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ADMINISTRATIVE AND FACULTY DEVELOPMENT:
A STUDY OF ACADEMIC CHAIRPERSONS
Mary Ann Bowman, Ed.D.

Western Michigan University, 1991

The professional development of academic chairpersons has been
neglected both by higher education institutions and as a field of
study. This study focused on assessing both the perceptions of chair-
persons toward administrative and faculty development and their degree
of participation in development activities and roles.

A survey instrument was designed to make this assessment and was
mailed to 311 chairpersons at eight midwestern public universities
classified as Doctorate-Granting Universities |. The response rate
was 75%, with 234 questionnaires returnad.

The results of the survey showed that although chairpersons view
both administrative development and faculty development as important,
faculty development is judged as higher in importance. Chairpersons!'
participation in administrative development was less than moderately
active, and only one of six types of development activities (in-house
seminars) was participated in by as much as 50% of the sample. Job
demands and inaccessibility of programs were reported as important
factors in preventing more active participation. Increased adminis-
trative skills, knowledge, and competence were judged to be important

possible benefits of participating in administrative development.
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Chairpersons reported spending 10% to 15% of their time perform-
ing various faculty development roles. Assisting faculty in obtaining
resources was performed most frequently, more than one or two times a
month. Other roles performed more than three or four times a year
were helping new faculty get started and improving faculty research
and teaching. Job demands were rated as the only important factor in
preventing more frequent performance of faculty development roles.

Chairpersons' career plans and goals influenced their history of
participation in administrative development activities. Those indi-
viduals with ambitions for higher administrative office showed a more
active level of participation than those without such plans and goals.
A moderately strong relationship was shown between chairpersons' per-
ceptions of the value of administrative and faculty development, and
their level of participation in such development.

Institutions seeking to promote development among their adminis-
trators need to encourage such activities more vigorously, present
such activities locally, and provide clear incentives for participa-

tion.
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CHAPTER |
PROBLEM STATEMENT

The professional d'evelopment of the leaders of America's institu-
tions of higher education has been neglected both by the institutions
themselves and as a field of study. Higher education in the United
States is nearly a $100 billion industry, one that equals almost 40%
of the Gross National Product (McDade, 1987). Despite the size and
importance of this industry, those chosen to lead higher education
institutions are often not selected on the basis of formal administra-
tive training, but rather because of qualifications within their field
of academic specialization (Haynes, 1985; Moore, 1984},

Conflicting attitudes toward those in educational leadership
roles are common throughout the history of higher education in this
country. Some maintain that educational leaders should be well-
trained academicians who somehow know how to manage, while others take
the position that such leaders should be well-trained managers who
somehow know how to be academic (Eaton, 1978). In fact, few are
schooled in management (Blyn & Zoerner, 1982; Foxley, 1980). Some
contend that advanced training and formal education in management are
less accepted in higher education administration than in any other
professional area (McDade, 1986).

Furthermore, little attention is devoted to the professional

development of administrators after their hiring. Moore (1984), a
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former president of the Association for the Study of Higher Education,
said that institutions spend millions on recruitment, but nickels and
dimes on the education of those recruited. Colleges and universities
rarely provide adequate plans for the development of their administra-
. tors (Haynes, 1985).

In contrast, American business and industry invest billions every
year in the training and development of their employees. The philoso-
phy of human resource development found in business organizations is
based on the belief that people can and must cope with change and that
employees are central to an organization's strategic vision (Stephan,
Mills, Pace, & Ralphs, 1988). Over 70% of companies listed in the
Fortune 500 have ongoing training and development programs devoted to
executive education, while over 90% have such programs for middle
managers (Carnevale, 1988).

The American Council on Education takes the position that devel-
opment of people should be high on the agenda of all college presi-
dents and trustees. Institutions of higher education need to live by
their own stated beliefs in the value of education for all (Atwell &
Green, 1987). A survey of 527 private and public college and univer-
sity presidents found that faculty development was seen as a critical
issue, but administrator development was not mentioned among those
issues perceived as important (Durea, 1981).

Although the professional development of administrators has not
been emphasized in most higher education institutions, many authors
stress the importance of quality leadership in order for institutions

to face the challenges of both the present and future. The challenges
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are indeed great. According to Whetten and Cameron (1985), colleges
and universities are closing so frequently that they have more than
twice the mortality rate of business and are 5 times more likely to
fail than government organizations. The degree of uncertainty facing
the university increases the importance of applying analytic, system-
atic approaches to the management problems of higher education (Cyert,
1981).

If colleges and universities are to be effective, they must have
effective administrators (Cuthbert, 1988; Whetten & Cameron, 1985).
Whetten and Cameron (1985) have found that administrative behavior is
a more powerful predictor of organizational effectiveness than envi-
ronment, structure, age, institutional type, or control. Because of
increased societal emphasis on accountability, educational leaders
cannot afford to be ineffective managers (Foxley, 1980). The high
mortality rate of colleges and universities suggests, however, that
administrative effectiveness has eroded markedly (Whetten & Cameron,
1985). Colleges and universities seeking organizational effectiveness
need to be administered with competence, but the lack of sound admin-
istrative preparation inhibits the performance of educational adminis-
trators (Haynes, 1985).

Both in the United States and in Europe, many problems face
higher education administrators. Scarcity of resources, decreased
governmental support, increased costs, internal political conflict,
deteriorating buildings, a wide range of clients with diverse needs,
and difficulty in projecting and planning for the future all present

problems (Davies, 1979; McDade, 1986). These types of problems cause
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increased pressure for higher education institutions to be adminis-
tered both efficiently and effectively.

In addition, changes in education and technology have affected
the kinds of skills required of administrators, emphasizing the need
for managerial and problem-solving abilities. Institutions increas-
ingly will find it necessary to provide training in these skills for
their administrators (Paris, 1985). Educational administrators will
also have to be proactive, anticipatory, and flexible in order to
appropriately confront problems and provide effective leadership to
the institutions they serve (Murphy, 1984b).

In summary, the administrative development of higher education
leaders has been neglected, in practice and in research. Conflicting
attitudes about administrative roles are partly the cause of such
neglect, which contrasts sharply with the training and development
activities of business and industry in the United States. If higher
education institutions are to have the leadership necessary to meet
the challenging problems confronting them both now and in the future,

their administrators must be effectively trained and continually edu-

cated.

Development of the Department Chairperson

The most common administrative structure in higher education is
the academic department, and as such, departments constitute the heart
of most universities and colleges (McHenry, 1977). As the problems
facing higher education institutions increase, the importance of the

role played by department chairpersons is slowly being recognized
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(Jennerich, 1981).

In most disciplines the chairperson's skill is essential to pro-
vide direction to the faculty (Booth, 1978). Because faculty and
chairpersons make the crucial decisions about curriculum and person-
nel, Green (1988) called them the guardians of academic quality, whose
leadership is most important to the quality of education the institu-
tion deli‘vers. Roach (1976) estimated that 80% of all administrative
decisions take place at the departmental level. Thus, the chair-
person, responsible for the daily operation of the basic unit in the
higher education system, is one of the most important individuals in
higher education and the key to institutional vitality (Bennett, 1983;
Weinberg, 1984).

Although the importance of the chairperson role is acknowledged,
like other administrators, departmental chairpersons receive little
training and development, either before assuming office or afterward.
Most chairpersons are selected for reasons other than demonstrated
managerial skills (Bennett, 1988; Ehrle, 1975; Roach, 1976). They
often come to the position without preparation (Ehrle & Bennett,
1988), trained to teach and to conduct research, functions that have
little to do with the departmental administrative functions upon which
they will be evaluated (Roach, 1976). Few new chairpersons receive
help from their predecessors or much orientation to the job (Bennett,
1988).

Despite the fact that chairpersons receive little administrative
development themselves, they are frequently held responsible for the

development of their own faculty (Bennett, 1988; Hirokawa, Barge,
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Becker, & Sutherland, 1989; Hoyt & Spangler, 1979; McLaughlin,

Montgomery, & Malpass, 1975; Tucker, 1984). Although the importance

of faculty development is widely recognized, as is evidenced by the

number of writings on the subject, little attention has been paid to

the chairperson's role as a promoter of faculty. However, Boice

(1985, 1986), Eble (1986), Tucker (1984), and Vavrus, Grady, and
. Creswell (1988) have examined this role.

Eble (1986) contended that if chairpersons were able to provide a
high level of motivation for a department's faculty, faculty develop-
ment as a separate institutional activity might not even exist. He
noted that only rare chairpersons recognize that their closeness to
faculty and to students gives them both responsibility and opportunity
for faculty development of a broader and more personal kind. In addi-
tion, he suggested that perhaps the most important faculty development
function of chairpersons is that of affirming the value of the varied
services faculty perform.

Much remains to be learned about the professional training and
development of chairpersons. Few systematic studies have been con-
ducted concerning the training and development of chairpersons. In
fact, most academic literature on university governance emphasizes the
higher levels of administration, while research on the role of chair-
person has been neglected (Watson, 1986).

In short, lack of research regarding the training and development
of departmental chairpersons, and regarding their role as promoters of

faculty development, is the problem.
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Purpose and Significance of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the administrative
development of higher education department chairpersons, as well as
their role as promoters of faculty development. In investigating
these areas, the following questions were addressed:

1. What is the perception of chairpersons regarding the overall
importance of administrative development?

2. How actively have chairpersons participated in administrative
development activities?

3. What is the level of importance of factors preventing chair-
persons' more active participation in administrative development ac-
tivities?

4, What is the level of importance of benefits resulting from
participation in administrative development activities?

5. What is the perception of chairpersons regarding the overall
importance of their role as faculty development promoters?

6. How frequently do chairpersons perform faculty development
roles, both overall and in terms of specific unique roles?

7. What is the level of importance of factors influencing the
frequency of performance of faculty development roles?

8. Are career plan and career goal related to chairpersons'
perceptions of value of and participation in administrative and fac-
ulty development?

9. Is there a relationship between chairpersons' perceptions of

value of and participation in administrative development and their
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perceptions of value of and participation in faculty development?

Because the effective performance of higher education institu-
tions is dependent on the effectiveness of their administrators
(Whetten & Cameron, 1985), the training and development of such admin-
istrators is an important area for research. As the leader of perhaps
the most important unit of the higher education organization, the
department chairperson plays a key role in the success or failure of
the institution (Bennett, 1983; Green, 1988; Jennerich, 1981;
Weinberg, 1984).

For these reasons, increased knowledge about the administrative
development of higher education chairpersons can help institutions and
organizations provide appropriate educational opportunities to these
administrators, leading to their improved competence. Information
about the perceived benefits of participation in administrative devel-
opment activities and about reasons for nonparticipation will assist
in the design and implementation of appropriate development activi-
ties.

Because chairpersons have principal responsibilities to develop
efféctive faculty, as well as to maintain and enhance effective fac-
ulty (Bevan, 1985), their role in faculty development is important.
Increased knowledge about chairpersons' promotion of faculty develop-
ment can help improve their effectiveness in this role, contributing
to greater institutional success.

Knowledge about the administrative development of department

chairpersons and about their development of other faculty should help
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lead to the overall increased administrative competence of department

chairpersons, and ultimately to improved institutional performance.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER 1l
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Because faculty development has been more widely accepted in the
higher education community than administrative development, and has
been studied and discussed more extensively and for a longer time,
knowledge about faculty development is helpful in understanding admin-
istrative development. This chapter, therefore, begins with a discus-
sion of faculty development, including types of programs typically
funded, common models, factors contributing to effectiveness, and the
chairperson's role in faculty development. A discussion of adminis-
trative development follows. To provide a background in understanding
the importance of administrative development for chairpersons, the
role and competencies of the department chairperson are also ad-

dressed. Finally, the training and development of chairpersons are

considered.
Faculty Development

Programs to promote faculty growth and to help faculty members
acquire knowledge, skills, and sensitivities, as Gaff (1975) defined
faculty development, are not new to higher education. Leaves for
advancing scholarship and financial support for attending meetings are
two common types of development activities that have existed for a

long time. Since the 1960s, however, faculty development has become

10
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a major movement, occurring initially as a response to the highly
vocal student movemént of the era that demanded improvement in the
educational process (Mathis, 1982). By 1976, over 700 American col-
leges and universities provided some form of faculty development pro-
gram (Centra, 1977). Although Centra predicted a decline in the
1980s, Young (1987) stated that faculty development continued to be a
growth industry during that period.

Factors influencing the increased importance of faculty develop-
ment include the change from growth to maintenance in higher educa-
tion, as the number of students began to shrink; decreasing job oppor-
tunities and job mobility for faculty; and increasing calls for insti-
tutional accountability from legislative bodies and society at large.
As institutions began to face the problem of survival, faculty devel-
opment grew in importance as a way to revitalize departments in which
a majority of the members were tenured, to create new career options
for faculty, and to reformulate the curriculum to attract new student
populations (Bennett, 1985; Bland & Schmitz, 1988).

Centra (1977) classified faculty development into four groups of
practices: (1) workshops, seminars, and other presentations;
(2) analysis or assessment of instructors by students and colleagues;
(3) activities involving audiovisual aids, technology, or course de-
velopment; and (4) institution-wide practices such as sabbaticals and
annual teaching awards. The early emphasis in faculty development was
on instructional improvement, but has now expanded into broad issues
of faculty vitality. Topics relating to career and personal growth,

including professional writing and research, dealing with stress and
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burnout, and retirement planning, are all part of some faculty devel-
opment programs (Bland & Schmitz, 1988; Gruen, 1988). Because faculty
development programs tend to avoid the most difficult issues, such as
chronic depression or anger about work, scholarly inactivity, or lack
of enthusiasm about teaching, the neediest faculty often are not

reached (Eble & McKeachie, 1985).

Funding of Faculty Development

A 1988 national survey of 424 two- and four-year higher education
institutions found that over 90% of all departments had funds avail-
able to offset the costs of professional travel and fees for profes-
sional conferences. Sabbatical leave was available for full-time
faculty in 92% of departments in four-year schools and 77% of depart-
ments in two-year schools (Russell, Cox, & Boismier, 1990). Funding
for training to improve teaching skills was provided at 75% of four-
year schools and 84% of two-year schools. Funding for training to
improve research skills was available in 67% of departments of four-
year schools and 46% of two-year schools. Subsidized tuition was
available in 73% of all departments in four-year schools, but in only
52% of two-year schools. Other forms of funding provided less fre-
quently included retraining for fields in higher demand, offsetting
costs of professional dues, and providing paid leave for the purpose

of gaining work experience.
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Models of Faculty Development

Models of faculty development have been proposed by several au-
thors. Bergquist and Phillips (1975a) proposed an interactive process
among three dimensions: organizational, representing structural com-
ponents; instructional, representing the process of education; and
personal, representing the attitudes, beliefs, and values of individ-
ual faculty members. Francis (1975) suggested concentrating on pro-
gram elements at several stages. The first stage, consciousness rais-
ing, would be directed toward attracting faculty attention and pre-
senting information to them, while the second, focal awareness, would
move to a practical approach toward specific issues in ways implying
commitment by faculty to become involved. The third stage, subsidiary
awareness, would emerge as a new climate for change is created and
different kinds of activities become appropriate. Simerly (1977)
focused on the degree of potential impact a faculty development pro-
gram can have on the institution it serves. This model suggests six
levels of faculty involvement, ranging from the approach of individual
freedom, with no faculty development program in place, to the sixth

level of faculty development as an institutionalized commitment and

goal.

Factors Influencing Success

Based on their study of 24 faculty development projects sponsored
by the Bush Foundation in colleges and universities in Minnesota and

the Dakotas, Eble and McKeachie (1985) concluded that the success of
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faculty development programs is influenced by several factors: fac-
ulty ownership of the program, administrative support for the program,
use of local expertise rather than outside consultants, and use of
follow-up activities. Additional factors contributing to success
include that faculty must perceive rewards and benefits from their
participation, practices must be diverse enough to meet diverse needs,

activities must be intellectually stimulating, and practices must be

institutionalized (Gaff, 1975).

Evaluating Faculty Development Programs

Most formal evaluations of faculty development programs have been
based on measures of faculty members' satisfaction, which may not be
an adequate measure of effectiveness (Eble § McKeachie, 1985). Black-
burn, Pellino, Boberg, and O'Connell's (1980) survey of 25 institu-
tions found that leaves or sabbaticals received the highest marks,

while on-campus workshops were rated the lowest. Generally, studies

show that faculty members like funds for travel, leaves, and grants.

Establishing criteria for evaluation is problematic, since ulti-
mately faculty development is intended to improve education, the out-
comes of which are difficult to measure (Eble & McKeachie, 1985).
Formal evaluation of faculty development programs should be conducted
by looking first at program goals, according to Young (1987), who
contended that few faculty development programs look at goals before
implementing and assessing a program. Eble and McKeachie (1985) sug-
gested that collecting evidence from multiple soﬁrces, such as faculty

judgments, student ratings, administrator evaluations, and expert site
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visitors' assessments, can provide an adequate evaluation of a pro-
gram's success. Nevertheless, these authors observed that it is rare
to find convincing evidence that faculty development programs help

faculty become better teachers and scholars.

Chairpersons' Role in Faculty Development

Clark and Lewis (1985) noted the importance of faculty vitality
to institutional productivity in higher education, with faculty devel-
opment often considered the key to faculty vitality (Centra, 1985).
Tucker (1984) contended that although the chairperson's most important
function may be to foster the growth and development of faculty and
staff within the department, faculty development has often been con-
sidered a minor concern of the chairperson, expected to happen "natu-
rally" as a result of ongoing professional activity undertaken by the
faculty member,

Three possible faculty development roles for chairpersons were
noted by Tucker (1984), who characterized these as the Caretaker, the
Broker, and the Developer. The chairperson in the Caretaker role
provides essentially no faculty development activity. The Broker
chairperson serves as a facilitator and broker, helping faculty mem-
bers realize their personal and professional goals by encouraging them
to seek help from specialized services outside the department. The
chairperson who is a Developer provides an organized and sophisticated
faculty development effort that may include a departmental research
committee, seminars on grantsmanship, monthly research colloquia, and

a curriculum committee. He or she actively helps faculty members
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acquire skills and knowledge necessary for personal and professional
development.

As noted earlier, Eble (1986) cited as perhaps the most important
faculty development function of chairpersons that of affirming the
value of the varied services faculty perform. He suggested that
chairpersons engage in a number of development activities. One is to
bring people together specifically for the purpose of enhancing in-
struction. Another is to create a stimulating environment in the
department by letting faculty know what others are doing, taking an
interest in these activities, and recognizing in tangible ways what
gets accomplished.

Eble (1986) also contended that chairpersons should motivate
individuals by every means possible, including meeting at least once a
year with every faculty member. They should identify faculty needs,
wants, and objectives, including both common and specific needs, and
relate faculty development to specific larger departmental objectives.
Chairpersons should distribute resources in a way that makes the most
of what is provided, with more going for faculty development than for
any other purpose. Finally, they should pick up those who are down by
breaking into patterns of defeat that create and confirm some faculty

members' poor performance.

Studies of the Faculty Development Role

Some studies examine the chairperson role from the chairperson's
perspective, while others view it from the perspective of faculty

members. The faculty development role of the chairperson has not
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always been explicitly addressed in such studies. Jennerich (1981),
for example, seems to have placed this role within both interpersonal
skills and leadership ability. McLaughlin et al. (1975) placed fac-
ulty development within the category of leadership tasks and leader-
ship goals, where it was rated highly by the respondents in their
study. The study of chairperson competencies by Hirokawa et al.
(1989) included "fosters development of each faculty member's talents
or interests" among their list of 19 competencies, where the faculty
members surveyed rated it 17th in importance (p. 17).

Shtogren (1978) conducted a 3-year program working with chair-
persons at a large urban university with 85 academic chairpersons.
The program was based on the assumptions that faculty development was
a high priority for chairpersons and that a major barrier to chair-
person effectiveness in faculty development was a lack of knowledge
and skills. Nine leadership and instructional development workshops
were presented, with topics selected on the basis of a needs analysis
process. Despite the program assumption that chairpersons value the
faculty development role, a follow-up survey found that chairpersons
currently spent only 7% of their time on faculty development and would
like to spend only 10% of their time on it. A higher priority for
them was relief from such administrative chores as budgeting and re-
port writing. Perhaps as a result, chairpersons frequently did not
follow through in applying on the job their learning from the nine
workshops.

The findings of the studies conducted by Shtogren (1978),

MclLaughlin et al. (1975), and Hirokawa et al. (1989) led to Research
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Question 5 regarding chairpersons' perception of the importance of the
faculty development role and Research Question 6 regarding frequency
of performance of faculty development roles.

A study by Boice (1985) comparing the view of faculty development
of deans and chairpersons also presents a less positive view of the
faculty development role than found in other discussions. In inter-
views with chairpersons, he found chairpersons were resistant to see~
ing how faculty development could affect their own department and its
unique problems. They were also initially reluctant to try faculty
development programs because of the possibility of offending their
faculty by implying a group or individual need for development.
Nearly half of the chairpersons in his moderate sample stated what
Boice termed the moral weakness hypothesis: doubt about the value and
ethics of helping faculty who should be able to help themselves.
Chairpersons also appeared to see themselves in the role of faculty
defenders. Boice (1985) noted that on the campus where he conducted
this study, as well as on others, he has found that among deans, fac-
ulty, and chairpersons, chairpersons are the least likely to partici-
pate in faculty development activities. Although they talk freely
about the problems of their job, they seem unwilling to accept per-
sonal help. They also seem to take faculty failures more personally
than do deans, and to feel personally responsible for faculty develop-
ment. Boice's (1985) findings led to Research Question 7 regarding

what factors influence frequency of performance of faculty development

roles.
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As noted earlier, faculty development programs often avoid diffi-
cult issues and thus fail to reach the faculty most in need (Eble &
Mch.e.achie, 1985). Estimating that as many as 20% to 30% of faculty
can be classified as disillusioned, Boice (1986) described these indi-
viduals as usually middle-aged, chronically depressed or angry about
their jobs, inactive as scholars, isolated and oppositional as col-
leagues, and unenthusiastic about teaching. In a study conducted by
Boice (1986), chairpersons acting as field-based developers were
trained to participate in the development of middle-aged, disillu-
sioned faculty through stepwise programs to help reestablish communi-
cation and involvement in meaningful activities and rewards. Prelimi-
nary results of the study showed that the moderate sample of chair-
persons trained as field~workers for the study were effective in work-
ing with these disillusioned faculty. In addition, those receiving
the most benefit from renewal programs appeared to be the chairpersons
acting as developers. As a result of the program, chairpersons
learned to take better care of themselves and also found their own
work more enjoyable and productive. This study suggests the possibil-
ity of a direct relationship between chairpersons' administrative
development and their performance of faculty development roles, in
that a higher level of activity in faculty development appeared to be
associated with a higher level of administrative development. These
findings led to Research Question 9 regarding chairpersons' percep-

tions of wvalue of and participation in administrative and faculty

development.
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Vavrus et al. (1988) conducted a national research project funded
by the Lilly Endowment and Teachers Insurance and Annuity
Association/College Retirement Equities Fund (TIAA/CREF) on the fac-
ulty development aspect of departmental leadership. Their naturalis-
tic study of a sample of 185 departiment chairpersons found nine fac-
ulty situations in which chairpersons participated in development
activities. One situation involved redirecting faculty who were
changing career status in the department or making other career
changes. A second dealt with deadwood faculty who engaged in a mini-
mal amount of work. The third situation involved dealing with diffi-
cult team players, including social isolates or loners, faculty out-
siders distanced from others because of racial or ethnic differences,
and faculty with professional interests contrary to others in the
department. Advising faculty whose personal problems, such as drug
and alcohol abuse, health problems, and family conflicts, had become
departmental problems was a fourth situation. A fifth involved help-
ing positive performers, who needed to be kept satisfied and happy in
the department, and a sixth, helping new faculty get started. Helping
faculty to improve poor research performance or poor teaching perform-
ance was a seventh situation. Obtaining resources for faculty to
carry out their work was an eighth situation. The ninth situation was
helping faculty with time management and organizational problems.

