 2.5 783 3.0 

Asian  980  3.9 1,802 7.0 

American Indian  302   1.2 261 1.0 

Other Race 520 2.1 287 1.0 

Academic rank     

Professor 5,719 23.0 4,701 18.0 

Associate Professor 4,790 19.3 3,394 14.0 

Assistant Professor 5,833 23.5 3,917 15.0 

Lecturer 2,963 11.9 1,306 5.0 

Instructor/Other 5,554 22.3 5,744 47.0 

Tenure status     

Tenured 8,856 35.5 7,311 28.0 

Tenure-track 3,555 14.2 3,133 12.0 

Not tenured/tenure-track 12,570 50.3 13,316 51.0 

No tenure system   2,350 9.0 

Full-time status     

Part-time 4,264 17.1 14,622 56.0 

Full-time 20,717 82.6 11,488 44.0 

Institutional type      

Doctoral Institutions 10,882 43.6 10,620 6.0 

Master's 8,841 35.4 4,890 15.0 

Baccalaureate 5,005 20.0 3,030 17.0 

Professional School 253 1.0 960 20.0 

Institutional control      

Private 12,293 49.2 8,990 60.0 

Total 24,981 100.00 26,110 100.00 
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Moreover, 83 percent of the respondents were full-time and 17 percent were part-

time.  This was not representative nationally, in large part because the survey was intended to 

be administered to full-time faculty.  This sample may over represent tenured faculty and  

under represent tenure-track faculty.  Nationally, tenured faculty represent 28 percent of 

professorate, but this sample had 36 percent tenured faculty. 

Examination of the data through cross tabulation further elucidated the sample.  For this 

study, respondents were broken down into groups by part-time contingent faculty, full-time 

contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty; gender and race are examined by 

percentage of group (see Table 3.2).  As has been found in other studies, there was a large 

gender disparity among faculty groups (Bland et al., 2006; Harper, Baldwin, Gansneder & 

Chronister, 2001).  Women were concentrated in contingent faculty positions: only 40 

percent of women were employed as tenured/tenure-track faculty, whereas 59 percent of men 

were employed as tenured/tenure-track faculty.  However, the racial disparity that exists 

among faculty groups noted in other studies (Bradburn et al., 2002) and was not confirmed 

with this study.  White, Black and Other Race are equally distributed between contingent and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Latino and American Indian faculty were slightly more 

concentrated in contingent faculty ranks.  Conversely, more Asian faculty were 

tenured/tenure-track faculty than were contingent faculty.  This sample indicates a more 

balanced racial distribution than other studies report.  

It is also important to examine the demographics of the sample by percentage of 

academic rank and institutional type.  Of the part-time faculty, 96 percent were not on the 
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Table 3.2 

Demographic breakdown of HERI Sample by Faculty Group   

Variables 

Part-time  

Contingent 

 Full-time  

Contingent 

 Tenured/ 

Tenure-Track 

 

Total 

 n %  n %  n %   

Gender           

Male 1,710 13.1  3,658 28.1  7,648 58.8  13,016 

Female 2,372 19.9  4,810 40.4  4,737  39.7  11,919 

Race            

White 3,643 16.6  7,437 34.0  10,816 49.4  21,896 

Black 76 11.6  259 39.4  322 49.0  657 

Latino/a 116 18.5  226 36.1  284 45.4  626 

Asian 110 11.2  267 27.2  603 61.5  980 

American Indian 55 18.2  120 39.7  127 42.1  302 

Other Race 83 16.0  178 34.2  259 49.8  520 

Academic Rank           

Professor 182 3.2  372 6.5  5,165 90.3  5,719 

Associate Professor 220 4.6  714 14.9  3,856 80.5  4,790 

Assistant Professor 420 7.2  2,179 37.4  3,234 55.4  5,833 

Lecturer 1,153 38.9  1,798 60.7  12 0.4  2,963 

Instructor 2,069 37.3  3,360 60.5  125 2.3  5,554 

Institutional type           

Doctoral Institutions 1,745 16.0  3,605 33.1  5,532 50.8  10,882 

Master's 1,502 17.0  3,014 34.1  4,325 48.9  8,841 

Baccalaureate 728 14.5  1,772 35.4  2,505 50.0  5,005 

Professional School 108 42.7  96 37.9  49 19.4  253 

Institutional control  

Private  2,180 17.7  4,334 35.3  5,779 47.0  12,293 

Public 1,901 15.0  4,152 32.7  6,632 52.3  12,685 

 

tenure-track.  Conversely, of the full-time faculty, 43 percent were tenured, and 17 percent 

were tenure-track.  As suggested by other studies, most contingent faculty are concentrated in 

the ranks of Lecturer and Instructor (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa et al., 2007).  

Likewise, private institutions use fewer contingent faculty than public institutions. 
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Instrumentation 

The HERI faculty survey was comprehensive in not only the scope of the questions 

but also with respect to the number of faculty who participated.  Specifically, the HERI 

survey asked questions pertaining to a wide variety of faculty issues, including productivity, 

perceptions of institutional climate, and engagement with undergraduates through teaching 

and research (Lindholm et al., 2005).  Within the questions pertaining to perceptions of 

institutional climate and engagement were questions addressing satisfaction, stress, 

professional development opportunities, and compensation (Lindholm et al.).  These related 

directly to the research questions in this study.  A copy of the instrument is in Appendix A.  

In addition to variables derived from the survey, supplemental data on institutional 

characteristics were also included in the dataset.  Total faculty counts per institution were 

obtained from the 1997 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data 

conducted by the U.S. Department of Education.  Institutional variables added to the data file 

included institutional type, region, selectivity, and size.   

Validity and Reliability 

All research, both qualitative and quantitative, is subject to scrutiny in regards to 

validity and reliability.  Validity refers to whether a given survey question actually addresses 

the true underlying concept it attempts to measure (O‟Sullivan, Rassel & Berner, 2008).  

Reliability refers to the accuracy of a given measurement (Creswell, 2003).  For example, a 

particular survey question is considered reliable when it yields similar results when 

administered numerous times to similar populations.  While survey research is a valuable tool 

for collecting data, creating a valid and reliable survey demands considerable effort.  
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Therefore, using an instrument as widely tested as the HERI survey is desirable (Lindholm et 

al., 2005).  Each administration of the survey relies heavily on items used in the preceding 

surveys (Lindholm et al.), and the survey administration method does not vary from year to 

year.  This standardization means that minimal bias has been introduced into the survey 

design (Creswell).  Through multiple administrations of the survey over the last 18 years, 

HERI has demonstrated the instrument‟s reliability.  A measurement instrument that is 

reliable would provide consistent results when measured repeatedly under near-identical 

conditions (Jaeger, 1993).  Although HERI does not provide reliability estimates, the steps 

listed above are meant to address concerns about response bias.  Additionally, the instrument 

exhibits both construct and content validity through numerous administrations that show 

consistency in the latent variable structure over time.  However, HERI has not performed in-

depth factor analysis on the faculty survey, and there are no other indices to use for 

comparison purposes.  

Variables 

The literature review has provided support for inclusion of the variables in this study.  

Yet, a national dataset presents measurement challenges for researchers, since “the questions 

posed may not measure the construct of interest to the depth desired” (Siefert & Umbach, 

2008).  Many of these variables approximate the central constructs of interest in this study 

(i.e., commitment and institutional practices).  Moreover, although these variables are 

proxies, they can be demonstrated to be appropriate through additional statistical testing.  A 

diagram of variables included in this study is presented in Figure 6.  A list of all dependent 

and independent variables is detailed in Appendix B.   
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Figure 6. Diagram of variables influencing commitment of contingent faculty  
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Commitment Variables 

In this study, the dependant variable was defined as organizational commitment, and 

it was sub-divided into three constructs that relate to an individual‟s level of commitment to 

teaching, to students, and to the institution.  Because the rich dataset allowed for exploration 

of all three foci, they were all included in the study.  Hunt and Morgan (1994) found that 

several dimensions of commitment were evident in employees‟ relationship with an 

institution at one time.  Specifically, Cohen (2003) found that multiple commitments could 

be measured all at once.  Using a selection of instruments, Cohen examined a sample of 

white-collar employees from three different companies, and measured different levels of 

commitment to the employing organization, occupation and labor union.  This allowed for 

further exploration into the complex relationships among types of commitment.  Although 

other faculty research studies with limited variables have created a single composite 

dependent variable of commitment (Bland et al., 2006), this study relied on factor analysis to 

determine two points: which survey variables were related to the constructs of commitment 

and whether the three constructs were distinct from each other.  As with Cohen‟s study, this 

increased our understanding of predictors of commitment to teaching, students, and 

institutions among contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

Commitment to Teaching 

Umbach (2007) concluded that contingent faculty were less likely than 

tenured/tenure-track faculty to use teaching methods that encourage student learning.  As 

such, commitment to teaching was one of the dependent variables in this study.  The 

proposed factor, “commitment to teaching,” was measured via seven questionnaire items.  
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Two dichotomous items are related to specific courses taught (“taught a first year seminar,” 

and “developed a new course”).  Two related items acknowledged teaching practices that 

encourage student learning (Brawner et al., 1999; Covic & Jones, 2008; Nelson Laird, Chen, 

& Kuh, 2008): requiring multiple drafts of written work and requiring research papers.  The 

remaining three items are related to increased job responsibilities (Mowday et al., 1982):  

number of hours spent teaching, number of hours spent preparing to teach, and receipt of an 

award for outstanding teaching.  

Commitment to Students 

The HERI dataset is particularly rich in variables relating to ways faculty engage 

students.  Results of this study showed that these variables approximate commitment to 

student learning and development.  This proposed construct was measured by twenty 

questionnaire items.  Two items demonstrated a willingness to take on extra roles: “advising 

student groups” and “working with undergraduates on a research project” (Chickering & 

Gamson, 1987).  Five items focused on achieving academic goals such as “developing 

student‟s ability to think critically” and “helping students master knowledge in a discipline” 

(Pascerella & Terenzini, 2005; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005).  The remaining fifteen items 

were related to such socio-emotional goals as “preparing students for responsible 

citizenship,” “enhancing students‟ knowledge of and appreciation for other racial/ethnic 

groups” and “facilitating search for meaning and purpose in life” (Cole, 2007; Hurtado, 

2001; Lindholm & Astin, 2008; Pascerella & Terenzini). 
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Commitment to Institutions 

As has been previously discussed, affective commitment is an important determinant 

of dedication, loyalty, and personal fulfillment (Meyer & Allen).  If employees are able to 

have their needs as well as their personal goals and expectations met, affective commitment 

is likely to develop.  In contrast, normative commitment is defined as staying in the 

organization out of a sense of obligation.  Both of these aspects of commitment can be found 

in the variables relating to institutional commitment.   

Variables in the proposed factor include measures of affective commitment (“number 

of years at institution” and “participation in faculty development program”) and normative 

commitment (“taught courses at more than one institution” and “considered leaving 

institution”).  Although “number of years at institution” can sometimes be used to measure 

continuance commitment, that was not the construct of interest for this study.  There are six 

questionnaire items in total measuring commitment, including two that measure extra-role 

behaviors: “hours per week of committee meetings” and “hours per week of other 

administrative duties.”  These variables were included because of research that identified the 

consequences to organizational commitment.  Specifically, Cooper-Hakim and 

Viswesvaran‟s (2005) study showed that participation in professional development 

opportunities increased affective commitment.  Variables were also selected that examined 

how contingent faculty engaged beyond their teaching responsibilities, measuring 

commitment to institution.  Inclusion of time spent engaged in committee work and meetings 

was supported in a study by Meyer and Herscovitch (2001).  
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Independent Variables 

Mowday et al.  (1982) studied the antecedents of organizational commitment.  They 

identified four categories: personal characteristics, role-related characteristics, structural 

characteristics, and work experiences.  Because the HERI dataset does not include a 

sufficient number of variables that measure role-related characteristics, the categories were 

modified for this study: individual characteristics (including role-related characteristics), 

institutional characteristics, and institutional practices.  

Individual Characteristics  

 Several studies have identified important individual characteristics as antecedents of 

organizational commitment.  These variables include demographic variables, such as gender, 

age, marital status, and race/ethnicity (Bradburn et al., 2002; Kacmar et al., 1999).  Other 

studies have looked at characteristics related to faculty rank, academic discipline, 

appointment type, full-time/part-time status, and tenure status (Bland et al., 2006; 

Harshbarger, 1989; Neumann & Finlay-Neumann, 1990; Umbach, 2007).  These variables 

have all been included in the study.  

Role-related characteristics encompass variables relating to job scope or challenge 

and role or job conflict.  A proxy for job conflict was used: “feel that you have to work 

harder than your colleagues to be perceived as a legitimate scholar.”  In this study, personal 

characteristics and role characteristics were combined into the “individual characteristics” 

category. 
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Institutional Characteristics 

How individuals relate to the organization is as much a function of the organizational 

structure as the individuals‟ characteristics, so understanding how basic structural 

characteristics influence commitment is important.  While Umbach (2007) found that 

institutional type impacts faculty‟s ability to build commitment with their institution, Blau 

(1994) observed that larger universities, as well as private institutions were able to provide 

more resources to group members.  Selectivity has also been studied: Melguizo (2008) 

considered how attending highly selective institutions impacted retention rates of minorities.  

Therefore, characteristics that are included in this study are institution type (Umbach), 

institution size, selectivity (Melguizo) and institution control (Blau).  

Perceptions of Institutional Practices 

Institutional practices and their relationship to the development of contingent faculty 

commitment are the central focus of this study.  It should be noted that given the way the 

survey is written, these variables do not measure institutional practices but rather perceptions 

of institutional support.   

Rhoades et al. (2001) identified two specific categories related to institutional 

practices: organizational rewards and supervisor support.  For this study, those categories 

have been expanded into two somewhat more encompassing factors labeled 

rewards/recognition and support.  Eleven questionnaire items were used as measures of 

institutional practices.  Kacmar et al. (1999) and Wayne, Shore and Liden (1997) found that 

positive interactions with the supervisor was a strong antecedent to affective commitment.  

As a proxy for this construct, six items related to support were included: “there is adequate 
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support for faculty development” and “relationship with administration.”  Additionally, other 

studies have found recognition and rewards to significantly influence commitment (Caldwell 

et al., 1990; Pinks, 1992).  Therefore, two variables relating to recognition and rewards are 

considered including “faculty are rewarded for being good teachers,” “my teaching is valued 

by faculty.”  Finally, two additional variables are included in institutional practices.  A study 

by Harshbarger (1989) demonstrated that participation in shared governance was found to 

influence commitment.  Salary is the last of the institutional practice variables.  Although 

there is debate among scholars about how salary influences decisions to stay in institutions, 

salary is included as an independent variable as several studies have noted that contingent 

faculty are paid less than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  A study by Barnes et al., (1998) found 

that salary was not a factor in intention to leave academia for either tenured or non-tenured 

faculty.  A more recent study, however, suggests that when an institution made a 

tenured/tenure-track faculty member a counter-offer, salary did influence behavior (Allred, 

2007).  For that reason, salary amount is included as a continuous variable in this study.    

Mediating Variables 

Sometimes one independent variable can have an indirect effect on the relationship 

between another independent variable and the dependent variable.  Because of this, it is 

important to consider mediating relationships.  This study has two possible mediating 

variables: stress and job satisfaction. 

Stress Variables 

Because stress has been shown to have a negative correlation with affective 

commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997), this study includes it as an independent mediating 
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variable.  Studies that have looked at the relationship between stress and commitment have 

not detailed specific variables.  Therefore, a wide range of variables were considered in this 

study.  Lease (1999) found that multiple strains (vocational, psychological, and interpersonal) 

can affect stress levels for both new and more experienced faculty.  Additionally, the HERI 

dataset is particularly rich in specific items related to stress.  Following the results of an 

exploratory factor analysis, the 22 stress variables were categorized into factors representing 

various forms of stress.  

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction has been shown to have a positive correlation with commitment 

(Boehman, 2006; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).  Questions relating to job satisfaction include 

items such as “How satisfied are you with clerical/administrative support?”  “How satisfied 

are you with your salary and fringe benefits?” and “How satisfied are you with your teaching 

load?”  Seven items related to job satisfaction were factor analyzed to determine satisfaction 

constructs. 

Recoding 

Some variables required recoding.  Recoding was necessary in order to combine 

responses into more meaningful groups for analysis.  Variables were recoded to align 

response scales in a uniform fashion.  For example, if a variable represents an inverse 

response, recoding so that response scales are consistent is an accepted practice (Howell, 

2007). Likewise, dummy variables were created for binomial responses to independent 

variables.  Dummy variables were created for individual categorical variables such as race: 

Black, Asian, Latino, American Indian, and other race.  White was the reference category.   
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Institutional variables that underwent dummy coding included Carnegie 

classification, department, and institutional control (Carnegie Foundation, 2007).  

Institutional control was a dichotomous variable indicating whether the institution was public 

or private.  Carnegie classification was coded into master's university, baccalaureate college, 

professional school, and doctoral institution (the reference category).  Department was coded 

into Arts/Humanities, Social Sciences, and Math/Science (the reference category). 

Faculty responding to the survey reported their salary amount as either nine month or 

twelve month.  To standardize this variable, those who indicated that they were paid on a 

nine- month contract had their salary recalculated to an annualized rate.  Then the new nine 

month salary variable was combined with the twelve month to create a new salary variable.  

Appendix E includes a list specifying how each variable was operationalized. 

Data Analysis 

The goals of the study are to compare differences in organizational commitment 

among part-time contingent faculty, full-time contingent faculty, and tenured/tenure-track 

faculty (Agresti & Finlay, 1997).  Three separate ANOVA‟s were run.  An F-ratio was used 

to test the differences in group means.  Additionally, ordinary least squares regression 

enabled this study to predict what variables specifically relating to academic support, 

compensation and shared governance influence organizational commitment among 

contingent faculty compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty (Jaeger, 1993).  Several 

regressions were run to compare differences between groups (all contingent faculty versus 

tenured/tenure-track faculty).    
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Missing Data 

After preliminary screening of data, the question of missing data was addressed.  Cole 

(2008) identifies the three major problems with missing data to be loss of information or 

power, complication during data management and analysis, and potentially marked bias 

because of systematic differences between observed and missing values.  While listwise 

deletion is simplest, it reduces the number of cases that can be used.  That option was 

rejected because one of the strengths of this study is the size of the sample.  First, data was 

screened for frequency distributions.  Second, missing value analysis (MVA) procedure was 

run on the data set.  Allison (2002) recommends using multiple imputations to address 

problems of missing data as it produces results that are approximately unbiased and efficient.  

Finally, follow up analysis through frequency distribution confirmed that the imputed values 

were not dissimilar from the original data.  Given the sophistication of statistical software, 

use of MVA reproduces the data structure accurately and allows for unbiased data analysis.  

Descriptive Analysis 

Presenting descriptive analysis of the data is important to ensure sound measurement 

and freedom from coding errors.  Therefore, means and standard deviations were calculated 

and missing values and outliers were examined.  Additional tests of multicollinearity also 

were conducted to satisfy the assumptions of OLS regression.   

Factor Analysis 

When dealing with large data sets that include numerous variables, researchers use 

statistical tools to manage the complexity of the data (Agresti & Finlay, 1997).  One such 

tool is exploratory factor analysis, a method used to reduce data.  Given the richness of the 
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dataset, factor analysis allowed for categorization of those variables that relate to the 

constructs described in the variable section above.  In reducing the data, the components that 

are retained include those that are common to all of the factors being analyzed (Jaeger, 

1993).  “Factor analysis is purely a statistical technique indicating, which and to what degree, 

variables relate to an underlying and undefined factor” (Kim & Mueller, 1978, p. 4).  In other 

words, factor analysis can identify underlying latent constructs that exist among variables.  In 

this study, because the survey was not designed to measure commitment, it was very valuable 

to evaluate how well the survey represents the constructs of commitment. 

Factor analysis was run on both the dependent and independent variables.  For the 

dependant variables, exploratory factor analysis was used to define factors categorized as 

commitment to teaching, commitment to students, and commitment to institutions.  For the 

independent variables, stress variables and job satisfaction variables required factor analysis.  

The stress variables were categorized into personal stress and job stress factors. 

The method of extraction involved both Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) and 

Maximum Likelihood: the findings were nearly identical (Osborne, Costello & Kellow, 

2008).  PAF was chosen because the constructs proved to be slightly stronger with PAF.  

Variables that were included were those that loaded highest on one factor than on other 

constructs (Garson, n.d.).  Factor analysis allowed me to determine what variables to include 

or exclude from a measure (Green & Salkind, 2005).  A scree test helped identify which 

factors should be retained.  Only factors with an eigenvalue greater than one were used in the 

study (Jolliffe, 2002).   
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The second stage of factor analysis, factor rotation, allows for statistical manipulation 

of the results to make the factors more interpretable (Green & Salkind, 2005).  Researchers 

can choose either orthogonal or oblique rotation.  Oblique rotation was chosen as it creates 

factor loadings based on the assumption that the factors are correlated.  The final step in the 

factor analysis process was to confirm reliability.  Cronbach‟s alpha is the most common way 

of assessing internal consistency among survey items (Jaeger, 1993).  Cronbach‟s alpha was 

set at .70, as recommended for the social sciences (Garson, n.d.).   

Analysis of Variance 

The research questions posed in this study utilize two statistical techniques.  The first 

question compares part-time and full-time contingent faculty to tenured/tenured track faculty, 

and requires a comparison of means and an analysis of variance (ANOVA).  To conduct an 

ANOVA, three assumptions must be met.  First, the dependant variable must be normally 

distributed in the population for each of populations.  The second assumption is the 

population variances of the dependant variable are the same for all cells.  Levene‟s test for 

homogeneity evaluates whether the variances in the dependant variable are approximately 

equal.  Third, individuals in the sample must be randomly selected from the population.  

When selection is not completely random, stratified random sampling is sufficient.  For 

ANOVA, the dependent variable should also be screened for skewness and kurtosis.  

Moreover, the Kruskal-Wallis test is used to test the null hypothesis that the samples do not 

differ in mean rank for the criterion variable (Jolliffe, 2002).  Because this test takes rank size 

into account rather than just the above-below dichotomy of the median test, it is more 

powerful and preferable when its assumptions are met (Agresti & Finlay, 1997).  
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The dependent variables of interest included those factors that reflect organizational 

commitment.  To address the first research question regarding how tenured/tenure-track 

faculty differ from part-time and full-time contingent faculty, ANOVA was used to test 

group differences (Agresti & Finlay, 1997) among all three faculty groups.  The factors of 

interest for this analysis included commitment to institution, commitment to teaching, and 

commitment to students.  All of these factors relate to how employees demonstrate 

commitment to their organizations through increased job performance and increased 

retention in the organization.   

