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Abstract

This study examines the usefulness of'faculty ratings as a measure

o? administrator quality. Approximately 350 faculty from 16 departments

Across three universities responded to a survey which assessed their_ pet=

_ .

ceptioha Of the performance of their departMeht heads. The study

explores the reliability and validity of faculty ratings of departmental

administrators and discusses the utility and applications'of faculty

ratings as an integral part oi formal adminiStrAtor review programs in .

a variety of institutional settings.

a



FACULTY RATINGS AS A MEASURE OF ADMINISTRATOR

.

.
. 4. I .

.

.1n response to increased fiscal and "accountability" pressufes,:: colle,ges

1-

-
'174

. . .

anii
);-

universities are beginning to pay ci.ser:attention to the performance, of

depa_metital adMinistrators. Many universities, notably the University of .

t
the State

.
of New York, and Teas Christian University.

have initiated formal evaluation procedures of department heads /chairpersons 4.

11 4
'Other universities (e.g. Kansas State University and Ball. State University)

while not requiring the evaluation of administrators, have developed evaluation

procedures for department heads who wish to be evaluated.

ORe reason why department heads are becoming the focus of attention is

e -

because of their importance within the university structure (Dressel and

. .

Reichard, 1970; Faricy, 1974; Fishex, 1978; Smart wid MOntgomery, '1976 -). It

is commonly assumed that by improving,the quality of the department head, the

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

and pangler-1979). This symbiotic relationship between. the head and the

department, however; has seldom been empirically demonstrated (Rengstler,

Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Smock, in press).

-

Various criteria and appraisal methods (Farmer, 1979; Fisher, 1978;

Genova, Mddoff, Chin and Thomas, 1976; Smart and Montgomern 1976; and

Shtogren, 1978) have been suggested for use in the evaluation of academic

administrators., Berquist and Tenbrink (1978), in a survey of four hun

American colleges and universities, identified -six major procedures u in .

university, college, and departmental administrator evaluation which includes

unstructured narration or essay appraisal, unstructured documentation,

structured narration, rating,scales, structured documentation, and management

by objectiyes. In 'the past, the unstructured narration or essay appraisal

No delineation was, made between department heads and chairpersons in this study.
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combined with the confidential interview with the dean was the most common
i

and preferred method of department head evaluation Chti; 1978; Farmer; 1979). .

. -

Increasingly, faculty perceptions- and judgments collected systematically are

being
.

convidered in an evaluation _of the department hea d tart-and Montgomery,

1976; Fisher, 1978; Ehrle5. 1975; and Hillway, 1973)

In his review of administrator evaluation efforts, Farmer (1976) identified

three p0.mary reasons given fbr faculty evaluation of the department hrad/
r

chairperson. The most common reason was related to :Institutional self-evaluation.

As he pointed out: "Much of the current emphasis on the evaluation and develop-

ment of academic administrators in fact originates from the trend toward;

institutional evaluation which of necessity "includes an assessment of all groups

- in the educational enterprise;" Farmer's second rationale for faculty evaluatior

o administrators stemmed from research or immediate experience with student

.evaluations of instruction. Often, the pressure for systematic administrator

evaluation came fr.= facillty who deye/oped negative attitudes toward the

formalized p'rogram of student evaluation of instruction on their campus

(Peterson, 1976).. The final reason was related to the head/chairperson's

desire to have faculty opinions and judgments about their performance for

self-improvement purposes.

With the increased movement toward accountability and general acceptance

of the concept.of administrator evaluation, it appears that the evaluation of

department heads will continue to increase over the next decade. One source

of information that will be particularly important in the evaluation will be

faculty ratings of the head's performance.

A review of the major faculty rating forms of administrator performance

reveals that all of the instruments have been developed since 1970 hrle, 1975;

Fenker, 1975; Galina, 1978; Goodwin gli.4 Smith, 1979; Hillwayi 1973; ',Atli 1978;
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McCarthy NoLe 1; Ryan, Abbot, COOk, Denham, Kimbn11, Klein, and Mo.calf,

Note 2;UhI.& Pratt, Note 3). Typically, the number of items in the questionnaires
.

. .

ranged frbm twenty-five (Hillway, 1973) to sixty-eight (4cCa4hyi.Note 1), and

.

