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some survey items, particularly for fulltime faculty. Fulltime faculty at ODU have 

received no annual pay increase for two years and no raise is expected this year. Budget 

constraints have placed limitations on spending for conference travel, supplies, and 

printing/copying. Losses in retirement accounts may have caused some faculty to 

continue working beyond their desired retirement date. In the two years prior to the study, 

the University experienced a change in leadership at two top positions, Provost and 

President. The uncertainties created by these changes could be reflected in survey 

responses. 

Summary 

In recent years, faced with increasing student populations and decreasing financial 

resources, all public higher education institutions have increased their reliance on adjunct 

faculty (AFT, 2009; NCES, 2006; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Adjuncts provide 

expertise in key areas, are available at times that meet the needs of the changing student 

demographic, and cover an increasing number of introductory, or gatekeeper, courses 

(Heathcott, 2005; Jaeger & Eagan, 2008; Lyons, 2007). Despite their critical role in 

higher education, adjunct faculty may be more weakly linked to their students, 

colleagues, and institution (Rifkin, 1998; Schuet, 2002). Such trends indicate a potential 

lack of personal relatedness or sense of belonging (Hoffman et al., 2002; Osterman, 

2001). Sense of belonging is central to the overall psychological health of individuals, 

and increases the tendency for group members to embrace the organization's goals and 

objectives (Carron, 1982). The findings of this study will inform institutional decision­

making regarding the need for programs that strive to integrate adjunct faculty into the 
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culture of the organization, thereby improving the potential for mutually-beneficial long-

term relationships. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

To lay the foundation for a comprehensive study of adjunct faculty organizational 

sense of belonging and affective organizational commitment, several critical areas must 

be investigated. This review begins with an introduction to adjunct faculty in American 

colleges and universities, which includes (a) an historical background of "adjunct 

faculty" in American higher education; (b) a comprehensive definition of adjunct faculty; 

and (c) the work environment of adjunct faculty. A discussion of psycho-social health 

follows, including (a) the psycho-social construct "sense of belonging," (b) 

organizational commitment, and (c) the complex inter-connectedness of organizational 

sense of belonging and organizational commitment viewed from the perspective of 

commitment to organizational mission, goals, and objectives. The chapter concludes with 

a drawing together of the literature as it relates specifically to the problems of this study. 

Adjunct Faculty in American Colleges and Universities 

Brief History of Adjunct Faculty 

Throughout the body of higher education literature, the terms 'adjunct,' 'part-

time,' and 'contract' faculty seem to be used interchangeably, with the generally accepted 

definition of "those individuals who are temporary, non-tenure track faculty employed 

less than fulltime" (Gappa & Leslie, 1993, p. 3). An analysis of existing literature related 

to the relationship between adjunct faculty and their institutions indicates three primary 

focus areas (a) financial considerations, including the economic benefits to institutions 

and the generally inequitable financial rewards provided to adjuncts (Murphy, 2002; 

Noble, 2000; Sonner, 2000); (b) impact on instructional quality (Klein, Weisman, & 
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Smith, 1996; Murphy; Sonner); and (c) the support and development of adjunct faculty 

(Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Thompson, 1995). Although the topical focus of the literature 

may be highly specific, it is evident that the areas are strongly interconnected (Fagan-

Wilen et al, 2006). For example, where job security is linked to positive student teaching 

evaluations, adjuncts may decrease the rigor of their instruction or inflate grades 

(Sonner). Similarly, when faced with exigent financial circumstances, institutions may 

hire adjunct faculty with little advanced notice, limiting opportunities for developmental 

activities (Fagan-Wilen et al.). 

Historical data indicate that the use of adjunct faculty is an increasingly prevalent 

practice in higher education. The majority of research in this area involves quantitative 

analyses, many of them longitudinal comparison studies tracking trends in ratios of 

adjunct to fulltime faculty (Anderson, 2002; AFT, 2009; Curtis & Jacobe, 2006; NCES, 

2006). These studies show a steady increase in the number of adjunct faculty at both two-

year and four-year institutions. Between 1982 and 2002, the number of adjunct faculty 

employed by colleges and universities increased by 79%, while hiring on the traditional 

tenure track experienced much slower growth (Anderson). According to NCES, of the 

approximately 834,000 faculty members employed at all public higher education 

institutions in fall 2005, nearly 50% were adjunct (part-time), and another 18% were 

fulltime non-tenure eligible faculty. In aggregate, these data indicated a public teaching 

corps in which two-thirds of faculty occupied contingent annual appointments. Curtis and 

Jacobe further identified rapid growth in two categories of what they describe as 

"contingent" faculty appointments. The categories were fulltime, fixed-term positions 

with no opportunity for tenure; and part-time appointments limited to a single academic 
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term (although frequently renewed for subsequent terms), generally referred to as 

"adjuncts." 

