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Y . Abstract
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This study éxamiﬁes the usefulness of faculty ratings as a measure
) SRR T : e o
6?’5&aiﬁiétfat6r dﬁélit?; Approximately 350 faculty from 16 departments

across th“ee unxver51t1es responded to a survey which .assessed théxx per-

ceptlons of the perfbrmance of thelr department heads. The study

-

explores the rellablllty and valldity o*C faculty ratings of departmental

irétiﬁgé as an integral part.of formal administrator review programs in .

o~

a variety of institutional settings: :
7- P _; . , - . 7;
. . . v /
T ‘7 {
: L . - ‘ 3 .
> LY .
: A . .
. €
- . ‘ i Yy
; T
3
o . 3 =
- ' . . e
. \ b
» - > )
H - - i
. .. “ .
R e
. \ \ -
; : , 9
- - -
7
: - 4 S

&



< _ §F - B ~ oY

. 'FACULTY RATINGS AS A MEASURE OF ADMINISTRATOR QUALITY

T : : ) . ' - B -

L3

. S R T I R RN
:In response to increased fiscal and "accountabiiity" pressuresy colleges

-

. ) o . ) " . ) : ) T o 4 ) L
aﬁﬂihhivéréitiéé are beginning to pay clpser attention to the performance, of

N

. depaBrmental administrators. Many universities, notably the University of

. L \frJL ,," ,,,', N .,;,,:,,,;,’,,,;,,, e el

oo T Illinop®s, the State Uijyersxty of "New York; and Texas Christian University,:.
PR - _ ) )

R K I ] R _ R R _ o o =t =R
have“initiated formal evaluation procedures of department heads/chairpersons <
>~ g - .
- - S ; - -, . - e -
-Other uffiversities (e.g. Kansas State University and Ball State University)-
. - . . .

a " while not requiring the evaluation of édﬁiﬁistfatbfsi have developed evaluation

1° : A C -

procedures for &éﬁéfiﬁéﬁf heads who wish to be evaluated: ] -
- . R

Ome reason why department heads are becoming the focus of atteiition is

-
~

because of their importance within the ufiversity structure (Dressel and
Reichard, 1970; Faricy, 1974; Fisher, 1978; Smart gnd Montgomery, "1976). 1t

-

quality of the department, college or university would aiso be improved (Hoyt

. and Spangler; 1979). This symbiotic relationship between the head and the

department; however; has seldom been empirically demonstrated (Hengstles;
S .- . RN . St s
Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Smock, in press).

Various criteria and appraisal wiethods (Farmer, 1979; Fisher, 1978;
Genova; M&doff; Chin and Thomas; 1976; Smart and Montgomerys 19765 and
Shﬁagreﬁ; 1978) have been suggested for use in the evaluation of academic

. university, college; and departmental administrator evaluation which includes
N unstructured narration or essay appraisal, unstructured documentation;

F\ Ca -

L 4

SN S S
No delineation was; made between department heads and chairpersons in this study. -

Q : X : [
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combined with the confidential intervicw with the dean was the most conmon
e ] '

and preferred method of department head evatuation 1ﬁéhii;71978; Farmer; 1979).

" Increasingly, faculty perceptions and judgments collected systematically are

‘ being considered in an éVéiﬁétidﬁ:of the depdrtment head (Smars and Montgomery ;_
1976; Fisher, 1978; Ehrles 19755 and Hillway; 1973): (.. ° :
] In his review of administrator evaluation efforts; Farmer {1976) identified
i thr$e primary reasons given for faculty evaluation of the aépé;tméﬁt head/
chairperson. The ﬁbst.cbﬁhéﬁ reason was related to tastitutional self-evaluation.
" As he pointed out: ﬁﬁaéﬁ of the current emphasis on the evaluation ané develop-
: fient of academic aamin;stfatorg in fact originates from the trend toward.
i@stigutiaﬁai'éoéiqagiéﬁ which of necessity ‘includes an assessment of all groups
' in the educationat enterprise:" Farmer's second rationale for faculty evaluatior
\ of. administrators stemmed from research or immediate experience with student
.evaluations of instruction. Often, the pressure for systematic adiinistrator
; ‘evaluation cam¢ from faculty who developed negative attitudes toward the |

— . .