,most questionnaires incorporated-.a 44ve-point response scale.

In comparison to student ratings of initruction, esearch on the

'reliability and validity of fabulty ratings of adminis4ator performance has

been relativgly limited. For the mostipart, research-ha oncenttated on.

identifying the underlying factor structure of the forms bsing principal

components analysis with varim'ax rotation.

Studies by both Fenker (1975) and Klein and Denham (197 ).identified

four underlying factors to their respective surveys. In a Fenker (1975)

study the four factors were: (1) :reformation/Communication - related to the

accumulation' of pertinent infolmation before acting or communicating-important

information; (2)Goai Completion - related to planning activities, initiating.

And sustaining action toward a goal; (3) A delegation of responsibility factor;
- -

and (4) Personal Skills -'related to ease in establishing rapport, success in

working with committees, and sensitivity to the contributions of others.

Perhaps the most extensively used and researched administrator evaluation

survey is the DECA system (Departmental Evaluation of Chairperson Activitfeg),

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

' of the DECA system is to identify discrepancies-between chairperson and faculty

objectives and faculty perceptions of whether the chairperson is achigring.

those objectives.

The DECA system initially grew out of a-dissertation by .McCarthy (Note 1)

'who expanded Siever's work (Note 4) on administrator-evaluation. Spangler (Note 5)

revised McCarthy's form to 15 activity items and 33 behavior items. 'Using data

from 113 departments from four public universities, split-half and intraclass



reliability coefficients were computed on the ratings of the head/chairperson's.

per ormance. For the split-half reliability estimates of the activity items,

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

class reliability estimates; the median was ;70'nd ranged fro ;49 to ;81;

Reliabilities fos the thirty-three behavior items ranged from

(split-half reliability estimates) and from .55 to .76 (intraclass reliability._

estimates). Lin (Note 6), using Hillway's (1973) initial survey, found similar

test- retest reliability coefficients; Coefficient alpha for the Hillway survey

was found to be

Spangler (Nte 5). also conducted several principal component factor analyss

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

analysis of the average faculty performance ratings.(i.e., the department as

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

A-
for seventy-four percent of the total variance; The first factor was labeled

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

appropriately, maintains faculty"morale, allocates faculty responsibilities,

fosters faculty development and guides faculty evaluation procedures. The

second factor, "Planning and Development," incldded such items as .guilps

curriculum development,. guides Qrgani±ation and planningj fosters good teachin

encourages balance among specializations,,and faculty recruitment. The third

factor, "Concern for Department's Reputation," centered on items dealing with

the head/chairperson's facilitation of extramural funding, communication of

departmental needs, improving departmental image, and stimulating research/

scholarly activity.

A factor analysis of the individual faculty ratings of adminigtrators'was also

conducted on the activity. items; Here, only one :factor was extracted. All
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ms had high Ioadiogs on. thiSfaCter, which strongly suggests that-the faculty

ratings of the head's performance were susceptible to halo effects (Spangler:

P

(Note 5). .

AG-iS apparent, no consistent factor structure has-emerged iq.regards to

_
--

facuItyralings.5ad61histrator performance. Although the test-retest:and

internal donsistentcy measures of faculty rating instruments appearto be

! `fairly high, generalizations areextremelY dangerous given the limited number

of studies. -4(

The purpose of the present study was thus, to investigate the reliability,

factor structure, and discriminatory power of.faculty perceptions of the per-

formance of departMental administrators.
. -

METHOD

Instrument

The instrument used n,this study was; the Administrator Evaluation Survey.

(AES) developed at the UniVersity of Illinois (Offide of Instructional Resources

and Office of(Planning and Evaluation, Note 7). The development of the.AES was
-

guided by a principle that the instrument should consist of a core set of items

a.

and an optional set to be selected by the individuardepartment head from an

.-
item catalog. Based.on a review of the literature and related questionnaires,

nine major components of departmental AdMinistration were identified (i.e.. Faculty:

recruitment, promotion/tenure /salary, development; CUrriculum and Instruction Ex=

ternal Relationg: college/uhiversity, discipline, public and private agencies;

Personnel/Administration, Financial Management, Stkidents, Gov'ernance, Goals/Policies/