Regression Analysis 

Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression is used to establish that a set of independent 

variables explains a proportion of the variance in a dependent variable at a significant level, 

and can establish the relative predictive importance of the independent variables.  

Assumptions for OLS regression are: 1) the variables are normally distributed in the 

population, 2) the sample is randomly selected, and 3) scores are independent of each other 

(Green & Salkind, 2005).  Data were screened for normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity 

(Howell, 2007).  The basic regression equation that was used is below: 

Y =  +  1 X 1 +  2 X 2 + …  i X I + error 

OLS was used to answer the second research question: what institutional practices, 

particularly relating to recognition, support, compensation, and shared governance, predict 

organizational commitment among full- and part-time contingent faculty?  This involved 

three key steps.  In the first step, full-sample regressions were conducted for each of the 
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dependent variables, and the variables were force entered individually.  For the remaining 

two steps, the sample was split into two groups: contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

In the second step, variables were entered in blocks as recommend by Astin‟s (1993) I-E-O 

methodology to control for individual and institutional characteristics before considering the 

impact of institutional practices on the three forms of commitment.  The blocks were added 

to the regression model sequentially: individual characteristics, institutional characteristics, 

institutional practices, stress factors and job satisfaction.  This process allows researchers to 

add independent variables to the model one at a time “until no additional variable is capable 

of producing a significant reduction in the residual sum of squares” (Astin, 1993, p. 284).  

Variables that were significant in the initial separate-group regression models (for either 

contingent faculty or tenured/tenure-track faculty) were pooled and force-entered one at a 

time in a final set of separate-group regressions so that predictors of commitment for 

contingent faculty could be assessed. 

 To answer the third research question, regarding how institutional practices 

differentially impact the organizational commitment of contingent faculty compared to 

tenured/tenure-track faculty, unstandardized b-coefficients for each variable were compared 

using t-tests to determine if variables had differential impacts on commitment for contingent 

and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Understanding the group differences was a critical piece of 

the analysis.  The t-test gives us more specific information about the differences between 

faculty groups by allowing us to measure if the effects are the same or not (both positive, 

both negative or different).  Finally, the t-test allows us to identify if specific variables have 

stronger or weaker effects on one group more than another. 
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 Additional analysis of the beta coefficients can add to our understanding other more 

subtle ways one independent variable moderates the relationship between the dependent 

variable and another independent variable.  Generally speaking, as more variables are entered 

into the regression equation, the predictive power of the overall model is spread across more 

variables and each beta coefficient will get smaller (Garson, n.d.).  However, in some 

instances, beta coefficients may get larger.  This occurs either when one of the two 

independent variables has a negative relationship with the dependent variable, or the two 

independent variables have the same relationship with the dependent variable, and a negative 

relationship with each other (Astin, 1993).  These “suppressor effects” are important to note 

and interpret as the effect may alter the predictability of independent variables, leading to 

erroneous conclusions. 

R-squared values were used to measure how much of the variance in the three forms 

of commitment is explained by the antecedents to commitment (institutional practices), after 

controlling for individual characteristics, institutional characteristics, stress, and job 

satisfaction.  The standardized regression coefficient estimated the increase in the dependent 

variable for every one unit increase in the independent variable when all other independent 

variables are held constant.  The standardized beta weights for the independent variables also 

designate the relative importance of independent variables in the model (Agresti & Finlay, 

1997).  An F-test was used to determine model significance, and a p-value of .01 was used to 

determine the predictive value of each independent variable.    
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis outlined in the preceding chapter.  

This study sought to answer the following research questions: 

1. How do part-time contingent faculty and full-time contingent faculty each 

compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of organizational 

commitment at four-year institutions? 

2. What institutional practices, particularly those relating to recognition, support, 

compensation, and shared governance, predict organizational commitment 

among full- and part-time contingent faculty?  

3. How do institutional practices differentially impact the organizational 

commitment of contingent faculty compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty? 

The hypothesis of this study was that institutional practices relating to recognition, 

support, compensation, and shared governance may encourage the organizational 

commitment of contingent faculty.  The validity of the hypothesis is examined in the four 

sections that follow.  The first section provides descriptive data about the sample, the second 

describes findings from the factor analysis, and the third discusses findings from the 

ANOVA conducted in response to the first research question.  The fourth section reports 

findings from the regression analysis of predictors of organizational commitment among full- 

and part-time contingent faculty, and concludes with an examination of whether differentially 

impact the organizational commitment of contingent faculty compared to tenured/tenure-

track faculty. 
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Descriptive Analysis 

Descriptive data was useful to illustrate the similarities and differences among groups 

of faculty.  In chapter three, demographic information about the sample was compared to 

NSOPF data.  This analysis uses crosstabulations to examine faculty activities that pertain to 

commitment.  Here, 33 variables related to faculty activities and attitudes assumed to 

measure organizational commitment were explored.  The variables were divided by the three 

categories of commitment explored in this study. 

Variables Related to Commitment to Teaching 

Eleven variables related to commitment to teaching were considered.  Two were 

related to good teaching practices, four were about assuming additional duties, one was, 

“have you won a teaching award?” and two measured hours engaged in teaching-related 

activities.  The last two were measuring faculty perceptions of what was important about 

teaching. 

Two variables were chosen to evaluate whether any of three faculty groups – part-

time contingent, full-time contingent, or tenured/tenure-track faculty – utilize more effective 

teaching methods than others.  Nelson, Laird, Chen, and Kuh (2008) suggest that academic 

practices such as requiring multiple drafts of written work and papers completed over the 

course of the semester (term papers) are positively related to good practices in undergraduate 

education.  Thus, faculty members who engage in this behavior are effectively demonstrating 

their commitment to teaching.  The first question asked was, “in how many classes do you 

use multiple drafts of written work?”  Sixteen percent of part-time contingent faculty, 13 

percent of full-time contingent faculty and ten percent of tenured/tenure-track faculty 
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responded that they required multiple drafts in “all” of their classes.  This indicates that a 

greater percentage of part-time and full-time contingent faculty use this effective teaching 

technique more than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  T-tests were only significant between part-

time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

A similar trend was observed in response to the question, “in how many classes do 

you use term or research papers?”  Part-time contingent faculty were leaders on this measure 

as well; 24 percent of them answered “all.”  In contrast, only 16 percent of tenured/tenure-

track faculty and 16 percent full-time contingent faculty used term papers.  Significance 

between group results was established between part-time and full-time contingent faculty, as 

well as between part-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track, but the difference 

between full-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty was not significant. 

The four variables related to extra role behaviors all followed the same pattern.  

“Work with undergraduates on a research project,” “developed a new course,” “taught an 

honors course,” and “taught a first-year seminar” were duties that were mostly shouldered by 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Full-time contingent faculty assumed the next level of 

responsibility and part-time contingent faculty assumed these duties the least.  The 

differences between all three groups, on all three variables was significant.  This is to be 

expected given the definition of part-time faculty. 

Consideration of who won an award for outstanding teaching provides information 

about how well individuals were judged by others as teachers.  Forty-three percent of 

tenured/tenure-track faculty won an award for outstanding teaching.  However, 29 percent of 

part-time contingent and 33 percent of full-time contingent faculty won an award for 
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outstanding teaching were contingent faculty.  This difference between part-time contingent 

and tenured/tenure-track faculty, as well as the difference between full-time contingent 

faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty was significant.  This finding indicates that 

contingent faculty‟s teaching was having a recognized contribution to the institutions where 

they serve.  Furthermore, it suggests that contingent faculty were effectively demonstrating 

commitment to teaching, and that their commitment was being rewarded. 

Two variables pertained to the number of hours engaged in teaching activities.  The 

first was “spent 13+ hours per week teaching.”  As expected, part-time faculty by definition 

spent the fewest hours scheduled to teach (18.9 percent were scheduled to teach more than 13 

hours per week).  Full-time contingent faculty taught more hours per week than 

tenured/tenure-track faculty with 22.2 hours and 16.4 hours respectively.  The difference 

between all groups was significant.  

Given this pattern, it is interesting to note that tenured/tenure-track faculty spend 

more time preparing to teach than either group of contingent faculty.  Thirty-seven percent of 

tenured/tenure-track faculty spent more than 13 hours preparing to teach, whereas 36.1 

percent of full-time contingent faculty and 18.9 percent of part-time contingent faculty spent 

more than 13 hours preparing to teach.  There was no significant difference between full-time 

contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty, but there was significant difference between 

part-timers and the other groups.  

More part-time contingent faculty felt it was “essential” to promote the ability to 

write effectively: 51.2 percent.  The contrasts between groups were not stark: 49.6 percent of 

full-time contingent and 50.9 percent of tenured/tenure-track faculty agreed.  This follows the 
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same pattern observed with “used term papers in „all‟ classes” above.  Significance between 

group results was established between part-time and full-time contingent faculty, as well as 

between part-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track, but the difference between 

full-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty was not significant. 

Finally, to the question, “it is important to me personally to be a good teacher,” 77 

percent of part-time contingent faculty, 72 percent of full-time contingent faculty, and 67 

percent of tenured/tenure-track faculty answered that they considered it “essential.”  T-tests 

were significant for all group comparisons.  This suggests that, even more than 

tenured/tenure track faculty and full-time contingent faculty, part-time faculty aspire to the 

ideal of being a good teacher (see Table 4.1).  

 

Table 4.1 

Variables Related to Commitment to Teaching 

 

Part-time 

Contingent  

Full-time 

Contingent 

Tenured/ 

Tenure-Track 

Variables N % n % n % 

Used multiple drafts of written work in “all” classes 631 16.3 1068 13.6 1299 10.8 

Used term papers in “all” classes 944 24.3 1278 16.3 1989 16.5 

Worked with undergrads on research project 1176 33.8 3369 45.3 7695 67.0 

Developed a new course  1506 42.3 4222 55.6 7998 69.3 

Taught a first-year seminar 455 13.6 1472 20.7 2418 22.6 

Taught an honors course 280 8.3 761 10.8 2111 19.5 

Won an award for outstanding teaching 1165 29.2 2742 32.8 5258 43.0 

Spent 13+ hours per week teaching 329 9.2 1684 22.2 3710 16.4 

Spent 13+ hours per week preparing to teach 680 18.9 2744 36.1 4278 37.0 

It is “essential” to promote ability to write effectively 2013 51.2 4051 49.6 6132 50.9 

It is “essential” to be a good teacher 3061 77.3 5971 72.4 8206 67.4 
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Variables Related to Commitment to Students 

A total of 14 variables related to commitment to students were analyzed.  Two were 

about assuming additional duties, and the rest were measuring faculty perceptions of what 

was important about student‟ personal, emotional and intellectual development. 

The two variables that considered additional duties were interesting specifically 

because of the difference between groups.  The variables were “advised student groups 

involved in service work” and “spent 1-4 hours per week advising students.”  For the first 

variable, “advised student groups involved in service work,” a larger percentage of full-time 

contingent faculty spent more time advising groups involved in service work.  Forty-two 

percent of full-time contingent faculty advised students groups, versus 40.3 percent of 

tenured/tenure-track faculty and 22.3 percent of part-time contingent faculty.  The difference 

between full-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty in advising students 

groups was not significant, whereas the differences between part-time contingent faculty and 

full-time and tenured/tenure-track faculty were significant.  That is to say, part-time 

contingent faculty spent significantly less time advising student groups involved in service 

work than either full-time contingent faculty or tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

For the second variable “spent 1-4 hours per week advising students,” more part-time 

contingent faculty spent 1-4 hours per week advising students (63.4 percent, versus 56.6 

percent for full-time contingent faculty and 61.3 percent for tenured/tenure-track).  The 

difference between full-time and tenured/tenure-track faculty was not significant, but the 

differences between part-time contingent and full-time contingent and tenured/tenure-track 

faculty were significant.  For this variable, a greater percentage of part-time faculty spent 
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more time advising students 1-4 hours a week than any other faculty group, which is in 

contrast to the variable “advised student groups involved in service work.”   

One variable on the survey addressed faculty‟s philosophy relating to their role in 

fostering students‟ development.  The eleven sub-questions followed the same pattern: “it is 

„essential‟ to help develop moral character,” “it is „essential‟ to provide for emotional 

development,” “it is „essential‟ to help develop personal values,” “it is „essential‟ to instill 

commitment to community service,” and so forth.  All responses had the same pattern, that is 

to say that a greater proportion of part-time contingent faculty felt that these values were 

“essential” than either full-time contingent or tenured/tenure-track faculty (see Table 4.2).  

Differences between groups were also consistent, meaning there were a significant difference  

 

Table 4.2 

Variables Related to Commitment to Students‟ Development 

 

Part-time 

Contingent  

Full-time 

Contingent 

Tenured/ 

Tenure-Track 

Variables n % n % n % 

Advised student groups involved in service work 767 22.3 3118 42.2 4452 40.3 

Spent 1-4 hours per week advising students  2248 63.4 4288 56.6 7082 61.3 

It is “essential” to:        

Help develop moral character 1305 33.3 2625 32.1 2650 22.0 

Instill a commitment to community service 529 13.5 966 11.8 925 7.7 

Enhance students‟ self-understanding 1122 28.7 1973 24.2 2218 18.5 

Prepare for responsible citizenship 968 24.7 1840 22.6 2343 19.5 

Enhance knowledge of racial groups 1193 30.4 2387 29.2 2775 23.1 

Serve as a role model to students 2209 55.8 4422 53.3 5381 44.3 

Enhance spiritual development 559 14.3 921 11.3 929 7.8 

Facilitate search for meaning/purpose 679 17.4 1165 14.3 1401 11.7 

Provide for emotional development 586 15.0 1091 13.4 847 7.1 

Help develop personal values 884 22.5 1695 20.8 1683 14.0 

It is the “highest priority” to promote intellectual 

development 1946 50.7 4148 50.6 6077 50.2 
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between part-time contingent and tenured/tenure-track as well as between full-time 

contingent and tenured/tenure-track.  Moreover, the difference between part-time contingent 

and full-time contingent faculty was not significant.  Both groups of contingent faculty 

subscribed to the philosophy that part of their role was to foster students‟ development more 

than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

Variables Related to Commitment to Institution 

There were eight variables that related to commitment to institution.  Two were 

related to employment status, one related to professional development, and three measured 

time engaged in institutionally related activities.  The last two measured faculty perceptions 

of what was important about the institution. 

Because of the part-time nature of their employment, many part-time contingent 

faculty work at more than one institution (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001), a finding that was 

corroborated in this study.  In answer to the question “did you teach courses at more than one 

institution during the same term?”  35 percent of part-time contingent faculty said that they 

did, whereas only 14 percent of full-time contingent faculty and six percent of 

tenured/tenure-track faculty responded “yes” to this question.  T-tests confirmed significant 

differences across all groups.  While this seems to suggest that part-time contingent faculty 

are less committed than tenured/tenure-track faculty, it may only reflect the economic reality 

that part-time contingent faculty need to seek employment at more than one institution to be 

“fully” employed (see Table 4.3). 
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Another measure of institutional commitment was “did you consider leaving this 

institution for another?”  The responses from full-time contingent faculty were similar to 

tenured/tenure-track faculty: 43 percent of full-time contingent faculty and 42 percent of 

tenured/tenure-track faculty had considered leaving, but only 33 percent of part-time 

contingent faculty considered leaving.  T-tests confirmed that there was significant difference 

between part-time contingent and full-time contingent, as well as a difference between part-

time contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  There was no significant difference 

between full-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  This finding seems to 

indicate that part-time faculty wish to remain affiliated with their institution.  This may also 

reflect the competitive nature of tenured/tenure-track faculty who may consider positions at 

other institutions to further their career.  

Participation in faculty development programs was viewed as another significant 

indicator of institutional commitment (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005).  Only 35 

percent of part-time faculty participated in faculty development programs, while 61 percent 

of full-time contingent faculty and 62 percent of tenured/tenured-track participated.  

Table 4.3  

Variables related to Commitment to Institution 

 

Part-time 

Contingent 

Full-time 

Contingent 

Tenured/ 

Tenure-Track 

Variables n % n % n % 

Taught at more than one institution 1392 35.0 1182 14.2 788 6.5 

Considered leaving institution 1292 32.5 3611 43.3 5190 42.5 

Participated in faculty development program 1242 35.3 4601 60.9 7033 62.3 

Had 7+ years of service 1381 33.8 3012 35.5 7724 62.2 

Spent 13+ hours per week in meetings 1 0.0 196 2.6 415 2.7 

Spent 13+ hours per week on other duties 44 1.3 992 13.8 1070 9.9 

It is the “highest priority” to increase institutional 

prestige 861 22.7 2164 26.5 3179 26.3 

It is the “highest priority” to mentor new faculty 304 8.1 816 10.0 1387 11.5 
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Additionally, the difference between part-time contingent faculty and full-time contingent 

faculty as well as between part-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty was 

significant.  There was no significant difference between full-time contingent and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  This disparity may occur because many institutions exclude 

part-time contingent faculty from eligibility in these benefits.   

As suggested in the literature (Schuster & Finklestein, 2001), contingent faculty, 

particularly part-time faculty, are less engaged in additional duties that are not directly 

related to teaching or students.  Part-time contingent spent virtually no time in meetings and 

very little on other duties.  Of full-time faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty, a little over 

2.5 percent of both groups spent 13+ hours in meetings.  There was a significant difference 

between part-time contingent faculty and full-time contingent and tenured/tenure-track 

faculty, but there was no significant difference between full-time contingent and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  In contrast, 13.8 percent of full-time contingent versus only 9.9 

percent of tenured/tenure-track faculty were engaged in 13+ hours per week of administrative 

duties.  This difference between groups was significant. 

Finally, there were two variables that assessed faculty perceptions of how important 

certain priorities were at their institutions.  Of faculty groups, tenured-tenure-track faculty 

believed it was the “highest priority” for institutions to both increase their prestige and to 

mentor new faculty (26.5 and 11.3 percent respectively).  A lower percentage of full-time 

contingent faculty felt these priorities were the “highest” (26.3 and 10 percent respectively).  

Finally, institutions increasing their prestige and mentoring new faculty was perceived as less 
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important to part-time contingent faculty: only 22.7 and 8.1 percent felt it was the highest 

priority.        

Summary 

The descriptive variables begin to develop an image of how each faculty group is 

committed differently to teaching, students and the institutions.  Part-time contingent and 

full-time contingent faculty appear to be engaged with students both in activities and 

perceptions of their social-emotional development.  Specifically, both groups of contingent 

faculty used more effective teaching methods than tenured/tenure-track faculty, and believed 

it was “essential” to be a good teacher.  Moreover, while part-time contingent faculty were 

limited in their participation in extra role behaviors of hours preparing to teach and hours 

spent in other administrative duties, part-time contingent faculty spent more time advising 

students than full-time contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.    

Another pattern emerged as well: full-time contingent faculty proved to be as 

committed in many ways as tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Full-time contingent faculty 

assumed as many extra role behaviors as tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Full-time contingent 

faculty participated in faculty development opportunities almost as much as tenured/tenure-

track faculty.   

Tenured/tenure-track faculty spent more time preparing to teach than any other group 

and had more years of service.  Tenured/tenure-track faculty also showed their commitment 

through extended service and extra role behaviors such as developing new courses.  The 

following sections will provide more description of the statistical techniques used to increase 

our understanding faculty and organizational commitment.  
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Factor Analysis 

Osborne et al. (2008) aptly describe exploratory factor analysis (EFA) as both an art 

and a science.  EFA is a complex mathematical procedure that explores the underlying factor 

structure among variables, with few absolute guidelines.  Despite a framework of analytical 

steps, researchers use a great deal of judgment during the process, including which extraction 

method to begin the analysis.  For this study, two extraction methods were tested: Maximum 

Likelihood and Principal Axis Factoring.  The results were very similar.  Because the factors 

loaded slightly higher, Principal Axis Factoring was selected for analysis.  A factor matrix 

was produced that was used to distinguish the specific factor loadings for each construct, 

with a cut off of .40.  Oblimin rotation was used because these constructs were expected to 

be correlated with one another, and Oblimin allows the factors to correlate (Osborne et al.).  

A scree plot was used to identify the correct number of factors for consideration.  Minimum 

eigenvalues of one was established as an initial cut off.  In interpreting the rotated factor 

pattern, if the factor loading was 0.40 or greater (Garson, n.d.) and did not load high on any 

of the other factors, it was included in the construct.  Factors were confirmed with 

Cronbach‟s alpha with a minimum criterion of .70. 

Rather than begin the factor analysis for the dependent variable with the three pre-

determined constructs of commitment to teaching, commitment to students‟ development and 

commitment to institution, the EFA was conducted with all dependent variables at the same 

time.  Results for the analysis did not support the three-construct assumption of this study.  

Instead, the results of the analysis produced ten factors, each loading multiple variables.  

(Factors with a Cronbach‟s alpha of less than .70 were not used.)  Of these ten possible 
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factors, only one was robust enough for consideration.  The results for the exploratory factor 

analysis of the dependent variable, Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social 

Development, are presented in Table 4.4.  This factor is comprised of nine variables, all of 

which relate to support for students‟ personal and social development.  The variables include 

the extent to which faculty indicate it is important to  “provide for students‟ emotional 

development,” “enhance students‟ spiritual development,” “facilitate students‟ search 

meaning and purpose in life” and “enhance students‟ knowledge and appreciation for other 

racial/ethnic groups.”  Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development had a 

Cronbach‟s alpha of .90.   

The other two dependent variable factors, commitment to teaching and commitment 

to the institution, were not validated in the factor analysis.  Therefore, a single item was 

chosen as a dependent variable to represent each of these constructs.  The literature suggests 

 

Table 4.4 

Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social  Development Factor 

Item Loading 

Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social  Development (α = .901)  

Help students develop personal values 
a
 .78 

Provide for students‟ emotional development 
a
 .74 

Instill in students a commitment to community service 
a
 .73 

Develop moral character 
a
 .70 

Facilitate search for meaning/purpose in life 
a
 .70 

Enhance students‟ self-understanding 
a
 .69 

Prepare students for responsible citizenship 
a
 .66 

Enhance students‟ knowledge and appreciation for other racial/ethnic groups 
a
 .65 

Enhance spiritual development 
a
 .64 

a 
4-point scale: 1 = not important, to 4 = essential  

 

that one way individuals demonstrate commitment to a profession is the amount of time they 

dedicate to it.  For that reason, hours per week preparing to teach was selected as a proxy for 
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the dependent variable for commitment to teaching.  While this variable has also been used in 

other studies (Bland et al., 2006; Umbach, 2008), it is limiting to use a single variable as a 

representative for an entire construct.  Similarly, number of years of service to an institution 

was chosen as a proxy for commitment to the institution, as suggested by Meyer and Allen 

(1991), although, again it is a limitation to use a single variable to represent an entire 

construct.  