formatized program of student evaluation of instruction on their campus

. o . 1o} _ ;
(Peterson, 1976).- The final reason was related to the head/chairperson's « '
agsiré to have faculty opinions and judgments about tﬁéir'pégéorméﬁCé for
self-improvement ﬁﬁfgéééé. 7 ’ .
‘ With the increased aéVéﬁéﬁE Eééé;a accountability and general éééebféﬁée
<- _ of the éoﬁ%ept.af administrator evéiuatibn; it'éppeérs.that the évaiuﬁtion of
aépértmént heads will coﬁtiﬁ§é to increase over the next decade. One source
of information that will be pa;ticuiériy important in the evaluation will be
facuity ratings of the head's perfomance. L -
7 " & review of Eﬁe major iécuiiy rating forms of administrator perfsrhaﬁce
7 reveals that all of the instruments have been éévéibpéa since ié?diﬁ—j\;tiéi 1975;
. "Fenker; 1975; Galina, 1978; Goodwin at saitﬁ, 1§5§; Hillway,; 1973; Lakt{; 1978;
’ = L . :

Qo . - B >
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- McCarthy; Note l; Ryan; Abbot, Cook, Dehham; Kimhnll Kleiii, and MoLcalf;

i

Note 2; Uhl & Pfﬁtt* the 55. Typlcally, the numbér of items in the questionnaires

ranged from twenty-fxve (HIllway, 1973) to sixty-eight CMcCar;hy, Note 1), and

- -

,most quéstlonnaires 1ncorporated a ﬁive-p01nt response scaie. .

S In comparlson to student rablngs of 1nstruct10n§\§fsearch on the i .

-

“reliability and va11d1ty of faculty ratings of admlnls{ ator pertormance has
; i

-

been relatively limited. For the most]part ‘Tesearch. hig

identifying the underlying factor structure of the forms §Sing principal
I o ) = . “ :
compenents éﬁélzéié with Véfiﬁék rotation.

,,,,,

Pt

information; (2)~Goéi eéaﬁiééiaa - related to planning activities, initiating

and §u§téiﬁiﬁg action toward a goai; (3) & deiegaiiéﬁ 6f responsibitity factor;
= - e N -

Perhaps the most extensively used and researched administrator evaluation
ahe ' . "
survey is the BﬁéA system (ﬁépértméﬁtéi—ﬁvaiuétibh'Of Chairpersen Activitie§),

‘ developed by Don Hoyt and his. assbc1ates at Kansas State University. The goal

© of the DECA §§§Eeﬁ is to 1dent1fy discrepancies- between chdirperson and faculty

object1ves ard faculty perceptxons of whether the chaxrperson is achiewving
those object1ves. . - i .

The DECA system initially grew out of a dlssertatlon by McCarthy (Note 1)

revised ﬁéeafﬁﬁ§ié form to 15 activity items and 33 behavior items. Using data
from 113 departments from four public universities, split-half and intraclass
. ; . A

3
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appropriatély, maintains faculty morale, allocates faculty responsibilities;

‘

- - R o

Eficients ranged from -60 to .91 with a median of .81. For the intra-

class reliability estimates, the median was :70 and Fanged fro =49 to :8l:  _
Reliabilities for the thirty-three behawior items ranged from .

(split-half reliability estimates) and from .55 to .76 (intraclass reliability
estimates). Lin (Note 6); using Hillway's (1973) initial svrvey, found similar
cest-retest reliability coefficients. Coefficient alphz for the Hillway sur&éy

was found to be -97- - : S

with varimax and oblique rotations on the ratings of the department head/chair-

person's performance for both the activity and behavioral items:. The factor
. 7/

the -unit of analysis) on the activity-items yielded three factors which accounted

-~

e < B T ) T,
for seventy-four percent of the total variance. The first factor was labeled

"Personal Management Activities" and”included such items as rewards faculty

o : e N o ) : : -
curriculum development, guides grganization and planning; fosters good teaching,
encourages balance among specializations;-and faculty recéruitment. The third

factor; "Concern for Department's Reputation;" centered orn items dealing with
the headjchairperson's facilitation of excramural funding, communication of

departmental needs, improving departmental image, and Stimulating c¢search/
scholarly activitye. : ' <

A factor analysis of the individual faculty ratings of administrators’was also
conducted on the activity. items: Here, only one factor was extracted. All

B

<

.8

Il

I3
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*. ratings of the head's performance were susceptlble to halo eféects (Spangler,’

ote 5. . = . - | L

- As is apparent, no consistent factor structuré has emerged in.regards to

bi - - - o -~
faculty rarxngszgg;a&mfnistrator performance. Although the'test-retest;and

1nternal Con51stentcy measures of faculty rat1ng 1nstruments appear to be

of studies. : *

The purpgse of the present study was thus, to investigate the reliability,
factor structure; and discriminatory power of. faculty perceptions of the per= -

-
oo~

formance of departmental administratorss _ s
— _ MET1iOD
Instrument

-

(AES) developed at the UnIVersrty of Illinois (Offlce of Instructlonal Resoiurces

