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Abstract Nationally, non-tenure-track faculty (NTTF) represent the new majority. Efforts

to move the full-time NTTF role from expendable labor to sustainable professional posi-

tion have led to improvements in policy and working conditions at many institutions. Still,

the profession broadly has just begun to grapple with the implications of this shifting labor

market on aspects of the profession traditionally reserved for tenure system faculty, such as

collegiality. In this qualitative study we use Bess’s (High Educ Handb Theory Res 8:1–36,

1992) framework of structure, culture, and behavior to analyze the collegial expectations of

38 full-time, NTTF members. Participant accounts point to a desire for parity despite

differentiation, and highlight the fundamental contradictions of a professional virtue that

requires the independence of faculty for it to be fully expressed.
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Introduction

Although tenure-track faculty positions continue to be the idealized instructional

employment form, this employment type is no the longer norm. Indeed, by some estimates

two thirds of all faculty positions in the USA now are non-tenure-track (Kezar 2012b). This

employment trend has emerged as institutions have sought monetary, personnel, and

academic flexibility, further facilitated by a combination of environmental opportunity and

necessity (Baldwin and Chronister 2001; Cross and Goldenberg 2009; Kezar 2012a, b).
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In the past decade, researchers and practitioners have sought to shift the view of NTTF

to that of a resource to be nurtured rather than a threat to tenure, academic freedom, self-

governance, academic autonomy, and collegiality (Kezar and Sam 2010). Scholars have

increased calls to support the non-tenure-track position as an alternate and sustainable

career path that no longer treats these faculty members like a professional underclass

(Baldwin and Chronister 2001; Kezar 2012a, 2013; Kezar and Sam 2010; Kezar and

Maxey 2015). Waltman et al. (2012) suggest that while full-time NTTF enjoy teaching and

the professional flexibility the role offers, they lament the uncertain terms of employment

and limited respect and inclusion from colleagues. Similarly, Levin and Shaker (2011)

suggest NTTF exist in a dualistic world, satisfied by the work of teaching but frustrated by

limited agency and respect in the workplace. Others have found that significant variations

exist in the expectations of NTTF in terms of whether they desire a voice in governance

and other participatory roles (Hearn and Deupree 2013). Understanding these issues and

expectations is made all the more urgent because this shift in faculty roles seems likely to

continue, with implications for workload distribution, service expectations, and the status

and influence of the faculty collectively (Kezar and Maxey 2015).

Findings from these studies point to the isolation, exclusion, and limited self-determi-

nation of NTTF, raising questions about positive relationships, mutual respect, and

autonomy—ideas often associated with collegiality. Collegiality is a term used often as a

measure of positive faculty culture, and it is viewed as foundational to faculty work (Bess

1992); however, it generally remains a poorly defined and operationalized concept and is

particularly so for NTTF.

In a profession marked by the ideal of faculty autonomy and the reality of disciplinary

atomization, achieving common purpose and shared goals through fiat is understandably

unpopular. Collegiality, rooted in Weberian organizational theory, combines a commit-

ment to rational, inclusive governance with trust in colleagues, resulting in a system

whereby faculty freely subordinate (but do not relinquish) their autonomy for the collective

good (Bess 1992; Mangiardi and Pellegrino 1992). In this sense, collegiality, rather than

simply a form of professional civility, is a means to an organizational end (shared goal

setting and governance) in an environment particularly resistant to management by control.

This system, historically and culturally, has developed under the assumption of a tenure-

normative system. The importance of this is more than tradition alone: Participants are

protected from the spurious actions of colleagues or administrators in part through access

to grievance processes and participatory governance. What this system means for the

collegial expectations of full-time, non-tenure-track faculty members who have been

professionally socialized into the academy but are hired under different terms than their

tenure system colleagues is the subject of this paper. Specifically, the research question

guiding our inquiry was: How do full-time, non-tenure-track faculty members define

collegiality, and what are their expectations of it?

Collegiality

The concept of collegiality, as a widely held faculty value, has been linked to a variety of

positive individual and organizational outcomes. Collegiality is a key element in estab-

lishing an attractive place to work and in creating an employment setting that faculty value

(Boice 1992; Rice et al. 2000; Tierney and Bensimon 1996). Collegiality may also con-

tribute to institutional commitment and a desire to stay (Barnes et al. 1998) and may result

in reduced stress and increased professional satisfaction (Bode 1999). Despite these vir-

tues, many new faculty members find the lack of collegiality to be one of the most
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disappointing aspects of the profession (Sorcinelli and Austin 1992) and are typically

surprised by the rare occurrences of collegial interaction and collaboration (Bode 1999;

Rice et al. 2000).