PrograMS/Planning, arid Leadership: interpersonal, informational; and deciston

roles).' Items were constructed for each component and organized into the AES

Item Catalog. After the item catalog was completed, one or more items.from

each component were selected for inclusion in the AES (Table 1 ). The response



Table l

'Administrator Evaluation Siirvey (AES)

Poor

1. TiuL leidership of the head in
the promotion and tenure process; 1

.2. Encouragement of the scholarly and
professional growthof the faculty. 1

1. Facilitates appropriate balance
among academic specializations
Within the department.

Leadership in planning and develop-
ing curricular/in;tructional
programs. ,

5. Encouragement of good teaching

1

in the department. 1

6. Effectiveness in communicating
departmental needs to the Dean
and/or centraladministration.4

7. Contribution toward improving/
maintaining the reputation of the ;
department within thd discipline. 1

8; Support of faculty efforts to obtain
grants and contracts from external
sources for faculty research.

r
9. Performance in handling tile routine

administrative affairs of the
departments

10.. Effectiveness in allocating
available funds and other resources
amongthe faculty.

2

2'

2

3

3

3

Excellent

4

4;

. No Not
.

Opinion Applicab

5

5

v,.

2 3 '4 5

5

2 3 4 5

4

1 2

11. Receptivfty to faculty suggestions
and opinions on important depart-
mental matters. 1 2 3



A Tabie 1 (Cont'd)

12. Effectiveness in providing
academic direction to the
department;

13. Effectiveness in resolving
tensions within the department.

14. ReCognition and reward of faculty
contributions to the department; .

45. Effectiveness in keeping faculty
informed on matters of-potential
importance or interest.

16. Willingness to make difficult
decisions.'

17: The scholarly rep ation of the -
head within the d cipline.

Poor = Excellent

1 2 3 4 5

1 :2 3

1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 -5

2 3

.

S

No Not

Opinion Applicable

1
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..iormat for the 17 AES items consisted of a five-point bipolar (poor-excellent)
'

..

.responte,scale.
;.

//'

.-

/
Subjects

//
The data Source 'utilized in.tpis study wass-faculty ftoM three diverse

universities (Universities A, B, C) whb completed the AES. University A.is

a major research university located inthe midwest. Six departments f/am a

variety of disciplinea (e.g.;" business, education, fine and applied arts)

agreed to participate' in .r_he study. A total of 233 faculty or 79 percent of those

receiving the AES at University A completed the survey. The return rate of

-the faculty in the six departments ranged from 70 to 94 percent.

The second university participating in this _study was als:-a public

university located in the midwest haVing a much smaller enrollment than

University A. Four departments administered the AES to their faculty. The

/

overall response rate frOM University B was 80 percent (N=49); the lowest

return tate was 64 perent froM Department One.

.

_

The third university (University C) participating in the study was a
_ .

predominantly black public university located in the southeast. Six depart-

meats administered the AES to their facut y;/"The overall response rate from

.

University C was 62 percent (N= The lowest return rate was from Department.

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

the factit-hai the evaluations of the department heads were not mandatory as was

-die case for University B and for four ofd the six departments at University A.

RESULTS

Factor Ana-1 sttts

-
_ .

An exploratory factor analysis was firat performed separately on the

faculty ratings of the AES for each of the universities... The, extraction

progran1/4was TA2, part of the SPSS Starigtical package (Nie, Hull, Jenkinb,

-Steinbrenner, and Bent, 1975). CommunalitieS.were estimated using squared

,

multiple correlations, and factors were rotated to.obtAn an oblique simple

. .

structure factor patttil;-

7
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- -Based on the Scree tests (Catell- 1960; one factor was extracted fraiii

_e

university A and C ratings on the AES. Me.pettent-of variance accounted for

bythefactjrWasiaaAnd767.forliniTtersityAandZireSpectively; For

UniVerSityB,hOWeVer,fourfactorswere.extr acted which accounted for 74%

ofIthe total variance, The first eight eigenvakues..for University ratings

were: 8;36, 1.74, 1.38, 1.09, 482', .71, .59, .43. The first eigenvalue for

each university was over TAO suggesting a' strong and important first factor.

The dissimilkrity of the extracted factors for University B data AlAy'be

A.
function of the restricted-saMpleSiie .(N=49).,.

j_
Presented in Table 2 are the factor loadings

.