.

and Office of Planning and Eva;uatlon, Note 7). The development of the AES was
guided by a prlncrple that the instrument should consist of a core set of items :
< .

and an optionat set to be selected by the individual® department hvad from an

- » -

item catalcg; 'Based.on a reyiew of the literature and.related questlonnamres,
nine major components of departmental administration were identified (i:e: Faculty:

recruitment, promotion/tenure/salary, development Curriculum and Instruction, Ex=
ternal Relations: college/university, &iééipiine; public and private agencies;
. - o )

Personnel/Admimistration, Financial Management, Students; Governance; Goals/Policles/

Pfagramsiﬁiaﬁﬁing, and teadershipi iﬁEéEbéfééﬁéif informational; and decision

Item eaea&ag; After the item catalog was completed ofie or more items from

sach component were setected for inclusion in the AE§ (Table 1). The response

L 3



. Table_1 o
- . , : 'Kdrﬁinis’tra;t'or Evaluation Sturvey (AES)

s . : N

- i ' . ol ) ) R NO . NOt .‘

_ . . - Poor Excellent - Opinion ~ Applicab
’ t. The Ieadership of the head in - o :
' “the promotion and tefiure processa i 2 3 & 5 [ e

.2. Encouragement of the 'scholarly and . L

- professional growth.of the faculty.
, N < . H -

[
N
W
i)
(9]

k
|

3: Facilitates appropriate balance ,
among academic specializations ' - ) ) .
- within the department. .12 )

W
oy
[V, )

AXW

'}ggiggfglcularlInstructronal -
. programss s 1 2 3 4 5 ' .

5: Encouragement of good teachlng o B
in the department. K - )4

N
W

.
ol
w

6. Effectiveness in communicating . - ° : o S ‘>
departmentat needs to the Dean ) ) . T
and/or central admxnxstratton. ) 1 2 3 4 5 B > —

- . . \'\ S 7 ' ‘-: - . .

7. Contribution teward improving/ . ) : : .
_maiﬁtéiﬁiig the reputation of the S i ) B : i
department within thé discipline.

L3

[
N
(98]
i)
wv
|

8. Support of faculty efforts to obtain -
: grants and contracts from external 7 o 7
"sources for facuylty rescarch. 1 2 3 & 5

|
[

9. Performance in Eanaliﬁg tHe routine
administrative affairs of the , o ) .
5 department. 1 2 3 4 5 - ) .

o?

10.. Effectiveness in allocating - .- .
, available funds and other resources L o, o
among: the facultys 1 2 3 & 5 I

“\ - : * r M

e - R
——

i 11. R Recept1v1ty to faculty suggestlons .
and opinions on important depar;- j ;o v, G
yéﬁféi matterss : r 2 3 4.5 ' 4 S

L3




. . : S \— : .
; ; " Table 1 (Cont'd) S '
) S : - 3 e No Not
. Poor - Excellent " Opinion  Appiicable
R - g
12. Effectiveness in providing . 1 2 3 .4 5. o -
academic direction to the : .
departments ' .
13. - Effectiveness in resolving s : _
tensions within the department. . 1 B 2 3 4 5 — R
o7 # ’
I4: Refognition and reward of faculty S .
. contributions to the department. . = I 2 3 &4 5 . .
. S . - - . < - , r,
45. Effectiveness in keeping faculty
’ informed on matters of- potential . R B -
importance or.interest. 1 2 3 & -5 - .
16- Willingness to make difficult S _ .
©  decisions.’ . 1 2 3 4 5 J— R
D , C
. > S S
‘17 The scholarly repéation of the - _ .
head within the ddsciptine. » 1 2 3 &4 5 - . .
,:" . . 7 . . _'/_ - -
L] a -« ’
. 7
= - : : =
P : P B . » ,7.
< . - . ‘ e
; a ‘o - R A - .
. T - B i ) .
- _ : <= 1 _
(4] - ll . :




. _ . - s

> { . I % e o . . R
- 7 L - o 777 - u,:-; . T s

\

-7 o . o - 77‘_. ) O . ] \ '~: : R ) . ;
- * . responsSe, scale. . // - : S A " .
7 A CA : N X -
. Subjects ' - e L : N )
< - . . I,
i — L,,,.,?,,‘, >‘ T -7 - - L ,,,:, I
, The data source rutilized in this study was faculty f¥om three diverse .

universities (Universities A; B; C) who cpmpleted the AES. University A:.is
a major rese arch unlverSIty Iocated in ‘the mldwest. Six depértmenis from a

agreed to participate in the study. A total of 233 faculty or 79 percent of those
réCéiviﬁg the AES at University A ééﬁblétéd the éurvey; The return rate of