Although collegiality as a concept has been connected to a range of positive benefits, its

components are not well understood. Cipriano (2011, p. 15) argues that, ‘‘there has been

much deliberation and outright confusion concerning the term collegiality.’’ Researchers

who have described and defined collegiality highlight both the relational and the profes-

sional aspects of the concept. Gappa et al. (2005, p. 142) define collegiality as ‘‘oppor-

tunities for faculty members to feel that they belong to a mutually respectful community of

colleagues who value their unique contributions to their institutions and who are concerned

about their overall well-being.’’ This definition stresses elements such as respect, com-

munity, and appreciation, and it implies comfortable communication among faculty

members.

The above definitions describe respectful relationships, appreciation for contributions to

a common purpose, and value placed on collaboration to achieve that purpose. Indeed, as

others have argued, collegiality is essential for successful faculty governance and coop-

erative participation (Mangiardi and Pellegrino 1992). Although each definition might be

read to explicitly include all faculty members, the extent to which this concept might apply

to an increasingly differentiated faculty workforce that includes NTTF remains a question.

Non-tenure-track faculty and collegiality

Despite this theoretical and practical knowledge about collegiality, studies of collegiality

have primarily focused on tenure system faculty with little direct consideration given to

NTTF. Among a few exceptions, Kezar (2013) highlights the impact of departmental

culture and leadership on policies and practices shaping NTTF collegiality experiences.

Institutional type, academic discipline and field, and years of experience were found to be

insignificant or minimally important, contrary to Baldwin and Chronister (2001). However,

Kezar did not define collegiality and identified it only tangentially as one of a range of

employment elements.

As alluded to above, researchers disagree about the elements of faculty life that most

significantly impact collegiality for NTTF. Baldwin and Chronister (2001) argue that the

role of NTTF on campus has much to do with the culture of the institution and the

commitment of the individual member to engage. However, Gappa et al. (2005, p. 309)

suggest that perceived status differences between NTTF and tenure system faculty may

persist despite positive institutional policies due to the attitudes of tenure system faculty.

Their recommendations highlight the importance of policies and norms for including all

members of the faculty. Gappa, Austin, and Trice recommend that institutions ‘‘ensure that

faculty governance policies, structures, and practices offer opportunities for all faculty to

participate in roles appropriate to their experience and types of their appointments.’’

Although few researchers of NTTF have addressed collegiality as a complete concept,

aspects of collegiality have been investigated and demonstrate a need for further study.

Morrison (2008) identifies a classification of causes for non-participation in faculty gov-

ernance by NTTF, including exclusion by policy, by other faculty, self-exclusion, and

exclusion as risk avoidance. Morrison notes that, ‘‘There is a scarcity of research indicating

the extent to which non-tenure-track faculty are involved in faculty governance at any

level’’ (Morrison 2008, p. 24). Baldwin and Chronister (2001) also explore faculty gov-

ernance involvement at length. However, none of these analyses mention the trusting and

relational aspects of the collegiality that Bess (1992) emphasizes.
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Conceptual framework

Although most definitions of collegiality identify important nuances of trust, relationship,

shared purpose, and cooperative effort (Cipriano 2011; Gappa et al. 2005), James Bess

(1992) offers an extensive conceptual explication of the meaning, function, and uses of

collegiality. Bess argues that collegiality in higher education can be analyzed through three

overlapping forms: Collegial culture (or c-collegiality) reflects local expectations of

supportiveness and inclusive process that do not rely on the use of policy or formal power

for protection. In this dimension, the focus is on a broad commitment to a common good

and ideal, rather than social reciprocity. Collegial structure (or s-collegiality) includes

access to grievance and governance systems, among others. Importantly, Bess argues that

structure is never sufficient alone for collegiality; collegiality occurs when the structure is

put to proper use through culture and behavior. Collegial behavior (or b-collegiality) is

actions that reflect prosocial and trusting values that exceed typical workplace norms. Bess

notes the symbiotic and interconnected nature of the three elements, arguing that collegial

behaviors

…refers to the set of actions in which faculty and administrators engage as they

fulfill the various institutional roles that are ‘‘shaped’’ by c-collegiality and s-col-

legiality. Hence, b-collegiality behaviors ‘‘emerge’’ out of the value and norm

context of the culture and from the structure of collegiality. (p. 24)

Underlying these three forms, Bess (1992) identifies two foundational aspects of col-

legiality: a belief in rationality and a belief in trust in colleagues. Rationality includes the

open exchange of information, a commitment to the principle that self-advancement best

results from working toward the common good, and confidence in the authority of

expertise over organizational status. Belief in the importance of trust in colleagues includes

such aspects as a belief in the goodness of others and a willingness to behave accordingly

without expectation of reciprocation, faith in the virtue and integrity of others in the

organization, and confidence that personal and organizational problems may be revealed,

generally, without reprisal. Although these sub-elements are not necessarily associated

with trust generally, in the context of collegial relationships they represent a shared

commitment to the advancement of professional others, both individually and collectively,

which fits under the umbrella of trust. These final two factors may be areas where the

differential experiences of NTTF are most evident, since NTTF may have parallel graduate

and professional experiences to tenure system faculty but may be segregated or self-

segregated based on their expectations associated with the terms of their employment.

