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The purpose of this study was to devise and test a rating

scale for humanities division chairpersons in four community colleges.

The study sought resolution of the following problems:

1. Determine humanities division faculty's perceptions of

effective and ineffective characteristics of humanities division

chairpers ons;

2. Determine the validity and estimates of reliability for

the Humanities Division Chairperson Rating Scale (HDCRS);

3. Determine the relationship that existed between the

responses of the faculty and (1) selected demographic variables

and (2) division chairperson's self-evaluation.

The faculty and the chairperson at the four participating col-

leges were asked to describe the best and the worst division chair-

person they knew. The statements were organized into five cate-

gories. The items were randomly placed in a rating scale format.

A five-option response system was used. The data resulting from a
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trial evaluation using the 209 items were factor analyzed resulting in

an eight-factor solution. Seventy-five items were chosen for the

HDCRS based on the factor analysis.

The final form of the HDCRS was used by faculty to rate

their chairperson. Estimates of inter-judge reliability were

obtained for the eight factors and the total score using the Kuder-

Richardson Formula-'21. A total score estimate of . 92 was obtained.

The eight factor estimates were: . 91, .53, . 81, .47, .39, .23, .44,

and . 34. A second evaluation followed in four weeks. A . 93 test-

retest estimate of reliability was obtained. Correlation coefficients

and mean score data were obtained between the responses of the

faculty and selected demographic variables and the division chairper-

son self-evaluation. It was found that no relationship seemed to

exist between the compared data. Factor weights were obtained

using a multiple linear regression analysis.

The following conclusions were drawn as a result of the

study.

1. The method of item development provides a sufficient

measure of content, face and formal validity for the instrument.

2. The reliability coefficients obtained indicate that an

instrument developed and tested in such a manner will prove

reasonably reliable.



3. The use of demographic variables as a further dimen-

sion of score analysis provides the division chairperson with a set of

data which is sensitive to the unique characteristics of the faculty

which may or may not influence response tendencies.

4. The data obtained from the HDCRS can provide the

chairperson with personal professional growth information.

5. The humanities faculty tend to place emphasis on the

chairperson's humanistic and personal professional qualities.

The following recommendations are offered:

1. The primary data collection instrument should request

responses from predetermined categories for both positive and nega-

tive characteristics.

2. The items extracted from the primary instrument should

first be submitted to examination by the faculty.

3. Additional demographic variables such as degrees held,

number of non-teaching duties, and extra-service assignments would

provide further response influence analysis.

4. Additional studies should be made using the present

model for division chairpersons in other divisions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The rise in the number of evaluative devices created to

measure performance effectiveness of educators in institutions of

higher learning is the result of the move towards expressed accounta-

bility in education. The initial impact of accountability in education

was felt by the faculty and was aimed at measuring teacher effective-

ness. Rating scales for assessing teacher performance have been

developed to afford faculty members a systematic process of gathering

appraisals from their students. When properly used, teacher per-

formance rating scales have been found to improve teaching effective-

ne ss,

The improvement of educational effectiveness is the primary

purpose of the accountability issue, but teachers have refused to bear

the burden alone. Rosenthal 2 suggests that teachers are not

1
F. Costin, W. Greenough, and R. Menges, "Student Rat-

ings of College Teaching: Reliability, Validity and Usefulness, "1
Review of Educational Research, XLI (December, 1971), 511-535.

2 Elsa J. Rosenthal, "Accountability, "1 Encyclopedia of

Educational Evaluation, edited by Scarvia B. Anderson, Samuel
Bale, and Richard T. Murphy (San Francisco, 1975), p. 3.

1
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willing ("o account for "hard-to-change conditions outside their

control" which may result in classroom failure. Miller contends

that evaluation should encompass all segments of the educational

endeavor including administrators. 3  Hillway agrees, and states

that

If teachers can be aided by securing systematically the

ratings of their students, it follows logically that admin-

istrators may also be helped in improving their work by

obtaining ratings from persons with whom they deal

most directly, the academic faculty. 4

5
Stiles, in his effort to promote constituent evaluations for

administrators, theorizes that all professionals should seek out the

reactions to, and assessments of, their performance by clients and

colleagues with whom they work.

Skipper and Perry7 warn that the increased complexity

3 Richard I. Miller, Developing Programs for Faculty

Evaluation (San Francisco, 1974), p. 77.

4 Tyrus Hillway, "Evaluating College and University

Administration, " Intellect, CI (April, 1973), 426-427.

5 Lindley J. Stiles, "Constituent Evaluations for Adminis-

trators, " Journal of Educational Research, LXVIII (December,

1974), inside front cover.

6 Charles E. Skipper, "Personal Characteristics of

Effective and Ineffective University Leaders, " College and

University, LI (Winter, 1976), 138-141.

7 Richard R. Perry, "Appraisal of Criteria for Evaluation

of Executive Administrative Performance in Public Higher Educa-

tion, " unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education,

University of Toledo, Toledo, Ohio, 1964, p. 2.
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in the functions of higher education have caused an intensity of focus

on the leaders who are charged with the responsibility for successful

8
institutional management. Pullias points out that administrators

have a profound effect on the outcomes of an educational institution

and that systematic evaluation is essential.

In recent years many administrators themselves have

recognized the need for methods of judging administrator perform-

ance. Van De Visse9 found that most of the administrators he ques-

tioned in the State of Ohio agreed that there was a need for adminis-

trator evaluation. Although the administrators in most institutions

of the Ohio study acknowledged a need for leadership evaluation, Van

de Visse learned that only twenty-four of the eighty-five institutions

he surveyed had on-going evaluation programs,.10 Milleril sug-

gests that the gap between recognizing the problem and doing

8 Earl V. Pullias, "Ten Principles of College Administra-

tion, " School and Society, C (February, 1972), 95-97.

9 Martin C. Van De Visse, "The Evaluation of Administra-

tive Performance in Higher Education: A Survey of Organized

Evaluative Practices in the Public and Private Institutions of Ohio,"

unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education, Kent State

University, Kent, Ohio, 1974, p. 124.

1 0Ibid., p. 126.

1 1 Miller, Developing Programs for Faculty Evaluation,

p. 77.
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something about it might lie in the fact that no effective methods or

systems of evaluation exist. Generally, attempts to systematize

administrative evaluation have focused on global assessments of top

level positions. The supposition here is that deans, executive

deans, and presidents, having the most power within the institution,

control the success/failure destiny of the institution. Hannewald 1 2

found extensive literature dealing with upper level administration but

very little concerning lower level administration. In view of the

increased responsibility thrust upon the lower level administrator

it may well be postulated that institutional success/failure is couched

there. 13 As Perry14 states, program expansion within college

and university communities has caused changes in administrative

power structures.

It can be assumed that academic sub-units within institutions

of higher learning possess characteristics and needs unique to them-

selves. Further, disciplines have been administratively separated

so that their individual needs can be served. It follows then that the

12 Norman L. Hannewald, "Administrative Functioning of

Member Institutions of the National Association of Schools of Music,

unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education, Indiana

University, Bloomington, Indiana, 1974, p. 3.

131bid., p. 3.

14 Perry, "Appraisal of Criteria for Evaluation of Execu-

tive Administrative Performance in Public Higher Education, " p. 2.
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leadership requirements within each separated discipline must

include characteristics, qualities, and insights unique to that disci-

pline. Further, it may be extended that the same academic disci-

pline may possess different leadership needs by virtue of the size,

funding, and philosophy of the institution it serves.

Bill Priest, Chancellor, Dallas County Community College

District, describes the role of the division chairperson as "key to

the whole community college mechanism.",15 Priest points out that

the selection of division chairpersons is often based on the candi-

date t s ability as a teacher rather than a set of predetermined admin-

istrative criteria. 16 Quite often the division to which a chairperson

is assigned contains more than one academic discipline. The result-

ing problem is one of equality of emphasis and leadership ability in

all areas of the division. The humanities division of the Dallas

County Community College District (DCCCD) is typically comprised

of the departments of Art, Humanities, Music, Philosophy, and

Theater. The humanities division chairperson becomes the primary

educational leader for each area in the division. The problem of

15 Bill Priest, "The Division Chairman in the Multi-

Campus Community College, " A Report of a conference sponsored

by the Sam Houston State University Community Junior College

Graduate Program, July 31 and August 1, 1972, edited by John R.

Grable, 1973, p. 17.

16Ibid.
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effective leadership is compounded by the fact that academic sub-

units such as choral, instrumental, and theory departments exist

within the major academic sub..units of the division. The question of

effective educational leadership equally distributed by one chairper-

son over all academic disciplines within a division is difficult to

address. Little has been done to describe and test behavioral char-

acteristics of effective or ineffective humanities division chairper-

sons.

As Perry states, evaluation of administrators does take

place. Administrators are appointed, promoted, and asked to

resign based on judgments made of their effectiveness. 17 Gener-

ally, assessment of an administrator's effectiveness is made by a

superior. Faculty members often have no systematic way of

expressing themselves on the effectiveness of their administrators.

Bescos 18 found no significant relationship between superior and sub-

ordinate perceptions of a foreman's leadership qualities. Further,

it was expressed that the superior and subordinate either perceived

the same behavior differently or the foreman exhibited different

1 7 Perry, "Appraisal of Criteria for Evaluation of Execu-

tive Administrative Performance in Public Higher Education," p. 2.

18 Robert 0. Bescos and C. H. Lawski, "Foreman Leader-

ship as Perceived by Superiors and Subordinates, " Personnel

Psychology, XII (Winter, 1959), 573-582.
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behavior patterns to superiors and subordinates. Perhaps the divi-

sion chairperson who is favorably perceived by his superior is judged

ineffective by his faculty.

Lin, 19 in a 1975 study, found that the differences between

the administrator's self-evaluation and the faculty's evaluation of the

administrator reflected the gap between the self-perception of the

administrator and the role expectations of the faculty. In this case,

the administrator had not made himself aware of the behavior char-

acteristics perceived effective by the faculty.

In September, 1976, the academic affairs committee of the

faculty senate at Stephen F. Austin State University initiated a national

survey on departmental governance. Questionnaires were sent to

two hundred colleges and universities with enrollments larger than

eight thousand. Among the results of the survey it was reported

that 81 per cent of the responding institutions utilized upward evalua-

tion at the department level.20 Seventy-five per cent of the schools

indicating some form of evaluation reported doing so on a scheduled

19 Yihsuing R. Lin, "Rating Scale for Academic Adminis-

tration, " unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education,

University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, Colorado, 1975,

p. 74.

20
J.W. Vincent, Memo to the faculty, Stephen F. Austin

State University, Nacogdoches, Texas, December, 1976.
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basis. No mention of the evaluation instrument or the evaluative

criteria was made in the report.

In the case of a humanities division chairperson, it seems

important to be apprised of the behavioral characteristics deemed

necessary for effective leadership by each of the disciplines which

comprise the division. Unlike the university dean of fine arts, the

humanities division chairperson in many community colleges has no

administrative subordinates to look to for assistance in making deci-

sions unique to each academic discipline. Conversely, only one

of the academic disciplines within the division has as its primary

administrator a person who is intimately aware of the uniqueness of

the discipline.

The humanities division chairperson in the Dallas County

Community College District is a teaching administrator. The num-

ber of classes the division chairperson is required to teach is pro-

portionate to the number of full-time faculty assigned to the division.

In most cases the humanities division chairperson in the Dallas County

Community College District teaches two classes. Theoretically, the

division chairperson is both administrator and faculty. In some

instances the humanities division chairperson is viewed by the admin-

istration as a faculty member with administrative extra assignment.

Conversely, the faculty may view the same division chairperson as an
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administrator who teaches one or two classes. Although most

humanities division chairpersons readily accept their dualistic role,

the "quick change" from faculty member to administrator often

confounds attempts to assess division leadership effectiveness.

There seemed to exist sufficient evidence to support the need

for a study to determine humanities division faculty's perceptions of

effective and ineffective behavioral characteristic s of division chair -

persons. Further, there seemed to exist sufficient evidence to sup-

port the need for a study to devise a leadership rating scale for humani-

ties division chairpersons.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to devise and test a rating

scale for humanities division chairpersons in the colleges of the

Dallas County Community College District.

The study attempted to resolve the following problems:

1. Determine humanities division faculty's perceptions of

effective and ineffective characteristics of humanities division chair-

persons;

2. Determine the validity of the Humanities Division Chair-

person Rating Scale;

3. Determine the estimates of reliability for the Humani-

ties Division Chairperson Rating Scale;



10

4. Determine the relationship that exists between the

responses of faculty associated with differing demographic variables,

the division chairperson's self-evaluation, and the items of the

Humanities Division Chairperson Rating Scale.

Definition of Terms

The term humanities division refers to the administrative

organization of the Art, Humanities, Music, Philosophy, and Theater

departments in the colleges of the Dallas County Community College

District.

The term behavioral characteristics refers to a distinctive

quality, disposition, or mode of action.

The term humanities division chairperson refers to the

individual whose primary function is the management and leadership

of the Art, Humanities, Music, Philosophy, and Theater departments

of the colleges of the Dallas County Community College District.

The Dallas County Community College District is comprised

of Eastfield College, El Centro College, Mountain View College, and

Richland College.

The term factor refers to a category of items which

statistically relate to each other. For the purpose of this particular

problem the term item refers to a statement characteristic of an

effective or ineffective humanities division chairperson.
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The term rating scale for the purpose of this study refers to

an evaluation instrument consisting of characteristic statements

descriptive of effective and ineffective humanities division chairper-

sons and designed for use in "upward" evaluation exercises.

The term upward evaluation refers to a system of job per-

formance rating wherein subordinates rate their superiors.

The term demographic variable refers to those characteris-

tics that define a population. For the purpose of this study, age, sex,

number of years teaching experience, contractual status (partial or

full contract), academic discipline (teaching field), number of years

administrative experience, years primary or secondary school

teaching experience, and the college in which the faculty member is

assigned will comprise the demographic variables to be correlated

with the items of the evaluation instrument.

Delimitations

This study deals with the development of a rating scale

for the humanities division chairperson only.

This study deals with the development of a rating scale

to be used only in "upward" and "self" evaluation of the humani-

ties division chairperson.
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Basic Assumptions

The basic assumption of this study is that the administra-

tive function is observable and measureable and that faculty members

are capable of determining effective and ineffective administra-

tion.

Methodology

In order to achieve the stated purpose of this study it was

necessary to employ a model which would satisfactorily resolve the

specific problems encountered in the process.

First, it was necessary to determine humanities division

faculty's perceptions of the characteristics of effective and

ineffective division chairpersons. A form (Appendix A) similar to

that used by Abeles 2 1 in his study was employed to acquire input

from the humanities division faculty at the four participating institu-

tions.

Second, the director of counseling and testing at Richland

College and the director of research at Richland College were retained

as judges for the study. The judges and the researcher placed the

2 1 Harold F. Abeles, "Student Perceptions of Characteris-

tics of Effective Applied Music Instructors, " Journal of Research

in Music Education, XXIII (Summer, 1975), 147-154.
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209 items into categories to which the items seemed best related.

Five categories resulted from the judging.

Third, the items were extracted from the five categories

and were randomly placed in a rating scale format (Appendix B).

The rating scale was submitted to trial evaluation using the

humanities division faculty at Richland College (Appendix C).

Fourth, a factor analysis was employed on the data result-

ing from the trial evaluation. Seventy-five items were retained for the

final form (Appendix D) of the Humanities Division Chairperson Rating

Scale (HDCRS) based on their rate of loading (the larger the coeffi-

cient is for an item in a factor matrix, the higher that item is said to

"load" on that factor) on the factor they described and their relative

independence of the other factors (Appendix E).

Fifth, content, face, and formal validity were established

for the HDCRS based on the model used to determine the criteria for

the instrument.

Sixth, estimates of reliability were obtained for the HDCRS

using the Kuder-Richardson Formula 21 and the test-retest method.

Seventh, selected demographic data were analyzed to deter-

mine if any influence was exerted on the response tendency of the

faculty to the HDCRS due to the expressed demography.
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Eighth, a comparison was made to determine the relation-

ship that exists between the response of the faculty to the HDCRS and

the division chairperson's self-evaluation.

Ninth, a multiple linear regression analysis was performed

on the factors of the HDCRS in order to determine the relative weight

of each factor.

Plan of the Report

Chapter II will present related literature selected from the

field of business and the field of education.

Chapter III will present the resolution of problems one,

two, and three as stated on page nine of this study and as described

in steps one through six in the above section of this chapter.

Chapter IV will discuss the resolution of problem four as

stated on page ten of this study and as described in steps seven

through nine in the above section of this chapter.

Chapter V will contain the summary, conclusions, and

recommendations.



CHAPTER II

RELATED LITERATURE

Efforts to define leadership behavior and to evaluate leader-

ship effectiveness have been centered mainly in the field of business.

Researchers in business have attempted to view leadership from

several vantage points. Some studies have investigated the essential

factors of leadership behavior while some have investigated the effects

of various leadership behavior characteristics on subordinates. A

summary of research in business and education is presented.

Business Research

In 1957 Hemphill and Coons developed a series of leader

behavior dimensions which are known as the Leadership Behavior

Description Questionnaire. The researchers assembled nine

dimensions of leader behavior.

1. Integration . . . Acts which tend to increase

cooperation among members or decrease competition

among them

1
John K. Hemphill and Alvin E. Coons, "Development of

the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, " Leader Behavior:

Its Description and Measurement, edited by Ralph M. Stogdill and

Alvin E. Coons (Columbus, Ohio, 1957), pp. 6-38.

15
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2. Communication . . Acts which increase the

understanding of and knowledge about what is going on.

3. Production emphasis . . . Acts which are

oriented toward work accomplished.

4. Representation . . . Acts which speak for the

group in interaction with outside agencies.

5. Fraternization . . . Acts which tend to make

the leader a part of the group.

6. Organization . . . Acts which lead to differen-

tiation of duties and which prescribe ways of doing things.

7. Evaluation . . . Acts which have to do with

distribution of awards or punishment.

8. Initiation . . . Acts which lead to change in

group activities.

9. Domination . . . Acts which disregard the

ideas or person of members of the group.

