AN ANALYSIS OF INCENTIVES FOR DEPARTMENT

HEADS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

By

DAVID LEE CAWTHON
=
Bachelor of Arts
St. Benedict's College
Atchison, Kansas

1961

Master of Arts
The University of Tulsa
Tulsa, Oklahoma
1967

Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate College
of the Oklahoma State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the Degree of
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION

May, 1977



m&’s

1977 D
(3924
u/, g



AN ANALYSIS OF INCENTIVES FOR DEPARIMENT

HEADS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Thesls Approved:

ol

UNIVERSITY

LIBRARY

Thesis Adviser

a 7 </
’NW/\ LAVAR N \\/ﬁ\ l Q \1thJ«-”~d

" Dean of the Graduate College

897234

ii



PREFACE

This study 1s concerned with the problem of dissatisfaction which
currently exists within the role of the department head in higher
education. It is based on the assumption that dissatisfaction within
an organizational position can be partially eliminated through an
effective incentive system. Consequently, it addresses itself to three
mailn variables of an incentive system: the entity who is to receive
rewards, the goals he achieves, and the rewards he receives for the
achievement of goals.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Since its inception in the nineteenth century, the role of the
department head or chairman in higher education may have been the least
understood, the least rewarding, and the least desirable position in
American higher education., Brann! referred to it as a difficult and
ambiguous role so ill-defined that in many colleges no description of
the department head's duties appears on paper. Booth? revealed that in
an interview with each of the new chairmen in a major western univer-
sity, almost all stated that they took the job because no one else
would, Likewise, upon his resignation after twenty years as a depart-
ment head, MacLeod® summarized his experiences as follows:

The man who shows above promise is in due course

rewarded by promotion to a position in which he has less

opportunity for creative work; and if he has done something

really outstanding, he is urged to accept a position which

will provide him no opportunity whatsoever for direct

contribution to his field. His first degradation is to

become a department chairman; his ultimate degradation is

to become a dean.

Consequently, the position of the department head seems to be one which

few seek, few enjoy, and few retain for extended periods of time,
Need for the Study

Perhaps this dissonance which exists concerning the department

head and his®role in higher education can be effectively illustrated by



listing those reasons given most frequently by department heads to
explain their resignations. Heimler® cited the following:
1. An unwillingness to bear the burden of responsibility
for the development and success of the department's

program.

2. A dislike of the administrative details and clerical
tasks associated with the position.

3. The greater degree of freedom and personal time associ-
ated with a full-time teaching assignment.

4. The lack of an administrative frame of reference.

5. The low status that administration has on campus
relative to teaching, research, and scholarship.

6. The frustrations associated with the administration of
a department through existing personnel procedures.

7. The lack of administrative time and assistance to
handle the position in accordance with the chairman's
own expectations and the expectations of the depart-
mental staff.

8. Heavy administrative responsibility without commensurate
authority in the decision-making process.

9. The belief that there is no future in college admin-
istration. The future for a college teacher by all
standards--promotion, professional status, awards,
professional autonomy, research grants, working con-
ditions, and salary--depends on research and scholar-
ship.

In addition, Waltzer® noted that rarely is sufficient monetary
compensation awarded to department heads. Most feel that they could do
equally well as able and productive faculty members and that, in many
instances, they could make more money in other professional ways
through extension teaching, writing, or consulting. Moreover, the
department head receives little support or encouragement from his

faculty., To them, he has joined the "other side" and has become the

enemy. McKeachie’ stated that in many departments the attitude of the



faculty toward a colleague who accepts the position is much like that
of "nuns toward a sister who moves into a house of prostitution.'" Hill
and French8 noted that since the department head is the administrator
closest to the faculty, he is perceived by them to be the least influ-
ential of the various groups of the university.

If, however, one can assume rationality within the organizational
structure and climate of a university, many of the causes of such dis-
satisfaction as that noted above can be readily illustrated.

First of all, there is little agreement concerning the role of the
department head. Mobley9 indicated that, being both teacher and admin-
istrator having a foot in each world, the department head is frequently
classified as both, or neither, under'various circumstances. However,
in response to the National Labor Relations Board, the American Assoc-
iation of University Professors (AAUP) 10 has vigorously opposed efforts
to separate those‘who occupy the position of department head from their
faculty colleagues simply because of the supervisory authority they
exercise on behalf of the administration. The AAUP views the depart-
ment head as a representative of his colleagues and defends its posi-
tion on the practice of collegial decision-making within departments.
Nicoli11 suggested, however, two consistent paradigms of the role.

The position is one of "Administrative Head" if the person filling it
is appointed by the administration, accountable to the administration,
and a representative of the administration. On the other hand, the
position is one of '"Representative Chairman' if the person filling it
is glected by colleagues. He noted that any hybrid of these models
will be susceptible to the tensions common to all inconsistencies, yet

the hybrid is probably the most common.,



Not only is there little agreement concerning the role of the
department head, there is ambiguity concerning the method through which
one is selected. Mobley12 noted that selection methods span a contin-
uum ranging from the autocratic head appointed by the dean with no in-
put from the faculty to the chairman elected by the faculty with no in-
put from the dean. He further noted, however, that usually the method
of selection determines the role which the position will have within a
department. If the head is appointed by the dean without consultation
with the faculty, hg tends to assume an administrative posture. If he
is elected by the faculty without consultation with the deén, he will
assume the posture of a faculty member. |

In addition, there is considerable ambiguity concerning the
department head and the methods which he must often employ in order to
administer an effective departmental operation. Dressel, et al,l!3
described such methods as 'the confidence game." They noted that if
the chief executive is designated as ''department head," he typically
was appointed by the administrétion to which he must maintain alle-
giance while cultivating the confidence of the faculty. If the?title‘
is "'chairman," he is usually expected to maintain allegiance with the
faculty while developing the confidence of the administration.
Needless to say, such a 'confidence game' is not always in the best
interest of the university, for the maintenance of confidence depends
upon the style useﬂ by the executive rather than on some a priori
pattern based upon a theory of administration. Consequently, the
relationships among faculty, department executives, and the dean are
based as much, or more, on personal relations as on systematic treat-

ment of substantive issues. Thus, whatever the stance of the



department head, he frequently finds his base shifting beneath him as
the issues change. He must interpret accurately to both faculty and
administration the concerns and goals of the other.

At the same time, within the midst of this ambiguity and dis-
satisfaction, the role of the department head continues to become more
vital to the university. Quoting Horn, Heimler!" stated:

Regardless of whether the institution is one 'college"
or has a multiplicity of colleges and schools, the basic
component is the department. With the increasing specializa-
tion of knowledge, the faculty member has come more and
more to identify himself with his professional discipline,
and hence with the academic department in which he is
located. With the growth in size of institutions, the
number of faculty members has increased so substantially,
and departmental budgets have become so large (especially
in departments with heavy research commitments), that
enormous power resides in the departments, and, conse-
quently in the department head.

Presently, however, little is being done to attract faculty members to
this position, and, as Waltzer!S stated, if the uhiversity is to be
successful in recruiting and retaining competent department heads, it
must deal, and deal directly, with the incentives and rewards of the
position,

It can be said, then, that dissatisfaction exists concerning the
department head and his role in higher education. Like Waltzer,
Abbott;16 stated that an incentive system can eliminate this dissonance
and produce consonance, for it is the principal variable affecting
organizational behavior. He further stated:

« o « as long as an individual elects to remain in an

organization, he will perform to some extent according to

the way his position has been defined for him. In doing

so, he anticipates a relationship between the expected

performance and the rewards which the organization has to

offer. Whether these rewards are in the form of promotion,

increased pay, or some other type of recognition, they are
expected to be forthcoming when performance is in keeping



with what the individual conceives the role to be.

If the anticipated rewards are not forthcoming follow-
ing performance, or if the rewards are perceived by the
employee to be negative rather than positive for him, a
condition of dissonance may be said to exist. In seeking
an explanation for the condition of dissonance, the indi-
vidual will tend to question the accuracy of his per-
ceptions of the situation. Any shift in perceptions which
occurs as a result of this questioning constitutes an
altering of the cognitive orientation to accommodate the
perceived disparities.

Accordingly, Barnard!’ suggested:

TN

It needs no further introduction to suggest that the
subject of incentives is fundamental in formal organiza-
tions and in conscious efforts to organize. Inadequate
incentives mean dissolution, or changes of organization
purpose, or failure of cooperation. Hence, in all sorts
of organizations the affording of adequate incentives be-
comes the most definitely emphasized in their existence.
It is probably in this aspect of executive work that fail-
ure 1s most pronounced, though the causes may be due either
to inadequate understanding or to the breakdown of the
effectiveness of organization.

e o e @ .

Hence, from the viewpoint of the organization requiring /
or seeking contributions from individuals, the problem of '
effective incentives may be either one of finding positive
incentives or of reducing or eliminating negative incentives
or burdens.

Purpose of the Study

Focusing on randomly selected colleges of arts and/or science,
bugsiness administration, education, and engineering, this study was
designed to (1) identify the perceptions of the department head and the
college dean, both members of a superqrdinate-subordinate dyad, as they
relate to the department head's role identification, his goal achieve-
ments within that role, and the rewards he receives for achieving those

goals; (2) establish what relationship exists between the perceptions



of the college dean and the department head in these areas; and
(3) make recommendations concerning possible positive incentives as
well as the elimination of features perceived to be negative incentives

and burdens by the two groups.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The role of the department head is becoming more complex, more
important, and more crucial to the success of the university. Mobley1
has estimated that 80 percent of all administrative decisions take
place at the departmental rather than the higher levels of educational
administration. However, as the importance of this role increases,
there is considerable dissonance and dissatisfaction within the role,
and an effective incentive system can assist in eliminating this

dissonance and in producing consonance.
The Function of Incentives

Incentive systems vary, not only within organizations, but also
among organizations and organizational types. Clark and Wilson? dis-
tinguished, for example, three types of organizations on the basis of
three types of incentives: material, solidary, and purposive. Mate-
rial incentives are tangible rewards, i.e., rewards that have a mone-
tary value or can easily be translated into ones that have, and the
authors hypothesized that this type of incentive system is used
primarily by utilitarian organizations. Solidary incentives are
basically intangible, i.e., they have no monetary value, Such induce-
ments may vary widely, and they derive in the main‘from the act of

associating and include such rewards as socializing, congeniality, a

10
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sense of group membership and identification, status, and the mainten-
ance of social distinctions. Solidary organizations include voluntary
associations, colleges and universities, social clubs, and certain
political reform clubs. Purposive incentives are also intangible, but
they derive in the main from the stated ends of the associationvrather
than from the simple act of associating. Purposive organizations in-
clude social-protest groups, fund-drive groups, or civic planning
groups. Their incentive is working toward achieving a specified goal.
Perhaps the best taxonomy of incentives was provided by Barnard,
for it has been upon his study that most incentive theory was designed.
Barnard3 termed the process of offering objective incentives "Ehe

method of incentives,"

and the process of changing subjective attitudes
"the method of persuasion.'" Barnard noted that in commercial organiza-
tions the professed éﬁphasis is apparently almost wholly on the side of
the method of incentives, whereas in religious and political organiza-
tions the professed emphasis is apparently wholly on the side of
persuasion.

Earnard distinguished between two types of incentive methods:
(1) specific, those that can be specifically offered to an individual,
and (2) general, those that are general, not personal, and cannot be
specifically offered. Specific incentives include material induce-
ments, personal non-material opportunities, desirable physical con-
ditions, and ideal benefactions. General incentives include associa-
tional attractiveness, adaptation of conditions to habitual methods and
attitudes, the opportunity for enlarged participation, and the con-

dition of communion°

Barnard's method of persuasion was based on the assumption that if
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an organization were unable to afford incentives adequate to the per-
sonal contributions it requires, it will perish unless it can by
persuasion so change the desires of enough people that the incentives
it can offer will be adequate., Persuasion includes the creation of
coercive conditions, the rationalization of opportunity, and the
inculcation of motives. Since education, however, is considered a
commercial organization rather than a religious or political organiza-
tion, coercive techniques, rationalization, and force will not be
treated as a part of this study.

The literature included various examples of Barnard's specific
method of incentives, most of which employ monetary rewards for
performance. Incentive systems in industry, for example, primarily
utilize bonus systems, profit sharing, group profit sharing, sales
contests, increased wages, and employee contests in order to induce
employees to higher levels of performance. Such is in keeping with
Clark and Wilson's hypothesis that utilitarian organizations rely

heavily upon monetary incentives.
Incentive Systems in Education

In education, a solitary-type institution, attempts have been made
to use similar types of incentive programs. Most programs, however,
have been directed toward teachers rather than administrators. Kapfer
and Kapfer“ suggested differential staffing through an incentive
hierarchy which provides teachers who are interested and have ideas for
program development with (1) the opportunity to contract on an extra-
time, extra-pay basis for such program development; and (2) the man-

power resources to implement those programs effectively. These
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teachers would be selected by the entire staff after all had had the
opportunity to apply. They would then be termed "instructional

leaders,"

would be provided monetary rewards, and would hopefully gain
professional status among those who elected them.

Bruno and Nottingham® proposed linking financial incentives to
teacher accountability. This plan, which would be based upon a percent
of students reaching a certain target distribution or goal, would
provide a supplementary bonus for the instructional team which achieved
excellence in teaching.

Similarly, Lubinsky and Mitchell® suggested implementing
industry's Scanlon Plan in education. Basically, such a plan has three
essential aspects:' (1) group incentives for all employees in the
organization, (2) a negotiated objective basis for distribution of
rewards, and (3) a formal system by which employees participate in
declisions concerning the management of the organization. The incen-
tive is monetary: a bonus distributed as a proportion of wages and
salary to all employees.

Wagoner7

stated that competition is the best incentive for
education. He reported that the current thought is that better pay for
all teachers will eventually make all teachers better. He argued,
however, that excellence can be achieved only By placing teaching on a
competitive basis with salary based on merit. VHe challenged opposition
" to his theory by indicating clear goals and criteria can be estab-
lished; teachers evaluate students, why cannot they evaluate them-
selves. Opposition, he argued, was based on the fear that mediocrity

would be discovered rather than on the fear that excellence would not

be discovered.
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Diaz® discussed at length performance contracting within the
school and its effectiveness concerning student achievement. However,
Villarreal® explained that for each employment contract there must be
agreement between the organization and the individual on goals to be
accomplished, units of measurement, performance targets, and organiza-
tional rewards. Under an employment contract arrangement, since
rewards to an individual are dependent upon performance, a person could
have his contract revoked for inferior performance as well as reap high
rewards for superior performance. He noted, however, that employment
contracts are.most workable in organizational climates characterized
by goal-directed activities,

No literature was found which dealt specifically with incentives
for the department head in higher education., McLaughlin and Mont-
gomery10 have researched department head characteristics and personal
attribution as they are related to job satisfaction and career inten-
tions. 1In addition, McLaughlin et al.!l have analyzed selected char-
acteristics, roles, goals, and satisfactions of departmept_head.
Neither, however, approached incentives from a fheoretical base, a base

from which conclusions and recommendations could be made.
‘Theoretical Framework

Diaz!2 has noted that the investigation of any incentive system
must include three main variables: (1) the target, the entities which
may receive the reward; (2) the goals or results which must be achieved
in order for the targets to receive the reward; and (3) the reward,
those things the targets will receive upon achievement of the goal.

This research, then, is an analytical study of the perceptions of
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‘department heads and college deans as those perceptions relate to
(1) the department head, (2) his achievement of personal professional
goals as well as institutional goals, and (3) those rewards he receives

or might receive as a result of goal achievement.