Methods

Data collection for this qualitative study initially focused on both expectations for and

experiences with collegiality. However, as we began analysis, it became clear to us that

these were overlapping and yet distinct concerns, each deserving separate focus. Collegial

expectations specifically speak to important mechanisms of professional socialization,

associations individuals hold regarding what is and is not the purview of the NTTF role,

and the anticipated treatment and involvement that results. In at least some cases, we

identified expectations based on participants’ interpretations of experiences, so examining

events and actions for what they reveal about expectations was an important aspect of
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analysis. ‘‘Expectations’’ furthermore encompasses what the individual expects of the

NTTF role, of treatment by colleagues, of institutional policies and culture, and of him or

herself. Given that NTTF is a still emerging employment category, understanding the

expectations NTTF have of collegiality is foundational to understanding their interpreta-

tions of experience.

Participants were 38 individuals with full-time faculty employment status. We specify

full-time status since part-time faculty often have very limited availability to participate in

shared governance, advise and mentor students, and generally develop a campus presence.

As well, prior research (Baldwin and Chronister 2001; Gappa and Leslie 1993) has

established employment type as an important and legitimate division.

This study took place at a private, religiously affiliated research university (Research

University, or RU) and a public comprehensive university (Masters University, or MU)

with a faculty union. Within these two institutions, we invited participants who had at least

3 years of teaching experience at that institution in one of four general academic areas

(Professions, Humanities, STEM, and Social Sciences), including at least three faculty

members from each area per institution to provide opportunities for patterns to emerge

within broad fields and disciplines. At RU, exactly half of participants were male and half

were female: three from Social Sciences, six from Humanities, six from STEM, and seven

from the Professions. Sixteen of the 22 held terminal degrees in their field, and RU was the

alma mater of seven participants. At MU, just three of the participants were female.

Disciplinary distribution favored the professions: One was in the social sciences, two in

STEM, one worked in the humanities, and 12 were in the professions. Ten of the 16 from

MU held terminal degrees, and 11 had earned at least one degree from the institution.

Data collection and analysis

We conducted interviews using a semi-structured protocol derived from our research

questions and grounded in the review of the literature, as well as the conceptual framework

based on Bess (1992). Interviews lasted between 50 and 120 min. Utilizing an interpretivist

approach (Stake 1995), we used our conceptual framework and research questions to guide

our inquiry and analysis. We sought patterns of experiences and sense making among

participants that confirmed, challenged, or tweaked preexisting assumptions and models.

Interview questions explored participants’ employment motivation and history, the logis-

tics of their current faculty role related to teaching, research, governance, service, pro-

fessional development, and evaluation, and how participants defined, anticipated, and

ultimately experienced collegiality in and through those roles.

All interviews were audio recorded, transcribed verbatim, and imported into Nvivo 10

ethnographic software for coding and analysis. This process produced a set of broad

descriptive and topical codes (Richards 2009) drawn from our conceptual framework and

from our initial coding process, resulting in approximately 30 codes. Given our focus on

the expectations of collegiality among NTTF, we proceeded with what Saldana (2013)

calls a process coding strategy, and Richards (2009) refers to as analytic coding. We did so

by reading through codes related to origins and expectations as well as codes formed

around conceptual elements of culture, structure, and behavior. This ‘‘coding on’’

(Richards 2009, p. 106) process allowed us to explore different dimensions within specific

codes (e.g., varied sources of the origins for conceptions of collegiality) and identify

relevant exemplars.
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Trustworthiness

We employed multiple strategies to enhance trustworthiness (Lincoln and Guba 1985).

During analysis, we conducted several inter-coder reliability checks and debriefings to

promote accuracy, as well as ‘‘jottings’’ and memos to advance analysis. This information,

as well as design issues, challenges, and decisions, was captured in research logs. We also

engaged in multiple levels of member checking. Transcripts were shared with participants

to allow them to identify issues of confidentiality and ensure accuracy. Additionally, early

versions of this article were shared with select NTTF (both participants and others) as well

as colleagues. To promote transferability, and to the extent allowed by space constraints,

we have provided thick descriptions (Lincoln and Guba 1985) to allow readers to connect

our findings to their own context.

Findings

Participants identified three main dimensions of collegiality through their definitions and

expectations: a sense of social engagement, ranging from the basic expectation of friendly

greetings and acknowledgment to personal friendships with colleagues; working together

toward a common goal; and having both formal and informal voice in their departments.