Each member of the Personnel Research Board at Ohio

State University was asked to write items of behavior which seemed

to apply to the nine dimensions. In addition, members of two

advanced university classes were asked to write forty-eight items

descriptive of the leadership dimensions. From the initial list of

1, 790 items, 150 were selected and arranged in questionnaire form.

The items were randomized and the dimensions to which they applied

were dropped. Items were placed in a "multiple choice" format with

five choices for each item. A list of forty-two adverbs expressing

frequency and/or extent of engaging in a behavior was compiled. The
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list was presented to each staff member who served as a judge in a

paired-comparisons evaluation of each adverb against every other

adverb on the list, using as a criterion the extent of occurrence.

Three combinations of five frequency adverbs were selected from

the list and were used as multiple choice responses to the items of

leader behavior.

The researchers administered the questionnaire to 357

individuals selected from a summer school college population with an

age range from eighteen to fifty-five. Two hundred five of the

individuals were asked to describe a leader of the group they were in

or had been in while 152 of the individuals were asked to describe

themselves as leaders.

The researchers found that the extreme responses of

"always, " "never, " and "a great deal" were seldom used. They

learned that the dimensions they used, under the assumption that they

were independent, were questionable. Item correlations, therefore,

were computed between each item and its own dimension total score

and also between each item and the other dimensions to which it was

not assigned. It was found that approximately half the items did

correlate highly with several dimensions; thus the dimensions did not

meet the requirements of independence between dimensions. It was

also learned that leaders tended to describe their own behavior in
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more favorable terms than did subordinates. The correlation

between describing leader behavior and rating leader behavior using

a scale from "Perfect" to "Poor" evidenced a lack of independence

between "rating" and "describing" leader behavior.

The authors concluded that it is probable that leader

behavior is substantially related to the type of group in which the

leadership occurs as well as to the person engaging in the behavior.

It was recommended that further studies should better define the

population from which the sample is drawn and to which the question-

naire is administered. 2

Halpin and Winer3 modified the Leadership Behavior

Description Questionnaire to fit the needs of the Air Force. Three

hundred crew members described the leadership behavior of fifty-two

leaders. Instead of the nine dimensions used by Hemphill and

Coons, Halpin and Winer used eight "keys.!" Utilizing a modified

Wherry-Doolittle test selection procedure, it was found that five of

the keys accounted for almost all the variance on the eight keys.

2Ibid.

3 Andrew W. Halpin and B. James Winer, "A Factorial

Study of the Leader Behavior Descriptions, " Leader Behavior:

Its Description and Measurement, edited by Ralph M. Stogdill and

Alvin E. Coons Columbus, Ohio, 1957), pp. 39-51.
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Correlations between the 130 items and each of the five keys

were computed. The item-key correlations were used to estimate

the factor loadings of the items on each of the keys. Subsequent

factor analysis revealed a four-factor structure. The emergent fac-

tor s were: "Consideration, Initiating Structure, Production Emphasis

and Social Awareness. " Two of the factors, "Consideration" and

"Initiating Structure, " accounted for 83 per cent of the total factor

variance. Attempts by the researchers to improve the remaining

two factors by adding new items failed.

Consideration and Initiating Structure have been used in a

variety of studies to determine leader behavior function. Several

definitions of Consideration and Initiating Structure have been found.

The following seems most complete.

Consideration includes behavior indicating mutual trust,

respect, and a certain warmth and rapport between the

supervisor and his group. This does not mean that this

dimension reflects a superficial "pat-on-the -back, "

"first name calling" kind of human relations behavior.

This dimension appears to emphasize a deeper concern

for group members' needs and includes such behavior

as allowing subordinates more participation in decision

making and encouraging more two-way communication.

Structure includes behavior in which the supervisor

organizes and defines group activities and his relation

to the group. Thus he defines the role he expects each

member to assume, assigns tasks, plans ahead, estab-

lishes ways of getting things done, and pushes for
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production. This dimension seems to emphasize overt

attempts to achieve organizational goals.

The emergence of two seemingly independent constructs of

leader behavior led to studies designed to equate the constructs with

effective /ine ffective leader behavior.

Fleishman and Harris5 examined the constructs Considera-

tion and Structure to determine if there were optimum combinations

for effective /ineffective leader ship. Fifty-seven production foremen

and their work groups were chosen as the population. Three mem-

bers of each foreman's work group were randomly selected to

describe their foreman. The results of the behavior descriptions

were correlated with each foreman's incidence of employee turnover

and employee grievance. The relationships were plotted on a curvi-

linear scale. The researchers found that low Consideration and high

Structure equate with high grievances and high turnover. High

Consideration and high Structure seemed to equate with effective

leadership.

4 Edwin A. Fleishman and Edwin F. Harris, "Patterns

of Leadership Behavior Related to Employee Grievances and

Turnover, " Personnel Psychology, XV (Spring, 1962),

43-46.

5
Ibid.
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Hemphill, 6 in his study of the administrative reputation of

college departments, found that departments with best reputations

had chairmen who were described as above average on both Con-

sideration and Structure.

Halpin7 stated that executive leadership behavior is asso-

ciated with high performance on both Consideration and Structure.

Further, Halpin found that the college department chairmen whose

departments are reputed to be well-administered are persons who

A. Define the role which they expect each member of

the work group to assume, and delineate patterns of

organization and ways of getting the job done.

B. Establish a relationship of mutual trust and respect

between the group member and themselves.

8
Stogdill, Goode, and Day developed what was termed

"new dimensions" of leadership. The "new dimensions" became

known as Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire Form XII (here-

inafter referred to as LBDQ-12). Rather than just the constructs

6 John K. Hemphill, "Leadership Behavior Associated with

the Administrative Reputation of College Departments, " Journal of

Educational Psychology, XLVI (November, 1955), 385-401.

7 Andrew W. Halpin, "The Behavior of Leaders, "

Educational Leadership, XIV (December, 1956), 172-176.

8 Ralph M. Stogdill, 0. S. Goode, and D. R. Day, "New

Leader Behavior Description Subscales," Journal of Psychology,

XVIV (October, 1962), 259-269.
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Consideration and Structure, the authors argued that the following

patterns of behavior were involved in leadership.

Representation . . speaks and acts as representative

of the group.

Demand Reconciliation . . . reconciles conflicting

organizational demands and reduces disorder to the system.

Tolerance of Uncertainty . . . is able to tolerate uncer-

tainty and postponement without anxiety or upset.

Persuasiveness . . . uses persuasion and argument effec-

tively; exhibits strong convictions.

Initiation of Structure . . . clearly defines own role,

and lets followers know what is expected.

Tolerance of Freedom . . . allows followers scope for

initiative, decision, and action.

Role Retention . . . actively exercises leadership role

rather than surrendering leadership to others.

Consideration . . . regards the comfort, well-being,

status, and contributions of followers.

Production Emphasis . . . applies pressure for productive

output.

Predictive Accuracy . . . exhibits foresight and ability

to predict outcomes accurately.

Integration . . . maintains a closely knit organization;

resolves intermember conflicts.

Influence with Superiors . . . maintains cordial relations

with superiors; has influence with them; is striving for

higher status.

The authors contend that although the above patterns of

behavior are involved in leadership, they are not equally important

in all situations.

Hills9 felt that the "representative" function was neglected

when using only Consideration and Structure. In a study of public

9 R. Jean Hills, "The Representative Function: A Neglected

Dimension of Leader Behavior, Administrative Science Quarterly,

VIII (June, 1963), 83-106.
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school principals, it was found that high Consideration and high

Structure plus moderate "representation" correlated significantly

with teacher morale.

Brown10 challenged the LBDQ-12 in a study supported by a

grant from the Alberta Teachers' Association. The LBDQ-12 was

administered to 1, 551 teachers in 170 schools in Alberta, Canada.

The teachers were asked to describe their principals using the

LBDQ -12. A factor analysis was performed on the data resulting

from the study. Only two factors emerged as significant and

accounted for 76 per cent of the total test variance. The author

labeled the two factors "system" orientation and "per son" orienta-

tion. The factor loadings of all twelve LBDQ- 12 dimensions were

plotted on a bi-polar circumplex model using Brown's "system"

orientation and "person" orientation as the expressed bi-polarity.

The graphic exhibition of the factor loadings led Brown to express

that leadership is similar to many other forms of interpersonal

behavior which is characterized by two major axes which shade into

each other. Brown describes his bi-polar model as

. . . twelve concepts of leadership activity assembled in

an ascending or descending sequence from (1) those

activities responding chiefly to system needs (Structure,

10Alan F. Brown, "Reactions to Leadership, "t Educational

Administration Quarterly, III (Winter, 1967), 62-73.
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Production Emphasis, Representation), through (2) those

activities responding chiefly to the need for effective trans -

action between the institution and the person (Integration,

Predictive Accuracy, Superior Orientation), to (3) those

activities responding chiefly to idiosyncratic needs of staff

(Tolerance of Freedom, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Con-

sideration).

Although Stogdill's LBDQ-12 was factorially composed,

Brown's findings refute the independence of the twelve dimensions.

Brown 1 concludes that leadership is transactional and that the

leader is most effective who rates high on the bi-polar factors.

Schriesheim and Kerr12 reported on the reliability, validity,

and scaling adequacy of the Ohio State leadership scales. A synthe-

sis of data from existing studies was used. The authors found that

LBDQ-12 exhibited acceptable internal consistency reliability and

marginally acceptable test-retest reliability (one study found coef-

ficients for one-, two-, and three-month intervals to vary between

.57 and .72 for Structure and between .71 and .79 for Considera-

tion). No studies were found to demonstrate construct, convergent,

or discriminate validity.

111bid.

1 2 Chester Schriesheim and Steven Kerr, "Psychometric

Properties of the Ohio State Leadership Scales," Psychological

Bulletin, LXXXI (October, 1974), 756-765.
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Stogdill
1 3 prepared a series of vignettes using actors to

portray patterns of leadership behavior described by the sub-scales

of the LBDQ-12. Only six sub-scales were used. Motion pictures

of the vignettes were shown to a group of observers who described the

leaders' behavior using LBDQ-l2. By virtue of his study, Stogdill

states, "it is argued that the findings constitute evidence that the sub-

scales of the LBDQ-12 measure what they are purported to

14
measure.

Schriesheim and Kerr 1 5 argue that the LBDQ-12 exhibits

marginally acceptable experimental validity, acceptable c onc ur rent

validity, and no predictive validity. The authors further report that

the LBDQ-12 suffers from scaling problems such as "halo" effect

resulting from an insufficient number of reflected Structure items.

The lack of reflected items may also cause an "agreement response

tendency" which distorts respondent scores.

Even with all the problems inherent in the LBDQ-12 scales,

it appears to remain a reasonable, valid, and reliable measure of

leadership behavior.

13Ralph M. Stogdill, "Validity of Leader Behavior Descrip-

tions, " Personnel Psychology, XXII (Summer, 1969), 153-158.

14 Ibid.

1 5 Schriesheim and Kerr, "Psychometric Properties of the

Ohio State Leadership Scales, " p. 763.
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Educational Research

Studies structured to measure leadership behavior or to

rate college and university administrators are few in number. It

seems profitable at this point to survey the reports of efforts to

rate leadership behavior of college and university administration.

Skipper16 attempted to differentiate between the personal

characteristics of effective and ineffective college and university

leaders at the dean level and above. The assumption was that effec -

tive administrators would be high in Structure and Consideration

while ineffective administrators would be low in Structure and Con-

sideration. A scale of ten personality characteristics related to

the most frequently occurring leadership skills was developed.

The following personal qualities were measured: responsibility,

integrity, self-control, intellectual efficiency, flexibility, personal

relations, leadership, motivation to achieve, avoidance of problems,

and creativity. The personal qualities were arranged beside a

bi-polar set of descriptors. Skipper used twenty university

administrators as raters. Ten rated their most effective adminis-

trator colleague while the other ten rated their most ineffective

administrator colleague. A "t" test was used to determine if there

1 6 Charles E. Skipper, "Personal Characteristics of Effec-

tive and Ineffective University Leaders," College and University, LI

(Winters 1976), 138-141.
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were statistically significant differences between "most effective"

and "least effective" administrators. Findings were judged signifi-

cant at the .05 level using a one-tailed test. "Most effective"

administrators were Judged to be more ethical, honest, calm, alert,

insightful, tolerant, confident, and goal-oriented. "Least effective"

administrators were judged undependable, deceitful, irritable, impul-

sive, rigid, sarcastic, retiring, lacking in ambition, inclined to put

off difficult decisions, and to have fewer ideas.

Hillway1 7 constructed a rating scale for college and univer-

sity administrators which consisted of two dimensions. The first

dimension, "qualities, " consists of fifteen sub-items while the

second dimension, "methods," contains nine sub-items. A final

item asks for the raters' general or over-all rating of the adminis-

trator' s effectiveness. The "qualities" examined include

.*. . interest in the progress of education, educational

and cultural background, sympathetic attitude toward

students, fairness in dealing vith students, considerate

attitude toward faculty, fairness in dealing with faculty,

self-adjustment and sense of humor, tolerance of new

ideas, trustworthine s s (honesty, reliability), skill in

securing group action, ability to inspire confidence,

ability to maintain faculty performance, and appearance

(appropriate dress, grooming).

The "methods" presented for rating include

1 7 Tyrus Hillway, "Evaluating College and Univer sity

Administration, " Intellect, CI (April, 1973), 426-427.
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" 0. .encourages 
democratic participation, communi-

cates effectively with group members, presents appro-

priate materials for group action, adheres faithfully

to group decisions, respects professional rights of

faculty, assigns work fairly and suitably, makes fair

decisions on promotions and salary, makes contributions

to his academic field, and uses generally appropriate

administrative methods.

Raters are asked to evaluate the administrator using a five -point

scale ranging from "high" to "low." The rating scale was

developed by a survey of literature which yielded "certain basic

qualities and activities of the ideal administrator." Further, Hill-

way found strong concurrence among faculty regarding the qualities

of a college president. The author states that the instrument has

only limited experience and indications are that it is of some value

when properly used. Hillway reports no reliability or validity coef-

ficients nor was any analysis of the independence of the dimensions

obtained.

A study by Lin1 8 explored Hillway's Rating Scale for

Academic Administration. Lin found that in a three-week test-retest

experiment the reliability coefficient was .78. Further, Lin found

the predictive validity, using a multiple linear regression analysis,

was .93. Lin reported that "Leadership, Educational Background,

18Yihsuing R. Lin, "Rating Scale for Academic Administra-

tion," unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education,

University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, Colorado, 1975, pp. 73-74.
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Grooming, Respect for Group Action, and Attitude in Dealing with

People" were the five factors reflecting most of the variance in the

inter -correlations of the rating scale.

Lin's analysis techniques appear sound; however, the emer-

gence of the five factors defies "a priori" assessment. Lin does

not report that a revision of the Hillway rating scale was undertaken

as a result of factor analysis. Item ambiguity may exist for those

items loading equally high on several of the expressed factors.

Inspection of the items reveals a rather general array of "qualities"

amassed to assess global traits which may explain the confusing

results of the factor analysis.

Several forms used by various institutions for the appraisal

of administrative performance are reported by Miller. 19 Of parti-

cular interest to the present study is a form entitled Administrative

Effectiveness Appraisal which Miller presents in both his 1972 and

1974 publications.
2 0 Miller suggests that use of the appraisal be

determined within each institution. No further information is given.

The form calls for assessment of fourteen "factors" utilizing a

seven-point scale ranging from "highest" to "lowest. " The

1 9 Richard I. Miller, Developing Programs for Faculty

Evaluation (San Francisco, 1974), p. 77.

2 0 Richard I. Miller, Evaluating Faculty Performance

(San Francisco, 1972), p. 50.
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respondent can indicate an "X" if he feels incapable of making a

judicious decision. Two blank spaces at the bottom of the form allow

the appraiser to elect two additional items for rating. Finally, the

form provides space for a "composite rating" and a narrative

description of the administrator. The psychometric properties of

the appraisal form are not given.

Miller reviews several existent evaluation forms and

draws on several articles to establish the fact that little is known and

little is done concerning evaluation of administrators. Guidelines

for the establishment of administrator evaluations are presented.

Seven of the citations used by Miller call for "upward" or subordin-

ate to superior evaluation models. Equally as many suggest the

traditional "downward" evaluation model.

C olle ge s within the Dalla s C ounty C ommunity College Dis-

trict have established upward evaluation systems which often result

in the creation of a different instrument for each level of adminis-

trator.2 Faculty are asked to evaluate their division chairperson,

the associate and assistant deans, the deans, and the president.

Each level evaluates upward through the president. The instruments

2 1 Miller, Developing Programsfor Faculty Evaluation,

p. 88.

2 2In private conversation vith Rodger A. Pool, Chairman,

Upward Evaluation Committee, Richland College, March, 1976.
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created for the evaluation exercise are usually devised by an evalua-

tion committee comprised of members of the faculty and administra-

tion. Quite often each administrative level is asked to submit items

on which they feel they should be evaluated. The items are random-

ized and respondents are asked to evaluate their administrators using

a four-item response scale. A fifth item is used to indicate "no

opinion." Responses are recorded on IBM answer sheets and com-

puter analyzed for measures of central tendency. Responses are

anonymously submitted. Administrators receive a computer print-

out containing the evaluation data.

Problems inherent in the above procedures stem from two

basic concerns. First, item selection for the evaluation devices is

done with minimal involvement from those who are to use the instru-

ments. It can be assumed that very meaningful and pertinent data

is not included in the final instrument. Secondly, lack of factorial

and psychometric analysis of the instruments tend to negate the

results of their use.

Remmers and Hobson produced a rating scale for the Pur-

due Research Foundation entitled The Purdue Rating Scale for

Administrators and Executives. 2 3  The rating scale consists of

2 3 H.H. Remmers and R.L. Hobson, The Purdue Rating

Scale for Administrators and Executives (Lafayette, Indiana, 1950).
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ten categories described by a total of thirty-six items. The

responses are averaged and a percentile chart is constructed to

report the response profile. The ten categories are intellectual

balance, emotional balance, administrative leadership, administra-

tive planning, use of funds, capacity for work, relations with subor-

dinate s, public relations, and social responsibility. Although the

Purdue Rating Scale is one of the more comprehensive in design, one

of its weaknesses is that respondents are asked to make several

kinds of judgments within one statement. For example, item twelve

states, "Under stands the objectives and interrelationships of his

entire work." The administrator in question may well under stand

the 'objectives" of his work without adequate insight into the

"interrelationships" at work. Conversely, the respondent may be

capable of determining the degree to which the administrator under -

stands the "objectives" but not able to determine the "interrelation-

ship" portion of the statement. The results of the responses to

item twelve would tend to be vague in meaning and would probably

defy accurate interpretation. In other words, regardless of how

the respondent answered item twelve, it would be difficult to assess

what the answer was telling the administrator.