Additionally, the independent variables stress and job satisfaction were factor 

analyzed using a similar procedure.  Stress variables manifested as six factors, but only two 

factors were robust: Family Stress and Job Stress.  Of twenty-three items, only three family 

stress and three job stress items had factor loadings of .40 or higher.  Family Stress had a 

Cronbach‟s alpha of .65, and Job Stress had a Cronbach‟s alpha of .63.  Although these were 

lower than the .70 cutoff, because they were not the focus of the analysis, they were deemed 

robust enough to remain in the study (see Table 4.5). 

 

Table 4.5  

Stress Factors  

Item Loading 

Job Stress (α = .63)  

Faculty meetings 
a
 .79 

Committee work 
a
 .72 

Institutional procedures and “red tape” 
a
 .44 

  

Family Stress (α = .65)  

Child care 
a
 .84 

Household responsibilities 
a
 .51 

Children's problems 
a
 .50 

a 
3-point scale: 1 = not at all, to 4 = extensive  
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Finally, job satisfaction had eight items; all but one met the .40 cut off.  Because the 

items in the survey only measured one construct, there was only one factor: the solution did 

not rotate.  The factor included variables such as the extent to which faculty are “very 

satisfied” with: “professional relations with faculty,” “salary and fringe benefits,” and 

“autonomy and independence,” as well as “overall job satisfaction.”  With seven items, the 

Cronbach‟s alpha was .74 (see Table 4.6).   

 

Table 4.6  

Job Satisfaction Factor  

Item Loading 

Job Satisfaction (α = .74)  

Overall job satisfaction 
a
 .82 

Autonomy and independence 
a
 .60 

Professional relations w/ faculty 
a
 .57 

Salary and fringe benefits 
a
 .48 

Teaching load 
a
 .47 

Office/lab space 
a
 .40 

a 
4-point scale: 1 = not at satisfied, to 4 = very satisfied  

 

Analysis of Variance 

To answer the first research question – how do part-time contingent faculty and full-

time contingent faculty each compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of 

organizational commitment at four-year institutions?  – three separate one-way analyses of 

variance were conducted.  This allowed the researcher to test for differences among the three 

groups of faculty on each of the measures of commitment: hours per week preparing to teach 

(commitment to teaching), Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development, and 

years of service (commitment to institution).  The means, standard deviations, and N are all 

reported in Table 4.7.  
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Table 4.7     

Mean Scores on Commitment by Groups     

Variable Group Mean Std. Dev. N 

Hours per week preparing to teach PT Contingent 7.61 7.00 3608 

 FT Contingent 10.61 8.42 7611 

 Tenured/Tenure-track 10.85 7.44 11579 

 Total 10.26 7.80 22798 

          

Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social PT Contingent 23.92 6.10 3838 

Development FT Contingent 23.81 5.81 8037 

 Tenured/Tenure-track 21.93 5.91 11796 

 Total 22.89 5.99 23671 

          

Years of service PT Contingent 7.19 8.61 3870 

 FT Contingent 6.94 7.65 8139 

 Tenured/Tenure-track 13.84 11.28 12024 

 Total 10.43 10.34 24033 

 

Hours Per Week Preparing to Teach (Commitment to Teaching) 

In the first analysis of the dependent variable approximating commitment to teaching 

(hours per week preparing to teach), the ANOVA was significant, F (2, 23801) = 282.98, p 

<.001.  The strength of the relationship between faculty groups and the hours per week 

preparing to teach as assessed by η
2 

was strong, with the difference between faculty groups 

accounting for two percent of the variance in the dependent variable. 

Because the overall F-test was significant, the null hypothesis that there was no 

difference between groups was rejected, and follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate how 

the group means were different.  A Levene‟s test indicated that the error variance of the 

dependent variable was equal across groups.  Therefore, post hoc comparisons were done 

using Tukey HSD.  There was a significant difference between the means of part-time 

contingent faculty and full-time contingent faculty when compared to the mean of 
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tenured/tenure-track faculty.  On average, part-time contingent faculty spent fewer hours per 

week preparing to teach than any other group at μ = 7.61 hours per week.  Full-time 

contingent faculty spent more time, μ = 10.61 hours per week.  Tenured/tenure-track spent 

the most time, μ = 10.85 hours per week preparing to teach (see Table 4.8).  It should be 

noted that the η
2 

of two percent is not particularly robust.  Additionally, the mean difference 

in hours per week preparing to teach between full-time contingent faculty and tenured/tenure-

track faculty is not significant. 

 

Table 4.8      

Mean Differences and Effect Sizes of Group Comparisons by Type of  Commitment 

      Mean Difference Effect Size 

Commitment Group A Group B (a-b) p η 

Hours per wk preparing to 

teach PT Contingent FT Contingent -2.99 0.00 0.02 

   Tenured/tenure track -3.24 0.00 0.02 

 FT Contingent Tenured/tenure track -0.24 0.09 0.02 

            

Commitment to Students‟ 

Personal  PT Contingent FT Contingent 0.11 0.62 0.03 

and Social Development   Tenured/tenure track 1.99 0.00 0.03 

 FT Contingent Tenured/tenure track 1.89 0.00 0.03 

            

Years of service PT Contingent FT Contingent 0.24 0.41 0.11 

   Tenured/tenure track -6.65 0.00 0.11 

 FT Contingent Tenured/tenure track 6.89 0.00 0.11 

            

Note: p = significance; η = eta squared     

 

Used as an approximation of commitment to teaching, this implies that, of the three 

groups, part-time contingent faculty are less committed to teaching than are either full-time 

contingent faculty or tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Other researchers have observed the same 
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finding (Bland, et al., 2006; Umbach, 2008).  Yet, the nature of their contract explains this 

difference. 

Commitment to Students’ Personal and Social Development 

The second analysis involved the dependent variable Commitment to Students‟ 

Personal and Social Development.  The ANOVA was significant, F (2, 24665) = 305.19, p 

<.001.  The strength of the relationship between faculty groups and Commitment to Students‟ 

Personal and Social Development as assessed by η
2
was strong, with the different faculty 

groups accounting for three percent of the variance in the dependent variable. 

Because the overall F-test was significant, follow up tests were conducted to evaluate 

pairwise differences among the means.  A Levene‟s test indicated that the error variance of 

the dependent variable was equal across groups.  Post hoc comparisons were done using 

Tukey HSD.  There was a significant difference between the means of part-time contingent 

faculty and full-time contingent faculty when compared to the mean for tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.  However, there was no significant difference between the mean for part-time 

contingent faculty and the mean for full-time contingent faculty.  On average, tenured/tenure-

track faculty displayed less commitment to students‟ development than any other group at μ 

= 21.93.  In contrast, the group with the highest level of commitment to students‟ 

development was part-time contingent faculty (μ = 23.92), followed closely by full-time 

contingent faculty (μ =23.83).  

Despite the fact that only three percent of the variance in Commitment to Students‟ Personal 

and Social Development could be explained by these groups, the findings are significant.  

They show that although both part-time contingent and full-time contingent faculty may on 
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average spend less time preparing to teach than tenured/tenure-track faculty, they are more 

committed to students‟ development. 

Years of Service to Institution (Commitment to Institution) 

In the third analysis, the dependent variable was years of service, which was a proxy 

for commitment to the institution.  The ANOVA was significant, F (2, 24998) = 1575.79, p < 

.001.  The strength of the relationship between faculty groups and years of service as 

assessed by η
2 

was strong, with the different faculty groups accounting for 11 percent of the 

variance in the dependent variable. 

Because the overall F-test was significant, follow up tests were conducted to evaluate 

pairwise differences among the means.  A Levene‟s test indicated that the error variance of 

the dependent variable was equal across groups.  Post hoc comparisons were done using 

Tukey HSD.  There was a significant difference between the means of part-time contingent 

faculty and full-time contingent faculty when compared to tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

However, there was no significant difference between the mean for part-time contingent 

faculty and the mean for full-time contingent faculty.  On average, tenured/tenure-track 

faculty have more years of service to institutions than any other group at 13.83 years.  In 

contrast, full-time contingent faculty had the fewest years of service, on average (6.87 years), 

and part-time contingent faculty had slightly more years of service than full-time contingent 

faculty (7.12 years). 

Given that tenure means permanent employment without requiring contract renewals, 

it is not surprising to find that tenured faculty have the longest years of service.  Even those 

faculty who are on tenure-track usually serve for at least seven years before either obtaining 
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tenure or perhaps moving to another institution.  The most interesting finding is that there is 

little difference between the number of years of service between part-time contingent faculty 

and full-time contingent faculty.  This suggests that institutions may not differentiate 

between part-time and full-time contingent faculty when making re-employment decisions.  

It is also noteworthy that the average number of years of service for both groups of 

contingent faculty is approximately seven, which somewhat ironically is the approximate 

amount of time it takes to get tenure.  This suggests that contingent faculty are serving their 

institutions well enough to be re-employed numerous times.  The average years of service for 

tenured/tenure-track is only 13.83 year since the survey asks “how many years have you been 

at this institution?”  rather than how many years have you served as a faculty member?  This 

response does not measure total years in the profession, only total years at current institution. 

Summary 

This section explored the first research question, how do part-time contingent faculty 

and full-time contingent faculty each compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of 

organizational commitment?  Using three dependent variables to measure commitment, the 

results seem to indicate that all three faculty groups demonstrate some form of commitment 

to their organization, to teaching, or to the students that they teach. 

The results indicate there are differences in the ways that groups exhibit their 

commitment.  Tenured/tenure-track faculty display greater commitment to teaching, as 

measured by time spent in preparation, than either group of contingent faculty.  Perhaps this 

finding has to do with the fact that tenured/tenure-track faculty have more institutional 

resources to support their teaching, for example, offices in which to meet students. 
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Considering commitment to the institution, tenured/tenure-track faculty had more 

years of service to the institution than part-time and full-time contingent faculty.  Given that 

tenure implies life-long employment at an institution, this finding is not surprising.  More 

interesting, however, was that both part-time and full-time contingent faculty averaged seven 

years of service, suggesting that contingent faculty serve their institutions for a substantial 

amount of time.   

In contrast, contingent faculty had higher levels of commitment to students‟ 

development than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Commitment to Students‟ Personal and 

Social Development is a factor that includes level of importance faculty attribute to 

“developing moral character,” “providing for emotional development,” and “enhancing self-

understanding.”  Group comparisons along this dimension indicate that part-time contingent 

faculty display greater commitment than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Moreover, part-time 

contingent faculty display more commitment to students‟ development than do full-time 

contingent faculty, although the differences between groups is not significant.  

Analysis of data for the first research question illustrates that while both part-time and 

full-time contingent faculty differ from tenured/tenure-track faculty in their commitment to 

teaching and institutions, they demonstrate commitment through concern for students‟ 

development and years of service.  By considering specific institutional practices, the next 

section will provide an opportunity to understand ways in which institutions can promote 

commitment among faculty. 
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Regression Analysis 

Ordinary least squared regression was used to answer the second research question: 

What institutional practices, particularly relating to recognition, support, compensation, and 

shared governance, predict organizational commitment among full- and part-time contingent 

faculty?  By comparing regression coefficients, specific variables can be evaluated on their 

individual ability to predict the dependent variable when all other independent variables are 

held constant.   

The OLS regression for this study involved three key steps.  In the first step, full-

sample regressions were conducted for each of the dependent variables, and the variables 

were force entered individually.  For the remaining two steps, the sample was split into two 

groups: contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  In the second step, variables were 

entered in blocks as recommend by Astin‟s (1993) I-E-O methodology to control for 

individual and institutional characteristics before considering the impact of institutional 

practices on the three forms of commitment.  The blocks were added to the regression model 

sequentially: individual characteristics, institutional characteristics, institutional practices, 

stress factors and job satisfaction.  Variables that were significant in the initial separate-group 

regression models (for either contingent faculty or tenured/tenure-track faculty) were pooled 

and force-entered one at a time in a final set of separate-group regressions.  In the last step, 

unstandardized b-coefficients for each variable were compared using t-tests to determine if 

variables had differential impacts on commitment for contingent and tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.  Beta coefficients were also tracked to determine if any suppression effects were 

impacting regression interpretation. 



135 

 

Full-Sample Regressions 

Three regressions, one for each dependent variable (hours per week preparing to 

teach, Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development, and years of service) 

were conducted on the full sample of contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Beta 

tables that tracked changes in betas across successive steps in the regression were created for 

each dependent variable, and significant shifts in beta coefficients are discussed within the 

analysis.  Full sample regressions were run to assess predictors of commitment – particularly 

the predictive power of institutional practices – for faculty as a whole.   

A total of thirty variables were entered into the full-sample regression, including a 

dummy coded dichotomous variable, “contingent faculty status.”  Data were examined for 

multicollinearity, and no variables exceeded p < .50 (Cohen, 1988).  Preliminary evaluation 

of the results showed that the assumptions required for ordinary least squared regression 

were met: the variables had good linearity and homoscedasticity and a normal distribution 

over all three dependent variables.  The data had no outliers.  Tests for tolerance and variance 

inflation factor (VIF) were within acceptable parameters.  

Hours Per Week Preparing to Teach (Commitment to Teaching) 

The analysis began with first dependent variable, hours per week preparing to teach 

as a proxy for commitment to teaching.  Using ANOVA to test the overall significance of the 

regression equation shows that the full model was better at predicting hours per week 

preparing for teaching than the null model beyond what we would expect by chance (F [30, 

19036] = 44.46, p<.001).  The full model provided that R = .256, and R
2
 = .07.  The adjusted 

R
2 

for all independent variables was .06.  No substantial difference between the R
2 

and the 
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adjusted
 
R

2 
was noted, meaning that the results can be generalized to the population as a 

whole (see Table 4.9). 

An examination of coefficients allowed for a more complete understanding of how 

each independent variable relates to the dependent variable.  The individual characteristics 

that had significant betas were gender, marital status: single, age, contingent status, and 

academic rank.  Women faculty spend more hours per week preparing to teach than men.  

Additionally, unmarried faculty spend more hours per week preparing to teach than their 

married counter-parts.  The correlation between age and hours per week preparing to teach is 

negative, meaning that younger faculty spend more hours per week on teaching preparation.  

When academic rank entered the equation, it confounded the relationship between age and 

hours per week preparing to teach and the beta changed from -.01 to .01.  After holding rank 

constant, hours per week preparing to teach increased with age.  Perhaps as academic rank 

increases, the demands on faculty‟s time are such that they have less time for preparing to 

teach.   

The variable, “contingent status,” also had a negative association with hours per week 

preparing to teach.  Contingent faculty spend fewer hours per week preparing to teach than 

do tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The same relationship with academic rank occurred again: 

the negative relationship between being a contingent faculty member and hours per week 

spent preparing to teach became stronger after controlling for rank.  Because both contingent 

faculty and lower academic rank both mean less time preparing to teach, and they each have 

a negative relationship with each other (because contingent faculty tend to have lower 
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Table 4.9 

Full Sample Regression: Hours Per Week Preparing to Teach 

Variable 

Simple 

r p b SE b β p 

Individual characteristics       

Gender 0.07 * 0.99 0.12 0.06 ** 

Black 0.02  -0.72 0.35 -0.02  

Latino/a 0.01  -0.65 0.33 0.01  

Asian 0.00  0.10 0.28 0.00  

American Indian 0.00  0.21 0.46 0.00  

Other race 0.02  0.90 0.41 0.02  

Partner 0.01  0.31 0.27 0.01  

Single 0.04 ** 0.54 0.14 0.03 ** 

Age 0.01  0.03 0.01 0.04 ** 

Contingent 0.06 ** -1.87 0.17 -0.12 ** 

Academic rank 0.00  -0.21 0.06 -0.04 * 

Institutional characteristics       

Social science department 0.04 ** -0.68 0.13 -0.04 * 

Arts/Humanities department 0.08 ** 0.63 0.15 0.04 ** 

Master's  0.10 ** 2.35 0.13 0.15 ** 

Bachelor‟s 0.12 ** 3.27 0.17 0.17 ** 

Professional schools -0.03 ** -1.06 0.59 -0.01  

Private control 0.03 ** -0.09 0.12 -0.01  

Selectivity 0.04 ** 0.14 0.07 0.02  

Institutional practices       

Salary -0.07 ** -0.01 0.00 -0.05 ** 

Faculty are rewarded for good teaching 
a
 0.00  -0.13 0.10 -0.01  

My teaching is valued by faculty in my department 
b
  0.03 ** 0.44 0.08 0.05 ** 

My department mentors new faculty well 
b
 0.01  0.01 0.07 0.00  

Faculty are sufficiently involved in campus decision 

making 
b
 0.00  0.02 0.08 0.00  

Criteria for advancement/promotion are clear 
b
 -0.01  0.06 0.07 0.01  

There is adequate support for faculty development 
b
 -0.02 ** -0.09 0.08 -0.01  

Satisfaction with relationships w/ administration 
c
 -0.07 ** -0.61 0.08 -0.07 ** 

Satisfaction w/ clerical/administrative support 
c
 -0.01  0.12 0.06 0.02  

Mediating variables       

Family Related Stress Factor 0.03 ** 0.11 0.04 0.02 * 

Job Related Stress Factor 0.04 ** -0.01 0.04 0.00  

Job Satisfaction Factor -0.06 ** -0.06 0.02 -0.03 * 
a 
3-point scale: 1 = not descriptive, to 3 = very descriptive 

b 
4-point scale: 1 = disagree strongly, to 4 = agree strongly 

c 
4-point scale: 1 = not satisfied, to 4 = very satisfied 

R
2
 = .07; F = 10.55; p < .001 

* p < .01; ** p < .001 
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academic rank), the suppression may reflect that contingent faculty often teach multiple 

sections of the same class, reducing the preparation time required.  An alternative 

interpretation is that contingent faculty, specifically part-time contingent faculty, may have 

other professional commitments which limit preparation time. 

Of the institution-level variables, only two were predictive of time spent preparing to 

teach: institution type and home department.  Faculty at both master‟s and baccalaureate 

institutions spend more hours per week preparing to teach than faculty at doctoral 

institutions.  Because these faculty often have less pressure to conduct research, faculty at 

these institutions have more time to prepare for teaching.  Both of these variables 

experienced some suppressor effects, but they were moderate over the course of the 

regression model.  Findings indicate that compared to math/science faculty, social science 

faculty spend fewer hours per week preparing for class, while arts/humanities faculty spend 

more hours per week preparing to teach than math/science faculty.  The differences between 

groups may reflect the nature of the discipline, meaning that the activities that faculty engage 

in to prepare for class in arts/humanities may require more time.  For example, arts faculty 

may have to set up the studio for students or do other hands-on preparation work, whereas a 

math professor may only have to review lecture notes.  

The focus of this study was how institutional practices helped to foster commitment.  

Of the institutional practice variables that entered into the regression, only three were found 

to be significant by the final step.  Salary was negatively associated with hours per week 

preparing to teach, meaning that as salary increased, hours per week preparing to teach 

decreased.  This is not dissimilar from existing research that has found that as faculty age 
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increases, productivity increased (Porter & Umbach, 2001), and other studies that have 

linked salary increases to years of service (Toutkoushian & Bellas, 2003).  Because faculty 

who get paid more often are older and have more experience, this may include more 

experience teaching, thus requiring fewer hours preparing.  Moreover, salary increases often 

go to faculty who are more research-productive.  The pressure to produce research may limit 

faculty‟s ability to commit to time to teaching.  

The second variable, “my teaching is valued by faculty in my department,” was 

positively associated with hours per week preparing to teach, meaning that the more faculty 

perceive that their teaching was valued by peers, they spent more hours preparing to teach.  

When faculty were more satisfied with academic administration, they spent less time on 

teaching preparation.  Perhaps faculty who interact regularly with the  

administration (and are more satisfied with the administration) are engaged in academic 

management and so must devote less time to teach given their administrative duties. 

Family stress and job satisfaction also played a role in predicting hours per week 

preparing to teach.  Increase in family stress was associated with an increase in hours per 

week preparing to teach.  It may be the case that faculty use work as a way to escape family 

issues, or perhaps they are working too many hours, which creates family stress.  Conversely, 

job satisfaction is associated with fewer hours per week preparing for class.  Perhaps as 

faculty become more comfortable and satisfied in their teaching roles, they need fewer hours 

per week to adequately prepare.   
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Commitment to Students’ Personal and Social Development 

The second dependent variable, Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social 

development, was a composite variable including the extent to which faculty indicate it is 

important to provide for students‟ social and emotional development.  The ANOVA showed 

that the full model is better at predicting the dependent variable than the null model beyond 

what we would expect by chance (F [30, 19775] = 112.49, p <.001).  The full model 

explained 15 percent of the variance in Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social 

Development.  The adjusted R
2 

for all independent variables was .15.  Because there were no 

substantial difference between the R
2 

and the adjusted
 
R

2
, the results can be generalized to the 

population as a whole (see Table 4.10).  