Although community colleges have historically employed the largest proportion 

of adjunct faculty, all categories of public higher education institutions have increased 

their reliance on part-timers over the past two decades (AFT, 2009). Schuster and 

Finkelstein (2006) found that between 1970 and 2001, the numbers of part-time faculty at 

all types of higher education institutions increased at more than five times the rate of 

fulltime faculty. Between 1987 and 2003, percentages of adjunct faculty at public four-

year comprehensive institutions increased from approximately 25% to nearly 40%; while 

percentages at doctoral-level institutions increased from about 15% to approximately 

25% (AFT). NCES (2006) reported that approximately 30% of faculty members 

employed at public four-year colleges in fall 2005 were classified as "part-time." This 

may not seem significant when compared to the percentage of part-time faculty members 

at community colleges (69%). However, when one considers that fulltime faculty at 4-

year institutions spend only about 60% of their time teaching students (Gravois, 2006); 

the educational impact of adjunct faculty becomes especially evident. 

Several reasons have been offered for the perpetual increases in adjunct faculty 

ratios at four-year research universities. The most frequently cited is the economic 

benefits realized by institutions in terms of decreased dollars spent on faculty salaries 

(AFT, 2009). At research institutions, an even more critical reason is the need to release 

tenured and tenure-track faculty from teaching responsibilities to support the escalating 

emphasis on research productivity (Gravois, 2006; Noble, 2000). Additionally, 

professional disciplines such as business, law, and medicine acknowledge the benefits of 
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having established practitioners bring special expertise to the classroom (Bender & 

Hammons, 1972; Fagan-Wilen et al., 2006; Guthrie-Morse, 1979.). 

Researchers seem to agree that reliance on adjunct faculty is unlikely to change in 

the near future. At times, economic slowdowns mean that universities eliminate non­

tenure track positions to protect tenure-track faculty members. However, when those 

same institutions experience enrollment growth there is a need for more instructors. 

Frequently, the response is to replace tenure-track lines with adjunct faculty, who receive 

lower pay, no benefits, and no long-term employment commitments (Jaschik, 2008, 

August). 

Who Are "Adjunct Faculty "? 

The image of adjunct faculty in the 21st century, as presented by popular media, 

perpetuates the conjecture that adjuncts are "a temporary lot who patch together part-time 

jobs by teaching at several institutions simultaneously and queue up for academic career 

opportunities that seem more and more scarce" (Leslie & Gappa, 2002, p. 59). Although 

this representation may be accurate for some adjuncts, it is largely incorrect for a 

significant percentage of them. Studies have shown that large segments of the adjunct 

faculty population are employed fulltime in professional positions, have taught at the 

same educational institution well beyond a single year, and are not interested in fulltime 

academic work (AAUP, 1993; Gappa & Leslie, 1997; Roueche et al, 1995). Further, 

these faculty members are "more motivated by the intrinsic satisfaction they find in 

teaching than by economic or career interests" (Gappa & Leslie, 1997, p. 60). These 

observations are supported by personal statements from adjuncts. One faculty member 

teaching at both a university and a technical community college in Tennessee taught a 
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total of 10 courses in 2007 and earned barely over $15,000 (Jaschik, 2008, August). Yet, 

as stated in an interview with Inside Higher Education, this individual loves teaching so 

deeply she continues with the work, despite the fact that she could work fewer hours a 

week at Wal-Mart, earn more money, and also receive benefits (Jaschik, 2008, August). 

Much of the research conducted to help "define" adjunct faculty has been 

typological in nature. Tuckman (1978), using data from a 1977 nationwide survey of 

about 4,000 part-time faculty, defined seven groups of adjuncts based upon career 

objectives and conditions. The categories were summarized as follows in Tuckman and 

Tuckman (1981) and in Gappa and Leslie (1993). The category to which the largest 

percentage of adjuncts (27.6%) in the sample were assigned was called "full mooners;" 

described as individuals who held another, primary, job of at least 35 hours per week. 