Vavrus et al. (1988) concluded that the kinds of assistance tasks
in which chairpersons engage seem to vary as a function of career
stages of faculty and are shaped by issues encountered by faculty at

these various stages. Beginning faculty, for example, need
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chairperson assistance to get started in their jobs, while those at
later stages have different needs. Chairpersons did view themselves
as responsible for assisting faculty growth and development.

In addition to Shtogren's (1978) findings discussed previously,
the findings of Vavrus et al. (1988) led to Research Question 6 re-
garding frequency of performance of faculty development roles, opera-

tionalized in the study as unique faculty development roles based on

those described above.

Summary

Recognition of the importance of faculty development is evidenced
by the large number of programs existent in a majority of higher edu-
cation institutions. Funds to offset professional trave!l and confer-
ence fees and subsidies for training to improve teaching and research
skills are among the most common types of faculty development pro-
grams. Evaluation of such programs is difficult, however, and rarely
conducted.

The chairperson's role in faculty development is acknowledged as
important by many authors, but actual studies of chairpersons produce
conflicting results about their view of the role. Some studies appear
to suggest that chairpersons spend little time in faculty development
and have a negative view of the role's importance, while others find
that chairpersons see their faculty dévelopment role as a high prior-
ity.

Findings of several studies of the chairperson's faculty devel-

opment role led to this study's research questions addressing

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

21



chairpersons' perceptions of the importance of faculty development
roles, frequency of performance of faculty development roles, reasons
for less active performance of the faculty development role, and the
relationship between chairpersons' perceptions of value of and partic-

ipation in administrative and faculty development.
Administrative Development

The term administrative development refers to programs to promote
the professional education and development of administrators. Such
programs typically include education about issues with implications
for administrative role responsibilities, skill upgrading in areas of
particular administrative concern, education about specific role
guidelines, and development of individual leadership skills and
strategies (Fisher, 1978b). In comparison to the growing recognition
of the importance of faculty development, administrative development
has received far less attention (Green, 1988; Hodgkinson, 1981).
Although some note a new emphasis on the need to equip college and
university leaders with management skills necessary to fulfill their
tasks responsibly (Argyris & Cyert, 1980; Campanella, Keyes, &
Sullivan, 1981; Cyert, 1981; Haynes, 1985; Lahti, 1973), few academic
managers are schooled in management (Blyn & Zoerner, 1982),

The lack of interest in administrative leadership is far from
accidental, since the traditions of academe value faculty rather than
administrative achievements (Green, 1988). Faculty leadership devel-
opment is seen as an endeavor of questionable merit, since the view of

many faculty members is that colleges and universities were not
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created for the purpose of being administered (Schuster, 1989).

The concept of training college and university administrators
goes back to the first class in higher education administration in
1893, but few administrators in higher education receive such formal
training (Fisher, 1978b; Foxley, 1980; Moore, 1984). Advanced train-
ing and formal education are less accepted in higher education admin-
istration than in any other professional area, despite the fact that
it is cheaper and wiser to provide professional development to improve
skills and leadership abilities of current administrators than to
bring in outsiders (McDade, 1986). Administrative development pro-
grams are rarely found on American campuses, and participation in such
activities is seldom part of any systematically designed program
(Sprunger & Bergquist, 1978).

Findings of the various studies cited above led to Research Ques-
tion 1 regarding the chairpersons' perception of the importance of
administrative development.

Zion (1978) suggested that administrators need to develop consul-
tation skills and use them to promote the professional growth of their
subordinates, whether faculty or other administrative personnel.
According to Lindquist (1978), administrative development should begin
by assessing individual and organizational needs; focus on practical
problem solving; emphasize peer teachingb and support; clarify adminis-
trative goals, roles, competencies, and rewards; and follow through.
Among his other recommendations are starting development at the top,
with the president and other executives demonstrating commitment to

development; stressing collaboration skills; celebrating successes;
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and establishing participants' ownership in the process.

McDade (1986) investigated administrative development program
participation, preferences, and perceived benefits of programs of
senior-level administrators and found that differences exist between
"unintentional" administrators (those who entered administration rela-
tively late in their careers and never planned an administrative
career) and 'intentional" administrators. Her findings led to Re-
search Questions 3 and 4, regarding reasons for less active participa-
tion in administrative development and perceived benefits of partici-
pation. They also led to Research Question 8 regarding the relation-
ship between chairpersons' career plans and career goals and chair-
persons' perceptions of value of and participation in administrative
and faculty development. These variables are operationalized in the
study as questions about career plan and career goal.

National administrative development programs are sponsored by
such organizations as the American Council on Education, the Western
Association of College and University Business Officers, the Carnegie
Mellon University School of Urban and Public Affairs, the Harvard
University Graduate Schoo! of Education, the Higher Education Resource
Service, and Bryn Mawr College (McDade, 1986). These national insti-
tutes focus on management and administrative skills. Some are de-

signed for training future leaders, some specifically for women, one

for Hispanic leaders, and others only for senior level administrators.

A variety of administrative conferences are held annually, often
focused on specific audiences, such as academic deans, future adminis-

trators, presidents, chairpersons, new deans, and new presidents,
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Some national associations address administrative development issues
at their conventions. Among these are the American Association of
Higher Education, the American Council on Education, the Council of
Colleges of Arts and Sciences, and the College Board. Short seminars,
workshops, and meetings are also sponsored by numerous organizations,
including many of the same groups noted above {McDade, 1986).
McDade's discussion of programs led to Research Question 2 regarding
how actively chairpersons participated in administrative development
activities.

Schuster (1988) contended that little is known about the effec-
tiveness of professional development programs for higher education
administrators, so there is no systematic way to establish what are
the best ways to hone appropriate skills or to demonstrate what are
the essential competencies. He noted that participants in various
training programs generally tend to approve of their experiences, but
the effects of such activities on career success are almost totally
unknown. In addition, there is no evidence to establish that one
format of program is more effective than another; participants appear
to value a variety of management training activities equally.

Although one view is that off-site training has a limited impact,
Schuster (1988) saw no reason to discredit the instincts of partici-
pants who believe their off-campus learning experiences are valuable,
All of the types of programs available, whether long-term or short-
term, appear to make useful contributions to the participants. Until
more evidence emerges, higher education should continue to sponsor and

support a wide variety of training opportunities for administrators.
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Summary

Administrative development programs are intended to promote the
professional education and development of administrators. Compared to
faculty development, administrative development has received far less
recognition and interest, at least in part because of the fact that
academe does not value administrative activities and achievements.
Few administrators receive training or formal education in administra-
tion, and such programs are rarely found on American campuses. Liter-
ature does exist suggesting approaches institutions might take in
developing such programs. National institutes, seminars, workshops,
and annual convention programs designed to enhance administrative and
leadership skills are sponsored by numerous higher education institu-
tions and organizations.

Discussion in the literature about the neglect of administrative
development in higher education led to Research Question 1 regarding
chairpersons' perception of the importance of administrative develop-
ment. Descriptions of various development programs in the literature
led to Research Question 2 regarding chairpersons' participation in
administrative development activities. Findings regarding factors
preventing participation and benefits of participation led to Research
Questions 3 and 4 about reasons for less active participation and
benefits of participation. Findings regarding administrators' career
plans and goals led to Research Question 8 about the relationship of
career plan and career goal to chairpersons' perceptions of value of

and participation in administrative and faculty development.
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The Role of the Department Chairperson

The role of the department chairperson is acknowledged to be a
complex and difficult one (Brann & Emmet, 1972). Despite the impor-
tance of the role, academics have paid little attention to the selec-
tion or development of chairpersons. As members of the faculty,
chairpersons have been selected, appointed, and promoted on the basis
of teaching, research, and service, not administrative or leadership
ability (Bennett, 1988; Ehrle, 1975).

Among the characteristics of the role that contribute to its
complexity are the need to deal with conflicting constituencies, try-
ing to serve the needs of both faculty and administrators; ambiguity
about their own role; and constraints regarding resources of money and
time (Bennett, 1988). In addition, chairpersons seldom receive help
from their predecessors and experience an imbalance between their
responsibility and their authority. The chairperson is assigned con-
siderable managerial responsibility without being given a great deal
of authority (Rausch & Landicine, 1980). The chairperson's role is
further complicated by the conflict between the academic model of
authority based on expertise rather than position and the administra-
tive or managerial model (Booth, 1982).

Chairpersons have no natural support system and upon entering the
position are forced to make abrupt changes and adjustments. One such
change is that from working independently to working collectively,
sharing credit with others. The new chairperson also must change from

a disciplinary loyalty to an organizational one (Bennett, 1988).
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Chairpersons express frustration and dissatisfaction with their role,
feeling neglected as individuals and as a group. Participants in
workshops for chairpersons at a large urban university expressed ap-
preciation for the attention and support received from informal ex-

changes with other chairpersons (Shtogren, 1978).

Studies of the Chairperson Role

A number of studies have investigated what variables characterize
the chairperson's role. MclLaughlin et al. (1975) found that the
chairpersons of 38 state and land-grant institutions were involved in
academic, administrative, and leadership roles. The academic role,
involvement with students and research activities, was enjoyed by most
chairpersons. The administrative role, involving duties within the
department (maintaining records, administering the budget, managing
employees) and linkages to other university organizations, primarily
central administration, was seen as least desirable. The leadership
role included academic personnel and program development and was
viewed as a major satisfaction of the position of chairperson.

The chairperson role was also examined in terms of administrative
activities by Hoyt and Spangler (1979). They surveyed 103 department
heads in four universities and the faculty members of their depart-
ments regarding the administrative activities of department heads.
Faculty ratings of a set of 15 administrative activities suggested
that the department head has three major types of responsibility:
departmental planning and development, personnel management, and

building the department's reputation.
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Variations in role behaviors of chairpersons were examined by
Smart and Elton (1976), who surveyed chairpersons regarding the amount
of time spent on various administrative activities. They conducted
their study within the context of the Biglan model, which clusters
academic departments along three dimensions. The first dimension is
labeled "hard" versus "soft" and reflects the existence of a clearly
delineated paradigm in the subject matter area, that is, the degree to
which an academic discipline has a commonly accepted set of problems
for study and agreed upon methods used in their exploration. Physical
and biological sciences are considered "hard" and are at one end of a
continuum, while the humanities and education are "soft" and at the
other end. The second dimension is "pure" versus "applied" and re-
flects a department's concern with the practical application of its
subject matter (e.g., history and philosophy versus accounting and
engineering). The third dimension reflects the department's relative
involvement with living or organic objects of study, "life system"
versus "nonlife system" (agriculture and biological sciences versus
engineering and mathematics).

Their findings from 1,198 chairpersons at 32 doctorate-awarding
public universities showed support for the model. For example, chair-
persons of hard departments tended to spend more time on their re-
search role than those in soft departments. Those in soft departments
expressed a preference for spending more time on teaching activities
than did those in hard departments. These and other findings caused
Smart and Elton (1976) to question the tendency of research on chair-

persons to ignore disciplinary differences.
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Skills needed for the chairperson role were investigated by
Jennerich (1981), who conducted a study of 218 chairpersons from four-
year colleges and universities across the United States. Through an
extensive review of the literature he developed a list of skills/com-
petencies isolated from abilities repeated frequently by various writ-
ers as essential for department chairpersons. Jennerich found that
chairpersons, regardless of their discipline, size of department, or
size of institution, agreed on certain skills needed for the position.
Character/integrity, leadership ability, interpersonal skills, ability
to communicate effectively, and decision-making ability were the top 5
skills/competencies out of 14 ranked by the chairpersons.

The chairpersons' skills were also investigated by Hirokawa et
al. (1989), who based their study on the assumption that department
chairpersons must possess certain administrative skills or competen-
cies in order to function effectively. The authors categorized previ-
ous studies into focus on trait, style, or function and contended that
such studies fail to specify the behavioral skills required by depart-
ment chairpersons to exercise effective .leadership. They suggested
that a competency approach integrates these three approaches. Their
list of task and relational skills was generated primarily through
examination of instruments used for evaluation of educational adminis-
trators. Hirokawa et al. (1989) distributed their questionnaire to
700 faculty members in the College of Liberal Arts at the University
of lowa. The 358 respondents rated effective communication of the
department's needs, working effectively to keep the best possible

faculty, recognizing and rewarding faculty in accordance with the
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quality of their contribution, administering departmental affairs
effectively, and consulting appropriately with faculty as the top 5 of
19 competencies.

The effect of chairperson leadership on department moraie was
examined by Madron, Craig, and Mendel (1976). In a study of the
teaching faculty at Western Kentucky University, they found that de-
partment heads were seen as flexible when supervision was thought to
be good. Their data from 337 respondents suggested that faculty per-
ceptions regarding the performance of department heads are signifi-
cantly related to the morale in a department. They also found that
department size influenced supervisory behavior.

An additional aspect of the chairperson role, involvement in

faculty development, was addressed earlier in this chapter.

Summary

The chairperson's role is difficult, complex, and ambiguous,
requiring many changes and adjustments for those entering the
position. Research studies have investigated both the activities
engaged in by the chairperson and the skills required for the posi-
tion. Communication skills are agreed upon as important to the chair-
person role.

Studies whose findings showed academic department and department
size as influences on chairpersons' behavior led to the inclusion of

questions on the instrument regarding department size and category of

college.
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Training and Development of Chairpersons

The administrative development needs of departmental chairpersons
have been addressed by only a few studies. Some authors comment gen-
erally about perceived training needs of departmental chairpersons.
For example, training in specific tasks is the most welcome form of
training, according to Booth (1978). He also suggested discussions
with experienced chairpersons, meetings organized around agenda sug-
gested by chairpersons themselves. As noted earlier, Shtogren (1978)
said that chairpersons benefit most from informal exchanges with other
chairpersons and from workshops focused on individual nheeds. Based on
their research on the Biglan model, discussed earlier, Smart and Elton
(1976) noted that training programs must have a broad focus because of
the diverse and complex nature of chairperson responsibilities but
that they should also recognize the distinctive demands placed upon
chairpersons by different types of academic departments.

Jennerich (1981) contended that some fo_rm of administrative
. training or preparation is essential to aid the individual in the
transition from faculty member to department chairperson. Hoshmond
and Hoshmond (1988) recommended on-the-job training for both new ap-
pointees and ongoing departmental chairpersons, using both university
consultants and effective university administrators as trainers. The
authors emphasize the need for a humanistic orientation in the train-
ing.

Needs assessment studies focusing on department chairpersons vary

from informal on-campus surveys to a few studies of broader scope.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

32



Waltzer's (1975) early study of Miami University chairpersons found
that 67% agreed that training sessions and workshops should be offered
at the beginning of every academic year for incoming and recently
appointed chairpersons. They also supported the importance of a hand-
book for chairpersons. Administrative training and development are a
central need of chairpersons, according to Booth (1982) and Rausch and
Landicine (1980).

Waggaman (1984) noted that the need to train chairpersons arises
from a number of factors, including a high rate of turnover and an
institution's desire to enhance the general quality of administration.
Institutional self-studies, academic program reviews, and surveys of
department heads and/or faculty members are all methods that can help
determine training needs. An important way to determine the need for
training before the situation becomes critical is to carefully examine
the job and role characteristics of all chairpersons in an institu-
tion. The findings of the above-cited studies led to inclusion of a
question on the instrument regarding chairperson training.

McLaughlin et al. (1975) found that chairpersons would like to
learn more about the nonacademic activities required for their posi-
tion. The majority of the 1,198 respondents from 38 state and land-
grant institutions in their study recognized their lack of management
training and expressed a need to know more in this area. Orientation
was also viewed as important for new chairpersons, including familiar-
izing them with the rules, policies, and procedures of their institu-
tion; the administrative activities expected of them (budget, p'hysical

plant, work assignments, and so on); and leadership activities (small
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group leadership, motivation, and conflict resolution).

Creswell, Seagren, and Henry (1980) studied the administrative
development needs of department chairpersons when grouped into the
academic clusters of the Biglan model. The 98 respondents were from
one major state university and four state colleges in one midwestern
state. Four tasks drew a large percentage of responses for "consider-
able" need for development: preparing and monitoring a system for all
departmental expenditures, utilizing computer services for departmen-
tal management, soliciting grants and outside funds for the depart-
ment, and motivating faculty and staff. On some of the tasks the
authors did find differences among the hard or soft, pure or applied,
life or nonlife categories of departments used by the Biglan model.
For example, the pure department chairpersons ranked surveying commu-
nity needs and interests concerning curriculum and service as their
highest need, while applied department chairpersons ranked assessing
relationships among department personnel most highly.

Lonsdale and Bardsley (1982) studied the learning needs of heads
of 679 academic departments in Australian colleges of advanced educa-
tion. Their survey investigated both the range of administrative
tasks and the administrators' perceptions of their professional devel-
opment needs. Tasks most likely to be carried out by department heads
concerned the maintenance of internal and external relationships,
human relations and personnel administration, and personal and profes-
sional development. Almost half considered staff development and
motivation to be the most important aspect of their role. Profes-

sional development needs were generally perceived to be greater for
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heads at earlier stages of appointment. Heads in large, multi-purpose
colleges expressed much less need for professional development than
did those in other colleges.

Brodd (1985) conducted a needs assessment of 148 first-line
instructiona! unit administrators in public two-year and four-year
colleges in the United States. Respondents from both groups indicated
their most important needs for knowledge were in the areas of foster-
ing good teaching, maintaining morale in the department, using time
effectively, communicating needs to the dean, adjusting to personal
stress, providing leadership and guidance, selecting qualified appli-
cants for positions, encouraging ideas to improve the department/

division, and bringing a sense of team effort to the department/divi-

sion.

Results of Training Programs

Waggaman (1984) reviewed the few reports published about actual
training programs in terms of participants, learning, effects after
training, and program success. Volunteers appear to be the largest
group of participants, with nominees another group. Existing training
programs tend to focus on leadership, administration, and curriculum,
or instruction. Regarding actual learning taking place during train-
ing, one survey found that the three greatest insights coming from
workshops were ideas and solutions to problems from specific topics
covered, increased self-confidence in the role of chairperson, and the
ability to adopt a modified approach to department problems. Effects

after training were shown in Florida, where #41% of chairpersons
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described being assisted during an important event or situation by in-
formation gained in training. The reported training programs were

generally considered successful, depending on their initial goals.

Existing Development Programs

Administrative development activities for chairpersons have not
been completely neglected. For example, the first institutes for new
chairpersons were cosponsored by the Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education (WICHE) and the American Council on Education (ACE)
in 1967. Positive responses to these programs caused the Danforth
Foundation to fund a Department Chairmen Program at WICHE from 1968 to
1970 (Booth, 1977). In 1977 the Kellogg Foundation funded the devel-
opment of a model training program, preparation of materials for use
by participants, and pilot testing of a mode! program to train new
department heads in the nine state universities of Florida. Later the
American Council on Education was supported by Kellogg so that 12
state systems of higher education could implement the model training
program (Waggaman, 1984). ACE also published a volume of materials
used in the workshops; sponsored a conference on Chairing the Academic
Department in 1985, for deans, and division and department chair-
persons; and continues to offer various programs for chairpersons.

The Association of American Colleges has offered an annual summer
institute for deans and chairpersons and regional workshops for chair-
persons (Jennerich, 1981). The Center for Leadership Development has
also presented programs on chairing an academic department (McDade,

1986). The Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development at Kansas
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State University offers an annual conference for chairpersons, ad-
dressing a variety of topics but focusing on those of practical appli-
cation for chairpersons (Ehrle & Bennett, 1988). One example of the
kind of training being offered within institutions is the Department
Chairman Training Program conducted every fall quarter for new chair-
persons at the University of Utah (Monson, 1972). National associa-
tions for the academic disciplines, such as the Association of Depart-
ments of English, have sponsored ongoing programs for department
chairpersons. Booth (1977) suggested that although a number of short-

term training programs exist, a primary need is for funding for admin-

istrative training on a permanent basis.

Summary

A number of authors have emphasized the importance of administra-
tive training and development for chairpersons. Results of needs
assessment studies suggest that management, leadership, grant solici-
tation, personnel, communication, and program planning are among the
knowledge areas most important to chairpersons. Some development
programs specifically designed for chairpersons do exist, mainly at
the national level.

Discussions in the literature about the need for chairperson

training led to the inclusion of a question regarding training for the

chairperson role,
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Chapter Summary

Compared to faculty development, which has grown since the 1960s
into a common institutional activity in higher education, administra-
tive development has been neglected both as an activity and as a field
of study. Successful faculty development programs have several char-
acteristics (Eble & McKeachie, 1985), a number of which resemble those
suggested as important for successful administrative development pro-
grams (Lindquist, 1978). Some authors suggest that chairpersons also
play an important role in the development of faculty members in their
departments, but conflicting evidence exists regarding how chair-
persons view this role. Several authors have discussed what activi-
ties should make up the chairperson's role in faculty development.
Despite increasing interest in the field of administrative develop-
ment, participation in such activities is still not commonly found as
part of a systematic program (Sprunger & Bergquist, 1978).

The role of the department chairperson is complex and difficult,
due to such factors as conflicting constituencies, role ambiguity, and
resource constraints. Several studies have found that chairpersons
need administrative and managerial skills in order to perform their
duties effectively. Despite these needs, most authors suggest that
few chairpersons participate in training or development activities
designed to assist them in their role.

Some development programs for chairpersons do exist, both at the
national and at the local level. The training and development needs

of chairpersons have been addressed by a number of studies, with
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administrative, leadership, and management skills among those most
frequently cited.