;principal axis) for University -A and C, as well_ as the factor loading for
N

University B. As 'J.icated, the loadings on Factor 1-ranged from .51 (Item 1)

item correlations with first

to .71 (Item 12) for liniversity.A and froth'.78 (Item 9). to .95 (Item 17)6fo;

UniVerSity C. ThiSfactor for University A and Cswas thUS labeled "Overali

Impressfon of the Administrator's Performance".--___ :

zs _. 4
The initial AES faakor extratted,Jtom University B ratings was labeled

-"Administrative Leadership". Ten of the.17 AE -ems had loadings greater than

_

this factors. The en items dealtprimarily with th-e-department head's

t

effectiveness in communicating information; making decisions, and performing
--...

admistrative duties., The second fAttbt was concerned with the "department

Head's academic IeadershiP".-4ive items helping to defitie.thisfactOr were

those dealing with the heads: facilitation of balance'among the specializations

within the department,:encouragement of good teaching, receptivity to4eculty

opinions on departmental matters, planning and developing curricularlinstfU6--
r

tional programs and allocation of fundS a-id-resources among the faculty. The

third f'acto-i. was 'related to the head "scholarly reputatitm", and the fourth.

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



Tal:le 2

Faculty Loadings "on Items on the Administrator EVAldatitin Survey (AU)

. University

.ITEM

1 Leadership in the promotion and tenure

process - .

2 Encouragement of professional growth of
faculty

3 Facilitates balance among academic spec"li-
_,..

zat.ion in department

. .

4 ,Leadership in planning curricular instruc-
tional program6

5 Encourage good teaching in departMent

6 Effectiveness in communicating dept.
needs to central administration

7 Contribution toward improving reputation
. .

of department

8 'Support -of faculty efforts to obtain
grants from external souices

Performance in handling routine admini-
strative affairs of department.

a

10 Effectiveness in allocating available
funds/resources among faculty

11 Receptivity, to faculty suggestions

and opinions

r2 Effectiveness it providing acade,ic
'direction to department

13 Effectivgness In resolving tensions
withimkthe department

14 Recognition and reward of faculty con-
tributions to the department

15 Effectiveness in keeping faculty informed
on matters of importance

16 Willingness to make difficult ditisions

17 SchOlarly reputatIon of the head
withinthe discipline .65'

A

. I

Factor
IV11 III

.51 .90 .17 .07 ;34 %;18
,-
--\.

_

;69 .90 ..,49 .13 .26 : .38

.65 .81 =;04 .88 .-.05 .25

.62 0 .04 .64- .05 =.27

..86 -;15 :84 .11 =.34

.56 .89 .91 =:09 ' .01 -.01

;70 .34 .12 .36 -.55

.54 -.07 .05 -.03

Is

.62 .78 .67.. .00 =.07

.55 ;85 .24 .62 .03 .24.

.71 8 .16 .78 ;05 .

.73 .92 .71 8 .01 .22

;69 .88 .54 .27 :02

.64 .88 .74 =. .10 .22

.68 .-.82 .84 ..08 =.03 =.18

.73- ;81 .79 .13 -.06 -.23

.95 =.13 -=.02 _1.02 -.09

1.4

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

.. _

)

.---

2 to -.03 between factors 3 and 4. The median correlation was .19. The_
i .i

determinants of the correlation matrices for eachh of the universities were very
/

small (i.e. less than .004). Given the size/of the.determinants and the

restricted sample sizes for University A3 and C, caution must be emphasized in

making generalizations from the factor patterns.

Reliability

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

were computed separately for each Univertity; Coeffitient.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
..;//

for the AES were .96; ;92; and .96 for Universities A, B, and C, tpoeCtively,

indicating a relatively high degree of internal consistency.

Discriminant Analysis

. .

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

differences-across subgroups'(i.e. its ability to discriminate). In order to

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

a multivariate analysis was conducted. Usieg the 17 AES items as dependent

variables, the tree universities were compared using Milks lambda () criterion

(Tatsuoka, 1971. The WiIks' lambda statistic computed and found to be .

.917 with a significance of p <.05.. It was concluded that significant differences
,

existed acrods'tbe three universities.