The Department Head

The literature has indicated that there is considerable dissatis-
faction among those persons who hold the position. As McKeachie,
Mébley, Niceoll, and Dressel have noted, a major source of this dis-
satisfaction is one of mixed identity. To some, the department head
is a faculty member; to others, he is an administrator. However,
Getzels!3 pointed out that positions must be structually conceived as
a hierarchy of subordinate-superordinate relationships. Functionally,
this hierarchy of relationships provides the locus of allocating and
integrating roles and facilities as organizations attempt to achieve
their goals. Getzels termed this administrative‘relationship (dyad) as
the basic unit for inquiry. Thus, rather than focus on the particular
characteristics of the department head, this study investigated the
perceptions of the college dean and the department head as they relate
to the department head's identity within this administrative dyad. It
investigated such perceptions in terms of the attractiveness of the
superordinate's position (college dean) to the subordinate (department
head), and it investigated such perceptions as they relate to_the locus

of accountability concerning the position of the department head.

Goal Achievement

Goals lie at the core of all incentive systems. Regardless of the
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system and its type of organization, achievement of goals is the basis
upon which incentives are designed, and the success of any incentive .
system can be measured by the degree to which the goals of the system
are achieved. Hersey and Blanchardl" distinguished among three types
of goals: the goals of the organizatibﬁ; the goals of management; and
the goals of subordinates. Ideally, a climate will be created within
an organization which will cause one of two thing; to occur: the
individuals in the organization (both managers and subordinates) will
either perceive thelr personal goals as being the same as the goais of
the organization; or, although different, they will see their own goals
being satisfied as a direct result of working for the goals of the
organization. Consequently, the closer organizational goals match
individual goals, the greater will be organizational performance.
Hersey and Blancha;d further stated that the organization's goals are
readily accepted by the individual if their accomplishment leads to the
individual's own need satisfactiqn. Thus, in this way, the satisfac-
tion of an individual's needs can be viewed as an incentive for
performance.

Druckerl® 1laid the foundation for goal theory in management, and
although his principles have been expanded, they provide a framework
for investigation. Basically, goal theory includes the following
components: (1) participation by the person who is to achieve the
goal in the establishment_éf,the goal, (2) a clear understanding of
goal expectations on the part of the superordinate as well as the
subordinate, (3) the resources necessary to achieve the goal, and
(4) a method of measurement to ascertain whether or not the goals have

been reached., Consequently, based on the above theoretical
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assumptions, this study investigated the perceptions of both members

of the administrative dyad concerning (1) the extent to which the
department head achieves his personal professional goals as he achieves
the goals of his department, (2) the administration's as well as the
faculty's goal expectations concerning the role of the department head,
(3) the involvement of the department head in the establishment of
departmental goals, (4) the resources necessary for the achievement of
goals, and (5) the method of measurement the department head has to

ascertain whether or not departmental goals have been achieved.
Rewards

As noted in Chapter I of this study, Abbott stated that if antic-
ipated rewards are not forthcoming following performance, or if the
rewards are perceived by the employee to be negative rather than
positive, a condition of dissonance will occur. It does not matter
whether these rewards are in the form of promotion, increased pay, or
some other type of recognition; they are expected to be provided when
goals are achieved. McGregor16 pointed out, however, that acceptable
rewards will vary among individuals depending upon their particular
needs. Basing his theory on Maslow'sl? hierarchy of needs, McGregor
(Theory Y) stated that a man's needs exist within a hierarchy, and that
a satisfied need cannot motivate behavior. From the lowest to the
highest, these needs are physiological,‘safety, social, ego, and self-
fulfillment, Barnard!® stated a similar position:

Notwithstanding the great emphasis upon material incentives

in modern times and especially in current affairs, there is

no doubt in my mind that, unaided by other motives, they

[monetary incentives] constitute weak incentives beyond the
level of the bare physiological necessities.
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Yet it seems to me to be a matter of common experience that

material rewards are ineffective beyond the subsistence

level expecting to a very limited proportion of men; that

most men nelther work harder for more material things, nor

can be induced thereby to devote more than a fraction of

their possible contribution to organized effort.

Similarly, Herzberg!? noted that the most profound motivation to work
comes from the recognition of individual achievement and from the sense
of personal growth in responsibility.

Obviously, it is beyond the scope of the organization to provide
all of the many possible rewards one may receive as a result of achiev-
ing goals. Admiration by one's colleagues, self-respect, or total
self-fulfillment, needs which lie at the higher end of Maslow's
taxonomy, cannot be awarded by an organization. As Barnard?? pointed
out, however, there are épecific rewards which can be provided. These
include material inducements (money, things, or physical conditioms),
personal non-material opportunities (opportunities for distinction,
prestige, personal power, or the attainment of a dominating position),
desirable physical conditions, and ideal benefactions (sense of ade-
quacy, personal ideals, or a sense of future security). Accordingly,
the literature has suggested that many of the dissatisfactions of
department heads are directly related to the absence of these specific
rewards. Such rewards include the following: (1) additional support
personnel, (2) time for research or working with students, (3) oppor-
tunities for professional development, (4) recognition and understand-
ing of the department head's position by the administration as well as

the faculty, (5) additional salary, (6) improved physical conditionms,

(7) additional time for administrative activities, (8) more autonomy,
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(9) increased participation in the establishﬁent of goals, (10) addi-
tional fringe benefits, andv(ll) opportunities for promotion. This
study, then, investigated the perceptions of both members of the admin-
istrative dyad éﬁncerning the adequacy of rewards received for the
achievement of goals by the department head. In addition, it inves-
tigated these perceptions as they relate to the attractiveness of the

possible rewards stated above.
Summary

In summary, incentives vary not only within organizatiomns, but
also among organizations and organizational types, and the rewards
given by an organization may be either general, non-personal, or
specific, material inducements or non-material opportunities. 1In
eddéation, attempts have been made to provide incentives similar to
those used by industry, primarily monetary rewards for performance; no
literature, on the other hand, was found which addressed itself spe-
cifically to rewards for department heads in higher education. Diaz,
however, has suggested three variables through which these incentives
might be considered: the department head within his role, the goals
he achieves, and the rewards he receives; and this study was based upon
this theoretical framework.

First of all, it considered the department head within his role.
As suggested by Getzels, it focused upon both members of an adminis-
trative dyad, the college dean and the department head, for it is this
hierarchy which provides the locus of allocating and integrating re-
sources., It identified the perceptions of these two groups concerning

the department head's identity within his role; it investigated their
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perceptions as they related to the attractiveness of the super-
ordinate's position to the subordinate; it investigated their per-
ceptions as they related to the locus of accountability concerning the
position of the department head.

Second, as suggested by Hersey and Blanchard as well as Drucker,
the study examined the perceptions of the two groups as to (1) the
achievement of personal goals, (2) administration and faculty goal
expectations, (3) involvement in the establishment of goals, (4) avail-
ability of necessary resources to achieve goals, and»(S) methods of
measurement to ascertain the achievement of goals.

Finally, the study examined the perceptions of the two groups as
to the adequacy of current rewards as well as the attractiveness of
possible specific rewards as noted by Barnard and those who have dis-
cussed the general dissatisfaction which exiéts within the position of

department head in higher education.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Assumptions and Limitations

The study was based on the following assumptions and limitations:

1.

2,

Practicing department heads and college deans would record
honestly their perceptions as they related to role identity,
goal achievement, and the attractiveness of rewards.

Practicing department heads and college deans would have an

| understanding of the role of the department head, both in

terms of what it is as well as what it should be.

Areas of disagreement between and among the perceptions of
college deans and department heads were sources of dissonance
within the position of department head.

The locus of accountability of the department head would be
with the administration rather than the faculty in those
universities whose chief chdemic officer identified that
locus of accountability to be with the administration.
Regions of the country differ; consequently, the perceptions
of department heads and college deans who participated in this
study may differ from those in different regions of the
country.

Perceptions within various types of colleges differ;

23
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consequently, only one type of university was included in this

study.

Plan for the Study

Sample

Within the framework of the above assumptions and limitations, the
sample for this study included only one region of the country and one
type of educational institution. It included the department heads and
college deans of thé 25 state-controlled, doctoral-granting univer-
sities with an enrollment of over 10,000 students within tﬁe following
states: Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, New Mexico,

1 It was limited to those colleges from within

Oklahoma, and Texas.
those ﬁniversities which were most common to all: College of Arts
and/or Science,2 College of Business Administration, College of Educa-
tion, and College of Engineering. For a complete listing of these
universities which were initilally asked to participate, see Appendix B.
This initial list of 25 universities was reduced through con-
sideration of two factors. First of all, permission was requested from
each university to conduct the study. Second, only those universities
whose chief academic officer identified the loéus of accountability of
the department head to be with the administration were included, for
it was one of the basic limitations of this study that the locus of
accountability should be‘with the administration; universities which
identified it to be with the faculty or with a combination of faculty-

administration would therefore detract from the homogeneity of the

data.
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In order, then, to determine the sample for the study, letters
requesting permission to conduct the study on their campuses were
mailed to the chief academic officer for each university 45 days before
the distribution of questionnaires was to Segin. (See Appendix C.)
Included was a postage-paid return card. These letters also asked the
chief academic officers to indicate the locus of accountability of the
department head on their campuses. A follow-up letter as well as an
additional return card was mailed to those academic officers who had
not responded after 15 days. By the time the collection of data was

to begin, 19 universities had responded as follows:

Locus of

University/Responent Permission Accountability
University of Arkansas
Dr. Charles A. Leone Yes Administration
Colorado State University
Dr. Charles 0. Neidt Yes Administration
Univeristy of Colorado
Dr. James N. Corbridge, Jr. Yes Administration
Kansas State University
Dr. John Chalmers No Not Indicated
University of Kansas
Dr. Ronald K. Calgaard No Administration
University of New Orleans
Dr. George C. Branam : Yes Administration
University of Southern Louisiana
Dr. Sammie W. Cooper Yes Faculty
University of Missouri (St. Louis) Yes Faculty-
Dr. Arthur C. MacKinney Administration
University of New Mexico
Dr. Charles C. Travelstead No Not Indicated

Oklahoma State University
Dr, James H. Boggs Yes Administration
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Locus of

University/Respondent Permission  Accountability
University of Oklahoma
Dr. Barbara S. Uehling Yes Administration
North Texas State University
Dr. Miles E. Anderson Yes Administration
Lamar University Yes Faculty-
Dr. David D. Geddes Administration
Sam Houston State University
Dr. Robert G. Brooks Yes Administration
Stephen F, Austin State University :
Dr. John T. Lewis, III Yes Administration
Texas A & M University No Faculty-
Dr. John C, Calhoun Administration
University of Texas (Austin)
Dr. G. J. Foken No Faculty
University of Texas (Arlington)
Dr. W. A. Baker Yes Administration
University of Texas (E1 Paso)
Dr. Kenneth E. Beasley Yes Administration

Seven days after the collection of data had begun, permission was re-
ceived from the University of Missouri (Columbia) to conduct the study.
Since, however, such permissioh stipulated that further permission be
requested from each of the college deans before the questionnaires
could be distributed, this university was not included in the study.
Sufficient time for compliance was not available.

Thus, of the 25 universities initially invited to participate in

s

this study, 14 (56%) of the chief academic officers granted permission '
for it to be conducted on their respective campuses; five institutionsk
(20%) denied the invitation, and five institutions (20%) failed to -
respond either to the initial inquiry or to its follow-up. One insti-

tution (4%) was not included as noted above.
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| 0f the 14 universities which granted permission, however, four did
not identify the locus of accouptabi;ity of the department head to be
with the adm;nistration; and even though the perceptions of the college
deans gnd the department heads were investigatéd at these universities,
their responses were not included as a.parﬁ of this study. Instead,
they will be used for further analysis in a separate research project.

Consequently, the éample for this study included the following ten
universities: Colorado State University, Lamar State University,
Oklahoma State University, Stephen F. Austin State University, Univer-
sity of Arkansas, University of Colorado, University of New Orleans,
University of Oklahoma, University of Texas at Arlington, and the

University of Texas at El Paso.
Ingtruments

The perceptions of department heads and college deans were in-

vestigated through two questionnaires: Questionnaire for Department

‘Heads and Questionnaire for College Deans (see Appendix D).

Part 1T of the Questionnaire for Department Heads asked respondents

‘to record their perceptions on a nine-~point continuum (Strongly
Disagree—Stfongly Agree), both in terms of present reality (IS) as well
as the ideal (SHOULD BE) as they related to statements of role identi-
fication, goal achievement, and rewards. The statements were as
follows:

Role Identity

I identify myself more as an administrator than as a faculty
member.

Becoming a college dean is a goal which I find attractive.
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I consider myself to be more accountable to the faculty than
to the administration in my role as a department head.
Goal Achievement

Achieving the goals of my department allows me to achieve my
personal professional goals.

I have a clear understanding of the administration's goal
expectations concerning my role as a department head.

I am directly involved in the establishment of goals for my
department.

I have a clear understanding of the faculty's goal expecta-
tions concerning my role as a department head.

I have the resources necessary to achieve the goals of my
department.

I have a method of evaluation to ascertain whether or not
I have achieved departmental goals.
Rewards

The rewards I receive as a department head relate satis-
factorily to the goals I achieve.

Part II of the questionnaire asked respondents to rank the following
set of possible rewards for department heads from "Most Attractive" to
"Least Attractive" as they perceived them:

Additional clerical support

Additional time for teaching and working with students

Additional opportunities for professional development in
administration

Additional understanding by the administration of my role
as department head

Additional salary
Additional time for research activities
More desirable physical plant environment

Additional time for administrative activities
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More autonomy as a department head

Additional understanding by the faculty of my role as a
department head

Additional participation in the establishment of depart-
mental goals ‘

Additional opportunities for professional development in
my academic discipline o

Additional fringe benefits for my family

Additional promotion and academic rank
Thus, they were askeq to determine which'of a list of possible rewards
would give them the most encouragement toward the achievement of their
goals. In addition, Part III of the questionnaire asked the respond-

‘ents to list any other rewards which were not included above.

Similarly, the Questionnaire for Céllegg Deans included the same
items as that for department heads. Part.I, however, was not stated in
the first persén present (e.g., "I identify myself. ". ."). Instead,

’ it was stated in the third person plural (e.g., "Most department heads
identify tﬁémselves. « « "), Thus, college deans were asked to record
" their perceptions on a nine~-point continuum both in terms of fresent
areality (IS) and the ideal (SHOULD BE) concerning thé same statements
as those of department heads. Likewise, Part II of the questionnaire
asked the college deans to rank the same set of 14 possible rewards
which department heads might receive; however, they were not asked to
rank them in terms of their attractiveness to themselves, but as they
perceived department heads would rank them. In addition, Part III
asked the college deans to list additional rewards which they thought

department heads would find attractive.
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Validation

The original draft of the questionnaires (see Appendix E) was
analyzed and validated by five members of the faculty of higher educa-
tion at the University of Oklahoma. Each faculty member was asked to
rate each item on each questionnaire on a scale from one to five (Most
Negative to Most Positive) in terms of the following:

A. Appropriateness to the Study

B. Lack of Ambiguity

C. Clarity of Definition

D. Readability
Statements or items receiving an average rating of "3" or below on any

of the above criteria were revised as suggested.
Distribution

Prior to the collection of data for this study, a mailing list of
department heads and college deans of the participating universities
was compiled by reviewing university bulletins in order to determine
‘both the names of the departments as well as the names of the colleges
on each campus. Each university, each college, and each department was
then coded for transfer to the questionnaires which were used in the
study.