Because existing evidence about chairpersons' view of the faculty
development role is contradictory, Research Question 5 of this study
asks how chairpersons perceive the importance of this role. Few data
exist about the actual degree of participation in the faculty develop-
ment role, or about reasons for less active participation. The study,
therefore, addresses these issues in Research Question 6 regarding how
frequently chairpersons perform this role, and Research Question 7
regarding factors influencing frequency of performance.

More extensive studies are needed regarding the administrative
development of chairpersons. Although many authors discuss the impor-
tance of training and development activities for chairpersons, no
studies have addressed the actual degree of participation by chair-
persons in administrative development. Research Question 1 of this
study asks about the perception of chairpersons regarding the impor-
tance of administrative development, and Research Question 2 asks
about chairpersons' participation in administrative development. In
addition, data about reasons for less active participation are needed,
as well as about the relative benefits of participation. Research
Questions 3 and 4 address reasons for less active participation and
relative benefits of participation.

Some studies suggest a relationship between administrative and
faculty development and career plan and career goal. Additional data
are needed in this area, and Research Question 8 of this study ad-

dresses the relationship between career plan and career goal and
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chairpersons' perceptions of value of and participation in administra-
tive and faculty development.

Finally, although such a relationship has been suggested (Boice,
1985), few data exist regarding the relationship between chairpersons'
perceptions of value of and participation in administrative develop-
ment and their perceptions of value of and participation in the fac-

ulty development role. Research Question 9 of the study addresses

this relationship.
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CHAPTER 11
METHODOLOGY
Introduction |

This study investigated the participation of department chair-
persons in their own administrative development and their participa-
tion in roles promoting the development of their faculty. The inves-
tigation describes not only the participation in administrative devel-
opment, but also benefits of participation and reasons for less active
participation. In addition, the study investigated the performance of
faculty development roles, including factors influencing frequency of
participation in these roles. Finally, the study addressed the ques-
tion of whether a relationship exists between chairpersons' views
regarding the importance of administrative development and their views

of the importance of their faculty development role.
Research Question Variables

The research questions addressed by the study specify variables
relating to both administrative and faculty development, measured
through both general ratings and ratings of specific factors and be-
haviors. Because of the paucity of literature addressing these varia-

bles, most of the questions elicited information that is descriptive

1

in nature.

u1
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Question 1: What is the perception of chairpersons regarding the

overall importance of administrative development?

This research question is addressed by inquiry into the chair-
persons' general perception regarding the importance of administrative
development. It is operationalized in ltem 1 of the study i‘nstr‘ument
as a rating of level of importance of administrative development.

Quéstion 2: How actively have chairpersons participated in ad-
ministrative development activities?

This research question is addressed by two lines of inquiry.
First, as in Question 1, chairpersons are asked to self-report their
overall history of participation in administrative development activi-
ties. This variable is operationalized in Item 3 as a rating of level
of activity of participation in administrative development.

Second, a more objective measure of participation is used. Six
variables are operationalized to respond to this line of inquiry,
measured specifically by the number and types of administrative devel-
opment activities in which chairpersons participate. These variables,
found in Item 2 of the study instrument, are adapted from administra-
tive development activities used in a survey of senior-level adminis-
trators (McDade, 1986). These measures show not only how much devel-
opment is taking place, but also the types of activities preferred by
chairpersons.

Question 3: What is the level of importance of factors prevent-

ing chairpersons' more active participation in administrative develop-

ment activities?
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This research question is addressed by inquiry into the factors
preventing participation in administrative development activities.
Information about the importance of these factors helps explain influ-
ences on chairpersons' participation in development. Seven factors or
variables are used to respond to th‘is line of inquiry. They are found
operationally in Item 4 of the study instrument as ratings of level of
importance of factors, adapted from those used by McDade (1986).

Question 4: What is the level of importance of benefits result-
ing from participation in administrative development activities?

This research question specifies inquiry into the chairpersons'
perceptions regarding benefits of administrative development. Infor-
mation about benefits provides an additional explanation for the de-
gree of participation in development activities. Eight variables
which serve as the possible benefits are operationalized to respond to
this line of inquiry. They are found in Item 5 of the study instru-
ment as ratings of importance, adapted from benefits of participation
used by McDade (1986).

Question 5: What is the perception of chairpersons regarding the
overall importance of their role as faculty development promoters?

This research question is addressed by inquiry into the chair-
persons' general view of the importance of the faculty development
role. This variable is operationalized in Item 6 of the study instru-
ment, which asks chairpersons to self-report their rating of the im-
portance of the chairperson's faculty development role.

Question 6: How frequently do chairpersons perform faculty de-

velopment roles, both overall and in terms of specific unique roles?
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This question is addressed by two lines of inquiry. First,
chairpersons are asked to self-report their perception of the overall
percentage of time they spend in faculty development. This variable
is operationalized in Item 7 of the study instrument, which asks
chairpersons to self-report their rating of the percentage of time
spent in performance of faculty development roles.

Second, chairpersons are asked to self-report the incidence df
specific faculty development tasks. Eight variables are operational-
ized to respond to this line of inquiry. They are found in Item 8 of
the study instrument as ratings of frequency of performance of unique
faculty development roles, based on roles cited in the study by Vavrus
et al. (1988) and discussed in Chapter Il. These measures provide
information both about how actively chairpersons perceive they engage
in the faculty development aspect of their job and about which unique
roles occur more often than others.

Question 7: What is the level of importance of factors influenc-
ing the frequency of performance of faculty development roles?

This question specifies inquiry into the factors influencing
chairpersons' frequency of performance of faculty development roles.
Five factors or variables are operationalized to respond to this line
of inquiry. They are found in Item 9 of the study instrument as rat-
ings of importance of factors influencing performance, based on fac-
tors noted by Boice (1985) and discussed in Chapter Il. This informa-
tion helps explain why chairpersons may not actively engage in the

faculty development aspect of their jobs.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

uy



Question 8: Are career plan and career goal related to chair-
persons' perceptions of value of and participation in administrative
and faculty development?

This question specifies inquiry into the chairpersons' career
plans and career goals. The variable of career plan is operational-
ized to respond to this line of inquiry in Item 15 of the study
instrument as one forced option among three responses. The variable
of career goal is also operationalized to respond to this line of
inquiry. It is found in ltem 16 of the study instrument as one forced
option among five responses.

Career plan and goal are of interest because those who never
planned to be administrators and have no administrative ambitions may
view administrative development as less important than do those who
planned to serve as administrators and who desire advancement as ad-
ministrators. McDade's (1986) findings suggest that "unintentional"
administrators (those who entered administration relatively late in
their careers and never planned an administrative career) view admin-
istrative development differently than do "intentional" administra-
tors.

Question 9: is there a relationship between chairpersons' per-
ceptions of value of and participation in administrative development
and their perceptions of value of and participation in faculty devel-
opment?

This question can be addressed by investigation of four dyads of
variables previously introduced in Questions 1, 2, 5, and 6. The

dyads are (1) chairpersons' perception of administrative development

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

45



and their perception of faculty development, (2) chairpersons' percep-
tion of administrative development and participation in administrative
development, (3) chairpersons' perception of faculty development and
participation in facuity development, and (4) chairpersons' participa-
tion in administrative development and participation in faculty devel-
opment,

Examining these relationships increases our knowledge about the
degree of congruence between what chairpersons say they value in re-
gard to development and what they say they actually do. In addition,
such information helps explain whether chairpersons who actively en-
gage in administrative development activities are also actively en-
gaged in performance of faculty development roles, a direct relation-
ship suggested by Boice's work (1986) and discussed in Chapter II, or
whether such activities are unrelated. Thus, information about these
relationships enhances our understanding of why and how actively
chairpersons engage in administrative and faculty development.

This research depended on the ability of the chairpersons to
accurately self-report activities which they perform and to articulate
clearly their perceptions of development activities. The operational-
izations of the variables and the research questions were developed
from the current literature base. Given the paucity of information on
chairpersons, it seemed wise to include opportunities for the chair-
persons to self-report activities or perceptions which were outside
the scope of the literature. To that end, the questionnaire contained

eight opportunities for the chairpersons to construct responses rather
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than rate specified variables. Specifically, these occurred in Items

2, 4,5, 8,9, 16, 17, and 18.
Population for the Study

The population of interest for the study consisted of department
chairpersons of academic departments of 10 midwestern public universi-
ties classified as Doctorate-Granting Universities | in the Carnegie
classification system. Midwestern Doctorate-Granting Universities |
were selected for the study because. of their relative similarity in

size, program complexity, and geographic location (Cuide to Four-Year

Colleges, 1988, 1987).

The Carnegie classification system, developed in 1970 by
Dr. Clark Kerr and last updated in 1976, is administered by the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. The system was
designed to group institutions according to shared characteristics and
is widely used by college administrators, education researchers, grant
makers, and government officials. Doctorate-Granting Universities |
have the following characteristics: In addition to offering a full
range of baccalaureate programs, the mission of these institutions
includes a commitment to graduate education through the doctorate
degree. They award at least 40 Ph.D. degrees annually in five or
more academic disciplines ("Carnegie Foundation's Classifications,"
1987).

The population excluded departments teaching solely graduate
courses, since there appear to be distinct differences in the adminis-

tration of these departments and those teaching both undergraduate and
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graduate courses; departments of military science, since the faculty
of those departments are generally employees of the federal government
and thus different from the majority of faculty; and departments with
fewer than five full- and part-time faculty members, since issues of
administrative and faculty development appear to be less pertinent, or
at least different, for these small departments. Chairpersons serving
on an interim basis were also excluded, since those serving on an
interim basis are unlikely to view administrative development in the
same way as those with permanent appointments. Table 1 shows the

number of students and faculty for each school in the population.

Census

The study consisted of a census of all members of the popula-
tion, excluding those at Western Michigan University and University
of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, since the pilot test and field studies were
conducted at those institutions. The exclusionary variables dis-
cussed previously were considered in advance of the mailing whenever
possible. For example, interim chairpersons, chairpersons of gradu-
ate departments, and chairpersons of military science departments
were eliminated prior to the mailing when this information was
available from the university lists or directories provided. In
most cases size of department was not readily apparent from univer-

sity lists and directories and, thus, could not be considered until

surveys were returned.
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Table 1

Midwestern Public Doctorate-Granting Universities |

Total Under- Full-time Part-time

School students graduates faculty faculty
Ball State University 17,500 15,395 1,188 171
Bowling Green State
University 17,240 15,203 717 200
Kent State University 20,830 16,636 723 345
Miami University 15,976 14,300 701 133
Northern lllinois
University 24,311 18,217 1,069 175
Ohio University 15,500 12,700 750 30
University of Akron 25,944 21,337 793 663
University of Toledo 21,176 18,237 590 ug7
University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee 25,930 21,535 779 ugy
Western Michigan
University 21,747 16,284 759 144

Note. Data are from Guide to Four-Year Colleges, 1988 (various
pages), 1987, Princeton, NJ: Peterson's Guides.

Development Procedure for Instrumentation

A single instrument was constructed to measure all variables of
interest in the study. The instrument designed by McDade (1986) to
examine the professional development needs of senior-level higher
education administrators was used to help formulate questions for some

portions of this instrument. Faculty development cuestions were based
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on studies by Vavrus et al. (1988) and Boice (1985). Approval for the
study protocol with exempt status was obtained from the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board, Western Michigan University, prior to
collecting data (Appendix A). After a panel of experts reviewed the
instrument for clarity and relevance of questions, the instrument was
revised in response to their review. A pilot study was then conducted
using the revised instrument to determine clarity of and ease of
response to the instrument questions. When the pilot study was com~

pleted and further revisions made to the instrument, a field test was

conducted.

Draft Instrument

The initial drafts of the instrument closely followed the format
used by McDade (1986) in her study of senior-level administrators.
Items were then adapted to address more specifically the administra-
tive development of chairpersons and to clearly distinguish adminis-

trative development, intended to promote growth as an administrator,

from professional development. Items relating to faculty development
were added to the instrument to allow investigation of chairpersons!
perceptions of and participation in both types of development. These
Items were adapted from studies by Vavrus et al. (1988) and Boice
(1985) cited in Chapter |1,

Demographic variables were included to determine characteristics
in relation to years of service, department size, college, and train-
ing. Some of these items were also adapted from McDade's (1986)

study. An item about job title was added to distinguish interim or
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acting chairpersons excluded from the population. At the completion
of the draft stage, the instrument contained 17 items and was consid-

ered ready to submit for review to the panel of experts.

Panel of Experts

Because of the proposed study's focus on higher education admin-
istrators and faculty development, a panel composition was sought that
would provide expertise in academic administration and faculty devel-
opment. Three individuals were selected to provide this composition.
All were university professors holding doctoral degrees. One expert
was a university provost with 20 years of administrative experience,
including service as a department chairperson and dean., As provost he
represented the ultimate academic authority. One expert had 20 years
of experience in faculty and instructional development. A third ex-
pert, with 19 years of experience as a department chairperson and
academic dean, provided a mediating role between the chairperson level
and the senior levels of administration.

In July of 1990 the three panel members were requested in a let-
ter (Appendix B) to serve as experts for the study. As soon as they
agreed to serve, they were provided with an instrument containing 17
sample items (Appendix C) and with an evaluation form (Appendix C)
requesting their judgments regarding the extent to which the items
appropriately operationalized the variables. The panel was asked to
rate each item on both its importance and its clarity for respondents.
The panel was also encouraged to propose alternative or additional

items which could be considered related to the major variables under
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investigation, that is, operationalizations which could enhance the
information already gleaned from the literature. Two members provided
their responses in writing only, while a third was interviewed as
well.

Two panel members judged all items presented as acceptable or
good in clarity and importance. A number of changes were suggested by
the third member, mostly involving clarity of word choice or label.
At this member's suggestion, the work "involvement" was changed to
"participation" and "college" was changed to "categories of colleges."
Labels were also expanded on two items. Another suggestion for im-
proving clarity was that the time period of the last 12 months, used
in two items, be changed to the more specific January 1990 to January
1991. This suggestion was adopted but modified so that the time pe-~
riod was June 1989 to June 1990, since the survey was planned for
field testing in August 1990 and data collection in fall 1990.

Suggestions regarding format included making the first question
on the instrument a rating question that would provide the respondents
with an initial question that could be easily answered. [t was also
suggested that the definition of administrative development fouﬁd in
the survey instructions be emphasized through use of boldface or
italic print. These changes were made as suggested. Another format
suggestion was to leave room for more comments, but this suggestion
was not accepted due to the desire to restrict the instrument to four
pages, a length that provides greater ease of response for subjects

and also facilitates the printing and mailing processes.
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Another format suggestion was to add ratings for all open-ended
questions labeled "Other." This suggestion was not accepted because
of the difficulty of data analysis on the large number of varying
responses likely for an open-ended question. It was also assumed that
any respondent taking the time and effort to write open-ended re-
sponses would consider his or her answers to be relatively important.
An additional format change was made by adding row screening to alter-
nate variables within items including families of variables in order
to improve the visibility of each separate variable in the item.

A question regarding reasons for less frequent performance of
faculty development roles was judged to be unclear by one member, and
it was decided to reevaluate clarity at the end of the pilot study and
make appropriate changes at that time.

Another member suggested gathering demographic data on respond-
ents' gender, race, and department name because these questions are
frequently asked in similar studies. This suggestion was not accepted
regarding gender and race because of insufficient numbers of minority
genders and races in the population under investigation. Examination
of the population mailing list showed that women made up only 173 of
the study population. In 1984, African-Americans made up slightly
less than 5% of total faculty ranks in American four-year higher edu-
cation institutions, while Asians were slightly over 5%, Hispanic
Americans less than 2%, and other minorities less than 1% (Fact Book

on Higher Education, 1989, p. 173). In addition, information about

college solicited on the instrument was judged to be adequate informa-

tion about academic discipline for the study's purpose; therefore, no
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question was added about department name.

Finally, two panel members expressed concern that the underlying
philosophy of the study ignored the fact that chairpersons are faculty
members as well as administrators. To address this issue, a sentence
was added to the survey cover letter emphasizing that the study fo-
cused only on the administrative aspect of chairperson responsibili-
ties, not teaching or research.

Upon completing the implementation of changes suggested by the

panel of experts, the instrumentation was considered ready for a pilot

study.

Pilot Study

The pilot study was conducted in July and August of 1990 with
persons currently serving as department chairpersons at Western Michi-
gan University. The university was selected for the pilot study be-
cause it is a member of the population under investigation. Western
Michigan University has 21,747 students (16,284 undergraduates) (Guide

to Four-Year Colleges, 1987).

Eleven chairpersons from the Departments of Accountancy,
Anthropology, Art, Black Americana Studies, Counselor Education and
Counseling Psychology, Economics, Education and Professional Develop-
ment, Engineering Technology, English, Mathematics and Statistics, and
the Schoo! of Music were asked to participate in the pilot study.

The chairpersons' participation in the pilot study was requested
in a letter on Western Michigan University letterhead (Appendix D),

which informed them that the investigator would call their offices to
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determine their willingness to serve and to arrange an appointment to
meet with them. Reaching the chairpersons by telephone was difficult
due to the summer scheduie of the university. Some were not maintain-
ing regular office hours, while others were on vacation. Three chair-
persons declinea tc serve, and a fourth responded affirmatively but
returned from vacation too late to participate. The resulting re-
sponse rate was 64%. The chairpersons who agreed to participate rep-
resented both new and experienced administrators, ranging from 1 year
to 17 years' experience as chairpersons.

The investigator met individually with the pilot test group mem-
bers. Each chairperson was given a copy of the revised questionnaire
(Appendix E) and asked to complete the instrument in the investiga-
tor's presence. This procedure enabled chairpersons to provide feed-
back regarding the document's clarity and suggest revisions or modifi-
cations. The interview technique was successful in allowing the
chairpersons to raise questions about items lacking clarity and to
provide elaborations on their responses. However, it is possible that
completing the instrument in the presence of the investigator may have
constrained responses in some cases.

Several chairpersons found a lack of clarity in some questions,
and a number of changes were made in wording. The various types of
administrative development activities cited were reworded and the word
"formal" was also added to refer to types of administrative develop-
ment activities, to differentiate these from such informal types of

development as talking with colleagues.
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Wording was also changed to clarify a question focusing on the
overall importance of reasons for less active performance of faculty
development roles. The wording of categories of frequency of perform-
ance of faculty development roles was also changed to respond to
chairpersons' concerns that monthly and quarterly did not adequately
fit their patterns of activity. '"Learning by doing" was added to
clarify the meaning of "on the job" training. Confusion about re-
sponses to a question regarding current job title led to a change to a
forced-option format. In response to chairpersons' questions, an item
regarding department size was revised to include two categories of
responses, one for full-time faculty and one for part-time faculty and
graduate assistants. This caused a change in the eligibility rules,
which originally stated that chairpersons of departments with fewer
than five faculty members would be excluded. The rule was changed to
exclude persons administering fewer than five full- and part-time
faculty combined.

Format changes made at this stage included eliminating an open-
ended question asking for explanation of the responses "lack of inter-
est" or "lack of benefit" as reasons for less active participation in
administrative development. The only chairpersons giving those re-
sponses had neglected to answer the open-ended question. Placement of
two general rating questions about faculty development roles was
shifted to precede the longer questions regarding faculty development.
These changes enabled the addition of a final, open-ended question
asking chairpersons to comment on their view of serving as a chair-

person. This question was added to elicit the kinds of general
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comments provided by most of the chairpersons in the pilot study. its
addition helped address the concern of one panel of experts member
regarding need for more space for comments and also accommodated any
insufficiency in the literature serving as the basis for this study.
With the implementation of changes deemed appropriate on the

basis of the pilot study results, the instrument was considered ready

for the field test.

Field Test

The field test was designed to test the instrumentation and meth-
odology with chairpersons at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee,
and was conducted in August and September 1990. The University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee was selected as the field test site because of its
membership in the population and the fact that, unlike the other in-
stitutions in the population, it is part of a state system of univer-
sities. Consequently, there was a dubious benefit to aggregating its
data with the data of the other eight institutions. The university

has 25,930 students (21,535 undergraduates) (Guide to Four-Year

Colleges, 1987).

A survey using a mailed questionnaire was conducted with 47
academic department chairpersons at the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, excluding one chairperson of an all-graduate department and
one chairperson of a military science department. The field test
objectives were to test the response rate efficiency of the instrument
and the item quality of the variable measures. Chairperson names were

obtained from the university's faculty-staff directory requested from
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the chairperson of the Department of Educational Psychology.

On August 20, 1990, each member of the popu!ation was mailed a
copy of the instrumentation, coded so that nonrespondents could be
identified, with a cover letter on Western Michigan University letter-
head explaining the purpose of the study and requesting the individu-
al's participation (Appendix F). The cover letter's inside address
and salutation addressed each individual by name, using a computerized
mail-merge program. To eliminate signing each letter separately, the
signatures of investigator and dissertation advisor were scanned onto
a master copy of the cover letter using a computér scanner.

Twenty-two surveys had been received by the end of the third
week, a response rate of 47%. At that time a reminder postcard was
sent to the remaining 25 nonrespondents requesting completion and
return of the survey within one week. The signature of the investiga-
tor was scanned onto the master copy of the postcard using a computer
scanner. Four surveys were received in response to the reminder post-
card.

A second wave of coded questionnaires and return envelopes was
mailed to those who did not respond by the conclusion of the sixth
week. A cover letter on Western Michigan University letterhead re-
minded the individual of the prior mailing, briefly explained the
purpose of the study, and requested a response within one week. Ten
more surveys were received in response to the second mailing, result-

ing in an overall total of 36 surveys received, a response rate of

76%.
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A 30% random sample of nonrespondents was drawn from those not
responding by the conclusion of 10 working days following the mailing
of the second reminder notification. Telephone interviews were con-
ducted to answer the following four questions: (1) Was the question-
naire received? (2) Was the questionnaire too long? (3) Did you
consider your response unimportant, and if so, why? (4) What was the
primary reason that you did not return the questionnaire?

Of those persons reached no one felt the questionnaire was too
long or irrelevant. Two nonrespondents indicated they were too busy
to respond, while one indicated that he never fills out such surveys.
One respondent did not respond because he had left the chairperson
position. In addition to these nonrespondents, two others were on
academic leave and so did not receive the survey. On the basis of
this feedback, it was concluded that the reasons for nonresponse were
not a problem with the instrument itself. The study procedure, there-
fore, was not changed.

Although most respondents had no difficulty completing the ques-
tionnaire, the responses to a few items warranted some changes in the
study instrument. Because some respondents missed part of Iltem 2,
regarding participation in administrative development activities, the
list of activities was reformatted for clarity. In addition, some
respondents failed to indicate what number of activities they partici-
pated in, so the words "how many" were printed in boldface.