Examination of the beta coefficients revealed several individual characteristics that 

were significant in predicting commitment to students‟ development, including gender, race, 

age and contingent status.  Female faculty were more committed to students‟ development 

than male faculty.  This was consistent with other studies that examine the relationship 

between faculty and students (Harper et al., 2001).  Regarding race, Black and Asian faculty 

were more committed to students‟ development than White faculty.  The variable Asian 

experienced some suppressor effects, but they were moderate over the course of the 

regression model.  Age was also significant and positively associated with commitment to 

students: older faculty demonstrated more commitment to students‟ development than 

younger faculty.  It may be the case that older faculty have developed enough experience to 

appreciate the importance of students‟ development   
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Table 4.10 

Full Regression: Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development 

Variable 

Simple 

r  b SE b β p 

Individual characteristics       

Gender 0.17 ** 1.33 0.08 0.11 ** 

Black 0.04 ** 1.52 0.25 0.04 ** 

Latino/a 0.02 ** 0.33 0.24 0.01  

Asian 0.00  1.05 0.20 0.04 ** 

American Indian 0.01  -0.50 0.33 -0.01  

Other race 0.00  -0.08 0.30 0.00  

Partner -0.01  -0.34 0.19 -0.01  

Single 0.04 ** 0.02 0.10 0.00  

Age 0.05 ** 0.06 0.00 0.11 ** 

Contingent 0.17 ** 1.30 0.12 0.11 ** 

Academic rank -0.14 ** -0.07 0.05 -0.02  

Institutional characteristics       

Social science department 0.10 ** 1.56 0.09 0.13 ** 

Arts/Humanities department 0.11 ** 1.80 0.11 0.13 ** 

Master's  0.08 ** 0.87 0.09 0.07 ** 

Bachelor‟s 0.07 ** 0.47 0.12 0.03 ** 

Professional schools -0.01  -0.85 0.43 -0.01  

Private control 0.14 ** 1.60 0.09 0.14 ** 

Selectivity -0.07 ** -0.60 0.05 -0.08 ** 

Institutional practices       

Salary -0.18 ** -0.02 0.00 -0.09 ** 

Faculty are rewarded for good teaching 
a
 0.06 ** 0.18 0.07 0.02 * 

My teaching is valued by faculty in my department 
b
  0.08 ** 0.23 0.06 0.03 ** 

My department mentors new faculty well 
b
 0.07 ** 0.09 0.05 0.01  

Faculty are sufficiently involved in campus decision 

making 
b
 0.08 ** 0.04 0.06 0.01  

Criteria for advancement/promotion are clear 
b
 0.02 * 0.04 0.05 -0.01  

There is adequate support for faculty development 
b
 0.08 ** 0.09 0.06 0.01  

Satisfaction with relationships w/ administration 
c
 0.13 ** 0.57 0.06 0.09 ** 

Satisfaction w/ clerical/administrative support 
c
 0.07 ** 0.12 0.05 0.02 * 

Mediating variables       

Family Related Stress Factor 0.02  0.08 0.03 0.02 * 

Job Related Stress Factor 0.03 ** 0.48 0.03 0.13 ** 

Job Satisfaction Factor 0.05 ** 0.05 0.01 0.04 ** 
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Table 4.10 continued 
a 

3-point scale: 1 = not descriptive, to 3 = very descriptive 
b 

4-point scale: 1 = disagree strongly, to 4 = agree strongly 
c 

4-point scale: 1 = not satisfied, to 4 = very satisfied 

R
2
 = .15; F = 15.08; p < .001 

* p < .01; ** p < .001   

 

Another example of a positive correlation between independent variables was evident 

with contingent status and gender.  Both variables - contingent status and gender - are 

positively associated with commitment to student development.  When gender entered the 

equation, the beta for contingent dropped from .17 to .14 because both of these independent 

variables share predictive power in the model.  

There were many institution-level variables that related to Commitment to Students‟ 

Personal and Social Development, specifically, home department, institutional type, 

institutional control and institutional selectivity.  Regarding home department, social science 

and arts/humanities faculty were more committed to students‟ development than 

math/science faculty.  Faculty at master‟s and baccalaureate institutions were more 

committed to students‟ development than faculty at doctoral institutions.  Likewise, faculty at 

private institutions were more committed to student development than faculty at public 

institutions.  Finally, faculty at institutions with low selectivity demonstrate more 

commitment than faculty at institutions with high selectivity to students‟ development.  This 

finding was somewhat difficult to interpret.  Because students at these institutions tend to be 

less academically prepared, perhaps faculty at institutions with low selectivity were 

particularly sensitive to the needs of these students.  In general, these findings suggest that a 

profile of the type of institution committed to student development would include a private 
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master‟s or baccalaureate institution with a strong social science or arts/humanities programs 

and an interest in helping students who are academically challenged. 

Of the institutional practices, salary was negatively associated with Commitment to 

Students‟ Personal and Social Development.  Faculty who are less committed to students‟ 

development are paid more.  This was not dissimilar to the finding for hours per week 

preparing to teach, which also suggested a negative relationship with salary.  Moreover, the 

data echoes the finding in the ANOVA that tenured/tenure-track faculty (who were generally 

paid more than contingent faculty) were less committed to student development.  After 

controlling for the fact that salary increases with age, which was associated with greater 

Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development, the negative relationship 

between salary and commitment became stronger.  Therefore, the only reason increased 

salary did not initially boast a stronger negative correlation with commitment to student 

development was because older faculty (who care about student development) earn higher 

salaries. 

Faculty perceptions of how they are valued are also significant predictors of 

commitment to students, and there are four such variables in the study.  “Faculty are 

rewarded for good teaching,” “my teaching is valued by faculty in my department,” 

“satisfaction with relationships with administration” and “satisfaction with clerical 

administrative support” were all positively associated with commitment to students.  The 

more faculty experience these forms of reward and support, the more committed they are to 

student development.  These four variables are a part of the perceived organizational support 

(POS) construct that includes sincere statements of support, as well as job enrichment and 
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organizational rewards (Rhoades et al. 2001).  As faculty perceive favorable work 

experiences, they respond with loyalty, and thus their commitment to student development 

grows.  Specifically, institutional practices that include recognition and support promote POS 

and engage faculty in committed behavior.  

Finally, variables relating to stress and job satisfaction also predicted Commitment to 

Students‟ Personal and Social Development.  Both family and job stress were positively 

associated, meaning that as faculty experience more stress, the more commit to students‟ 

development they exhibit.  Job related stress experienced some suppressor effects, but they 

were moderate over the course of the regression model.  Likewise, when faculty are more 

satisfied, they care more about student development as well.  This last finding further 

validates the POS constructed mentioned above, and adds substance to the important 

contribution of recognition and support variables. 

Years of Service to Institution (Commitment to Institution) 

The third dependent variable, years of service to institution, represents commitment 

to the institution.  Length of service to an organization has shown to be an effective measure 

of institutional commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  The ANOVA shows that the full model 

was better at predicting years of service to institution than the null model beyond what we 

would expect by chance (F [30, 20052] = 568.45, p < .001).   

The regression analysis indicates that the full model accounted for 46 percent of the 

variance in years of service to institution (R = .678; R
2
 = .46).  The adjusted R

2 
for all 

independent variables was .46, meaning that the results are generalizable to the population as 

a whole (see Table 4.11). 
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Table 4.11 

Full Regression: Years of Service to Institution           

Variable 

Simple 

r p  b SE b β p  

Individual characteristics       

Gender -0.19 ** -0.53 0.12 -0.03 ** 

Black -0.04 ** -1.41 0.35 -0.02 ** 

Latino/a 0.05 ** -0.67 0.33 -0.01  

Asian -0.06 ** -1.28 0.28 -0.03 ** 

American Indian -0.02 * -0.06 0.46 0.00  

Other race -0.01  -0.07 0.41 0.00  

Partner -0.05 ** -0.27 0.27 -0.01  

Single -0.04 ** 0.16 0.14 0.01  

Age 0.58 ** 0.46 0.01 0.48 ** 

Contingent -0.32 ** -1.56 0.16 -0.08 ** 

Academic rank 0.48 ** 1.44 0.06 0.20 ** 

Institutional characteristics       

Social science department -0.04 ** -0.30 0.13 -0.01  

Arts/Humanities department 0.00  0.96 0.15 0.04 ** 

Master's  -0.07 ** -0.58 0.13 -0.03 ** 

Bachelor‟s 0.01  0.89 0.17 0.03 ** 

Professional schools -0.03 ** 0.33 0.59 0.00  

Private control 0.01  -0.06 0.12 0.00  

Selectivity 0.05 ** 0.45 0.07 0.04 ** 

Institutional practices       

Salary 0.40 ** 0.03 0.00 0.09 ** 

Faculty are rewarded for good teaching 
a
 -0.02 * -0.59 0.10 -0.04 ** 

My teaching is valued by faculty in my 

department 
b
  -0.01  -0.60 0.08 -0.05 ** 

My department mentors new faculty well 
b
 0.06 ** 0.39 0.07 0.04 ** 

Faculty are sufficiently involved in campus 

decision making 
b
 -0.04 ** -0.24 0.08 -0.02 * 

Criteria for advancement/promotion are clear 
b
 0.15 ** 0.59 0.07 0.05 ** 

There is adequate support for faculty 

development 
b
 -0.01  -0.08 0.08 -0.01  

Satisfaction with relationships w/ 

administration 
c
 -0.04 ** -0.77 0.08 -0.07 ** 

Satisfaction w/ clerical/administrative support 
c
 -0.04 ** 0.30 0.06 0.03 ** 

Mediating variables       

Family Related Stress Factor -0.14 ** -0.04 0.04 -0.01  

Job Related Stress Factor 0.09 ** -0.06 0.04 -0.01  

Job Satisfaction Factor 0.07 ** 0.06 0.02 0.02 * 
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Table 4.11 continued   
a 

3-point scale: 1 = not descriptive, to 3 = very descriptive 
b 

4-point scale: 1 = disagree strongly, to 4 = agree strongly 
c 

4-point scale: 1 = not satisfied, to 4 = very satisfied 

R
2
 = .46; F = 10.38; p < .001 

* p < .01; ** p < .001 

 

Several individual characteristics were significant predictors of years of service: 

gender, race, age, contingent status and academic rank.  Women had fewer years of service 

than men, and this was evident in the demographic data on faculty that shows that women 

tend to be concentrated in lower faculty ranks.  The same was true for Black and Asian 

faculty, as a greater proportion of them are in lower academic ranks compared to White 

faculty.  In addition, faculty age and academic rank all contribute to years of service.  Older 

faculty with higher academic rank and tenure have more years of service.  In contrast, 

contingent status is associated with fewer years of academic service: contingent faculty do 

not serve as many years as tenured/tenure-track faculty.  This finding was evident in the 

descriptive statistics and ANOVA as well.  

Institution-level variables that were significant predictors of years of service included 

employing department, institution type, and institutional selectivity.  Arts/humanity faculty 

had more years of service than did math/science faculty.  This relationship was also true for 

institutional type such that faculty in master‟s and baccalaureate institutions had served their 

institutions longer than faculty in doctoral institutions.  The findings for selectivity showed 

that more selective intuitions retained faculty longer in comparison to faculty in less selective 

institutions.  These findings are consistent with other studies (Harshbarger, 1989). 
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Among the institutional practice variables, salary was positively associated with years 

of service.  After controlling for age, the relationship between salary and years of service 

became weaker, suggesting that the predictive power of salary was shared with age.  Years of 

service was positively associated with “criteria for advancement and promotion are clear,” 

 “my department mentors new faculty well,” and “satisfaction with clerical/administrative 

support.”  These variables relate to reward and support practices provided by institutions.  

When faculty are provided this support, it appears to predict more years of service.  This is 

similar to the finding for the dependent variable, commitment to student development, where  

variables related to perceived organizational support (POS) were associated with years of 

service. 

There were a number of intuitional practice variables that were negatively associated 

with years of service, including “my teaching is valued by other faculty in my department,” 

“faculty are rewarded for good teaching,” and “there is adequate support for faculty 

development.”  These findings are somewhat difficult to interpret.  Perhaps these issues are 

more salient for new faculty, who don‟t have many years of service.  For faculty with fewer 

years of service, they perceive that they are more valued and rewarded for good teaching than 

faculty who have been on campus longer.  That development opportunities are more 

important to faculty with less institutional experience is also consistent: development 

opportunities are likely more compelling for faculty with less experience.  Similarly, as 

faculty perceive that others were sufficiently involved with campus decision-making, they 

had fewer years of service.  Faculty who have not been on campus for as long as other 
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faculty could perceive that other faculty are adequately involved with campus governance.  

As faculty gain experience, their perception of these issues change over time. 

Separate-Group Regressions 

Separate-group regressions allow for exploration of which institutional practices 

predict organizational commitment among full- and part-time contingent faculty.  After 

removing the variable contingent, the remaining 29 variables were entered into the regression 

equation using the “forward” regression method.  Two regressions were run for each 

dependent variable for two groups: all contingent (part-time and full-time) and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty (twelve regressions total).  In other words, variables that were 

significant in the initial separate-group regression models (for either contingent faculty or 

tenured/tenure-track faculty) were pooled and force-entered one at a time in a final set of 

separate-group regressions.  As suggested by Astin (1993), independent variables were 

entered into each regression in blocks.  This means that faculty and institutional 

characteristics were controlled before consideration of the effects of the institutional 

practices on commitment.  To account for multicollinearity, tolerance was set to .30 and the 

p-value for entry at .0001.  In the last step of the analysis, unstandardized b-coefficients for 

each variable were compared using t-tests to determine if variables had differential impacts 

on commitment for contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Beta tables were created for 

each dependent variable and significant shifts in beta coefficients across steps in the 

regression are noted within the analysis.  Preliminary evaluation of the results show that the 

assumptions required for ordinary least squared regression were met: the variables had good 

linearity and homoscedasticity and a normal distribution over all three dependent variables.  



149 

 

The data had no outliers.  The analysis will start with overall reporting of R
2
 for both groups 

for each dependent variable, and then move into specific analysis of 1) those variables that 

were significant for both groups, 2) those variables that were significant for contingent 

faculty only, and 3) those variables that were significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty 

only.   

Hours Per Week Preparing to Teach (Commitment to Teaching) 

Regarding hours per week preparing to teach, the ANOVA for contingent faculty 

shows that the full model was better at predicting hours per week preparing for teaching than 

the null model beyond what we would expect by chance (F [13, 9523] = 34.67, p <.001).  

The results of the regression analysis with hours per week preparing to teach as the 

dependent variable indicates that the full model for contingent faculty with all variables 

accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in hours per week preparing to teach (R 

= .213; R
2
 = .05).  The adjusted R

2 
for all independent variables was .04.  No substantial 

difference between the R
2 

and the adjusted
 
R

2 
was noted, meaning that the results can be 

generalized to the population as a whole.  The same was also true for the tenured/tenure-track 

faculty group, although the R
2 

was much higher, meaning that the set of independent 

variables was better at predicting hours per week preparing to teach for tenured/tenure-track 

faculty than for contingent faculty.  Again the ANOVA showed that the full model was better 

predicting hours per week preparing for teaching than the null model beyond what we would 

expect by chance (F [13, 10653] = 92.63, p <.001).  The full model provided that R = .319, 

and R
2
 = .10.  The adjusted R

2 
for all independent variables was .10 (see Table 4.12). 
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Table 4.12 Separate-Group Regression: Hours Per Week Preparing to Teach 

 Faculty groups 

 Contingent Faculty Tenured/Tenure-Track Interaction 

Variable Simple r p b β p SE b 

Simple 

r p b β  SE b 

t-

value p 

Individual characteristics              

Gender 0.07 ** 1.04 0.06 ** 0.17 0.10 ** 

0

0.87 0.06 ** 0.15 0.77  

Age -0.01  0.01 0.01  0.01 -0.03 ** 0.06 0.09 ** 0.01 -4.99 ** 

Academic rank 0.00  0.06 0.01  0.08 -0.13 ** -0.91 -0.11 ** 0.11 7.27 ** 

Institutional characteristics               

Master's 0.10 ** 2.34 0.14 ** 0.19 0.09 ** 2.32 0.15 ** 0.17 0.06  

Bachelor‟s 0.06 ** 2.45 0.12 ** 0.24 0.18 ** 3.83 0.21 ** 0.21 -4.34 ** 

Professional schools -0.04 ** -1.25 -0.02  0.66 -0.01  -0.64 -0.01  1.14 -0.46  

Private control -0.03 * -0.83 -0.05 ** 0.18 0.10 ** 0.53 0.04 * 0.15 -5.73 ** 

Social science department -0.10 ** -1.47 -0.09 ** 0.19 0.00  -0.08 -0.01  0.16 -5.53 ** 

Arts/Humanities department 0.09 ** 0.83 0.05 ** 0.21 0.08 ** 0.67 0.04 ** 0.19 0.58  

Institutional practices               

Salary -0.02  0.01 0.02  0.00 -0.20 ** -0.02 -0.07 ** 0.00 4.95 ** 

Satisfaction with relationships 

w/ administration 
a
 -0.06 ** -0.68 -0.07 ** 0.11 -0.08 ** -0.54 -0.07 ** 0.09 -0.99  

My teaching is valued by 

faculty in my department 
b
  0.04 ** 0.56 0.06 ** 0.11 0.03 * 0.30 0.03 * 0.10 1.70  

Mediating Variables               

Job Satisfaction Factor -0.01  0.00 0.00  0.03 -0.10 ** -0.10 -0.06 ** 0.02 2.85 ** 

 R
2
 = .05; F = 0.02; p = .02 R

2
 = .10; F = 20.72; p < .001 

a 
4-point scale: 1 = not satisfied, to 4 = very satisfied 

b 
4-point scale: 1 = disagree strongly, to 4 = agree strongly  

* p < .01; ** p < .001  
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Variables significant for both groups.  The only individual characteristic variable that 

had significant betas for both groups was gender.  Women faculty spent more hours per week 

preparing to teach than male faculty: while this was true for both groups, the difference 

between groups was not significant.  In other words, gender did not differentially predict 

commitment for either group.  Institutional characteristics that were significant for both 

groups included institutional type, institutional control, and employing department.  Faculty 

at master‟s and baccalaureate institutions spent more hours per week preparing to teach than 

faculty at doctoral institutions.  This was particularly valid for tenured/tenure-track faculty at 

baccalaureate schools and the difference between groups was significant.  This means that 

being at a baccalaureate school was a better predictor of hours preparing to teach for 

tenured/tenure-track than for contingent faculty.  In fact, the betas for institution type were 

stronger than any other variable in the regression, suggesting that they were the strongest 

predictors.  Both of these variables experienced some suppressor effects, but they were 

moderate over the course of both regression models. 

The variable private control was also significant for both groups: it was a stronger 

predictor of hours per week preparing for class for contingent faculty.  Importantly, private 

control was associated with more time devoted to teaching preparation among tenure/tenure-

track faculty and less time devoted to teaching among contingent faculty.  Finally, for both 

contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty, arts/humanities faculty spent more hours per 

week preparing to teach compared to math/science faculty, however the difference between 

the two faculty groups was not significant.  
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Only two institutional practice variables were significant for both groups.  The first is 

satisfaction with relationship with the administration, which was negatively associated with 

teaching preparation for both groups.  As contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty enjoyed 

more satisfying relationships with the administration, they spent less time preparing to teach.  

There was no difference between groups.  This was similar to the finding in the full-sample 

regression.  Perhaps for faculty to be able to define their relationship with administration as 

satisfactory, they have to invest time in those relationships – time that takes away from 

preparing to teach.  Another way of understanding this effect is that faculty who interact 

regularly with the administration not only feel more satisfied with those relationships – they 

also devote less time to teaching given their administrative duties.  The other variable, “my 

teaching is valued by faculty in my department,” was positively associated with hours per 

week preparing to teach for both groups.  As both groups of faculty perceived that their 

teaching was valued by faculty in their department, their hours per week preparing to teach 

increased.   

Variables significant for contingent faculty only. Because no individual characteristic 

or institutional practice variables were significant only for contingent faculty, we begin with 

the one variable that was significant for contingent faculty only: employment in social 

science department.  The findings indicate that social science contingent faculty spent fewer 

hours per week preparing to teach than math/science contingent faculty.  In other words, 

working in a social science department was a significant predictor of hours preparing to teach 

for contingent faculty, but did not significantly influence tenured/tenure-track faculty.   
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Variables significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty only. Individual characteristics 

that were significant only for tenured/tenure-track were age and academic rank.  Age was a 

significant predictor of teaching preparation for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The differences 

between faculty groups was significant: the age of a contingent faculty member was not 

predictive of the amount of time preparing to teach, whereas it was for tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.  Likewise, academic rank was negatively associated with hours per week preparing 

to teach for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Thus, as tenured/tenure-track faculty achieve 

higher academic rank, they spend fewer hours preparing to teach.  Rank was not a significant 

predictor for contingent faculty, and given that they generally are not constrained by the 

rigors of tenure, this is not surprising.  Again, this variable was significantly different 

between groups, meaning that the rank of a contingent faculty member was not predictive of 

the amount of time preparing to teach, although it was for tenured/tenure-track faculty.   

Two institutional practices were significant for only tenured/tenure-track faculty, and 

both of those had negative associations with hours per week preparing to teach:  salary and 

job satisfaction.  This pattern was true in the full group regressions as well.  As salary 

increased for tenured/tenure-track faculty, hours per week preparing to teach decreased.  

Perhaps as faculty received larger salaries, they gained enough teaching experience to need 

less preparatory time.  Another interpretation is that higher salaries were paid to faculty who 

are research-focused, and teach less.   

Likewise, when tenured/tenure-track faculty were more satisfied, they spent less time 

preparing to teach.  This was evident in the full sample regression as well.  Perhaps job 

satisfaction meant faculty were more experienced teachers, and needed fewer hours per week 



154 

 

to prepare, or perhaps they were satisfied because they don‟t have to teach as much.  Both 

salary and job satisfaction were significant negative predictors of hours per week preparing 

to teach for tenured/tenure-track faculty but not for contingent faculty.   

Commitment to Students’ Personal and Social Development 

The second dependent variable, Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social 

Development, was a composite variable that includes the extent to which faculty believe it‟s 

important to foster students‟ social and emotional development.  The result of the regression 

analysis for contingent faculty with regard to Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social 

Development indicated that the full model with all variables accounted for a significant 

proportion of the variance in commitment to student‟s development, although it was not 

robust (F [22, 9736] = 52.89, p <.001).  The full model provided that R = .327, and R
2
 = .11.  

The adjusted R
2 

for all independent variables was .11; with no substantial difference between 

the R
2 

and the adjusted
 
R

2
, the results can be generalized to the population as a whole.   