The rating device used by Baylor University in the spring of

1972 represents a different type of administrator assessment
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instrument. Raters are instructed to use a nine-point scale to indi-

cate the relative degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction they have

with the administrator named. No items other than the name and

title of the administrator are on the form. At the end of the form

respondents are given the opportunity to make comments. The

most obvious objection to the Baylor instrument is that very little

information is gained by the rated administrator.

As Hillway 2 4 states, many articles and books have been

written which offer personal opinion or personal accounts of an ideal

administrator . Pullias,25 Brown, Z6 Corson, Z7 and House8

discuss the attributes of good educational administration; however,

little attention is given to methods of evaluating them.

24Tyrus Hillway, "Evaluating College and University

Administration, " Intellect, CI (April, 1973), 426-427.

2 5 Earl V. Pullias, "Ten Principles of College Adminis-

tration,1 " School and Society, C (February, 1972), 95-97; Earl V.

Pullias, "College and University Administration: Ten More Prin-

ciples, " Intellect, CI (April, 1973), 428-431.

2 6 Martha A. Brown, "What Kind of Leaders Do Faculty

Want?" College Management, VIII (January, 1973), 25-26.

2 7 John J. Corson, Governance of Colleges andUniversi-

ties (New York, 1960), p. 88.

28R obert W. House, Administration in Music Education

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1973), p. 14.
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Griffiths 29 summarizes important works on administrative theory

and suggests that, t the condition of the theoretical study of educa-

tional administration has never been better." Griffiths continues by

pointing out that the time seems right for further study in educational

administration.

One seemingly clear need for further study in educational

administration is the development of a model from which a valid and

reliable administrative rating scale can be devised. In his article

on an approach to the construction of rating scales which measure

complex behaviors, Abeles cites his development of the Clarinet

Performance Rating Scale as the model. 3 0  Abeles developed the

rating scale by generating an initial set of items from experts in the

field, factor analyzing the results of a trial evaluation of the initial

set of items, and by testing the scale for reliability. 31

Abeles utilized his model to develop several performance

rating scales. Basic to the Abeles model is the fact that, by

sampling many experts, the resulting items provide a comprehensive

2 9 Daniel E. Griffiths, "Administrative Theory," Encyclo-

pedia of Educational Research, 4th ed., edited by Robert L. Ebel

(London, 1969), p. 22.

3 0Harold F. Abeles, "A Facet-Factorial Approach to the

Construction of Rating Scales to Measure Complex Behavior, "

Journal of Educational Measurement, X (Summer, 1973), 145-151.

31Ibid., p. 145.
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investigation of the behavior in question. 32 If the rating scale pro-

vides a large degree of comprehensiveness and adequately samples

the content of the subject area, then satisfactory content validity can

be assumed.

The present study utilizes a model which is most closely

related to the Abeles model whereby an evaluation instrument for

applied music instructors was developed. 33 Abeles asked graduate

and undergraduate students to write an essay describing the applied

music instructor who stood out most in their mind. The essay was

to include both good and bad characteristics.

One hundred twenty-three statements descriptive of applied

teachers were gleaned from the essays. The statements were

organized into five categories by the researcher and three judges.

The organized data permitted Abeles to better conceptualize the ori-

ginal statements. The statements were then randomly placed in a

rating scale format, and a trial evaluation was employed. The

results of the trial evaluation were submitted to factor analysis which

yielded a twenty-three item, four-factor solution. Abeles created a

fifth factor with seven additional items for the final form.

3 2 1bid. , p. 145.

3 3 Harold F. Abeles, "Student Perceptions of Characteris-

tics of Effective Applied Music Instructors, " Journal of Research in

Music Education, XXIII (Summer, 1975), 147-154.
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Abeles used the Kuder-Richardson Formula 21 procedure to

obtain estimates of interjudge reliability. Reliability estimates

were obtained for the total score and for the instrument's sub -scales

(factors). Interjudge reliability estimates were obtained for two dif-

ferent evaluation exercises. The interjudge reliability estimates

were consistently stronger for the second evaluation than for the

first. Total score reliability estimates were not consistent with the

sub-scales. The first reliability coefficient was .96, and the second

was .88. Although Abeles states that the subscale reliability esti-

mates do not appear adequate for evaluation purposes, this writer

feels they are. With a range from .81 for sub-scale one (Rapport)

to .71 for sub-scale three (Instructional Skills), the reliability esti-

mates seem adequate for an instrument designed to rate such a

complex behavior.

In an effort to establish criterion validity, Abeles examined

the relationship of the applied music instructor rating scale to the

College Teacher Description Scale (CTDS) and the Performance

RatingScale (PRS). A relationship of .60 existed between the applied

music instructor rating scale and the PRS. Abeles considered the

.60 relationship "moderately strong. " A negative, "moderately

weak, " relationship was observed between the CTDS and the applied

music instructor scale.
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Abeles concluded that, "the study produced a scale that

seems to be appropriate to employ in the evaluation of applied

faculty."'34

The model resulting from the Abeles study was considered

adequate for use in the development of an instrument to evaluate

administrators.

3 4 Ibid.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

In order to develop the Humanities Division Chairperson

Rating Scale (HDCRS), it was necessary to determine a procedural

model that would best resolve the stated problems of this project.

Chapter III will discuss the resolution of problems one, two, and

three. Problem one was to determine humanities division faculty's

perceptions of effective and ineffective characteristics of humanities

division chairpersons. Problem two was to determine the validity

of the Humanities Division Chairperson Rating Scale. Problem

three was to determine the reliability of the Humanities Division

Chairperson Rating Scale.

Scale Construction

The procedural model used to determine humanities division

faculty's perceptions of effective and ineffective characteristics of

humanities division chairpersons was similar to that used by Abeles'

IHarold F. Abeles, "Student Perceptions of Characteristics
of Effective Applied Music Instructors, " Journal of Research in
Music Education, XXIII (Summer, 1975), 147-154.

38
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wherein students were asked to describe the characteristics of the

applied music teacher who stood out most in their mind. In order to

develop items for the HDCRS the Humanities Division faculty at East-

field College, El Centro College, Mountain View College, and Rich-

land College were asked to write characteristics describing the best

division chairperson they know and the worst division chairperson they

know (Appendix A). A cover letter explaining the purpose of the

study and giving examples of characteristics of effective and ineffec-

tive division chairpersons accompanied the data collection form.

The division secretary on each of the participating campuses was

asked to distribute and to collect the primary data collection form.

The total population was comprised of 133 faculty and chairpersons.

Of the 133 initial data collection forms sent to the participating faculty

and division chairpersons, 122, or 92 per cent, were completed and

returned.

Carolyn Aguren, director of counseling and testing at Rich-

land College, and Jim Stinson, director of research at Richland Col-

lege, were retained as judges for the project. Two hundred ninety-

three items stated both positively and negatively were gleaned from

the returned data collection forms. The items were placedon

three -by-five cards, and the judges were asked to group them into

categories to which they seemed best related. Each judge's decisions
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were coded and the cards were shuffled before the next judge

received them. Five categories with a total of 209 items resulted

from the above procedure. Each category was assigned a topical

heading which best described the comprehensive thought of that cate-

gory. The five categories and their titles are

Category One . . . Faculty/People Orientation

Category Two . . . . System Management

Category Three . . Personal Professional Qualities

Category Four . . . Leadership

Category Five . . Personal Qualities

Categories one, four, and five contained 170, or 81 per cent,

of all the items.

Category one contained fifty-one items dealing with faculty or

people concerns, such as "Is considerate of human error and weak-

ness, " "Allows for individual differences in teaching style, " "Demon-

strates a genuine interest in faculty concerns, " and "Is interested in

the faculty as individuals." Category one was entitled "Faculty/

People Orientation. "

Category two had seventeen items which dealt mainly with

the chairperson'a ability to function as a manager. Items such as

"Stays informed regarding college policy and procedure, " and

"Processes requisitions and work-orders quickly and efficiently,"

typified category two which was labeled, "System Management. "
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Category three was entitled "Personal Professional Quali-

ties." Statements such as "Is knowledgeable in his /her field, "

"Is respected as a capable artist in his /her field, " and "Demon-

strates artistic sensitivity" were among the twenty-two items of

category three.

Category four was labeled "Leadership" and included sixty-

three items. Statements exemplifying category four are, "Does not

attempt to promote instructional innovation, " "Shows little interest

in planning for the future, " and "Works with faculty to develop

grants and proposals."

Category five was entitled "Personal Qualities" and

included such items as "Demonstrates confidence in leading the

division, " "Is honest in dealing with faculty and students, " and "Is

ego centered." A complete listing of all five categories may be

found in Appendix B.

Trial Evaluation

The 209 cards, each containing a different statement, were

shuffled and placed in a large container. The container was rotated

by one of the participating judges and the other judge withdrew the

cards one at a time. The items were placed in a rating scale format

in the same order as they were drawn from the container. A five -

item response system ranging from 5 "Highly Agree, " 4 "Agree,"
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3 "Undecided, " 2 "Disagree, " to 1 "Highly Disagree, " was used

(Appendix C).

The forty-seven members of the researcher's faculty com-

prised the trial evaluators who were asked to evaluate their division

chairperson using the 209 items as criteria. A cover letter explain-

ing the project accompanied the evaluation form (Appendix D).

The forms were distributed to the faculty through inter-office

mail. Each faculty member was asked to return the form in person

to the division secretary. The secretary was asked to place the

completed form into a large container and to mix the contents thor-

oughtly, in an effort to maintain strict anonymity. The secretary

piacea i i. ractuty member's name on a roster in order to maintain an

accurate record of those who had returned the form. A 100 per cent

return was accomplished.

The Scree Test for the Number of Factors

Data generated by the trial-evaluation were submitted to fac-

tor analysis using a principal components factor solution and a

varimax rotation. The sum of the squares of the loadings (eigen-

value) at the bottom of each of the fifteen factors ranged from 65. 60

for factor one to 4. 05 for factor fifteen. In order to determine the

maximum number of factors to be extracted, the researcher sub-

jected the eigenvalues resulting from the principal component
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solution to the scree test. 2  The scree test was developed by Cattel

in an effort to determine the maximum number of factors to consider

when the number of variables exceeds fifty. The scree test con-

sists of determining the point at which the curve resulting from a

plotted graph of the eigenvalue against the factor number develops

into a linear relationship. 3

In Figure 1 it can be noted that the shape of the plot of

the fifteen factors changes from curvilinear to linear beginning at

factor eight.

It may be of interest to note that the plot in Figure 1 con-

tains the characteristic "kink" at factor five, three factors before

the point at which the linear relationship begins. 4

Significant Factor Loadings

Of the methods available for use in determining which factor

loadings are of sufficient magnitude to be considered significant, the

researcher chose the "Burt-Banks" formula.5 Burt and Banks

devised a formula which allows for the sample size, the number of

2 Dennis Child, The Essentials of Factor Analysis (New

York, 1970), p. 44.

3 Ibid.

4 Ibid., p. 46.

5Ibid.
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variables correlated, and the number of factors extracted in com-

puting the standard error of a loading. According to the authors, it

should become increasingly more difficult for a coefficient to reach

6
significance when progressing from factor one to higher factors.

The formula computes the standard error (SE) of a loading as follows:

SE = SE of a correlation A N
/VN +1 - R

where N the number of variables, and

R = the factor number in the position of the factor

during extraction. 7

In order to minimize the uncertainty surrounding the assess-

ment of error in factor loadings, the one per cent level was used as

the criterion for significance for the standard error of a correlation

which was extracted from a table of predetermined values presented

in the appendices of the Child book. 8 The formula provided the

following data:

Factor I SE =.346 209 .346 209
209+1-1 209

Factor II SE = .346 / Z2 0 .346 35
209 +1-32 V 208

6 Ibid.

7
Ibid., p. 97.

8Ibid. ,p. 95.



Factor III

Factor IV

Factor V

Factor VI

Factor VII

Factor VIII

SE = .346 209 = 346 209

SE = .346 209 = .346 209
209+ 1.-4 26

SE = .346 209 .346 A109
V 209 + 1 - 5 205

SE =.346 209 = .346 209
209 + 1- 6 204

SE = .346 209 = .346 /209.. =
209 + 1 - 7 203

SE =.346 209 = .346 29
209 + 1- 8 202

As can be seen in the above formulae, loadings of .35 in all

but the eighth factor can be considered significant. In the eighth

factor .36 or above was necessary for significance.

Results of Factor Analysis

Items were chosen for the HDCRS according to their rate

of loading on the factor they described and their relative independ-

ence of the other factors. Eight factors and seventy-five items

were chosen for the final form (Appendix D). The eight factors

and the headings which best describe the sub-items contained in the

factors are presented below.

Factor I . . . . . Personal Qualities in Interaction
with Faculty

Factor II . . . . Communication with Faculty

46

.35

.35

.35

.35

.35

.36
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Factor III Personal Professional Qualities

Factor IV . . . . System Management

Factor V.........Personal Power

Factor VI . . . . . Leadership

Factor VII .F... Faculty Management

Factor VIII . . . . Non-partiality

It should be pointed out that the eight factors listed above

should not be confused with the judge's five categories previously dis-

cussed. The eight factors resulted from a factor analysis of the data

extracted from the trial evaluation. The five categories resulted

from the judge's assessment of the original set of data. It will be

important for the reader to maintain an understanding of the distinction

between the two classifications.

Most of the items selected for the final form of the HDCRS

are clearly independent of the factors to which they are not assigned.

For those few items which seem more dependent in nature, some

discussion is warranted. The participating judges and the

researcher selected each item and reviewed each item for content

and loading.

All of the items in Factor I display a highly acceptable

level of independence by virtue of their high loading on the factor and

their relatively low loading on the other factors. The reader is
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directed to Appendix E wherein all items and their coefficients for

the eight factors may be observed.

In Factor II, item twenty-six seemingly loads equally on

Factor I and Factor II. Since Factor II deals basically with items of

communication and since item twenty-six expresses the quality of

communicating a knowledge of self limitation, it was decided that the

item should be retained for Factor II. Item forty loads somewhat

equally on Factor II and Factor VI. The item was retained for

Factor II, however, based on its subject content.

In Factor III, items nineteen and forty-two reveal less

independence than do the other items. Both items were included in

Factor III based on their subject content.

Items sixty-eight and seventy-three load equally on both

Factor I and Factor V. It was the decision of the judges and the

researcher to retain the items for Factor V based on their content

relationship to leader power (Factor V).

In Factor VII, item ten and item sixty-two reveal greater

dependence than do the other items. It was determined that since

both items dealt with the chairperson's faculty management activity,

they could be retained for Factor VII.

Item twelve deals both with leadership (Factor VI) and with

the partial-non-partial treatment of faculty (Factor VIII). The
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decision to retain item twelve for Factor VIII was based on the fact

that the item seems to deal more specifically with an attitude of

equality rather than leadership. Factor I contained twenty-five

items and emerged as the factor with the highest number of signifi-

cant loadings. Factor I dealt mainly with items that the judges had

previously placed in both category one and category five. Table I

presents the items in loading order. The "Loading" column

expresses the item's rate of loading on the factor, and the "Total

Variance Expressed" column indicates the total variance expressed

for the item over all the factors,

In Table I the item number corresponds to the number the

item occupied on the final rating form as a result of random assign-

ment. The item is presented exactly as it is stated on the evaluation

form (Appendix C). The "Loading" column presents that factor

coefficient as it appears in the factor matrix (Appendix E). The

"Total Variance Expressed" column may best be understood with a

review of item thirty-nine, Table I. The "Total Variance Expressed"

for item thirty-nine is . 94, which means that only . 06 of the variance

is left unexplained by all the factors. It might be expressed that

variance is an important value in support of a factor loading.

Factor II contained thirteen items expressive of some

type of communication. Table II presents the items in the order of

their loading.
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TABLE I

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR I

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

39. Jumps to conclusions

2. Demonstrates confidence in leading the
division

38. Has an open minded approach to
problems

23. Acts as if faculty have poor judgment

54. Interferes with faculty teaching
technique

48. Supports the efforts of the instructional
staff

4. Over reacts to most situations

36. Does not demonstrate concern for the
well being of the part-time faculty

1. Accepts the responsibility of leader-
ship in the division

46. Is a problem solver

21. Demonstrates a concern for faculty
morale

45. Promotes the independence and self
confidence of the faculty

.91

.84

. 84

. 82

. 82

.81

.81

.80

. 80

. 79

. 78

. 77

. 94

.94

. 85

. 96

.83

. 90

. 90

.84

. 74

. 78

. 92

. 82



51

TABLE I--Continued

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

47. Makes suggestions in a positive and
supportive manner

66. Demonstrates an indifference to
faculty needs

60. Deals dishonestly and deceptively with
f aculty

57. Demonstrates an understanding of the
needs which are unique to each
department in the humanities division

50. Will not change a decision regardless
of the strength of opposing arguments

41. Fails to consult members of the
faculty on important decisions

64. Is rational and logical in decision
making

74. Is straightforward regarding
administrative decisions

49. Is fair regarding administrative
decisions

67. Does not plan effectively

71. Conducts organized and efficient
division meetings

15. Is consistent in dealing with faculty

. 77

. 77

. 76

. 75

. 75

.74

.72

. 72

.79

. 71

. 68

. 65

.87

. 80

. 70

.81

. 77

. 90

.81

. 87

.77

. 77

. 68

. 81
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TABLE I--Continued

T otal

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

59. Is fair and open in his/her evaluation
of faculty .64 .76

As can be seen in Table II, and as will be apparent in the

following tables, factors subsequent to Factor I contain fewer high

loading items. In support of the items expressive of Factor II is

the relatively high total variance for low-load items, Conversely,

TABLE II

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR II

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

8. Is unavailable for consultation

52. Does not inform faculty of college
policy changes or of new policies

20. Maintains a preoccupation with paper
work

13. Does not accept responsibility for the
division

. 91

. 75

. 73

.63

95

76

80

.76
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TABLE II--Continued

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance

Expressed

29. Is predictable in his/her personality . 57 . 55

26. Acknowledges his/her own limitations . 54 .85

55. Is open to suggestions for self

improvement .54 .78

9. Is persuasive in dealing with faculty . 52 . 62

14. Finds little time for humor .51 .58

40. Keeps division faculty informed through

memoranda or other written means . 44 .69

22. Is unaware of faculty strengths and

weaknesses .44 .65

51. Has a dual personality, one for the

faculty and one for his/her

administrative superiors . 37 . 79

52. Insists that text selection be the

decision of the faculty . 37 . 75

low load and high variance indicates that the item expresses greater

dependence on the other factors.