Social engagement and inclusion

Reflective of Bess’s (1992) emphasis on trusting relationships and prosocial behavior, all

participants (38 of 38) expected social engagement and inclusion to be one element of

faculty collegiality. Participants’ comments about expected social relationships with

departmental faculty typically described one of three levels of interaction: acknowledg-

ment and interaction, involvement, or recognition as whole persons.

Acknowledgment and interaction

At the most basic level, most NTTF (31 respondents) expected civility and a willingness to

acknowledge each other (greetings, friendliness, interpersonal interest). Participants saw

those actions as foundational to collegiality. Such expectations represented a necessary first

step, but certainly not the maximized expression of collegiality. Jennifer (MU) noted the

importance of this fundamental expression of good will: ‘‘If you were to ask me how I

would try to measure [collegiality], it would be those people that I know will stop and talk

to me when I say ‘Hi’ in the hall.’’ Although such seemingly mundane interactions are easy

to discount, social scientists have long recognized that regular patterns of greetings, per-

sonal inquiries, and other congenial expressions, or what Collins (2004, p. 8) terms ‘‘in-

teraction ritual chains,’’ are significant contributors to a shared sense of purpose, to a

positive social climate, and to an individual’s sense of importance (Collins 2004).

Social involvement

A step deeper, Social Involvement implies a more extensive willingness to know and to be

known resulting in symbolic and functional behaviors that reinforce those values and

promote relationship development. Across both institutions, many NTTF (26 respondents)
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described regular lunches on and off campus, annual holiday parties, and occasional social

gatherings of subsets of department faculty as positive and negative indicators of colle-

giality. Anthony (RU) reflected on an experience early in his term of employment that

established his expectations for future interactions. He cast this behavior as part of broader

culture of inclusion in social activities:

When I got here 20 years ago, I didn’t have to go knock down any doors and say

‘‘please ask me to go to lunch with you’’ or ‘‘please invite me into this conversation

in the hallway or in the workroom.’’ I felt like if I dared to walk down the hallway or

dared to walk into the workroom…the circle would part and someone would say,

‘‘come on in’’…

Anthony made it clear that he also bore a responsibility to engage his new colleagues, but

he quickly developed the expectation of welcoming and reciprocation.

In many cases, these formal and informal events were clustered by employment type

(NTTF versus tenure track). This clustering was sometimes a matter of convenience and

culture; in others, they were acts of solidarity or exclusion. Kari (RU), who had entered as

the only female in a department of veteran faculty, described how a recent spate of tenure-

track hires had begun to change the departmental social climate:

They hired three guys on tenure track… They include the lecturers in it too…we

have social meetings and now we have a wives club…we’re kind of gathering up

women who get together, including one who is an associate professor who’s been

coming along. It feels like it’s coming together but it felt like kind of a cold

atmosphere at first.

Kari’s example highlights the sociological aspect of collegiality, as a group phenomenon

that results in shared identity, rituals, membership criteria (young people, wives), and

regular meetings. In this context, ‘‘involvement’’ and collegiality meant group affiliation

both within and across employment types. In this regard, Kari’s narrative suggests that

collegiality is something she both expected to take agency in (helping to organize a wives

club) and to experience the agency of others through (‘‘cold atmosphere’’).

Faculty as whole persons

The group formation Kari (RU) described in comparison to her prior experiences in the

department contributed to her shifting sense of what she could expect of at least a subset of

her coworkers. Her increased involvement with colleagues multiplied the links between her

and others’ social roles, such as wife and mother, adding to the dimensions of her life that

were known and shared by these colleagues. Across our participants, the sense that one was

known and appreciated in a multi-faceted way was not arrived at through any prescribed

set or type of activities (15 respondents). However, for most participants who described

this sort of bond as part of their expectation of collegiality, interactions in work contexts

were supplemented by time spent together, often with families, outside the work context. In

some cases, these relationships were deepened in times of personal crisis, when faculty

members made extraordinary acts of giving or self-sacrifice that became part of the cultural

expectancy. Joan (RU) described these acts as an expected function of the department

(herself included) rather than isolated individual behaviors:

We had a lady here whose husband became quite ill and of course we made visits to

her while she was tending to her husband. We never thought he would pull through,
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that’s how ill he was, and we made sure that she and her family had dinner on their

table…

Although this kind of behavior may seem extraordinary, for Joan and some of the

participants, full engagement in one another’s lives was expected as a natural part of the

faculty life.

Sense of communality

Participants also defined collegiality and their expectations around it as a shared sense of

purpose and belonging, fed by individual contributions to departmental purposes. The

concept of communality captures the twin expectations of collective purpose and individual

belonging that was a consistent theme among participants (34 respondents). Most NTTF

expected that each individual would be valued for contributing something of worth that the

whole was greater than the sum of the parts and that individuals would take on respon-

sibilities to achieve group goals regardless of status or rank.