For tenured/tenure-track faculty, the ANOVA shows that the full model was better at 

predicting Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development than the null model 

beyond what we would expect by chance (F [22, 10567] = 83.32, p <.001).  The regression 

results for tenured/tenure-track faculty indicated that the full model accounted for 15 percent 

of the variance in the dependent variable.  The adjusted R
2 

for all independent variables was 

.15.  Because there was no substantial difference between the R
2 

and the adjusted
 
R

2
, the 

results are generalizable to the whole population (see Table 4.13).  
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Table 4.13 

Separate-Group Regression: Commitment to Student‟s Personal and Social  Development  

 Faculty groups 

  Contingent Faculty Tenured/Tenure-Track Interaction 

Variable 

Simple 

r p b β p SE b 

Simple 

r p b β p SE b t-value p 

Individual characteristics               

Gender 0.12 ** 1.42 0.12 ** 0.12 0.16 ** 1.25 0.10 ** 0.11 1.04  

Age 0.07 ** 0.04 0.08 ** 0.01 0.07 ** 0.09 0.17 ** 0.01 -6.79 ** 

Black 0.06 ** 1.84 0.05 ** 0.37 0.04 ** 1.26 0.04 ** 0.33 1.18  

Asian 0.01  0.43 0.01  0.32 0.01  1.41 0.05 ** 0.24 -2.44 ** 

Latino 0.02 * 0.55 0.02  0.32 0.01  0.22 0.01  0.34 0.70  

American Indian 0.01  -0.17 0.00  0.45 -0.01  -0.77 -0.02  0.48 0.92  

Other race 0.00  -0.01 0.00  0.43 -0.01  -0.31 -0.01  0.39 0.53  

Academic rank 0.00  -0.06 -0.01  0.05 -0.05 ** -0.22 -0.03  0.09 1.62  

Institutional characteristics               

Master's 0.04 ** 0.67 0.06 ** 0.13 0.10 ** 0.91 0.07 ** 0.13 -1.30  

Bachelor‟s 0.07 ** 0.59 0.04 * 0.17 0.07 ** 0.18 0.01  0.17 1.69  

Professional schools -0.03 * -1.00 -0.02  0.48 0.00  -0.50 -0.01  0.92 -0.48  

Private control 0.13 ** 1.52 0.13 ** 0.12 0.14 ** 1.73 0.15 ** 0.12 -1.22  

Social science department 0.11 ** 1.79 0.15 ** 0.13 0.08 ** 1.37 0.11 ** 0.12 2.35 ** 

Arts/Humanities 

department 0.06 ** 1.70 0.13 ** 0.15 0.15 ** 2.01 0.14 ** 0.14 -1.48  

Selectivity -0.06 ** -0.58 -0.08 ** 0.07 -0.06 ** -0.55 -0.08 ** 0.07 -0.28  
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Table 4.13 continued 

Institutional practices               

Salary -0.03 * 0.00 -0.01  0.00 -0.18 ** -0.03 -0.15 ** 0.00 8.84 ** 

Satisfaction with 

relationships w/ 

administration 
a
 0.11 ** 0.52 0.08 ** 0.08 0.11 ** 0.71 0.11 ** 0.07 -1.85  

My department mentors new 

faculty well 
b
 

0.1

1 ** 0.30 0.05 ** 0.08 0.06 ** -0.04 -0.01  0.07 3.31 ** 

There is adequate support for 

faculty development 
b
 

0.0

9 ** 0.31 0.04 ** 0.08 0.05 ** 0.01 0.00  0.07 2.82 ** 

My teaching is valued by 

faculty in my department
 b

 

0.0

9 ** 0.08 0.01  0.08 0.10 ** 0.43 0.06 ** 0.08 -2.99 ** 

Mediating variables               

Job Related Stress Factor 

0.0

8 ** 0.55 0.13 ** 0.04 0.07 ** 0.38 0.10 ** 0.04 2.96 ** 

Job Satisfaction Factor 

0.0

8 ** 0.06 0.04 * 0.02 0.04 ** 0.04 0.03  0.02 0.53  

 R
2
 = .11; F = 9.93; p < .001 R

2
 = .15; F = 6.15; p = .01 

a 
4-point scale: 1 = not satisfied, to 4 = very satisfied

  

b 
4-point scale: 1 = disagree strongly, to 4 = agree strongly  

* p < .01; ** p < .001  
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Variables significant for both groups. Of the individual characteristic variables, three 

were significant for both groups: gender, age and race.  Women faculty – both contingent and 

tenured/tenure-track – were more committed to student development than men.  The variable 

age indicated that as faculty grew older, their Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social 

Development tended to be greater, and this was particularly true for tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.  Age experienced some suppressor effects, but they were moderate over the course of 

the regression model.  The differences between groups was significant, meaning that age was 

a better predictor of commitment to students for tenured/tenure-track than contingent faculty.  

Finally, Black faculty were more likely than White faculty to demonstrate commitment to 

student‟s development. 

Private control, institution type, employing department and selectivity were 

significant predictors for both groups of faculty.  Private control was positively associated 

with commitment to student development indicating that faculty at private institutions are 

more likely than faculty at public institutions to exhibit commitment to student development.  

Likewise, social science and arts/humanities faculty exhibit more commitment to student 

development than math/science faculty.  However, the difference between groups was only  

significant for social science faculty, such that contingent social science faculty were more 

committed to student development than tenured/tenure-track social science faculty.  One way 

to interpret this finding was that perhaps social science tenured/tenure-track faculty have 

more pressure on them to produce research, such that they are less available to consider 

developmental concerns of their students.  In fact, the betas for employing department were 

some of the largest in the regression, suggesting that discipline influences faculty 
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commitment to student development.  Finally, both contingent and tenured/tenure-track 

faculty at master‟s institutions foster more commitment to student‟s development than 

faculty at doctoral institutions.  

Of negatively associated institutional characteristics, only selectivity was related to 

commitment to student development.  Both groups of faculty, particularly at highly selective 

institutions demonstrated less commitment to students‟ development.  This pattern was 

evident in the full-sample regression as well.  

Among institutional practices, only “satisfaction with administration” was significant 

for both groups of faculty.  Both contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty who are 

satisfied with their relationships with administration demonstrate more commitment to 

student development.  There was no significant difference between faculty groups, meaning 

that “satisfaction with administration” did not predict more effectively for one group more 

than the other.  

Job Stress was also positively associated with commitment to Student Personal and 

Social Development.  Higher levels of job stress were associated with greater commitment to 

student development.  The difference between groups was significant: job stress is a better 

predictor of contingent faculty commitment to students‟ development than tenured/tenure-

track faculty.   

Variables significant for contingent faculty only. None of the individual characteristic 

variables were significant only for contingent faculty.  However, employment at a 

baccalaureate college was positively related to exhibiting commitment to students‟ 

development among contingent faculty.  Among institutional practices, both “my department 
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mentors new faculty well,” and “adequate support for faculty development” were positively 

associated with commitment to student development for contingent faculty.  The difference 

between groups was significant: both of these support variables were more important to 

contingent faculty, and predicted commitment better than for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

Finally, job satisfaction was also positively associated with Commitment to Students‟ 

Personal and Social Development.  Contingent faculty who were satisfied with their jobs 

were more committed to student development, although the difference was not significant.  

These three variables suggest that there is a pattern for contingent faculty related to support 

practices and commitment to student development. 

Variables significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty only.  Of the individual 

characteristics, only Asian ethnicity was significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Being 

Asian has a stronger association with commitment to student development for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The difference between groups was significant meaning that 

being Asian was a better predictor of commitment for tenured/tenure-track faculty than for 

contingent faculty.   

Two variables relating to institutional practices were significant for tenured/tenure-

track faculty, but not for contingent faculty: salary and “my teaching is valued by faculty in 

my department.”  Salary was negatively related to Commitment to Students‟ Personal and 

Social Development for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The significant difference between 

groups means that salary had a stronger impact on commitment to students‟ development for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty than for contingent faculty.  This means that while salary was 

influential for tenured/tenure-track faculty, it did not predict contingent faculty commitment 
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to student development.  In contrast, “my teaching is valued by faculty in my department” 

was positively associated with commitment to student development, suggesting that as 

tenured/tenure-track faculty perceived that their teaching was valued by peers, they were 

more committed to student development.  Tenured/tenure-track faculty felt validated by peer 

recognition of their teaching contributions.  It is worth noting that peer recognition was not 

significant for contingent faculty, and that this difference was significant between groups.  

Perhaps contingent faculty do not receive recognition.  This is interesting to note in 

juxtaposition to the earlier finding that contingent faculty responded positively to variables 

related to mentoring and faculty development.  Taken together these variables suggest that 

contingent faculty are particularly receptive to a support practices. 

Years of Service to Institution (Commitment to Institution) 

The third dependent variable, years of service, was representative of commitment to 

institution.  For contingent faculty, the regression analysis indicated that the full model 

explained 21 percent of the variance in years of service (F [21, 9498] = 122.10, p <.001).  

The analysis showed that R = .461, R
2
 = .21, and adjusted R

2 
= .21.  Since there is no 

substantial difference between the R
2 

and the adjusted
 
R

2 
the results can be generalized to the 

population as a whole. A regression analysis for tenured/tenure-track faculty reveals that 57 

percent of the variance in years of service can be explained by the full model (F [21, 10640] 

= 675.65, p <.001).  With no substantial difference between the R
2 

and the adjusted
 
R

2 
the 

results are generalizable (see Table 4.14). 

Variables significant for both groups. Age and academic rank were the only two 

individual characteristic variables that were significant for both groups.  Age was positively 
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Table 4.14 

 Separate-Group Regression: Years of Service  

 Faculty groups 

 Contingent Faculty Tenured/Tenure-Track Faculty Interactions 

Variable Simple r p b β p SE b 

Simple 

r p b β p SE b t-value p 

Individual characteristics               

Age 0.43 ** 0.30 0.42 ** 0.01 0.71 ** 0.59 0.54 ** 0.01 -25.17 ** 

Gender -0.05 ** 0.20 0.01  0.15 -0.21 ** -1.26 -0.05 ** 0.16 6.75 ** 

Academic rank 0.15 ** 0.26 0.04 ** 0.07 0.60 ** 3.46 0.27 ** 0.12 -23.69 ** 

Black -0.03 * -0.67 -0.01  0.48 -0.06 ** -1.26 -0.02 * 0.45 0.90  

Asian 0.04 ** -0.46 -0.01  0.42 -0.10 ** -0.91 -0.02 * 0.34 0.83  

Latino -0.04 ** -0.57 -0.01  0.43 -0.06 ** -0.73 -0.01  0.46 0.25  

American Indian -0.02  -0.73 -0.01  0.58 -0.01  0.42 0.00  0.65 -1.32  

Other race -0.01  -0.09 0.00  0.56 -0.02  -0.22 0.00  0.53 0.16  

Institutional characteristics               

Master's -0.05 ** -0.72 -0.04 ** 0.17 -0.08 ** -0.84 -0.04 ** 0.17 0.49  

Bachelor‟s 0.00  0.01 0.00  0.21 0.02  0.89 0.03 ** 0.22 -2.92 ** 

Professional schools -0.01  -0.10 0.00  0.61 0.00  -2.78 -0.01  1.25 1.92  

Social science department -0.03 * -0.20 -0.01  0.17 -0.05 ** -0.64 -0.03 ** 0.17 1.82  

Arts/Humanities 

department 0.01  0.85 0.05 ** 0.19 0.02  0.17 0.01  0.19 2.50 ** 

Selectivity 0.05 ** 0.57 0.06 ** 0.09 0.04 ** 0.53 0.04 ** 0.10 0.30  

Institutional practices               

Salary 0.16 ** 0.02 0.06 ** 0.00 0.36 ** 0.00 -0.01  0.00 4.71 ** 

Satisfaction with 

relationships w/ 

administration 
a
 -0.03 * -0.68 -0.07 ** 0.10 -0.01  -0.74 -0.06 ** 0.10 0.45  
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Table 4.14 continued               

Satisfaction w/ 

clerical/administrative 

support 
a
 -0.05 ** -0.08 -0.01  0.09 0.04 ** 0.39 0.03 ** 0.08 -3.96 ** 

Criteria for 

advancement/promotion 

are  

clear 
b
 0.05 ** 0.39 0.04 ** 0.09 0.15 ** 0.38 0.03 ** 0.09 0.05  

Faculty are rewarded for 

good teaching 
c
 -0.04 ** -0.47 -0.04 ** 0.13 -0.03 ** -0.62 -0.04 ** 0.12 0.86  

Mediating variables               

Job Related Stress Factor 0.07 ** 0.26 0.05 ** 0.06 -0.04 ** -0.22 -0.03 ** 0.05 6.25 ** 

Job Satisfaction Factor 0.02  0.09 0.04 ** 0.02 0.06 ** 0.04 0.01  0.02 1.44  

 R2 = .21; F = 13.83; p, <.001 R2 = .57; F = 2.65; p <.001  

a 4-point scale: 1 = not satisfied, to 4 = very satisfied  

b 4-point scale: 1 = disagree strongly, to 4 = agree strongly 

c 3-point scale: 1 = not descriptive, to 3 = very descriptive   

* p < .01; ** p < .001   
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associated with years of service as was academic rank.  Both being older and having attained 

higher academic rank had a stronger association with years of service for both groups of 

faculty.  The difference between groups was significant for both variables.  Age and 

academic rank were both stronger predictors for years of service for tenured/tenure-track than 

for contingent faculty.  Earlier discussions of the descriptive data parallel this analysis 

Considering institutional characteristics, only institution type and selectivity were 

associated with years of service for both groups of faculty, and that association was different 

for each variable.  Faculty at master‟s institutions, compared to faculty at doctoral 

institutions, had fewer years of service.  Selectivity was positively related to years of service, 

meaning that faculty at highly selective institutions had more years of service than faculty at 

less selective institutions.  However, neither variable was significantly different in predicting 

years of service for either group of faculty. 

Among institutional practices, “criteria for advancement and promotion are clear” had 

a positive relationship with years of service.  The longer faculty are employed by an 

institution, the clearer advancement and promotion criteria become.  In contrast, two other 

institutional practices were negatively associated with years of service.  Faculty who 

perceived that they were rewarded for good teaching or who had satisfying relationships with 

administration had fewer years of service.  None of the institutional practice variables were 

significantly different in predicting years of service for either group of faculty, so neither 

variable impacted one faculty group more than another. 

Job stress was unique in that it was positively associated with years of service for 

contingent faculty and negatively associated with years of service for tenured/tenure-track 
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faculty.  In other words, job stress was associated with more years of service among 

contingent faculty and less years of service among tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The 

difference between groups was significant: job stress was a stronger predictor of years of 

service for contingent faculty than for tenured/tenure-track faculty. 

Variables significant for contingent faculty only. There were no individual 

characteristics and only one institutional characteristic that was significant for only 

contingent faculty.  Being an arts/humanities faculty member was positively associated with 

years of service.  Arts/humanities contingent faculty provide more years of service to their 

institution than math/science contingent faculty.  This is significantly different from 

tenured/tenure-track faculty, meaning that arts/humanities faculty was a strong predictor of 

years of service for contingent faculty but not for tenured/tenure-track faculty.   

Among the institutional practices, one was significant.  Salary was positively related 

to years of service for contingent faculty.  Higher paid contingent faculty had more years of 

service.  This finding was significantly different between groups: salary was a stronger 

predictor of years of service for contingent faculty than for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

Job satisfaction was positively related to years of service for contingent faculty.  This 

was replicated with the full-sample regression: satisfied contingent faculty serve their 

institutions longer.  There is significant difference between groups suggesting that it was only 

a strong predictor of years of service for contingent faculty. 

Variables significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty only. Three variables relating to 

individual characteristics were significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty: gender, Black and 

Asian.  Gender was significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty, but negatively associated 
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with years of service.  This means that tenured/tenure-track women have fewer years of 

service than tenured/tenure-track men.  The difference between groups was significant 

meaning that gender is a stronger predictor of years of service for tenured/tenure-track 

faculty than for contingent faculty. 

Being Black or Asian also meant fewer years of service, and again this was only 

significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Similar to the finding above relating to gender, 

this further substantiates the notion that white faculty are most prevalent in higher ranked 

positions.  Although there was no significant difference between faculty groups, contingent 

faculty appeared to be more diverse both by gender and ethnicity. 

Among employing departments, social science tenured/tenure-track faculty had fewer 

years of service.  By contrast, faculty at baccalaureate institutions had more years of service.  

This suggests that tenured/tenure-track faculty at baccalaureate institutions serve their 

institutions longer.  Baccalaureate institution was a stronger predictor of years of service for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty than for contingent faculty.    

Satisfaction with clerical/administrative support was also a significant positive 

predictor of tenured/tenure-track faculty years of service.  This difference was significant 

between groups: satisfaction with clerical administrative support was a stronger predictor of 

years of service for tenured/tenure-track faculty than for contingent faculty.  That this 

variable was not significant for contingent faculty is important to note: perhaps contingent 

faculty do not experience enough clerical/administrative support for it to be predictive for 

them. 
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Summary 

This section will focus on the patterns that emerged through the regression analysis.  

Rather than focus on the three dependent variables, the focus in this section will be on those 

variables that were found to be significant across all commitment types (see Table 4.15).   

The independent variable that was most consistent throughout all regressions was salary.  In 

the full regressions, salary was negatively associated with hours per week preparing to teach 

and Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development, but positively associated 

with years of service.  Although regression cannot perfectly establish the direction of 

causality, it was interesting to consider that the two dependent variables that were negatively 

associated with salary are related to principles that do not follow a monetary value scale.  It 

was possible that those faculty who are committed to the art of teaching do so without regard 

for money, but rather for the benefits they get in working with students.   

With respect to the separate-group regressions, the relationship between salary and 

the dependent variables becomes more complex.  First, the group differences were significant 

for all three dependent variables so that salary had a different relationship with both faculty 

groups for each dependent variable.  For tenured/tenure-track faculty, salary was negatively 

associated with all three dependant variables but only significantly for two: hours per week 

preparing to teach and commitment to student development.  As salary increased for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty, hours preparing for teaching, Commitment to Students‟ 

Personal and Social Development, and years of service all declined, meaning that salary does  
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Table 4.15 

 Summary Table of Institutional Practices of Separate Group Regressions b Coefficients  

  

 Separate-Group Regressions 

 Commitment to Teaching Commitment to Students Commitment to Institutions 

Variable 

Contingent 

faculty 

Tenured/ 

Tenure-

track 
 

 

Contingent 

faculty 

Tenured/ 

Tenure-

track  

Contingent 

faculty 

Tenured/ 

Tenure-

track  

Compensation and Shared Governance          

Salary 0.01 -0.02 * 0.00 -0.03 * 0.02 0.00 * 

Faculty are sufficiently involved in campus decision 

making na na   na Na   Na na  

Recognition          

Faculty are rewarded for good teaching na na  na Na  -0.47 -0.62  

My teaching is valued by faculty in my department 0.56 0.30   0.08 0.43 * Na na   

Support          

My department mentors new faculty well na na  0.30 -0.04 * Na na  

There is adequate support for faculty development na na   0.31 0.01 * Na na   

Criteria for advancement/promotion are clear na na  na Na  0.39 0.38  

Satisfaction with relationships w/ administration -0.68 -0.54   0.52 0.71   -0.68 -0.74   

Satisfaction with clerical/administrative support na na  na Na  -0.08 0.39 * 

Mediating variables          

Family stress related factor na na  na Na  Na na  

Job stress related factor na na  0.55 0.38 * 0.26 -0.22 * 

Job satisfaction factor 0.00 -0.10 * 0.06 0.04  0.09 0.04  

Note: values that are bold are significant          

*  Difference between groups is significant          
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not appear to help increase commitment among tenured/tenure-track faculty.  This is not 

surprising given that research shows that salary increases often go to faculty who are research 

productive (Allred, 2007).   

Looking at the data from a different perspective, salary was not significant for 

contingent faculty, except as a predictor for years of service, where it had a positive 

association.  In this way, salary may be used an effective tool to increase institutional 

commitment among contingent faculty.  However, this finding may also reflect that the range 

for salary for contingent faculty was much smaller: the narrower range limits the ability to 

draw substantive conclusions about the relationship between salary and commitment to 

teaching and students.     

“My teaching is valued by faculty in my department” was also significant across all 

commitment types in the full regressions.  It was positively associated with both hours per 

week preparing to teach and commitment to students‟ development, but negatively associated 

with years of service.  In the separate-group regressions it was positively associated with 

hours per week preparing to teach and Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social 

Development for both groups, but the difference between groups was only significant for 

commitment to students (stronger predictor for tenured/tenure-track faculty).  This followed 

the assumption of the study that variables related to recognition would be positively 

associated with commitment variables.   

Peer recognition of teaching contributions was a significant predictor of commitment 

to teaching and student development for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  It was only significant 

for contingent faculty for commitment to teaching.  This finding suggests that peer 
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recognition provides positive feedback for faculty and reinforces commitment levels.  That it 

was absent for contingent faculty for commitment to student development suggests that 

contingent faculty do not receive enough peer recognition to make an impact.  Because 

contingent faculty scored well on this in the ANOVA in comparison to tenured/tenure-track 

faculty might also suggest that peer recognition is not relevant to contingent faculty because 

of the commitment that they already have for students‟ development.  

“Satisfaction with relationships with administration” was the third variable that was 

consistently significant in this study.  It was positively associated with Commitment to 

Students‟ Personal and Social Development in both the full- and separate-group regressions.  

This followed the assumptions of the study that variables related to perceived organizational 

support would be positively associated with commitment.  Yet, this variable was negatively 

associated with the proxy variables, hours per week preparing to teach and years of service 

for both groups of faculty.  As faculty become more involved with the institution, and their 

satisfaction with administration increased, it appeared to impede commitment to teaching and 

institutional commitment.  In the case of hours per week preparing to teach, increased 

satisfaction with administration may reflect greater involvement in administrative work and 

therefore fewer hours available to teach.  Likewise, for years of service, it may be that the 

longer faculty are at an institution, the more involved with administration they become.  That 

the findings for this variable are somewhat inconsistent may also be due to confusion on the 

part of respondents regarding who the “administration” represents.  Administration might 

mean College President or Provost to some individuals, or might mean Department Chair to 

others.  It also raises the question, how many faculty at an institution have a “relationship” 
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with administration?  It could be that the variable was not operationalized appropriately for 

this study. 

For tenured/tenure-track faculty, job satisfaction was only significantly associated 

with one dependent variable, commitment to teaching, and then it had a negative relationship.  

This faculty group does not derive their job satisfaction from teaching, and spends their time, 

perhaps doing research or other service.   

Conversely, for contingent faculty, job satisfaction had a positive relationship with 

the other two dependent variables, commitment to students‟ development and years of 

service.  The findings for the two faculty groups are almost completely diametrically 

opposed.  For contingent faculty, job satisfaction seems similar to the trend observed where 

three independent support variables were all positively associated with commitment to 

students‟ development.  These variables were “my department mentors new faculty well,” 

“adequate support for faculty development” and “satisfaction with relationship with 

administration.  Like the positive relationship for job satisfaction, these three variables 

suggest that there is a pattern for contingent faculty related to support practices and 

commitment to student development. 

The last variable discussed in this summary is “criteria for advancement/promotion 

are clear,” which was positively associated with commitment to teaching and institution in 

the full regressions, but only significant for years of service.  In the separate-group 

regressions, “criteria for advancement/promotion are clear” was positive and significant for 

both groups of faculty.  It was as predictive of years of service for contingent as it was for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty. 
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One variable was worth mentioning because of the effect it did not have.  “Faculty are 

sufficiently involved in campus decision making” was negatively associated with years of 

service in the full regression, but this relationship was not evident in the separate-group 

regressions.  It is notable that contingent faculty commitment has no relationship with this 

variable, perhaps because contingent faculty are often excluded from shared governance.  

However, the specific phrasing of this question may render it unusable for this study as it 

does not measure an individual‟s involvement with campus decision making, but rather their 

perceptions that all faculty are “sufficiently” involved.  This is an area that future studies 

should examine more closely to better understand the relationship between participation in 

campus decision making and commitment.  