These faculty members were characterized as devoting a relatively small amount of time 

preparing lectures and participating in other teaching activities. They also strictly limited 

their teaching hours each semester. Another significant percentage of the sample (16.6%) 

were classified as "hopeful fulltimers;" individuals who desired fulltime academic 

positions, as well as those who were teaching sufficient part-time hours at two or more 

institutions to constitute fulltime employment. Other categories in Tuckman's taxonomy 

included: "part-mooners," those teaching part-time while simultaneously employed less 

than 35 hours per week outside of academia; "graduate students" teaching at institutions 

or in colleges other than the one in which they were pursuing their graduate degree; 

"homeworkers," those who chose part-time positions in order to have time for home and 

child care; "semi-retired," former fulltime faculty and retired professionals; and "part-

unknowners," those in the sample for whom the reasons for teaching part-time were 
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unknown or subjective. Although there were some objections to the labels assigned to the 

categories, Tuckman's research played an instrumental role in illuminating the 

complexity of the part-time academic work force. 

In their 1993 seminal work The Invisible Faculty, one of the most widely-cited 

sources on the status of part-time faculty (Fagan-Wilen et al., 2006; Roueche et al., 

1995), Gappa and Leslie reported their research on part-time faculty practices and 

policies at all levels of higher education. For their study, Gappa and Leslie re-evaluated 

Tuckman's (1978) taxonomy of adjunct faculty, collapsing the seven classifications into 

four broader categories. These categories acknowledge complex patterns of experience 

and motivation, as well as diverse levels of part-time faculty engagement. These range 

from involvement that is merely incidental to the individual's overall existence to an all-

consuming engagement equal to that of many fulltime faculty members. Gappa and 

Leslie (1993) found that over half of all adjunct faculty members are employed fulltime 

outside of academe and can be best categorized as specialist, expert, or professional. 

They are often pursuing new contacts, either social or professional, and the opportunity to 

gain personal fulfillment through sharing their expertise. It is these individuals who bring 

current, real-world experiences into the classroom and are "living their disciplines daily 

by virtue of their fulltime jobs," (Bianco-Mathis & Chalofsky, 1996, Introduction). 

Adjunct faculty ranks at four-year doctoral institutions are largely comprised of 

individuals in this category (Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Lyons, Kysilka, & Pawlas, 1999). 

Their percentages are lowest among the faculties at liberal arts colleges and highest at 

private, doctoral-granting institutions. 



The remaining three categories described by Gappa and Leslie (1993) can be 

summarized as follows. "Career enders" include not only those who are already fully 

retired but also the rapidly growing number of those who have cut back on their fulltime 

work hours and are transitioning to a more balanced lifestyle. "Freelancers" include those 

who by choice combine two or more part-time jobs to satisfy their multiple needs, artists 

and others who leverage their association with the college or university, and those whose 

primary role is caregiver to children or other family members. Gappa and Leslie's fourth 

category—aspiring academics—includes Tuckman's "hopeful fulltimers," as well as 

doctoral students who also teach. This category encompasses the "freeway fliers," a 

group that is commonly the focus of media attention, gaining part-time employment 

concurrently at several institutions to patch together a fulltime wage (Murphy, 2002; 

Selingo, 2008; Wallin, 2004). While the ramifications of that situation might cause 

concern, researchers argue this is not the dominant part-time teaching profile at most 

institutions and therefore should not drive the strategies higher education administrators 

use to achieve effectiveness from adjunct faculties (Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Lyons, 2007; 

Roueche et al., 1995). 

One void in Gappa and Leslie's study identified by some researchers is that the 

limited scope precluded an estimation of the relative proportion of each type of adjunct, 

and distributions to specific institutional types or academic fields and disciplines 

(Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). In their investigation of changes in the composition of 

each category, one significant shift noted by Schuster and Finkelstein was in educational 

attainment. In both the 1976 and 1998 data, "hopeful fulltimers/aspiring academics" were 

the most likely of all groups to have earned a doctorate and to have published their 
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research. However, in 1976 the second group most likely to have a PhD was career-

enders; by 1998 that group had been surpassed by the "specialists, experts, 

professionals." A second trend identified by Schuster and Finklestein demonstrated a 

shift in adjunct faculty schedules from the majority teaching in continuing education 

divisions in 1976 to, in 1998, "the vast majority teaching within regular academic 

programs in the liberal arts and sciences and in the professions" (p. 411). 