Common purpose and collective effort

Faculty defined collegiality as encompassing a sense that the department was collectively

working toward something larger or bigger than individual status or rewards. Some

described the collective goals in a general or abstract way (17 respondents). For example,

Julius (RU), stated,

Good collegiality has to be based on cooperation, dedication to achieving the goals

of the department, and the goals of the department are something that we have to

agree on too, and we do.

Others spoke to the specific types of collective goals or mission their departments had.

Often, though not exclusively, the collective goal had to do with supporting student

learning and success. Carolyn (MU) defined collegiality as focused primarily on student

success: ‘‘We care about each other’s success and we work for our success but most

importantly we work for student success and that to me is collegiality.’’

The NTTF felt collegiality meant that individual differences should be set aside for the

good of the department’s shared goals. Janise (MU), for example, used the metaphor of

children and their toys to frame her analysis of her department as a place where shared

goals are usually prioritized over individual preferences:

…just like anybody else each of us wants to have our toys set up just the way we

want them. But I think, in general, I would definitely say that all of my colleagues

want the best for our students. And I think we are united by this idea that we know

that we want our students to be taken care of.

Melanie (RU) called attention to how a sense of common purpose should help faculty

transcend personal differences

…there are certainly some things about people I work with that I don’t like. But I

would still say that we have a collegial relationship. That if we have a job to do, if we

are working on a committee and we have a job to do we get the work done because

it’s part of what we need to do to benefit our students or benefit the school.
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Echoing this sentiment, Julius (RU) noted: ‘‘As long as you agree on what the department

is trying to accomplish, you can overlook a lot of things.’’ Thus, NTTF expected that a

sense of common purpose, often seen as a commitment to students, would help transcend

individual personalities and goals.

Valuing individual contributions and capabilities

If acknowledgment of a collective good was a defining aspect of NTTF’s expectations of

collegiality, so too was recognition of the fact that individuals, and NTTF as a group,

brought unique talents and knowledge that made them valuable contributors to the larger

whole (23 respondents). Kari (RU) linked this expectation to recognizing each faculty

member as a person so that they could be appreciated for their individual strengths and

contributions. She pointed out the importance of,

…getting to know someone and appreciate them, getting to know what they can do to

help the organization. It’s like being on a team together: not everybody plays the

same position, but it’s helpful if you can respect what people get done.

Willie (MU) echoed this sentiment, saying he thought collegiality was, ‘‘…being able to

see each other kinda as an equal team member even though you may be stronger in a

certain area than someone else, you may have more experience than somebody else.’’ Both

Willie and Kari highlighted the idea that each faculty member, including NTTF, should be

seen as a unique contributor to the collective goals of the department.

Felicia (RU) emphasized that NTTF should be valued for their contributions, suggesting

that not only should NTTF be viewed this way, but that they also should be recognized for

their contributions. Implicit in her comments and those of others was the awareness of how

rank and employment differences between NTTF and tenure-track faculty could lead to a

devaluation of NTTF’s contributions. Felicia explained, ‘‘So, yeah, I just expect to be

treated and celebrated as a person the same amount of respect I am willing to give someone

else.’’ Felicia’s comments highlight a kind of ‘‘golden rule’’ approach, where expectations

of the other are matched by expectations of oneself.

More specifically, some NTTF pointed to being recognized for leadership roles that they

had assumed as a defining characteristic of collegiality. Susan (MU) acknowledged faculty

rank differences but said colleagues needed to recognize the work she was doing was often

work tenure-track faculty might be expected to do:

…I understand that that there is a difference and I embrace it…. But sometimes it’s

like, really, you don’t have to be condescending sometimes. You’re putting me in a

capacity of not only your equal in some cases, but even wanting me to oversee things

that perhaps maybe it should be somebody else overseeing. But…I’m doing a good

job, obviously, because you keep having me do it and it’s being noted that I’m doing

a good job.

Broadly speaking, NTTF saw being both valued and recognized for their contributions as

one dimension of collegiality. They expected their colleagues to treat them with respect, as

human assets with talents, expertise, and value. Even if they were not doing precisely the

same work as tenure-track faculty, they saw this work as making important and equivalent

contributions to the larger goals of the department.
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Willingness to pitch in

The third and final dimension of communality for NTTF was the idea that everyone in the

department should pitch into achieve the shared goals regardless of status or rank (23

respondents). Participants said this meant a willingness to share the load based on a desire

for the overall success of the department. Ron (RU) pointed to the need for equal, or at

least equitable, distribution of service responsibilities so that duties did not fall dispro-

portionally on any single faculty member or group.

For Diana (MU), pitching in meant, in part, the chance to support others by, ‘‘…sharing

ideas about education, about teaching, about, you know, what works best for students and

how can we make this program better.’’ She then explained the importance of learning

from others but also of contributing your own knowledge for the ongoing betterment of the

department. Diana’s sentiments call to mind the sense of collective good discussed above.