. The second university péftitipé;iﬁg in this,scuqy was als~ a public
unlver51ty located in the midwest having %ﬁmuch smaller éﬁféiiﬁéﬁé Eﬁéﬁ
University A. Four departments adﬁiﬁi’;étégéd the AES to their faculty- .Tﬁé
overall response faté,frbﬁ University B was se’ﬁéfaéai (N;Aéi; the lowest

return rate was 64 pertent from Department Ones

The third university (Uﬁivéfgity c) participating in the study was a-

N

predomlnantly tlack public university tocated in the<fgptheast.‘ Slx depart-

ments administered the AES to their facu}/y.//The overall response rate from
, o ¥
91 The lowest return rate was from Department.

University C was 62 percent (N=

-Three with 43 percents The lower rate for University C may be due in part to

e g e L T Yl e —-E el ? . - 1 3 on o At MAanAatory Ac wacl
the fiig;nhat the evaluations of the department heads were not mandatory as was

T

-~ the case for University B and for four of thé six departmients at University &s
RESULTS ;s ~ ’ '

Factor Analysis’ - | , l

An éxpibfaEqry faéiéf analysis was first performed scparately on the
. o e T 7/;/}
2 facnlty ratings of the AES for each of the universities.« The;éxtracffﬁﬁ

. /' -

i Stelnbrenner, and Bent* 1975). Communalities.were estimated using snua.ed

~ P

o multlple correlatlons, and factors were rotated to.obtdin an ob11que simple .

[jRJ;:' e * L o ‘

e structure factor Dattern.—: - 10

-




-, Based on tha scréé,tégté (éateii; 1966), one factor was extracted from
_ - , Y S
. pnzversrty A and C ratings on the AES. Thé-pércent'bf variance acccunted for

by the factor was G4% and 76L for Unlver51ty A and C, respect1ve1y. For

. Unlver31ty B however, four factors were extracted which accounted for 7%

of*the totaL var;ance. The flrst elght eigenvalues for UnIversrty ratings :
. ';were. 8- 36 174, 1733— .09 162 .71, .59, .43. The first eigenvalue for "

"each un1versxty was over 7. 00 snggestxng a strong and 1mportant first factor-

.'The diééihllarlty bffthe extractcd factors'for University B data may be 4

L . - x . . H , <

'functron of the restrlcted sample size (h_ug).f

Presented in Table 2 are the factor loadlngs (1tem correlatlons with first

pr1nc1pal axis) for’ Un1ver51tyﬁ5 and C, as welt as the factor Ioadxng for
7/ :

Unrversrty B. As %hglcated the loadlngs on Factor I ranged from :51 (Item 1)
. . e »

Un10ér§ity C; This" factor for Unrversrty A and G~was thus 1abe1ed "Overall

~ -

Impre551on of the Admin;strator s Performance".

~ -

N Y - \ hd -
\\ e - o .
_ The initial AES fadkor extracted\from Unlver31ty B ratrngs was labeled ;}t

items had loadings greater than
- .

¥ - . - %
: 1% ;.30.6n this factors, The ®en items dealt’ pr1mar11y with the\department head's

"Admlnlstratxve teadershxp". Ten of the 17 AE

@
,effectlveness in commun1cat1ng 1nformat10n, makrng decrsxons, and performlng é?
; M . - - /\ ?
- administrative dut1es.‘ The sechd factor was concerned with the "department
- . - . . *

- FKead's acaaéaié iéé&éféﬁiﬁ".i’%ivé itemé hélpiﬁg to défine.thiS'factéf were

-

. ] ; an
tIonaI programs “and allocatron of funds a1d resources among the faculty. The
_third "Factdt was related to the héad's "scholarly reputation”, and the fcugiﬁ.

factor involved the head's "feadership in improving the department's reputation'.

o 1 ox ~ R : | :, ) % f;;;““;“"Vj;