Chapter Summary 

Although this study did provide support for the hypothesis that there would be 

differences in the levels of commitment for part-time contingent, full-time contingent and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty, the findings did not necessarily follow the assumptions of the 

study.  Tenured/tenure-track faculty spent more time preparing to teach and had more years 

of service than contingent faculty, yet, contingent faculty were more committed to students‟ 

personal and social development than were tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Of the variables 

expected to predict levels of commitment, the findings were mixed.  There was evidence to 

suggest that variables relating to compensation, support and recognition did predict 

commitment in contingent faculty.  Specifically, salary and “criteria for 

advancement/promotion are clear” were positively and significantly associated with years of 

service.  Commitment to Students‟ Personal and Social Development was predicted by “my 
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department mentors new faculty well,” “there is adequate support for faculty development,” 

“satisfaction with relationships with administration” and “job satisfaction.”  Finally, “my 

teaching is valued by faculty in my department” had a positive relationship with hours per 

week preparing to teach.  The next chapter will discuss the findings in greater detail.  

Specifically, a deeper understanding of why particular variables were or were not predictors 

of commitment will be explored.  Additionally, a discussion of theoretical implications and 

recommendations for improved practice will be made. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 

Summary of the Research Questions 

The intention of this study was to examine how institutional practices influence 

commitment among contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  By using social exchange 

theory, Theory Y, and commitment theory as a framework, predictors of organizational 

commitment could be identified.  With a better understanding of how employees develop 

organizational commitment, institutions can identify and implement the practices that may 

lead to increased job satisfaction and job performance in contingent faculty.  This chapter 

interprets the results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) and regression models used to 

estimate associations between institutional practices and forms of organizational 

commitment.  An assessment of the results of the study in relation to the empirical literature 

and proposed conceptual framework are reviewed.  Finally, recommendations are provided 

for future researchers and policymakers. 

Research Question One: Analysis of Group Differences in Levels of Commitment 

Hours per Week Preparing to Teach (Commitment to Teaching) 

To answer the first research question regarding how part-time contingent faculty and 

full-time contingent faculty each compare to tenured/tenure-track faculty in their level of 

organizational commitment at four-year institutions, this study used a one-way analysis of 

variance to determine how groups of faculty differed from each other across three measures 

of commitment.  This study hypothesized that there would be differences in the levels of 

organizational commitment exhibited by part-time contingent faculty, full-time contingent 

faculty and tenured/tenure-track faculty.  The first dependent variable was hours per week 
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preparing to teach, which was used as a proxy for a faculty member‟s commitment to 

teaching.  The ANOVA showed that part-time contingent faculty spent fewer hours per week 

preparing for teaching than did either full-time contingent faculty or tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.   

Clearly, part-time contingent faculty spend the fewest hours per week preparing for 

class because they are employed for fewer hours.  Yet, because part-time contingent faculty 

have the most tenuous position of all faculty groups, it was not surprising that they spend the 

fewest hours per week preparing for class (Middaugh, 2002).   Part-time faculty often do not 

have an office in which to work or meet with students (Rhoades, 1998).  Moreover, part-time 

faculty usually have multiple jobs which can limit the number of hours per week they can 

devote to teaching (Gappa et al., 2007; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  Nonetheless, a larger 

percentage of part-time contingent faculty used several more effective teaching methods like 

requiring multiple drafts of written work and term papers.  This finding illustrates why it is 

difficult to conclude that part-time contingent faculty are really less committed than 

tenured/tenure-track faculty. 

It is also worth noting that full-time contingent faculty spend almost the same number 

of hours per week preparing for class that tenured/tenure-track faculty spend.  Blau (1994) 

noted that more frequent contact with undergraduate students was an indication of a faculty 

member‟s level of interest in teaching.  Using this measure, full-time contingent faculty are 

as interested in teaching as tenured/tenure-track faculty. 

Indeed, full-time contingent faculty were in many ways very similar in other 

measures of commitment to tenured/tenure-track faculty.  For example, 67 percent of 
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contingent faculty report that teaching was their primary activity (Schuster & Finkelstein, 

2006); a large portion of their time was spent in the classroom.  In fact, one could argue that 

at doctoral institutions, they are the only group of faculty who are able to focus on teaching 

as a primary activity.  Tenured/tenure-track faculty are challenged by the demands of 

publishing and research, while part-time contingent faculty by definition have other 

competing demands on their time.  Thus, full-time contingent faculty may not be as 

challenged by being employed by more than one institution as part-time contingent faculty, 

nor are they required to produce research and publications as are tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

By employing more of contingent faculty as full-time instructors, institutions may improve 

overall levels of teaching effectiveness. 

It was the original intent of this study to create a factor to measure commitment to 

teaching, but the factor analysis did not yield a reliable measure.  Using a single construct to 

measure commitment to teaching, however, was limiting.  Rather than relying on a single 

measure to define commitment to teaching, data from the descriptive analysis clarified how 

faculty may demonstrate a commitment to teaching.  For example, in testing the variable “it 

is personally important to me to be a good teacher” by faculty groups, a larger percentage of 

contingent faculty than of tenured/tenure-track faculty responded that they felt it was 

essential to be a good teacher.  As noted earlier, results from testing two other variables that 

measure faculty use of effective teaching methods (multiple drafts of written work and use of 

term papers) also showed contingent faculty‟s interest in and commitment to effective 

pedagogy (Brawner, Felder, Brent, Allen & Miller 1999; Covic & Jones, 2008).  As both 
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part-time and full time contingent faculty desire to be good teachers, institutions might 

consider finding ways to assist faculty to enhance their commitment to teaching. 

Commitment to Student Personal and Social Development 

Commitment to Student Personal and Social Development was a composite variable 

that includes items that measure the extent to which faculty feel it is important to “develop 

moral character,”  “provide for emotional development,” “encourage responsible 

citizenship,” and “develop awareness of racial groups” among students.  This composite 

variable was created to measure the extent to which faculty indicate it is important to 

facilitate students‟ social and personal development. 

This study finds that both part-time and full-time contingent faculty demonstrated 

greater commitment to student personal and social development than do tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.  Other studies have noted this as well.  In particular, full-time contingent faculty 

often choose the non-tenured route because they prefer teaching over research (Baldwin & 

Chronister, 2001).  Part-time faculty seem particularly interested in student-centered teaching 

and specifically “helping students learn, grow and develop” (Gappa and Leslie, 1993, p.224).  

Contingent faculty have rich employment backgrounds that provide a valuable resource to 

students (Gappa & Leslie).  Furthermore, several items within the factor created for 

commitment to student development have also been identified in other studies as important 

connections between socio-emotional and intellectual growth (Lindholm & Astin, 2008; 

Pascerella & Terenzini, 2005).  As suggested by numerous studies (Baldwin & Chronister; 

Gappa & Leslie; Gappa et al., 2007) and other anecdotal evidence (Foreman, 2008), 

contingent faculty were dedicated to their work and enjoy teaching.   
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As noted in chapter two, other researchers have proposed that tenured/tenure-track 

faculty were constrained by the slogan “publish or perish” (Fairweather, 2002; Fairweather & 

Rhoades, 1995; Tierney, 1997).  The demands of research and publication on tenured/tenure-

track faculty may limit their ability to use teaching methods that foster student learning.  As 

Blau (1994) posited, perhaps too much focus placed on publishing quantity was detrimental 

to good teaching.  The finding here that contingent faculty have a higher score in student 

development is reminiscent of the same idea.  Variables relating to commitment to research 

were not used in this study, so it would be purely conjecture to hypothesize that 

tenured/tenure-track faculty are limited in their ability to commit to teaching by institutional 

pressure to be productive researchers.  However, the pattern of this study‟s finding may 

suggest other avenues of research to be explored.  

Years of Service to Institution (Commitment to Institution) 

As with the analysis of hours per week preparing to teach as a measurement of 

commitment to teaching, the factor analysis for commitment to institution did not prove to be 

a reliable measure.  Thus, a single item, years of service to institution, was a proxy used to 

measure commitment to institution.  When measuring years of service, tenured/tenure-track 

displayed the most number of years of any group with an average of 13.8 years.  Part-time 

and full-time contingent faculty were nearly equivalent to one another with an average of 7.2 

and 7.0 years, respectively.  The difference between contingent and tenured/tenure-track 

faculty in number of years of service can largely be explained by the effect of the tenure 

structure and process: faculty must typically be at an institution for seven years before they 

are eligible for tenure consideration.   
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The data also illustrate that the tenure structure has no relevance for contingent 

faculty because it is not something they are eligible to participate in, and, as a result, will 

move on to other institutions and have fewer years of service.  For full-time and part-time 

contingent faculty, the relatively high numbers of years of service reveals that despite the 

tenuous nature of their employment status, they have achieved some consistency by 

continuing to be re-employed.  Interestingly, both groups have an average of seven years of 

service, which suggests that they were providing enough quality service to merit re-

employment for a considerable number of years despite the likelihood that many have one-

year contracts (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001).  Regardless of the fact that they have 

substantially fewer years of employment than do tenured/tenure-track faculty, the finding that 

the average was so high seems to indicate that contingent faculty were committed to their 

institution.  This has been corroborated in other studies that have shown that, particularly at 

doctoral institutions, some contingent faculty have provided many years of service to their 

institution (Baldwin & Chronister; Gappa & Leslie, 1993). 

Research Question Two: Predicting Commitment in Contingent Faculty 

The second research question asked: What institutional practices, particularly relating 

to recognition, support, compensation, and shared governance, predict organizational 

commitment among full- and part-time contingent faculty?  Looking at all three dependent 

variables, overall the models were significant, but the strength of the association between 

commitment for contingent faculty and the set of predictors was modest.  The following 

sections will summarize the findings by variable group for all measures of commitment:  
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individual characteristics, institutional characteristics, institutional practices, job stress, and 

job satisfaction. 

Individual Characteristics 

In general, individual characteristics were used as control variables in this study.  

Women were more likely than men to be committed to teaching and student development.  

Other studies have indicated similar findings and have suggested that as women must invest 

extra effort to be admitted to an organization; this effort strengthens their organizational 

commitment (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992).  In contrast, gender was 

not significant for years of service, suggesting that gender does not influence the number of 

years female contingent faculty serve their institutions.  This has been confirmed 

demographically as well: the percentage of contingent women with many years of service is 

comparable to the percentage of men (Forrest Cataldi, Fahimi, Bradburn & Zimbler, 2005)  

Of the race variables, being Black was only significantly associated with one dependent 

variable: commitment to student development.  Black contingent faculty are more committed 

to student development than white contingent faculty.  Perhaps Black faculty are more 

attuned to how their presence in the classroom can impact students‟ social development.  

This is similar to findings by Hurtado (2001) and Cole (2007) that suggest student learning 

about diversity and community service is facilitated by having non-white faculty teachers in 

the classroom.  As with gender, the racial make-up of contingent faculty was generally more 

balanced. 

Rank is not significant for contingent faculty for either hours per week preparing to 

teach or commitment to student development, and this most likely due to the negative impact 
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of their contingent status, meaning that contingent faculty are less likely to hold higher 

academic rank.  The relationship between the variables suggests that even if a faculty 

member held the rank of Full Professor, the impact of contingent status would negate any 

positive impact of the high rank.  Academic Rank was significant for years of service which 

suggests that some contingent faculty are being promoted during their service.  

Institutional Characteristics 

While some studies have found that institutional characteristic were predictors for 

commitment, this study had no such specific hypothesis.  Consistent with others (Blau, 1994; 

Umbach, 2007; Umbach, 2008), findings for institutional characteristics variables did impact 

commitment for contingent faculty: in fact, these variables often had stronger impact than 

institutional practice variables that were the focus of this study.  Contingent faculty at both 

baccalaureate and master‟s institutions were more committed to teaching and student 

development than were faculty at doctoral institutions.  This finding was similar to Umbach‟s 

(2008) study that found faculty at master‟s and baccalaureate colleges more likely to develop 

commitment to teaching than were faculty at doctoral institutions.  The same was true of 

private institutions:  contingent faculty at private institutions were more likely than faculty at 

public institutions to be committed to student development (Blau).  While Harshbarger 

(1989) found institutional selectivity to be insignificant in its impact on commitment, this 

study had mixed results.  Selectivity was negatively associated with commitment to student 

development but positively associated with years of service.  Contingent faculty at highly 

selective institutions were less committed to student development.  This might be because 

these highly selective institutions enroll more academically prepared students who require 
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less student development support from faculty (Melguizo, 2008).  The inverse was true with 

the variable years of service: contingent faculty had more years of service within highly 

selective institutions.  Perhaps this was true because highly selective institutions tended to 

have lower faculty turnover than other institutions.  Finally, consistent with the work by 

Neumann and Finlay-Neumann (1990),  this study found that social science faculty or those 

working in applied fields showed stronger commitment to their institutions than those in pure 

fields (e.g., Physics). 

Although not the focus of this study, the strength of some institutional variables is 

important to note.  Clearly there are inherent qualities in masters and baccalaureate 

institutions that need to be studied further to understand why these institutions are better at 

building commitment.  Likewise, variables like private control and selectivity should be 

explored further. 

Perceptions of Institutional Practices 

The hypothesis of this study was that institutional practices relating to recognition, 

support, compensation, and shared governance predicts and builds the organizational 

commitment of contingent faculty.  The results regarding institutional practices were 

somewhat mixed.  To summarize these findings, they are grouped by compensation, 

governance practices, recognition practices, and support practices.   

Institutional practices related to compensation. Only one variable in the survey 

related to compensation.  Salary only positively predicted commitment to the institution 

(years of service) for contingent faculty.  In general, one would expect that over time, salary 

would increase.  That salary was not significant for commitment to teaching or commitment 
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to student development suggests that contingent faculty are not motivated by remuneration.  

This may be because the range for salary for contingent faculty was much smaller: the 

narrower range limits the ability to draw substantive conclusions about the relationship 

between salary and commitment to teaching and students.  As hypothesized, salary practices 

did not have a universal positive impact on encouraging commitment for contingent faculty 

members.  This finding is accordant with Hertzberg‟s theory that found salary to be a 

maintenance factor that did not increase satisfaction.  Rather, Herzberg maintained that 

individuals were motivated by intrinsic factors like the work itself.  In fact, a recent study 

found that among 2,700 employees in business operations at a large, public, research 

university the "work itself" was the strongest predictor of job satisfaction after controlling for 

both personal and job characteristics (Smerek & Peterson, 2007).  Moreover, this confirms 

the literature that indicates that salary was not a consistent predictor of commitment (Barnes 

et al., 1998). 

Institutional practices related to shared governance. Again, the study was limited by 

having a single variable related to shared governance, and the findings were not particularly 

robust.  The survey question read, “To what extent do you agree with the statement, „faculty 

are sufficiently involved in campus decision making.‟  ”  The response was a four-point scale 

“agree strongly” to “disagree strongly.”  This variable was not significant for contingent 

faculty, suggesting that contingent faculty are not involved enough with the campus to know 

if shared governance is effective.  In fact, many campuses do not include contingent faculty 

in the shared governance process, and other studies have suggested that contingent faculty 

should be considered (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  This is 
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particularly telling, as other studies have emphasized a positive relationship between shared 

governance and commitment (Birnbaum, 1991).  Although this discussion is interesting, non-

significance in this case is not evidence of causation.  In other words, the no-effect of the 

variable is not evidence of contingent faculty‟s exclusion from shared governance 

Finally, because 44 percent of the faculty in the dataset were employed by doctoral 

institutions, the institutional composition of the dataset may have introduced bias for this 

variable.  Nationally, only 37 percent of faculty are employed by doctoral institutions 

(NSOPF, 2009).  Because doctoral institutions are over sampled, effects at other institution 

types may not be captured.  For example, faculty at smaller colleges may be to be more 

aware of, and directly involved in, campus decision making than those faculty at larger 

institutions.  Moreover, the phrasing of the question may have made it less operational.  

“Faculty were sufficiently involved in campus decision making” may not adequately measure 

how individuals perceive institutional practices related to campus decision making as 

specified for this study.  Specifically, the word “sufficiently” is a subjective measure that 

does not allow for uniform definition.  Nor is there an operational scale provided for 

“involved” or if that involvement leads to desirable outcomes.   

Shared governance is an important and unique aspect of higher education culture.  It 

needs to be studied further, as it has been found to be positively associated with involvement 

and commitment in past studies (Harshbarger, 1989; Neumann & Finlay-Neumann, 1990).  

As no empirical studies have examined how shared governance impacts contingent faculty, 

research in this area should not be overlooked.   
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Institutional Practices related to Recognition. Only two variables in the survey 

measured recognition practices.  One variable examined institutional recognition and 

extrinsic rewards, while the other focused on departmental recognition and intrinsic rewards.  

Although not completely consistent in this study, variables relating to recognition tended to 

predict commitment, coinciding with the findings of Caldwell et al. (1990) and Pinks (1992).  

The first variable, “faculty are rewarded for good teaching” was negatively (and 

significantly) associated with years of service among contingent faculty.  This finding was 

counter-intuitive.  Perhaps the negative relationship is representative of faculty 

dissatisfaction with the rewards for good teaching the longer they are employed by an 

institution.  Another way to understand this may be that those faculty who are dissatisfied 

with institutional assumptions about good teaching may choose to move on to other schools.  

There is a certain degree of ambiguity with this question, which may have contributed to low 

significance.  

The second variable used in the study was “my teaching is valued by faculty in my 

department,” which measured peer recognition of teaching contributions.  The findings were 

more consistent and robust for this variable.  Contingent faculty responded positively to peer 

recognition with commitment to teaching and commitment to student development.  As 

suggested by Cooper-Hakim and Viswesvaran (2005), employees value making an important 

contribution to the organization; moreover, feeling valued by one‟s peers was perceived as a 

meaningful “return on investment” of the time spent teaching and working with students. 

Institutional Practices related to support. Almost all the variables relating to support 

were significant and positively related to at least one measure of commitment among 
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contingent faculty.  The variables “I strongly agree that there is adequate support for faculty 

development,” “I strongly agree that my department does a good job of mentoring new 

faculty,” and “I am very satisfied with relationships with administration” all had positive and 

significant relationships with commitment to student personal and social development.  All 

three of these support variables may be interrelated in the way that contingent faculty 

experience them.  Perhaps the key lies with “I strongly agree that my department does a good 

job of mentoring new faculty” in that contingent faculty experience a sense of inclusion at 

the department level that then permeates the rest of their interactions.  “Adequate support for 

faculty development” might also include local activities like departments appointing mentors 

to new faculty, in addition to more formal institutional development opportunities, such as 

specific training programs or grants to develop new teaching pedagogies.  In the same vein, 

“satisfaction with relationship with administration” might mean satisfaction with the local 

administration, such as the department chair, or it might refer to the institutional 

administration, such as the provost.  Simply put, the issues of support may be related to 

departmental culture as well as broader institutional culture.  The positive relationship 

supports the hypothesis that contingent faculty benefit from institutional practices related to 

support, whether they were department-level support measures or broader institutional 

support measures. 

These support variables are also important to consider in relationship to the research 

about perceived organizational support (POS).  Developed by Eisenberger (1986), the POS 

construct is defined “as the individual‟s belief about the extent to which the organization 

cares about their well-being and to which it values their contribution” (p. 500).  POS 
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produces strong sense of belonging, and employees feel incorporated in the organization, like 

members, and thus belonging becomes a part of their social identity (Buck & Watson, 2002).  

Just as with consequences of organizational commitment, the variables that have been proven 

to be significant include sincere statements of support, as well as pay, rank, job enrichment, 

and organizational rewards.  When supportive organizations take pride in employees and 

look after their needs, employees increase their positive attitude and commitment level 

(Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann & Birjulin, 1999).  Support variables in this study have been 

shown to increase commitment for contingent faculty. 

Related to POS is the impact of socialization.  Socialization helps individuals create a 

sense of belonging to the organization (Becker, 1960).  Socialization can be a way for 

institutions to communicate values and beliefs, as well as provide rewards and training 

opportunities (Caldwell et al, Pinks, 1992).  When the socialization process is 

institutionalized, employees are more likely to increase their organizational commitment 

(Caldwell et al).  Specifically, variables like “my department mentors new faculty well” and 

“there is adequate support for faculty development” reflect ways that institutions can 

integrate positive socialization within the cultural fabric of the organization. 

”Satisfaction with relationships with administration” had an inverse relationship with 

the other two dependent variables: hours per week preparing to teach and years of service.  

Satisfaction with relationship with administration may be a proxy for being more involved 

with administrative functions like committee work and service duties.  These additional 

duties may detract from their ability to spend time preparing to teach.  The inverse 

relationship that “satisfaction with relationships with administration” has with years of 
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service was also difficult to interpret.  The finding may reveal that faculty with more years of 

service have more concerns about their relationships with administration.  In other words, 

faculty may experience that relationships with administration are disenchanting over time. 

Finally, “criteria for advancement and promotion are clear” was significant and 

positive for contingent faculty in predicting years of service to institution.  This finding may 

simply be that the longer individuals are at an institution, promotion policies become clearer.  

Regardless of the reason, where these policies were clear, contingent faculty exhibited more 

years of service.  As contingent faculty were not guaranteed permanent employment through 

tenure, policies that outline expectations regarding advancement and promotion were 

particularly important.  These findings were similar to other studies by Vandenberg et al. 

(1994) and Barker and Christensen (1998) that linked clear practices regarding promotion to 

satisfaction.   

Despite the negative association with “satisfaction with relationship with 

administration,” the overall picture supports the hypothesis of the study.  As a subset of all 

institutional practices, these variables suggest that practices relating to faculty support do 

have a positive impact on enhancing commitment among contingent faculty members.   

Mediating variables: Stress and Job Satisfaction 

 The conjecture of the research was that stress and job satisfaction variables would be 

significant predictors of commitment.  To date, no study has examined how stress or job 

satisfaction influence commitment in faculty.  The findings here were significant, but the 

effect size was generally small.   
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Family stress was not a significant predictor of commitment for contingent faculty.  

This was similar to findings by Zhou and Volkwein (2004) that family stress was not an 

antecedent to job satisfaction.  Job stress was a strong predictor of commitment to student 

personal and social development and years of service and had a positive association with 

both forms of commitment.  This perhaps provides insights into how contingent faculty 

perceive their role within the institution.  Contingent faculty rise to the challenge of 

supporting students in their development, despite the stress it brings them.  Further, since 

contingent faculty tend to be younger and at earlier stages of their careers, working harder 

may be a strategy to mitigate the stress experienced by novices.  The relationship between 

job stress and years of service is also not intuitive.  For contingent faculty, years of service 

does not diminish stress over time.  Yet whatever difficulties they experience, contingent 

faculty persist despite them. 