Pointing out what she regarded as a problem in less collegial departments, Amy (RU)

explained, ‘‘…there is no generosity of ideas, sometimes. When I think of generosity of

ideas, I think the generosity of knowledge amongst peers.’’ However, Maggie (RU) sug-

gested a willingness to share ideas was a necessary but not sufficient aspect of collegiality.

She recalled a time when a tenure system colleague had reached out to her with a helpful

suggestion. When it was clear the idea would have required substantial extra work on

Maggie’s part, the colleague stopped short of offering the help. Maggie saw sharing ideas

as only ‘‘…a small part of the collegiality; it has to be rolling your sleeves up and doing it

yourself’’ if you are going to make a suggestion.

Pitching in also meant the willingness to assist colleagues—even if this was not always

convenient. Multiple participants pointed to the importance of stepping up to take on tasks

or schedules to support colleagues and the greater good. Willie (MU), for instance,

described making peace with having a less desirable schedule some semesters because he

recognized that it meant his colleagues might have more workable schedules. Willie also

noted, however, that this was a process of give-and-take; although he made such a com-

promise for one semester, he had a more favorable schedule the following semester,

suggesting a department culture of reciprocity.

Similarly, Joy (RU) and William (RU), pointed to times when they or others stepped in,

sometimes on short notice, to help a colleague with a task when an unexpected need arose.

William said, ‘‘If I’ve got a class that needs covered because I’ll be out of town, my

colleagues will pitch in and vice versa.’’ In Joy’s case, she was able to find a colleague to

cover for her at an important meeting because of a last-minute obligation.

NTTF also described pitching in as supporting what colleagues cared about, even if this

might not necessarily be a personal priority. Becky (RU) noted that she expected this of

herself as a colleague even if others might not reciprocate. She explained, ‘‘I’ve learned

that not everybody is going to support you in whatever your project is, but that doesn’t

mean I shouldn’t be supportive of theirs because there could be that turning point.’’

The central component of pitching in was the expectation that most faculty members

should see themselves as unified coequals in the experience of working toward a common

goal. Karen (MU) described a collegial department as ‘‘…a place that you feel like you’re a

member….you feel like you belong and you have like minds together.’’ The NTTF saw

collegiality as defined by a common reciprocity, where individuals both offered help and

were offered help based on need rather than status. As Jake (RU) said,
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I think here people don’t care so much about status or degrees they hold…. People

don’t care. People aren’t going to flaunt their status or education or whatever.

Everyone realizes that everyone else is a valuable aspect of the whole….

Embedded in Karen’s and Jake’s comments is a sense of team and membership, and the

idea that each faculty member, regardless of role or status, should be both willing to

contribute and be respected for what he or she brought to the department.

Voice

Finally, NTTF (26 respondents) defined collegiality in part by the extent to which they did

or did not have a voice; they wanted to be regarded as someone who had, and was seen as

deserving, input. They consistently described the importance of formal venues for voice

(e.g., access to meetings) as critical for having input into decisions that would directly

affect them—such as the hiring of colleagues, the appointment of a chair, or the selection

of a textbook. However, they also recognized and valued informal venues that validated

their sense of professional voice and belonging overall as important to creating a collegial

environment.

Voice in decisions

A key expectation of collegiality for the NTTF was the opportunity to have a voice when

decisions that would affect them were being made (24 respondents). Multiple participants

described the importance of being involved in decision-making and their frustration when

they were not. Lamenting limited input into decision-making in his department, Ron (RU)

said, ‘‘I’m expecting more when it comes to the say in what we do.’’ Similarly, Charles

(RU) recalled a non-collegial a time when:

They’d [tenure-track faculty] vote but lecturers couldn’t vote. We were expected to

carry out the work that was decided on. They’d say, ‘‘This is the policy and the

lecturers are going to do and compile all these reports’’ and stuff. So, I think in that

respect in this department and how other departments run, it’s very unfair.

The examples above highlight the expectation of voting as a venue for gaining a sense of

voice that NTTF defined as part of collegiality. Although most participants recognized the

legitimacy of some limitations on their voting rights (e.g., on decisions regarding tenure-

track faculty), having broad and equitable voting rights was a defining aspect of

collegiality for many.

Having input into hiring decisions was also an important part of how the NTTF defined

collegiality. Participants consistently pointed to the expectation that they should have a say

in hiring the colleagues with whom they would work. Andrew (RU), who was in a

department with an even number between NTTF and tenure-track faculty, argued that it

was critical for NTTF to have a say in, ‘‘…the hiring of fellow lecturers, people we have to

work with shoulder to shoulder.’’ Gregory (RU) pointed out that this expectation was even

more important when the NTTF might hold some level of responsibility, as he did for the

undergraduate program in his department. He explained,

If they’re going to depend on the lecturers to teach a large percentage of the student

population, then why should we not have that kind of power? If I’m going to be held

responsible for undergraduate programs, why would I not have a voice in who’s

going to be the lecturers that work with me?
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Sadie (MU), whose department did not allow her to vote on any hiring decisions, registered

her protest by choosing to skip meetings at which those decisions were made.