Wording of ltem 4, which in the field test instrument asked for
response only from those who had been moderately or less active in

participation in administrative development, appeared to confuse some
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respondents. This item was changed to ask all respondents to rate the
importance of factors that prevent participation in administrative
development. Because of similar confusion in response to Item 9,
regarding faculty development roles performed less often and causes
for the less frequent performance, this question was changed to ask
about the importance of factors influencing frequency of performance
of faculty development roles in general.

Because in several cases those responding to Item 12, about num-
bers of full- and part-time faculty in the chairperson's department,
failed to answer the portion of the question regarding part-time fac-
ulty and graduate students, this section was reformatted as a separate
question on the instrument.

Upon completion of these changes, the instrument was considered
ready for the full survey. Table 2 shows the specifications for the

final version of the questionnaire.
Study Procedure

The investigation used a three-wave contact procedure, with a

subsidiary study of nonrespondents.

Initial Mailing

Chairperson and department names were obtained by requesting
faculty directories from university offices of institutional research.
Directories or lists were supplied by all institutions. The study
excluded chairpersons of all-graduate departments, military science

departments, and departments with fewer than five full- and part-time
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Table 2

Specifications for Questionnaire

Research ltem
Variable Operationalization question number
Degree of importance 1 question: Likert 1,9 1
of administrative scale rating
development
Participation in admin- 1 question: 6 forced 2 2a~f
istrative development options (McDade, 1986)
Comments regarding 1 question: open-ended 2 29
participation
History of participa- 1 question: Likert 2,9 3
tion in administrative scale rating
development
Factors influencing 1 question: family of 3 ha-g
participation in admin- 7 factors (McDade,
istrative development 1986) Likert scale
rating
Comments regarding 1 question: open-ended 3 kh
factors influencing
participation
Benefits of participa- 1 question: family of L 5a-h
tion in administrative 8 benefits (McDade,
development 1986) Likert scale
rating

Comments regarding 1 question: open-ended b 5i
benefits of administra-
tive development
Degree of importance 1 question: Likert 5,9 6
of faculty development scale rating
role
Percentage of time 1 question: Likert 6,9 7

spent in performance
of faculty development
role

scale rating

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

61



Table 2--Continued

62

Variable

Research
question

Operationalization

ltem
number

Frequency of perform-
ance of unique faculty
development roles

Comments on faculty
development roles
Factors influencing
frequency of perform-
ance of faculty devel-
opment roles
Comments on factors
influencing frequency
of performance

Job title

Other job titles
Years of service
Full-time faculty in
department

Part-time faculty and
graduate assistants

in department

College

Other colleges

Career plan

1 question: family of
8 roles (Vavrus et al.,
1988) Likert scale
rating

1 question: open-ended
1 question: family of

5 factors (Boice, 1985)
Likert scale rating

1 question: open-ended

1 question: 1 forced
option among 4 responses

1 question: open-ended

1 question: family of
3 categories

1 question: 1 forced
option among 5 responses

1 question: 1 forced
option among 5 responses

1 question: 1 forced
option among 6 responses
(Smart & Elton, 1976)

1 question: open-ended
1 question: 1 forced

option among 3 responses
(McDade, 1986)

8a-h

8i

9a-e

9f

10(1-4)

10(5)

11

12

13

14(1-6)

14(7)
15
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Table 2--Continued

Research Item
Variable Operationalization question number
Career goal 1 question: 1 forced 8 16(1-5)

option among 5 responses
(McDade, 1986)

Other career goals 1 question: open-ended 8 16(6)
Training 1 question: 3 responses 17(1-3)
Other training 1 question: open-ended 17(4)
Vi?w of chairperson 1 question: open-ended 18

role

faculty. Interim and acting chairpersons were also excluded. On
October 14, 1990, 312 members of the population, excluding those at
pilot test and field test sites, were mailed a copy of the final ver-
sion of the instrument (Appendix G) with a cover letter on Western
Michigan University letterhead explaining the purpose of the study and
requesting participation. The cover letter's inside address and salu-
tation addressed each individual by name. Signatures of investigator
and dissertation advisor were scanned onto a master copy of the cover
letter by a computer scanner, eliminating the need to sign each one
separately. The content of the letter emphasized the importance of
the data contributed by the individual and the fact that the survey
addressed only the administrative role of chairpersons, not the teach-
ing or research role. The questionnaire was coded so that nonreturns

could be identified for reminder notifications. A stamped return
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envelope and a postcard for those wishing to receive a summary of

results of the study were enclosed with every questionnaire.

Follow-up Procedures

Postcard reminders were mailed to all nonrespondents at the end
of the third week following the initial mailing. The postcards re-
quested completion and return of the instrument within one week. The
signature of the investigator was scanned in by a computer scanner.

A second wave of coded questionnaires and return envelopes was
mailed to those who did not respond by the conclusion of the seventh
week. A cover letter on Western Michigan University letterhead re-
minded the individual of the prior mailing, briefly explained the

purpose of the study, and requested a response within one week.

Nonrespondent Study

A systematic study of nonrespondents was planned to help explain
why some surveys were not returned. A 10% random sample was drawn
from those not responding by the conclusion of 10 working days follow-
ing the mailing of the second reminder notification, and telephone
interviews conducted to ensure that the returns were an adequate rep-
resentation of the study population. The following four questions
were asked in the interview: (1) Was the questionnaire received? (2)
Was the questionnaire too long? (3) Did you consider your response

unimportant, and if so, why? (4) What was the primary reason that you

did not return the questionnaire?
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Data Analysis

A code book was designed and chairperson responses coded using
the Macintosh SE compatible with Microsoft Word software. Identifica-
tion numbers were removed from all records before data entry. The
data were transferred onto obscan sheets and stored onto the VAX com~
puter for statistical analysis using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS, Inc., 1990) software.

The statistical methods used were chosen to help answer the nine
research questions. The research questions were as follows:

1. What is the perception of chairpersons regarding the overall
importance of administrative development?

2. How actively have chairpersons participated in administrative
development activities?

3. What is the level of importance of factors preventing chair-
persons' more active participation in administrative development ac-
tivities?

4, What is the level of importance of benefits resulting from
participation in administrative development activities?

5. What is the perception of chairpersons regarding the overall
importance of their role as faculty development promoters?

6. How frequently do chairpersons perform faculty development
roles, both overall and in terms of specific unique roles?

7. What is the level of importance of factors influencing the

frequency of performance of faculty development roles?
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8. Are career plan and career goal related to chairpersons' per-
ceptions of value of and participation in administrative and faculty
development?

9. Is there a relationship between chairpersons' perceptions of
value of and participation in administrative development and their
perceptions of value of and participation in faculty development?

Questions 1 through 7 elicited information that is essentially
descriptive and provided a backdrop for the inferential information
elicited by Questions 8 and 9. Question 1, regarding the perception
of importance of administrative development, and Questions 3 through
7, regarding the importance of factors preventing more active partici-
pation in administrative development, the importance of benefits re-
sulting from administrative development activities, the importance of
faculty development, and frequency of performance of faculty develop-
ment roles, and the importance of factors influencing frequency of
performance of faculty development roles, were answered by calculating
means and standard deviations to determine the central tendency and
variability of the responses. Data for Question 1, about the percep-
tion of chairpersons regarding the overall importance of administra-
tive development, provide information about the average importance of
administrative development in the views of chairpersons and the degree
of variability within the sample.

Data for Question 3, about the level of importance of factors
preventing more active participation in administrative development,
provide information about the average importance of each of seven

variables found in Item 4 of the instrument. Data for Question 4,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

66



about the level of importance of benefits resulting from participation
in administrative development activities, provide information about
the average importance assigned to each of eight variables found in
Item 5 of the instrument.

Data for Question 5, about the perception of chairpersons regard-
ing the overall importance of their role as faculty development pro-
moters, provide information about the average importance of the fac-
ulty development role in the views of chairpersons. Data for Question
6, about how frequently chairpersons perform faculty development
roles, both overall and in terms of specific unique roles, provide
information first about the average percentage of time chairpersons
spend performing facuity development roles. These data also provide
information about the average frequency with which chairpersons per-
form each of eight unique faculty development roles found in Item 8 of
the instrument. Data for Question 7, about the level of importance of
factors influencing frequency of chairpersons' performance of faculty
development roles, provide information about the average importance
chairpersons assign to each of five factors found in ltem 9 of the
instrument. “’

Question 2 asked about how actively chairpersons had participated
in administrative development activities. This question was answered
by three analyses. Percentage and frequency of response for each
category of activity found in Item 2 of the instrument were calcu-
lated, along with the number of each activity participated in by each
respondent. Finally, the mean and standard deviation were calculated

for Item 3, which asked about the chairperson's history of
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participation in administrative development. In short, the three sets
of analyses provide information on the perception of effort of activi-
ty, the objective use of a number of activities by some percentage of
the sample, and the intensity of the use of those activities. Taken
together, these three views of "participation" enhance understanding
of what a chair does. For instance, it may be the case that one ac-
tivity is widely used (percentage of sample participating), but used
infrequently, while others are used heavily by small percentages of
the sample. In light of little previous documentation of these activ-
ities, it would have been premature to design inferential hypotheses.

Question 8 asked if career plan and career goal are related to
chairpersons' perceptions of and participation in administrative and
faculty development. As discussed earlier in this chapter, career
plan and goal are of interest because those who never planned to be
administrators and have no administrative ambitions may view adminis-
trative development as less important than do those who planned to
serve as administrators and who desire advancement as administrators.
McDade's (1986) findings suggest that "unintentional" administrators
(those who entered administration relatively late in their careers and
never planned an administrative career) view administrative develop-
ment differently than do "intentional" administrators.

Data from this question addressed four conceptual hypotheses
regarding career plan:

1. There is a relationship between a chairperson's perception of

importance of administrative development and a chairperson's career

plan.
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2. There is a relationship between a chairperson's history of
participation in administrative development and a chairperson's career
plan.

3. There is a relationship between a chairperson's perception of
importance of faculty development and a chairperson's career plan.

4. There is a relationship between a chairperson's frequency of
performance of faculty development roles and a chairperson's career
plan.

Career plan (ltem 15) was operationalized as an independent var-
iable with three levels: (1) always planned to be an administrator
and pursued as ultimate goal; (2) always a possibility, but not ac-
tively pursued; and (3) never considered it until | took my first
administrative job. The possible influence of this variable on re-
ported perceptions was tested with an analysis of variance (ANOVA) at
the alpha = .05 level of significance. The perceptions of interest,
that is, the dependent variable in the analysis, were those variables
operationalized as a response to a single item, as follows: (a) over-
all importance of administrative development (ltem 1), (b) history of
participation in administrative development (ltem 3), {(c) overall
importance of the faculty development role (ltem 6), and (d) overall
frequency of performance of faculty development roles (ltem 7). Thus,
four null hypotheses were tested with respect to the career plan.

1. There will be no difference in the mean responses for percep-
tion of importance of administrative development among groups with

Career Plan 1, Career Plan 2, and Career Plan 3.
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2. There will be no difference in the mean responses for history
of participation in administrative development among groups with
Career Plan 1, Career Plan 2, and Career Plan 3.

3. There will be no difference in the mean responses for percep-
tion of importance of faculty development among groups with Career
Plan 1, Career Plan 2, and Career Plan 3.

4, There will be no difference in the mean responses for fre-
quency of performance of faculty development roles among groups with
Career Plan 1, Career Plan 2, and Career Plan 3.

Data from this question also addressed four conceptual hypotheses
regarding career goal:

1. There is a relationship between a chairperson's perception of
importance of administrative development and a chairperson's career
goal.

2. There is a relationship between a chairperson's history of

participation in administrative development and a chairperson's career

goal.

3. There is a relationship between a chairperson's perception of

importance of faculty development and a chairperson's career goal.
4., There is a relationship between a chairperson's frequency of
performance of faculty development roles and a chairperson's career
goal.
To answer this aspect of the research question, career goal (ltem
16) was operationalized as an independent variable with five levels:
(1) stay in same position, (2) return to faculty, (3) move to similar

position, (4) move to higher position, and (5) retire. The possible
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influence of this variable on reported perceptions was also tested by
performing an ANOVA at the alpha = .05 level of significance. The
perceptions of importance and participation, that is, the dependent
variable in the analysis, were those variables noted above. Thus,
four null_ hypotheses were also tested with respect to career goal:

1. There is no difference among the mean responses for percep-
tion of importance of administrative development for chairpersons with
Career Goal 1, Career Goal 2, Career Goal 3, Career Goal 4, and Career
Goal 5.

2. There is no difference among the mean responses for history
of participation in administrative development for chairpersons with
Career Goal 1, Career Goal 2, Career Goal 3, Career Goal 4, and Career
Goal 5.

3. There is no difference among the mean responses for percep~
tion of importance of faculty development for chairpersons with Career
Goal 1, Career Goal 2, Career Goal 3, Career Goal 4, and Career
Goal 5.

4, There is no difference among the mean responses for frequency
of performance of faculty development roles for chairpersons with
Career Goal 1, Career Goal 2, Career Goal 3, Career Goal 4, and Career
Goal 5.

For any null hypotheses rejected on the results of the data anal-
ysis, the Least Significant Difference (LSD) post hoc analysis was
conducted. The data froh this question provided information about the
influence of chairpersons' career plans and career goals on their

administrative development and their faculty development role.
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Question 9 asked about a relationship between chairpersons' per-
ceptions of value of and participation in administrative development
and their perceptions of value of and participation in faculty devel-
opment. As discussed earlier in this chapter, examining these rela-
tionships increases knowledge about the degree of congruence between
what chairpersons say they value in regard to development and what
they say they actually do. In addition, such information helps ex-
plain whether chairpersons who actively engage in administrative de-
velopment activities are also actively engaged in performance of fac-
ulty development roles, a direct relationship suggested by Boice's
(1986) work, or whether such activities are unrelated. Thus, knowl-
edge about these relationships enhances our understanding of why and
how actively chairpersons engage in administrative and faculty devel-
opment.

Four conceptual hypotheses addressed this question:

1. There is a direct relationship between perception of impor-
tance of administrative development and perception of importance of
the faculty development role (ltems 1 and 6).

2. There is a direct relationship between perception of impor-
tance of administrative development and history of participation in
administrative development (Items 1 and 3).

3. There is a direct relationship between history of participa-
tion in administrative development and overall frequency of perform-
ance of the faculty development role (ltems 3 and 7).

4. There is a direct relationship between perception of impor-

tance of the faculty development role and overall frequency of
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performance of the faculty development role (Items 6 and 7).

To answer this question, Pearson correlation coefficients were
calculated to test the following null hypotheses:

1. There is a Pearson correlation coefficient of zero or less
between perception of importance of administrative development and
perception of importance of the faculty development role (ltems 1 and
6).

2. There is a Pearson correlation coefficient of zero or less
between perception of importance of administrative development and
history of participation in administrative development (ltems 1 and
3).

3. There is a Pearson correlation coefficient of zero or less
between history of participation in administrative development and
overall frequency of performance of the faculty development role
(Items 3 and 7).

4. There is a Pearson correlation coefficient of zero or less
between perception of importance of the faculty development role and
overall frequency of performance of the faculty development role
(Items 6 and 7).

These data provide information about the direction and strength
of relationships between chairpersons' administrative development and
their faculty development role. This information increases our under-
standing of whether chairpersons' views of or level of activity in

administrative development may influence their views or performance of

faculty development roles.
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CHAPTER 1V
FINDINGS
Introduction

This chapter begins with a summary of the survey response and the
study of nonrespondents. A description of the demographics of the
sample follows. Based on data resulting from the study, answers to

each of the nine research questions are then addressed.

Survey Response and Nature of Nonrespondents

Survey Response

Response to the initial mailing of the questionnaires (N = 312)
totaled 186 during a 3-week time period, a 60% rate of response.
Postcard reminders were then sent to all nonrespondents. During the
following 3 weeks, 20 additional surveys were received. A second
mailing of the questionnaire was then sent to 122 nonrespondents,
resulting in the receipt of 38 additional surveys. At the time of the
second mailing the duplication of one name, an individual who chaired
two different departments, was discovered, reducing the population to
311. The total number of surveys received was 234, for a final re-
sponse rate of 75%.

Of the 234 responses, 25 were eliminated. Nine were judged in-

eligible because the respondents assumed office as chairpersons too
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recently for the time period specified in the survey to be applicable.
Four others were ineligible because they did not fit the requirements
specified for the study; that is, they were interim or acting chair-
persons. One was ineligible because he was the chairperson of a ROTC
department; military science programs were also excluded from the
study. Two others were ineligible because they were coordinators of
programs who did not have administrative responsibility for faculty
members in their programs. Two surveys were judged unusable because
of incomplete responses to the questions. Seven additional surveys
were unusable because they arrived too late to be included in the
analysis. The elimination of these 25 surveys resulted in 209 surveys
usable for analysis, which exceeded the number of responses (172)
required to generalize the findings to the population (Krejcie §&

Morgan, 1970). A summary of survey returns is shown in Table 3.

Nature of Nonrespondents

A survey of a 103 sample of nonrespondents (n =9) was conducted
by telephone 3 weeks following the second questionnaire mailing. The
sample was asked: (a) if the questionnaire had been received, (b) if
it was considered too long, (c) if the individual felt his or her
response would be irrelevant, and (d) the primary reason for not re-
turning the questionnaire.

Three of the nine nonrespondents (33%) said that they never fill
out questionnaires, due to time constraints or other factors. A
fourth said that he receives too many questionnaires and only com-

pletes those in his academic discipline. One nonrespondent did not
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Table 3

Survey Returns

Percentage

Survey category Frequency of sample
Usable surveys | ‘ 209 89.0
Ineligible because new in office 9 4.0
Ineligible because interim 4 2.0
Ineligible because coordinator 2 0.8
Ineligible because ROTC 1 0.4
Incomplete responses 2 0.8
Arrived too late 7 3.0
Total 234 100.0

return the questionnaire because he was serving in an interim capacity
and did not feel it would be appropriate for him to do so. A sixth
nonrespondent had retired since the survey was mailed. Three other
nonrespondents reported that they still had the survey and would try
to fill it out within the next few days. No nonrespondent indicated
that either nonreceipt or format of the survey was a factor in lack of
response. Except for the person who only completes surveys in his
discipline, content was not cited as a factor in nonresponse. Over-
all, nonresponse was not identified with any specific subgroup, such
as institution or academic discipline. Thus, no bias due to selective

participation was uncovered in the study of nonrespondents. Table 4
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provides a summary of the results of the telephone survey of nonre-

spondents.
Table 4

Telephone Survey of Nonrespondents

Response Frequency Percentage
Did not receive questionnaire 0 0
Questionnaire too long 0 0
Still plan to respond 3 33
No time for completing questionnaires 3 33
Only complete surveys in discipline 1 11
Completion not appropriate due to position 1 11
No longer serving as chairperson 1 11

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

The importance of the demographic data was that they provided a
description of the sample and supported its representation of the
population. For the purposes of the study the term "demographic" was
extended to include such characteristics as years of service as a
faculty member, administrator, or chairperson; size of department;
college in which the department was located; and training received for
the chairperson position. In addition, information regarding the
chairpersons' view of the chairperson role was included in the study,

and results are included following the discussion of the standard

demographic data.
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Data regarding the chairpersons' years of service as faculty
members and administrators were useful because they helped provide
understanding about the level of experience of chairpersons in the
sample. The mean number of years served as a faculty member before
becoming an administrator was 12.5, with years of service ranging from
1 to 30, and the standard deviation 6.2. Fifty-nine percent of the
sample had 10 br more years of service as a faculty member. Five
persons (2%) reported having no experience as a faculty member before
becoming an administrator. The mean number of years in another admin-
istrative position before becoming a chairperson was 1.9, with a
standard deviation of 3.5. Sixty-two percent of the sample had never
served in such a position. Regarding years of service as a chair-
person, the mean number of years was 5.5, with the standard deviation
4.4, Over 843 of the sample had served fewer than 10 years as a
chairperson. Most chairpersons, then, were former faculty who were in
their first administrative position.

Since the complexity of the chairperson's administrative role
increases with department size, data about department size are also
useful for understanding the sample. The number of full-time faculty
and part-time faculty and graduate assistants administered by chair-
persons in the sample was another category of demographic data col-
lected to describe the sample. Over 60% of the sample reported admin-
istering 11 or more full-time faculty members, while 85% reported
administering 11 or more part-time faculty and graduate assistants.
Thus, the majority of the sample reported administering departments

that were moderate to large in size, with 11 or more faculty members
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and 11 or more part-time faculty and graduate assistants. Table 5
provides a summary of the data showing numbers and percentages of
chairpersons administering five different levels of department size

where each type of staff was considered uniquely.

Table 5

Number of Chairpersons in Sample by Size
of Department Administered

Faculty administered

Part-time and

Full-time graduate assistants
Size of department

n 3 n 3
1-4 individuals 3 1 16 7
5-10 individuals 48 23 37 18
11-20 individuals 75 36 62 30
21-30 individuals 52 25 41 20
30+ individuals 31 15 52 25

The category of college in which the chairpersons' departments
were located was another type of demographic data collected to de-
scribe the sample, useful to know because academic discipline may be
an influence in chairpersons' perceptions of value of and participa-
tion in administrative and faculty development. The most frequently
represented college in the sample was the college of arts and

sciences, reported by 52% of the respondents. Business represented
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12% of the sample, education 10%, fine arts 9%, engineering 6%, and
health and human services 3%. Colleges of applied science and tech-
nology, communication, and physical education and recreation each
represented 2% of the sample. Architecture and community and techni-
cal colleges represented 13 of the sample. These responses are gener-
ally representative of the population studied, with the exception of
engineering, which appears to be slightly underrepresented.

The training received for the chairperson role was another cate-
gory of data collected to describe the sample. Data about training
were useful for increasing an understanding of the administrative
development opportunities provided chairpersons as they entered their
administrative role. Twenty-seven percent of the sample received some
form of university orientation as a kind of training. Twenty-eight
percent of the sample reported receiving training by the previous
chairperson. The most frequent type of training reported was on-the-
job training, which was reported by 91% of the sample. Other types of
training mentioned in 33 open-ended responses to the training question
included no training provided; having a mentor; seminars, workshops,
and off-campus training; additional in-house training; receiving help
from other chairpersons; working with and consulting with previous
chairpersons; reading; and taking educational leadership courses.
These responses suggest that many chairpersons are receiving little or
no formal training from their institutions.

A final category of demographic data concerned the respondents'
view of the chairperson role. These data were also tabulated. This

open-ended question on the survey (ltem 18) was completed by 96
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respondents (46% of the sample). Thirty-eight chairpersons (39% of
the group using the open-ended option) provided views of the role that
were more descriptive than evaiuative in nature. These comments
ranged from the need for people skills, the view of the role as a
service job, and the need for training, to statements indicating that
the individuals perceived themselves as faculty members, not adminis-
trators, and that being an effective chair is a matter of innate abil-
ity.