Finally, for contingent faculty, job satisfaction was positively related to both 

commitment to student development and years of service.  This was both consistent with the 

hypothesis of the study and other research on commitment and job satisfaction (Boehman, 

2006; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).  The data did not provide any further evidence about the 

causal ordering of the two constructs.  However, the assumption of  Kacmar et al. (1999), 

that job satisfaction is related to positive relationships with supervisors, could be inferred 

given the strength of the other variables related to support that were also positively associated 

with commitment to student development.  This variable may also reflect the construct of 

perceived organizational support discussed earlier, although it is not a specific institutional 

practice.   
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Research Question Three: Differences between Faculty Groups 

The final research question concerned differences in the impact of institutional 

practices on contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty commitment levels.  This analysis is 

organized in three subsections: first, variables that were significant for both groups of 

faculty; second, variables that were significant only for tenured/tenure-track faculty and 

third, variables that were significant only for contingent faculty.   

Significant Variables for Tenured/tenure-track and Contingent Faculty 

Five variables emerged as significant for both groups of faculty.  The five variables 

were related to salary, recognition, and support.  Specifically, they included “faculty are 

rewarded for good teaching,” “my teaching is valued by faculty in my department,” “criteria 

for advancement/promotion are clear,” “satisfaction with relationship with administration” 

and salary.  With the exception of salary, these variables had some of the strongest 

coefficients in the regressions.   

The relationship between salary and commitment for the two faculty groups is 

striking in its difference: in fact, the most significant differences between groups were with 

salary.  As noted earlier, salary was only significant for contingent faculty‟s years of service, 

where it was a positive predictor.  This finding was supported by Barnes et al. (1998) who 

also found that salary did not predict commitment in either contingent or tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.   

In contrast, this study found a negative relationship between tenured/tenure-track 

faculty‟s salary with hours per week preparing to teach and commitment to student 

development.  Rather than suggest that this negative relationship between salary and 
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dependent variables reflects a lack of commitment to either teaching or students, it may be 

that tenured/tenure-track faculty salaries are subject to salary compression. Salary 

compression occurs when younger or less experienced faculty earn higher salaries than 

colleagues with more experience.  If salary compression was present, it would help explain 

why salary had a negative relationship with commitment to teaching or students.  However, 

several recent studies have concluded that salary compression is not a concern for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty (Barbezat, 2004; Toutkoushian, 1998; Twigg, Valentine & Elias, 

2002) 

An alternate explanation could be that tenured/tenure-track faculty are subject to 

more research pressures than teaching pressures.  Tenured/tenure-track faculty may be 

prioritizing other commitments ahead of teaching demands because of cultural norms that 

define faculty‟s success in terms of high levels of research productivity.  In fact, both the 

institution and the larger research community reward faculty who are particularly research 

productive.  The pressure for tenured/tenure-track faculty to be particularly research 

productive was found in a recent study that was studying the effect of institutional culture on 

teaching, research and service productivity.  The authors note that, “Our research findings 

suggest that lip service may be given to teaching as the most important faculty activity, but in 

actuality, the reward structure is still heavily based on research” (Terpstra & Honoree, 2009, 

p. 170).  A study by Allred (2007) supported the same hypothesis that salary retention 

increases were awarded to faculty on the basis of research productivity, rather than teaching 

productivity.   
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These significant differences between groups is important to highlight.  The findings 

of this study suggest that contingent faculty are not motivated by money.  As noted earlier, 

this is consistent with Herzberg (1966) theory that found salary did not increase satisfaction, 

and that satisfaction was influenced by intrinsic factors like the work itself.  Again, a recent 

study confirmed that for employees at a large, public, research university, the "work itself" 

was the strongest predictor of job satisfaction (Smerek & Peterson, 2007). 

  The salary for contingent faculty was only significant with years of service, where 

longevity would naturally impact salary.  In contrast, salary for tenured/tenure-track faculty 

appears to be related to factors other than teaching.  In short, neither group builds 

commitment to students or teaching based on salary; each group has very different 

motivations. 

The two recognition variables that were significant for both groups were “faculty are 

rewarded for good teaching” and “my teaching is valued by faculty in my department.”  They 

had opposite effects on commitment variables.  “Faculty are rewarded for good teaching” 

was negatively associated with years of service for both groups of faculty, while “my 

teaching is valued by faculty in my department” was positively associated with hours per 

week preparing to teach.  This is consistent with study by Neumann and Finlay-Neumann 

(1990) which found that peer recognition was a particularly significant support variable.  The 

variables were reliable predictors for both groups of faculty, as was proposed by Neumann 

and Finlay-Neumann and Ritzer (2008).  Given the contradictory nature of these findings, 

recognition variables require further study.  Are the faculty rewards insufficient or is the 

ambiguity of the finding due to the process of how institutions allocate rewards?  Conversely, 
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the impact of peer support could be an important aspect of how faculty build commitment 

and may also be tied to other variables like mentoring.   

Tenured/tenure-track faculty had the same relationship with, “satisfaction with 

relationships with administration” as contingent faculty: the support variable was negatively 

associated with hours per week preparing to teach and years of service, but positively 

associated with commitment to student personal and social development.  Other variables 

that were positively associated with commitment for both groups of faculty included “criteria 

for advancement and promotion are clear” and job stress.  Of these variables, only job stress 

impacted the groups differentially: job stress had a stronger association with commitment 

among contingent faculty than among tenured/tenure-track faculty.  It was significant for 

commitment to student development and commitment to institution (years of service).  These 

consistent findings would suggest that these are institutional practices that are effective for 

both groups of faculty (Kacmar et al., 1999; Wayne et al., 1997). 

Significant Variables for Tenured/Tenure-Track Faculty Only 

Four variables were significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  All of these variables 

influenced tenured/tenure-track faculty differently than contingent faculty.  The pattern for 

variables significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty was less concise, and no specific themes 

emerge.  Satisfaction with clerical/administrative support and “my teaching valued by faculty 

in my department” were both positive but correlated with different dependent variables.  The 

first one, “satisfaction with clerical/administrative support” was only significant for years of 

service. Perhaps as faculty remain at an institution, they find that they rely on the 

clerical/administrative staff more, and that this supportive organizational relationship helps 
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build commitment.   This finding is similar to the study by Wayne, Shore and Liden (1997) 

that found that relationships that develop over time build the perceived exchanges between 

employee and employer.  The second variable, “my teaching is valued by faculty in my 

department” was only significant for commitment to student development.  Peer recognition 

appears to be particularly important to commitment to student development.  Perhaps this is 

because so many rewards for tenured/tenure-track faculty are tied to research, and the 

institutional benefits for teaching are comparatively few.  In that way, peer support of 

teaching has particular meaning and thus a positive impact on commitment to student 

personal and social development. 

The remaining variables, salary and job satisfaction were negatively correlated with 

hours per week preparing to teach.  Only one variable, salary, was significant for more than 

one dependent variable, specifically hours per week preparing to teach and commitment to 

student development.  In fact, it was negatively associated for both dependent variables.  

Since most institutional policies regarding faculty were designed with tenured/tenure-track 

faculty in mind, important themes were addressed in the previous section. 

Significant Variables for Contingent Faculty Only 

First it is important to note that fewer variables were significant for contingent faculty 

than were significant for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  As noted earlier, this is likely due to 

the fact that most practices are created specifically for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  If 

institutional practices are not designed to have a positive impact on contingent faculty, it is 

less likely that will help contingent faculty build commitment.    
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Additionally, a pattern emerges when variables related to support are considered.  

Four variables were significant for contingent faculty.  “Adequate support for faculty 

development,” “my department mentors faculty well,” salary, and job satisfaction were all 

positively associated with at least one commitment variable.  Only job satisfaction was 

significant for more than one dependent variable.  In general, these variables seem to relate 

more to commitment to students‟ development, than to years of service.  They did not relate 

at all to hours per week preparing to teach.  Together these variables formed the most 

significant pattern relating to contingent faculty and commitment.  The results of the t-tests 

were fairly strong as well, suggesting that these variables impact contingent faculty much 

differently than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  This theme reinforced the idea that institutional 

practices specifically related to support were predictors of commitment for contingent 

faculty.   

Given that other researchers have noted that contingent faculty experience less 

collegial exchange and perceive that they are stigmatized, this finding is particularly 

important (Barker & Christensen, 1998; Thompson, 2003).  Faculty development and 

mentoring are among those practices recommended by both Baldwin and Chronister (2001) 

and Gappa and Leslie (1993).  These support variables may provide departments and 

institutions the tools to address the stratification described by Baldwin and Chronister (2001) 

within the faculty ranks.   

Theoretical Implications 

The hypothesis of this study is that institutional practices relating to recognition, 

support, compensation, and shared governance will build the organizational commitment of 
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contingent faculty.  This hypothesized relationship between institutional practices and 

organizational commitment among contingent faculty derives from a theoretical framework 

that integrates three theoretical perspectives.  This section will evaluate the efficacy of the 

proposed conceptual framework. 

Social Exchange Theory 

The first framework, social exchange theory, is a tool to understand why individuals 

are motivated to continue or end relationships.  Because faculty perform their job functions 

without the structure of the eight-hour work day, direct supervision, and unambiguous 

measurements of efficiency, faculty discharge their duties in an atmosphere of trust (Blau, 

1994).  In exchange, university administrations offer support for teaching and research, along 

with salary and benefits.  In entering into relationship, both the faculty member and the 

institution benefit: the faculty member offers his or her expertise and the institution confers 

academic status (Blau).  In contrast, contingent faculty have a more limited relationship with 

the institutions in that their employment is not based on the reciprocity and mutual 

dependency described above.  Contingent faculty do not benefit from the power equilibrium 

that exists between tenured/tenure-track faculty and higher education administration.  

Moreover, studies have shown that employers often limit the support that they provide 

contingent workers, and consequently, these employees exhibit less commitment than the 

full-time workforce does.  These studies conclude that contingent workers are less effective 

than are their permanent counterparts.  However, studies of contingent workers have found 

that increases in institutional support of various kinds increase contingent workers‟ 

productivity (Barker & Christensen, 1998).  
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Application of Social Exchange Theory 

The findings of this study confirmed the theoretical construct that contingent faculty 

have a more limited relationship with their institutions than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

Contingent faculty exhibited less commitment to teaching and institutions than did 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Additionally, like the study by Barker and Christensen (1998), 

this study found that variables related to institutional support were positively related to 

contingent faculty‟s level of commitment.  However, as suggested by the framework, 

contingent workers themselves are not uncommitted; they are limited by the 

unaccommodating dynamic in which they work.  This finding was supported in that the R
2
 

for the separate group regression analysis was stronger for tenured/tenure-track faculty than 

for contingent faculty for all three dependent variables.  Perhaps the negative findings in 

other studies should be attributed instead to the environment in which contingent workers 

teach (Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa et al., 2007; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).    

The ANOVA in this study demonstrated that contingent faculty are significantly more 

committed to Students‟ Personal and Social Development than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  

Furthermore, the regression analysis revealed a pattern of support variables that were 

significant for contingent faculty only.  These variables were “my department mentors new 

faculty well,” “adequate support for faculty development,” and “satisfaction with relationship 

with administration.  A fourth variable, job satisfaction, was also positively related to 

commitment to student development.  Taken as a whole, these variables lend support for the 

theory that increases in institutional support of various kinds increase contingent workers‟ 

commitment. 
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Theory Y 

The second framework is McGregor‟s Theory X and Y.  Theory X and Y is another 

framework used to understand the relationship between individuals and organizations 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003).  Theory Y organizations recognize that employees in fact like and 

need work to achieve self actualization (McGregor, 1960).  In this manner, employees pursue 

self-actualization at the same time that they are meeting organizational goals (Bolman & 

Deal, 2003).  McGregor observed that Theory Y organizations use more participatory 

management styles.  Specifically, the shared governance structure of higher educational 

institutions creates an organizational structure that reinforces a collaborative work 

environment necessary for Theory Y to thrive (Clark & Astuto, 1994).  As contingent faculty 

are often excluded from the shared governance structure of higher education, institutions may 

create the self-fulfilling prophecy of poor performance among contingent faculty.   

Application of Theory Y 

Theory Y does not introduce specific variables related to its construct that can be 

tested.  McGregor‟s theory was designed more for supervisors to challenge their 

preconceived ideas about their employees and their productivity.  Nevertheless, Theory Y is 

a positive approach to management.  The variable shared governance measures the only 

institutional practice consistent with the construct behind Theory Y, which suggests that 

employees are more productive in a more collaborative work place.  While the variable 

relating to shared governance had some operational concerns, it was not a significant factor 

for contingent faculty.  “Faculty are sufficiently involved in campus decision making” was 

negatively associated with years of service in the full regression, but this relationship was not 
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evident in the separate-group regressions for any of the three dependent variables.  Again, 

conjecture allows the suggestion there is a relationship between the lack of significance and 

contingent faculty‟s exclusion from shared governance.   

McGregor‟s theory reinforced Albert Maslow‟s work outlining five levels of human 

needs (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  McGregor proposed that people were capable of 

extraordinary things if given the opportunity to meet their own self-fulfilling needs while 

pursing the goals of the organization.  McGregor referred to this approach as “enlightened 

management.”  Perhaps shared governance only becomes significant for contingent faculty 

after other more immediate department level needs are met.  In any event, shared governance 

is an area that future studies should examine more closely to better understand the 

relationship between participation in campus decision making and commitment, particularly 

for contingent faculty.  

Organizational Commitment Theory 

Finally, organizational commitment is the central theory in the framework.  

Organizational commitment is a logical extension of social exchange theory, as well as 

Theory X and Y.  Organizational commitment is defined as an employee‟s level of 

dedication to an organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  The theory can be a tool that can be 

used to identify the antecedents to positive work behavior.  Not unlike the authors of Theory 

Y, researchers who study organizational commitment have argued that good work life quality 

and high productivity can be achieved if organizations value their employees (Koys, 1988).  

Using organizational commitment, institutions can identify and create the practices to lead to 

improved job satisfaction and job performance in contingent faculty.  Suggested practices 
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that have been identified as being strong antecedents to affective commitment include 

recognition, support, compensation, and shared governance (Kacmar et al., 1999; Wayne et 

al., 1997).  Several studies have proposed that contingent faculty demonstrate less 

organizational commitment that tenured/tenured-track faculty (Umbach, 2007).  Other 

studies have suggested best practices that may increase commitment in contingent faculty 

(Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa et al., 2007; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  This study sought 

to identify institutional practices having a positive impact on commitment for contingent 

faculty. 

One aspect of organizational commitment is the construct of perceived organizational 

support (POS).  The POS construct is defined “as the individual‟s belief about the extent to 

which the organization cares about their well-being and to which it values their contribution” 

(Eisenberger, 1986, p. 500).  POS produces strong sense of belonging, and employees feel 

incorporated in the organization, like members, and thus belonging becomes a part of their 

social identity (Buck & Watson, 2002).   

Application of Organizational Commitment Theory 

The most significant antecedents to commitment that have been identified by other 

studies were those workplace practices relating to support, recognition, and salary.  As 

discussed earlier in relationship to Social Exchange Theory, findings of this study confirm 

that support practices were significant and can enhance organizational commitment among 

contingent faculty.  Specifically, institutional investment in the support of contingent faculty 

can contribute to a stable committed workforce that is better able to provide improved 

instruction and academic support to students.   
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The practices that were most compelling were those related to POS.  Support 

variables in this study including “I strongly agree that there is adequate support for faculty 

development,” “I strongly agree that my department does a good job of mentoring new 

faculty,” and “I am very satisfied with relationships with administration” have shown to 

increase commitment for contingent faculty.  This finding provides support for the idea that 

when the socialization process is institutionalized, employees are more likely to increase 

their organizational commitment (Caldwell et al).  Specifically, variables like “my 

department mentors new faculty well” and “there is adequate support for faculty 

development” reflect ways that institutions can integrate positive socialization within the 

cultural fabric of the organization. 

Findings related to recognition practices were more ambiguous.  The peer recognition 

variable was more robust for contingent faculty in predicting commitment to teaching, but 

the reward variable was more robust for tenured/tenure-track faculty in predicting 

commitment to institutions.  The differences may be important in that where the recognition 

comes from may be specific to each group of faculty.  This does shed light on the importance 

of these practices to faculty because of the strength of the coefficients.  Regardless, more 

research is needed to better understand the influence of practices relating to recognition.  

Study of Multiple Commitments 

When studying multiple commitments, most studies create several composite 

variables to study the constellation of commitments that may exist within an organization.  

Although it was the intention to do the same here, only one composite variable proved to be 
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reliable: Commitment to Student Personal and Social Development.  This study did not lead 

to any further support for the idea of multiple commitments. 

Mediating Variables 

One of the hypotheses of this study was that the stress variables in the organizational 

commitment framework would prove to be significant predictors of commitment.  While 

these variables were significant, the effect size was generally small.  Of the two composite 

variables created for this study, family stress was not significant for tenured/tenure-track or 

contingent faculty.  However, job stress was a stronger predictor of commitment for 

contingent faculty than it was for tenured/tenure-track faculty.  This suggests that it would be 

beneficial to consider other variables relating to stress. 

For contingent faculty, job satisfaction was positively related to both commitment to 

student development and years of service.  This was both consistent with the hypothesis of 

the study and other research on commitment and job satisfaction (Boehman, 2006; Mathieu 

& Zajac, 1990).  The same pattern of positive relationships with commitment to students‟ 

development was noted with several support variables.  Job satisfaction may also reflect the 

construct of perceived organizational support discussed earlier, although it is not a specific 

institutional practice.   

The cyclical nature of the relationship between the variables stress and satisfaction, 

and commitment, is difficult to measure and may have had some impact on the less than 

robust findings.  Other researchers have suggested a sort of “chicken and egg” problem with 

both stress and satisfaction as they relate to commitment: the relationship is difficult to 

quantify and difficult to produce compelling results (Farkas & Tetrick, 1989: Lease, 1999).  
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Alternatively, as was more traditionally the case, stress variables included in this study could 

be used as dependent variables, rather than independent variables.  

Recommendations 

Recommendations for Future Research 

As with all research, this study has some limitations.  Before stating 

recommendations for policymakers or further research, limitations of the current study must 

be acknowledged.  Some of the limitations were related to the survey and others related to the 

findings.   

The Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) survey was not administered with 

the intent to measure commitment.  While questions in the instrument were designed to 

analyze institutional practices and measure faculty perceptions of them, they were not 

designed so as to measure commitment.  For example, Neumann and Finlay-Neumann (1990) 

used a more detailed model to measure organizational commitment, including multiple 

variables that examined work significance, support of colleagues, and support of supervisor 

and rewards.  Harshbarger‟s (1989) study of faculty and institutional commitment asked 

faculty to identify specifically what departmental and institutional practices contributed to 

the feelings of commitment.  Finally, the construct of commitment was best measured over 

time, and this survey was cross-sectional.  Because of this, findings from this dataset have 

limited application to understanding the development of organizational commitment.  

 In fact, the institutional practices that were examined in this study were not those 

specifically recommended by researchers who have focused solely on contingent faculty In 

their summaries of best practices of policies relating to contingent faculty, both Baldwin and 
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Chronister (2001) and Gappa and Leslie (1993) noted that benefits, defined probationary 

periods, multi-year appointments after probation, career-progression systems and support for 

professional development were all institutional practices that addressed the specific needs of 

contingent faculty.   These specific variables have not been used in any national survey.  

Indication of whether a practice was departmental or institutional could also be made 

explicit.  Future studies might examine those specific practices to measure how they impact 

commitment in contingent faculty. 

That several factor analyses did not result in significant constructs is another 

limitation of this study.  Organizational commitment is a complex and multi-faceted idea that 

cannot fully be explored with one variable.  Thus using “hours per week preparing to teach” 

and “years of service” as a proxy for commitment to teaching and commitment to institutions 

was an unfortunate constriction of the dataset. 

There were also several ways in which bias may have been introduced into the 

survey.  Given that the population of interest for this study was contingent faculty, a survey 

intended for tenured/tenure-track faculty may not adequately capture all groups‟ impressions.  

Out of a total survey population of approximately 65,000 faculty, part-time contingent 

faculty only made up about 4,000 participants, which is not nationally representative.  This 

under representation may have an impact on the findings of this study, meaning that the 

because of the under sampling of the population of interest, the results may be more 

significant than reported here.  

  Similarly, that tenured/tenure-track faculty are over represented is another challenge 

of this data set.  HERI tries to account for this through use of weighted samples, however, the 
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weighted data was not appropriate for this study as it did not include the population of 

interest: contingent faculty.  Bias may also be implicit in the low overall response rate for the 

survey, which has been decreasing over the last several administrations. 

Of the findings, one limitation of the study was the low R
2
 for two of the regression 

models, hours per week preparing to teach and commitment to student personal and social 

development.  There were several reasons why these findings may not be particularly robust.  

The most obvious reason for the low R
2 

is that important variables were missing from the 

model, especially for contingent faculty.  Second, it is worth noting that the R
2 

for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty regression equation was always stronger than the R
2 

for the 

contingent faculty regression equation, suggesting the variables that were included were 

more representative of the tenured/tenure-track faculty experience.  Additional variables 

might include more questions specifically relating to climate and culture.  Furthermore, such 

questions might need to specify the differences between departmental and institutional 

culture.   

Finally, while the sample included tenured, tenure-track, part-time contingent and 

full-time contingent faculty, these four separate categories were combined into two groups 

for the regressions.  By combining tenured with tenure-track and full-time contingent with 

part-time contingent faculty, the specific findings for each of the categories may be clouded.  

Further delimitation of faculty groups will allow researchers to consider other 

differentiations. 

More research regarding the differences between contingent and tenured/tenure-track 

faculty would be of value.  For example, one could compare faculty group differences by 
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using full-time, part-time and tenure status as independent variables in a regression analysis 

predicting commitment.  Contrasting commitment to research with Commitment to Student‟s 

Personal and Social Development might elucidate Blau‟s hypothesis that tenured/tenure-track 

faculty are limited in their ability to commit to teaching by institutional pressure to be 

productive researchers.   

Further study of other variables related to commitment should be considered.  For 

example, variables that examine variables related to the findings work significance, support 

of colleagues, support of supervisor and rewards would be important.  An understanding of 

the differential impact of departmental versus institutional practices would also be 

meaningful.  Moreover, as commitment is a construct that develops over time, a longitudinal 

study of faculty should be undertaken.  Launching such a study would perhaps best be done 

with one of the three existing faculty surveys (NSOPF, HERI or FSSE), where institutions 

would commit to participation over time.  Faculty who left the institution might also agree to 

participate at their new institution. 