I
1O
N\
b
€
\\




Tal le 2 :
s Faculty Loadings on Items on the Administrator Evaludtion Survey (AES)
: E 7 University
A £ B -
ITEM i 1 < I 11 111 1v
1 Leadershlp in the promotion and tenure _ o o o B B
process .51 .90 ° .17 07 <34 \i18
. - ~ .7 ] ) N ) H \7;~
2 Encouragement of professional growth of - . . .
faculty .69 =90 249 .13 .26 0 .38
3 Fac111tates batance among academic spec1 li- . o S o T -
, ~  zation in department .65 .81 =.0% .88 -.05 :25
4 \Leadershlp in plannlng currlcular/instruc- - . o . N
txonal programs e - < =62 :éﬁg .04 -64 - .05 .27
" 5 Encourage good teaching in deﬁartmeﬁt . %6 .86 =05 ;84 .11 -.34
o o R ) Y )
6 Effectlveness in communicating dept: L . T -
needs to central administration I .56 -89 .91 =:09' -.01 " -.01
?» Contribution toward 1mproving reputatlon - B . N . _ o
of departmeﬁt ' <70 -89 <34 .12 .36 =.55
8 "Support of faculty efforts to obtain . T o o
. grants from external sources .54 .84 . .57 -.07 05  -.03
) . - . . - ’
9 Performance if ha'n_'dh'rig routine admirii- B . - B
~ strative affairs of department. . <62 278 .67.. .1& .00 =.07
10 Effectiveness in allocating available . N B B : o
funds/resources among faculty. 55 _ .85 24 <62 03 .24,
11 Recept1v1ty to facuity suggestions ) . s B B B
and opinions s - .71 .88 .16 .78 .05 -05
'5;’§f§ectxveness in prov1d1ng acadeﬁlc ) . - . - , . o
'directron to department : . - =73 292 71 .18 .01 22
13 Effectivgneasiggire§olv1ng ten51ons ” . s o o L Z
w1th1nﬁthe department ; .69 -88 254 227 .02 14
14 Recogpltlon and reward of facutlty ccn-\iw - o o o -
oo trlbutlons to the department .64 . .88 <74 =.07 .10 222
15 Effectlveness il keeping faculty 1nfbrmed . g o i - o S
e on matters of importance . 4 .68 .82 .8 ..08 -.03 -.18 -
AN < : _ - . i
T 16 Wittxngness to make difficult deE151ons J73 .81 ;79 .13 -.06 -.23
17 Scholarly reputatibn of the head . ,7 o - L R
within’ the dlsc1p11ne ’ 7 .65 ~ .95 =.13 -=.02 .1.02 -.09
s e i.ﬁ
e 2%
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differences.across subgroups {(i.e: its ability to discriminate). In order to

existed across the tirree universities.

;;:’ : -'i_ .

-

The correlations among the four AES factors ranged from .55 between Factors 1 and

I hY « < /’-'

2 to -.03 between factors 3 and 4. The median ;prréiatiaﬁ’was .19. The

- , {4

determinants of the correlation matriCés,fciﬂéﬂéh of the universities were very

s

.

,,,,,, oo e~ el . _____.__ o
ss than .004). Given the s};é of the determinants and the
~ o 77‘ . . 7;7 . ) 77/ . o _ 7/ _ ; - .
restricted saniple sizes for University B and C, caution must be emphasized in

. ¢ Ve

. ' . - , S _
making generalizations from the E;ctbr patterns.

To determine the reliability of the AES, coefficient alphas (Cronbach, 1951)

were computed separately for each University. Coefficient alpha &) is an

estimate of the internal consistency of the survey and provides a lower bound
on the reliability of the scale (Lord and Novick; 1968): Coefficient alphas

: ;/ o o o N . R - o c B - ’
for the AES were :96; .92, and .96 for Universities A, B, and C, respectively,

indicating a relatively high degree of internal consistency. .-

e =- ,,Im;”w:', g = .=
Discrniminant Analysis

.~ 'One characteristic of a valid rating instrument is its ability to detect

< ¢

| e

determine whether there were significant differences in the AES among universities,

& multivariate analysis was conducted. Using the 17 AES items as dependen

variables; the three univefsities were compared using Wilks lambda (A) criterion

(Tatsuoka, 1971): The Wilks' lambda statistic' was computed and found to be .

’ . -

<

-917 with & significance of p<.05. It was concluded that significant differences

-

.
"

A discriminant analysis was then conducted- to determine where the-differefices
existed. Using Bartlett's test for the significance of residual roots, two
: - A% o

significant discriminant functions (p <.05) ‘were identified. An examination

of the total discriminatory power of the two discriminant functions (Sachdeva; 1973)

P o - L5 e
indicated that 23 percent (ﬁ2;.23) of the variability in the discriminant space
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Presented in Table 3 are the standardized discriminant weiglits for each

the three universities in terms of (1) Head's Departmental Leadership -
communicating departmental needs to highet level administrators, allocating
resources among faculty,. directing promotion and tenure process, and making* .’

' difficult decisions; and (2) Head's Departmental Management - handling routine

duties, fesolving tensions, encouraging good teaching, making difficuit decisions;

and improving scholarly reputation. Ten of the 17 AES items were particularly
. effective in separating the three universities. -

S L O S
To -determine whether the AES was able to detect differences among departments .