Factor III deals with the chairperson's personal professional

qualities. Table III presents the items in the order of their loading.
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TABLE III

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR III

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance

Expressed

53. Is a creative teacher .66 .77

44. Is an inspiring teacher . 66 . 77

27. Is an outstanding teacher . 62 . 74

34. Demonstrates a knowledge of your

subject area .55 .51

5. Seems well read in his/her teaching

field .55 .91

65. :Does not show interest in the arts in

the professional community . 54 . 68

7. Promotes the arts in the college and

the community .51 .80

31. Maintains scheduled hours for student

appointments .50 .68

24. Maintains a rapport with various

members of the art community . 47 . 67

19. Is respected as a capable artist in his/

her field .46 .75

17. Takes part in the "art" activity of

the c ommunity .42 .55

42. Does not attend community art

functions .42 .41
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The items in Factor III correspond very consistently with

the items in category three as designated by the judges. Further,

it may be projected that Factor III has the most consistent conceptual

base of all the factors.

Table IV presents the items of Factor IV in the order of

their loading.

TABLE IV

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR IV

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

70. :Does not attempt to promote instruc-
tional innovation .88 .91

63. Is willing to act on faculty concerns .87 .85

6. Shows little interest in planning for
the future .86 .87

28. Recommends curriculum review on a
regular basis .62 .67

32. Maintains a division budget monitoring
system .38 .72

Factor IV is concerned basically with items which pertain

to the managerial aspect of the chairperson's effectiveness. With
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the singular exception of item sixty-three, the factor deals with

planning, budget, curriculum, and instruction. Perhaps the faculty's

concerns, as expressed in item sixty-three, revolve around the

areas of curriculum, instructional innovation, budget, and planning.

If such is the case, item sixty-three seems well suited to Factor IV.

Factor V deals primarily with the chairperson's power

base. As is obvious in Table V, the factor is basically negative.

TABLE V

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR V

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

30. Insists that everything be done his/her

way .86 .90

33. Places himself/herself above all others

in the division .86 .83

68. :Does not explain decisions to faculty

even though they are involved . 54 . 80

73. Insists that part-time faculty strictly

adhere to existing syllabi .45 .69

43. Mediates conflicting factions . 38 . 63
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The fact that the items dealing with personal power or con-

trol are negative may attest to the faculty's concept of leader power.

Item forty-three, "Mediates conflicting factions, " may be viewed

both positively and negatively by various faculty groups. The power

of the leader in a position wherein mediation is a factor may well

be a power granted the leader by the faculty rather than a power

inherent in the position.

Table VI presents Factor VI in load order. Factor VI is

primarily concerned with participatory leadership.

TABLE VI

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR VI

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

69. Encourages faculty to participate in

student activities on campus . 63 . 57

58. Takes the leadership in securing

necessary defense for new course

approval .60 .71

56. Appoints students to some division

committees .55 .53

61. Develops division goals and objectives

through committee .41 .79
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As can be seen in Table VII, Factor VII contains items

which deal with the division chairperson's faculty management

effectiveness. Factor VII, as did Factor V, seems basically

negative.

TABLE VII

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR VII

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

35. Places emphasis on the meeting of

de adline s .64 .70

37. Is coldly efficient with little concern

for faculty .54 .59

62. Oversupervises classroom activities .53 .78

75. Schedules division meetings regularly . 52 . 78

16. Shows little interest in faculty opinion .51 . 77

10. Appoints faculty to committees

regardless of their desire to serve . 36 . 56

72. Disperses division travel funds

equitably .55 .58
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Factor VIII deals primarily with faculty and the chair-

person's effectiveness at creating a non-favoritism atmosphere.

Table VIII contains the items in the order of their loading.

TABLE VIII

FACTOR LOADINGS AND VARIANCE FOR FACTOR VIII

Total

Item Number and Item Loading Variance
Expressed

3. Creates an atmosphere of equality

between part-time and full-time

faculty .77 .83

11. Arranges social and informal

gatherings for division faculty . 49 . 67

25. Involved with the faculty equally,

shows no favoritism .41 .59

12. Does not expect part-time faculty to

participate actively in division

activities .36 .68

It may be conjectured that Factor VIII was most signifi-

cantly influenced by the large number of part-time faculty involved

in the trial evaluation. Although item twelve loaded at the lowest

accepted loading for Factor VIII, its subject matter prompted its

inclusion in the final form.
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Appendix E contains the eight factor matrix for item one

through item seventy-five. An inspection of Appendix E will yield

an assessment of each item's rate of loading on the factor it

describes and its relative independence of the other factors.

In conclusion it may be projected that the basic difference

between the assessment of the items by the judges and the results

of the trial evaluation, although in many cases the same, points to

the basic difference in an item when it is judged for content and

when the item is used as a criterion to judge behavior.

Validity

In order to establish content validity for the HDCRS it was

necessary to generate items that provided a comprehensive

investigation of the behavior in question. This section of

Chapter III will discuss the problem of establishing validity for the

HDCRS.

According to Lehman there are five types of validity to

consider.

9 Paul R. Lehman, Tests and Measurements in Music

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1968), p. 15.
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1. Face Validity. Face validity refers to the extent

to which, on the basis of a more or less superficial

inspection, a test appears to the teacher or student

to cover the material taught in the classroom. If

a test covers the material he assumed or was told

that it would cover, the student is likely to be more

highly motivated than if it does not.

2. Content Validity. Content validity is similar to

face validity but requires more detailed examination.

To be valid in this sense, the test must contain a

balanced, representative sampling of the content of

the curriculum. Content validity is perhaps the

most important type of validity in tests of achieve-

ment.

3. Empirical Validity. Empirical validity refers to the

extent to which scores obtained on the test relate to

given standards of performance or other criteria.

If the empirical validity is high, the test can be used

to predict performance on similar tasks in the future

and may be said to possess predictive validity. Pre-

dictive validity is of critical importance in aptitude

tests.

4. Construct Validity. Construct validity refers to the

relationship between test scores and other criteria of

behavior that logically should relate to the test. It

is more concerned with theory and logic than is

empirical validity.
5. Formal Validity. If the instructions are clear, the

items unambiguous, and the papers of convenient

size, type, and format, a test is said to possess

formal validity. This characteristic of a test is not

difficult to provide for, but its absence will consid-

erably reduce the test's usefulness.

Of the five forms of validity discussed here, the HDCRS

exhibits content validity, face validity, and formal validity. No

data were available to permit the estimate of empirical or construct

validity for the HDCRS.
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Content Validity

The method of item selection tends to support the conten-

tion that the HDCRS has established content validity. Fir st, the

humanities division faculty and the humanities division chairperson,

who would ultimately use the instrument as a rating scale, were asked

to submit statements characteristic of effective and ineffective divi-

sion chairpersons. Two hundred nine items resulted from the

inquiry. Two judges and the researcher placed the items into five

categories. The categories were labeled according to the behavior

they described.

Second, the 209 items were placed in a rating scale format

and were submitted to trial evaluation using the forty-seven members

of the researcher's faculty. The data from the trial evaluation were

factor analyzed resulting in an eight-factor solution. Seventy-five

items were chosen for the HDCRS based on their rate of loading on

the factor they described and their relative independence of the other

factor s .

Based on the above method of item selection, the HDCRS

was considered to be valid in content.

Face Validity

It was assumed that, if the HDCRS possessed content validity,

with items selected as described in the section above, it would also

have face validity.
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Formal Validity

The items of the HDCRS were placed on standard-sized

typing paper and were double spaced between items. The instruc-

tions preceding the scale were clear, concise, and complete. The

HDCRS was typed using an IBM Selectric II with a delegate typing

element. Neither the participating faculty nor the participating judges

indicated dissatisfaction with the instructions, the items, or the

appearance of the HDCRS. The items were felt to be clear, concise,

and free from ambiguity. In several instances items were reworded

by the judges in order to clarify the meaning. The final form of

the HDCRS can be found in Appendix D. It has been established that

the HDCRS contains formal validity.

The methodology applied in the solving of problem three

(validty) was believed to lead toward a rating scale that could be

considered valid.

Reliability

Reliability coefficients were established for the HDCRS

utilizing the Kuder -Richardson Formula 21 (KR-21) and the test-

retest method. The KR-21 statistic is a reliability estimate of

internal consistency and is based upon the number of items, the
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standard deviation of the test, and the test mean. 10 The KR-21

formula was applied to the eight factors of the HDCRS as well as to

the total score. The test-retest method consists of acquiring a cor-

relation between the answers of the first and second administrations

of a test. The data necessary to acquire the desired reliability

coefficients were generated in two administrations of the HDCRS.

Humanities division faculty at each of the participating col-

leges were asked to rate their division chairperson using the criteria

of the HDCRS (Appendix D). A cover letter explaining the project

accompanied the form. The form was distributed through inter-

district mail. Each faculty member was asked to complete the form

and to return it to the division secretary in person. The division

secretary was asked to place the form into a large container and to

mix the contents thoroughly. The secretary on each campus was

asked to maintain an accurate roster of those who had returned the

form. Eighty-eight per cent of the 129 humanities division faculty

completed and returned the form.

1 0 Elsa J. Rosenthal, "Reliability," Encyclopedia of

Educational Evaluation, edited by Scarvia B. Anderson, Samuel

Bale, and Richard T. Murphy (San Francisco, 1975), p. 327.

1lIbid. ,Ip. 326.
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Kuder -Richardson Formula -21

The data generated by the evaluation exercise were coded

on IBM work sheets and submitted to the Kuder -Richardson Formula

21. The formula is:

Ner -M (n -M)
r =

xx (n - 1)C2

where n = the number of items in the test,

C-2 = the variance of the test scores, and

M = mean of the scores. 12

Some assumptions made when using the KR-21 formula

are that "all of the items are of equal difficulty, " "all of the items

measure the same trait, " and that "to the extent a test measures on

more than one dimension the Kuder -Richardson Formulae will

underestimate the reliability."13

Based on the assumption that all the items must measure

the same trait 1 4 and based on the Abeles 15 study, it was decided

1 2 John T. Roscoe, Fundamental Research Statistics for the
Behavioral Sciences (New York, 1969), p. 106.

13lbid.

14Ibid.

1 5 Harold F. Abeles, "Student Perceptions of Characteristics
of Effective Applied Music Instructors, " Journal of Research in
Music Education, XXIII (Summer, 1975), 151.
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that the KR-21 should be applied to the eight factors identified in the

trial evaluation as well as the total score.

Table IX presents the results of the KR-21 for both the total

score and the eight factors scores.

TABLE IX

RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR THE HDCRS TOTAL
SCORE AND FACTOR SCORES

Score R N

Total (75 items) .92 75
Factor I .91 25

Factor II .53 13
Factor III .81 12
Factor IV .47 5
Factor V .39 5
Factor VI .23 4

Factor VII .44 7
Factor VIII .34 4

According to the reliability estimates reported in Table IX,

the total score for the HDCRS seems sufficiently high to be used as

an evaluation instrument. Conversely, with the exception of

Factors I and III, the factors themselves appear sufficiently weak

and should not be used independently for evaluative purposes.

An explanation for the rather low reliability coefficients

might be found in that, according to Roscoe, the Kuder -Richardson
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formula will underestimate reliability proportionately to the extent

that a test measures more than one dimension. 16 Further, accord-

ing to Lehman, 17 " . . . the longer the test is the more reliable it

will tend to be. " It is interesting to note that the length of the

factors in Table IX are essentially proportionate to the observed

reliabilities.

Test-Retest Reliability

Four weeks after the initial evaluation exercise, the 114

faculty members who responded to the first rating request were asked

to participate in the retest. Participating faculty were asked once

again to rate their division chairperson using the same form as before.

A cover letter explaining the need and purpose of the second evalua-

tion accompanied the evaluation instrument. The form was distri-

buted and monitored in the same format as before. One hundred

ten, or 97 per cent, returned the second evaluation.

The demographic variables requested on the cover letter

which preceded both evaluation instruments were used to identify and

to match responses by instrument. The data generated by the retest

portion of the evaluation project were coded on IBM work sheets and

16 Roscoe, Fundamental Research Statistics for the

Behavioral Sciences, p. 106.

1 7 Lehman, Tests and Measurements in-Music, p. 14.
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submitted for correlation between the responses on the initial

exercise and the retest responses. The test-retest data yielded a

Pearson correlation coefficient of .93 which was used as the estimate

of reliability.

Although a test-retest reliability coefficient of .93 seems

sufficiently high, it is necessary to point out that several conditions

may exist which tend to affect the test-retest results. According to

Roscoe, 18 test-retest is not practical when the traits under investi-

gation are "believed to be in a state of flux" during the time between

administrations. In order to preserve the integrity of the reliability,

extreme care was taken to insure that none of the chairpersons, with

the exception of the researcher, had access to the contents of the

final form prior to the retest exercise. Further, the effect of

memory, which would tend to inflate the reliability estimate, may

have had an influence on the retest scores. The researcher feels

that the four -week interval, combined with the number of items

(seventy-two), tended to neutralize the effect of memory on the

responses of the faculty.

18 Roscoe, Fundamental Research Statistics for the

Behavioral Sciences, p. 105.
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A test-retest reliability coefficient of .93 seems to indicate

sufficient reliability strength to warrant use of the instrument to

evaluate humanities division chairpersons.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF SELECTED VARIABLES

The analysis of an individual's performance based on a set

of criteria designed to evaluate behaviors may not afford a totally

comprehensive set of data. To assess an individual's rating on

either a factor or an item without further investigation of variables

within the subordinate population might tend to produce erroneous

conclusions. The purpose of Chapter IV is to present the data

acquired for the resolution of Problem four of this study. Problem

four was to determine the relationship that exists between the responses

of faculty associated with differing demographic variables, the division

chairperson's self-evaluation, and the items of the HDCRS.

The form used by the faculty to evaluate their division chair-

person requested information concerning the respondent's age, sex,

number of years teaching experience, contractual status, academic

discipline (teaching assignment), number of years administrative

experience, number of years primary or secondary school teaching

experience, and the college to which they are assigned (Appendix D).

Correlation coefficients were obtained between selected demographic

70
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variables and the responses of the faculty to the sub-items of the

HDCRS.

Correlation Between the Faculty Responses
and the Demographic Variables

The response data generated by the HDCRS and selected

demographic data were submitted to correlation using the Pearson

correlation coefficient. According to Roscoe, I a correlation

coefficient is defined as " . . . an index of relationship between

two variables, "1 which are numerically expressed, " . . . some-

where between zero and plus or minus one." The Pearson correla-

tion coefficient bears the name of its originator, " . . . pioneer

behavioral scientist Karl Pearson."Z Table X presents the correla-

tion matrix. The numbers across the top of Table X represent the

six demographic variables. In the left column the numbers repre-

sent the HDCRS sub-items.

It is important to consider the coefficients in Table X as

"an index of the concomitant variation of two variables.",3 Further,

using the Pearson correlation coefficient assumes that a linear

IJohn T. Roscoe, Fundamental Research Statistics for the

Behavioral Sciences (New York, 1969), p. 72.

2Ibid.

3 lbid., p. 79.
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TABLE X

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT BETWEEN THE RESPONSES OF

THE FACULTY ON THE ITEMS OF THE HDCRS AND
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

(N 114)

Demographic Variables
-__ _ _ _- -----

1

)

2

4Ii

4C)

3

b.0

9

u

(1

[A

4
- --. . -- --- -. - -. ---.- --

Age
Sex
P-t, F-t
Tch. Exp.
Pri-Sec. Exp.
Adm. Exp.

HDCRS
Items

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

1.00
-. 09
-. 09
-. 18

. 65
. 08

. 08
14
03

-. 17
.30

05
.20
.03

08
06

.04
-. 06

.09
1.00

.31
06

-. 19

-. 04

-. 04
03

.11
-. 24

.00
.00
.00

-. 09
-. 01
-. 01

01
-. 02

* 09
.31

1. 00
10

-. 26
-. 05

-. 15
-. 25

07
-. 09
-. 25

07
-. 01

05
05
18

-. 15
-. 09

. 65
-. 19
-. 26
1.00

. 18

. 04

05
.10

-. 04
-. 05

.31
-. 20

.20

.02

.09
-. 05

.26

.08

Sr-4

E 0 '

5

.40

.02
-. 07
-. 07
1. 00

07

12
13

.02

-. 05
.29

-. 18
24

.05
.12

-. 11

38
.01

tJ2

U

"r4

6

.32
- 05
-. 17

-. 25
. 33

1. 00

1. II
.11

12
01

.04
05
01
09
03
16
05
07

Items

1.
2.
3,
4.
5.
6.
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TABLE X-Continued

Demographic Variables

-_-_R_-_ a I i-

)

2 3

U)l

;4

4

P74
d

0 r- a

5- ~

i 4 4 i + 4

-. 07
.04
.11

-. 17
-. 10
-. 11
.02

-. 22
.32

-. 12
-. 34
-. 02

.29
.26

-. 05
.03

-. 06
-. 27

13
-. 01
-. 35

.02
-. 04
-. 23
-. 30

22
-. 33

. 15

.02

.15

.07

.11

.05
-. 29
-. 01
-. 14

.01
-. 12

.01
-. 09

.09
-. 06
-. 15
-. 16
-. 03
-. 06

.04
-. 52
-. 02

.06
-. 13
-. 06
-. 08

.15

-. 02
.05

-. 16
-. 12
-. 22
-. 11

.26

.00

.00

.00
-. 26

. 12
-. 15

.29
-. 13
-. 13
.36
.01

-. 03
.15

-. 06
.07
.25

-. 02
. 16

-. 02
10

-. 09
.22

-. 01

-. 17
.06

-. 06
-. 13

.23
-. 13
.02

-. 06
-. 22

.03
-. 18
.30

-. 17
-. 02
.32
.06

-. 05
.00
.05

-. 09
.04

-. 02
.29

-. 12
.03
.06
.19

10

I
rd

.7-4

6

C)

-. 15
-. 13
-. 20
-. 06

12
.07

-. 17
-. 03
-. 17

.09
-. 01

.11
-. 08
-. 25
-. 04
-. 16
-. 16

16
-. 03
-. 06

. 11
-. 12

.01

.15

.26
-. 20

.05
-. 25

1

Items

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

-. 14
.04

-. 10
-. 17

.16
18
13

-. 12
-. 08

13
-. 16
.21

-. 03
-. 12
.40
.05
.01
.07
.06
.04
.08
.08
.09

-. 10
.04
.02
002
.00

il
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TABLE X--Continued

Demographic Variables

4-)
1

4-)

Cd
P-q

.2

3

U

"r4
.)