The questionnaires were then distributed via first-class mail with
an enclosed letter (see Appendix D) requesting participation in the
study. A followfup questionnaire was mailed 30 days later with a note
indicating that the distribution phase would be completed within 14
days. Each questionnaire was individually stamped with return postage.

Of the 351 department heads who were invited to participate, 210 (607%)
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responded. Of the 45 college deans, 28 (62%) responded. Those
portions of the questionnaires which were not completed in accordance

with the directions were not used in the study.
Hypotheses

The first purpose of this study was to identify the perceptions of
department heads and college deans as they related to the department
head's role identity, his goal achievements, and the rewards he re-
ceived for achieving those goals. The questionnaires as discussed
above were utilized ﬁo determine the perceptions of the two groups of
the population, both in terms of present reality (IS) and the ideal
(SHOULD BE).

The second purpose of the study was to examine those percgp;ions
and examine the relationships which existed between and among them.
The hy?otheses which follow and their further analyses Were utilized in
order to achieve that purpose.

The primary considerations of the following hypotheses were the
relationships between the two groups of the population: college deans
and department heads. At the same time, the secondary considerations
of this study were the relationships between college deans and éepart-
ment heads of individual colleges (arts and/or sciences, business
administration, education, and engineering) within the universities.
Consequently, the hypotheses which were tested included both primary
as well as secondary considerations. However, these secondary con-
siderations were included only to provide a possible source of under-
standing should a null hypothesis be rejected. Because of their

relatively small distributions in relation to the total study, they
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were not given primary consideration. (For analysis of individual
colleges, see Appendices F, G, and H.)

Hypothesis #1. When the perceptions of college deans and
department heads are compared as those perceptions relate
to role identity, goal achievement, and the adequacy of
rewards, there will be no significant difference.

Hypothesis #2. When the perceptions of department heads con-
cerning present reality are compared to their perceptions

of the ideal as those perceptions relate to role identity,
goal achievement, and the adequacy of rewards, there will

be no significant difference.

Hypothesis #3. When the perceptions of college deans con-
cerning present reality are compared to their perceptions

of the ideal as those perceptions relate to role identity,
goal achievement, and the adequacy of rewards, there will

be no significant difference.

Hypothesis #4. When the perceptions of college deans are
compared among themselves as those perceptions relate to
the attractiveness of rewards for department heads, there
will be no significant agreement

Hypothesis {#5. When the perceptions of department heads

are compared among themselves as those perceptions relate

to the attractiveness of rewards for department heads, there
will be no significant agreement.

Hypothesis #6. When the perceptions of college deans and
department heads are compared as those perceptions relate
to the attractiveness of rewards for department heads,
there will be no significant agreement.

Statistical Design

In examining perceptions related to role identity, goal achieve-
ment, and réwards, this study attempted to determine whether or not
there were significant differences in the perceptions of college deans
and department heads. Consequently, responses were analyzed through
the Chi Square Test for Independent Samples, for the Chi Square pro-
vides a measure of the discrepancy between observed cell frequencies

and those expected on the basis of independence. Differences were
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regarded as significant if they reached the 0.05 level; and when this
difference was indicated, the null hypothesis was rejected.

The responses of college deans and department heads listed on a
nine-point continuum were collapsed into three cells and placed into a
contingency table for comparison. Thus, when comparisons were made
between two variables (college deans and department heads), a 2 X 3
contingency table was utilized. When comparisons were made among four
variables (college deans in arts and/or sciences, college deans in
business, college deans in education, and college deans in engineering),
a 4 X 3 contingency table was utilized.

As noted by Siegel, calculation of Chi Square was made through the

following formula:3

Oij = observed number of cases in i-th row of j-th
column

E{; = number of cases expected under H, to be
categorized in the 1i-th row of j~th column

The degrees of freedom were determined by the formula (r - 1)
(k - 1) where r = the number of rows and k = the number of columns in
the contingency tables. Thus, for the 2 X 3 tables, df = 2; for the
4 X3 tabies, df = 6. Consequently, Yate's Correction for Continuity
was not utilized since the correction is made only when the number of
degrees of freedom is 1."

In examining perceptions related to the attractiveness of rewards
for the achievement of goals by department heads, this study attempted

to determine whether or not there was agreement in those perceptions.
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Thus, respondents were asked to rank a set of possible rewards for
department heads, aﬁd the rankings were examined both among and between
the two groups, department heads and college deans. Comparisons among
several sets of rankings were analyzed through the Kendall Coefficient
of Concordance: W, and comparisons between two sets of rankings were
analyzed through the Kendall Rank Correlation Coefficient: Tau.

Siegel® has noted that the Kendall Coefficient of Concordance: W
provides a measure of theyrelation among several rankings; it is an
index of the divergence of the actual agreement shown in the data from
the maximum possible agreement. Thus, the degree of agreement between
N Judges is reflected by the degree of variance among the k sums of
ranks. For this study, then, W was calculated through the following
formula:

W= 8
1/12N2(k3 - k)

Where s = sum of squares of the observed deviation from the mean of R.,

thus

s = Iy - 1)

N = Number of sets of rankings

k

Numbers of entities to be ranked

1/1282 (k3 - k) = Maximum possible sum of squared
deviation -

Significance of W in instances where N is larger than 7 is deter-

mined through Chi Square as indicated by the following formula:
X% = N(k - 1)W

df =k -1
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Thus, in those instances where Chi Square was equal to or greater
than probability at the 0.05 level as noted on the Table of Critical
Values of Chi Square, a significant degree of association was stated to
exist, and thus the null hypothesis was rejected.

Siegel® has further noted that the tau provides a measure of the
degree of association or correlation between two sets of ranks; it is a
measure of agreement between two ranks. In this study, then, the
degree of agreement between two sets of rankings was determined through

the following formula:

S

a2 = TN - D)

S indicates the total amount of actual difference between pairs of
rankings., Thus, the tau is a ratio between the actual differences and
the maximum possible difference; it is a coefficient of disarray. The
higher the tau, the higher is the amount of agreement between the
rankings.

Significance of the tau was determined by converting it to a z

score as 1lndicated below:
tau
2(2N + 5)
9N(N - 1)

Once the z scores were calculated, agreement was determined through the

zZ =

Table of Probabilities Associated wifh Values as Extreme as Observed
Values of z in the Normal Distribution. Thus, if the one-tailed p of
2z were equal to or less than 0.05, agreement between the rankings was
stated to exist, and the null hypothesis tﬂat there 1s no agreement was

rejected. If the p of z were greater than 0.05, significant agreement



could not be asserted, and the null hypothesis was accepted.
The chapter which follows discussed areas of both agreement and
disagreement concerning each item on the questionnaires used in this

study.
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FOOTNOTES

linstitutions were included in the initial sample if they met the
criteria fo governance, degree programs, enrollment, and locality
according to the Education Directory: Colleges and Universities,
eds., Arthur Podoleskey and Carolyn R. Smith, National Center for
Education Statistics (Washington, D. C., 1976).

ZCertain universities organize typical arts and sciences disci-
plines into colleges given other names, such as College of Arts, Col-
lege of Fine Arts, College of Humanities, College of Science, etc.
These colleges, however, were included in this study under the tradi-
tional title of College of Arts and Sciences. For a complete listing
of colleges included, see Appendix A,

3Sidney Siegel, Nonmparametric Statistics for the Behavioral
Sciences (New York, 1956), pp. 104-111.

%J. P. Guilford and Benjamin Fruchter, Fundamental Statistics in
Psychology and Education (New York, 1973), p. 204.

Ssiegel, p. 229-237.

6siegel, p. 213-223,
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA
Part I of the Questionnaires

Part I of the questionnaires used in this study focused on the
perceptions of college deans and department heads, both in terms of
present reality and the ideal, as those perceptions related to role
identity, goal achievement, and the adequacy of current rewards. The
discussion which follows concerning tﬁese factors is structured in
terms of the study's primary considerations:

A) Comparisons between the department heads' perceptions of
present reality and the college deans' perceptions of present reality;

B) Comparisons between the department heads' perceptions of the
ideal and the college deans' perceptions of the ideal;

C) Comparisons between the department heads' perceptions of
present reality and their perceptions of the ideal;

D) Comparisons between the college deans' perceptions of present
reality and their perceptions of the ideal.

The above comparisons were made concerning each statement included

in Part I of the questionnaires.

Statement #1

I identify myself (Most department heads identify themselves) more

as an administrator than as a faculty member. (See Table I.)
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #1

4 -5-6 7.-8-9

Comparison A 1-2-3
Department Heads (IS) " Observed 83
Department Heads (IS) Expected  (81.87)
Cullege Deans (IS) Observed 10
College Deans (1S) _Expected (11.13)

Chi Square = ,044 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99

68 55
(69.55) (54.58)
11 7
( 9.45) ( 7.42)

Réject Null: No

4 -5-6 1 -8-9

Comparison B 1-2-3
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 82
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (80.11)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 9
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected (10.89)

Chi Square = 26.15 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99

90 34
(81.87) (44.02)

3 16
(11.13) ( 5.98)

Reject Null:Yes

4-5-6 1-8-9

68 55
(79.00) (44.50)
90 34
(79.00) (44.50)

Reject Null: Yes

4 -5-6 7 -8-29

Comparison C 1-2-3
Department Heads (IS) ' Observed 83
Department Heads (IS) Expected (82.50)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Obsgerved 82
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (82.50)
Chi Square = 8.02 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99

. Comparison D . l-2-3
College Deans (IS) Observed ’ iO
College Deans (IS) " Expected . ( 9.50)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 9
College Deans {(SHOULD BE) Expected ( 9.50)

Chi Square = g i4 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99

11 7

( 7.00) (11.50)
3 16

( 7.00) (11.50)

Reject Null: Yes
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A. No significant difference was noted between the two groups as
their perceptions related to present reality concerning role identifi-
cation. Neither group had a tendency to strongly disagree or strongly
agree with the statement.

B. However, there was a significant difference between the per-
ceptions of the two groups when compared concerning the ideal. Only
16 percent of the department heads within the sample strongly agreed
that they should identify themselves more as an administrator than as
a faculty member while 57 percent of the college deans perceived that
they should.

C. There was also a significant difference in the perceptions of

department heads concerning what is and what should be. As a group,

fewer department heads (16%) strongly agreed that they should identify
themselves more as administrators than they did (27%) concerning
present reality. 1In both instances, the department heads had a tend-
ency to strongly disagree with the statement.

D. On the other hand, more college deans strongly agreed (57%)
with the statement as an ideal than they did with it as a reflection
of present reality (25%). Thus, even though there were significant
differences in the perceptions of both groups concerning what is and

what should be, department heads had a tendency to perceive themselves

as identifying more than they should with the administration while,
conversely, college deans perceived department heads as identifying
themselves less than they should with the administration.

It should be noted that there was a significant difference when

the perceptions of department heads concerning the ideal were compared
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among the different colleges. Such a difference, however, did not

exist among the college deans. (See Appendix G.)

Statement #2

Becoming a college dean is a goal which I find (most department
heads find) attractive. (See Table II.)

A. There was a significant difference between the perceptions of
department heads and those of college deans concerning the above state-
ment as it related to present reality. Whereas 64 percent of the
depértment heads stréngly disagreed with the statement, only 21 percent
of the college deans found strong agreement.

B. Even though there was a significant difference between the
perceptions of the two groups concerning present reality, both groups
were in agreement concerning the ideal. Few department heads (24%) or
college deans (21%) strongly agreed that becoming a college dean should
be an attractive goal for department heads.

C. However, there was a significant difference between the de-
partment heads' perceptions of present reality and the ideal. Fewer-
strongly disagreed (43%) with the statement as an ideal than did with
the statement concerning present reality (64%). Thus, department heads
had a tendency to perceive.that they should find the position of
college dean more attractive than they do.

D. College deans, on the other hand, perceived no significant

differences between what is and what should be. 1In neither instance

was there strong agreement or strong disagreement with the statement.
Once again, there was a significant difference among the percep-

tions of the départment heads of the individual colleges concerning the
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TABLE II

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #2

Comparison A 1-2-3 4~-5-6 71-8-=-9
Department Heads (IS) Observkd 128 32 39
Department Heads (IS) Expected (117.47) (41.20) (40.33)
College Deang (1IS) . Observed 6 15 7
College Deans (1S) _ Expected (16.53) ( 5.80) ( 5.67)
Chi Square = 24.64  Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: Yes
Comparison B 1-2-3 4-5-6 7-8-9
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 85 66 48
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (83.28) (68.38) (47.34)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 10 12 6
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected (11.72) ( 9.62) ( 6.66)
Chi Square = 1.03 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
Comparison C 1 =23 4-5-6 /7 ~-8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed . 128 . 32 39
Department Heads (IS) Expected (106,50) (49.00) (43.50)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE)  Observed 85 66 48
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (106.50) (49.00) (43.50)
Chi Square = 21.41 Critical Value at ,05 = 5,99 Reject Null: Yes
Comparison D : 1-2-3 4-5-6 7-8-9
College Deans (IS) Obgerved 6 15 - 7
College Deans (IS) Expected . ( 8.00) (13.50) ( 6.50)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 10 12 6
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 8.00) (13.50) ( 6.50)

Chi Square = 1.41 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
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ideal. Department heads within the colleges of business administration
more strongly disagreed while those in the colleges of engineering more
strongly agreed with the statement as an ideal than did their col-

leagues within the other colleges of the sample.

Statement #3

I consider myself (Most department heads consider themselves) to
be more accountable to the faculty than to the administration in my
(their) role as a department head. (See Table III.)

A. No significant difference was apparent concerning the percep-
tions of the two groups as those perceptions related to the above
statement in terms of present reality. Neither group found strong
disagreement while both groups had a tendency to more strongly agree
than disagree.

B. Similarly, there was no significant difference between the two
groups concerning the statement as an ideal although a much larger
percentage of department heads (41%) found strong agreement than did
college deans (22%). Such differences, however, were not significant.

C. There were few differences between the perceptions of depart-
ment heads concerning the locus of accountability in terms of what is

and what should be. In neither instance did they strongly agree or

strongly disagree with the statement although their responses were
skewed toward agreement.

D. College deans, on the other hand, found significant disagree-
ment between present reality and the ideal. Whereas 56 percent
étrongly agreed with the statement as a reflection of what is, only

22 percent strongly agreed that department heads should be more
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #3

4 -5 -6 7-8-9

Comparison A l] -2 -3
Department Heads (IS) Observed 36
Department Heads (IS) Expected (33.60) -
College Deans (IS) Observed 2
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 4.40)

Chi Square 2.73 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99

85 85
(83.99) (88.41)
10 15
(11.01) (11.59)

Réject Null: No

4 -5-6 7 -8-=9

Comparison B ‘ 1 ~2 -3
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 24
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (27.41)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Obgerved 7
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 3.59)

Chi Square = 5,98 Critical Value at ,05 = 5.99

97 85
(98.14) (80.45)
14 6
(12.86) (10.55)

Reject Null: No

4 =56 7 -8=9

Comparison ¢ 1l -2 -3
Department Heads (IS) Observed 36
Department Heads (IS) Expected (30.00)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 24

Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (30.00)

Chi Square = 3,19 Critical Value at ,05 = 5.99

85 85
(91.00) (85.00)
97 85
(91.00) (85.00)

Reject Null: No

4 -5-6 7 -8-<9

Comparison D 1 -2-3
College Deans (IS) Obéerved 2
College Deans (I8) Expected ( 4.50)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 7
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 4.50)

Chi Square = 7,30 Critical Value at ,05 = 5,99

10 15
(12.00) (10.50)
14 6
(12.00) (10.50)

Reject Null:; Yes
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accountable to the faculty than to the administration.