Forty-one responses (43%) described a negative view of the role.
Some of the specific aspects of the role mentioned in these responses
were the excessive paperwork and/or time involved, the lack of ade-
quate compensation, and the isolation of the position between higher
administration and faculty. These responses often included the phrase
"a thankless job." Finally, 17 persons (18%) expressed a generally
positive view, often commenting that the job had been quite reward-

ing.
Research Questions

The study investigated nine research questions regarding the
administrative development of chairpersons and the faculty development

role performed by chairpersons.

Importance of Administrative Development

Research Question 1 asked the perception of chairpersons regard-
ing the overall importance of administrative development. The re-

sponse scale for this item was as follows: 1 = not important, 2 =
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less important, 3 = Important, 4 = very important, and 5 = critically
important. The mean response for the perception of importance of
administrative development was 3.5, between important and very impor-
tant, with a standard deviation of 0.9, The standard error was 0.1,

with the upper limit of the 95% confidence interval at 3.6 and the

lower limit at 3.4,

Participation in Administrative Development

Research Question 2, about how actively chairpersons participated
in administrative development activities, was first addressed by tabu-
lating the responses to Item 2 of the instrument, regarding frequency
of participation between June 1989 and June 1990 in six types of ad-
ministrative development activities: (1) administrative subgroups of
national professional organizations' annual meetings, (2) national
administrative conferences, (3) regional administrative conferences,
(4) seminars or workshops away from institutions, (5) seminars or
workshops in-house, and (6) academic courses in administrative topics.
Because a number of chairpersons failed to respond to this question by
providing a number, using a check mark or "x" instead, percentages
shown for overall participation include those responses as one inci-
dence of participation for the appropriate category.

Responses to ltem 2 showed that 70% of the sample attended no
administrative subgroups of national professional organizations'
annual meetings. One annual meeting was attended by 26%, while the
highest number of subgroups of national professional organizations'

annual meetings attended, six, was reported by 0.5% of the sample.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

82



No national administrative conferences were attended by 81% of
the sample, while 17% attended one such conference and 2% attended two
conferences. No regional administrative conferences were attended by
89% of the sample, with 11% attending at least one regional conference
and 1% attending two conferences.

No seminars away from the institution were attended by 83% of the
sample, while one seminar was attended by 14% of the sample. Two
seminars were attended by 1%, and more than two by 2%. In-house semi-
nars were the most popular type of development activity reported.
Although 51% of the sample attended no in-house seminars, at least one
in-house seminar was attended by 31%. Two were attended by 10%, and
more than two by 8%.

An academic course related to administrative development was
taken by only 1% of the sample, with 99% reporting they had taken no
academic courses. The most frequently mentioned additional types of
activities reported in 21 open-ended responses included meetings with
other chairpersons, reading, and research on administrative develop-
ment.

For each of the six major types of administrative development
activities investigated in the study, the most frequently reported
level of participation was no participation. Only in-house seminars,
with 49% participation, appeared to be a relatively popular form of
administrative development. Academic courses were the least attended
activity. Table 6 summarizes the data for participation in adminis-
trative development, showing number of chairpersons attending at least

one, two, or more than two activities in 1989-90.
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Table 6

Participation in Administrative Development
Activities in Fiscal 1989-90

Total attending Total attending

at least one Total attending more than two
Type of . activity in two activities activities in
activity 1989-90 in 1989-90 1989-90

n 3 n 3 n 3
Administrative
subgroups 64 31 8 4 2 1
National
conferences 39 19 4 2 0 0
Regional
conferences 23 11 2 1 0 0
Seminars away 36 17 2 1 4 2
In-house
seminars 103 49 21 10 17 8
Academic
courses 2 1 0 0 0 0

Another viewpoint from which to examine these results is by par-
ticipation in number of activities, rather than types. As displayed
in Table 7, these findings indicate that 56 (27%) of the respondents
participated in no activities. Slightly more, 61 (29%), participated
in one activity. Not surprisingly, in-house seminars were the most
frequently chosen type of activity (31) by this group of respondents,
with administrative subgroups a popular second (19). Forty-one (19%)
participated in two activities, 23 (11%) in three, and 14 (7%) in

four. Fourteen also participated in five or more activities.
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Table 7

Participation in Development Activities
by Number of Activities

Number of development Number of Percentage
activities reported respondents of sample
None 56 27
One 61 29
Two 41 19
Three 23 1
Four 14 7
Five or more 14 7

Research Question 2 was also answered by calculating the mean
response and standard deviation to ltem 3, regarding the respondents'
perception of their history of participation in administrative devel-
opment. The response scale for this item was 1 = not active, 2 = less
active, 3 = moderately active, 4 = very active, and 5 = extremely
active. The mean response for this item was 2.4, between less active
and moderately active, with a standard deviation of 1.0. The standard
error was 0.1, with the upper limit of the 95% confidence level at
2.5, and the lower limit at 2.3.

The responses to both these questions show that, despite the
reported perception that administrative development is important,
chairpersons' level of activity in administrative development is rela-

tively low. When participation does occur, it tends to be limited to

one time and is likely to be in an in-house seminar. Despite the fact
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that the majority of chairpersons in the sample had served less than
10 years in their administrative role, and despite their lack of
training for the job, only a small number engaged in a fairly high
number and wide variety of development activities. The level of at-
tendance at one activity in a year does suggest, however, that many
chairpersons made at least a minimal effort to compensate for the lack

of training provided for their administrative role.

Factors Preventing Participation

Research Question 3 asked about the level of importance of fac-
tors preventing chairpersons' more active participation in administra-
tive development activities. This question was addressed by calculat-
ing means and standard deviations for responses to [tem 4 of the in~
strument, which listed seven factors possibly preventing more active
participation. The response scale for this item was as follows: 1 =
not important, 2 = less important, 3 = important, 4 = very important,
and 5 = critically important,

The factors perceived as most important in preventing more active
participation were demands of the job (mean of 3.9) and accessibility
of programs (mean of 3.1). The latter response is consistent with the
response to Question 2 showing that in-house seminars were attended by
49% of the sample, a far greater rate of participation than was shown
for any other kind of activity. Five other factors received similar
ratings in terms of importance, with means ranging from 2.5 to 2.8.
Two of these appear to be extrinsic factors: cost of program and lack

of institutional support, while three are intrinsic: lack of benefit,
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lack of interest, and time away from family. Table 8 provides a sum-
mary of data regarding factors preventing more active participation,

including standard deviations and 95% confidence intervals.

Table 8

Factors Preventing More Active Participation

Factors Std. Less Important Important Very Important
Preventing More  Dev.

Active 2 3 4
Participation

Demands of job 12 LL=3.7%=3.9 UL=4.1
Accessibility of

program 12 LL=29 ¥=3.1UL=3.3

Cost of program 12 LL=26%=2.8 UL=3,0

Lack of

institutional 12 LL=25%=2.7UL=29

support

Lack of benefit to

me 13 LL=2.5%=2.7 UL=29

Time away from 12 _
family LL=24X%=2.6 UL=2.8

Lack of interest 13 LL=23%=25UL=27

Note. LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval. UL = upper limit
of 95% confidence interval.

Nineteen open-ended responses cited such additional factors pre-
venting more active participation as lack of knowledge about programs,
lack of administrative support, lack of relevant programs, time
consumed by teaching and research, lack of motivation, and lack of

need.
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Job demands, then, were rated as more important than any other
factor in preventing more active participation in administrative de-
velopment., Accessibility of programs was also an important factor,

and a number of other factors had some degree of importance.

Benefits of Participation

Research Question 4 asked about the perception of level of impor-
tance of benefits resulting from participation in administrative de-
velopment activities. This question was addressed by calculating the
means and standard deviations for responses to ltem 5 of the instru-
ment, which included eight possible benefits of administrative devel-
opment. This question was answered by all respondents, whether or not
they had any experience with participation in development activities
and regardless of how recent such participation might have been. The
response scale for this item was as follows: 1 = not important, 2 =
less important, 3 = important, 4 = very important, and 5 = critically
important,

The benefits of participation in administrative development ac-
tivities perceived as most important were increased administrative
skills and knowledge (mean of 3.6) and increased administrative compe-
tence (mean of 3.5). Development of contacts for problem solving was
also perceived as relatively important (mean of 3.4), as were investi-
gation of higher education issues and meeting with higher education
experts and leaders (mean of 3.2 for both). Cultiyatipn of career
advancement contacts (mean of 2.3) and increased chances for advance-

ment elsewhere (mean of 2.1) were perceived as less important
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benefits, while increased chances for advancement in my institution
(mean of 1.8) were perceived as not important. The latter appears
consistent with responses regarding the issue of lack of institutional
support, noted as being an important factor preventing more active
participation. Table 9 provides a summary of data regarding perceived
benefits of participation in administrative development activities,
including standard deviations and 95% confidence intervals.

The only benefit mentioned in open-ended responses was that of
networking, cited by three respondents (1% of sample), which is the
same as two categories in Question 4: (1) development of contacts for
problem-solving and (2) cultivation of career advancement contacts.

Thus, the results suggest that the benefits perceived as more
important are intrinsic benefits, that is, those that will enhance the
chairpersons' knowledge and ability as related to their jobs. The
respondents do not appear to perceive administrative development as
having extrinsic benefits that might enhance their careers, whether at

their present institutions or elsewhere.

Importance of the Faculty Development Role

Research Question 5 asked about the perception of chairpersons
regarding the overall importance of their role as faculty development
promoters. The response scale for this item was as follows: 1 = not
important, 2 = less important, 3 = important, 4 = very important, and
5 = critically important. The mean response for the perception of
importance of the faculty development role was 4.2, between very im-

portant and critically important, with a standard deviation of 0.9.
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Table 9

Perception of Benefits of Administrative Development

Benefit of - Std. Not Less Important
Participation Dev. Important Important

in Administrative 1 2 3
Development :

Increased
administrative 1.0 LL=3,5 ¥=3.6 UL=13.7
skills/knowledge

Increased
administrative Ll LL=3.4%=3.5 UL=36
competence

Development of

contacts for 11 LL=3.2%=34 UL=3.6
problem-solving

ideas

Investigation of
higher education 10 LL=3.1%=32 UL=3.3
issues

Meeting with higher
education experts 12 LL=3.1%=3.2 UL=3.3
and leaders

Cultivation of career
advancement 11 LL=2.1%=2.3 UP=2.5
contacts

Increased chances

for 11 LL=19 ¥=2.1UL=23
advancement

elsewhere

Increased chances _
for promotioninmy 9  LL=17X=18UL=19
institution

Note. LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval. UL = upper limit
of 95% confidence interval.
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These responses suggest that chairpersons place a high value on
the role they perform regarding faculty development. Table 10 shows
the mean response for the importance of faculty development, along
with the mean response for the importance of administrative develop-
ment. Standard deviations and 953 confidence intervals are shown as
well. Although both are perceived as having some degree of impor-

tance, faculty development is clearly viewed as of greater impor-

tance.
Table 10
Perception of Importance of Administrative
and Faculty Development
Type of Development Std. Important Very Important
Dev. 3
Administrative development 9 LL=3.4 X=3.5 UL=3.6
Faculty development 9 LL=4.0 X=4.2 UL=4.4

Note. LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval. UL = upper limit
of 95% confidence interval.

Frequency of Performance of Faculty Development Roles

Research Question 6 asked about how frequently chairpersons
perform faculty development roles, both overall and in terms of spe-
cific unique roles. Question 6 was first addressed by calculating the
means and standard deviations for responses to Item 7 of the instru-
ment, regarding percentage of time spent performing various faculty

development roles. The response scale for this item was as follows:
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1 = less than 5% of time, 2 = 5% of time, 3 = 10% of time, 4 = 15% of
time, and 5 = 20% of time. The mean response on the rating scale was
3.6, between 10% of time and 15% of time, or 4 to 6 hours a week, with
a standard deviation of 1.1. The lower limit of the 95% confidence
interval was at 3.4 and the upper limit at 3.8.

Research Question 6 was also addressed by calculating the means
and standard deviations for Item 8 of the instrument, which asked
about frequency of performance of eight unique faculty development
roles during the period between June 1989 and June 1990. The response
scale for this item was as follows: 1 = never, 2 = once a year, 3 =
three or four times a year, 4 = one or two times a month, and 5 = once
a week.

The faculty development role perceived as performed more fre-
quently was that of assisting faculty in obtaining resources (mean of
4,2). Other roles noted as occurring at least three or four times a
year were helping new faculty get started (mean of 3.8), improving
faculty research performance and teaching performance (means of 3.5),
and advising faculty with personal problems (mean of 3.0). The roles
perceived as performed less than three or four times a year were
assisting nonproductive faculty (mean of 2.9), assisting negative fac-
ulty to become better team players (mean of 2.9), and assisting fac-
ulty with time management or other organizational problems (mean of
2.6). Table 11 provides a summary of the data regarding performance
of faculty development roles in fiscal 1989-90, including standard

deviations and 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 11

Frequency of Performance of Unique Faculty
Development Roles in Fiscal 1989-90

Faculty Development  Std. Once a year 3 or4timesayear 1 or2 timesamonth
Role Dev. 2 3 4

Assisting faculty in

obtaining resources 8 LL=4.1 %=4.2 UL=4.3
Helping new faculty _

get started 1.0 LL=3.7%=3.8 UL=3.9
Improving faculty _

research performance 1.0 LL=34 ¥=3.5 UL=3.6
Improving faculty _

teaching performance 9 LL=3.4 ¥=3.5 UL=3.6
Advising faculty with _

personal problems 12 LL=28 ¥=3.0 UL=3.2
Assisting _

nonproductive faculty 10 LL=28%=29 UL=3.0

Assisting negative _
faculty to become 1.0 LL=28 %=29 UL=3.0
better team players

Assisting faculty with _

time management or L1 LL=24 X=2.6UL-2.8
other organizational

problems

Note. LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval. UL = upper limit
of 95% confidence interval.

Only five open-ended responses were provided for this item, in-
cluding such comments as "faculty must try," "this is my highest pri-
ority," and "my faculty don't need."

The responses to these questions show that on the basis of a per-
centage estimate, chairpersons spent from 4 to 6 hours a week on fac-

ulty development, with the emphasis on assisting faculty in obtaining
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resources. Helping new faculty get started, improving faculty re-
search and teaching performance, and advising faculty with personal
problems all occurred relatively frequently as well.

Factors Influencing Frequency of Performance
of Faculty Development Roles

Research Question 7 asked about the level of importance of fac-
tors influencing frequency of chairpersons' performance of faculty
development roles. This question was addressed by calculating the
means and standard deviations for responses regarding the perceived

importance of five factors listed in ltem 9 of the instrument. The

response scale for this item was 1 = not important, 2 = less impor-
tant, 3 = important, 4 = very important, and 5 = critically impor-
tant.

None of the factors cited in the instrument were seen as having a
high degree of importance in influencing frequency of performance of
faculty development roles. The factor perceived as the highest in
importance was not having time for the role (mean 2.9). Needing more
institutional support for the role was also rated more highly than
were other factors (mean of 2.7). Thinking faculty should help them-
selves was perceived as less important (mean of 2.2). Thinking facul-
ty would not accept the chairperson in that role (mean of 1.9) and not
seeing the role as appropriate for the chairperson were perceived as
not important (mean of 1.8). Table 12 summarizes the data regarding
factors influencing frequency of performance of faculty development

roles, including standard deviations and 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 12

Factors Influencing Frequency of Performance of
Faculty Development Roles

Factors Influencing Std. Not Important Less Important Important
Frequency of Performance Dev. 1 2 3
of Faculty Development

Roles

Don’t have time for

performing the role 12 LL=2.7%=29 UL=3.l
Need more institutional B

support for the role 13 LL=2.5%=2.7 UL=29

Think faculty should be _

able to help themselves 11 LL=2.0%=2.2 UL=24

Don’t think faculty will _
accept me in that role L1 LL=18%=19 UL=20

Don'’t see the role as _
appropriate for chairperson 1.1 LL=16%=1.8 UL=20

Note. LL = lower limit of 95% confidence interval, UL = upper limit
of 95% confidence interval.

Additional comments found in 19 open-ended responses included
that "the role competes with other roles," " faculty attitude is most
important," "deans must insist on this role," and "one must be effec-
tive at this role." Three respondents noted that they could not re-
spond to the question because they were so active in this role.

One explanation for these responses may be that chairpersons'
frequency of performance of faculty development roles is simply not
strongly influenced by outside factors. I[If this is the case, this
suggests that the overall importance chairpersons assign to faculty
development may override other considerations. Of the five factors

cited in the study, lack of time for performing the role and lack of
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adequate institutional support were rated as of higher importance in

influencing frequency.

Career Plans and Goals and Administrative
and Faculty Development

Research Question 8 asked about the relationship between the
career plans and career goals of chairpersons and their perceptions of
and participation in administrative and faculty development. McDade's
(1986) work suggests a possible relationship. To answer the aspect of
this question regarding career plan, career plan (ltem 15) was opera-
tionalized as an independent variable with three levels: (1) always
planned to be an administrator and pursued as an ultimate goal;
(2) always a possibility, but not actively pursued; and (3) never
considered it until | took my first administrative position.

Data regarding career plan showed that 503 of the sample had
never considered becoming an administrator previous to their assuming
an administrative position. Another 44% had viewed becoming an admin-
istrator as a possibility, but not a goal they had pursued actively.
Only 6% of the sample reported that they had always pianned to be an
administrator and had actively pursued that goal.

The possible influence of this variable on reported perceptions
was tested by performing an analysis of variance (ANOVA) at the
alpha = .05 level of significance. The perceptions of importance and
participation, that is, the dependent variable in the analysis, were
those variables operationalized as a response to a single item, . These

variables were: (a) overall importance of administrative development
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(Item 1), (b) history of participation in administrative development
(1tem 3), (c) overall importance of the faculty development role (Iltem
6), and (d) overall frequency of performance of faculty development
roles (Iltem 7). Thus, four null hypotheses were tested with respect
to career plan.

The first hypothesis tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of importance of administra-
tive development for chairpersons with Career Plan 1 (always planned
to be an administrator), Career Plan 2 (administrative career always a
possibility, but not pursued), and Career Plan 3 (never considered
until first administrative position). The ANOVA for the first hypoth-
esis indicated an F probability of .24, Thus, the null hypothesis of
no difference among the three groups regarding perception of impor-
tance of administrative development could not be rejected. Table 13
summarizes the data for the ANOVA test for Hypothesis 1 regarding
career plan.

The second hypothesis tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of history of participation in
administrative development for chairpersons with Career Plan 1 (always
planned to be an administrator), Career Plan 2 (always a possibility,
but not pursued), and Career Plan 3 (never considered until first ad-
ministrative position}). The ANOVA for the second hypothesis indicated
an F probability of .04. Thus, the null hypothesis of no difference
among the three groups regarding history of participation in adminis-
trative development could be rejected in favor of the nondirectional

alternative that differences did exist among subgroups. The LSD
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Table 13

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Plan Groups in
Perception of Importance of Administrative Development

Source df MS E F Prob.
Between 2 1.2 1.4 .24
Within 197 0.8

Mean Standard
Career plan groups n score deviation
Always planned 1 4.0 1.0
Never actively pursued 88 3.5 1.0
Never considered 101 3.5 0.8

procedure was performed and showed a significant difference did exist
at the .05 level between Group 1, those who had always planned to be
administrators (mean=3.1), and both Group 2, those for whom adminis-
tration was always considered a possibility (mean = 2.4), and Group 3
(mean = 2.3), those who had never considered administration until they
assumed their first administrative position. Table 14 summarizes the
results of the ANOVA test for Hypothesis 2 regarding career plan.
The third hypothesis tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of importance of the faculty
development role for chairpersons with Career Plan 1 (always planned
to be an administrator), Career Plan 2 (always a possibility, but not
pursued), and Career Plan 3 (never considered until first administra-

tive position). The ANOVA for the third hypothesis indicated an F
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Table 14

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Plan Groups in
History of Participation in Administrative Development

Source df MS F F Prob.
Between 2 3.1 3.3 .04
Within 200 1.0

Mean Standard
Career plan groups n score? deviation
1. Always planned 12 3.1 1.1
2. Never actively pursued 89 2.4 1.0
3. Never considered 102 2.4 1.0

3Group 1 differs from Groups 2 and 3 at the .05 level.

probability of .6. Thus, the null hypothesis of no difference among
the three groups regarding perception of importance of the faculty
development role could not be rejected. Table 15 summarizes the re-
sults of the ANOVA test for Hypothesis 3 regarding career plan.
The fourth hypothesis tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of frequency of performance of
the faculty development role for chairpersons with Career Plan 1
(always planned to be an administrator), Career Plan 2 (always a pos-
sibility, but not pursued), and Career Plan 3 (never considered until
first administrative position). The ANOVA for the fourth hypothesis
indicated an F probability of .1. Thus, the null hypothesis of no

difference among the three groups regarding frequency of performance
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Table 15

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Plan Groups in
Perception of Importance of Faculty Development

Source df MS F F Prob.
Between 2 0.4 0.5 .6
Within 203 0.8

Mean Standard
Career plan groups n score deviation
Always planned 12 4.2 0.8
Never actively pursued 91 h.1 0.9
Never considered 103 h.2 0.8

of the faculty development role could not be rejected. Table 16 sum-
marizes the results of the ANOVA test for Hypothesis 4 regarding ca-
reer plan.

Although Group 1, persons who had always planned to become admin-
istrators, was smaller than the other groups, thus calling into ques-
tion the extent to which the possibility of not meeting the normal
distribution assumption of ANOVA affected the results, the Bartlett
test showed that the assumption regarding homogeneity of variance was
satisfied for the tests of all four hypotheses. The results of the
ANOVA tests conducted showed that three of the null hypotheses regard-
ing differences among groups of individuals with different career
plans were not rejected. However, the hypothesis regarding differ-

ences in history of participation in administrative development among
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Table 16

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Plan Groups in
Frequency of Performance of Faculty Development Roles

Source df MS F F Prob.
Between 2 2.7 2.1 ' .1
Within 197 1.2

Mean Standard
Career plan groups n score deviation
Always planned 12 4.1 0.7
Never actively pursued 87 3.6 1.1
Never considered 101 3.4 1.2

groups with different career plans was supported, with those respond-
ents who had always planned to be administrators showing a greater
mean level of participation in administrative development than those
without such a plan. Thus, those with an administrative career plan
are more likely to put into action the expressed judgment regarding
the importance of administrative development.

To answer the aspect of this research question regarding career
goal, career goal (ltem 16) was operationalized as an independent
variable with five levels: (1) stay in same position, (2) return to
faculty, (3) move to similar position, (4) move to higher position,
and (5) retire.