In terms of demographic characteristics, gender and ethnicity percentages for 

adjunct faculties generally mirror those of fulltime faculty (AFT, 2009; Schuster & 

Finkelstein, 2006). However, although the average age of both fulltime and adjunct 

faculty is not significantly different, adjunct faculty are more concentrated at both ends of 

the age range (NCES, 2006). Specifically, a larger proportion of adjunct faculty members 

fall into the under-35 or over-64 categories. This may indicate that part-time teaching 

provides an entrance into or exit from the profession, which correlates with Gappa and 

Leslie's (1993) aspiring academics and semi-retireds. These data may also point to the 

role of adjunct teaching as a preliminary career or semi-retirement option for the 

specialists, experts, and professionals identified by Gappa and Leslie. 

Nature of Adjunct Faculty Employment 

As noted previously, discussions of the perceived troubling nature of adjunct 

faculty employment are not a contemporary phenomenon. Beginning in the late 1960s, 

manuscripts with titles such as "Adjunct faculty: Forgotten and neglected" (Bender & 

Hammons, 1972); "The utilization of part-time faculty at community colleges" (Guthrie-

Morse, 1979); and "The use and abuse of part-time instructors" (Hoffman, 1980) began 

appearing in educational journals. In the early 1980s, researchers reacted to the growing 



22 

reliance on part-time faculty at community colleges with several studies on the effective 

use of part-time faculty (Beman, 1980; Eliason, 1980). Although based on a study of 

adjunct faculty at community colleges, Gappa and Leslie's The Invisible Faculty (1993) 

inspired conversations and controversy as all classifications of higher education 

institutions began to examine their own practices related to adjunct faculty (Anthony & 

Valdez, 2002; Burnstad & Gadberry, 2005). Subsequent studies, however, indicate that 

the hoped-for response of additional attention and resources did not materialize. In their 

1995 study Strangers in Their Own Land, Roueche et al identified a community college 

adjunct workplace fraught with lack of resources, lack of inclusion, and lack of respect. A 

full 10 years after Gappa and Leslie's groundbreaking work, Alfred (2003) presented yet 

another warning regarding the working environment of adjunct faculty. 

Adjunct faculty are the largest payroll group in our colleges by headcount and our 

reliance upon them is increasing. Yet, we pay them poorly, provide them with 

marginal support, and barely connect them to the institution. Office space and a 

computer are a luxury, as are most other basic amenities. We do not effectively 

orient part-timers to our core values, invest in their development, or evaluate their 

performance. For a group that is a primary point of contact with the institution for 

many students, how can we place so much trust in their work and provide such a 

shabby response to their needs? We are expecting a lot from people we are 

unwilling to invest in. (p. 20). 

Working conditions of adjuncts vary from campus to campus; however, a 

November 2000 report of the Coalition of the Academic Workforce (CAW) found that 

adjuncts rarely have offices, are not compensated for office hours or course preparation 
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time, and have little access to computers or photocopying equipment. Adjunct faculty are 

frequently overworked, generally under-compensated, receive few fringe benefits, and, at 

most institutions, have no job security (AAUP Policy, 2006; CAW, 2000; Marshall, 

2003). Frequently, institutions do not "devote the attention or concern to part-timers that 

they would to fulltime professors, despite the institutions' heavy reliance on adjuncts" 

(Grasgreen, 2008). They are routinely portrayed as second-class citizens in the academic 

hierarchy (Gappa, 2000; Garii & Petersen, 2006; Marshall, 2003), marginalized and 

unappreciated (Jaschik, 2008, December), and working at the fringes of the academic 

community (Merriman, 2008). In 2008, several media outlets reported on comments from 

an educational administrator describing adjunct faculty as "highly-educated working 

poor" (Monaco, as quoted in Selingo, para. 3) and "suffering gross disparities in salaries 

and benefits, but doing an increasing share of the teaching" (Monaco, as quoted in 

Jaschik, 2008, October). 