In general, more study of the growing population of contingent faculty needs to be 

undertaken.  Higher education institutions should assess how to use contingent faculty most 

effectively.  Studies that specifically address the differences between part-time and full-time 

contingent faculty in employment policies and other variables related to institutional 

practices are an important aspect of this question.  For example, a study of part- and full-time 

contingent faculty that evaluated the impact of contractual terms on commitment would be 

significant.  Moreover, research that examines the impact of highly committed faculty also 
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has merit.  Specifically, how do high commitment levels among contingent faculty impact 

student outcomes like retention and graduation rates? 

Recommendations for Policymakers 

This study provides empirical support for earlier studies that found contingent faculty 

contribute to higher education institutions through engaged teaching practices and their 

commitment to student development.  This study also outlines ways in which policymakers 

may consider addressing issues of organizational climate through policies related to 

mentoring and faculty development designed to integrate contingent faculty more into the 

organization.  Contingent faculty demonstrate that they are predisposed to be effective 

instructors and role models for students through their significant commitment to student 

personal and social development.  This idea challenges some studies that suggest that 

contingent faculty are less committed than tenured/tenure-track faculty.  Specifically, both 

groups of contingent faculty used more effective teaching methods than tenured/tenure-track 

faculty.  Moreover, part-time contingent faculty spent more time advising students than either 

full-time contingent and tenured/tenure-track faculty.    

Rather, this study suggests that the problem with contingent faculty may be with 

institutional policy, rather than the contingent faculty themselves.  For example, with 

appropriate support practices in place, contingent faculty did enhance their commitment to 

Students‟ Personal and Social Development.  Additionally, that these practices had the 

largest influence on commitment for contingent faculty provides further evidence to support 

this idea.  Mentoring and faculty development programs designed to provide support can 

increase contingent faculty commitment.  Moreover, practices may help reduce the level of 
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stratification in faculty ranks by increasing integration between contingent and 

tenured/tenure-track faculty.   

These ideas relating to institutional policy may be applied to how current structures 

influence policies relating to support.  Other studies have noted that ranks of higher 

education are stratified into two classes: one tenured/tenure-track, one contingent (Blau, 

1994; Baldwin & Chronister, 2001; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  Through creation of a tiered 

system of hiring, inherent inefficiencies proliferate.  Policymakers may examine suggestions 

about the current tenure system proposed by Tierney (1997).  He recommended that rather 

than continue to insist that colleges and universities encourage an ideal that no longer has 

merit, the higher education community should consider incorporating academic communities 

that honor difference rather than assimilation.  He went on to suggest that we “create an 

organizational community that uses the idea of excellence and difference, rather than 

similarity as its overriding ethos” (Tierney, 1997, p. 14).  Indeed, these policies relating to 

support could help create the fabric that reinforces integrated structures rather than 

hierarchical ones.  Specifically, variables like “my department mentors new faculty well” and 

“there is adequate support for faculty development” reflect ways that institutions can 

integrate positive socialization within the cultural fabric of the organization.   

Concluding Remarks 

It should be noted that this dissertation was written at a time of tremendous fiscal 

pressure on higher education institutions due to an economic downturn.  This is having an 

impact on hiring decisions, and it is possible that many contingent faculty, particularly part-

time faculty, will be laid off.  This will impact the overall percentage of faculty who are 
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contingent, and it may soon appear that many of the concerns raised in this document have 

been resolved.  However, it is just as likely that once these economic issues are resolved, 

institutions will resume hiring contingent faculty, perhaps at higher rates than ever. 

Because higher education has been under increasing pressure to be more fiscally 

efficient, institutions will increasingly rely on contingent faculty (Baldwin & Chronister, 

2001; Gappa et al., 2007; Gappa & Leslie, 1993) and will not likely decrease the number of 

contingent faculty.  As concluded in an American Council on Education report, higher 

education needs to understand how to “employ these individuals in a way that is fair to all 

faculty and that strengthens institutional capacity to serve students and advance knowledge” 

(Anderson, 2002, p. 24).  Yet, despite this acknowledgment of their substantive contribution 

to higher education, contingent faculty function on the cultural periphery (Baldwin & 

Chronister).  Most importantly, contingent faculty are committed to teaching and student 

development.  This study suggests that support practices including mentoring, faculty 

development and a clear understanding of advancement and promotion criteria enhance 

organizational commitment for contingent faculty.  Additionally, institutions should consider 

how factors such as professional relations with faculty, salary and fringe benefits, teaching 

load and office/lab space might increase job satisfaction for contingent faculty. 

Henry Flynt, the 17
th

 century Harvard tutor, makes a fitting “everyman” for 

contingent faculty.  Flynt was dedicated to his students and cared as much for their education 

as he did for the whole person.  He did his duty, not only in years but in dedicated service to 

the institution through committee work and additional functions.  In short, he displayed 

exemplary commitment.  Like many contingent faculty, Flynt believed in the importance of 
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what he did at Harvard.  And Harvard, believing in him, benefited from his service for over 

fifty years.  Higher education institutions need to embrace the “Henry Flynts” among their 

contingent faculty ranks, who continue to serve with distinction, by providing them with 

support and recognition, so that they can excel in their role as educators. 
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Appendix B  

HERI Variables 

Original 

Variable 

Label 

Definition Original 

operationalization 

Measurement New 

Variable 

Label 

Revised 

codes 

Dependent variable 1: Hours per week preparing to teach as a proxy for Commitment to teaching 

HRSPWK0

2 

Hours per week 

preparing to teach 

9-point scale: 1 = 

none, to 9 = over 45 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

Dependent variable 2: Years of appointment at present institution as a proxy for Commitment to 

institution 

APPTYRD Appointment at 

present institution 

Continuous by last 

digits of 

appointment year 

Continuous, 

single 

item 

measure 

Yrservice Continuous 

by numbers 

of years of 

service 

Dependent variable 3: Factor: Commitment to students‟ social and personal development 

UGOAL04 

 

Develop moral 

character 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

UGOAL05 

 

Provide for students 

emotional 

development 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

UGOAL06 Help students develop 

personal values 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

UGOAl07 Enhance students self 

understanding 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

UGOAL08 Instill in students a 

sense of community 

service 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

UGOAL09 Prepare students for 

responsible citizenship 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

UGOAL10 Enhance student 

appreciation for other 

racial groups 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 
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UGOAL1

4 

Enhance spiritual 

development 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

UGOAL1

6 

Facilitate search for 

meaning and purpose 

in life 

4-point scale: 1 = 

essential, to 4 = not 

important 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

N/A N/A 

Independent variables – Individual characteristics               

FULLSTAT Full- time or part-

time 

Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 

2 = yes 

Dichotomous N/A 0 = no; 1 = yes 

SEX Gender of 

participant 

Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 

2 = yes 

Dichotomous N/A 0 = no; 1 = yes 

ACADRAN

K 

 

Reversed- 

Academic Rank 

6-point scale: 

1=Professor  

2=Associate 

Professor  

3=Assistant 

Professor  

4=Lecturer  

5=Instructor  

6=Other 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

R.ACA

DRAN

K 

 

5-point scale:  

1= 

Instructor/Other  

2= Lecturer 

3=Assistant 

Professor  

4= Associate 

Professor  

5= Professor 

 

TENURE Tenure status 4-point scale: 

1=Tenured  

2=On tenure 

track, but not 

tenured  

3=Not on tenure 

track, but 

institution has 

tenure system  

4=Institution has 

no tenure system 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

Groups 1= PT contingent; 

2= FT contingent; 

3= 

Tenured/tenure-

track 

RACE1 White Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 

2 = yes 

Dichotomous N/A 0 = no; 1 = yes 

RACE2 Black Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 

2 = yes 

Dichotomous N/A 0 = no; 1 = yes 

RACE3 American Indian Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 

2 = yes 

Dichotomous N/A 0 = no; 1 = yes 

RACE4 Asian Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 

2 = yes 

Dichotomous N/A 0 = no; 1 = yes 
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RACE5 Native Hawaiian Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 2 = 

yes 

Dichotomous N/A 0 = no; 1 = 

yes 

RACE6 Mexican Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 2 = 

yes 

Dichotomous LATINO, 

combined 

with Race 

7, 8 

0= not 

marked; 1 = 

marked 

RACE7 Puerto Rican Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 2 = 

yes 

Dichotomous LATINO, 

combined 

with Race 

6, 8 

0= not 

marked; 1 = 

marked 

RACE8 Other Latino Dichotomous 

variable: 1 = no; 2 = 

yes 

Dichotomous LATINO, 

combined 

with Race 

7, 8 

0= not 

marked; 1 = 

marked 

RACE9 Other Dichotomous; 0= not 

marked; 1 = marked 

Dichotomous OTHRAC

E 

0= not 

marked; 1 = 

marked 

Independent variables – Institutional characteristics               

Carnegie 

 

Carnegie 

Classification Code 

 

4-point scale: 

1=Tenured  

2=On tenure track, 

but not tenured  

3=Not on tenure 

track, but institution 

has tenure system  

4=Institutio

n has no tenure 

system 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

Masters, 

baccalaure

ate, 

profschool

s,  

0= not 

marked; 1 = 

marked 

Strat Selectivity 41-point scale: 

1=Public university - 

low select  

2=Public university - 

medium select  

3=Public university - 

high select  

4=Private university - 

low select  

5=Private university - 

medium select  

6=Private university - 

high select  

7=Public 4-yr - low 

select  

8=Public 4-yr - 

medium select  

9=Public 4-yr - high  

10=Public 4-yr - 

unknown select  

 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

Strat.2 3-point 

scale:  

1= selectlo 

2= Selectmd 

3= Selecthi   
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  11=Nonsectarian 4-yr 

- low select  

12=Nonsectarian 4-yr 

- medium select  

13=Nonsectarian 4-yr 

- high select  

14=Nonsectarian 4-yr 

- very high select  

15=Nonsect 4-yr - 

unknown select  

16=Catholic 4-yr - 

low select  

17=Catholic 4-yr - 

medium select  

18=Catholic 4-yr - 

high select  

19=Catholic 4-yr - 

unknown select  

20=Other religious 4-

yr - very low select  

21=Other religious 4-

yr - low select  

22=Other religious 4-

yr - medium select  

23=Other religious 4-

yr - high select  

24=Other religious 4-

yr - unknown select  

25=Public 2-yr - very 

low enroll  

26=Public 2-yr - low 

enroll  

27=Public 2-yr - 

medium enroll  

28=Public 2-yr - high 

enroll  

29=Public 2-yr - very 

high enroll  

30=Private 2-yr - 

very low enroll  

31=Private 2-yr - low 

enroll  

32=Private 2-yr - 

medium enroll  

33=Private 2-yr - 

high enroll  

34=Public 4-yr - 

historically black  

35=Nonsectarian 4-yr 

- historically black  
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I  36=Public 2-yr - 

historically black  

37=Private 2-yr - 

historically black  

 

   

Independent variables – Institutional practices               

Salary09 9-month salary 12-point scale: 

1=Less than $20,000  

2=$20,000 to 29,999  

3=$30,000 to 39,999  

4=$40,000 to 49,999  

5=$50,000 to 59,999  

6=$60,000 to 69,999  

7=$70,000 to 79,999  

8=$80,000 to 89,999  

9=$90,000 to 99,999  

10=$100,000 to 

124,999  

11=$125,000 to 

149,999  

12=$150,000 or more 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

salarynew, 

combined 

with 

salary12. 

Salary09: 

each 

interval 

averaged, 

then 

divided by 

9, 

multiplied 

by 12 

Continuously 

annualized 

salary 

Salary12 12-month salary 12-point scale: 

1=Less than $20,000  

2=$20,000 to 29,999  

3=$30,000 to 39,999  

4=$40,000 to 49,999  

5=$50,000 to 59,999  

6=$60,000 to 69,999  

7=$70,000 to 79,999  

8=$80,000 to 89,999  

9=$90,000 to 99,999  

10=$100,000 to 

124,999  

11=$125,000 to 

149,999  

12=$150,000 or more 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

salarynew, 

combined 

with 

salary9. 

Salary12: 

each 

interval 

averaged 

Continuously 

annualized 

salary 

INSDSC3 Faculty here 

respect each other 

1=Not descriptive  

2=Somewhat 

descriptive  

3=Very descriptive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

INSDSC3 N/A 

INSDSC6 Faculty are 

rewarded for being 

good teachers 

1=Not descriptive  

2=Somewhat 

descriptive  

3=Very descriptive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

INSDSC6 N/A 

R.AFF16 Reversed- Feel that 

I have to work 

harder to be 

perceived as a 

legitimate scholar 

1=Not at all  

2=To some extent  

3=To a great extent 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

R.AFF16 Reverse 

coded 
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INSOPN10 Faculty sufficiently 

involved in campus 

decision-making 

1=Disagree strongly  

2=Disagree 

somewhat  

3=Agree somewhat  

4=Agree strongly 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

INSOPN10 N/A 

INSOPN08 My teaching valued by 

faculty in my 

department 

1=Disagree strongly  

2=Disagree 

somewhat  

3=Agree somewhat  

4=Agree strongly 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

INSOPN08 N/A 

INSOPN09 My department good 

job of mentoring  new 

faculty 

1=Disagree strongly  

2=Disagree 

somewhat  

3=Agree somewhat  

4=Agree strongly 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

INSOPN09 N/A 

INSOPN14 Criteria for 

advancement/promotio

n are clear 

1=Disagree strongly  

2=Disagree 

somewhat  

3=Agree somewhat  

4=Agree strongly 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

INSOPN14 N/A 

INSOPN18 There is adequate 

support for faculty 

development 

1=Disagree strongly  

2=Disagree 

somewhat  

3=Agree somewhat  

4=Agree strongly 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

INSOPN18 N/A 

SATS11 Relationship with 

administration 

1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally 

satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

SATS11 N/A 

SATS16 Clerical administrative 

support 

1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally 

satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

measure 

SATS16 N/A 

Independent variables – Mediating variables               

STRES01  Household 

responsibilities 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES01 N/A 

STRES02 Child care 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES02 N/A 

STRES03 Care  of elderly parent 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES03 N/A 
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STRES04 My physical health 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES04 N/A 

STRES05 Health of 

spouse/partner 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES05 N/A 

STRES06 Review of promotion 

process 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES06 N/A 

STRES07 Subtle discrimination 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES07 N/A 

STRES08 Personal finances 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES08 N/A 

STRES09 Committee work 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES09 N/A 

STRES10 Faculty meetings 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES10 N/A 

STRES11 Research or publishing 

demands 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES11 N/A 

STRES12 Institutional 

procedures 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES12 N/A 

STRES13 Teaching load 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES13 N/A 

STRES14 Children‟s problems 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES14 N/A 

STRES15 Marital friction 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES15 N/A 
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STRES16 Lack of personal time 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES16 N/A 

STRES17 Keeping up with 

information 

technology 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES17 N/A 

STRES18 Job security 1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES18 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

STRES19 Being part of a dual 

career couple 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES19 N/A 

STRES20 Self imposed high 

expectations 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES20 N/A 

STRES21   Change in work 

responsibility 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES21 N/A 

STRES22 Working with under 

prepared students 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

STRES22 N/A 

AFFACT07  Work adds meaning 

to your life 

1=Not at all  

2=Somewhat  

3=Extensive 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

AFFACT0

7 

N/A 

SATS01 Salary and fringe 

benefits 

1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally 

satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

SATS01 N/A 

SATS03  Teaching load 1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally 

satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

SATS03 N/A 
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SATS05  Office/Lab space 1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

SATS05 N/A 

SATS06 Autonomy and independence 1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

SATS06 N/A 

SATS07 Professional relationships with 

other faculty 

1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

SATS07 N/A 

SATS12  Overall job satisfaction 1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

SATS12 N/A 

SATS15  Prospects for career advancement 1=Not applicable  

2=Not satisfied  

3=Marginally satisfied  

4=Satisfied  

5=Very satisfied 

Interval / 

continuous 

Single item 

Measure 

SATS15 N/A 
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Appendix D  

HERI data access agreement 

 

Access to HERI Datasets  
One of the central goals of the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) is to facilitate the 
collection, distribution, and analysis of relevant data to the higher education community. As such, 
HERI occasionally makes data available to researchers who are not directly affiliated with the 
Institute. However, as an active research organization in addition to being trustee of several large 
datasets (such as those associated with the Cooperative Institutional Research Program), HERI feels 
compelled to enforce several basic rules governing access to the data in our care. Rules governing 
access to and use of HERI data files are described below (“Agreement for access and use of data”).  

AGREEMENT FOR ACCESS AND USE OF DATA  

It is hereby agreed between The Regents of the University of California, on behalf of UCLA’s Higher 
Education Research Institute (HERI), and Maura J. Murphy of North Carolina State University that 
the data described below will be provided to Maura J. Murphy subject to the following conditions:  

DESCRIPTION OF DATASET  

SPSS data file containing HERI’s 2004 Faculty Survey data per request made on 05-09-08.  

CONDITIONS OF ACCESS AND USE  

1. Maura J. Murphy agrees not to disclose in any way any of the data from the data files described 
above to any other organization or person. Only individuals under the direct supervision of Maura J. 
Murphy shall have access to these data. Maura J. Murphy shall maintain adequate security to 
protect these data from inadvertent or unauthorized access or disclosure.  
2. Maura J. Murphy agrees that the data will be used solely for statistical analysis and reporting of 
aggregated information, and not for investigation of specific individuals or organizations. In signing 
this agreement, Maura J. Murphy gives assurance that such uses of statistical data will conform to 
widely accepted standards of practice and legal restrictions that are intended to protect the 
confidentiality of research subjects and participating institutions.  
3. In the event that any of the conditions described above are violated, Maura J. Murphy agrees (a) 
to return or destroy these data and all computer files and tape files created from the original data, and 
(b) to indemnify UCLA, HERI, and its staff against any claims resulting from such violations.  
4. Maura J. Murphy agrees to acknowledge CIRP, HERI, and UCLA in any published research. 
Maura J. Murphy agrees to provide HERI with two copies of all published or released research 
results within thirty days of publication or release.  
5. This agreement will expire on November 1, 2009. Paragraph 3(b) shall remain in force after 
termination. Upon expiration of this agreement, Maura J. Murphy agrees to return or destroy these 
data and all computer files and tape files created from the original data.  
6. Maura J. Murphy agrees to pay HERI a fee of $250 to cover material, processing, and personnel 
costs associated with fulfilling this request. This fee includes one hour of consulting from HERI staff. 
Additional consulting is available at HERI’s then current rate for consulting services.  

REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA  

By:  
John H. Pryor  
Director, Cooperative Institutional Research Program 
(CIRP)  

Maura J. Murphy  

Date  Date  
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Appendix E 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

Variable Label 
N Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Dependent variables    

Commitment to Teaching    

Multiple Drafts of Written Work 23769 2.01 1.01 

Term/Research Papers 23793 2.26 1.05 

Worked w/Undergrads on Research Project 22409 1.55 .49 

Developed a New Course 22693 1.60 .48 

Taught a First-year Seminar 21147 1.21 .40 

Taught an Honors Course 21,219 1.15 .35 

Award for Outstanding Teaching 24,582 1.37 .48 

Hours/week: Scheduled Teaching 22,691 3.40 1.31 

 Hours/week: Preparing for Teaching 22,798 3.96 1.75 

Promote Ability to Write Effectively 24,145 3.38 .72 

Be a Good Teacher 24,383 3.67 .54 

Commitment to students    

Advised Student Groups in Service/Volunteer Work 21,892 1.38 .48 

Hours/week: Advising/Counseling Students 22,669 2.32 .92 

Develop Moral Character 24,117 2.82 .91 

Instill Commitment to Community Service 24,088 2.38 .85 

Enhance Self-understanding 24,051 2.78 .86 

Prepare for Responsible Citizenship 24,049 2.78 .85 

Enhance Knowledge of Race/Ethnic Groups 24,119 2.80 .92 

Enhance Spiritual Development 24,007 1.99 .97 

Facilitate Search for Meaning/Purpose 24,046 2.34 .94 

Help Develop Personal Values 24,114 2.64 .86 
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Commitment to institution    

Years of service 24,033 10.43 10.34 

Hours/week: Committee Work/Meetings 22,626 2.20 .92 

Hours/week: Other Administration 21,398 2.24 1.63 

Increase/Maintain Institutional Prestige 24,067 2.83 .90 

Mentor New Faculty 23,932 2.40 .86 

Independent variables    

Individual characteristics    

Gender- Female 24,935 .48 .50 

White 24,981 .89 .31 

Black 24,981 .03 .17 

Asian 24,981 .04 .20 

Latino 24,981 .03 .16 

American Indian 24,981 .02 .12 

Other race 24,981 .02 .14 

Married 24,816 .75 .43 

Partner 24,816 .04 .20 

Single 24,816 .20 .40 

Age  24,669 49.48 10.91 

Full-time Status 20,717 1.00 .00 

Tenure Status 24,981 2.15 .91 

Academic Rank 24,859 3.08 1.45 

Institutional characteristics    

Science/ Math 23,346 .392 .48 

Social Science 23,346 .360 .48 

Art/Humanities 23,346 .247 .43 

Doctoral universities 24,981 .44 .49 

Masters universities 24,981 .35 .47 

Baccalaureate  24,981 .20 .40 
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Professional schools 24,981 .01 .10 

Private control 24,978 .49 .50 

Selectivity 24,981 9.11 6.82 

Institutional practices    

Salary 24,981 72.20 35.50 

Faculty Rewarded for Good Teaching 24,981 1.91 .65 

My Teaching Valued by Faculty in My Dept 24,981 3.22 .79 

My Department Mentors New Faculty Well 24,981 2.63 .92 

Faculty Involved in Campus Decision-making 24,981 2.51 .86 

Criteria for Advance/Promotion Clear 24,981 2.79 .89 

Adequate Support for Faculty Development 24,981 2.57 .84 

Satisfaction with Relationships with Administration 23,589 3.63 .90 

Satisfaction with Clerical/Administrative Support 23,786 3.60 .97 

Mediating variables    

Family stress 24,981 4.70 1.47 

Household Responsibilities 24,315 1.94 .69 

Child Care 24,225 1.39 .65 

Children's Problems 24,154 1.37 .60 

Job stress 24,981 4.80 1.53 

Committee Work 24,330 1.57 .65 

Faculty Meetings 24,312 1.48 .62 

Institutional Procedures and "red tape" 24,297 1.75 .70 

Satisfaction  24,981 28.47 4.19 

Overall Job Satisfaction 24,493 4.02 .76 

Autonomy and Independence 24,455 4.25 .79 

Professional Relations w/Faculty 24,473 4.02 .89 

Salary and Fringe Benefits 24,510 3.33 .96 

Teaching Load 24,435 3.47 1.01 

 Office/Lab Space 24,466 3.67 1.07 

 