Statement #4

Achieving the goals of my (their) department allows me (most
department heads) to achieve my (their) personal professional goals.
(See Table 1V.)

A. Concerning the above statement, there was no significant
difference between the perceptions of the two groups as those percep-
tions related to present reality. Although both groups found more
agreement than disagreement with the statement, neither group had a
tendency to strongly agree.

B. Likewise, there was no significant difference between the
perceptions of the two groups concerning the ideal, Both department
heads (647%) and college deans (64%) found strong agreement with the
statement.

C. However, there was a significant difference between the per-

ceptions of department heads concerning what is and what should be.

Only 7 percent strongly disagreed with the statement as an ideal while
33 percent found strong disagreement with the statement as a reflection
of present reality. The department heads of the sample strongly agree
that they should achieve their personal professional goals more than
they do.

D. The college deans of the sample, however, found no significant

difference between what is and what should be. They had a tendency to

agree that department heads both do and should achieve their personal

professional goals in their role as department heads.
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TABLE IV

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #4

Comparison A 1 -2 -3 4 -~ 5 =6 7 -8~9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 638 54 84
Department Heads (IS) Expected (64.26) (58.10) (83.63)
College Deans (IS) Observed 5 12 11
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 8.74) ( 7.90) (11.37)
Chi Square = 4,25 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
Comparison B 1 -2 -3 4 - 5.« 6 7 ~-8-9
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 14 55 137
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (16.73) (52.82) (136.45)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 5 5 18
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 2.27) ( 7.18) (18.55)
Chi Square = 4,47 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No
Comparison C l -2 -3 4 -5 -6 71 -8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 68 54 84
Department Heads (IS) Expected (41.00) (54.50) (110.50)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 14 55 137
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (41.00) (54.50) (110.50)
Chi Square = 45,28 Critical Value at ,05 = 5,99 Reject Null: Yes
Comparison D 1 -2 -3 4 =5 -6 ]l -8-9
College Deans (IS) Observed 5 12 11
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 5.00) ( 8.50) (14.50)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 5 5 18
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 5.00) ( 8.50) (14.50)

Chi Square = 4 57 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
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.Statement #5

I (Most department heads) have a clear understanding of the admin-
istration's goal expectations concerning my (their) role as a depart-
ment head. (See Table V.)

A. When the perceptions of the department heads and college deans
were compared concerning the above statement and present reality, there
was no significant difference. Neither group found strong agreement or
strong disagreement with the statement.

B. Similarly, there was no significant difference between the
perceptions of the two groups of the sample concerning the ideal; both
department heads (92%) and college deans (86%) strongly agreed that the
department head should have a clear understanding of the administra-
tion's goal expectations concerning his role.

C. As is indicated above, however, there was a significant dif-
ference when the perceptions of the department heads were compared

concerning what is and what should be. Whereas only 50 percent strong-

ly agreed that they do have a clear understanding of their administra-
tions' goal expectations, 92 percent strongly agreed that they should
have. Thus, the department heads perceived that they should have more
of an understanding than they do.

D. Likewise, there was a significant difference when the percep-
tions of the college deans were compared concerning present reality and
the ideal. Only 29 percent strongly agreed with the above statement in
terms of what is while 86 percent strongly agreed with it in terms of

what should be. Both groups, then, agree that the department heads

should have more of an understanding of administrative expectations

than they do.
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TABLE V

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT f#5

\

Comparison A ’ 1-2-3 4=-5-6 7-8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 39 64 102
Department Heads (IS) Expected (41.35) (66.87) (96.78)
College Deans (IS) Observed 8 12 8
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 5.65) (9.13) (13.22)
Chi Square = 4.47 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
Comparison B | 1-2-3 4-5-6 7-8-29
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 10 7 188
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (10.56) ( 7.92) (186.52)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 2 2 24
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected  ( 1.44) ( 1.08) (25.48)
Chi Square = 1,21 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
Comparison G 1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7-8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 39 64 102
Department Heads (IS) Expected (24.50) (35.50) (145,00)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 10 7 188
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (24.50) (35.50) (145.00)
Chi Square = 88.42 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: Yes
Comparison D 1-2-3 4-5-6 7-8-9
College Deans (IS) Observed 8 12 8
College Deans (IS) Expected . ( 5.00) ( 7.00) (16.00)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) ~ Observed 2 2 24
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 5.00) (7.00) (16.00)

Chi Square = 18,73 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: Yes
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Statement #6

I am (Most department heads are) directly involved in the estab-
lishment of goals for my (their) department. (See Table VI.)

A. No significant difference was noted between the perceptions of
department heads and college deans as those perceptions related to the
above statement concerning present reality. Both groups strongly
agreed that department heads are directly involved in the establishment
of goals for their departments.

B. At the same time, there was no significant difference between
the perceptions of the twougrohps as .those perceptions related to the

ideal; once again, both department heads (91%) and college deans (93%)

strongly agreed with the statement as what should be.

C. Since both groups were in strong agreement with the statement

that department heads are and should be directly involved in goal

setting, there was no significant difference between the perceptions
of department heads concerning present reality and the ideal.

D. Likewise, there was no significant difference between the per-
ceptions of college deans as those perceptions related to what is and

what should be. Both groups strongly agreed that present reality

reflects the ideal.

Statement #7

I (Most department heads) have a clear understanding of the
faculty's goal expectations concerning my (their) role as a department
head. (See Table VII.)

A. As the perceptions of the department heads and college deans

concerning present reality related to the above statement, there was a
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TABLE VI

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #6

Comparison A 1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7-8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 11 18 178
Department Heads (IS) Expected (10.57) (17.62) (178.81)
College Deans (1S) Observed 1 2 25
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 1.43) ( 2.38) (24.19)
Chi Square = 0,25 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No
Comparison B . 1 -2-3 4 - 5-- 6 7 -8-9
Departmenc Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 9 10 188
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 8.81) ( 9.69) (188.50)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 1 1 26
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected (1.19) ( 1.31) (25.50)
Chi Square = 0,13 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No
Comparison C 1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7 ~8-9
Department Heads (IS) ' Observed 11 18 178
Department Heads (IS) Expected (10.00) (14,00) (183,00)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 9 10 188
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (10.00) (14.00) (183.00)
Chi Square = 2 _7¢6 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No
Comparison D l -2 -3 4 =5 -6 7 ~-8-9
College Deans (IS) Observed 1 2 25
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 1.00) ( 1.50) (22.50)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 1 1 26
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 1.00) ( 1.50) (22.50)

Chi Square = 0.35  Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No
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CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #7

4 -5-6 717-8-9

Comparison A 1»- 2 -3
Department Heads (IS) Observed 25
Department Heads (IS) Expected (28.19)
College Deans (IS) Observed ' 7
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 3.81)

Chi Square = 13,70 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99

61 121
(66.94) (111.87)

15 6
( 9.06) (15.13)

Réject Null: Yes

4 - 5--6 7-8-9

Comparison B 1 -2-3
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 9
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 8.81)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 1
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected (1.19)

Chi Square = 0.78 Critical Value at ,05 = 5,99

13 185
(14.09) (184.10)

3 24
(1.19) (24,90)

Reject Null: No

4 -5 -6 7-8-9

61 121
(37.00) (153.00)

13 185
(37.00) (153.00)

Reject Null: Yes

4 -5 =6 7-8-9

Comparison C 1 -2 -3
Department Heads (IS) Observed 25
Department Heads (IS) Expected (17.00)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 9
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (17.00)
Chi Square = 52.04 Critical Value at ,05 = 5,99
Comparison D 1-2-3
College Deans (IS) Observed 7
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 4.00)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 1
College Deans {SHOULD BE) Expected ( 4.00)

Chi Square = 33,729 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99

15 6

( 9.00) (15.00)
3 24

( 9.00) (15.00)

Reject Null: Yes
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significant difference. Whereas 58 percent of the department heads
strongly agreed that they had a clear understanding of the faculty's
goal expectations, only 21 percent of the college deans found strong
agreement with the statement. Instead, college deans had a tendency
to more strongly disagree with the statement than to agree.

B. Both groups, on the other hand, strongly agreed with the
statement as an ideal. Of the department heads, 89 percent strongly
agreed that they should have a clear understanding of their faculties'
goal expectations; similarly, 86 percent of the college deans strongly
agreed with the statement.

C. At the same time, there was a significant difference between
the manner in which department heads viewed what is as compared with

what should be. Since only 58 percent of the group strongly agreed

that they do have a clear understanding of faculty goal expectations
while 89 percent strongly agreed that they should have, there was a
significant difference between present reality and the ideal. The
department heads of the sample perceived that they should have more
of an understanding than they do.

D. Likewise, the college deans agreed. There was a significant
difference between their perceptions of present reality and the ideal,
for only 21 percent strongly agreed with the statement as a reflection
of what is while 86 percent strongly agreed with the statement as what

should be.

Statement #8

I (Most department heads) have the resources necessary to achieve

the goals of my (their) department. (See Table VIII.)
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TABLE VIII

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #8

Comparison A 1-2-3 4 -5 -6 7 -8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 109 65 32
Department Heads (IS) Expected (108.28) (66.03) (31.69)
College Deans (IS) Observed 14 10 4
College Deans (IS) Expected (14.72) ( 8.97) ( 4.31)
Chi Square = .20 Critical Value at ,05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
Comparison B 1 -2 -3 4 - 5-6 7 -8-9
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 10 13 183
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (10.56) (13.21) (182.23)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 2 2 24
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 1.44) ( 1.79) (24.77)
Chi Square = 30 Critical value at ,05 = 5,99 Reject Null: No
Comparison C 1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7 -8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 109 65 32
Department Heads (IS) Expected (59.50) (39.00) (107.50)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 10 13 183
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (59.50) (39.00) (107.50)
Chi Square = 223.06 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: Yes
Comparison D 1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7 -8 -9
College Deans (IS) Observed 14 10 4
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 8.00) ( 6.00) (14.00)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 2 ‘ 2 24
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 8.00) ( 6.00) (14.00)

Chi Square = 28.60 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: Yes
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A. There was virtually no disagreement between the perceptions of
the two groups regarding available resources and present reality. Both
groups strongly disagreed that department heads have the resources
necessary to achieve the goals of their departments. Only 16 percent
of the department heads and 14 percent of the college deans found
strong agreement with the statement in terms of what is.

B. Similarly, there was no significant difference between the
perceptions of the two groups concerning the ideal. Eighty-eight per-
cent of the department heads and 86 percent of the college deans
strongly agreed that the resources necessary to achieve departmental
goals should be available.

C. As is indicated above, there was a significant difference
between the perceptions of department heads concerning present reality.
They perceived that they do not but should have the resources necessary
to achieve their goals.

D. At the same time, college deans significantly disagreed con-

cerning what is and what should be. Only 14 percent strongly agreed

that department heads do have necessary resources while 86 percent

strongly agreed that they should have.

Statement #9

I (Most department heads) have a method of evaluation to ascertain
whether or not I (they) have achieved departmental goals. (See Table
IX.)

A. A significant difference was also indicated between the per-
ceptions of department heads and college deans as those perceptions

related to a method of evaluation to ascertain the achievement of goals.



CHI SQUARE

55

TABLE IX

ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #9

Comparison A

Department Heads (IS)
Department Heads (IS)

College Deans (IS)
College Deans (I8S)

Chi Square = 8.76

Critical Value at .05 = 5.99

l -2 -3 4 ~5 -6 7 ~-8-9
Observed 38 73 95
Expected (42.44) (75.15) (88.41)
Observed 10 12 5
Expected ( 5.56) ( 9.85) (11.59)

Reject Null: Yes

Comparison B 1 -2-3 4 - 5--6 7 -8-9
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 12 16 178
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (12.38) (15.03) (178.59)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed B 1 24
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 1.62) ( 1.97) (23.41)
Chi Square = 0.66 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No
Comparison C l -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7 -8-9
Department Heads (IS) Observed 38 73 95
Department Heads (IS) Expected (25.00) (44.50) (136.50)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 12 16 178
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (25.00) (44.50) (136.50)
Chi Square = 75,25 Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: Yes
Comparison D l-2-3 4 ~-5-6 7 -8-9
College Deans (IS) Observed 10 12 5
College Deans (IS) Expected ( 6.00) ( 6.50) (14,50)
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Observed 2 1 24
College Deans (SHOULD BE) Expected ( 6.00) ( 6.50) (14.50)
Chi Square = 27,02 Critical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: Yes
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Department heads (46%) more strongly agreed that they have such methods
than did college deans (18%); similarly, college deans (37%) more
strongly disagreed with the statement than did department heads (18%).

B. At the same time, there was no significant difference concern-
ing the above statement as it relates to the ideal. Both department
heads (86%) and college deans (897%) strongly agreed that department
heads should have a method of evaluation.

C. Moreover, there was a significant difference between the
manner in which department heads perceived what is as compared with

what should be. Whereas a substantial majerity of the group (86%)

strongly agreed that they should have methods of evaluation, only 46
percent strongly agreed that they do.

D. Similarly, the college deans of the sample significantly dis-
agreed with the statement concerning present reality and the ideal.
Only 18 percent strongly agreed that department heads have evaluatioen

methods while 89 percent of the group perceived that they should have.

Statement #10

The rewards I receive (most department heads receive) as a depart-
ment head relate satisfactorily to the goals I (they) achieve. (See
Table X.)

A, There was no significant difference between the perceptions of
department heads and college deans of this sample as those perceptions
related to the above statement and present reality. Neither group
strongly agreed or strongly disagreed that the rewards received by

department heads are satisfactory.
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TABLE X

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF STATEMENT #10

Comparison A

Department Heads (IS)
Department Heads (IS)

College Deans (IS)
College Deans (IS)

Chi Square = 3,71

Comparison B

Department Heads (SHOULD BE)
Department lleads (SHOULD BE)

College Deans (SHOULD BE)
College Deans (SHOULD BE)

Chi Square = (,55

Comparison C

1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 /7 -8 -9

Observed 61 71 73
Expected (58.57) (75.43) (71.00)
Observed 5 14 7
Expected ( 7.43) ( 9.57) ( 9.00)
Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No

1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7 -8=-9

Observed 9 25 171
Expected = ( 9.76) (24.85) (170.39)
Observed 2 3 21
Expected ( 1.24) ( 3.15) (21.61)
Critical Value at .05 = 5.99 Reject Null: No

1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7 -8-=-9

Department Heads (IS) Observed 61 71 73
Department Heads (IS) Expected (35.00) (48.00) (122.00)
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Observed 9 25 171
Department Heads (SHOULD BE) Expected (35.00) (48.00) (122.00)
Chi Square = 100,02 OCritical Value at .05 = 5,99 Reject Null: Yes

Comparison D

College Deans (IS)
Cullege Deans (IS)

College Deans (SHOULD BE)
College Deans (SHOULD BE)

Chi Square = 15,39

1 -2 -3 4 -5 -6 7 -8-09

Observed 5 14 7
Expected ( 3.50) ( 8.,50) (14.00)
Observed 2 3 21

Expected  ( 3.50) ( 8.50) (14.00)

Critical Value at ,05 = 5.99 Reject Null: Yes
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B. At the same time, there was no significant difference between
the perceptions of the two groups concerning the statement and what
should be. Of those responding to the statement, 83 percent of the
department heads and 81 percent of the college deans were in strong
agreement with the statement as it reflected the ideal.

C. On the other hand, there was a significant difference between

the perceptions of department heads concerning what is and what should

be. Whereas only 36 percent of the group strongly agreed that they do
receive satisfactory rewards, 83 percently strongly agreed that they
should.