Data from the study showed 48% of the sample reporting that their

career goal was to return to the faculty. An additional 173 of the
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sample had the career goal of retirement, with 16% planning to move to
a higher position, 13% planning to stay in the same position, and 6%
planning to move to a similar position.

The possible influence of this variable on reported perceptions
was also tested by performing an ANOVA at the alpha = .05 level of
significance. The perceptions of importance and participation, that
is, the dependent variable in the analysis, were those variables oper-
ationalized as a response to a single item. These variables were (a)
overall importance of administrative development (ltem 1}, (b) history
of participation in administrative development (Item 3), (c) overall
importance of the faculty development role (Item 6), and (d) overall
frequency of performance of faculty development roles (ltem 7). Thus,
four null hypotheses were tested with respect to career goal.

The first hypothesls tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of importance of administra-
tive development for chairpersons with Career Goal 1 (stay in same
position), Career GCoal 2 (return to faculty), Career Goal 3 (move to
similar position), Career Goal 4 (move to higher position), and Career
Coal 5 (retire). The ANOVA for the first hypothesis indicated an F
probability of .1. Thus, the null hypothesis of no difference among
the five groups regarding perception of importance of administrative
development could not be rejected. Table 17 summarizes the results of
the ANOVA test of Hypothesis 1 regarding career goal.

The second hypothesis tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of history of participation in

administrative development for chairpersons with Career Goal 1 (stay
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Table 17

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Goal Groups in
Perception of Importance of Administrative Development

Source df MS F F Prob.
Between 4 1.5 1.7 .
Within 178 0.9

Mean Standard
Career goal groups n score deviation
Stay in present position 22 3.4 0.9
Return to faculty 88 3.5 0.9
Move to similar position 12 3.3 1.0
Move to higher adminis-
trative position 29 3.9 1.0
Retire 32 3.5 0.9

in same position), Career Goal 2 (return to faculty), Career Goal 3
(move to similar position}), Career Goal 4 (move to higher position),
and Career Goal 5 (retire). The ANOVA for the second hypothesis indi-
cated an F probability of .0003. Thus, the null hypothesis of no
difference among the five groups regarding history of participation in
administrative development could be rejected in favor of the nondirec-
tional alternative that a difference did exist between the subgroups
regarding history of participation in administrative development. The
LSD procedure was performed and found that Group 4 (mean=3.0), made

up of those chairpersons planning to move to a higher position, was
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significantly different at the .05 level from Group 2 (mean = 2.1),

those planning to return to the faculty, Group 3 (mean = 2.0), those

planning to move to similar positions, and Group 5 (mean =2.5), those

planning to retire. Thus, those respondents whose career goal was to

move to a higher position reported a greater mean level of activity in

their history of administrative development than those whose career

goal was to return to the faculty, to move to a similar position, or

to retire. Table 18 summarizes the results of the ANOVA test for

Hypothesis 2 regarding career goal.

Table 18

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Goal Groups in
History of Participation in Administrative Development

Source df MS F F Prob.
Between 4 5.1 5.6 .0003
Within 182 0.9
Mean Standard

Career goal groups n score? deviation
1. Stay in present position 23 2.5 0.9
2. Return to faculty 89 2.1 0.9
3. Move to similar position 12 2.0 1.0
4, Move to higher adminis-

trative position 30 3.0 1.1
5. Retire 33 2.5 0.9

AGroup 4 differs from Groups 2, 3, and 5 at the .05 level.
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The third hypothesis tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of importance of the faculty
development role for chairpersons with Career Goal 1 (stay in same
position), Career Goal 2 (return to faculty), Career Goal 3 (move to
similar position), Career Gnal 4 (move to higher position), and Career
Goal 5 (retire). The ANOVA for the third hypothesis indicated an F
probability of .3. Thus, the null hypothesis of no difference among
the five groups regarding perception of importance of the faculty
development role could not be rejected. Table 19 summarizes the re-

sults of the ANOVA test for Hypothesis 3 regarding career goal.

Table 19

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Goal Groups in
Perception of Importance of Faculty Development

Source df MS F F Prob.
Between 4 1.0 1.3 .3
Within 184 0.8

Mean Standard
Career goal groups n score deviation
Stay in present position 24 4,2 0.9
Return to faculty 90 4.0 1.0
Move to similar position 12 4,2 1.0
Move to higher adminis-
trative position 30 h.y 0.7
Retire 33 4,2 0.8
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The fourth hypothesis tested was that no difference would exist
among the mean responses for perception of frequency of performance of
the faculty development role for chairpersons with Career Goal 1 (stay
in same position), Career Goal 2 (return to faculty), Career Goal 3
(move to similar position), Career Goal 4 (move to higher position),
and Career Goal 5 (retire). The ANOVA for the fourth hypothesis indi-
cated an F probability of .06. Thus, the null hypothesis of no dif-
ference among the five groups regarding frequency of performance of
the faculty development role could not be rejected. Table 20 summa-
rizes the results of the ANOVA test for Hypothesis 4 regarding career
goal,

The Bartlett test showed that the assumption regarding homogene-
ity of variance was satisfied for the tests of all four hypotheses.
The results of the ANOVA tests conducted showed that three of the null
hypotheses regarding differences among groups of individuals with
different career goals were not rejected. However, one hypothesis,
regarding differences in history of participation in administrative
development among groups with different career goals, was supported,
showing that those whose career goal was to move to a higher position
had a greater mean level of participation in administrative develop-
ment than did those with other career goals.

Relationship Between Administrative Development
and Faculty Development

The final research question addressed by the study asked if there

was a relationship between chairpersons' perceptions of value of and
P
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Table 20

ANOVA Test for Differences Among Career Goal Groups in
Frequency of Performance of Faculty Development Roles

Source df MS F E Prob.
Between 4 3.0 2.3 .06
Within 181 1.3

Mean Standard
Career goal groups n score deviation
Stay in present position 24 3.9 1.0
Return to faculty 89 3.4 1.2
Move to similar position 12 .0 1.0
Move to higher adminis-
trative position 29 3.9 1.0
Retire 32 3.6 1.1

participation in administrative development and their perceptions of
value of and participation in faculty development, as suggested by
Boice's (1986) work and discussed in Chapter |1. To answer this ques-

tion, Pearson correlation coefficients (r) were calculated to deter-

mine the existence of the relationships described in four hypotheses.

The first hypothesis stated that there would be a direct rela-
tionship between chairpersons' perception of the importance of admin-
istrative development (IAD) and their perception of the importance of
the faculty development (IFD) role. The Pearson correlation coeffi-

cient for this relationship was positive and weak (r = .27). Thus,
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the null hypothesis of a Pearson correlation coefficient of zero or
less could be rejected using an alpha level of .05. The percentage of
variance accounted for was .07.

The second hypothesis stated that there would be a direct rela-
tionship between chairpersons' perception of the importance of admin-
istrative development (IAD) and their history of participation in
administrative development (PAD). The Pearson correlation coefficient
for this relationship was positive and moderate (r = .45). Thus, the
null hypothesis of a Pearson correlation coefficient of zero or less
could be rejected using an alpha level of .05. The percentage of
variance accounted for was .2,

The third hypothesis stated that there would be a direct rela-
tionship between chairpersons' history of participation in administra-
tive development (PAD) and their frequency of performance of faculty
development (PFD) roles. The Pearson correlation coefficient for this
relationship was positive and weak (r = .15). Thus, the null hypothe-
sis of a Pearson correlation coefficient of zero or less could be
rejected using an alpha level of .05. The percentage of variance
accounted for was .02,

The fourth hypothesis stated that there would be a direct rela-
tionship between chairpersons' perception of the importance of the
faculty development (IFD) role and their frequency of performance of
faculty development (PFD) roles. The Pearson correlation coefficient
for this relationship was positive and moderate (£‘=‘ .50). Thus, the
null hypothesis of a Pearson correlation coeffici.ent of zero or less

could be rejected using an alpha level of .05. The percentage of
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variance accounted for was .25. Table 21 summarizes the data for the

Pearson correlation coefficients regarding these four hypotheses.

Table 21

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Perceptions of
Value of and Participation in Administrative
and Faculty Development '

Percentage of

Relationship variance

i=s

Perception of importance of administrative
development and perception of importance
of faculty development (IAD and IFD) 27% .07

Perception of importance of administrative
development and history of participation
in administrative development (IAD and PAD) J45* .20

History of participation in administrative
development and frequency of performance
of faculty development roles (PAD and PFD) .15%: .02

Perception of importance of faculty

development role and frequency of

performance of faculty development role

(IFD and PFD) .50% .25

*E < .05.

Thus, the four null hypotheses of no relationship could be re-
jected, as the data supported the four hypotheses regarding a direct
relationship between chairpersons' perceptions of value of and partic-
ipation in administrative development and their perceptions of value
of and participation in faculty development. The relationship between

perception of importance of administrative development (IAD) and
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importance of faculty development (IFD), and the relationship between
history of participation in administrative development (PAD) and fre-
quency of performance of faculty development (PFD) roles was positive
and low.

. The relationship between the perception of importance of adminis-
trative development (IAD) and history of participation in administra-
tive development (PAD) was positive and moderate, as was the relation-
ship between the perception of importance of the faculty development
(IFD) role and the frequency of performance of the faculty development
(PFD) role. These findings suggest congruence between what chairper-
sons say they value and what they say they do.

For both relationships, the degree of correlation between impor-
tance and level of activity when considering just one type of develop-
ment was quite similar (.45 and .50). However, when considering the
degree of relationship between the two types of development, whether

in degree of importance or level of activity, the correlation was much

lower.

Summary of Findings

The final response rate for the study was 75%, with 234 surveys
returned. Twenty-five surveys were eliminated due to ineligibility or
other factors, leaving a sample of 209.

The term "demographic" was extended for the purposes of the study
to include several aspects of the chairperson's job. Fifty-nine per-
cent of the sample had served 10 or more years as a faculty member

before becoming an administrator, with over 84% serving less than 10
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years as a chairperson. The most frequently reported department size
was 11-20 full-time faculty members and 11-20 part-time faculty mem-
bers and graduate assistants. Most of the sample had received no
orientation (73%) or training by the previous chairperson (72%) for
their job. Only 63 had always planned to be an administrator, and 48%
had the career goal of returning to the faculty.

Data showed that although chairpersons perceived administrative
development as important to very important, their history of partici-
pation in such activities was less than moderately active. The type
of activity most frequently participated in by the sample during fis-
cal 1989-90 was in-house seminars, attended by 49% of the sample,
while the activity least frequently participated in was academic
courses, attended by only 1%.

Demands of the job and accessibility of programs were the two
factors perceived as important in preventing chairpersons' more active
participation in administrative development activities. Other factors
were perceived as less important. Increased administrative skills and
knowledge and increased administrative competence were perceived as
important to very important benefits of administrative development,
with development of contacts for problem-solving, investigation of
higher education issues, and meeting with higher education experts and
leaders also perceived as important. Increased chances for career
advancement, whether at home or at another institution, were perceived
as not being important benefits. However, since a large percentage of
the sample wanted to return to the faculty, this kind of advancement

may simply have had no relevance for them.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

m



112

The study's findings did support one hypothesis about differing
participation in administrative development for chairpersons with
differing career plans, showing that individuals who had always
planned to be administrators participated more actively in administra-
tive development activities. However, three other hypotheses regard-
ing differing perceptions of administrative development, and differing
perceptions of and participation in faculty development for chairper-
sons with differing career plans were not supported. In addition, the
hypothesis of differing participation in administrative development
for chairpersons with differing career goals was supported, showing
that those individuals whose goal was to move to a higher position
participated more actively in administrative development than did
those with other goals. Three other hypotheses regarding differing
perceptions of administrative development, and differing perceptions
of and participation in faculty development for chairpersons with
differing career goals were not supported.

Finally, the study's findings did support the hypotheses regard-
ing a relationship between chairpersons' perceptions of value of and
participation in administrative development and their perceptions of

value of and participation in faculty development.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH
Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of the study and describes the
limitations of the study. Conclusions regarding the study are dis-

cussed, followed by recommendations based on the study.
Summary

This study focused on assessing both the perceptions of chair-
persons toward administrative and faculty development and their degree
of participation in development activities and roles.

A review of the relevant literature revealed that the area of
faculty development has been examined and discussed far more than has
administrative development. Furthermore, chairpersons, despite their
acknowledged importance to the governance of higher education institu-
tions, have been studied far less often than have senior-level admin-
istrators. Much of the current literature discusses the importance of
administrative development for chairpersons and other administrators,
without addressing the question of how chairpersons view the subject
or of what kind of participation is actually taking place. In addi-
tion, a possible relationship between administrative development and
faculty development has been briefly mentioned in the literature but

not fully explored.
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This study used a survey instrument designed to assess chairper-
sons' perceptions of and participation in administrative and faculty
development. The instrument was mailed to 311 chairpersons serving at
eight midwestern public universities classified as Doctorate-Granting
Universities 1. Of the 234 questionnaires returned (75%), 209 (67%) .

were deemed usable for analysis.

Administrative Development

The first four research questions addressed in the study con-
cerned chairpersons and administrative development. They were:
(1) What is the perception of chairpersons regarding the overall im-
portance of administrative development? (2) How actively have chair-
persons participated in administrative development activities? (3)
What is the level of importance of factors preventing chairpersons'
more active participation in administrative development activities?
(4) What is the level of importance of benefits resulting from partic-
ipation in administrative development activities?

The study's findings show that the importance chairpersons assign
to administrative development is relatively high, but that their
actual participation in administrative development activities is rela-
tively low. Neither their reported history of participation in activ-
ities, nor the number of activities reported for specific development
activities during one year reflects a high level of participation.

The factors that appear of most importance in preventing chair-
persons from participating more actively are the demands of the job

itself and the accessibility of development programs. Cost, lack of
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institutional support, lack of benefit, lack of interest, and time
away from family are all perceived as less important than these, al-
though all have some degree of importance.

The chairpersons' perceptions about benefits of participation in
administrative development show that they rate as more important the
intrinsic benefits relating to knowledge and competence gained from
the activity, while not valuing career advancement or promotion oppor-
tunities that such participation might afford. The chairpersons!'
perception of lack of institutional support as a factor preventing
more participation appears to be consistent with their perception that
development activities will not benefit their career success and ad-
vancement.

Two factors may influence these results. One is that 48% of the
sample plan to return to the faculty. These individuals apparently do
not have administrative ambitions, and therefore do not view adminis-
trative development activities as offering career advancement advan-
tages. A second possible factor is that institutions may be doing a
poor job of communicating any possible benefits to chairpersons from
participating in these activities, whether the chairperson wishes to
remain in that position or change position. If institution‘s were
strongly encouraging chairpersons to pursue administrative development
and communicating that such participation would result in benefits to
chairpersons, it seems unlikely that lack of benefit would be an im-
portant reason for less active participation. In addition, if insti-
tutions were communicating strong encouragement, it seems probable

that chairpersons would perceive career advancement as a more
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important benefit of administrative development than they do.

Another research question asked if career plan and career goal
are related to chairpersons' perceptions of value of and participation
in administrative and faculty development. The study's findings show
that a chairperson's participation in administrative development will
be greater both for those who always planned to be administrators and
those who plan to move to a higher position. Thus, it appears that a
chairperson's administrative ambitions will influence his or her par-
ticipation in administrative development activities, with those who
have always planned to be administrators and those whose career goal
is to move to higher positions participating more actively in adminis-
trative development. Although the study's findings show that career
plans and goals of chairpersons do influence level of activity in
administrative development, they do not appear to influence the per-
ception of the importance of administrative development. In other
words, even chairpersons without plans for an administrative career
perceive administrative development as important.

A final research question asked if there is a relationship be-
tween chairpersons' perceptions of value of and participation in ad-
ministrative development and their perceptions of value of and partic-
ipation in faculty development. The study's findings show that there
is a positive and moderate correlation between chairpersons' percep-
tion of importance of administrative development and their history of
participation in administrative development. Thus, chairpersons who
perceive administrative development as more important will also tend

to participate more actively in development activities. These
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findings show congruence between what chairpersons say they value and

what they report they actually do.

Faculty Development

The next three research questions addressed issues concerning
chairpersons and faculty development. These were: (5) What is the
perception of chairpersons regarding the overall importance of their
role as faculty development promoters? (6) How frequently do chair-
persons perform faculty development roles, both overall and in terms
of specific unique roles? (7} What is the level of importance of
factors influencing the frequency of performance of faculty develop-
ment roles?

The study's findings show that chairpersons value highly their
faculty development role, although they spend only 10% to 15% of their
time performing the role. The findings also show that the more tradi-
tional faculty development roles, such as obtaining resources, helping
new faculty get started, and improving teaching and research perform-
ance, are those performed most frequently. However, the less tradi-
tional, and perhaps more difficult, roles of advising faculty with
personal problems, assisting nonproductive faculty, and working with
negative faculty are also being performed on a fairly regular basis.
These findings regarding both the chairpersons' valuing of the faculty
development role and their active involvement in such roles support
those of Vavrus et al. (1988).

The findings also showed that lack of time for the role is the

only factor of much importance influencing frequency of performance of
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faculty development roles. A possible explanation for this response
is that chairpersons generally value the faculty development role so
highly that there are no factors that they will allow to interfere
seriously with their performance of the role. In other words, they
are performing the roles about as frequently as they think they should
be.

The research question that asked if career plan and career goal
are related to chairpersons' perceptions of value of and participation
in administrative and faculty development was answered differently for
faculty development than for administrative development. The study's
findings show no evidence that career plans and goals of chairpersons
influence either their perception of the importance of faculty devel-
opment or their participation in faculty development roles.

The final research question asking about a relationship between
chairpersons' perceptions of value of and participation in administra-
tive development and their perceptions of value of and participation
in faculty development was answered similarly for both administrative
and faculty development. The study's findings show that there is a
positive and moderate correlation between chairpersons' perception of
importance of faculty development and their frequency of performance
of faculty development roles. Thus, chairpersons who perceive faculty
development roles as more important tend to spend more time performing
those roles. These findings again indicate congruence between what
chairpersons say they value and what they report they actually do.

The findings also showed a positive but low correlation between

chairpersons' perception of importance of administrative development
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and their perception of importance of faculty development. Thus,
chairpersons who perceive administrative development as important may
also perceive faculty development as important. In addition, a posi-
tive and low correlation was shown between chairpersons' history of
participation in administrative development and their frequency of
performance of faculty development roles. Thus, chairpersons who
participate more actively in administrative development may also be
more actively involved in performing faculty development roles. These

findings suggest support for the hypotheses based on Boice's (1986)

study.

Limitations of the Study

One limitation of the study was the limitation inherent in survey
research, the possibility of misinterpretation of the questions by the
respondents. The limitations also included the fact that it was con-
cerned only with the administrative development of academic department
chairpersons, not with that of other division heads, or of other level
academic administrators. The study excluded chairpersons of solely
graduate departments, military science departments, and departments
with fewer than five faculty members. Furthermore, the study was
designed to provide information only about department chairpersons in
midwestern public universities classified as Doctorate-Granting Uni-
versities I. Thus, the findings may not be generalizable to other

types of higher education positions or institutions.
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Conclusions

A major goal of the study was to obtain descriptive data on the
perceptions of and participation in administrative and faculty devel-
opment of a substantial sample of university chairpersons. The study
also sought to explain what factors might affect chairpersons' deci-
sion to participate in development activities. These goals were ac-
complished, and the data provide a base for future investigation into
the valuing of and participation in administrative and faculty devel-
opment by chairpersons.

The evidence from the study supports the view that although
chairpersons say they value administrative development to some extent,
their level of participation in development activities is fairly low.
In contrast, not only do chairpersons report valuing faculty develop-
ment quite highly, they also frequently perform faculty development
roles in their jobs. Thus, it appears that chairpersons may believe
that development activities are valuable and worthwhile for others,
but not for themselves.

The chairperson's role appears to be a transient position for
many, with administration perceived as an onerous task assumed only
under duress. The desire to return to the faculty is consistent with
the negative view of the chairperson role expressed by a high number
of respondents. This negative perception seems to contribute to the
low level of participation in administrative development, since chair-

persons may not wish to develop themselves in a position for which

they hold little regard.
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These findings have implications for those responsible for admin-
istering chairpersons, especially those who seek to promote adminis-
trative development in their institutions. If higher education organ-
izations support the importance and value of administrative develop-
ment activities as a means of increasing administrative knowledge and
competence, it would seem that they must address chairpersons' tend-
ency to view themselves as faculty members serving temporarily as
_administrators. Chairpersons need to be encouraged to accept the idea
that greater participation in administrative development activities
will help them perform their jobs more competently and effectively,
whether they are serving temporarily or permanently.

Higher education institutions also need to do a better job of
communicating the value and importance of the chairperson role, rather
than viewing it as a temporary administrative way station for reluc-
tant faculty members. However, the more complex underlying problem of
the negative view of administration in higher education is a long
standing one, and thus more difficult for institutions to address.

The findings also indicate that among all the various types of
development activities, chairpersons are more likely to participate in
in-house activities than in any other type; thus, institutions seeking
to promote administrative development need to provide such activities
on their campuses. However, the findings also suggest that those
organizations providing administrative development programs at the
regional, state, and national level are doing an inadequate job of
publicizing and promoting their offerings. Some chairpersons com-

mented that they had little or no information about what type of
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activities might be available. Thus, this is another area where im-
provement is needed.

Finally, institutions seeking to promote administrative develop-
ment need to communicate clearly to chairpersons the benefits of par-
ticipating in such activities. If academic deans and vice presidents
support the view that administrative development will improve the
leadership of chairpersons, whatever their length of tenure in office,
then they need to ensure that benefits of participation in development
activities do exist. They also must ensure that chairpersons fully
understand what the benefits are, whether they are benefits to their
job performance, to their career advancement, or both.

In addition to communicating benefits, institutions must provide
the support necessary to enable chairpersons to participate in admin-
istrative development, including monetary support for program expenses
and travel, and staff support to make time away from the job possible.
Unless this institutional support is provided, most chairpersons will
be forced to continue a fairly low level of participation in adminis-
trative development. Ultimately, providing strong institutional sup-
port for such activities is the clearest communication possible of the

value and benefits of administrative development.
Areas for Future Research

Because administrative development is important to the quality of
leadership in higher education, it is important that further studies
be conducted regarding these issues. It is recommended that addi-

tional investigations be conducted in other geographic areas with
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similar samples of chairpersons. Comparisons could be conducted with
these data to determine whether these findings are representative of
university chairpersons nationally. Investigations should also be
conducted with chairpersons of other types and classifications of
higher education institutions.

Because of the importance of academic departments, the effective
leadership of academic chairpersons is essential for institutional
effectiveness. Increased participation in administrative development
activities by chairpersons should lead to improved leadership of aca-
demic departments. Studies to evaluate the results of such participa-
tion could investigate such factors as staff morale or staff produc-
tivity, using these departmental indices of leader effectiveness as
dependent variables. Additional studies might also explore the bene-
fits of administrative development perceived by chairpersons and their
perceptions about what incentives would induce them to participate
more actively in administrative development activities.