University A ratings. The small number of faculty (N=5) in Seletted departménts:

at University-B and C prohibited the multivariate analyses for these respective

' universities. .- = : . . : .

o - N . o

- significant differences ( 1=.293; p< .001) wete also found in the ratings .
R i L ,, e — ,’,W‘j" - =D ) -

~among the six University-A departments; when the 17 AES items were used as

& -

dependent variables: Agszin, a discriminant analysis was conducted to determiné ¥ .'

o T R L B - - i

where the differences existed: - : - . - e .
e . . c_-\va =

The total discriminatory power of the set of discriminant functions was - Goiio-
: P S PO a3 Pt
. high (w%2.70). ‘Approximately 87 percent of the total discriminatory power L

. wds attributable to the first three aisgriminant functions. Little was added

by the remaining two functions. Consistent with the finding, Bartlett's test

- for the significance of the residual roots indicated that only the first three
L . . i . - N

1

functions were significant (p<-.01) -/

©

The standardized discriminant weights for the three significant AES

functions are presented in Table 4. A% indicatad; the three functions appeared

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. o C 7 2 ,
- .. .AES Standardizecd I''scriminant Welg,hts K
. - . for Ratings from University &; B, & C
N ' L 2
ﬁS Item. . ) . ) 1 2 - .
e . ’ . - - -
1 quc}ershlp in thf: promotlon and tenure - i . o
process . : . : e -.08
2 FEncouragement of f)?é’f.éééiéﬁ_éi srowth of L
S facyliy T A =.15 01
0 T - e o ) - ‘
3 Facilitates balance:among académic speciali- - v -
i “zation in department o - --06 © . ..05
T S S
& " Leadership «in planning curricular/ instric- -
tional programs N 12 =31
"5 Encourage good teaching in department . ST o8 .46
6 ,Effectxveness in communicating dept. ) - ) N
. neecds to central administration -.39 .31
) . -
7 Cé'rit'r‘ib_?_itibh toward improving reputatiom ) - ' L
of department v - .o=e15 .27.
N - -~ : :
8 -Supp"o'rtrcsf\facu]:ty cffoi'ts to obr_am - . _.
', @rants from\gxternal sources : - -.28 .08
'§ Pperformance inihandling routine admini- A .
_strative affalrs of dcpartmenr_ ' N . =e01 =71
10 Effcctﬁéﬁé#; injllocatmg avallablei & L
fundbiresourkcs among faculty -.36, <03
11 - Retept w1ty to faculty suggestxons e - 7 -
T .and opinions - ) i _ R -.25
1z Effcctlveneesi;r)iprovldlng aczdemic ’ : S ' N
-direction to department . i L .02 <14
13 Effjé'ci.ii}éhé_:%s’ in resolving tensions’ R )
» within the department ST . =27 . 269 -
O T S . - s
14" “Recognition and reward of faculty con- S
trrbtx’tlons to the déph’_rtiﬁ'e_ht o Co. .09, . T .28
15 Effectivencsq in’ keeplng ‘faculty 1nformed i -
on matters of importance .. : ’ o e11 - =.30
_16 Willingness to make difficult.decisions ' +31 =45
_ O - - . A . 7
=17 Scholarly rcputaticn of the head . o o o -
e within the dis¢ipline . - T : . » =-09 =236
L S e . " University Centroids
University A L -.26 "1.00 - .
Q@ _ University B L . T <16 =70+
University C - ' R S ‘ 295 . e23
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AES STANDARDIZED DISCRININANT'WELGHTS
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]

o s ———

DISCRIMIMANT FUNCTION

Y

C 1

ADHINTSTRATOR EVALUATION SURVEY 17EX B 1 ) 3
| Lesdership in the prosotion and tenure process w0 08
2 Excomegenet of srofessional gronth of Facalty : T T
3 acilitates balace amo.ng acadenic specialization in department ) 07 . -5
4 teadér;hip }iﬁ planning curricular/instructional prograt'ns. ?0'1 2% 88
5 Escourageent of ood teachipg in departuent ‘ * .;ia .2 ; =9
G pifastivesess in commnicating egarinent meds b central adatstratio s e
7" Contribution tovard iﬁprbvihg'}épﬁtatibn 6f departient -5 56
8  Support of~fac‘ulty'effort's.t§ ’o’b’taiﬁ grants from external sources ;3'5 -2 06
‘9‘ Perfortancé. in ﬁén'dling r'outine adninistrative affaizs of a_épartmént ’ -2 s
10 festiveness 1o allocatRy availsble fntsresousces anog feclty - TETN )
Receptivity to faculty suggéZt‘ib.ns and opinions ’ 12 -0 22
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13 Effectiveness in resolving téisions withig the department i ST SR &
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contribution towards improving the reputation of the department;. (2) the . .

head's administrative ability; and (3) the head's handting of curricutar/

: instriuctional matters. Twelve of the 17 AES items were particuldrly effective
-in separating the six department heads.