While the trend toward increasing dependence on adjunct faculty is widely 

recognized, there are distinctly different interpretations of the impact these faculty have 

on the students they teach and the institutions they serve. Research conducted in the 

community college setting has generated contradictory results. Some of these studies find 

relatively minor differences in instructional practices, teaching skills, and student results 

(Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Roueche et al., 1995). Strom-Gottfried and Dunlap (2002) 

described adjuncts as "individuals who possess relevant, contemporary practical 

experience, bringing specialized knowledge and skills to the curriculum.. .and making 

them highly prized by students" (p. 3). Other studies indicate widely disparate student 

educational experiences, including inflated grades and higher overall GPAs, depending 
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upon the status of the instructor (Burgess & Samuels, 1998; Kezim, Pariseau, & Quinn, 

2005; Moore & Trahan, 1998; Thompson, 1992; Sonner, 2000; Welsh-Huggins, 2001). 

All of these researchers surmised that adjunct faculty members were reluctant to give 

lower grades because of the potential for student complaints which could result in loss of 

employment. 

In a 2002 study of the instructional practices of part-time and fulltime faculty at 

over 100 community colleges, Schuetz investigated differences in "faculty behaviors that 

help students learn" (p. 40). The study collected data on teaching methods (specifically 

the presentation of instructional materials and conducting of educational activities) and 

faculty behaviors beyond the classroom that are viewed as supporting student learning. 

These behaviors include interactions with individual students and colleagues, as well the 

educational organization as a whole (Schuetz, 2002). Although the study found some 

differences in teaching methods, more significant disparities were indicated for several 

types of extra-classroom interactions. Using "the most recent working day" (Schuetz, p. 

42), survey results indicated that part-time faculty were twice as likely to report spending 

no time with students. While there is insufficient research to unequivocally place students 

at a disadvantage when faculty is less available, the importance of faculty interaction with 

students outside of the classroom is regularly cited as critical to student learning, 

engagement, and persistence (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993; 

Tinto&Russo, 1994). 

Jaeger and Eagan (2008) found that first-year college students had a greater 

likelihood of dropping out if their required introductory, or "gatekeeper," courses were 

taught by adjuncts. The trend did not hold true when these courses were taught by 
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graduate students or fulltime contingent faculty, indicating that availability, rather than 

teaching skill, is a key factor (Jaeger & Eagan). Haeger (1998) highlighted the perception 

that adjunct faculty threaten the quality of academic programs, both in terms of faculty-

student interaction and collegiality in academic colleges. Schuster (2003) found that 

adjunct faculty are less accessible to students. Umbach (2007) demonstrated a difference 

in adjunct faculty and student interaction across all institutional types, with the lowest 

levels of interaction at research institutions. Because adjuncts do not have office hours 

and are rarely on campus except when teaching, students are likely to become disengaged 

and frustrated with the course content (Haeger; Jaeger & Eagan). AFT concurs with these 

suggestions, stressing that its concern over the escalating percentage of undergraduate 

courses being taught by adjunct faculty is primarily focused on the limited ability of these 

part-timers to fully participate in campus life and be available to students beyond class 

hours (Jaschik, 2008a). Klein et al (1996) found that social work programs with higher 

utilization of adjunct faculty had higher student satisfaction ratings, but only when there 

existed a corresponding higher rating for perceived availability (Fagan-Wilen et al., 

2006). Findings from several studies indicate that both retention and degree completion 

declined in direct correlation to an increase in exposure to adjunct faculty (Ehrenberg and 

Zhang, 2005; Harrington & Schibik, 2004; Jaeger & Hinz, 2008; Ronco & Cahill, 2004). 

The importance of these studies extends beyond the overt issue of student grades 

and student retention/completion and points to a broader problem in adjunct employment, 

that of lack of institutional connection and perceived lack of institutional support. 

Although generally well-qualified to teach, part-time faculty may be more weakly linked 

to their students, colleagues, and institutions (Grubb & Worthen, 1999; Rifkin, 1998; 
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Schuetz, 2002). These faculty are less likely to interact with students beyond scheduled 

class time and participate in the institutional community, and rarely receive the 

institutional support they need to be effective teachers (McGuire, 1993; Ronco & Cahill, 

2004). Banachowski (1997) stressed that teachers who establish only loose connections 

with their institutions are unlikely to give students instruction of a quality comparable to 

fulltime faculty. Grubb and Worthen found that, in general, less effective teachers were 

alienated from their peers, while strong connections with other faculty members was 

predictive of more effective classroom performance. On their "most recent working day" 

(Schuetz, p. 42), part-time faculty members at community colleges were twice as likely to 

report no interaction with colleagues and no time spent on administrative activities; and 

were less likely to have taught jointly with another faculty member. These faculty 

members tend to be less knowledgeable about available student services and the need for 

and use of those services (McGuire; Schuetz). "A large number of part-time instructors 

slip in and out of their classrooms without much interaction with the rest of the 

institution," (Grubb, p. 42). 