H-

4

1)

5

- i i ii -i

.23

.16
-. 06
-. 16

.06

.09

.15
13

.01

.20
-. 09

10
-. 21
-. 03

.13

.07
-. 01
-. 25
-. 06
-. 04
-. 47
-. 03
-. 05
-. 03
-. 11
-. 13
-. 07
-. 01
-. 16

08

-. 07
-. 24
-. 02

.19

.05

.05
-. 02

.07
.01

-. 05
.02
.06
.34
.20

-. 19
.01
.00
.14

-. 07
.17

19
02

-. 11
-. 04
-. 18

.02
-. 06

.07

.07

-. 05

-. 11
-. 22
-. 20

.11

. 14

.07

.10

.11

.10
-. 17
-. 15
-. 16

.34

.04
.01
.22

12
.27
.00
.05
.22

10
.03
.08

-. 22
-. 16
-. 11
-. 05

.22

-. 21

r4I
cd

Vi

6

-. 06
-. 12
-. 08

.02
-. 11

-. 19

-. 15
-. 14
-. 17

.03
-. 11
-. 01
-. 09

.29
-. 20
-. 26
-. 38
-. 18
-. 25

10
.06

-. 09
-. 35
-. 21
-. 15

.17
-. 04
-. 02
-. 18

12

1 2

Item s

41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

70

.00
-. 17
.02
.25
. 12
.10
.02
.09
.00

-. 11
-. 10
.09
.29
.10

-. 12
.01
.15
.08

-. 05
.06
.08
.00

a.13
.05
.18

-. 02
-. 17
.05
.11

.05

-. 08
.09
.12
.05
. 26
.18
.32
.25
.22

-. 04
-. 26
-. 08
-. 02
-. 15

.19
.07
.28
.19
.24

-. 33
-. 09
-. 11

.26

.28
-. 06
-. 36
-. 26
-. 24

12

-. 16

- -
-
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TABLE X--Gontinued

Demographic Variables

Items

Q Q U U P U

1 2>34 U)

0 a) C
- . r-

4
. 3.

~U 0 Q (1)
a) C P4 P-

743 4 5 6

71 .21 -. 01 -. 37 .16 .19 -. 14
72 .03 -. 13 -. 38 .11 . 12 .02
73 .00 -. 34 -. 36 .06 -. 13 _.22z
74 .18 .08 .15 .12 .19 .05
75 .02 -. 04 -.10 -. 07 .03 -.23
76 .12 .20 .01 .15 .18 -. 07

relationship exists between the variables in question and that the

degree of relationship is independent of the sign which accompanies

the coefficient4 (in this case only the negative (-) sign is shown).

Variable one is the age variable. The age variable con-

tained four possible responses (Appendix IV) which were coded:

1 (20-29), 2 (30-39), 3 (40-49), 4 (50-65). A positive (+) coef-

ficient between a particular positively stated item and the "age"

variable would imply that older respondents rated the division chair-

person higher on that item.

4 lbid., p. 74.
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Little relationship seems to exist between variable one (age)

and the items of the HDCRS. There does seem to exist some rela-

tionship between age and Factor III. As can be observed, the coeffi-

cients for items five, seven, twenty-four, twenty-seven, forty-four,

and fifty-three indicate that as the age of the rater increases, the

rating tends to increase. Item forty-two and item sixty-five, both

negatively stated, seem to further indicate the relationship between

Factor III and age. Table XI presents the mean score by age group

for the items of the HDCRS.

The data in the correlation matrix and the mean scores in

Table XI basically substantiate one another. There seems to be

some evidence that as the age of the rater increases, the sensitivity

to the items expressed in Factor III increases. Perhaps the older

faculty members have had greater opportunity to observe the personal

professional qualities of the chairperson. It must be concluded that

there seems to exist no meaningful relationship between variable one

(age) and the items of the HDCRS.

The sex variable, like the age variable, seems to have no

meaningful relationship with the faculty's responses to the items.

The items with the largest numerical coefficient suggesting a relation-

ship between sex and the faculty responses are items number twenty-

one, twenty-three, thirty-three, thirty-seven, thirty-nine, forty-seven,
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TABLE XI

MEAN SCORES FOR THE ITEMS OF THE HDCRS BY

AGE GROUP

Age Group

ItemIII
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-65

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

4.5
4.7
4.3
1.5
4.0
1.4
4. 1
1.7
4.3
2.2
3.5
2.0
1.3
1.3
4.3
1.4
3.6
3.6
3.8
2.3
4.3
1.7
1.6
3.7
3.9
4. 1
3.5
3.9
3.9
1.7
3.3
3.5

4.6
4.7
4.3
1.4
4.2
1.5
4.3
1.7
4.3
2.2

2e2.5
1.5
1.5
4.4
1.3
3.6
4.2
4.0
2.1
4.3
2.0
1.4
3.5
3.9
4.0
3.0
3.6
4.2
1.5
3.5
3.7

4.8
4.8
4.4
1.4
4.5
1.3
4.4
1.9
4.4
2.0
3.4
2.1
1.1
1.2
4.3
1.2
3.9
4.2
4.1
2.0
4.3
1.7
1.4
4.0
3.7
4.0
4.3
4.1
4.2
1.5
3.6
3.8

4.6
4.6
4.6
1.6
4.3
1.3
4.6
2.3
4.3
2.6
3.06
2.z0
1.3
1.3
4.3
1.6
4.0
4.0
4.0
2.0
4.3
2.6
1.3
4.0
4.3
4.0
4.0
3.6
4.0
2.3
3.0
3.3

4
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TABLE XI--Continued

Age Group

Item
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-65

33 1.4 1.6 1.6 2.6

34 3.6 3.8 4.1 3.6

35 3.7 3.6 4.0 4.0

36 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.6

37 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3

38 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.3

39 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.6

40 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.6

41 1.6 1.9 1.5 2.0

42 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.0

43 3.7 3.7 4.0 4.0

44 3.6 4.0 4.3 3.6

45 4.2 4.3 4.5 4.0

46 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.0

47 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.3

48 4.5 4.4 4.7 5.0

49 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.3

50 2.0 1.8 1.7 2.0

51 2.0 1.8 1.7 2.0

52 1.4 1.5 1.7 2.0

53 3.6 3.5 4.2 4.0

54 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.6

55 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.6

56 3.0 2.9 3.2 2.3

57 4.1 4.4 4.5 4.7

58 3.7 4.1 4.6 4.0

59 4.2 4.5 4.3 4.6

60 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.6

61 3.5 3.9 4.0 3.3

62 1.6 1. 6 1.5 2.6

63 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.0

64 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0

65 1.9 1.8 1.5 2.0

66 1.5 1.5 1.2 1.6

67 1.7 1.7 1.2 1.6
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TABLE XI--Continued

Age Group

Item
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-65

68 1.5 1.8 1.7 1. 6

69 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.3

70 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.6

71 3.7 4.0 4.3 4.3

72 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.3

73 1.9 2.3 2.0 3.3

74 4.1 4.3 4.6 4.3

75 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.2

sixty, sixty-six, and seventy-three. The male respondents were

coded using a lower numerical indicator than the females; there-

fore, a higher positive coefficient indicates that the female

respondents rated the chairperson higher on that item than did the

males. Conversely, the higher the negative coefficient, the

higher the males rated the chairperson on the item.

Table XII presents the mean score response for males and

females on the items of the HDCRS.

Table XII corroborates the information gleaned from the

correlation matrix. There still exists no reason to infer meaning-

ful relationships for the sex variable and the responses to the items

of the HDCRS.
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TABLE XII

MEAN SCORES FOR THE ITEMS OF THE HDCRS BY SEX

Item Male Female

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

4.7
4.2
4.2
1.5
4.3
1.5
4.2
1.8
4.3
2.0
3.2
2.4
1.4
1.4
4.3
1.4
3.7
4. 1
4.0
2.2
4.2
1.9
1.6
3.5
3.6
3.9
3.9
3.7
4. 1
1.6
3.4
3.6
2.0
3.8

498
4.5
4.5
1.3
4.3
1.4
4.4
1.7
4.3
2.3

3.4
2.2

1.3
194
4.3
1.3
3.7

4.0
4. 1
2.0
4.5
1.8
1.2

3.7
4.1
4.2
3.9
3.0
4. 1
1.5
3.5
3.7
1.3
3.9
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TABLE XII.-Continued

Item Male Female

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71

3.7
1.5
1.4
4.3
1. 8
4.3
1.7
2. 1
3.7
4.0
4.2
4.0
4.3
4.5
4. 1
1.7
2.0
1.6
3.9
1.4
3.9
3.0
4. 1
3.0
4. 2
1.3
3.9
1.6
4.2
4.3
1.9
1.5
1.8
1.9
3.4
1.5
4.0

4.0
1.3
1.2

4.5
1. 6
4.4
1l7
2.1
3.9
4.0
4.5
4.4
4.6
4.6
4.4
2.0
1.7
1.5
4.0
1.3
4.2
3.0
4.6
4.3
4.4
1.2
3.8
1.6
4.5
4.6
1.6
1.3
1.4
1.5
3.8
1.4
4. 1
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TABLE XII--Continued

Item Male Female

72 3.8 3.6

73 2.3 2.1

74 4.3 4.4

75 4.2 4.6

Items thirty-two, sixty-one, seventy-one, seventy-two, and

seventy-three have coefficients that indicate some relationship might

exist between the responses of the faculty and their contractual basis.

The part-time faculty were coded with a higher numerical indicator

than were the full-time faculty. The part-time faculty will show

evidence that a relationship may exist if the coefficient is positive.

Further, if a high positive coefficient is observed, it may be

assumed that the part-time faculty rated the division chairperson

higher on that item. Full-time faculty will show evidence that a

relationship may exist if a negative coefficient is observed. Full-

time faculty rated the chairperson higher on a particular item if a

high negative coefficient is observed. The mean scores of the part-

time and full-time faculty on the items of the HDCRS are presented

in Table XIII.
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TABLE XIII

MEAN SCORES FOR THE ITEMS OF THE HDCRS FOR PART -

TIME AND THE FULL-TIME FACULTY

Item Part -time Full -time

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

4.6
4.7
4.5
1.4
4. 1
1.5
4.3
1.8

4.3
2.3
3.3
2.3

1.3
1.5
4.4
1.4
3.8
3.8
3.8
2. 1
4.5
1.7
1.4
3.6
4.0
4.0
3.7
3.7
4. 1
1.6

3.4
3.4
1.6

4.8
4.8
4. 1
1. 5
4.6
1.4
4.3
1.7
4.3
2.0

3.4
2.3

1.4
1.2

4.2
1.3
3.6
4.4
4.1
2. 1
4.3
2.0

1.5
3.7
3.7
4.1
4.1
3.9
4. 1
1.6

3.5
4.0
1.6
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TABLE XIII--Continued

Item Part-time Full -time

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

3.8
3. 1
1.4
1.3
4.5
1. 7
4.4

399
3.5
4.6
4. 1

4.5
4,.6
4.2

1. 8

3.9

1.4
4.0
3.1
4.4

3.9
4.3

3.6
1. 7
4.4

4.4

2.m 6
1.6

1.3

1.6

.7
3.5

3.9
4. 0
1. 6

1.3
4.3
1.7
4.3
1. 6
2. 1
3.8
4. 2
4. 3
4e 1
4.3
4.4
4.4
1.6
1.8
1.5
4. 1
1.4
4.0
3.0
4.3
4.3
4.5
1.3
4.2
1.5
4.3
4.5
1.9
1.6
1.6
1.7
3.7
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TABLE XIII--Continued

Item Part-time Full-time

70 1.5 1.5

71 3.8 4.4

72 4.7 4.1

73 1.7 2.5

74 4.3 4.3

75 4.2 4.3

Table XIII basically supports the data observed in the corre-

lation matrix (Table X). The relationship that is observed in the

correlation matrix between contractual status and item seventy-two

and the mean scores of the part-time and full-time faculty for item

seventy-two is reversed. This may be due in part to the effect of

an exaggerated score. It can be expressed that for those few items

for which there seems to be a relationship between part-time /full-

time faculty and the items of the HDCRS, the part-time faculty tend

to rate the chairperson lower than do the full-time faculty.

To further substantiate the inference of an existing relation-

ship between the contractual status of the faculty and their responses

to the items of the HDCRS, it seemed profitable to examine selected

items presented in Table XIII. Item thirty-two, "Maintains a divi-

sion budget monitoring system," received a mean score of 4.0 from
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the full-time faculty and a mean score of 3.4 for part-time faculty

The results of the rating may be understood in view of the fact that

on all four participating campuses part-time faculty would have much

less opportunity to observe a budget system than would full-time

faculty. The mean score for item seventy-one, "Conducts organized

and efficient division meetings, " can best be understood in view of the

fact that most part-time faculty are not expected to attend all division

meetings.

It must be concluded that there exists little evidence that a

meaningful relationship exists between the contractual status of the

faculty and their responses to the items of the HDCRS.

The relationships observed between the responses to the

items of the HDCRS and variable four (number of years teaching

experience) seem no more significant than with other demographic

variables. The higher the positive coefficient for variable four, the

higher the chairperson was rated by faculty with greater number of

years teaching experience. A high negative coefficient indicates the

chairperson was rated higher by faculty with fewer number of years

teaching experience. Among the observations that can be made, it

seems interesting to note that faculty with fewer years teaching

experience rated the chairpersons higher on item twenty-one ("Demon-

strates a concern for faculty morale") than did faculty with more
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years teaching experience. In support of that observation, the same

relationship seems to exist between faculty with fewer years teaching

experience and item fifteen ("Is consistent in dealing with faculty").

It can be pointed out that the relationships observed in variable four

seem common to those observed in variable one. It would seem con-

sistent that those items which relate to age would also relate to the

numbers of years teaching experience. Items five, twenty-four,

twenty-seven, and fifty-three received the highest coefficients. There

seems to exist a relationship between age, number of years teaching

experience, number of years primary or secondary teaching experi-

ence (variable five) and some of the items in Factor III.

Variable six seems consistent with the other variables in

relationship to the answers to the items of the HDCRS. Some rela-

tionship is observed between the number of years of administrative

experience (variable six) and items twenty-six, thirty-seven, forty,

fifty-four, fifty-six, fifty-seven, fifty-nine, and sixty-three. It may

be remembered that a high positive coefficient indicates that faculty

having a greater number of years administrative experience tend to

rate the chairperson higher than those faculty with fewer years

administrative experience. A high negative coefficient indicates

the reverse of the relationship stated above. It must be noted that
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the number of respondents who recorded any administrative experi-

ence was quite small.

According to the correlation data, it can be stated that

minimal relationship seems to exist between the respondents' age,

sex, contractual status, number of years teaching experience, num-

ber of years primary or secondary school teaching experience, num-

ber of years administrative experience, and the items of the HDCRS.

The following section of this chapter will examine the data pertaining

to the respondents' college assignment and teaching field.

College Assignment

Item seventy-six of the HDCRS (Appendix D) requested that

the respondent make an overall assessment of the effectiveness of

the chairperson in question. The mean score of the overall effec-

tiveness rating was compared to the total mean score of the items by

college. Table XIV presents the mean score comparison data. In

order to preserve the anonymity of the participating chairpersons,

the four colleges are represented by numerical code. The colleges

are not alphabetically ordered by number.

An analysis of the data in Table XIV reveals very little

difference between the mean scores reported. All the chairpersons

were rated as above effective and the mean scores reveal negligible

variation between campuses. Basically, Table XIV is presented so
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TABLE XIV

MEAN SCORES FOR ALL THE ITEMS OF THE HDCRS AND

MEAN SCORES OF THE OVERALL RATING

Colleges

Items
1 2 3 4

Positive 4.1 4.0 4.3 4.2

Reflected 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.5

Overall Rating 4.5 4.2 4.6 4.5

that information in Table XV can be examined and compared. Table

XV presents the mean scores for the items of the HDCRS by college.

Table XV tends to support the data found in Table XIV.