Finally, because leaders' negative perceptions of their role are
likely to influence their effectiveness, studies might also be con-
ducted to explore the ambivalence and negativity expressed by chair-
persons regarding the chairperson role. Such studies might ask chair-
persons to evaluate the various characteristics and functions of their
jobs and seek to determine if there is an overall negative perception,
or if the negative view relates to only a limited number of factors.
Increased knowledge about the negative aspects might then enable in-
stitutions to devise methods for counteracting these negative views,

including ways to increase the value of the administrative role,
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Human Subjects Institutional Review Board Kalamazoo, Michigan 49008-3899

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

Date: August 1, 1990
To: Mary Ann Bowman

. /--/'-"/ ‘.-'..1_" i e A
From: Alyce Dickinson; Acting Chair
Re: HSIRB Project Number: 90-07-24
This letter will serve as confirmation that your research protocol, “Chairpersan Development and its
Relationship to Faculty Development," has been approved under the exempt category of review by the
HSIRB. The conditions and duration of this approval are specified in the Policies of Western Michigan
University. You may now begin to implement the research as described in the appraval application.

You must seek reapproval for any changes in this design. You must aiso seek reapproval if the project
extends beyond the termination date.

| am serving as the reviewer of this research protocol because Dr, Mary Anne Bunda has declared herself
to be ineligible because of conflict of interest.

The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.
XC: Mary Anne Bunda, Educational Leadership

Approval Termination: August 1, 1991
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July 10, 1990

Dear Dr.:

Because of your expert knowledge and understanding of the chairperson’s role in
higher education, I would like you to serve as a member of the Panel of Experts to
review the instrumentation for my doctoral dissertation research in the Educational
Leadership Department. By assisting me, you can help make an important contribution
to our knowledge regarding the professional development of chairpersons and the
chairperson’s role in faculty development.

Participating on the Panel should not take a large amount of time, since the draft
instrument for which I need your evaluation has only 17 questions and is just four
pages long. The instrument is ready for your examination and can be provided to you
as soon as your willingness to serve is confirmed. The packet you receive will include
the instrument and an evaluation form regarding the instrument. Your written
comments will be helpful, or if you would prefer, I would be glad to make an
appointment for a brief interview.

I will call you in a few days to determine your response. Your cooperation in this
research would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann Bowman
Doctoral Candidate

Mary Anne Bunda
Dissertation Advisor
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SURVEY OF CHAIRPERSON DEVELOPMENT

This survey explores the administrative training and development activities (i.e., activities
for one’s growth and development as an administrator) of academic department
chairpersons in midwestern Doctoral I universities. Your name and responses will remain

confidential. Please return your survey as soon as possible in the pre-addressed, stamped
envelope provided. '

Your personal experiences, attitudes, and preferences are important to this study. Please
circle the identifying letter or number associated with each answer. Any comments you
may wish to add to your responses will be extremely helpful.

1. How many professional administrative development activities did you participate in
during the last 12 months?

(Please indicate number for each category.)

National institutes Annual administrative conferences

Annual national conventions Seminars, workshops, meetings

Academic courses In-house seminars, workshops
Other

2. Since you became a chairperson, how would you describe your history of involvement
in administrative development actvities?

Extremely Very Active Moderately Less Active ~ Not Active
Active Active
1 2 3 4 5

3. If your answer to question 2 indicates you were not very actively involved in
development activities, please indicate the importance of your reasons below.
If you were actively involved, please skip questions 3 and 4.

Reason Critically Very  Important Less Not
Important Important Important Important

a. Time away from job a. 1 2 3 4 5

b. Time away from b. 1 2 3 4 5
family

c. Cost of program c. 1 2 3 4 5

d. Accessibility of d. 1 2 3 4 5
program

e. Lack of institutional e. 1 2 3 4 5
support

f. Lack of benefit to me f. 1 2 3 4 5

g. Lack of interest g 1 2 3 4 5

Other
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4, If your response to question 3 indicates that lack of benefit and/or lack of interest are
important reasons for your not pursuing an activity, please comment on your answers.

5. What do you perceive as the importance of the following possible benefits from
participation in administrative development activities?

Benefit Critically Very Important Less Not
Important Important Important Important

a. Increased a 1 2 3 4 5
administrative
skills/knowledge

b. Increased b. 1 2 3 4 5
administrative
competence :

c. Development of c 1 2 3 4 5
contacts for problem
solving

d. Cultivation of career d. 1 2 3 4 5
advancement contacts

e. Increased chances for e. 1 2 3 4 5
promotion in my
institution

f. Increased chances for f. 1 2 3 4 5
advancement elsewhere

g. Investigation of higher
education issues

h. Meeting with higher
education experts,
leaders

5 M
——
SR
w W
PN
wm W

Other

6. How do you perceive the overall importance of administrative development for

department chairpersons?
Critically Very Important Important Less Important  Not Important
Important

1 2 3 4 5
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7. Please indicate how frequently during the last 12 months you performed each of
the following faculty development roles:

Role Weekly Monthly  Quarterly  Annually Never ‘

a. Assisting faculty in a 1 2 3 4 5
obtaining resources

b. Improving faculty b. 1 2
research performance

¢. Improving faculty c. 1 2
teaching performance

d. Helping new faculty  d. 1 2
get started

e. Advising faculty with e. 1 2
personal problems

f. Motivating stagnant . f. 1 2
faculty

g. Assisting negative g 1 2
faculty to become
better team members

h. Assisting faculty with h. 1 2 3 4 5
time management,
other organizational
problems

WoOWw W oW W

4
4
4
4
4
4

L L L v W

w

i. Other

8. For those faculty development roles that you performed less often (quarterly or less),
please indicate the importance of each of the following reasons:

Reason Critically Very Important Less Not
Important  Important Important  Important

a. Don't have time for a. 1 2 3 4 5
performing the role

b.Don't seetheroleas b, 1 2 3 4 5
appropriate for
chairperson

c. Don't think faculty c. 1 2 3 4 5
will accept me in that
role

d. Need more c. 1 2 3 4 5
institutional support
for the role

¢. Think faculty should
be able to help
themselves

o

—
(&)
w
~
(9]

f. Other

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



133

9. Overall, how often do you perform a faculty development role in your job as

department chairperson?
Daily Weekly Monthly Quarterly Annually
1 2 3 4 5
10. How do you perceive the overall importance of the faculty development role of
department chairpersons?

Critically ~  Very Important Important Less Important  Not Important
Important

1 2 3 4 5

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

11. What is your current title

12. How many years have you served... (write a number in each blank).

as a faculty member before becoming an administrator
in your present position

13. How large is your department?

a. 5-10 faculty members c. 21-30 faculty members

b. 11-20 faculty members d. more than 30 faculty member
14. In what college is your department?

a. Arts and Sciences e. Fine Arts ‘

b. Business f. Health and Human Services

¢. Education g. Other

d. Engineering

15. When you began your academic career, did you plan to be an administrator?
(Circle one choice)

a. Always planned to be and pursued as an ultimate goal.
b. Always a possibility, but not actively pursued.
c. Never considered it until I took my first administrative position.

16 What do you see as your next career goal? (Circle one choice)

a. Stay in same position, d. Move to higher position.
b. Return to faculty. e. Retire.
¢. Move to similar position. f. Other

17. What training did you receive when you entered the chairperson position?
a. University orientation ¢. On-the-job training
b. Training by previous chairperson =~ d. Other
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INSTRUMENT EVALUATION FORM

Please evaluate each item of the instrument. You may also write directly on the

instrument.

Question 1

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ___ good
—__ acceptable
—_not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: essential
___important, but not essential
not important

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 2

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ____ good
__acceptable
___not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: ___essential
important, but not essential
not important

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 3

A. Do you consider the clarity of thisitem: ___ good
—__acceptable
___not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.
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C. Do you consider this item: . essential
___ important, but not essential
____hotimportant

Question 3 (continued)

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 4

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ___ good
___acceptable
___not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: essential
____ important, but not essential
not important

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 5

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ___ good
—__acceptable
____not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: __essential
important, but not essential
. not important

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.
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A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ___ good
___acceptable
____not acceptable

/

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: __ essential
' __ important, but not essential
___not important
Question 6 (continued)

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 7

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ___ good
___acceptable
___not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: essential
important, but not essential
not important

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 8

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ___ good
____acceptable
____not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: ' essential
___important, but not essential
. not important
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D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 9

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ____ good
___acceptable
__ notacceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.
C. Do you consider this item: __essential

important, but not essential

not important

Question 9 (continued)

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Question 10

A. Do you consider the clarity of this item: ___ good
___acceptable
____not acceptable

B. If you consider the clarity not acceptable, please suggest an alternative.

C. Do you consider this item: essential
important, but not essential
not important

D. If you consider this item not important, please suggest an alternative.

Background Information Questions 11-17

A. Do you consider the clarity of these items: —_good
____acceptable
. not acceptable

B. If you consider any items not clear, please indicate which items and suggest
alternatives for improved clarity.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



138
C. Do you consider these items: - essential
_ important, but not essential
—— not important

D. If you consider any background items not important, please indicate which
items are not important and suggest alternatives.
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July 17, 1990

Dear Dr.:

Because of your experience as a chairperson, we would like you to be part of the pilot
study to review the instrumentation for Ms. Bowman’s doctoral dissertation research in
the Educational Leadership Department. By reviewing the materials, you can help
make an important contribution to our knowledge about the professional development
of chairpersons and the chairperson’s role in faculty development.

Participating in the pilot study will not take much time, since the draft instrument has
only 17 questions and is just four pages long. For a better understanding of your
reactions to the questions, we would like you to complete the instrument in Ms.
Bowman’s presence and give her your immediate feedback while doing so.

Ms. Bowman will call you Monday, July 23, to determine your willingness to
participate and to schedule a meeting with you within the next two weeks, if at all
possible. Your cooperation in this research would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Mary Ann Bowman Mary Anne Bunda
Doctoral Candidate Dissertation Advisor
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SURVEY OF CHAIRPERSON DEVELOPMENT

This survey explores the administrative training and development activities (i.e., activities
for one’s growth and development as an administrator) of academic department
chairpersons. Your name and responses will remain confidential. Please return your
completed survey as soon as possible in the pre-addressed, stamped envelope provided.
Your personal experiences and views are important to this study, as are any comments you
may wish to add to your responses.

1. How do you perceive the overall importance of administrative development for

department chairpersons?
Critically Very Important Important Less Important  Not Important
Important :

1 2 3 4 5

2. In how many of each of these administrative development activities did you
participate from June 1989 to June 1990? (Please indicate number for each category.)

__ National institutes — Seminars, workshops away from
____ Annual national association conventions insttution

__Annual administrative conferences ___In-house seminars, workshops
__ Academic courses Other

3. Since you became a chairperson, how would you describe your history of participation
in administrative development activities?

Extremely Very Active Moderately Less Active Not Active
Active Active
1 : 2 3 4 5

4. If your answer to question 3 indicates you have not been very actively involved in
development activities (response 3, 4, or 5 above), please indicate the importance of
your reasons below. If you were actively involved, please skip questions 4 and 5.

Reason for Less Active  Critically Very  Important Less Not
Involvement Important Important Important Important

3¢
d. Accessibility of

program 1 2 3 4 5

h. Other.
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5. If your response to question 4 indicates that either lack of benefit or lack of interest is
an important reason for not pursuing an activity, please explain.

6. What do you perceive as the level of importance of the following possible benefits from
participation in administrative development activities?

Benefit of Participation Critically Very Important Less Not
Important Important Important Important

b. Increased
administrative 1 2 3 4 5
competence

d. Cultivation of career
advancement contacts 1 2 3 4 5

f. Increased chances for
advancement elsewhere 1 2 3 4 5

h. Meeting with higher
education experts, 1 2 3 4 5
leaders

i. Other
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7. Please indicate how frequently between June 1989 and June 1990 you performed each
of the following faculty development roles:

Faculty Development | Weekly Monthly  Quarterly  Annually Never
Role

b. Improving faculty
research performance 1 2 3 4

P
d. Helping new faculty
get started 1 2 3 4 .5

f. Assisting non-
productive faculty 1 2 3 4 5

..... N
h. Assisting faculty with
time management or 1 2 3 4 5
other organizational
problems

i. Other

8. For those faculty development roles that you performed less often (quarterly or less),
please indicate the importance of each of the following reasons:

Reason Role Performed  Critically Very Important Less Not
Less Often Important  Important Important  Important

8.
b. Don't see the role as

appropriate for 1 2 3 4 5
chairperson

.....................................

d. Need more
institutional support 1 2 3 4 5

f. Other
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9. Overall, how often do you perform a faculty development role in your job as

department chairperson?
Daily Weekly Monthly Quarterly Annually
1 2 3 4 5

10. How do you perceive the overall importance of the faculty development role
performed by department chairpersons?

. Critically Very Important Important Less Important  Not Important
Important

1 2 3 4 5
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

11. What is your current title

12. How many years have you served... (write a number in each blank).
___ as a faculty member before becoming an administrator
___in your present position

13. How large is your department?
1. 1-4 faculty members 4. 21-30 faculty members

2. 5-10 faculty members 5. more than 30 faculty member
3. 11-20 faculty members

14. Which of the following categories of colleges is most like yours?

1. Arts and Sciences 5. Fine Arts
2. Business 6. Health and Human Services
3. Education 7. Other

4. Engineering

15. When you began your academic career, did you plan to be an administrator?
(Circle one choice)
1. Always planned to be and pursued as an ultimate goal.
2. Always a possibility, but not actively pursued.
3. Never considered it until I took my first administrative position.

16. What do you see as your next career goal? (Circle one choice)

1. Stay in same position. 4. Move to higher position.
2. Return to faculty. S. Retire.
3. Move to similar position. 6. Other

17. What training did you receive when you entered the chairperson position?
1. University orientation 3. On-the-job training
2. Training by previous chairperson 4. Other
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August 20, 1990

«Courtesy Title» «<FName» «LName», «Job Title»
«Department»

«University»

«City», «State» «Zip»

Dear «Courtesy Title» «LName»:

Your response to the enclosed survey will make an important contribution to our
knowledge regarding the professional development of chairpersons and the
chairperson’s role in faculty development. This research addresses only the
administrative role of academic chairpersons, not the teaching or research aspects of
chairpersons’ responsibilities.

Completing the survey should take no more than 15 minutes of your time, and your
cooperation will help ensure the success of this work. Your responses will be used for
research purposes only and will be treated in a manner ensuring complete anonymity
and confidentiality. Questionnaires are numbered for follow-up purposes only.

Please answer all questions as completely as possible and return the survey in the
enclosed postage-paid envelope. If you wish to receive a summary of the results of
this research, simply indicate this on the separate postcard. To preserve the anonymity
of your responses, be sure to mail the postcard separately from the survey.

Your cooperation and assistance in providing this information will be greatly
appreciated. Of course, a timely response will be helpful as well. If you have any
questions regarding the survey, you may use your BITNET or EduNet connection to
reach me at electronic mail address Bowman2@gw.wmich.edu or telephone at
616/345-2740.

Sincerely,
Mary Ann Bowman Mary Anne Bunda, Ph.D.
Doctoral Candidate Professor
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Data Manage-
ment Number

SURVEY OF CHAIRPERSON DEVELOPMENT

This survey explores the administrative training and development activities (i.e.,
activities for one’s growth and development as an administrator) of academic
department chairpersons. Your name and responses will remain confidential. Please return
your completed survey as soon as possible in the pre-addressed, stamped envelope
provided. Your personal experiences and views are important to this study, as are any
comments you may wish to add to your responses.

1. How do you perceive the overall importance of administrative development for

department chairpersons? A
Critically Very Important Important Less Important  Not Important
Important

5 4 3 2 1

2. In how many of each of these formal administrative development activities did you
participate from June 1989 to June 19907 (Please indicate number for each category.)

Annual meetings of administrative subgroups Seminars, workshops in-house
of national professional organizations Academic courses
National administrative conferences Other

Regional administrative conferences
Seminars, workshops away from
institution

3. Since you became a chairperson, how would you describe your history of participation
in administrative development activities?

Extremely Very Active Moderately Less Active Not Active
Active Active
5 4 3 2 1

4. If your answer to Question 3 indicates you have not been very actively involved in
development activities (response 3, 4, or 5 above), please indicate the importance of
your reasons below. If you were actively involved, please skip Question 4.

Reason for Less Active  Critically Very Important Less Not
Involvement Important Important Important Important

h. Other
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5. Whatdo you perceive as the level of importance of the following possible benefits from
participation in administrative development activities?

Benefit of Participation Critically Very Important Less Not
Important  Important Important Important .

kills/knowledg:
b. Increased
administrative 5 4 3 2 1
competence

f. Increased chances for
advancement elsewhere 5 4 3 2 1
Investigation of high
ducation issues.:

. Meeting with higher
education experts and 5 4 3 2 1
leaders

i. Other

6. How do you perceive the overall importance of the faculty development role performed

by department chairpersons?
Critically Very Important Important Less Important  Not Important
Important

5 4 3 2 1

7. Overall, how often do you perform a faculty development role in your job as

department chairperson?
Daily Once a week lor2timesa 3 or4 timesa Once a year
month year
5 4 3 2 1
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8. Please indicate how frequently between June 1989 and June 1990 you performed each
of the following faculty development roles:

Faculty Development Oncea  lor2times 3or4tmes Onceayear Never -
Role week a month a year

. A551st1ng acuity
time management or 5 4 3 2 1
other organizational
problems

i. Other

9. Thinking generally about faculty development roles you performed less often, how
important are the following reasons in influencing less frequent performance?

Reason Role Performed  Critically Very Important Less Not
Less Often Important  Important Important  Important

. Don't see the role

appropriate for 5 4 3 2 1

d. Need more
institutional support 5 4 .3 2 1
fqr the role

f. Other
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

What is your job title?
1. chairperson 3. chair 5. Other
2. chairman 4. head

How many years have you served... (write a number in each blank).
—as a faculty member before becoming an administrator
___in another administrative position in an academic institution
—__in your present position as head of an academic department

How large is your department? (Circle one option in each column)

Full-time Faculty Part-time Faculty and Graduate Assistants

1. 1-4 faculty members 1. 1-4 individuals

2. 5-10 faculty members 2. 5-10 individuals

3. 11-20 faculty members 3. 11-20 individuals

4. 21-30 faculty members 4. 21-30 individuals

5. more than 30 faculty members 5. more than 30 individuals
Which of the following categories of colleges is most like yours?

1. Arts and Sciences 4. Engineering 7. Other

2. Business 5. Fine Arts

3. Education 6. Health and Human Services

When you began your academic career, did you plan to be an administrator? (Circle
one option)

1. Always planned to be and pursued as an ultimate goal.

2. Always a possibility, but not actively pursued.

3. Never considered it until I took my first administrative position.

What do you see as your next career goal? (Circle one option)

1. Stay in same position. 4. Move to higher position.
2. Return to faculty. 5. Retire.
3. Move to similar position. 6. Other

What training did you receive when you entered the chairperson position?
1. University orientation 3. On-the-job training (learning by doing)
2. Training by previous chairperson 4. Other

Please use this space to write your observations and comments regarding serving as a
chairperson.
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October 15, 1990

«Courtesy Title» «FName» «LName», «Job Title»
«Department»

«University»

«City», «State» «Zip»

Dear «Courtesy Title» «LName»:

Your response to the enclosed survey will make an important contribution to our
knowledge regarding the professional development of chairpersons and the
chairperson’s role in faculty development. This research addresses only the
administrative role of academic chairpersons, not the teaching or research aspects of
chairpersons’ responsibilities.

Completing the survey should take no more than 15 minutes of your time, and your
cooperation will help ensure the success of this work. Your responses will be used for
research purposes only and will be treated in a manner ensuring complete anonymity
and confidentiality. Questionnaires are numbered for follow-up purposes only.

Please answer all questions as completely as possible and return the survey in the
enclosed postage-paid envelope. If you wish to receive a summary of the results of
this research, simply indicate this on the separate postcard. To preserve the anonymity
of your responses, be sure to mail the postcard separately from the survey.

Your cooperation and assistance in providing this information will be greatly
appreciated. Of course, a timely response will be helpful as well. If you have any
questions regarding the survey, you may use your BITNET or EduNet connection to

reach me at electronic mail address Bowman2@gw.wmich.edu or telephone at
616/345-2740.

Sincerely,
Mary Ann Bowman Mary Anne Bunda, Ph.D.
Doctoral Candidate Professor

Department of Educational Leadership
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Data Manage-
ment Number

SURVEY OF CHAIRPERSON DEVELOPMENT

This survey explores the administrative training and development activities (i.e.,
activities for one’s growth and development as an administrator) of academic
department chairpersons. Your name and responses will remain confidential. Please return
your completed survey as soon as possible in the pre-addressed, stamped envelope
provided. Your personal experiences and views are important to this study, as are any
comments you may wish to add to your responses.

1. How do you perceive the overall importance of administrative development for
department chairpersons?

5 4 3 2 1

2. In how many of each of these formal administrative development activities did you
participate from June 1989 to June 1990? (Please indicate number for each category)

Administrative subgroups of national professional organizations’ annual meetings
National administrative conferences
Regional administrative conferences
Seminars or workshops away from institution
Seminars or workshops in-house
Academic courses in administrative topics
Other 4

W @ Ao g

Since you became a chairperson, how would you describe your history of participation
in administrative development activities?

4. Thinking generally about your involvement in administrative development, how
important have the following factors been in preventing more active participation?

e. Lack of institutional
It

g. Lack of interest 5 4 3 2 1
h. Other
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W

. What do you perceive as the level of importance of the following possible benefits from
participation in administrative development activities?

a. Increased
administrative 5 4 3 2 1
kills/k led

[¢]

. Development of
contacts for problem- 5 4 3 2 1
solving ideas

e. Increased chances for
promotion in my 5 4 3 2 1
institution

6. How do you perceive the overall importance of the faculty development role performed
by department chairpersons?

7. Overall, what percentage of your time do you spend performing various faculty
development roles in your job as department chairperson?
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8. Please indicate how frequently between June 1989 and June 1990 you performed each
of the following faculty development roles:

a. Assisting faculty in
obtaining resources S 4 3 2 1

c. Improving faculty
eachi rf

£E!
e. Adwvising faculty with
personal problems 5 4 3 2 1

g. sting neg
faculty to become 5 4 3 2 1

9. Thinking generally about reasons for infrequent performance of faculty development
roles, how important are the following reasons in influencing frequency of
performance?

" will accept me in that 5 4 3 2 1

e. Think faculty should
be able to help 5 4 3 2 1
themselves

f. Other
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13

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

What is your job title?
1. chairperson 3. chair 5. Other
2. chairman 4. head
How many years have you served... (write a number in each blank).