These trends may, in part, correlate to the organizational structure of higher 

education institutions. Quality suffers not because adjuncts have inadequate teaching 

skills, but because the organizational infrastructure precludes the establishment of 

relationships inherent in a quality educational institution (Gappa & Leslie, 1993). The 

exclusion of part-time faculty members from the governance structure leaves these 

faculty members feeling powerless and isolated (AAUP, 1993). Part-time faculty 

members have fewer opportunities to develop the connections with colleagues, students, 

and their institution that have been linked to enhanced student educational experiences 



(Kuh & Vesper, 1997; Schuetz, 2002; Tinto, 1993). Without contact among colleagues, 

discussions about instruction rarely occur and there are no forums where pedagogical 

issues can be debated and resolved (Grubb & Worthen, 1999). A university administrator 

provided one perspective of the situation, noting "Adjuncts, as good as they are in the 

classroom.. .are not part of the institution or the institutional culture in the same way [as 

fulltime faculty]" (Jaschik, 2008c, para. 18). Such attitudes and trends indicate lack of 

personal relatedness or "sense of belonging" (Hoffman et al., 2002; Hurtado & Carter, 

1997; Osterman, 2001). 

Psychological Perspectives 

Sense of Belonging and Psycho-Social Health 

The term "sense of belonging" can be found in several of the content theories of 

motivation. In Maslow's (1962) needs hierarchy, belongingness is the first upper-level 

need and must be achieved before esteem (for self and others) can be realized. As it 

relates to the work environment, this translates to the need for experiencing liking and 

respect from supervisors and peers, which must be achieved before individuals readily 

accept responsibility and maximize the use of their skills and abilities (Berl, Williamson 

& Powell, 1984). Belongingness is further defined as the "need for friendship, affiliation, 

interaction, and love" (Ivancevich & Matteson, 2002, p. 151). Alderfer (1972) presented 

a similar hierarchy, commonly referred to as ERG theory. The central element of ERG 

theory is relatedness, highlighting the human need for meaningful interpersonal and 

social relationships (Ivancevich & Matteson). Another seminal theory of motivation 

especially applicable to part-time faculty is that of Frederick Herzberg. According to 

Robbins (2003), Herzberg's theory can be interpreted as indicating that intrinsic factors, 
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such as perception of belongingness, are related to job satisfaction. Baumeister and Leary 

(1995) conducted an extensive theoretical meta-analysis to evaluate the hypothesis that "a 

need to belong is a fundamental human motivation" (p. 497), concluding that human 

beings have an elemental, pervasive need to belong. Kohut's (1971, 1977) self 

psychology theory originally proposed two self needs, the need for grandiosity and the 

need for idealization. He later proposed a third major self need, which he described as 

belongingness (Kohut, 1984). In describing this need, Kohut proposed that "people seek 

to confirm a subjective sense of belongingness or 'being part of in order to avoid 

feelings of loneliness" (Lee & Robbins, p. 232). 

Social identity theory (SIT) provides an additional psycho-social perspective 

(Tajfel, 1978). SIT, originally developed to explain intergroup attitudes and group-

relevant behaviors, proposes that a potentially important component of people's identities 

derives from their group memberships (Van Dick et al., 2005). Within SIT, social identity 

is defined as: "... that part of an individual's self concept which derives from his [or her] 

knowledge of his [or her] membership of a social group (or groups) together with the 

value and emotional significance attached to that membership" (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). 

Sense of belonging has also been identified as one of two factors that inform an 

individual's perception of their cohesion to an organization, specifically "perceived 

cohesion encompasses an individual's sense of belonging and feelings of morale 

associated with membership" (Bollen & Hoyle, 1990, p. 480). 