A disCriminant analysis was the conductedto determine where the differences

existed. Using BartIett's test for the significance of residual roots, two

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

of the total discriminatory power Of the two diSeriminant functions (Sachdevai 1973)

2
indicated that 23 percent (w =.23) of the variability in the discriminant space

1Vt
was attributable to group differences.



Presented in Table 3 are the standardized discriminant weights fdr each

of the two funCtions. As indicated; the two functions:appeared 'to separate

the three universities in terms of (I) Head's Departmental Leadership -

communicating departmental needs to higher level administrators; allocating

resources among faculty, directing promotion and tenure process, and making'

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

duties, resolving tensions, encouraging good teaching; making difficult decisions;

and improving scholarly reputation. Ten of the 17 AES items mere particularly

effective in separatingthe three universities.

To determine whether the AES was able to detect differences among departments
.

within a given institution, similar multivariate analyses were conducted on

.

University A ratings. The small number of faculty (N=5) in selected departmemtt.

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

universities.

Significant differences (X =:-.293; p< .001) wefe also found in the ratings

among the six 'University-A departmentss when the 17 AES items' were used-as
-

dependent variables. Ag4in, a discriminant analysis was conducted to determine,-

where the differences existed.
,.

The total discriminatory power of the set of discriminant functions was-
?

. _ _
high (w

2=.70). 'Approximately 87 percent of the total discriminatory power

was attributable to the first three discriminant functions. Little was added

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

for the significance of the residual roots indicated that only the first three

functions were significant (p<-.01)

The standardized discriminant weights for the three significant AES

functions are presented in Table 4. 1114 indicated; the three functions appeared-

to separate the-six department heads in terms of (1) the department head's



AES Item. .

Ta:

..AES Standardized f''scriminant WeightS

- tor Ratings from *University A, B, & C

1 Leadership i -n the promotion and tenure

process

Di-sirim-iimwmtFunction

1 2

-.34. -.08

'2 Encourngement of professional growth of

y' facvlty. =.15 .01

3 FacilitateS bnlance=among academic speciali-

zation in department -.06 ;.05

4 'Leadership 'in planning curricularlinstruc-

tional programs

5 Encourage good teaching in department .

6 JEffectivness in communicating dept.

needs to central administration
4

7 Contrigion toward improving reputation
of department

. \\_

8 Support o faculty effori-ts to obtain

*, *rants from external sources
-.28 .08

,.12 -=.31

.28 .46

-.39 .31

-.15 .27.

"9 Performance in,handling routine admtni-
,

.strative affairs of department
-.01 -.71

10 Effectiveness in allOcating availablq0
fundsiresoures among 'faculty

-.03 .

11 Reteptivity to faculty suggestions

,and opinions
-41 =25

121 Effectiveness in providing scP.demic

-direction,to department

13 Effectiveness in resolving tensions'
within the "department

.

14"'Redognition an& reward of faculty con-
tribitions'to the department

Effectiveness in keeping faculty informed

on matters of importance

16 Willingness to make difficult.decisions

17 Scholarly reputation, of the head

within the discipline
-:-

Uniyersity A
University B
University C

.02-

-.27
gr

.14

.69

.09.. .28

.11 -.30

31 :=.45

;---.09 -.36

University Centroids-

-.26 1.00 =.

-IP-) :16: --4.70'
-e- .95 .23
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Table 4

AES STANDARDIZED DIkRIMINANT'WEIGHTS

FOR RATING FROM SIX UNIVERSITY A DEPARTMENTS

ADMINiSTRATORIVALUATION SURVEY ITEM

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION

I 2 3

1 Leadership in'the promotion and tenure process =.08 =.03 .29

'

2 Encouragement of professional growth of faculty -.47 -.18 24

1 Facilitates 'balance among academic specialization in department -.32 .07 -.54

0

Leadership in planning curricular/instructional prOgraMS .01 .26 ;88

Encouragement of good teaching in department ;.26 =.29

Effectiveness in communicating department, needs to central administration -.21 =410 -.03

ContrOution toward improving reputation of department,

Support of faculty.efforts.to obtain grants fro6 external sources

9 Ferformancd in handling routine administrative affairs of department

10 Effectiveness in allocaAg available funds/resources among faculty

11

12

13

14

15'

16

17

-.59 ;11 -.56

.32 -.27 .06

-.32 .72 -37

.31 .37 .22 .