Little observable variation seems to exist for the mean scores of the

items of the HDCRS by college. It must be added that no weights

have been assigned the mean scores; therefore, the differences

between scores may or may not be statistically significant. There

would tend to be no reason to consider the observed variations in the

means in Table XV as significant. Further, it may be expressed that

mean scores can be adversely affected by the presence of extreme

raw scores.
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TABLE XV

MEAN SCORES FOR THE ITEMS OF THE HDCRS BY

COLLEGE

C olle ge s

Item
12 3 4

1 4.5 3.3 4.8 4.8

2 4.7 4.6 4.8 4.8

3 4.2 4.6 4.2 4.3

4 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.3

5 4.8 4.1 4.5 4.2

6 1.4 1.8 1.2 1.3

7 4.3 4.2 4.6 4.2

8 1.6 1.6 2.0 1.8

9 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.3

10 2.0 1.9 2.4 2.2

11 2.5 3.1 4.2 3.3

12 2.8 2.5 2.3 2.0

13 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.1

14 1.1 1.5 1.6 1.3

15 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.5

16 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.3

17 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.6

18 4.3 4.0 3.9 4.1

19 4.4 4.0 3.8 4.0

20 1.7 1.8 2.9 2.0

21 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.5

22 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.6

23 1.3 1.7 1.5 1.3

24 3.7 3.9 3.6 3.6

25 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.6

26 4.3 3.8 3.8 4.2

27 4.4 3.7 3.9 3.9

28 3.3 3.9 4.0 3.9

29 4.2 4.0 3.9 4.2

30 1.5 1.5 2.2 1.3

31 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.4
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TABLE XV--Continued

Colleges

Item
1__ 34

32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

3.7
1.5
3.8
3.3
1.9
1.3
4.6
1.3
4.4
1.7
2.2
4.1
4.2
4.4
4.2
4.6
4.6
4.5
2.0
1.7
1.8
4.2
1.4
3.9
2.9
4.0
3.8
4.4
1.4
3.7
1.8
4.0
4.5
1.7

3.4
2.0
3.8
3.7
1. 6
1.9
4.4
2.0
3.9
2.0
2.2
3.9
3.6
4.3
4.0
4.3
4.4
4.3
1.9
2.2
1.7
3.6
1.3
3.9
2.9
4.5
4. 1
4.3
1.4
3.5
1.4
4.4
4.2
1.8

3.7
1.9
3.7
4.3
1.4
1.6
4.2
2.2
4.7
1.7
2.0
3.7
4.0
4.4
4.4
4.4
4.6
4.2
2.0
1.7
1.4
4.1
1.6
3.9
3.0
4.5
4.2
4.3
1.4
4.1
1.7
4.5
4.7
1.6

3.8
1.4
4.0
3.8
1.3
1.2
4.6
1.4
4.5
1.5
2.2
3.7
4.1
4.4
4.3
4.6
4.6
4.3
1.7
2.6
1.6
4.0
1.2
4.1
3.3
4.5
4. 1
4.6
1.1
4.0
1.6
4.5
4.6
1.9
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TABLE XV--Continued

Colleges

Item

1 2 3 4

66 1.8 1.4 1.4 1.3
67 2.0 1.7 1.5 1.4
68 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.7
69 3.1 3.3 4.1 3.8
70 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.3
71 3.6 3.8 4.3 4.3
72 3.7 3.2 3.9 4.0
73 2.3 2.2 2.7 1.8
74 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.4
75 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.3

Teaching Field

The humanities divisions within the Dallas County Com-

munity College District are comprised of the departments of Art,

Humanities, Music, Philosophy, and Theater. It was deemed neces-

sary to attempt to determine if any influence was exerted on the

response tendency of the faculty by their particular teaching field.

If evidence of a response influence was detected the analysis of the

total response of the HDCRS would be affected. TABLE XVI includes

the mean score responses to the items of the HDCRS by teaching field.

A perusal of the data presented in Table XVI reveals

no observable response tendency by teaching field. Variation
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of one point or more between mean score responses by teaching

field can be observed for items seven, seventeen, eighteen,

nineteen, twenty-four, forty-two, forty-six, fifty-one, and

seventy-five. It can be assumed that, with little exception,

the faculty's teaching field exerts negligible influence on the response

tendency to the items of the HDCRS. It must again be stressed

that no weight differential is present between mean scores.

TABLE XVI

MEAN SCORES OF THE ITEMS OF THE HDCRS BY
TEACHING FIELD

Teaching Field
Item

Art Music Theater Philosophy Humanities

1 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.7 4.6
2 4.6 4.8 4.7 4.8 4.8
3 4.2 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.8
4 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.7
5 4.0 4.4 4.1 4.5 4.3
6 1.7 1.4 1.1 1.1 1.0
7 4.2 4.4 3.8 4.2 4.8
8 1.8 1.8 2.1 1.2 1.2
9 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.1

10 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.5
11 3.3 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.0
12 2.3 2.4 2. 1 1. 8 2.5
13 1.8 1.3 1.1 1.4 1.1
14 1.5 1.5 1.0 1.2 1.1
15 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.5
16 1.5 1.4 1.1 1.3 1.0
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TABLE XVI--Continued

Teaching Fields
Item

Art Music Theater Philo s ophy Humanitie s

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

3.5
4. 1
3.9
2.2
4.3
2. 1
1.5
3.4
3.8
3.9
3.7
3.6
4.0
1.6
3.3
3.6
1.8
3.8
3.6
1.5
1.4
4.4
1.2
4.2
1.9
2.6
4.0
3.9
4.3
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.3
1.9

3.9
4.0
4.2
2,1
4.3
1.7
1.5
3.9
3.9
4.0
4.2
3.8
4. 1
1.6
3.6
3.7
1.5
4.0
3.8
1.5
1.3
4.4
1.7
4.5
1.7
1.9
3.7
4. 1
4.3
4.2
4.5
4.6
4.3
1.8

3.3
4. 1
3.9
2. 1
4.4
1.8
1.1
3.2
3.8
4.2
3.5
4. 1
4.0
1.4
3.2
3.7
1.5
3.5
3.7
1.3
1.3
4.4
1.4
4.4
1.3
2.4
4.0
3.8
4.4
4.6
4.6
4.7
4.5
2.0

3.6
4.6
3.5
2.0
4.6
1.9
1.7
3.6
4.1
4.0
3.8
4.0
4.4
1.5
3.6
4.0
1.7
3.4
4.2
1.7
1.4
4.4
1.6
4.4
1.4
2.0
3.9
4.0
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
1.5

4.7
3.5
4.5
2.0
4.3
1.5
1.2
4.5
4.3
4.0
3.5
3.8
3.8
1.1
3.3
3.3
1.7
4.3
3.7
1.1
2.0
4.8
1.5
4.3
1.7
1.5
3.5
3.7
4.5
3.5
4.8
4.7
4.0
2.0
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TABLE XVI--Continued

Teaching Field
Item

A rt Music Theater Philosophy Humanities

51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

1. 9
1.7
3.7
1.4
3.9
2.9
4.5
4.2
4.4
1.4
3.8
1.6
4.3
4.4
2.0
1.5
1.7
1.9
3.7
1.5
4.1
3.5
2.0
4.3
3.9

1.7
1.6
4.2
1.3
4.0
3.0
4.3
4.0
4.3
1.3
3.8
1.6
4.4
4.5
1.6
1.5
1.6
1.8
3.5
1.5
4. 1
3.8
2.4
4.5
4. 1

2.4
1.3
3.8
1.4
4.2
3.3
4.3
4.4
4.7
1.0
3.7
1.6
4.4
4.7
2.0
1. 1
1.3
1.6
3.3
1.6
3.9
3.5
2.4
4.3
4.4

1.5
1.4
3.9
1.5
3.9
3.3
4.5
3.8
4.5
1.2
4.3
1.4
4.5
4.5
2.0
1.4
1.4
1.4
4.0
1.4
4.5
4.1
2.0
4.6
4.3

1. 5
1.2
3.7
1.2
3.8
3.2
4.2
3.5
4.6
1.0
4.0
1.5
4.5
4.6
1.7
1. 1
1.2
1.2
3.8
1.3
3.8
3.5
1.8
3.9
3.4

Selected Analysis by Factor

The responses to the items of the HDCRS obtained during

the trial evaluation (Chapter III, page 39) were factor analyzed

resulting in an eight-factor solution. To this point, various analyses
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have been directed to the items themselves rather than to the

factors. The following section of Chapter IV will be directed towards

a discussion of the factors as units of evaluation.

Division Chairpers on Self-Evaluation

During the retest portion of the HDCRS project, the division

chairpersons on each of the participating campuses were asked to

render a self-evaluation using the same rating scale as the faculty.

The mean score results of the self-evaluation were extracted for

Factors I through VIII and compared to the eight-factor mean scores

of the faculty. Figure 2 presents the mean score data from the retest

evaluation for college number one. In figure 2, the points connected

by a solid line indicate the mean scores for each of the eight factors

as scored by the division chairpersons in the self-evaluation exercise.

The points connected by a broken line indicate the mean scores for

the faculty on the eight factors of the HDCRS.

With the exception of Factor VI and Factor VIII, there

seems to be little variation in the mean score profile between the

faculty and the division chairperson from campus one. There may

be evidence within the leadership style of the chairperson on campus

one that would explain the score variation between the faculty and the

chairperson. Since Factor VI deals basically with leadership

(democratic, educational), and if the results reported to the
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Fig. 2--The mean scores of the faculty and the division
chairperson for the eight factors of the HDCRS for college one.
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chairperson indicated faculty mean score tendency, the chairperson

would perhaps have a knowledge of his/her leadership effectiveness

as perceived by the faculty. Although the differences observed

between the chairperson mean score (4. 0) for Factor VI and the

faculty mean score (3. 3) for Factor VI may not be meaningful,

there does seem to be enough variation to warrant further investiga-

tion into the area of leadership style by the chairperson from college

one.

It is interesting to note that the chairperson's self rating

was higher on four factors, lower on three factors, and the same on

one factor.

Figure 3 presents the mean scores of the faculty on the eight

factors of the HDCRS plotted with the mean scores of the chairperson

or, the eight factors of the HDCRS for college two.

The chairperson in college two tended to describe his/her

own behavior more favorably than did his/her subordinates. The

responses of the chairperson in college two seem to agree more

closely with the findings of Hemphill and Coons, 5 which state that

leaders tend to rate themselves higher than do their subordinates.

5 John K. Hemphill and Alvin E. Coons, "Development of

the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire," Leader Behavior:

Its Description and Measurement, edited by Ralph M. Stogdill and
Alvin E. Coons (Columbus, Ohio, 1957), pp. 6-38.
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The profiles of the two mean score summaries presented in

Figure 3 are very similar. The point of greatest difference between

the faculty and the chairperson appears in Factor IV. The faculty

tend to view the chairperson's effectiveness somewhat lower in

system management (Factor IV) than does the chairperson. Fur-

ther investigation into the differences noted in Figure 3 for Factor

IV may be advisable for the chairperson at college two.

Figure 4 presents the mean scores of the faculty on the

eight factors of the HDCRS plotted with the mean scores of the chair-

person on the eight factors of the HDCRS for college three.

As can be seen in Figure 4, the greatest variation in response

between the chairperson and the faculty seems to be in Factor V.

Since Factor V is basically a negative factor, it can be assumed that

the faculty view the chairperson more favorably than does the chair-

person. Score variations between other factors seem negligible.

Figure 5 presents the mean scores of the faculty on the

eight factors of the HDCRS plotted with the mean scores of the

chairperson on the eight factors of the HDCRS for college four.

The profile observed in Figure 5 exhibits a strong degree of

similarity between the plotted mean responses. The faculty tend to

view the chairperson's effectiveness on Factor VIII (non -partiality)

less favorably than does the chairperson. This may well be caused
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chairperson for the eight factors of the HDCRS for college two.
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by the high number of part-time faculty employed in the humanities

division at college four. It would seem advisable for the chairper-

son at college four to further investigate his/her actions in terms of

non-partial treatment of the faculty and in particular part-time faculty.

It must be pointed out that the differences between the mean

scores seem insignificant for all but Factor VIII which has been dis-

cussed above.

Regression Analysis

Relative weights for the eight factors of the HDCRS were

determined using a multiple linear regression analysis. The regres-

sion analysis was accomplished using the cumulative factor scores

for the eight factors of the HDCRS and item seventy-six as the criter-

ion variable. Item seventy-six asked for an overall assessment of

the chairperson's effectiveness. The results of the multiple linear

regression analysis were achieved using the formula:

Y = . 0348x, + . 0146x2 + . 0165x3 + .0024x4 + . 0247x5

- . 0057x6 - . 0152x7 + . 0015x8 - . 6146,

where x = the score on Factor I,

x2= the score on Factor II,

x3= the score on Factor III,

x4= the score on Factor IV,
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x 5 = the score on Factor V,

x6 = the score on Factor VI,

x7 = the score on Factor VII, and

x8 = the score on Factor VIII.

The results of the multiple linear regression analysis of the eight

factors of the HDCRS are reported in Table XVII.

TABLE XVII

MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR THE
EIGHT FACTORS OF THE HDCRS

Factor Standard Partial Raw Score

Regression Coefficient Regression Coefficient

1 0.6591 0.0348
2 0.1112 0.0146
3 0. 1944 0. 0165
4 0.0099 0. 0024
5 0. 0871 0. 0247
6 -0.0211 -0.0057
7 -0. 0740 -0. 0152
8 0. 0056 0. 0015

Constant -0.6146

Full Model RSQ = 0.6639 ESS 13.89 Y = 9

F = 25.93 df = 8

df = 105
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In order to determine the unique contribution of each of the

eight factor's scores to the full regression model, eight restricted

models were developed. As can be seen in Table XVIII the full

model contained all eight factors. Each of the eight restricted

models contained a unique set of seven factors (variables). For

each of the seven restricted models a different factor was excluded.

The unique contribution of each of the factors was determined by

evaluating the difference between the RSQ of the full model and each

of the eight RSQ's developed by the restricted model. The greater

the difference between the RSQ of the full model and that of a restricted

model, the greater the contribution of the factor which was withheld

from the restricted model.

According to the data in Table XVII, and according to the

unique contribution of the factors, Factor I, Factor III, Factor II,

Factor V, Factor VII, Factor VI, Factor IV, and Factor VIII, in that

order, represent the hierarchical structure of the eight factors of

the HDCRS.

The F ratio (25. 93) indicated that, when compared to the

tabled F value for degrees of freedom equal to 8 and 105, the ability

of this linear combination (full model) of factor scores to predict

the criterion score is greatly improved over a prediction based only

on the mean of the criterion score.
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The RSQ (0. 6639) represents the proportion of the varia-

bility in the criterion measure attributable to the above linear

combination of summed factor scores.

According to the regression analysis, it would be of greater

value to attempt to predict the effective/ineffective potential of the

incumbent or of a candidate by assessing the information gleaned

from the HDCRS than by the mean score of the criterion variable.

Summary

The purpose of Chapter IV was to determine if there existed

any influence on the response tendency of the faculty to the HDCRS

which could be associated with selected demographic variables.

Further, Chapter IV presented data and discussion of selected

analysis by factor including the division chairperson self-evaluation

and multiple linear regression analysis of the factors.

The cover letter accompanying the HDCRS asked the faculty

to provide demographic information concerning their age, sex, con-

tractual status (part-time /full-time status), college assignment,

number of years teaching experience, teaching field, number of

years primary or secondary school experience, and number of

years administrative experience.

Correlation coefficients were obtained between the responses

of the faculty and the faculty's demographic data. Mean score data
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were obtained and used to support the correlation data. It was found

that no relationship seemed to exist between the respondents'

demographic construct and their responses to the HDCRS.

Mean score relationships between the responses of the

faculty of the four participating colleges and between the responses

of the faculty of different academic disciplines were obtained, and no

significant differences were observed.

In an effort to determine the differences that existed between

the faculty's evaluation of a division chairperson and the chairperson's

self-evaluation, mean scores for both were plotted by college. The

profiles resulting from the mean score plots revealed negligible

differences existed.

Finally, a multiple linear regression analysis was obtained

on the factor scores of the HDCRS to define the hierarchical relation-

ship of the factors in determining humanities division chairperson

effectiveness. According to the results of the multiple linear

regression analysis, the factors were weighted in the following order:

I, III, I, V, VII, VI, IV, and VIII.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to devise and test a rating

scale for humanities division chairpersons in the colleges of the

Dallas County Community College District. Specific problems

resolved in the study were to

1. Determine humanities division faculty's perceptions of

effective and ineffective characteristics of humanities division chair -

persons.

2. Determine the validity of the Humanities Division

Chairperson Rating Scale.

3. Determine the estimates of reliability for the Humani-

ties Division Chairperson Rating Scale.

4. Determine the relationship that exists between the

responses of the faculty associated with differing demographic

variables, the division chairpersont s self-evaluation, and the

items of the Humanities Division Chairperson Rating Scale.

Early efforts to define leader behavior centered mainly in

the field of business. Studies by Hemphill, Coons, and Stogdill,

108
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conducted at Ohio State between 1955 and 1957, resulted in an instru-

ment known as the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire

(L BDQ). The LBDQ contained nine dimensions of leadership which

were Integration, Communication, Production Emphasis, Represen-

tation, Fraternization, Organization, Evaluation, Initiation, and

Domination.

Halpin and Winer factor analyzed the results of their study

which utilized the LBDQ. The results of the factor analysis indicated

a four-factor structure of Consideration, Initiating Structure, Pro-

duction Emphasis, and Social Awareness. Two of the four factors,

Consideration and Initiating Structure, accounted for 83 per cent of

the total factor variance.

A variety of studies utilizing the factors Consideration and

Structure were followed by a revision of the LBDQ in 1962. Stogdill,

Goode, and Day developed what became known as the LBDQ-12. It

consisted of twelve dimensions instead of two. The dimensions of

the LBDQ-1Z were Representation, Demand Reconciliation, Tolerance

of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Initiation of Structure, Tolerance

of Freedom, Role Retention, Consideration, Production Emphasis,

Predictive Accuracy, Integration, and Influence with Superiors.

Brown challenged the LBDQ-12 in a 1967 study which resulted

in a two-dimensional construct which he called "Person orientation"
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and "System orientation." Although Stogdill's LBDQ-12 was fac-

torially composed, Brown's factor analysis tended to refute the

twelve dimension structure of the LBDQ-12.

Hillway designed the Rating Scale for Academic

Administration which was subjected to analysis by Lin. Lin found

that the Hillway instrument produced five factors when subjected to

factor analysis. Lin reported that Leadership, Educational Back-

ground, Grooming, Respect for Group Action, and Attitude in Dealing

with People were the five emergent factors of the Hillway rating scale.

An inspection of selected instruments used to evaluate

educational administrators resulted in the conclusion that a model was

needed that would result in a valid and reliable rating device.

A model used by Abeles to develop the Clarinet Performance

Rating Scale and to develop a rating scale for applied music faculty

seemed worthy of consideration. Abeles developed the rating scales

by generating an initial set of items from experts in the field, factor

analyzing the results of a trial evaluation, and testing the scale for

validity and reliability. The Abeles model was adopted, with some

modification, for the present study.