D. Similarly, there was a significant difference between the per-
ceptions of college deans concerning present reality and the ideal
regarding the above statement. Only 27 percent strongly agreed with
the statement in terms of what is while 81 percent strongly agreed in

terms of what should be. Thus, both groups perceived that the rewards

which department heads receive should be more satisfactory than they

are.
Part II of the Questionnaires

As noted in Table XI and Table XII, when the attractiveness of
rewards as perceived by college deans and department heads was exam-
ined, there was significant agreement among each group. College deans
and department heads agreed among themselves.

However, when the perceptions of college deans were compared to
the perceptions of department heads, there was no association. (See
Table XIII.) lWhether the comparisons were made between the perceptions

of college deans and department heads of individual colleges or between



TABLE XI

KENDALL COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE:
ATTRACTIVENESS OF REWARDS (COLLEGE DEANS)
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W ANALYSIS OF THE

k = 14

ROW N =27

SUMS
Additional clerical support 156
Additional time for teaching and working
with students 265
Additional opportunities for professional
development in administration 215
Additional understanding by the adminis-
tration of my role as department head 230
Additional salary 83
Additional time for research activities 221
More desirable phyéical plant environment 238
Additional time for administrative
activities 217
More autonomy as a department head 109
Additional understanding by the faculty
of my role as a department head 195
Additional participation in the establish-
ment of departmental goals 253
Additional opportunities for professional
development in my academic discipline 197
Additional fringe benefits for my
family 266
Additional promotion and rank 190

38642 «233 81.78

Total: 2835

.05 Level

22 .36

Average: 202, 590

Reject Null

Yes




TABLE XII

KENDALL COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE:
ATTRACTIVENESS OF REWARDS (DEPARTMENT HEADS)

60

W ANALYSIS OF THE

k = 14

SUMS
Additional clerical support 1520
Additional time for teaching and working
with students 1144
Additional opportunities for professional
development in administration 1621
Additional understanding by the adminis-
tration of my role as department head 1336
Additional salary 1108
Additional time for research activities 1071
More desirable phyéical plant environment 1713
Additional time for administrative
activities 1601
More autonomy as a department head 1410
Additional understanding by the faculty
of my role as a department head 1493
Additional participation in the establish-
ment of departmental goals 1692
Additional opportunities for professional
development in my academic discipline 1050
Additional fringe benefits for my
family 1897
Additional promotion and rank 2134

s W Xt
1365876 .153 394.19

Total: 20790

.05 Level
22.36

Average 1485

Reject Null
Yes




TABLE XIIT

KENDALL RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENT:

TAU ANALYSIS

OF THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF REWARDS (COLLEGE

DEANS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS)

N = 27
RANK OF RANK OF
SUMS CD SUMS DH SUMS SUMS

ch

198

DH

Additional clerical support

Additional time for teaching and working
with students

Additional opportunities for professional
development in administration

Additional understanding by the adminis=-
tration of my role as department head

Additional salary
Additional time for research activities
More desirable physical plant environment

Additional time for administrative
activities
H

More autonomy as a department head

Additional understanding by the faculty
of my role as a department head

Additional participation in the establish=-
ment of departmental goals

Additional opportunities for professional
development in my academic discipline

Additional fringe benefits for my
family

Additional promotion and rank

tau z

.208 1.03

156
265
215

230

83
221

238

217

109
195
253
197

266

190

+1515

8 1520
4 1144
10 1621
5 1336
3 1108
2 1071
12 1713
9 1601
6 1410
7 1493
11 1692
1 1050
13 1897
14 2134
Reject Null

No
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the totals of the two groups, agreement could not be asserted. (See
Appendix H.) There were significant differences between what college
deans perceived to be attractive to department heads and what depart-
ment heads perceived to be attractive to themselves. College deans,
for example, pefceived the following rewards as being most attractive:
1) addiﬁional salary, 2) more autonomy, 3) additional clerical support,
4) additional promotion and rank, and 5) additional understanding by
the faculty of their role as a department head. Department heads,
however, ranked the following as being most attractive: 1) additionmal
opportunities for professional development in their academic disci-
plines, 2) additional time for research activities, 3) additional
salary, 4) additional time for teaching and working with students,

and 5) additional understanding by the administration of their role as
a department head. Only one reward, additional salary, appeared in

both of the top five rankings of college deans and department heads.
Summary of the Findings

This study examined the perceptions of college deans and depart-
ment heads concerning role identity, goal achievement, and rewards in
order to determine what relationships existed between them in terms of
significant differences. These differences may be summarized as
follows.

A) In terms of the department head's identification mere as an
administrator than as a faculty member, the perceptions of the depart-
ment heads were significantly different from those of the college deans
concerning the ideal; the perceptions of the departmenf heads were sig-

nificantly different as they perceived present reality and the ideal;
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and the perceptions of the college deans were significantly different
as they perceived present reality and the ideal.

B) 1In terms of the position of college dean being attractive to
department heads, the perceptions of department‘heads were signifi-
cantly different from those of college deans concerning present
reality; the perceptions of department heads were significantly dif-
ferent as they perceived present reality and the ideal.

C) In terms of the locus of accountability of department heads
being more with the faculty than with the administration, the percep-
tions of the college deans were significantly different as they per-
ceived present reality and the ideal.

D) In terms of the department head achieving his personal profes-
sional goals as he achieves the goals of his department, the percep-
tions of the department heads were significantly different as they
perceived present reality and the ideal.

E) In terms of the‘department head having a clear understanding
of the administration's goal expectations concerning his role, the
perceptions of the department heads were significantly different as
they perceived present reality and the ideal; and the perceptions of
the college deans were significantly different as they perceived
present reality and the ideal.

F) 1In terms of the department head having a clear understanding
of the faculty's goal expectations concerning his role, the perceptions
of the department head were significantly different from those of the
college deans concerning present reality; the perceptions of the
department heads were significantly different as they perceived present

reality and the ideal; and the perceptions of the college deans were
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significantly different as they perceived present reality and the
ideal.

G) In terms of the department head having the resources necessary
to achieve the goals of his department, the perceptions of the depart;
ment heads were significantly different as they perceived present
reality and the ideal; and the perceptions of the college deans were
significantly different as they perceived present reality and the
ideal.

H) 1In terms of the department head having a method of evaluation
to ascertain the achievement of departmental goals, the perceptions of
the department head were significantly different from those of the
college deans concerning present reality; the perceptions of the
department heads were significantly different as they perceived present
reality and the ideal; and the perceptions of the college deans were
significantly different as they perceived present reality and the
ideal.

I) 1In terms of the rewards which the department head receives as
relating satisfactorily to his goal achievement, the perceptions of the
department heads were significantly different as they perceived present
reality and the ideal; and the perceptions of the college deans were
significantly different as they perceived present reality and the
ideal.

J) 1In terms of the attractiveness of rewards which a department
head might receive, significant agreement could not be asserted when
the perceptions of department heads and college deans were compared.

Because of the nature of its design, Part III of the question-

naires used in this study did not lend itself to statistical analysis.
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However, considerable information was obtained as a result of this
component. Consequently, these additional remarks appear in Appendix I

and were used only to provide an understanding of the possible causes

when a null hypothesis was either accepted or rejected.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Review of the Study

Dissonance and dissatisfaction currently exists among those who
hold the position of department head in higher education. However, the
literature has indicated that this anxiety can be developed into satis-
faction and consonance through the effective use of incentives. Con-
sequently, the purpose of this study was 1) tovidentify the perceptions
of department heads and college deans, seen as members of an administra-
tive dyad, as those perceptions related to the three main variables of
an incentive system as noted by Diaz:! the receiver of the rewards,
the goals he achieves in order to receive them, and the rewards them-
selves; 2) to establish what relationships existed between those
perceptions; and 3) to make recommendations concerning possible posi-
tive incentives as well as the elimination of features perceived to be

negative incentives by members of the dyad.

The population for this study included the department heads and
college deans of the state-controlled, doctoral granting universities
with an enrollment of over‘10,000 students within the states of
Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, New Mexic, Oklahoma,
and Texas., It was limited to those colleges from within those univer-

sities which were most common to all: College of Arts and/or Science,

66
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College of Business Administration, College of Education, and College
of Engineering. For preservation of homogeneity, only those univer-
sities whose chief academic officers had identified the locus of
accountability of the department head to be with the administration
were included.

After permission was granted by the chief academic officer of
universities within the initial sample, college deans and depértment
heads from within those universities were asked to respond to question-
naires. Part I of the questionnaires asked the department heads and
the college deans to record their perceptions concerning 10 statements
which were related to role identity, goal achievement, and rewards,
both in terms of present reality (IS) .and in terms of the ideal (SﬁOULD
BE). Part II of the questionnaires asked respondents to rank a set of
possible rewards which department heads might receive in terms of their
attractiveness to department heads. Part III of the questionnaires
asked the participants in the study to list additional rewards which
they thought department heads would find attractive.

The final sample of the study included 10 universities in the
Southwest, and of the 351 department heads who were invited to partici-
pate, 210 (60%) responded. Accordingly, of the 45 college deans, 28
(627%) accepted their invitation to participate. These responses were
uséd to determine the perceptions of the two groups, both in terms of

what is and what should be. Once the data were collected, they were

analyzed to determine what relationships existed between the percep-
tions of the two groups within the sample.
These perceptions were compared between department heads and

college deans concerning each of the statements listed in Part I of
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the duestionnaires, both iq terms of present reality and the ideal.
In addition, the perceptions of each group were compared among them-
selves by individual colleges.

At the same time, the pefceptions of college deans as well as
department heads weré compared among fhemselves as to the attractive-
ness of rewards for department heads as listed in Part II of the
questionnaires used in this study. Furthermore, the perceptions of
college deans and department heads were compared betweén the two g¥oups
in order to determine whether or not there was significant agreement.

Through tﬁese analyses, significant differences in the perceptions
of college deans and department heads became apparent, and in many
instances, these differences may be considered as fundamental sources
of the dissatisfaction which exists among department heads within the

sample. For when there is disagreement between members of an adminis-

trative dyad concerning what is and what should be, expectations will
not be met, and dissonance will occur.

This.chapter will consider those differences and make recommenda-
tions concerning each of the. components of an effective incentive

system: role identity, goals, and rewards.
Role Identity

One of the most significant areas of disagreement between depart-
ment heads and their college deans was that of role identity, for
whereas department heads had a tendency to agree that they should
identify themselves more as faculty members than as administrators,
college deans perceived the role conversely. Moreover, department

heads perceived the locus of accountability to be with the faculty
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rather than with the administration while college deans did not share
in that perception. It should not be surprising, then, that few de-
partment heads or college deans perceived the goal of Eecoming a
college dean as attractive for department heads, for there were sig-
nificant differences between the perceptions of the two groups concern-
ing the role identity of the department head.

Furthermore, there were significant differences in the perceptiéﬁs
of the department heads among themselves concerning what their identity
should be. They did not agree to what extent they should identify
themselves as administrators; as a group, however, they did agree that
they should not continue to identify themselves with the administration
as much as they currently do. Likewise, department heads did not agree
among themselves concerning the attractiveness of becoming a college
dean as an ideal goal, but they had a tendency to égree that they
should hold it as more attractive than they do.

Yet, as Getzels 2 has pointed out, the positions should be struc-
turally conceived as an administrative dyad,>for this hierarchy of
relationship provides the locus of allocating and integrating the roles
and resources as organizations attempt to achieve their goals. It
seems to follow, then, that if there are areas of significant disagree-
ment within that dyad, its effectiveness will be weakened, and dis-
sonance will occur.

Although disagreement currently exists within the college dean-
department head administrative dyad, its cause is not readily identi-
fiable. Perhaps, as the literature has suggested, it is partially
because the position of department head has ndt been clearly defined;

perhaps it is because most department heads are appointed or elected
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from the ranks of their own faculty; or perhaps it is because both the
administration and the faculty have not concerned themselves suffi-
ciently with defining the role, and have, therefore, failed to perceive
its importance within the organizational structure of the university.
Regardless of the cause, however, this disagreement should be eliminat-
ed if the department head is to reach his potential effectiveness.

Certainly, one possible cause of this disagreement could be the
method used to select or appoint the department head for the literature
suggests that if he was elected by the faculty, he will more likely
identify himself more as a faculty member, and if he was appointed by
the administration, he will usually identify more as an administrator.
However, this study was limited only to those universities whose chief
academic officers identified the locus of accountability of the depart-
ment head to be with the administration, regardless of the method used
to appoint him. If the role were clearly defined, then, one could
expect that the department heads within this sample as well as their
college deans would also perceive that locus of accountability to be
with the administration. However, department heads disagreed; they had
a tendency to identify themselves as well as theiF locus of accounta-
bility with their faculties.

Consequently, if satisfaction is to be developed within the posi-
tion, it seems that either the chief academic officers and the college
deans must alter their perceptions, or the department heads must con-
cede the fact that once they assume the role of a department head,
their professional identity as well as their locus of accountability
must change; they must, in brief, assume the posture and identification

of administrators.
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To argue that the identification and locus of accountability
should be with the faculty seems futile, for even though an organiza-
tional structure might be designed for the election of a '"representa-
tive' department head by the faculty, it is the administration, not
the faculty, which-determines the specific rewards which the department
head will receive upon the achievement of departmental goals., It is
the administration which must ultimately determine the goals of the
institution, and, consequently, it is the administration which must
determine the role which the department head will play in the achieve-
ment of those goals. Tﬁus, unless the department head is willing to
assume the identity of an administrator, even though he may continue to
function as a member of the faculty, he only serves as a dysfunction of
the organizatienal structure. As a result of this dysfunction, he is
forced into a "confidence game' as described in Chapter I of this
study. He is forced to maintain an allegiance with one group while
attempting to keep the confidence of the other. The result is dis-
sonance and dissatisfaction.

This is not to imply, however, that the department head must
become 'the enemy'" as he assumes the posture of an administrator, for
since he is the administrator who has direct association with the
faculty, he must be sensitive to their professional needs. Department
heads must recognize the dedicated efforts of their faculties, for it
is through their efforts that many departmental as well as institution-
al goals are achieved. If, for example, he ignores them, he will cease
to reach his potential effectiveness. On the other hand, if he ini-
tiates structure through which both the faculty as well as the depart-

-ment head can achieve tﬁeir particular goals, both will be successful.
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Thus, the needs of the faculty must be the cdncern of the department
head, and they must be considered in the establishment of departﬁental
goals. However, the faculty must recognize that since it does not
maintain the organizational resources to reward the department head for
his achievemehts, it therefore does not function as the locus of ac-
countability concerning his performance.

In order, then, to assist in the elimination of the disagreement
which currently exists concerning the role identification of the

department head, this study suggests the following recommendations:

Recommendation #1. That the role of the department head be

clearly defined within an institution, and that the administration as
well as the faculty recognize its organizational function and its
importance concerning the achievement of institutional goals;

<

Recommendation #2. That the locus of accountability for the

department head be identified with the administration rather than the
faculty, regardless of the method used to select him;

Recommendation #3. That the appointment of department heads be

made oniy to those wheo fully understand its defined role and that fhey
accept the position with a willingness to assume the posture of an

administrator;

Recommendation #4. That the department head in his role identifi-
cation recognize the important role which the faculty plays in the
achievement of departmental and institutional goals, and thus initiate
structure which includes their direct participation in the decision-

making process of the department.
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Goals

Agreement and disagreement also existed in the perceptions of
college deans and department heads examined in this study concerning
the goals of the department head. Principles are available, however,
through which these responses can be evaluated. As discussed by Hersey
and Blanchard3 as well as Drucker,“ goal theory is based upon certain
assumptions. First of all, participation is necessary by the person
who is expected to achieve the goal as the goal is established.