— as a faculty member before becoming an administrator
—__in another administrative position in an academic institution
in your present position as head of an academic department

How many full-time faculty are in your department?
1. 1-4 faculty members
2. 5-10 faculty members
3. 11-20 individuals
4. 21-30 faculty members
5. more than 30 faculty members

How many part-time faculty and graduate assistants are in your department?
1. 1-4 individuals
2. 5-10 individuals
3. 11-20 faculty members
4. 21-30 individuals
5. more than 30 individuals

Which of the following categories of colleges is most like yours?

1. Arts and Sciences 5. Fine Arts
2. Business 6. Health and Human Services
3. Education 7. Other

4. Engineering

When you began your academic career, did you plan to be an administrator? (Circle
one option)

1. Always planned to be and pursued as an ultimate goal.

2. Always a possibility, but not actively pursued.

3. Never considered it until I took my first administrative position.

What do you see as your next career goal? (Circle one option)

1. Stay in same position 4. Move to higher position
2. Return to faculty 5. Retire
3. Move to similar position 6. Other

What training did you receive when you entered the chairperson position? (Circle all
that apply)
1. University orientation 3. On-the-job training (learning by doing)
2. Training by previous chairperson 4. Other

Please use this space to write your observations regarding serving as a chairperson.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Argyris, C., & Cyert, R. M. (1980). Leadership in the '80s: Essays

on higher education. Cambridge, MA: Institute for Educational
Management.

Ary, D., Jacobs, L. C., & Razavieh, A. (1985). Introduction to re-

search in education (3rd ed.). New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston.

Atwell, R. H., & Green, M. F. (Eds.). (1981). Academic leaders as

managers. New Directions for Higher Education, 36, Vol. 9(4). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Atwell, R. H., & Green, M. F. (1987). The case for leadership devel-
opment. Cause/Effect, 11(2), 21.

Baldwin, R. B., & Blackburn, R. T. (Eds.). (1983). College faculty:
Versatile human resources in a time of constraint. WNew Directions

for Institutional Research, 40, Vol. 10(4). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Bennett, J. B. (1982). Ambiguity and abrupt transitions in the de-
partment chairperson's role. Educational Record, 63, 53-56.

Bennett, J. B. (1983). Managing the academic department: Cases and
notes. New York: ACE/Macmillan.

Bennett, J. B. (1985). Faculty evaluation: The role of the depart-
ment chair. The Department Advisor, 1(1), 1-6.

Bennett, J. B. (1988). Department chairs: Leadership in the trench-
es. In M. F. Green (Ed.), Leaders for a new era: Strategies for
higher education (pp. 57-73). New York: Collier Macmillan.

Bergmann, T. J., &€ O'Malley, J. T. (1979). The department chair-

person in campus governance. The Journal of College and University
Personnel Association, 30(3), 7-17.

Bergquist, W. H., & Phillips, S. R. (1975a). Components of an effec-

tive faculty development program. Journal of Higher Education, 46,
177-211.

Bergquist, W. H., & Phillips, S. R. (1975b). Handbook for faculty

development. Washington, DC: Council for the Advancement of Small
Colleges.

158

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



159

Bevan, J. M. (1985). Who has the role of building incentives? In
R. G. Baldwin (Ed.), Incentives for faculty vitality. New Direc-

tions for Higher Education, 51, Vol. 13(3), pp. 45-57. San Fran-
cisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Blackburn, R. T., Pellino, G. R., Boberg, A., € O'Connell, C. (1980).
Are institutional improvement programs off-target? In M. J. Fin-
kelstein (Ed.), ASHE reader on faculty issues in colleges and uni-
versities (pp. 341-356). Lexington, MA: Ginn Press.

Bland, C., & Schmitz, C. C. (1988). Faculty vitality on review:

Retrospect and prospect. Journal of Higher Education, 59, 190-
223,

Blyn, M. R., & Zoerner, C. E., Jr. (1982). The academic string push-
ers: The origins of the upcoming crisis in the management of aca-
demia. Change, 14(2), 21-25, 60.

Boice, R. (1985). Differences in arranging faculty development

through deans and chairs. Research in Higher Education, 23, 245-
255,

Boice, R. (1986). Faculty development via field programs for middle~

aged, disillusioned faculty. Research in Higher Education, 25,
115-135,

Booth, D. B. (1977). Institutional and disciplinary ideas for devel-
opment. Educational Record, 58, 83-90.

Booth, D. B. (1978). Department and chairperson development. In
C. F. Fisher (Ed.), Developing and evaluating administrative lead-
ership (pp. 71-82). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Booth, D. B. (1982). The department chair: Professional development
and role conflict. Washington, DC: American Association for

Higher Education. (AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Research Report
No. 10)

Boyer, R. K., & Grasha, A. F. (1978). Theoretical issues and practi-
cal strategies for administrative development. In J. A. Shtogren
(Ed.), Administrative development in higher education: The state

of the art (pp. 20-44). Richmond, VA: Higher Education Leadership
and Management Society.

Brann, J., § Emmet, T. A. (Eds.). (1972). The academic department or
division chairman: A complex role. Detroit, MI: Balamp.

Brodd, D. R. (1985). Perceived knowledge and learning needs of
first-line instructional unit administrators in public 2-year and
L-year colleges (Doctoral dissertation, Kansas State University,
1985). Dissertation Abstracts International, 46, 2492A.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



160

Campanella, F. B., Keyes, R. V., & Sullivan, L. V. (1981}, Manage-

ment development for colleges and universities. Boston, MA:
Boston College.

Carnegie Foundation's classifications of more than 3,300 institutions

of higher education. (1987, July 8). Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion, pp. 22-30.

Carnevale, A. P. (1988). Management training today and tomorrow.
Training and Development Journal, 42(12), 18-29.

Carroll, A. B. (1976). The role conflict phenomenon: Implications
for department chairmen and academic faculty. Improving College
Teaching, 24, 245-246.

Centra, J. A. (1977). Renewing and evaluating teaching. New Direc-
tions for Higher Education, 17, Vol. 5(1). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass. '

Centra, J. A. (1985). Maintaining faculty vitality through faculty
development. In S. M. Clark & D. R. Lewis (Eds.), Faculty vitality
and productivity: Critical perspectives for higher education (pp.
T41-156). New York: Teachers College Press,

Chibucos, T. R., & Green, M. F. (1989). Leadership development in
higher education. Journal of Higher Education, 60, 21-42,

Chickering, A. W., &€ Gamson, Z. F. (1987). Seven principles for good
practice in undergraduate education. American Association for
Higher Education Bulletin, 39(7), 3-7.

Clark, S. M., & lLewis, D. R. (Eds.). (1985). Faculty vitality and
productivity: Critical perspectives for higher education. New
York: Teachers College Press.

Creswell, J. W,, Seagren, A., § Henry, T. C. (1980). Professional
development training needs of department chairs. Planning and
Change, 10, 225-237.

Cuthbert, R. E. (1988). Quality and management in higher education.
Studies in Higher Education, 13(1), 59-68.

Cyert, R. M. (1981). Management science and university management.
In J. A. Wilson (Ed.), Management Science Applications to Academic
Administration. New Directions for Higher Education, 35, Vol.
9(3), pp. 27-40. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Darling, J. R., Ainsworth, C. L., & Yancy, J. P. (1984). Management
development: A revised HEMI model. Texas Tech Journal of Educa-
tion, 11, 221-234,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



161

Davies, J. L. (1979). Administrator training and development in
European higher education: Problems and possibilities. Interna-
tional Journal of Institutional Management in Higher Education,
3(1), 95-108.

Davis, R. M. (Ed.). (1985). Leadership and institutional renewal.
New Directions for Higher Education, 49, Vol. 13(1). San Fran-
cisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Dieterich, D. (1986). The assessment of need for administrative
development on a university campus: A report. Stevens Point, WI:
University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point. (ERIC Document Reproduc-
tion Service No. ED 265 764)

Doyle, E. A. (1953). The status and functions of the departmental
chairman. Washington: Catholic University of America Press.

Dressel, P. L. (1981). Administrative leadership: Effective and

responsive decision making in higher education. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Dressel, P. L., Johnson, F. C., & Marcus, P. M. (1970). The confi-
dence crisis. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Durea, J. (1981). Presidents' views on current and future issues in
higher education. Phi Delta Kappan, 62, 586-588.

Eaton, J. S. (1978, April). Studies in possibilities: Academic
leadership. Paper presented at the annual convention of the Ameri-
can Association of Community and Junior Colleges, Atlanta, GA.

Eble, K. E. (1978). The art of administration. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Eble, K. E. (1986). Chairpersons and faculty development. The De-
partment Advisor, 1(4), 1-5.

Eble, K. E., & McKeachie, W. J. (1985). Improving undergraduate
education through faculty development. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Ehrle, E. B. (1975). Selection and evaluation of department chair-
men. Educational Record, 56, 29-38.

Ehrle, E. B., & Bennett, J. B. (1988). Managing the academic enter-
prise: Case studies for deans and provosts. New York: American
Council on Education/Macmilian.

Ehrle, E. B., & Earley, J. F. (1977). The effect of collective bar-

gaining on department chairpersons and deans. Educational Record,
57, 149-154,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



162

Fact book on higher education. (1989). New York: American Council
on Education/Macmillan.

Finkelstein, M. J. (Ed.). (1985). ASHE reader on faculty issues in
colleges and universities. Lexington, MA: Ginn Press.

Fisher, C. F. (Ed.). (1978a). Developing and evaluating administra-
tive leadership. New Directions for Higher Education, 22, Vol.
6(2). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. _

Fisher, C. F. (1978b). The evaluation and development of college and
university administrators. In J. A. Shtogren (Ed.), Administrative
development in higher education: The state of the art (pp. 1-19).

Richmond, VA: Higher Education Leadership and Management
Society.

Foxley, C. H. (Ed.). (1980). Applying management techniques. New
Directions for Student Services, 9, Vol. 3(1). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Francis, J. V. (1975). How do we get there from here? Journal of
Higher Education, 46, 719-732.

Fuller, J. A., & Evans, F. J. (1985). Recharging intellectual bat-

teries: The challenge of faculty development. Educational Record,
66(2), 31-34,

Gaff, J. G. (1975). Toward faculty renewal: Advances in faculty,

instructional, and organizational development. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Giroux, Y. M. (1984). Training university administrators at the
Universite Laval. International Journal of Institutional Manage-
ment in Higher Education, 8, 33-39.

Godsey, K. R. (1983). Administrator as learner. Journal of Higher
Education, 54, 193-197.

Green, M. F. (Ed.). (1988). Leaders for a new era: Strategies for
higher education. New York: Collier Macmillan.

Group for Human Development in Higher Education. (1974). Faculty

development in a time of retrenchment. New Rochelle, NY: Change
Magazine Press,

Gruen, C. A. (1988). Faculty development in higher education. Jour-
nal of Epsilon Pi Tau, 14(1), 11-15.

Guide to four-year colleges, 1988 (18th ed.). (1987). Princeton, NJ:
Peterson's Guides.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Hashim, P., & Boles, H. W. (1984). A model for Inservice profes-
sional development of educational administrators. Journal of Edu-
cational Administration, 22, 247-261.

Haynes, L. J. (1985). Skills of the effective academic administra-

tor: Structuring the curriculum. Review of Higher Education, 8,
275-294, a

Heimler, C. H. (1972).. The college departmental chairman. In J.
Brann & T. A. Emmet (Eds.), The academic department or division
chairman: A complex role (pp. 198-207). Detroit, MI: Balamp.

Hirokawa, R. Y., Barge, J. K., Becker, S. L., & Sutherland, J. L.
(1989, January). The department chair as responsible academic

leader: A competency-based perspective. ACA Bulletin, pp. 8-
19.

Hodgkinson, H. L. (1981). Administrative development. 1In A. W,
Chickering & Associates (Eds.), The modern American college (pp.
721-728). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Hoshmond, L. L.. T., &§ Hoshmond, A. R. (1988). Quality administration
for academic departments: A human resource investment. CUPA
Journal, 39(4), 21-30.

Hoyle, J. R. (1981). Administering learning environments in the
twenty-first century. Theory Into Practice, 22, 250-254,

Hoyt, D. P., & Spangler, R. K. (1979). The measurement of adminis-
trative effectiveness of the academic department chair. Research
in Higher Education, 10, 291-304.

Hynes, W. J. (1984). Strategies for faculty development. In D. G.
Brown (Ed.), Leadership roles of chief academic officers. New
Directions for Higher Education, 47, Vol. 12(3), pp. 31-38. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. —

Jennerich, E. J. (1981). Competencies for academic chairpersons:
Myths and realities. Liberal Education, 67, 46-70.

Kalishoek, A. (1984). Management development: Dutch experience.
International Journal of Institutional Management in Higher Educa-
tion, 8, #71-148,

Knight, W. H., & Holen, M. C. (1985). Leadership and perceived
effectiveness of departmental chairpersons. Journal of Higher
Education, 56, 677-690.

Konrad, A. G., Long, J. C., & Small, J. M. (1976). Professional

development needs of administrators in higher education. Canadian

Journal of Higher Education, 6(1), 1-18.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

163



Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for
research activities. Educational and Psychological Measurement,
30, 607-610.

Lahti, R, E. (1973). Innovative college management. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Lawrence, B., & Jones, D. (1986). The higher-education manager as a

professional. Journal for Higher Education Management, 1(1), 57-
62. -

Lindquist, J. (1978). Approaches to administrative development: A
synthesis. In J. A. Shtogren (Ed.), Administrative development in
higher education: The state of the art (pp. 195-205). Richmond,
VA: Higher Education Leadership and Management Society.

Lonsdale, A. J., & Bardsley, W. N. (1982). The administrative tasks
and professional development needs of heads of academic depart-
ments, Branddon, A.C.T., Australia: Australian Conference of
Principals of Colleges of Advanced Education.

Lowenthal, W. (1981). Continuing education for professionals: Vol-

untary and mandatory. Journal of Higher Education, 52, 519~
538.

Lynton, E. A., & Elman, S. E. (1987). New priorities for the uni-
versity. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Madron, T. M., Craig, J. R., & Mendel, R. M. (1976). Departmental
morale as a function of the perceived performance of department
head. Research in Higher Education, 5, 83-94.

Mathis, B. C. (1982). Faculty development. In Encyclopedia of edu-
cational research (5th ed., Vol. 2, pp. 646-655). New York: Free
Press.

McDade, S. A. (1986). Professional development of senior-level ad-
ministrators of colleges and universities (Doctoral dissertation,

Harvard University, 1986). Dissertation Abstracts International,
47, 1958A.

McDade, S. A. (1987). Higher education leadership: Enhancing skills
through professional development programs. Washington, DC: Asso-

ciation for the Study of Higher Education. (ASHE-ERIC Higher Edu-
cation Report No, 5)

McHenry, D. E. (1977). Academic departments: Problems, variations,
and alternatives. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

McLaughlin, G. W., Montgomery, J. R., & Malpass, L. F. (1975). Se-
lected characteristics, roles, goals, and satisfactions of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

164



department chairmen in state and land-grant institutions. Research
in Higher Education, 3, 243-259.

Millett, J. D. (1978). Professional development of administrators.
In C. F. Fisher (Ed.), Developing and evaluating administrative
leadership. New Directions for Higher Education, 22, Vol. 6(2),
pp. 51-58. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. -

Monson, C. H., Jr. (1972). The University of Utah's department
chairman training program. In J. Brann § T. A. Emmet (Eds.), The
academic department or division chairman: A complex role (pp. 37-
42). Detroit, Ml: Balamp.

Moore, K. M. (1983). Examining the myths of administrative careers.
AAHE Bulletin, 35(9), 3-7.

Moore, K. M. (1984). The structure of administrative careers. Re-
view of Higher Education, 8, 1-13.

Moore, K. M. (1988). Administrative careers: Multiple pathways to
leadership positions. In M. F. Green (Ed.), Leaders for a new era:

Strategies for higher education (pp. 159-180). New York: Collier
Macmillan.

Moore, K. M., & Sagaria, M. A, D. (1982). Differential job change
and stability among academic administrators. Journal of Higher
Education, 53, 501-513.

Murphy, P. J. (1984a). Improving leadership in higher education: An

international undertaking. Higher Education in Europe, 9(2), 69-
74,

Murphy, P. J. (1984b). Preparing administrators for the twenty-first
century. Higher Education, 13, 439-449,

Neumann, L., & Neumann, Y. (1983). Faculty perceptions of deans' and

department chairpersons' management functions. Higher Education,
12, 205-214,

Nordvall, R. C. (1979). Evaluation and development of administra-
tors. Washington, DC: "American Association for Higher Education
TAAHE-ERIC Higher Education Research Report No. 5). (ERIC Docu-
ment Reproduction Service No. ED 176 711)

Olson, L. (1982). Academic leadership development program: A case
study in progress. Performance and Instruction, E(B), 21-23.

Olswang, S. G., & Cohen, W. D. (1979, April). The identified need
and means for the inhouse training of higher education administra-
tors. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Association for
the Study of Higher Education, Washington, DC.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

165



Paris, G. (1985). The responsibilities of managers in education.
Higher Education in Europe, 10(3), 15-18.

Perlman, D. H. (1988). Leadership development: A pafticipant's
perspective. In M. F. Green (Ed.), Leaders for a new era: Strate-

gies for higher education (pp. 225-248). New York: Collier Mac-
millan.

Plough, T. B. (1979, May). Academic leadership development for de-
partment chairpersons. Paper presented at the annual forum of the
Association for Institutional Development, San Diego, CA. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 174 064)

Rausch, E., & Landicine, R. A. (Eds.). (1980). Management in insti-
tutions of higher learning. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Rickard, C. E., & Spotts, B. L. (1988). Staff development: The key
to our profession's future. College & University, 63, 296-302.

Roach, J. H. L. (1976). The academic department chairperson: Func-
tions and responsibilities. Educational Record, 57(1), 13-23.

Rostek, S., & Kladivko, D. J. (1988). Staff development and train-
ing. In R. |. Miller § E. W. Holzapfel, Jr. (Eds.), lIssues in
personnel management. New Directions for Community Colleges, 62,
Vol. 16(2), pp. 37-52. ~San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. —

Russell, S. H., Cox, R. C., & Boismier, J. M. (1990). A descriptive
report of academic departments in higher education institutions:
Contractor report (1988 national survey of post secondary faculty

(NSOPF-88). Washington, DC: U.S. Office of Educational Research
and Improvement.

Schuster, J. H. (1988). Professional development programs: Options
for administrators. In M. F. Green (Ed.), Leaders for a new era:

Strategies for higher education (pp. 201-224). New York: Collier
Macmillan.

Schuster, J. H. (1989). Governing tomorrow's campus. New York:
Macmillan.

Scott, R. A. (1978). The development of competence: Administrative
needs and training goals in American higher education. New York:

EXXON Education Foundation, (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 179 143)

Shtogren, J. A. (Ed.). (1978). Administrative development in higher
education: The state of the art. Richmond, VA: Higher Education
Leadership and Management Society. '

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

166



. 167

Simerly, R. G. (1977). Ways to view faculty development. Educa-
tional Technology, 17(2), 47-49.

Skoglund, A. (1984). Staff training and development for university
management and administration: Swedish experience. International

Journal of Institutional Management in Higher Education, 8, 218-
223.

Sloper, D. W, (1984). Management development for academics: Reflec-
tions on a trigger film evaluation by administrators. Journal of
Tertiary Educational Administration, 6, 129-141,

Smart, J. C., & Elton, C. F. (1976). Administrative roles of depart-
ment chairmen. InJ. C. Smart &€ J. R. Montgomery (Eds.), Examining
departmental management., New Directions for I[nstitutional Re-

search, 10, Vol. 3(2), pp. 39-60. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Smart, J. C., & McLaughlin, G, W. (1985). Administrative service and
research performance: A study of chemistry department heads.
Research in Higher Education, 22, 31-42.

Sprunger, B. E., & Bergquist, W. H. (i1978). Handbook for college
administration. Washington, DC: Council for the Advancement of
Small Colleges.

SPSS, Inc. (1990). Introductory statistics guide for SPSS-X release
4. (1990). Chicago: Author.

Startup, R. (1976). The role of the department head. Studies in
Higher Education, 1, 233-243,

Stephan, E., Mills, G. E., Pace, R. W., & Ralphs, L. (1988). HRD'in
the Fortune 500: A survey. Training and Development Journal,

41(17, 26-32.

Thorpe, R. M., & Whittington, B. (1975). Management techniques and
university administrators: A survey of training needs in British

universities. Journal of Educational Administration, 13(2),
4-12,

Tucker, A. (1984). Chairing the academic department (2nd ed.). New
York: American Council on Education/Macmillan.

Vavrus, L. G., Crady, M. L., & Creswell, J. W. (1988). The faculty
development role of department chairs: A naturalistic analysis.
Planning and Changing, 19(1), 14-29.

Waggaman, J. S. (1984). Development programs for academic adminis-
trators: Considerations and outcomes. Administrator's Update,
5(3), 1-7.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



168

Walker, D. E. (1979). The effective administrator. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Walsh, J. P. (1972). Training and development in higher education.
CUPA Journal, 23(2), 30-39.

Waltzer, H. (1975). The job of academic department chairman. Wash-
ington, DC: American Council on Education.

Watson, R. E. L. (1986). The role of the department chair: A répli-
cation and extension. Canadian Journal of Higher Education, 16(1),
13-23. o

Weinberg, S. S. (1984). The perceived responsibilities of the de-

partmental chairperson: A note of a preliminary study. Higher
Education, 13, 301-303.

Wergin, J. F., & Braskamp, L. A. (Eds.). (1987). Evaluating adminis-
trative services and programs. New Directions for Institutional
Research, 56, Vol. 14(4). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Whetten, D. A. (1984). Effective administrators: Good management on
the coilege campus. Change, 16(8), 38-43.

Whetten, D. A., & Cameron, K. S. (1985). Administrative effective-
ness in higher education. Review of Higher Education, 9, 35-49,

Wilson, J. A. (Ed.). (1981). Management science applications to
academic administration. Mew Directions for Higher Education, 35,
Vol. 9(3). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Young, R. E. (1987). Evaluating faculty development programs: Pro-
gram goals first. In J. F. Wergin & L. A. Braskamp (Eds.), Evalu-
ating administrative services and programs. New Directions for
Institutional Research, 56, Vol. 14(4), pp. 71-82. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass. T

Zion, C. (1978). Creating a climate for administrative development.
InJ. A. Shtogren (Ed.), Administrative development in higher edu-
cation: The state of the art (pp. 55-62). Richmond, VA: Higher
Education Leadership and Management Society.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



	Administrative and Faculty Development: A Study of Academic Chairpersons
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1478269525.pdf.dsKbP