Professional voice

NTTF (14 respondents) also described having their voice sought out and valued as another

important aspect of collegiality. Fundamentally, it reflected a sense of value and recog-

nition, connecting the theme of voice to the concept of communality. Participants

described the importance of having their voices sought out on an informal basis, and it was

often chairs who took on this role. Andrew (RU) noted that his chair would seek out his

input (and that of others) even in tenure-track hiring decisions, collate that input, and

present it as an aggregate portrait of how those without a vote perceived each candidate.

Lilly (RU) described a similar experience,

While I don’t get an official vote, I think that my comments and feedback within that

are valued. I’m ok with that. Some people, some lecturers are very offended by

that…It doesn’t really doesn’t matter to me because at the departmental level my

thoughts and opinions are appreciated….

These kinds of informal pathways for input were important for the NTTF as a way to

influence decisions but also as a sign of their value and legitimacy in the department and

were often part of an emerging expectation of indirect participation.

Even more broadly, however, many NTTF spoke about the professional give-and-take

of ideas with colleagues as a key element and expectation of collegiality. Perhaps the

central element of these conversations was being heard, which for the NTTF indicated they

were valued as someone who had something to offer. Mo (MU), when asked to define

collegiality, said, ‘‘It means to me that other professors are willing to listen to you. To

engage in daily conversations with you.’’ Diana (MU), echoed this sentiment, defining

collegiality as a sense that, ‘‘…I’m hearing you, I’m listening to you. I don’t agree with

you, whatever it might be, but I respect you as someone who is an expert in what you do.’’

In her statement, Diana linked a sense of being heard with a sense of respect for profes-

sional expertise and knowledge. For the NTTF, collegiality was defined in part by the

opportunity to engage colleagues in substantive conversations, to participate in shared

problem-solving, and to learn from, as well as to be learned from, on matters of profes-

sional expertise or experience.

Discussion

If there is a meta-theme of collegial definitions and expectations in this study, it is that FT

NTTF members expected to be valued and respected as an equal member of their academic

community, a finding that echoes and supplements prior research (Hearn and Deupree

2013; Levin and Shaker 2011; Waltman et al. 2012). This sense of worth and respect was

evident from the most basic expectation that they be greeted and acknowledged in the

hallway (and the corresponding sting when they were not) to expectations that they have a

voice in decision-making and be seen as a valued contributor to the shared goals and

purposes of the department. Although these expectations were extended to both tenure

system and fellow non-tenure-track faculty, they were most often fulfilled in their expe-

riences with other NTTF, and more likely to be unfulfilled in the relationships with tenure

system faculty.
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Our findings raise four important issues regarding Bess’s (1992) collegiality frame-

work as it applies to the expectations of NTTF participants in this study, and more

broadly, to the fit of collegiality with differentiated faculty employment, an emerging

concern in the literature (Ott and Cisneros 2015). First, Bess and the NTTF in our study

both assert that collegiality should be based on expertise, not hierarchy. However, Bess

offered his conceptualization of collegiality at a time when the expected structure of the

faculty profession was still largely uniform and a full understanding of differentiation of

faculty roles was only just emerging (e.g., Gappa and Leslie 1993). Thus, Bess does not

directly address the implications of different employment types and generally assumes

the commonality of membership in the tenure system as an underpinning for his con-

ceptualization of collegiality. As expertise has become narrowly defined as scholarship,

NTTF typically are not considered content ‘‘experts’’ and are thus tacitly marginalized

(Rice 1986). Traditionally, the academy has tended to treat differences in employment

roles as differences in employment importance. As a result, tenure-normative systems

often deny collegial culture, structure, or behavior to NTTF whose employment

importance is regarded as inferior despite equivalent degrees and highly valued expertise

(Ott and Cisneros 2015). As a result, the profession must consider whether the ‘‘gold

standard’’ of collegiality Bess describes, even if only an ideal, assumes terms of mem-

bership that exclude NTTF by definition and what needs to change to align expectations

with experiences.

Second, and related, Bess (1992) argues that collegial culture is strong when concerns

for shared interests and professional values supplant the need for each member to fully

exercise their democratic participatory rights. So, perhaps a faculty member chooses to not

exercise her (structural) right to attend every committee or department meeting to voice an

opinion because she trusts the (cultural) values of the department to protect the best

interests of the group and its members. Yet that right and expectation of attendance, which

may be freely declined by the tenure-track faculty member, was often not even an option

for our participants. The complication is that Bess’s measure of cultural collegiality creates

the expectation that NTTF give up or not fully exercise rights that they may not have due to

their terms of employment. The question again, then, is whether collegiality, as Bess

defines it, is even possible given the inherent power imbalance between those who have the

option to entrust their rights to the group and those who do not.