The humanities division faculty and the division chairper-

sons at Eastfield College, El Centro College, Mountain View College,

and Richland College were asked to describe the best division
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chairperson they knew and the worst division chairperson they knew

by listing both positive and negative characteristics on a form

(Appendix A). In order to better conceptualize the responses of the

participants, the researcher and two judges organized the charac-

teristics into five categories. Each category was assigned a topical

heading which seemed to best describe the items in the category.

The five categories included

Category One . . . . . Faculty/People Orientation

Category Two . . . . System Management

Category Three . . . . Personal Professional Qualities

Category Four . . . . Leadership

Category Five . . . . Personal Qualities

The 209 items were randomly placed in a rating scale for-

mat. A five-option response system was used. The humanities

division faculty at Richland College were asked to rate their division

chairperson in a trial evaluation exercise.

The trial evaluation data were factor analyzed resulting

in an eight-factor solution. Seventy-five items were chosen from

the eight factors based on their rate of loading on 'the factor they

described and their relative independence of the other factors. The

eight factors that resulted from the trial evaluation are best

described as
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Factor I . . . . . Personal Qualities in Interaction

with Faculty

Factor II . . . . Communication with Faculty

Factor III . . . . Personal Professional Qualities

Factor IV . . . . System Management

Factor V . . . . Personal Power

Factor VI . . . . Leadership

Factor VII . . . . Faculty Management

Factor VIII . . . Non-partiality

The method of item selection for the final form of the

Humanities Division Chairperson Rating Scale (HDCRS) was judged

sufficient to establish content, face, and formal validity.

Reliability coefficients were obtained for the HDCRS using

the Kuder -Richardson Formula 21 (KR-21) and the test-retest

method. The seventy-five items resulting from the trial evaluation

were randomly placed in a rating scale format. A five -option

response system was used. The humanities division faculty at the

four participating colleges were asked to rate their division chair-

person using the HDCRS.

The KR-21 formula was applied to the eight factors of the

HDCRS as well as to the total score. The results of the KR-21

are presented in Table XVIII.
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TABLE XVIII

RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR THE HDCRS TOTAL SCORE

AND FACTOR SCORES

Factor R N

T otal (75 items) .92 75
Factor I .91 25

Factor II .53 13

Factor III .81 12
Factor IV .47 5

Factor V .39 - 5

Factor VI .23 4

Factor VII .44 7

Factor VIII .34 4

According to the reliability estimates reported in Table

XVIII, the total score for the HDCRS seems sufficiently high to be

used as an evaluation instrument. However, with the exception of

Factors I and III, the factors possess insufficient reliability to be

used as independent measures.

Four weeks following the initial evaluation exercise, the

faculty were again asked to evaluate their division chairperson using

the HDCRS. A test-retest reliability coefficient of .93 was obtained.

The test-retest coefficient of .93 and the KR-21 total score

reliability of .92 seem sufficient to judge the HDCRS reliable under

the conditions herein described.
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The cover letter accompanying the HDCRS asked the faculty

to provide demographic information concerning their age, sex, con-

tractual status (part-time /full-time status), college assignment,

number of years teaching experience, teaching field, number of years

primary or secondary school experience, number of years adminis-

trative experience.

Correlation coefficients were obtained between the responses

of the faculty and the faculty's age, sex, contractual status, number

of years teaching, number of years primary or secondary school

experience, and number of years administrative experience. Mean

score data were obtained and used to support the correlation data.

It was found that no relationship seemed to exist between the respond-

ents' age, sex, contractual status, number of years of teaching

experience, number of years primary or secondary school experi-

ence, and number of years administrative experience and the

responses to the HDCRS. Therefore, it was felt that no influence

was exerted on the results of the HDCRS based on the six selected

demographic variables.

Mean score relationships between the responses of the

faculty of the four participating colleges and between the responses

of the faculty of different academic disciplines were obtained, and

no significant differences were observed.
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In an effort to determine the differences that existed between

the faculty's evaluation of a division chairperson and the chairper-

son's self evaluation, mean scores for both were plotted by college.

The profiles resulting from the mean score plots revealed that negli-

gible differences existed.

Finally, a multiple linear regression analysis was obtained

on the factor scores of the HDCRS to define the hierarchical relation-

ship of the factors in determining humanities division chairperson

effectiveness. According to the results of the multiple linear

regression analysis, the factors were weighted in the following order:

I, III, II, V, VII, VI, IV, and VIII.

Conclusions

Based on the HDCRS study, the following conclusions are

made.

1. The method of item development for the HDCRS pro-

vides a sufficient measure of content validity, face validity, and

formal validity for the instrument.

2. The reliability coefficients obtained for the HDCRS

indicate that an instrument developed and tested in such a manner

will prove reasonably reliable.

3. The use of demographic variables as a further dimen-

sion of score analysis provides the division chairperson with a set of
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data which is sensitive to the unique characteristics of the faculty

which may or may not influence response tendencies.

4. An analysis of the results of the data obtained using the

HDCRS can provide personal professional growth information for the

rated division chairperson

5. The humanities division faculty tend to place emphasis

on the division chairperson's humanistic qualities and on the division

chairperson's personal professional qualities.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are made based on the

experience of having completed this study.

1. The primary data collection instrument used in this

model should be altered to request responses from predetermined

categories for both positive and negative characteristics.

2. The items extracted from the primary data collection

instrument should be submitted to examination by the faculty prior to

the trial evaluation.

3. Analysis of additional demographic variables such as

degrees held, number of non-teaching duties, and extra-service

as signments, would provide further response /influence analysis.

4. Additional studies should be made using the present

model for division chairpersons of other than humanities divisions.



APPENDICES



APPENDIX A

PRIMARY DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT



119

To: Humanities Division Faculty

From: Jack Stone

For my dissertation project I have chosen to develop and test an
evaluation instrument for humanities division chairpersons in the
DCCCD. In order to successfully carry out the project, I need
the help of all humanities division faculty.

Attached to this memo you will find a copy of the primary data col-
lection instrument. This form is the first of four forms. After I
have collected the completed first form I will combine the data onto
a second form on which I will ask you to make certain judgments.
A third and more refined form will follow the second, etc. Alto-
gether I will need about an hour of you time (elapsed time) over
the next three months. The first form will require more time than
the remaining three.

Please complete the form as it requests. You may include any item
you wish no matter how unique it is to your discipline.

SAMPLE ITEMS:

1. Allows faculty members complete freedom in their work.
2. Mediates conflicting factions within the division.

Thank you in advance for your help. I would appreciate your imme-
diate attention to the form. If you could return the completed form
to your division secretary by January 21, it would be most helpful.
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DIVISION CHAIRPERSON RATING SCALE

INSTRUC TIONS: You are asked to participate in the development
of a job performance rating scale for humanities division chairper-

sons. Please write as many behavior characteristics as you can

of the two types of division chairpersons mentioned below. Use the

back of this form if you need additional space. Return the com-

pleted form to the division secretary. The success of this study

depends upon your thoughtful consideration of this matter.

Thank you.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE BEST DIVISION CHAIRPERSON YOU KNOW

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WORST DIVISION CHAIRPERSON YOU

KNOW
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CATEGORY ONE

FACULTY/PEOPLE ORIENTATION

Communicates that the
staff is held in high
regard.

Does not force his/her
personal opinions on
the faculty.

Utilizes the strengths of
the faculty to their
potential.

Is considerate of human
error and weakness.

Encourages a proper balance
between work and relaxation.

Includes part-time faculty in
division social activities.

Creates some form of liaison
for evening and Saturday faculty.

Allows for individual
differences in teaching style.

Interested in the faculty as
individuals.

Shows appreciation for a job
well done.

Is flexible towards teaching
methods used in the division

Allows faculty freedom to be
creative.

Demonstrates a genuine

interest in faculty
accomplishments.

Works to create an open

and friendly division
atmosphere.

Does not use the faculty

or division for self

gain or political advancement.

Eliminates excessive paper

work demands on the faculty.

Encourages part-time faculty

to become active in division

affairs.

Maintains an open door policy

for faculty and students.

Is open and candid with faculty

concerning all aspects of

performance evaluation.

Demonstrates a trust in the

faculty to get the job done.

Works on a one-to-one basis

to improve faculty weaknesses.

Creates an atmosphere of
equality between part-time
and full-time faculty.

Does not expect part-time

faculty to actively participate in

division activities.
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Demonstrates a concern for
faculty morale.

Promotes the independence and

self confidence of faculty.

Makes suggestions in a positive
and supportive manner.

Supports the efforts of the

instructional staff.

Is fair and open in his /her

evaluation of the faculty.

Insists that text selection be

the decision of the faculty.

Involved with the faculty

equally, shows no favoritism.

Arranges social and informal
gatherings for division faculty.

Expects the faculty to place the
job above all else including

personal life.

Makes unannounced visits to
faculty's classes.

Does not seem concerned about

the morale of the division.

Does personal favors for some but
not all of the faculty.

Is little concerned with faculty

personal problems.

Shows little interest in
faculty opinion.

Develops a "second class

citizen" attitude towards
part-time faculty

Makes excessive demands on

the faculty's time.

Is slow to respond to student

and faculty requests.

Shows favoritism to a few

faculty members.

Uses student evaluations to

point out faculty weaknesses.

Is inconsiderate of faculty

accomplishment.

Acts as if faculty have poor

judgment.

Does not demonstrate concern

for the well being of part-

time faculty.

Fails to consult members of

the faculty on important

decisions.

Deals dishonestly and

deceptively with faculty.

Is unaware of faculty strengths

and weaknesses.

Does not explain decisions to

faculty even though they are

involved.

Is coldly efficient with little

concern for faculty.
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CATEGORY TWO

SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

Keeps division faculty
informed through memoranda
or other written means.

Maintains scheduled hours for
student appointments .

Recommends curriculum review
on a regular basis.

Maintains a division budget
monitoring system.

Schedules division meetings
regularly.

Visits classes on a regularly
scheduled basis.

Maintains a clerical staff that
is courteous and efficient

Allows ample time for budget,
schedule, and leave requests.

Works with Financial Aid to
supply adequate faculty support
personnel.

Requires full-time faculty
to attend all division meetings.

Stays informed concerning
college policy and procedures.

Processes requisitions and
work orders quickly and
efficiently.

Is unavailable for
consultation.

Maintains a preoccupation
with paper work.

Places emphasis on the
meeting of deadlines.

Delegates work that he/she
should personally complete.

Secures the adoption of a
common text for all sections
of a multi-section course.
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CATEGORY THREE

PERSONAL PROFESSIONAL QUALITIES

Is well read in his /her
teaching field.

Promotes the arts in the
college and the community.

Takes part in the "art" activity
in the community.

Is respected as a capable artist
in his /her field.

Maintains a rapport with
various members of the
art community.

Is an outstanding teacher.

Demonstrates a knowledge of
your subject area and
academic teaching field.

Is known as an inspiring
teacher.

Is known as a creative teacher.

Is fair but firm in
administrative role.

Is a creative administrator.

Has high professional and
academic standards.

Attends programs,
performances, art shows,
and lectures in support of the
various departments of the
division.

Is active in state and national
organizations beneficial to
the division.

Demonstrates artistic
sensitivity.

Demonstrates a basic interest
in teaching students.

Does not attend community
art functions.

Does not show interest in the
arts in the professional
community.

Does not keep abreast of
developments in the arts.

Does not keep abreast of
developments in education.

Promotes the well being of
his /her own teaching field
only.

Does not maintain high
professional standards.
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CATEGORY FOUR

LEADERSHIP

Accepts the responsibility of
leadership in the division.

Is a problem solver.

Demonstrates an understanding
of the needs which are unique
to each department in the
humanities division.

Conducts organized and efficient
division meetings.

Is willing to act on faculty
concerns.

Mediates conflicting factions.

Appoints students to some
division c ommittees.

Takes the leadership in securing
necessary defense for new
course approval.

Develops division goals and
objectives through committee.

Encourages faculty to participate
in student activitie s on campus.

Disperses division travel funds
equitably.

Applies workload to faculty in a
fair and equitable manner.

Organized in administrative
functioning.

Notifies faculty of budget status
throughout the academic year.

Is supportive of the faculty to
the administrative hierarchy.

Involves faculty in the hiring
process.

Works with faculty to develop
grants and proposals.

Confers with division faculty
on schedule building.

Encourages interdepartmental
efforts.

Actively pursues things bene-
ficial to the division.

Allows freedom to the
professional instructor in
decision making situations.

Is willing to experiment with
new and innovative ideas.

Demonstrates an interest in
district functions.

Is interested in the
professional development of
the faculty and staff.
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Demonstrates a personal
interest in all division projects.

Is a stimulus for ideas in the

division.

Consults faculty on the

development of the division

budget.

Is aggressive in attempts to

provide the necessary materials

and equipment for teaching.

Makes an effort to maintain

effective communications with

part-time faculty.

Asks for volunteers to serve on

committees rather than appoint

the members.

Encourages faculty to concentrate

on teaching.

Uses committees to make
decisions involving division

procedures.

Encourages faculty participation
in student recruitment.

Uses student evaluations as
measure of teaching competency.

Interferes with faculty teaching
technique.

Demonstrates an indifference
to faculty needs.

Does not plan effectively.

Does not accept responsibility

for the division.

Does not inform faculty of

college policy changes or of

new policies.

Shows little interest in

planning for the future.

Does not attempt to promote

instructional innovation.

Insists that part -time faculty

strictly adhere to existing

syllabi.

Appoints faculty to committees

regardless of their desire to

serve.

Over-supervises classroom

activitie s.

Attempts to influence or

manipulate faculty committee

decisions.

Does not insure that new pro-

grams are responsive to the

community college philosophy.

Hires new faculty without

consulting existing division

faculty.

Feels that all departments

within the division except
his/her department can run

themselves.

Discourages questioning of

policies and procedures by
the faculty.
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Unavailable to faculty.

Demonstrates little interest
in classroom activities.

Will say "yes" to any request

to avoid serious discussion
or inquiry.

Does not take division concerns
to the higher administration.

Seems incapable of anticipating
problems; thus many major
problems occur in the division.

Allows faculty conflict to
resolve itself.

Is not willing to bend the rules.

Has a laissez faire attitude
toward division governance.

Organizes faculty's time as
much as possible.

Communicates only to those
who complain the loudest.

Encourages faculty to obligate
themselves to more than they
can handle.

Does not promote the image
of the division to the
administrative hierarchy.

Acts as a watchdog over the
faculty.

Is non-flexible in budget control.
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CATEGORY FIVE

PERSONAL QUALITIES

Is persuasive in dealing with
faculty.

Is straight forward regarding
administrative decisions.

Rationial and logical in decision
making.

Is fair regarding administrative
decisions.

Is consistent in dealing with
faculty.

Has an open-minded approach to

problems.

Demonstrates a sense of humor.

Demonstrates confidence in
leading the division.

Acknowledges his/her own

limitations.

Is predictable in his/her
personality.

Is open to suggestions for self

improvement.

Does not take himself/herself
too seriously.

Is well dressed.

Is not afraid to say "no" to the
faculty.

Demonstrates patience.

Is willing to change decisions

in light of new information.

Is capable of evaluating

teaching.

Admits his/her own mistakes.

Demonstrates courage.

Is continually making an

effort to improve.

Will stand by his/her decisions.

Willingly accepts the
consequences of his/her
decisions.

Is not moody and subject to
radical change in mood.

Is not egocentric.

Has high moral and ethical

standards.

Aggressively pursues his/her

own professional goals.

Is capable of being persuaded.

Is quick to act when problems

arise.

Is a good listener.
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Is honest in dealing with
faculty.

Demonstrates effective
communication skills, both
verbal and written.

Does not seek power.

Lacks ability to communicate
effectively.

Puts off making tough decisions.

Sets himself/herself as the
standard for the division.

Is moody and unpredictable.

Evasive in answering the
faculty.

Is suspicious of members of the
faculty.

Requires certain division
programs for his/her own
personal professional
advancement.

Is vindictive.

Considers enthusiasm
unprofe s sional.

Will not admit his /her own
mistakes.

Overreacts to most situations.

Jumps to conclusions.

Will not change a decision
regardless of the strength of
opposing arguments.

Finds little time for humor.

Has a dual per sonality, one
for the faculty and one for
his /her administrative
superiors.

Insists that everything be
done his/her way.

Places himself/herself above
all others in the division.

Deals basically from an
Is ego centered. emotional level.

Uses the division as a stepping-
stone to higher administrative
positions.

Cannot be trusted with confidential
information.

Lacks courage under fire.

Reflects insecurity in decision
making.

Is unenthusiastic about the
division.
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To: Humanities Division Faculty

From: Jack Stone

Subject: Humanities Division Chairperson Rating Scale

Again I need your help. As you may remember, I requested and
received in-put from you concerning characteristics of the best
and worst division chairperson you know. Two judges and I pulled
together the information resulting from the initial inquiry. The
items were categorized according to common areas with the
repetitive items being dropped. Some items were reworded for
clarity, but all item areas were included.

At this point I have randomly placed all the items in a rating scale
format and am ready to submit them to a trial evaluation. The
results of the trial evaluation will be factor analyzed and items will
be retained for the final rating scale based on their rate of loading
on the factor they are describing and their relative independence of
the other factors.

In order to gather the needed information, I must ask you to use the
attached rating scale to rate me. I have undertaken a self-
evaluation using the instrument and find that it takes about twenty
minutes to complete.

Please read each item carefully. Items are stated both positively
and ne gatively. Your responses will be strictly anonymous. I
am sure you can appreciate the fact that I need a response from
every faculty member.

Please complete the form and return it immediately. I would like
to begin coding the data for computer in-put at once. Let me thank
you in advance for your help.

Please follow the instructions carefully.
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HUMANITIES DIVISION CHAIRPERSON RATING SCALE
(Trial Evaluation)

INSTRUCTIONS: Please evaluate your Division Chairperson as
accurately as possible using the characteristics listed below. The
five-option response system is translated as follows: 5, "Highly
Agree, " that the item is characteristic of the chairperson you are
evaluating; 4, "Agree"; 3, "Undecided"; 2, "Disagree";
1, "Highly Disagree." Please read each statement carefully
before marking your answer. Some of the items are stated posi-.
tively and some are stated negatively.