Receptivity to faculty suggestions and opinions .12

Effectiveness in providing academic direction to the department %56

Effectiveness in resolving tdnsiots withill the department .21

Recognit;on and reward of faculty contributions to the department .34

.Effectiveness in keeping faculty informed on matters of importance =.42

Willingness to makedtfficult decisions
.19

. 1 '-'
i.

ScholarlY'repucition o the, head within the discipline
..

.-.)2

4.0

=.19 .22

-.17 -.51

-;23 -;23

5 ;20

6

.73 .88

;.70 .26

1 CI



Department 1

Department 2

'Department 3

Department 4

Department 5

Department 6

C

Table 4 (Cont. d)

11;

DEPARTMENTAL CENTROIDS

2

-2.84 1.01 - .00

-3.95 .85 - .45

.73 .36

-3;30 4 1i.18

=1;25

.4.00 1.70 .80



contribution towards improving the reputation of the department;_(2) the

Neadt's adminidtrative ability; and (3) the head's handling. of curricular/

instructional matters. Twelve of the 17 AES items were particulirly effective

in separating the six department heads.

Revised AES

Based upon these results and those of a previous study (Hengstler;

Brandenburg, Braskampw and Smock, in press), the AES was revised toll items

(Table 5). Eight of the-original AES items' were retained, sixwere eliminated,

two witnessed a slight change in wording and one item was added.

The revised AES was completed by faculty (N=87) from four departments in

Business and Agriculture co11eges at University A. Faculty from each

department ranged from 15 to 36 full-time faculty. A factoranalysis of these.

ratings, ding identical procedures described above; again yielded a one factor

. .

solution. Item correlations with the .first.principal axis range& from .83 (Item 9)

to .93 (Item 7). The reliabiltty (coefficient alpha) of alg revised AES was

found to be very high (.95).

ti

To determine if the revised AES wasable to detect differences across

departments, ratings from the four departments were submitted to a multivariate

analyses as described above. Significant differences (A =.68, P< .001) werep

found in the ratings across the four departments. The total discriminatory

, 2
power of the set of discriminant functions was also very high kw =.88);

Table 6 presents the standardized discriminant-weights for the three

discriminant functions. Similar patterns were found in the discriminant

weights with those of the earlier sample form University A.

DISCUSSION

The factor analysis,of the AES suggests that department administrators are

evaluated by_their faculty along one general dimension or factor. This result:

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

. . .



Table 5

Reviged-Adminia4ratclx-Evaluatih;Zwrvey

1. Performance in handling the routine
affairs of. the department.

-2. Judicious consideration of faculty
views in dealing with important
departmental policies and issues.

Effectiveness in providing academic
direction to the department.

4. Effectiveness in communicating
departmental needs to the Dean and/or

central administration.

5; Effectiveness in establishing and
implementing budget priorities.

6. Leadership in the promotion and tenure

Atrocess.

7. Concern for quality of education
students receive.

Recognition and reward of faculty
contribution's to the department.

9. Encouragement of research and_
-scholarly activities among faculty:

10. Encouragement of good teaching in

the department.

Contribution toward improving/
maintaining the reputation of the
department within the!discipline.

11.

Poor

3

Excellent

5

3 4 5

1 3 4 5

2 3 5

4
_
5

0
oh*,

1

1

2

3 5

1

2: 3 5 .

5



Tafilt--._ 6

- Revised-AES.Standardized Discriminant Weighr&

for Ratings from Four University A Departments

AES-1-tem Discriminant Function

Old Nett ;

.

1 1 RerfOrMan-ce in handling the -routine affairs

of the department

2 Judicious consideration of faculty. views in

_dealinf, with importantdepartmental'i
policies and issuas

3 Effectiveness in providing academic
`-direction to the department.

Effectiveness in communicating departmental
needs to the Dean and/or central admini-

ttration.

7 5
-

Effectiveness in establishing and imple-
menting budget priorities

Leadership in the promotion and tenure

process
_ .

10 7 Concern for quality of education students_
receive

11 8 Recognition and reward of faculty contri--

butions to the department

.12 9 Encouragement of research and scholarly
activities among faculty

14 10 EncourageMent of good teaching in the '

dePartmenZ =

18 11 Contribution toward improving/maintaining
the reputation of the department within.
the discipline-

department 1
Department 2
Department 3
Department'4

Au*

1

.02

-IL

-Ad

III

.25

.53 .44 -1.20

-.36 = -.15

.37 .79

-.32 fts.81.1 .31

.74 , 1;06 *.20

:-

-.05 .71
I

-.63 .88

-.75 .11 =.31

-:26 .00 .08.