Third, issues of power and comparative access to collegiality also undergird questions

about which differences in collegial behavior, culture, and structure might and might not be

legitimate in an era of differentiated faculty work. Some scholars have framed this con-

versation primarily in terms of fair employment practices (Hollenshead et al. 2007; Kezar

2012a). Participants in our study were split over which rights and opportunities reflected

unjust systems or behaviors and which reflected different legitimate employment expec-

tations. For instance, participants expected to be engaged with colleagues in sociable and

friendly ways, if not as friends, and to be invited to departmental meetings. Inclusion in

departmental social events, regular lunches, meetings that directly impacted the NTTF

member, and hiring other NTTF were rights participants pointed to as expectations of

collegiality. Yet a surprising number of NTTF expressed that exclusion from tenure-track

hiring, for example, was not a collegial slight but a difference in employment terms only.

Participants’ apparent acceptance of differences in collegial rights based on the hier-

archy of employment type may signal their internalized acceptance of the tenure-normative

system. Alternatively, it might also signal the development of new and more nuanced

collegial expectations given the new structure of faculty work. Whether this is a healthy
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state for departments, institutions, NTTF members, or students in the context of today’s

new faculty workforce is a question worthy of discussion.

Fourth, among the factors most central to ensuring collegiality, Bess (1992) and our

participants similarly highlighted the preeminence of collegial culture, and to a lesser

extent behavior, compared to collegial structure. Their reasons for this emphasis, however,

varied in important ways. Bess (1992) was clear that fixing structures (policies that open

meetings to NTTF, for example) alone is not the solution. Instead, policy must reflect

behavior and culture. However, when culture and behavior are present and structure is not,

collegiality is not operating in full measure.

By contrast, for many participants, collegial culture and behavior were lifelines in a

sea of political uncertainty and structural variability, at least when positive culture and

behavior were present. Their lack of long-term job security and their desire to contribute

to shared departmental goals often made NTTF easy to exploit since they had dual

incentives to capitulate to departmental asks and expectations. As a result, NTTF were

often deeply dependent upon collegial culture and collegial behaviors (i.e., the ‘‘good

will’’ of colleagues) to protect their rights, ensure their participation in departmental

decision-making, and shield them from exploitation, even while the general lack of

collegial structures meant they had little or no recourse should those rights be violated.

The outcome was often also a shift in expectations away from structural participation and

toward cultural inclusion.

Comparative analysis

Although individual perspectives varied widely, we noted patterns that differentiated the

two institutions. At RU, most participants expected the religious affiliation of the insti-

tution to matter, though the anticipated effect varied: for some it was a pointed sense that

interpersonal treatment should reflect moral standards such as Imago Dei, or a recognition

that each person is made in the image of God and is thus deserving of regard. For others, it

produced a general sense of expected solidarity that the faculty have a collective purpose

that should diminish differences of employment status. Although communality was present

for some NTTF at MU, it occurred primarily at the departmental level.

MU’s status as a unionized campus had primarily an indirect effect on collegial

expectations and was most notable for its absence in conversations of collegial expecta-

tions. The bond, legally or otherwise, of faculty through collective bargaining seemed to do

little to create an expectation of a collegial environment. The indirect effect may have been

that, as Bess (1992) suggested, where recourse to structure is needed to assure collegiality,

there collegiality is likely absent. As such, expectations of collegiality did not include

reference to union reinforcement, though in some situations the lack of it resulted in

interventions, such as when one participant was forced to develop and teach a MOOC

summer course.

Finally, gender did not seem to have a differential relationship to collegial expectations

and definitions. That is not to say that women faculty have not been overrepresented in

NTTF ranks, or that their professional challenges have not been acute (Hollenshead et al.

2007). Yet, both male and female NTTF expressed that respect, social inclusion, and a

voice in departmental matters were expectations they held for their faculty role. Female

and male faculty alike experienced resistance to those expectations that varied in some

ways, but that is not the focus of this paper.
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Conclusions

In aggregate, these conclusions bring to the forefront several underlying questions with

broad implications. Is Bess’s (1992) conceptualization of collegiality inextricably tied to

the tenure system in ways that make it outmoded in this era of differentiated faculty work?

Must collegiality look the same for all faculty employment segments, or can it be justly

differentiated? If so, what would an updated version of Bess’s conceptualization include or

exclude? This sample of full time, and in many cases, long-serving NTTF were extensively

relied upon by their institutions not only to deliver the bulk of undergraduate instruction,

but also to anchor many undergraduate administrative functions as well, freeing tenure

system faculty to pursue research and advise graduate students. Answering these questions

is an essential step to ensuring sustainable careers for full-time, non-tenure-track faculty

members, and clarifying the changing nature of the faculty life as well.
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