(Circle your response)

1. Is inconsiderate of faculty accomplish-
ment.

2. Works on a one-to-one basis to
improve faculty weaknesses

3. Creates an atmosphere of equality
between part-time and full-time
faculty

4. Demonstrates a trust in the faculty
to get the job done

5. Is coldly efficient with little concern for
faculty

6. Requires full-time faculty to attend all
division meetings.

7. Lacks ability to communicate effec -
tively.

8. Demonstrates a knowledge of all divi-
sion subjects

9. Uses student evaluations to point out
faculty weaknesses

10. Finds little time for humor

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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11. Recommends curriculum review on
a regular basis

12. Is an outstanding teacher

13. Shows favoritism to a few faculty

members

14. Takes the leadership in securing
necessary defense for new course
approval

15. Applies workload to faculty in a fair
and equitable manner

16. Organized in administrative
functioning

17. Maintains scheduled hours for student
appointments

18. Keeps division faculty informed
through memoranda or other written

means

19. Is fair and open in his /her evaluation
of faculty

20. Demonstrates a basic interest in

teaching

21. Is respected as a capable artist in
his/her field

22. Demonstrates artistic sensitivity

23. Does not accept responsibility for
the division

24. Demonstrates little interest in
classroom activities

25. Does not inform faculty of college
policy changes or of new policies

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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26. Stays informed concerning college policy
and procedures

27. Is not afraid to say "no" to the faculty

28. Is involved with faculty equally, shows no
favoritism

29. Demonstrates a sense of humor

30. Is open and candid with faculty concerning
all aspects of performance evaluation

31. Shows little interest in planning for the
future

32. Appoints faculty to committees regardless
of their desire to serve

33. Is non-flexible in budget control

34. Shows little interest in faculty opinion

35. Is an inspiring teacher

36. Delegates work that he/she should
personally complete

37. Is a creative administrator

38. Acts as a watchdog over the faculty

39. Does not seek power

40. Demonstrates a concern for faculty morale

41. Is willing to change decisions in light of
new information

42. Demonstrates effective communication skills,
both verbal and written

43. Maintains a clerical staff that is courteous
and efficient

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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44. Shares a sense of pride in faculty
accomplishment

45. Allows ample time for faculty to respond
to budget, schedule, and leave requests

46. Visits classes on a regularly scheduled
basis

47. Maintains a division budget monitoring
system

48. Works with Financial Aid to supply
adequate faculty support personnel

49. Does not promote the image of the division

to the administrative hierarchy

50. Is a creative teacher

51. Is fair but firm in administrative role

52. Is slow to respond to student and faculty
requests

53. Has high professional and academic
standards

54. Does not insure that new programs are
responsive to the community college

philosophy

55. Is capable of evaluating teaching

56. Communicates that the staff is held in high
regard

57. Develops a " second class citizen" attitude
towards part-time faculty

58. Is unaware of faculty strengths and
weaknesses

59. Makes excessive demands on the faculty's

time

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 32 1

5 43 2 1

5 43 2 1

5 43 2 1

5 43 2 1

5 43 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 43 2 1

5 4 32 1

5 43 2 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1



60. Is unavailable to faculty

61. Actively pursues things beneficial to the

division

62. Encourages faculty participation in student
recruitment

63. Is quick to act when problems arise

64. Expects the faculty to place the job above
all else including personal life

65. Maintains an open door policy for faculty
and students

66. Eliminates excessive paper work
demands on the faculty

67. Uses student evaluations as measure of
teaching competency

68. Encourages part-time faculty to become
active in division affairs

69. Is consistent in dealing with faculty

70. Is honest in dealing with faculty

71. Notifies faculty of budget status
throughout the academic year

72. Is vindictive

73. Is a good listener

74. Encourages faculty to obligate themselves
to more than they can handle

75. Is capable of being persuaded

76. Does not attempttcr promote instructional
innovation
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5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

I

5 4 32 1

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

I

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1
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77. Takes part in the "art" activity of the

community

78. Shows interest in the faculty as individuals

79. Is unenthusiastic about the division

80. Conducts organized and efficient division

meetings

81. Is persuasive in dealing with faculty

82. Acknowledges his/her own limitations

83. Promotes the independence and self-
confidence of the faculty

84. Is well dressed

85. Is active in state and national organizations
beneficial to the division

86. Reflects insecurity in decision making

87. Is flexible towards teaching methods used

in the division

88. Demonstrates a genuine interest in faculty
c onc erns

89. Demonstrates an interest in district
functions

90. Is supportive of the faculty to the
administrative hierarchy

91. Aggressively pursues his/her own
professional goals

92. Arranges social and informal gatherings
for the division faculty

93. Is moody and unpredictable

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2.

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1
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94. Communicates only to those who complain
the loudest

95. Maintains a rapport with various members

of the "art" community

96. Is not concerned with the well being of the

part-time faculty

97. Allows faculty freedom to be creative

98. Evasive in answering the faculty

99. Organizes faculty's time as much as
possible

100. Lacks courage under fire

101. Does not expect part-time faculty to
actively participate in division activities

102. Jumps to conclusions

103. Acts as if faculty have poor judgment

104. Includes part-time faculty in division
social activities

105. Is willing to act on faculty concerns

106. Demonstrates confidence in leading the
division

107. Demonstrates a personal interest in all
division projects

108. Demonstrates courage

109. Is little concerned with faculty personal
problems

110. Is predictable in his /her personality

5 43 2 1

54 3 2 1

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1
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111. Uses committees to make decisions
involving division procedures

112. Is straight forward regarding
administrative decisions

113. Is willing to experiment with new and
innovative ideas

114. Has a laissez faire attitude toward
division governance

115. Does not explain decisions to faculty when
they a e directly affected

116. Shows appreciation for a job well done

117. Does not force his/her personal opinions
on the faculty

118. Appoints students to some division
c ommittee s

119. Does not maintain high professional
standards

120. Is well read in his/her teaching field

121. Promotes the well being of his/her own
teaching field only

122. Secures the adoption of a common text
for all sections of a multi-section course

123. Encourages faculty to concentrate on
teaching

124. Has an open minded approach to problems

125. Is interested in the professional
development of the faculty

126. Does personal favors for some but not all
of the faculty

5 4 32 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 32 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 43 2 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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127. Develops division goals and objectives
through committees

128. Attends programs, performances, art
shows and lectures in support of the

various departments of the division

129. Has high moral and ethical standards

130. Works with faculty to develop grants
proposals

131. Deals dishonestly and deceptively with the
faculty

132. Deals basically from an emotional level

133. Creates some form of liaison for evening
and Saturday faculty

134. Schedules division meetings regularly

135. Allows faculty conflict to resolve itself

136. Is open to suggestions for self
improvement

137. Does not seem concerned about the morale
of the division

138. Admits his/her own mistakes

139. Fails to consult members of the faculty on
important decisions

140. Cannot be trusted with confidential
information

141. Is continually making an effort to improve

142. Is fair regarding administrative decisions

143. Processes requisitions and work orders
quickly and efficiently

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

2

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1



144. Is not willing to bend the rules

145. Is rational and logical in decision making

146. Does not plan effectively

147. Promotes the arts in the college and the
community

148. Oversupervises classroom activities

149. Insists that part-time faculty strictly
adhere to existing syllabi

150. Is not egocentric

151. Asks for volunteers to serve on
committees rather than appoint the

members

152. Makes suggestions in a positive and
supportive manner

153. Accepts the responsibility of leadership in
the division

154. Encourages interdepartmental efforts

155. Does not keep abreast of developments in
the arts

156. Is not moody and subject to radical change
in mood

157. Utilizes the strengths of the faculty to
their potential

158. Demonstrates patience

159. Mediates conflicting factions

160. Insists that text selection be the
decision of the faculty

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

2
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1

1

1

1

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5

5

5

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

2

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1
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161. Does not keep abreast of developments in

education

162. Does not use the faculty or division for
self gain or political advancement

163. Allows freedom to the professional
instructor in decision making situations

164. Seems incapable of anticipating problems;
thus many major problems occur in the

division

165. Encourages faculty to participate in
student activities on campus

166. Works to create an open and friendly
division atmosphere

167. Involves faculty in the hiring process

168. Is considerate of human error and
weakness

169. Attempts to influence or manipulate
faculty committee decisions

170. Makes an effort to maintain effective
communications with part-time faculty

171. Does not take division concerns to the
higher administration

172. Insists that everything be done his/her
way

173. Uses the division as a stepping-stone to
higher administrative positions

174. Is suspicious of members of the faculty

175. Supports the efforts of the instructional
staff

5 4 3 2 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 4 3 2 1

54 3 2 1



176. Is indifferent to faculty needs

177. Puts off making tough decisions

178. Demonstrates an understanding of the
needs which are unique to each department

in the humanities division

179. Is aggressive in attempts to provide the
necessary materials and equipment for

teaching

180. Is a problem solver

181. Is unavailable for consultation

182. Does not show an interest in the arts in

the pr ofe s sional c ommunity

183. Considers enthusiasm unprofessional

184. Hires new faculty without consulting

existing division faculty

185. Feels that all departments within the
division except his/her department can
run themselves

186. Sets himself/herself as the standard for
the division

187. Does not attend community art functions

188. Discourages questioning of ?olicies
and procedures by the faculty

189. Is ego centered

190. Over reacts to most situations

191. Will not change a decision regardless of
the strength of opposing arguments

192. Allows for individual differences in
teaching style

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2
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5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 432 1

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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193. Places himself/herself above all others

in the division

194. Places emphasis on the meeting of
deadline s

195. Interferes with faculty teaching technique

196. Maintains a preoccupation with paper work

197. Has a dual personality, one for the
faculty and one for his /her administrative

superiors

198. Makes unannounced visits to faculty's
classes

199. Willingly accepts the consequences of
his/her decisions

200. Consults faculty in the development of
the division budget

201. Disperses division travel funds equitably

202. Will say "yes" to any request to avoid
serious discussion or inquiry

203. Encourages a proper balance between work
and relaxation

204. Will not admit his/her own mistakes

205. Confers with division faculty on building
the schedule

206. Does not take himself/herself too
seriously

207. Requires certain division programs for
his/her own personal professional
advanc ement

208. Is friendly and outgoing

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

2

1

1

1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

4

4

3

2

2

2

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 32 1

5

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

1



209. Has a smile for most occasions

210. My overall assessment of the division
chairperson rated by the above
characteristics is: (circle one)

5 4 3 2
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1

5 Highly Effective

4 Effective

3 Average

2 Ineffective

1 Highly Ineffective
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To: Humanities Division Faculty

From: Jack Stone

Attached you will find the final form of the Humanities Division Chair-

person Rating Scale. As you may remember, items for the rating

scale were submitted by humanities division faculty. The initial

items were randomly placed in a rating scale format and used for a

trial evaluation. The data resulting from the trial evaluation were

factor analyzed and items were retained for the final form based on

their rate of loading on the factor they described and their relative

independence of the other factors.

Will you please complete the rating scale and return it to the person

named on the accompanying envelope? Your responses will be

strictly confidential. As you can appreciate, I need for each of you to

respond. When you return the completed form, your name will be

checked off a list. The contents of the envelope will be placed in a

container separate from the envelope.

Your immediate response to this request will be greatly appreciated.

Please complete the following questions before you begin the rating

scale.

1. Your age range: 20-29 ___, 30-39 , 40-49 __, 50-65 .

2. Sex: Male , Female .

3. Full-time faculty , part-time faculty

4. College to which you are assigned: Eastfield _, El Centro ,

Mountain View , Richland_.

5. Number of years of teaching experience

6. Your teaching field (Art, Music, etc. )

7. Number of years primary or secondary school experience

8. Number of years administrative experience .
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HUMANITIES DIVISION CHAIRPERSON RATING SCALE

INSTRUCTIONS: Please evaluate your Division Chairperson as

accurately as possible using the characteristics listed below. The

five-option response system is translated as follows: 5, "Highly
Agree" that the item is characteristic of the chairperson you are
evaluating; 4, "Agree"; 3, "Undecided"; 2, "Disagree";
1, "Highly Disagree." Please read each statement carefully before
marking your answer. Some of the items are stated positively and
some are stated negatively.

(Circle your response)

1. Accepts the responsibility of leadership in
the division

2. Demonstrates confidence in leading the
division

3. Creates an atmosphere of equality between
part -time and full-time faculty

4. Over reacts to most situations

5. Seems well read in his/her teaching field

6. Shows little interest in planning for the
future

7. Promotes the arts in the college and the
c ommunity

8. Is unavailable for consultation

9. Is persuasive in dealing with faculty

10. Appoints faculty to committees regardless
of their desire to serve

11. Arranges social and informal gatherings
for division faculty

5 4 32 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 3 2 1
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12. Does not expect part-time faculty to actively

participate in division activities

13. Does not accept responsibility for the

division

14. Seems to find little time for humor

15. Is consistent in dealing with faculty

16. Shows little interest in faculty opinion

17. Takes part in the "art" activity in the

c community

18. Insists that text selection be the decision

of the faculty

19. Is respected as a capable artist in his/

her field

20. Maintains a preoccupation with paper work

21. Demonstrates a concern for faculty morale

22. Demonstrates that he/she is unaware of

faculty strengths and weaknesses

23. Acts as if faculty have poor judgment

24. Maintains a rapport with various members

of the "art" community

25. Involved with the faculty equally, shows
no favoritism

26. Acknowledges his/her own limitations

27. Is an outstanding teacher

28. Recommends curriculum review regularly

29. Is predictable in his/her personality

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

5 4 32 1

5 432 1

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

5 4 3 2 1

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

1



30. Insists that everything be done his/her way

31. Maintains scheduled hour s for student

appointments

32. Maintains a division budget monitoring
system

33. Places himself/herself above all others in

the division

34. Demonstrates a knowledge of your subject

area

35. Places emphasis on the meeting of

deadlines

36. Does not demonstrate concern for the well

being of the part-time faculty

37. Is coldly efficient with little concern

for faculty

38. Demonstrates an open minded approach to

problems

39. Jumps to conclusions

40. Keeps division faculty informed through
memoranda or other written means

41. Fails to consult members of the faculty on

important decisions

42. Does not attend community art functions

43. Mediates conflicting factions

44. Is an inspiring teacher

45. Promotes the independence and self-
confidence of the faculty

46. Is a problem solver
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4

4

4
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47. Makes suggestions in a positive and
supportive manner 5

48. Supports the efforts of the instructional staff 5

49. Is fair regarding administrative
decisions 5

50. Will not change a decision regardless of the
strength of opposing arguments 5

51. Has a dual personality, one for the faculty
and one for his /her administrative superiors 5

52. Does not inform faculty of college policy
changes or of new policies 5

553. Is a creative teacher

54. Interfers with faculty teaching technique

55. Seems open to suggestions for self
improvement

56. Appoints students to some division
committees

57. Demonstrates an understanding of the needs
which are unique to each department in the

humanities division

58. Takes the leadership in sucuring necessary
defense for new course approval

59. Is fair and open in his /her evaluation
of faculty

60. Deals dishonestly and deceptively with
faculty

61. Develops division goals and objectives
through committee

4 32 1

4 32 1

4 3 2 1

4 32 1

4 32 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

5 4 32 1

5 4 32 1

5 432 1

5 43 2 1

5 432 1

5 432 1

5 432 1

5 4 3 2 1
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62. Oversupervises classroom activities

63, Is willing to act on faculty concerns

64. Is rational and logical in decision making

65. Does not show interest in the arts in the
profes sional community

66. Demonstrates an indifference to faculty needs

67. Does not plan effectively

68. Does not explain decisions to faculty even
though they are involved

69. Encourages faculty to participate in student
activities on campus

70. Does not attempt to promote instructional

innovation

71. Conducts organized and efficient division

meetings

72. Disperses division travel funds equitably

73. Insists that part-time faculty strictly adhere

to existing syllabi

74. Is straight forward regarding administrative
decisions

75. Schedules division meetings regularly

76. My overall assessment of the division chair-
person rated by the above characteristics is
(circle one):

5

5

5

5

5

5
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4

4
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Highly Effective

Effective

Average

Ineffective

Highly Ineffective
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FACTOR LOADINGS FOR THE SUB-ITEMS OF THE HDCRS
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GLOSSARY

Burt-Banks Formula. A formula used to determine the lower limits

of significance for factor coefficients. The formula allows

for the sample size, the number of tests correlated, and the

number of factors extracted.

Correlation. The degree of correspondence or relationship between

two variables. Variables that are said to be correlated

tend to vary together.

Criterion. The dependent variable by which change in the independent

variable is measured. A standard by which something is
tried in forming a correct judgment respecting it.

Eigenvalue. The sum of the squares of the factor loadings at the

bottom of each factor is known as latent root, eigenvalue,

extracted variance, or sum of the squares.

Factor analysis. A technique used to summarize and clarify all the

interrelationships among variables involved in a study.

Originally developed as a part of psychological theory to

explain cognitive behavior.

Factor loading. A coefficient expressive of the degree of relation-

ship exhibited between an item of behavior and a factor.

The closer the coefficient is to t 1. 00, the higher the coef-

ficient is said to load on the factor.

Halo effect. The tendency to rate an object in the constant direction
of a general impression of the object.

Kuder-Richardson Formula-21, A formula for obtaining an estimate
of internal consistency reliability. The coefficient resulting
from the KR-ZlI is based on the total number of items, the
standard deviation of the test, and the test mean.
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Multiple regression. A statistical analysis which enables the

behavioral scientist to use his knowledge of two or more

independent variables to predict scores on a single depend-

ent variable with greater success than is possible with a

knowledge of a single independent variable.

Reliability. The precision of an instrument of measurement. To

the extent an instrument of measurement repeatedly pro-

duces the same results, it is said to be reliable.

Scree test. A method to identify the optimum number of factors

which can be extracted from a factor matrix before the

intrusion of non-common variance becomes serious. Con-

sists of determining the point at which the curve resulting

from a plotted graph of the eigenvalue against the factor

number develops into a linear relationship. Scree is a geo-

logical term that defines the pebble or rock debris which

collects on the lower part of rocky slopes.

Validity. The degree to which a test measures what it is intended

to measure.

t-test. A statistical procedure to test hypotheses about the differ-

ence between two means.
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