Second, there must be a clear understanding of goal expectations on

the part of the superordinate as well as the subordinate. Third,
sufficient resources must be allocated in order to achieve the goal.
Fourth, there must be a method of measurement in order to ascertain
whether or not the goal has been achieved. Finally, as goals relate

to organizations, the closer the organization's goals match the indi-
vidual's goals, the greater will be organizational performance and
effectiveness. As these principles relate to the position of the
department head, this study indicated that there were areas of strength
as well as areas of considerable weakness.

There seemed to be substantial strength within the position con-
cerning the department head's participation in the establishment of
departmental goals. Both department heads and college deans strongly
agreed that the department head is and should be directly involved.

As a result of this participation, one could assume that the department
head would have a clear understanding of the administration's goal
expectations concerning his position.

However, the results of this study indicated mixed agreement.

Although both groups strongly agreed that the department head should
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have a clear understanding of the administration's goal expectations,
college deans did not perceive that he did; neither did the deans
perceive that the department heads had a clear understanding of the
faculty's goal expectations concerning their position.

Moreover, other areas of weakness were indicated. Both groups
agreed that the department head did not have the resources to achieve
his goals. Even though the statistical data of this study strongly
supporfed this assertion, additional remarks collected through Part III
of the questionnaires reinforced it. An overwhelming majority of the
department heads who completed this section voiced a deep concern
regarding the unavailability of sufficient resources, whether they be
for faculty salaries, professional development, curricular development,
or travel. (See Appendix I.)

An additional area of weakness demonstrated by this study was that
of having-a method for evaluating the achievement of goals. Department
heads (467%) agreed more strongly than did college deans (18%) that they
had such methods; however, neither group agreed that their current
methods were what they should be. There were significant differences
between present reality and the ideal for both groups.

At the same time, neither group strongly agreed that the depart-
ment head achieved his personal professional goals by achieving
departmental goals; both groups, on the other hand, had a tendency to
agree that he should. Such a difference between present reality and
the ideal, however, is somewhat understandable, for since both groups
perceived the department head as identifying himself as a faculty
member more than as an administrator, it should follow that they would

not perceive him as achieving his personal professional goals by
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achieving departmental goals. Instead, the department head's personal
goals would be related to instruction and research rather than to
administrative activities, and since the two are different, achievement
of one would not often lead to the achievement of the other.

Perhaps many of these weaknesses, however, could be strengthened
through the implementation of recommendations of this study cited under
the heading "Role Identity." First of all, if the role of the depart-
ment head were clearly defined, disagreement concerning both the
administration's and the faculty's goal expectations could be partially
eliminated, for once the position is clearly defined, so too will be
many of its goals.

Second, if the locus of accountability were identified to be with
the administration, the goal expectations of both groups would become
more clarified. As suggested by the literature, the department head
experiences conflict because of the contradictory expectations of the
administration and the faculty. However, if his position as well as
his locus of accountability were recognized and understood by both
groups, this conflict could be partially eliminated, for expectations
would be determined by the defined role.

Third, if only those who are willing to assume the posture of an
administrater were appointed to the position of department head, they
would be more in a position to achieve their personal professional
goals as they achieve their departmental goals. Statements such as one

department head voiced in Part III of the questionnaires, '". . . Being

chairman is like washing dishes--someone's got to do it . . ." would

begin to diminish. As administrators, department heads would begin to

identify their personal goals differently than they did as faculty
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members. This is not to say, on the other hand, that once a faculty
member assumes the role of department head, he ceases to function as a
faculty member, for he does not. In many instances, he continues to
teach; he continues to conduct research; he continues to give public
service. However, as he assumes the identity of an administrator, his
posture should begin to change; so too should his personal goals begin
to change.

At the same time, other areas should also be strengthened. 1If
department heads, in concert with their faculties and college deans,
are to establish goals, resources necessary for their attainment must
be allocated. If these resources cannot be made available, the goals
must be redefined in terms of the constraints which surround them, for
it seems only reasonable that a goal toward which sufficient resources
are not provided ceases to be a goal and becomes a desire.

In addition, effective methods for the evaluation of goal achieve-
ment must be developed. Regardless of how many efforts a department
head might expend, unless he is able to measure accurately whether or
not those efforts have enabled him to achieve his goals, his efficiency
will decrease.

Thus, in order to help strengthen the areas of weakness pertaining
to goal achievement and the position of the department head in higher
education, this study makes the following recommendations:

Recommendation #5. That the department head continue to partici-

pate fully in the establishment of departmental goals;

Recommendation #6. That departmental goals include only those

toward which adequate resources necessary for their attainment can be

allocated;
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Recommendation #7. That a method of evaluation be developed which

will enable the department head to ascertain whether or not goals have

been achieved.

Rewards

In order to examine the perceptions of college deans and depart-
ment heads concerning the rewards department heads receive for the
achievement of goals, this study attempted to determine whether or not
current rewards were adequate, and, in additien, to identify those
rewards which appeared to be attractive to the department head. It
should be noted again, however, that college deans were not asked to
rank the set of possible rewards used in this study as they perceived

them to be attractive but as they perceived that department heads would

find them to be attractive.

Concerning the adequacy of rewards, both groups were in agreement;
neither strongly agreed that‘present rewards relate satisfactorily to
the goals which department heads achieve; both groups strongly agree
that they should. Dissatisfaction was apparent concerning the adequacy
of rewards.

At thé same time, as perceived by the two groups, the nature of
possible rewards which could be provided in order to achieve satisfac-
tion was a source of additional disagreement. To the college deans,
additional salary appears to the department heads as being most at-
tractive, and, indeed, it did rank third among their perceptions. Yet
as noted in Table XIII, there were few similarities between the percep-

tions of the two groups.
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Listed below are the top five rankings of college deans and

department heads as well as the corresponding rankings of each group:

CD REWARD DH
1 Additional Salary 3
2 More Autonomy as a Department Head 6
3 Additional Clerical Support 8
4 Additional Promotion and Academic Rank 14
5 Additional Understanding by the Faculty of 7

Their Role as Department Heads

DH REWARD CD

1 Additional Opportunities for Professional 6
Development in My Academic Discipline

2 Additional Time for Research Activities 9
3 Additional Salary 1
4 Additional Time for Teaching and Working 14

with Students
5 ‘Additional Understanding by the Administration 10
of my Role as a Department Head

As noted above, it became more apparent that with the exception of
additional salary, college deans did not have a firm grasp upon those
rewards which appear attractive to departmenﬁ heads. Since, however,
the college dean is the superordinate member of the administrative
dyad, it is important that he consider caréfully those rewards which
apﬁear attractive, for it is he, along with the rest of the administra-
tion, who will distribute them.

Once again, the differences between the perceptions of the two
groups are directly related to the differences between their percep-

tions concerning role identity. College deans, for example, perceived
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as attractive to department heads, rewards which are usually identified
with administrators in highér education: salary, autonomy, clerical
support, promotion, and understénding by their subordinates (faculty).
Department heads, on the other hand, perceived as attractive rewards
which are traditionally identified with the faculty: academic develop-
ment, research opportunities, salary, teaching oppeortunities, and
understanding by their superordinates (administration);/ Thus, with

the exception of salary, there was disagreement. Yet, such is under-
standable, for since the aepartment head tends to identify himself more
with his faculty, the rewards usually associated with the faculty could
be expected to appear attractivelto him. Accordingly, since the college
dean tends to think that the department head should identify himself
more as an administrator, it should be expected that he would perceive
the rewards usually associated with the administration as attractive.

A rather naive conclusion, then, would be that if department heads
would identify themselves more as administrators, the rewards of facul-
ty members would lose their aftractiveness. However, such a conclusion
does not necessarily follow. First of ail, even though it is one of
the major recommendations of this study that the department head only
accept his position if he is willing to assume the posture of an
administrater, he also functions as a faculty member. He teaches; he
conducts research; he works with students; he remains a professional
within his academic discipline. He is, in brief, much more than an
administrator; he is also an educator, and, as such, he is attracted
by the rewards of his profession, for unlike most other positions of
administration in higher education, the department head is expected to

maintain his professional capabilities as he functions in his
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administrative capacity. Simply because he may identify himself as an
administrator in his role as department head, such identification
should‘not exclude the important facf that he is also an educator.
Consequently, his rewards for the achievement of goals should not
exclude those which are associated with the faculty.

One might argue that if the department head were provided those
rewards which he finds attractive, he might well become a more effec-
tive faculty member, but such rewards would do little to develop his
administrative skills. But once again, such a conclusion does not
necessarily follow, for the purpose of rewards is to recognize the
achievement of goals, not to increase skills, Administrative develop-
ment is a function within the position of the department head, not a
reward for goal achievement. But even then, since it is necessary
for a department head to maintain a deep understanding and rapport
with his faculty, one might also argue that a department head's
potential as an effective administrator might well be strengthened,
not weakened, as a result of being provided rewards which would
improve his professional, academic capabilities.

Admittedly, it would be unreasonable to assert that department
heads should be allocated more time to teach and work with students as
a reward for the achievement of departmental goals, for to become an
administrator in education is to exchange proportions of time; one
exchanges time, for example, to work‘with students for time to conduct
the administrative affairs of the department. To reward a department
head by releasing him from his administrative activities would be to
limit his capacity to function effectively as a department head.

However, the department head's concern for opportunities for
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professional development within his academic discipline as well as his
concern for more opportunities to conduct research are worthy of con-
sideration. Since the department head is an administrator who also
serves as a member of the faculty, it seems reasonable to reward him
for the achievement of goals by providing him periodic leaves as well
as sabbaticals In order that he might continue to maintain his profes-
sional competency as an educator. Of course, the extent of the leaves
as well as.the remuneration during the sabbaticals will vary among
institutions and departments depending upon their particular resources.
Yet the reward is consistent with the position.

At the same time, as perceived by both college deans and depart-
ment heads, additional sal#ry is also consistent with the position. It
should, however, be considered within the context of the university
setting. It is a fact that most administrators receive higher salaries
than most faculty members for an equal number of years of service with-
in their respective positions. There are few exceptions. Consequently,
if a faculty member is appointed to the position of department head,
his salary should be adjusted upward in proportion to the time he is
expected to function as an administrator. He should not be expected to
assume the identity, the posture, and the responsibility of an admin-
istrator without also sharing in the financial remuneration provided
other administrators in higher education. Thus, to the extent that his
position is defined as administrative, to that same extent should his
salary be increased as long as universities continue to reward admin-
istrators with higher salaries than they do faculty members.

Finally, additional understanding by the administration of their

role as department heads is a readily available reward which requires
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no resources, Even though the dissatisfaction related to this reward
as it currently exists would be eliminated through the recommendation
that the role of the department head be clearly defined, and that the
administration as well as the faculty understand its organizational
function and its importance concerning the achievement of institutional

goals, responses to Part III of the Questionnaire for Department Heads

used in this study further amplify this dissatisfaction. Throughout
the responses there is a plea that administrators recognize and under-
stand the role. There are many department heads who feel that their
efforts go unnoticed and unappreciated by their administrations. Yet
the dissatisfaction caused by this simple lack of human concern can
easily be remedied. It requires only a nod of understanding or a
word of appreciation. It costs nothing.

In order, then, to aid in the elimination of dissatisfaction which
currently exists concerning the rewards which the department head
receives for the achievement of goals, this study makes the following
recommendationé:

Recommendation #8. That the department head be rewarded for the
achievement of departmental goals opportunities for professional
development through periodic leaves and sabbaticals;

Recommendation #9. That the department head be rewarded for the
achievement of departmental goals a salary in proportion to that of
other administrators in higher education;

Recommendation #10. That the department head be recognized for
the goals he achieves, not exclusively in terms of material rewards,
but also in terms of genuine acknowledgement and understanding of the

function he performs within the university.
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Future Considerations

The sample of this study was limited by criteria of region,
governance, type of institution, size of institution, and the locus
of accountability of the department head. Similar studies which would
select different variables, e.g., private rather than public, small
rather than large, etc., should produce additional information which
would provide a cross-validation and examination of the results ob-
tained through this study.

Moreover, this study did not account for such variables as age,
sex, length of tenure in the position, method of appointment, etc.
Future studies might consider these variables in order to determine
whether or not they ére significant concerning the results obtained
through this study.

Finally, this study addressed itself to the perceptions of college
deans and department heads, bo;h members of an administrative dyad.

At the same time, the department head is also a member of a different
dyad, that of the department head-faculty. Future research might

address itself to the perceptions of the faculty concerniﬁg the role
which the department head should play, the goals he achieves, and the
rewards he receives in order to provide a more clear understanding of

the position and the incentives which are related to it.
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UNIVERSITY PARTICIPATION BY COLLEGE AND DEPARTMENT

UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS

01-01-00 College of Arts and Sciences

01-01-01 Department of Anthropology*

01-01~02 Department of Art¥*

01-01-03 Department of Botany and Bacteriology*

01-01-04 Department of Chemistry* )

01-01-05 Department of Comparative Literature¥

01-01-06 Department of Computer Science

01-01-07 Department of English

01-01-08 Department of Foreign Languages and Literature

01-01-09 Department of Geography*

01-01-10 Department of Geology*

01-01-11 Department of History*

01-01~12 Department of Humanities*

01-01-13 Department of Mathematics*

01-01-14 Department of Music*

01-01-15 Department of Natural Sciences

01-01~16 Department of Philosophy

01-01-17 Department of Physics*

01-01-18 Department of Political Science

01-01~19 Department of Psychology*

01-01-20 . Department of Sociology*

01-01-21 Department of Speech and Dramatic Arts

01-01-22 Department of Zoology

01-02-00 College of Business Administration*

01-02-01 Department of Accounting*

01-02-02 Department of Data Processing and Quantitative Analysis

01-02-03 Department of Economics¥*

01-02-04 Department of Finance*

01-02-05 Department of Management¥*

01-02-06 Department of Marketing and Transportation*

01-03-00 College of Education*

01-03-01 Department of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation¥

01-03-02 Department of School Service Personnel

01-03-03 Department of Teacher Education

01-03~04 Department of Vocational Education*

01-04-00 College of Engineering

01-04=-01 Department of Agricultural Engineering*

01-04-02 Department of Chemical Engineering*

01-04-03 Department of Civil Engineering¥

01-04-04 Department of Electrical Engineering

* Indicates respanse

and Department Heads

to questionnaire. College Deans in relation to colleges

in relation to departments.