Revised AES -

. ." Based upon these results and those of a\ﬁfé§}66§ study (Hengstler; B

BréﬁaéﬁSurg, éfﬁéiamp,;éﬁé Swiock, in press), the AES was revised to 11 items

: (Taﬁle 55. Eight of the or1g1na1 AES items' were retalned, six: were e11m1nated

solution. Item correlations with the first. pr1nc1pa1 axis ranged from 83 (Item 9)

to .93 (Item 7). The re11ab11;ty (coefficient alpha) of the revised AES was

found to be very high (-95):
_ >’ . " B o ) o )
To determine if the revised AES #as able io detect differences across

v . - R -

analyses as described above. Slgnlflcant dlfferences (x =.68; P< .001) weres

found in Eﬁe ratings across the four departments. The total dlscrlmlnatory
; .‘ P ) 2
power of the set of discriminant functions was atso very high (w —.88).
" Table 6 presents the standardized diScriminant weights for the three
, B . : %
.~ discriminant functions. Similar patterns were found in the discriminant

weights with those of the earlier.sample form University A.

DISCUSSION
The factor aﬁaiiéiévéf tﬁe AES suggests that debaftheﬁt administrators are

evaluated by. their faculty along one generat dImenSIon or facton. This result: =«

s is consistent with those obtained in other factor analytic, studies of faculty

o

};A‘ I




.  Table 5

T - -  Reviged- Administratar EvalusticgeSurvey ™ . r o’
o Poor ' Excelléﬁt
1. Performance in handling the routlne B ) ) G
affairs of. the departments . -1 -2 -3 . 4 5

.2. Judicious consideration of faculty
views in dealing with important - D . _
~ departmental p011c1es and i§§ﬁé§. 1 2 3 4 5

-3.. Effectiveness in prngQqu academic o ) )
direction to the departments ° 1 2 3 7 &4 5

4, Effectlveness in communlcating
departmental needs to the Dean and/or

ééﬁiral administration. T 2 3 4 5
5. Effectiveness 1gigstabllsh1ng and - B ' 7 .
_implementing budget priorities. 1 2 3 &4 5
6. Leadershlp in the promotxon and tenure o - ) ) B}
Process. : 1 2 3 & 5
7 anggfn for q&allty of educatlon 7 ) _
students recelve. : . T ‘;:Hilf;;f;gil__:§,ﬂ & 5
8. Recognltlon and reward of faculty : ) B 7 7 -:_' '
ontrlbutlons to the department. - 1 "2 34 5 -
.é._ Encouragemenr nf rpeearch and , g e 7
"scholarly act1v1t1es amorig faculty. B 1. 2 3 4 5
10. Encouragement of good teaching in . . R . o
the department. ) B R A 3 & 5.

P . i

11, -Contrlbutlon toward Improv1ng]

G

= maintdining the reputatxon of the

: f\'?‘\\\ department w1th1n the &Iéciplxne. ’ 1 2 3 4 5

] _ EY

v

)

.




0ld New
1 1
2 -2
; 223-
6 &
7 5.
5 6
0 7
1 s
TR
14 10
18 11

" menting budget prlorlgles,.

) process .

Al s

Tahie 6

¥

& - Revised-AES sgaﬁaafaizéa Discriminant Weiphts.
for Ratings from Four University A Departments

.

Performance in handllng the routine affairs
of the department

judxcrous cons:deratlon of faculty ylews in

p011c1es and issuas

Effectiveness in providing academic

‘aiféétibﬁ to the déﬁértﬁéﬁt;

Effectxveness in communlcatlng departmental

needs to the Dean and/or central admini-

Leadership in the promotion and terure

-

Concern for gquality of education students
iéééi?é

\

Recognxtton and reward of fétﬁit& contri= :

butions to the department

< .

Encouragement of research and scholarly

activities among faculty ’ \

' Encouragefient of good teaching in the ’

departmenx -

Contr1but10n toward 1mprov1ng]m%1nta1n1ng

the feputation of the departmen; within -
the discipline- .