"Organizational" Sense of Belonging 

A significant amount of research has been conducted related to the construct of 

belongingness; however, relatively few of these studies have addressed the concept from 
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the perspective of the employing organization. Quinn (2006) described organizational 

belongingness as the extent to which individual members of the organization are included 

in (or consider themselves to be included in) opportunities available to all members of the 

organization. These may include access to persons in positions of authority over them, 

access to those persons in the organization who are perceived to be "influential," and 

ability to form social contacts (establish relationships and participate in social activities). 

Other research has linked organizational sense of belonging to perceived organizational 

support (Quinn), organizational socialization (Allen & Meyer, 1990a), and "affective 

commitment" (Allen & Meyer, 1990b). Jaffee (2001) found that the inequitable 

distribution of power and opportunity within an institution can result in different levels of 

organizational belonging. Inequities in the availability of options for development and 

participation further inhibit the development of organizational belongingness (Quinn). 

Although much of Steele's (1996) research on sense of belonging as a dimension 

of social integration was focused on group membership, her qualitative investigation of 

the dimensions of sense of belonging identified concepts that also correlate with sense of 

belonging from an organizational perspective. The most relevant of these is the 

dimension of "utility, the group member's belief in the inherent value of their 

contributions" (p. 266) to the organization and its goals. Specifically, this concept refers 

to the extent to which individuals think their presence matters to the organization; their 

sense of efficacy within the organization. The importance of this dimension of sense of 

belonging is supported in earlier research highlighting the connection between knowing 

one's role within the organization and the strengthening of one's sense of a "meaningful 

guided existence which is crucial to psychological health" (Thoits, 1983, p. 75). 
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When investigating organizational sense of belonging, it becomes evident that the 

concept is inextricably woven into numerous organizational behavior and management 

models and theories. While many researchers establish a distinction between 

organizational belongingness and the related concept of organizational commitment, the 

terms organizational belongingness and organizational identification are found to be used 

interchangeably (Pratt, 1998; Van Dick et al., 2005). While commitment has been 

strongly linked to exchange-based factors, belongingness and identification more 

powerfully acknowledge the individual's sense of oneness with the organization (Meyer 

& Allen, 1997; Pratt, 1998). Further, both identification and belonging concern the extent 

to which an individual identifies with an organization of which he or she is a member 

(Bollen & Hoyle, 1990). 

Founded in the political theory research of Lasswell (1965), the concept of 

"organizational identification" has played a major role in organizational research over the 

past two decades (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Johnson, Johnson, & Heimberg, 1999; 

Thompson, 1992). Johnson et al. found "to a large extent, the importance of identification 

in a practical as well as a theoretical sense lies in its association with organizational 

influence and power" (p. 159). The earliest and most-widely used instrument for 

measuring organizational identification was developed by Patchen (1970) at the 

University of Michigan's Survey Research Center. The three key concepts in Patchen's 

theory are loyalty, membership, and similarity, which Patchen defined as "the reciprocity 

of perceived joint goals and interests of the other members in the organization" (Johnson 

et al., p. 160) or the extent to which individual employees feel they belong to the 

organization. Patchen's research provided the foundation for Cheney's (1982) 
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Organizational Identification Questionnaire (OIQ), an instrument widely accepted for use 

in the measurement of organizational identification. Several items on the questionnaire 

are directly correlated with previously identified aspects of belongingness, including 

shared values and goals. One item specifically asks the likelihood that the employee 

would describe the organization as a family in which most members feel a sense of 

belonging (Johnson et al). 

Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, and Dunham (1989) identified an individual's 

interpretation of being a valued, trusted, effective, and supported member of an 

institution as important preconditions to developing organizational self-esteem and 

belonging. This is supported by the primary prediction of Social Identity Theory in 

organizational contexts, which indicates a link between the extent to which individuals 

define themselves in terms of membership in an organization and the extent to which 

decisions are based on the good of the organization (Van Dick et al., 2005). Thus the 

ability of the individual employee to develop and maintain an organizational sense of 

belonging is highly dependent upon the employing environment. In the higher education 

environment, university policies that preclude the development of strong feelings of 

organizational membership may adversely impact the ability of adjunct faculty members 

to develop a sense of organizational belongingness (Quinn, 2006). 