.51 =;22 .=.54

Departmental -Controtds

.72 -1.56 -.37

2.62 .57 .29

-1.55 -.15 1.15

-1.01 .44 -.58

ti

O
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of."the depattMeiit_head4Spangler, Note 5;. Fenker, 1975;

,Benham; 1974) whith fouhd a strong factor measuring the overall performance

of the head;

'The unidimensi.onality of the AES may be.a function of both a'gonerosity

error and a held 'effeCti The single factor extracted by Spangler (Note 5) led

him to conclude-that a "halo effect may have obscured the underlying (factor)

structure" of faculty ratings of the heads. Faculty may simply have a vested

interest 'in the department and its. head and give high ratings to the department

.

.and its administrator reflecting a potenAial generosity error.. In a a Miler

manner;

without differentiating spe ific aspects of his/her behavior. The potential

faculty may rate the administrator in terms of an overall impr sion

halo effct in the ratinga i oftenregarded as invalid variance;..however,

it could be 'ewed as otential higher order or general factor which does

not necessarily represent invalid variance.

Another likely contributing factor ro the observed u idimenaionality pf

the ASS may be the rack of specificity. in the ASS items. The items may simply

be too general in nature to measure speCific,attributes of the department head.

This is similar to the argument that is currently being made in xegard tO,

'
- .

,.staden't ratings of instruction r Derry, aid Hengstler, Note 8).

4

A question'that is often ais d with regard to faculty ratings instruments

is how effective the instrumenta are in detecting 0.-fferences among departments

or department heads; In this study, the AES were found to be very effective in

discriminating both-among universities and departmeht adminiatTators. This
.,-

.....,.-

. .

result is consistent within those obtained by Gunter (note 9) wllo found significant

d in the responsibilities and characteristics of department heads from

1 and large universitfes, Heads chairpersons from -large universities placed

more importance on personal research and scholarship and maintenance of depart-

mental records. A hig mphabis was placed on their research And=tcholarship
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-and less on their .teaching experience during the seIectioniprocess; They

had less liberty in faculty tenure procedures and'policy governance. Heads/

chairpersons spent more time serving on standing committees and graduate

student advising and less time en teaching, undergraduate student conversations/

advising and student Activities sponsorship; Theyhad more finial responsibi-

lities for budgeachninistration and ontrol. One would not expect to find

these some discriminant functions at institutions with different missiogs

and emphases (e.,,g. small private universities, community colleges). However,

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

= head.
a , -

In reviewing the results of the AE discriminant functions and factor

analysis, one notes that there was little logical correspondence between the

discriminant functions and factors. This apparent discrepancy between dis-

criminant functions and factors can partially be explained by the purpose of

the respective statistical procedures,. In the factor analyses, the intent

was to determine the underlying constructs or diMensfons by which faculty rated

the department and administrator- Items composing -.a particular factor are"

assumed,to be related. In contrast, the discriminant analysis sought to find

-

a _linear combination of variables (Itemsrthat showed the largest difference

between departmental means. Discriminant analysis makes no assumptions

regarding the relationships between items composing a particular function.

Thus, discriminant and factor analysis have different purposes in which the

outcomes are expected to be different.

dt has been argued (Smock and Hake, Note IO; Petrie; Note II; BraSkamp,
1

Wise, and Hengstler, 1979; Uhf & Pratt, Note 3) that information from a variety of

sources is desirable for departmental.and administrator reviews. One source that can

- r

furnish important information, with satisfactory reliability, are faculty ratings.
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For summative evaluationa of the department.bead, faculty ratings cah provide

administrators with comparative information (i.e. dtscriminant validity).
- ,

For formative evaluations, faculty Ratings can identify relative strengths and

14eaknesSea of a department head; however, the ratings may be affected by a

halo effect. Consequently, for formative evaluatioas, more highly detailed.

-.diagnostic items than the ones included in this study are necessary if,faculty

ratings of the head are desired.

0"

t
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