01~04-05 Department of Engineering Science

01-04-06 Department of General Engineering#*

01-04-07 Department of Industriai Engineer ing¥*

01-04-08 Department of Mechanical Engineering*
COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY

02-01-00 College Ez Humanities and Social Sciences*

02-01-01 Department of Anthropology¥*

02-01-02 Department of Economics¥*

02-01-03 Department of English

02-01-04 Department of Fine Arts¥

02-01-05 Department of History*

02-01-06 Department of Journalism*

02-01«07 Department of Languages¥

02-01-08 Department of Philosophy*

02-01-09 Department of Political Science®

02-01-10 Department of Sociology¥*

02-01-11 Department of Speech and Theatre Arts¥*

02-01-00a College of Natural Sciences*

02-01-12 Department of Biological Sciences*

02-01-13 Department of Computer Sciences*

02-01-14 Department of Mathematics*

02-01-15 Department of Physical Sciences®

02-01-16 Department of Psychology¥*

02-01-17 Department of Statistics¥

02-02-00 College of Business Administration

02-02=-01 Department of Accounting*

02-02-02 Department of Business Administration

02-02-03 Department of Management*

02~02-04 Department of Marketing

02-03-00 College EE Professional Studies™

02-03-01 Department of Education¥

02~03-02 Department of Physical Education¥*

02-03-03 Department of Vocational Education*

02-04-00 College of Engineering*

02-04-01 Department of Civil Engineering*

02-04~02 Department of Electrical Engineering

02-04~03 Department of Mechanical Engineering*

02-04-04 Department of Agricultural Engineering

02-04-05 Department of Engineering Sciences
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UNIVERSITY OF COLORADQ

03-01-00 College of Arts and Sciences*

03-01-01 Department of Anthropology*

03-01-02 Department of Astro-Geophysics¥*

03-01-03 Department of Environmental Biology

03-01-04 Department of Molecular Biology*

03-01-05 Department of Chemistry

03-01-06 Department of Classics¥*

03-01-07 Department of Communication*

03-01-08 Department of Communication Disorders and Speech*
03-01-09 Department of Computer Science

03-01-10 Department of Economics

03-01-11 Department of English

03-01-12 Department of Fine Arts¥

03-01-13 Department of French*

03-01-14 Department of Geography*

03-01-15 Department of Geological Sciences

03-01-16 Department of Germanic Languages and Literature*
03~01~17 Department of History

03-01-18 Department of Integrated Studies¥*

03-01-19 Department of Italian Languages and Literature
03-01-20 Department of Linquistics

03-01-21 Department of Mathematics

03-01-22 Department of Qriental Languages and Literature¥®
03-01~23 Department of Philosophy

03-01-24 Department of Physical Education and Recreation
03-01-25 Department of Physics and Astrophysics
03-01-26 Department of Political Science®

03-01-27 Department of Psychology

03-01-28 Department of Slavic Languages and Literature¥
03-01-29 Department of Sociology

03-01-30 Department of Spanish and Portuguese

03-01-31 Department of Theatre and Dance*

03-02-00 College of Businegss and Administration¥
03-02-01 Department of General Business¥*

03-02-02 Department of Marketing*

03-02-03 Department of Business Research

03-02~04 Department of Finance®

03-02-05 Department of Management and Organization
03-02-06 Department of Accounting*

03-03-00 School of Education

03-03-01 Department of Administration and Supervision*
03-03-02 Department of Guidance and Counseling

03-03-03 Department of Curriculum and Instruction¥

Y Departmental structure not indicated in current bulletin.

Traditional

departmental identification used for distribution of questionnaires.



03-03-04 Department of Educational Psycholiogy*
03-03-05 Departmeunt of Elementary Education
03-03-06 Department of Secoundary Education
03-03-07 Department of Higher Education¥
03-03-08 Department of Research and Evaluation Methodology*
03-04-00 GCollege of Engineering and Applied Sciences*
03-04-01 Department of Aerospace Engineering Sciences
03-04-02 Department of Applied Mathematics
03-04-03 Department of Architectural Engineering®
03-04-04 Department of Chemical Engineering
03-04~05 Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering*
03-04-06 Department of Electrical Engineering*
03-04-07 Department of Engineering Design and Economic Evaluation
03-04-08 Department of Engineering Physics
03-04-09 Department of Mechanical Engineering*
UNIVERSITY OF NEW ORLEANS
04-01-00 College of Liberal Arts¥*
04-01-01 Department of Anthropology
04-01-02 Department of Drama and Communication®*
04-01-03 Department of English*
04-01-04 Department of Fine Arts
04-01-05 Department of French
04-01-06 Department of Geography
04-01-07 Department of German®
04=-01-08 Department of History¥*
04=01-09 Department of Music®
04-01-10 Department of Political Science¥
04-01-11 Department of Philosophy
04-01-12 Department of Sociology*
04-01~13 Department of Spanish
04-01-00a College of Science*
04-01~-14 Department of Biological Sciences
" 04-01-15 Department of Chemistry*
04-01~16 Department of Computer Science*
04-01-17 Department of Earth Sciences
04-01-18 Department of Mathematics*
04-01-19 Department of Physics
04-01-20 Department of Psychology*
04-02-00 College of Business
04-02~-01 Department of Aecounting
04-02-02 Department of Business Administration



04-02-03 Department of Economics

04-02~04 Department of Finance

04-02-05 Department of Hotel, Restaurant, and Tourism
04-02-06 Department of Management* '
. 04-02-07 Department of Marketing

04-02-08 Department of Office Administration¥*

04-03-00 College of Education*

04-03-01 Department of Curriculum and Instruction®
04-03-~02 Department of Educational Administration
04-03-03. Department of Foundations and Research¥*
04-03-04 Department of Health and Safety Education*
04~03-05 Department of Physical Education

04-03-06 Department of Special Education

04-04-00 College EE Enginéering

04-04-01 Department of Civil Engineering*
04-04-02 Department of Electrical Engineering
04-04-03 Department of Mechanical Engineer ing*
04-04-04 Department of Engineering Sciences

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY

05-01-00 College of Arts and Sciences*

05-01-01 Department of Art

05-01-02 Department of Biological Sciences*
05-=01-03 Department of Chemistry¥*

05-01-04 Department of English*

'05-01-05 Department of Foreign Languages*

05-01-06 Department of Geography¥*

05-01-07 Department of Geology*

05-01-08 Department of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation*
‘05-01«09 Department of History*

05-01-10 Department of Humanistic Studies*

05-01=11 Department of Journalism and Broadcasting*
05-01-12 Department of Mathematical Sciences
05~01-13 Department: of Music¥*

05-01=-14 Department of Physics*

05-01=15 Department of Political Science¥*

05-01-16 Department of Sociology

05-01-17 Department of Speech¥*

05-02-00 College of Business Administration¥* .

05-02-01 Department of Accounting*

05-02-02 Department of Administrative Sciences

05-02=03 Department of Administrative Services and Business Education*
05-02-04 Department of Economics*



05-03-00 College EE Education*

05-03~01 Department of Applied Behavorial Studies*

05-03-02 Department of Curriculum and Instruction¥

05-03-03 Department of Educational Administration and Higher Education*
05-03=04 Department of Psychology*

05-03-05 Department of Occupational and Adult Education¥

05-04-00 College EE Engineering

05-04~01 Department of Agricultural Engineering*

05-04~02 Department of Chemical Engineering*

05-04-03 Department of Civil Engineering#*

05-04~04 Department of Electrical Engineering*

05-04~05 Department of General Engineering*

05~04~-06 Department of Industrial Engineering and Management
05-04~07 Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering
05-04-08 School of Architecture*

05~-04=09 School of Technology*

UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA

06~01-00 College EE Arts and Sclences*

06-01-01 Department of Anthropology*

06-01-02 Department of Botany and Microbiology*
06-01-03 Department of Chemistry*

06-01-04 Department of Classics¥*

06~01-05 Department of Economics

06=01-06 Department of English

06-01-07 Department of Geography

06~01=-08 Department of Geology and Geophysics*
06-01-09 Department of Physical Education, Health, and Recreation
06-01-10 Department of History

;06=01~11 Department of Mathematics*

06-01~12 School of Home Economics*

06-01«13 School of Journalism

06-01-14 Department of Meteorology

06-01-15 Department of Modern Languages*
06-01-16 Department of Philosophy¥*

06-01-17 Department of Physics and Astronomy
06-01-18 Department of Political Science*
06-01«19 Department of Psychology

06=01=20 Department of Sociology*

06-01-21 Department of Social Work*

06=01-22 Department of Speech Communication¥*
06-01-23 Department of Zoology*
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College EE Business Administration*

06-02 ~00
06-02-01 Division of Accounting*
06-02-02 Division of Finance
06-02-03 Division of Environmental Analysis and Policy
06-02-04 Division of Management*
06-02-05 Division of Economics
06-02-06 Division of Marketing*
06-03-00 College of Education 1)
06~03-01 Department of Administration and Supervision
06-03-02 Department of Guidance and Counseling*
06-03-03 Department of Curriculum and Instruction
06-03-04 Department of Educational Psychology
06-03-05 Department of Elementary Education
06-03~06 Department of Secondary Education
06-03-07 Department of Higher Education
06-03-08 Department of Research and Evaluation Methodology
06-~04-00 College EE Engineering
06-04=01 School of Aerospace, Mechanical, and Nuclear Engineering*
06~04=02 School of Chemical Engineering and Materials Science
06~04~03 School of Electrical Engineering*
06=04=04 School of Industrial Engineering ‘
06-04-05 School of Petroleum and Geological Engineering
06-04-06 Department of Efigineering
06-04-07 Department of ‘Meteorology
LAMAR UNIVERSITY
07-01-00 College of Liberal Arts
07-01-01 Department of English¥
07-01~02 Department of Government
07-01-03 Department of History
07-01-04 Department of Modern Languages¥
07-01-05 Department of Public Affairs
07-01-06 Department of Sociology
07-01-00a College EE Sciences
07-01-07 Department of Aerospace Studies¥*
07-01-08 Department of Biology*
07-01-09 Department of Chemistry*
07-01-10 Department of Geology*
07-01-11 Department of Physics*
07-01-12 Department of Psychology

3,

1) Departmental structure not indicated in current bullecin,

Traditional

departmental identification used for distribution of questionnaires.



07-02-00 College of Busimess

07-02-01 Departmen£ of Accounting

07-02-02 Department of Business Administration¥*
07-02-03 Department of Economics* :
07-02-04 Department of Office Administration
07-03-00 GCollege of Education*

07-03-01 Department of Elementary Education
07-03-02 Department of Secondary Education¥*
07-03-03 Department of Special Education¥
07~03-04 Department of Health and Physical Education¥
07-03-05 Department of Home Economics

07-04-00 College of Engineering*

07-04~01 Department of Chemical Engineering¥*
07-04-02 Department of Civil Engineering

07-04~03 Department of Electrical Engineering
07-04-04 Department of Industrial Engineering¥

07-04-05 Department of Meéchanical Engineering
07-04~-06 Department of Mathematics*

STEPHEN F. AUSTIN STATE UNIVERSITY

1 08-01-00 School Ez Fine Arts*

08-01~0) Department of Art¥

08-01-02 Department of Communication*

08-01-03 Department of Music*

08-01~04 Department of Theatre

08-01-00a School of Liberal Arts

08-01~05 Department of English and Philosophy*
- 08-01<06 Department of Geography¥*

08-01-07 Department of History¥*

08~01-08 Department of Modern Languages

08-01-09 Department of Political Sciences

08=01-10 Department of Psychology¥*

08-01-=11 Department of Sociology*

08-01-00b School of Sciences and Mathematice*
08-01-12 Department of Biology*

08-01-13 Department of Chemistry

08-01-~14 Deparcment of Geology

08-01=-15 Department of Mathematics and Statistics
- 08-01-16 DNepartment of Physics
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Depar tment

08-02-00 School of Business*
08-02~01 Department oE.Accounting
08-02~02 Department of Computer Science*
08-02-03 Department of Economics
08-02-04 Department of General Business
08-02-05 Department of Management
- 08-02-06 Department of Office Administration¥
08-03-01 School of Education®
08-03-01 Department ‘of Agriculture
08-03-02 Department of Elementary Education*
08-03-03 Department of Health and Physical Education¥*
- 08-03-04 Department of Home Economics¥*
08-03-05 Department of School Services*
08-03-06 Department of Secondary Education®
UNLVERSITY OF TEXAS AT ARLINGTON
09-01-00 College EE Liberal Arts*
09~01-01 Department of Architecture
09-01-002 Department of Art
09-01-03 Department of Communication
09-01-04 Department of Education
09-01-05 Department of English
09-01-06 Department of Foreign Languages¥
09-01-07 Department of History and Philosophy
09-01-08 Department of Music®
09-01-09 Department of Physical Education*
09-01-10 Department of Political Science¥*
09-01~11 Department of Sociology*
09-01-00a College EE Sciencex
09-01~12 Department of Biology*
. 09=01~13 Department of Chemistry*
09~01~14 Department of Geology
09-01-15 Department of Mathematics¥
09-01-16 Department of Physics¥*
09-01-17 Department of Psychology*
09-02-00 College EE Businegs Administration
09-02-01 Department of Accounting*
09-02-02 Department of Business Administration¥
09-02-03 of Economics¥*
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09-04-00 Collegg}EE Engineering¥*

09-04~01 Department of Aerospace Engineering¥*

09-04-02 Department of Civil Engineering

09-04-03 Department of Electrical Engineering*

09-04-04 - Department of Industrial Engineering

09-04-05 Department of Mechanical Engineering¥
UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT EL PASO

10-01-00 College of Liberal Arts

10-01-01 Department of Art*

10-01-02 Department of Drama

10-01~03 Department of Music

10-01-04 Department of Psychology*

10-01-05 Department of Sociology*

10-01-06 Department of Political Science

10-01-07 Department of English

10-01-08 Department of Foreign Languages¥*

10-01-09 Department of Linguistics¥*

10-01-10 Department of History*

10-01-11 Department of Philosophy*

10-01-12 Department of Journalism

10-01-13 Department of Radio and Television*

10-01-14 Department of Speech

10-01-00a College E Science

10-01-15 Department of Biological Science

10-01-16 Department of Chemistry

10-01-17 Department of Geology*

10-01~18 Department of Mathematics¥

10-01-19 Department of Physics¥*

10-01-20 Department of Medical Technology¥*

10-02-00 College EE Business Administration

10~02-01 Department of Accounting

10-02-02 Department of Business

10-02-03 Department of Economics and Finance
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10-03-00 College EE Education*

10~03~01 Department of Curriculum and Instruction

10-03-02 Department of Educational Administration and Supervision*
10-03-03 Department of Educational Psychology and Guidance*
10-03-04 Department of Health and Physical Education¥*



10-04-00 College EE Engineering*

10-04-01 Department of Civil Engineering*
10-04-02 - Department of Electrical Engineering*
10-04-03 Department of Mechanical Engineering*
10-04-04 Department of Metallurgical Engineering¥*

Note: 1In some instances, the Department of Military Science was included
within one of the above colleges. However,
was a separate organizational unit of the university. Consequently,
when it appeared as a department, it was not included.

in most instances, it
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REGIONAL STATE CONTROLLED, DOCTORAL GRANTING UNIVERSITIES WITH AN ENROLLMENT

STATE
Arkansas

Colorado
Colorado

Kansas
Kansas
Kansas

Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana

Missouri
Missouri
Missouri

New Mexico

Oklahoma
Ok lahoma

Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas

OF OVER 10,000 STUDENTS

UNIVERSITY
University of Arkansas

Colorado State University
University of Colorado

‘Kansas State University

University of Kansas
Wichita State University

Louisiana State University
University of New Orleans
University of Southern Louisiana

University of Missouri
University of Missouri
University of Missouri

University of New Mexico

" Oklahoma State University

Universgity of Oklahoma

North Texas State University

Lamar University

Sam Houston State University
Stephen F, Austin State University
Texas A & M University

Texas Tech University

University of Houston

University of :Texas

University of Texas

University of Texas

CITY
Fayetteville

Fort Collins
Boulder

Manhattan
Lawrence
Wichita

Baton Rouge
New Orleans
Lafayette

Columbia
Kansas City
St. Louis

Alburquerque

Stillwater
Norman

Denton
Beaumont

‘Huntsville

Nacogdoches

College Station

Lubbock
Houston
Auscin
Arlington
El1 Paso

Source: Education Directory: Colleges and Universities, 1976

STUDENTS

12,885

16,798
22,420

16,422
20,395
15,005

24,440
12,317
11,572

24,237
11,307
11,825

20,599

19,793
22,496

15,875
11,495
10,144
10,881
21,245
21,927
33,533
44,934
15,434
11,418
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October 15, 1976

Dr. Kenneth E. Reasley

Vice President for Academic Affairs
University of Texas

El raso, Texas 79968

Dear Dr. Beasley:

Goal achievement lies at the heart of any organization: yet
research indicates that few institutions of higher education
have a firm grasp and understanding of those incentives which
encourage goal achievement. This seems especially true as it
relates to the role of the department head.