Organizational Commitment 

As noted previously, many researchers establish a clear distinction between 

organizational belongingness and the related concept of organizational commitment 

(Pratt, 1998; Van Dick et al., 2005). Although there is a substantial amount of literature 

related to organizational commitment, there appears to be lack of agreement about what 
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commitment "is," how it develops, and how it affects behavior (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; 

Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). Previous empirical research on organizational commitment 

has alternately treated the construct as both an independent variable and a dependent 

variable (Reichers, 1985). The majority of earlier studies using commitment as an 

independent variable investigated outcomes related to job persistence, absenteeism, and 

performance (Fukami & Larson, 1984; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). A much larger 

body of research has focused on the antecedents and correlates to organizational 

commitment, including feelings of personal importance (Buchanan, 1974); satisfaction of 

affiliation needs (Hall, Schneider, & Nygren, 1970); involvement (Fukami & Larson, 

1984; Wiener, 1982); and alignment with organizational goals (Lee, 1971; Schneider, 

Hall, & Nygren, 1974). The foci of these studies result in two distinct views of 

organizational commitment: (a) commitment as a function of the rewards and costs 

attributable to organizational membership, also defined as calculated commitment 

(Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972); and (b) commitment that occurs when individuals identify 

with and extend effort towards organizational goals and values, also defined as attitudinal 

commitment (Mowday et al.; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). 

Calculated organizational commitment has been described as highly transactional 

in nature, involving financial consideration, side bets, and sunk costs invested in the 

organization (Hrebiniak & Aluto; Reichers, 1985). In higher education institutions, one 

example of a side bet is tenure (Meyer & Allen, 1984; Reichers), while being vested in a 

retirement program is an example of sunk costs (Mathieu & Zaiac, 1990). Based on these 

definitions, the nature of adjunct employment described earlier in this manuscript would 

likely preclude the establishment of this type of organizational commitment for this 
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group. By comparison, attitudinal commitment is less tangible than calculated 

commitment and is described as 

the relative strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in a 

particular organization. Conceptually, it can be characterized by at least three 

factors: a) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization's goals and 

values; b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; 

and c) a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization (Mowday, 

Porter, & Steers, 1982, p. 27). 

One of the major contemporary models of organizational commitment was 

developed by Allen and Meyer (1990a). This model, which represents a 

dimensionalization of Mowday et al's (1979) attitudinal commitment, describes three 

distinct components: affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative 

commitment. One of major differences with these dimensions is the behavioral 

consequences. Behavioral consequences of continuance and normative commitment are 

typically very concrete, while the behavioral consequences of affective commitment are 

much more abstract (Allen & Meyer, 1990a). According to Meyer and Herscovitch 

(2001), the behavioral consequence of continuance and normative commitment, as 

conceptualized and measured, is continued employment. With continuance commitment, 

employees remain with an organization because they need to do so, but not necessarily 

because they want to do so (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Reichers, 1985). When normative 

commitment exists, employees remain with an organization because of a moral 

obligation, which may also engender a level of resentment on the part of the employee 

(Meyer & Allen). Conversely, affective commitment has been related to a variety of 
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employee behaviors, including intention to leave and intention to seek alternative 

employment, but also job performance, emotional attachment to the organization, and 

shared ownership of the organization's mission, goals, and objectives (Allen & Meyer, 

1990a; de Gilder, 2003; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Essentially, employees who are 

affectively committed to an organization remain with the organization because they want 

to do so (Meyer, Allen, & Gellatly, 1990). 

The Organizational Belonging - Organizational Commitment Relationship 

Prior research has helped to establish a link between organizational commitment 

and organizational sense of belonging. Employees with affective commitment to their 

organization are found to have "a sense of belonging and identification that increases 

their involvement in the organization's activities, their willingness to pursue the 

organization's goals" (Rhoades, Eisenberger & Armeli, 2001, p. 825). As part of their 

attitudinal formation process, employees assess the organization's willingness and ability 

to value and reward their contributions. If this assessment is positive, employees are more 

likely to develop a strong emotional attachment to the organization (belongingness) and 

will experience greater motivation to contribute meaningfully to the organization 

(affective commitment) (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) suggested 

that, for affective commitment to form, individuals must have the "mind-set of desire" (p. 

316), a pervasive want to take action that is relevant to the organization. They posit that 

the mechanisms underlying the creation of this desire include involvement, shared values, 

identification, and belonging. Thus, Meyer and Herscovitch propose 

Any personal or situational variable that contributes to the likelihood that an 

individual will (a) become involved (intrinsically motivated, absorbed) in a course 