- _
-

E‘D'éﬁéi@éﬁt 1
Department 2
Department 3 .
Department” &
: ;
— .
73
~ o

Discriminan

I

.53

-:36

.51

* Departmental Centroids:

-:22

.31

-.54

=72
2.62

-1.55 -~
- -1.01

-1:56
257
:;15
44

-.37

Pl

T 1:15

-.58 -

229 -
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- _tattnps of the department head -(Spangler; Note 5; Fenker, 1975; Klgin &

st

.Denham, 1974) whith found a strong factor measuring the overall pér formance

v o

>  + of the heads . : ‘ A . E

-

v

o ’The un1d1mensrona11ty of the AES may be a function of both a generosxty

~

error and a ha‘o'éfféot‘ " The single factor extracted by Spangler (Note 5) led

structure" of faéulty ratings of the heads. Faculty may 51mp1y have a vesteo

1nterest iri the department and. its head and give high ratings to Lhé department

o N .

;and ItS adm1nlstrator reflecting a potentlal genéfoorty errors In a similar

o

- o .

wi hout dif’ erent1at1ng spe ific’ aspects of hls/her behavior. The potentiai .
halo effect in the
it éoﬁid be ”?éwéa as

‘the AES may be the IaCR of'épecificity_in the AES items. TRe items may 51mp1y B
L - . —
be too gesneral in natare to measure spec1f1c attrrbutes of the department head.

, THis is similar to the argument that is currently bet ing made in regard to 3
- . , : . - X f

. student ratings of inétruction (Brandenburg; Qerry; asd Hengstler, Note 8).

-
.

A ﬁﬁéation‘that"’ often %fTEEd ith regard to faculty ratlngs 1nstruments

" is liow effeéti@é the xnstruments are in detecting a;fferences among _ departments

- -

or department heads- In this stﬁdif the AES were found to be very effectrve in
diseriminating both’among nniversities and‘aépartment adminiétratotg; Th1s ,f--/.

(4

— o :
7777777777 i
result is consistent w1thin those obtalned by Guﬁter (note}g) Who found s{;nlficant

in the respon51b111tié; and characterlstrcs of department heads from

swall and iarge-ﬁﬁiGéréitieé.; Heads/chalrpersons from 1arge univers:tres placed

more 1mportance on personal research and scholarshlp and ma1ntenance of depart-

[

. mental records. A hlghé/\emphaszq was placed on their research and3%cholarsh1p

. - -

& . -~
d » .- . - 3 <« . - 2
{ | o ' .. : ‘ o @ ) ) o .- T
v . o S '  ea : . : -
ERIC: - R o L £3g; o S Lo
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- -””d lcss on their teaching experience during the selection process: They

h v

.

had less liberty in facilty tenuge procedures,and'policy governances Heads/

) chaitpérsoﬁs.spéht more time sérVing on standing committees and graduate - ‘.

advising and student actimities'sbonsorsﬁiﬁz They -had more finai Eesﬁonsiﬁie
lities for Budgét’aaminietratioﬁ and ontrol. One would not expect to find

" these same disrriminant functions at institutidns w1th different miSSion

. -

and emphases (z.g: small private universities, community éaiiégég); However;

one should® be able to detect differences in how faculty rate their department

- héaa. " , B g . _ _

analySis, one notes that there was little iOgical correspondence between the

discriminant functions and factors. THis apparent discrepancy between dis-

criminant functions and factors can paétiaiiy be éxpiaiﬁéa by the purpose of

the respective statisticai procedures- In the factor analyses, the intent

- »
.

3
the débartﬁént and administrator. Items composing,a particular factor are*
* \V
assﬁmed»to Be related: In contrast the disqriminant ana1ys1s sought to find .
- . ' o J A

.- ~

- N Y < -

- ,between departmental fears. Discriminant analysis makes no assumptions

-

. . _

,,,,,,,,,, : g S
a?fi has beén acgued (Smock 5":‘1 Hake, ‘Note 10; Petrie, Note 115 Braskamp,
B Wise, and Hengstler, 1979 ; UhT é Pratt, Note'3) that information from a variet& of
. soorcéé is aééirabié for d;partmental and administrator re;iews. One‘source that can
fﬁgﬁiéﬁ important information, with satisfactory reliability, are faculty ratings.
. ‘ ) . , B N

- &

7
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o
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For summative, evaluations of the department.head, faculty ratings can provide
B o~ . o ) o o }
‘administrators with compardtive information {(ize: discriminant validity).
For formative evaluations, faculty tatings can identify relative strengths and
weaknesses of a de’partmeryf head; however; the ratings may be affected by a
halo effect. Consequently; for formative evaluatious, more highly detailed .
~diagnostic items than thé ones included in this study are necessary if, faculty
B . X . Co '
ratings of the head are desired. )
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