Consequently, I am preparing a study which proposes to investi-
gate goal achievement and incentives as these factors relate to
the position of the department head. It will consist of two
brief questionnaires to be completed hv college deans and their
department heads in the Colleae of Arts and/or Sciences, the
College of Business Administration, the College of [iucation,
and the College of Engineering.

The purpose of this letter, then, is to ask you to join me in
this effort to discover ways to improve our administrative
systems by granting me permission to conduct this survey on
your campus. Of course, inforration derived will be treated
confidentially; specific universities and colleges will not he
identified. Should you be willing to participate, I would
naturally make the results of the study available to you and
woulll be willing to identify your institution for vour personal
information.

For your convenience, I have enclosed a postage renly card.
Please note that an important component of this study will ad-
«ress itself to the locus of accountahilitv of the department
head. Is he more accountable to his faculty or tc the admin-
istration? Please respond according to tha way vou view this
nosition at the University of Teoxas.

tindest regards,
David L. Cawthon
Academic Dean

PLC : ph
Peturn Card Inclosed
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l) __ Yes, you may... No, you nray not....
. ...conduct your survey concerning coal
achievement and incentives as they relate
to department heads on our carmpus.

2) At our university, the department head is
considered to be most accountalle to the.

(Please Check One)
Faculty Administration

Name

University
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Noverber 5, 1976

Dr. Ronald K. Calgaard

Vice Chancellor for Academic nffairs
University of lansas

Lavvence, lKansas 66043

Dear Nir., Calgsard:

Several weeks age I wrote te you concerrina a stody I ¢
conducting which will atterpt to investicats weo! achiesve
ment and incentive zvsawers as they relate to the mozibieon

of the departinert head in hicher ecucat:on,
e stuey will congist of two brief quesnticrraitres to bLe
corpletad Ly collere dcears and Jdevartrient reads v o hbo Col-
lodgs of Arts and/or Gciences, the Colleecs of Busineas pd-
ministratlion, the College of Yaucation vl the (olle o of

The Adiztribution of cucestionnalres 16 scoeaunlod Jor Droepher 1,
Of ccursae, I would like te includ: zhe orniversit. of Tansas
in the study.

Thus, J am secking vour paerrissicn Lo aconco-t {his urvey on
vour carmpus. I have enclosad a mostace vool 0 oord oy vour
convenience. Please note thet an ipnortar: rorronent of this
study will address itself to the loncun o ac-muatallylize of
the dapartment head. s he nore s~countalie te Lis ranulty
or to the adninistration? Jlease reaspont ancorcine to the
way you view «hig positicon at tho snlgeraite of Tlavans

rindess reo avos,

Dawvid I.. Zavkipsr
Academic Dear

DLC : »h
Roturn Card Fnelosed
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SIGJV orys College-

1900 WEST MACARTHUR DRIVE PHOMNE 405.27:. 7870 SHAWNEE. DK/ HIMA ,v'_“':"f:'

~

AcaDEMIC DEeEAN

December 1, 1976

«+o.from the viewpoint of the organization requiring or
seeking contributions from individuals, the problem of
effective incentives may be either one of finding posi=-
tive incentives or of reducing or eliminating negative
incentives or burdens.

-~-~Chester Barnard

Incentives lie at the heart of goal achievement. Yet, research
indicates that few institutions of higher education have a firm grasp
and understanding of those incentives which encourage goal achieve-
ment., The literature indicates that this is especially true as it
relates to the position of the department head. :

Consequently, the purpose of this letter is to invite you to
participate in a study designed to investigate the position of the
department head as well as the goal expectations and rewards related
to that position,

Accordingly, the questionnaire for the study focuses on the per=-
ceptions of the department head as well as the college dean, both members
of the administrative dyad, concerning the department head within his
role, the goals which he is expected to achieve, and the rewards he will
receive for achieving those goals. Both are being asked to record their
responses in terms of present reality (IS) as well as in terms of expec~-
tations (SHOULD BE).

Please join me in this effort to discover ways to improve our adminis~
trative asystems by completing the enclosed questionnaire and returning it
without delay. Of course, information derived will be treated confiden-
tially; specific universities and colleges will not be identified.

Kindest regards,

Lhotld L. _

David L. Cawthon
Academic Dean

Enclosure

Estabiished in 1875 by tie Bevedictine Monl, [RIT I f e
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PART I: DIRECTIONS. Listed below are 10 statements regarding department heads in higher
education. At the right of each statement, please record your response as you perceive that
statement to be a reflection of present reality (IS). Then record your response as you perceive
that statement to be a reflection of your expectations (SHOULD BE). Record your responses by
circling the number which best represent your position as noted on the following continuum:

STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7T 8 9 STRONGLY AGREE

I identify myself more as an administrator than (7) IS 2 3 5 6 7.8 9
as a faculty member. (8) SHOULD BE 2 3 5 6 789
Becoming a college dean is a goal which I find (9) IS 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
attractive. (10) SHOULD BE 2 3 56 7 89
I consider myself to be more accountable to the

faculty than to the administration in my role as (11) 1S 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
department head. (12) SHOULD BE 2 3 5 6 789
Achieving the goals of my department allows me (13) 1S 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
to achieve my personal professional goals. (14) -SHOULD BE 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
I have a clear understanding of the administra-

tion’s goal expectations concerning my role as a (15) IS 2 3 56 789
department head. (16) SHOULD BE 2 3 56 789
I am directly involved in the establishment of (17) IS 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
goals for my department. (18) SHOULD BE 2 3 56 78 9
I have a clear understanding of the faculty's goal

expectations concerning my role as a department (19) 1S 2 3 56 789
head. (20) SHOULD BE 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
I have the resources necessary to achieve the (21) IS 2 3 5 6 789
goals of my department. (22) SHOULD BE 2 3 5 6 78 9
I have a method of evaluation to ascertain

whether or not I have achieved departmental (23) IS 2 3 5 6 789
goals. (21) SHOULD BE 2 3 56 7889
The rewards I receive as a department head (25) IS 2 3 5 6 789
relate satisfactorily to the goals 1 achieve. (26) SHOULD BE 2 3 5 6 7 8 9
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PART II: DIRECTIONS. Below is a list of 14 possible rewards which you mirht receive for the
accomplishment of goals in your role as a department head. The purpose of this study is to find
out which of these rewards is most aitractive to you. Study the list carefully and pick out the
one reward which is most attractive. Place a 1 on the blank line to the left of this reward. Review
the remaining 13 and rank them in order of their attractiveness to you. The reward which is
least attractive should be ranked 14. Please usc all fouricen numbers without tics.

(27-28) . ... Additional clerical support

(29-30) ......... Additional time for teaching and working with students

(31-32) e Additional opportunities for professional development in administration

(33-34) ......... Additional understanding by the administration of my role as epartment head
(35:36) oo Additional salary

(37-38) ..ccoee Additional time for research activities

(39-40) . ....... More desirable physical plant environment

(41-42) . ... Additional time for administrative activities

(43-44) ......... More autonomy as a department head

(4546) ... ... Additional understanding by ’the faculty of my role as a department head
(47-48) ........... Additional ‘participation in the establishment of ’depu'rlmental goals

(49-50) .......... Additional opportunities for professional development in my academic discipline
(51-52) . ...... Additional fringe benefits for my family

(53-54) . Additional promotion and academic rank



111

PART III: DIRECTIONS. Please list below any other rewards which you would find attractive
even though they are not listed in Part II. DO NOT, however, include these additional listings
in your rewards listed in Part II
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PART I: DIRECTIONS. Listed below are 10 statements regarding department heads in  higher
education. At the right of each statement, please record your response as you perceive that
statement to be a reflection of present reality (IS). Then record your response as you. perceive
that statement to be a reflection of your expectations (SHOULD BE). Record your responses by
circling the number which best represent your position as noted on the following continuum:

STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 STRONGLY AGREE

Most department heads identify themselves more (7) IS 1 2 3 456 789
as an administrator than as a faculty member. (§) SHOULD BE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Becoming a college dean is a goal which most (9) - IS 1 2 345 6 7 89
department heads find attractive. (1) SHOULD BE { 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Most department heads consider themselves to be )
more accountable to the faculty than to the ad- (11) IS 1 2 3456 789
ministration in their role as department head. (12) SHOULD BE 1 2 5 9

Achieving the goals of their department allows

most department heads to achieve their personal (13) IS 12 3 456 789
professional goals. (14) SHOULDBE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 3
Most department heads have a clear understand-

ing of the administration’s goal expectations (15) IS 1 2 3 456 789
concerning their role as department heads. (16) SHOULD BE 1 2 3 4 53 6 7 8 9
Most department heads are directly involved in (17) IS 1 2 345 6 7 89
the establishment of goals for their department. (18) SHOULD BE 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 9
Most department heads have a clear understand-

ing of the faculty’s goal expectations concerning (19) IS 1 23 ¢+56 17839
their role as department heads. (20) SHOULD BE 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9
Most department heads have the resources neces- (21) IS 12 345 6789
sary to achieve the goals of their department. (22) SIIQULD BE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Most department heads have a method of eval-

uation to ascertain whether or not they have (23) . IS 123 ¢4 5 6 7 809
achieved departmental goals. (24 SHOULD BEE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9

The rewards most department heads receive as
department heads relate satisfactorily to the goals (25 IS 1 2 3 4
they achieve. (26" SHOULD BE 1 2 3

e Ut
c: R
-1 -1
[+ <o o}
0w
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PART II: DIRECTIONS. Below is a list of 14 possible rewards which department heads might
receive for the accomplishment of goals in their role as department heads. The purpose of this
study is to find out which of these rewards you think would be most attractive to depairtinent
heads. Do not view these rewards in terms of their attractiveness to you. Instead, view {hem i
terins of how attractive you think they would be to most departinent heads. Study the list cave-
fully and pick out the one reward which you think would be most attractive. Place a 1 on the
blank line to the left of this reward. Review the remaining 13 and rank them in the order which
you think would be most attractive. The reward which you think would be least attractive should
be ranked 14. Please use all fourteen numbers without ties.

(2728) .......... Additional clerical support

(29-30) ............ Additional time for teaching and working with students

(31-32) ... Additional opportunities for professional development in administration

(33-34) .......... Additional understanding by the administration of their role as department heads
(35-36) ............ Additional salary

(3738) oo Additional time for research activities

(39-40) ........... More desirable physical plant environment

(4142) .......... Additional time for administrative activities

(43-44) ... More autonomy as a department head

(45-46) Additional understanding by the faculty of their role as depargmex'lt heads

(4748) ............ Addl'tional participation in the establishment of departmental goals

(49:50) ............ Additional opportunities for professional development in their academic discipline

(51-52) .....oceee. Additional fringe benefits for their families

(53-54) ........... Additlonal promotion and academic rank
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PART III: DIRECTIONS. Please list below any other rewards which you think department
heads would find attractive even though they are not listed in Part II. DO NOT, however, include
these additional listings in your rankings of those rewards listed in PART II.
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Preliminary Draft

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DEPAXIMENT HEADS

PART I: DIRECTIONS. Listed below are 10 statements regarding department heads

in higher education. At the right of each statement, please record your response
as you perceive that statement to be a reflection of present recality (IS). Then
record your response as you perceive that statement to be a reflection of your
expectations (SHOULD BE). Record your responses by circling the number which best
represents your position as noted on the following continuum:

STRONGLY DISAGREE™ 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 STRONCLY AGREE

. e s B i N v oy e e e e e v e e e = = e B s A 4 % S o T e e e e e A e e e e A e e o e e e M e M e e e e e e

PART I-A, I identify myself psychologically more as IS 123456789
an administrator than-as a faculty member, . SHOULD BE 12 3 4567 89
PART I-B. Becoming a college dean is a goal which IS 123456789
: I find attractive. . SHOULD BE 123 456789

PART I-C. I consider myself to be more accountable to
the faculty than to the administration in IS 1234567889
my role as department head. SHOULD BE 12 34 56 7 89
PART 1-D., Achieving the goals of my department allows Is 12 456789

3
me to achieve my personal professional goals, SHOULD BE 12 3 4567 89

PART I~E. I have a clear understanding of the admini~

stration's goal expectations concerning my IS 1234567889
role as a department head, SHOULD BE 123 4567829
PART I-F., I am directly involved in the establishment
of goals for my department. IS 123456789
SHOULD BE 123 4567829
PART I-G, 1 have a clear uﬁderstanding of the faculty's
goal expectations concerning my role as a ' 1S 123456789
department head. SHOULD BE 123 4567 89
PART I-H. I have the resources necessary to achieve IS 1234567829
the goals of my department. SHOULD BE 123 456789
PART I-I. I have a method of measurement to ascertain
whether or not I have achieved departmental ISs 123456789
goals, SHOULD BE 12 3 456789
PART I-J. The rewards I receive 'as a department head
are commensurate with the goals I achieve. IS 1234567889
SHOULD BE 123 4567829

(continued)
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Questionnaire for Department Heads

Page

2

PART II: DIRECTIONS, Below Is a list of 14 possible rewards which you might receive
for the accomplishment of goals in your role as a department head. The purpose of
this study is to find out which of these rewards 1s most attractive to you, Study
the list carefully and pick out the onme reward which is most attractive, Place

a 1 on the blank line to the left of this reward. Review the remaining 13 and rank
them in order of their attractiveness to you. The reward which is least attractive
should be ranked 14, v

PART
PART

PART

PART

PART
PART
PART
PART
PART

PART

PART

PART

PART

PART

IT-A.

I1-B.

II-C.

II-D.

II-E.
II-F,
1I-G.
II-H.
II-I.

II‘J-

II-K.

II"L-

I1-M,

II-N.

Additional support personnel

Additionai/tbne for teaching and working with students

Additional opportunities for professional development in
administration, '

Additional understanding by the administration of my role
asg department head. .

Additional salary

Additional time for research activities.
More desireable physical conditions
Additional time for administrative activities

More autonomy as a department head

Additional understanding by the faculty of my role as a

department head

Additional participation in the establishment of departmental goals

Additional opportunities for professional development in my
academic discipline

z Additional fringe benefits for my family

Additional promotion and academic rank

PART III: DIRECTIONS. Please list below any other rewards which you would find
attractive even though they are not listed in Part IXI. DO NOT, however, include
these additional listings im your rankings of those rewards listed in Part II.
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Preliminary Draft

QUESTIONNAYRE FOR COLIEGE DEANS

PART I: DIRECTIONS., Listed below are 10 statements regarding department heads in
higher education., At the right of each statement, please record your response as
you perceive that statement to be a reflection of present reality (IS), Then
record your respongse as you perceive that statement to be a reflection of your
expectations (SHOULD BE). Record your responses by circling the number which
best represents your position as noted on the following continuum:

STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 STRONGLY AGREE

e o e e g = e e A e e T e o D e e A e G e N T e e ¢ P U N N S e v S 6 e e e e e e T e 0 e e e = o S 4 om

PART I-A, Most department heads identify themselves 1S 1234567829
psychologically more.as administrators than SHOULD BE 123456789
as faculty members,

PART I-B, Becoming a college dean is a goal which most IS 1234567829

‘ department heads find attractive. SHOULD BE 123 456789

PART I-C, Most department heads consider themselves to be
' more accountable to the faculty than to the ad- 1S 123456789
ministration in their role as department head. SHOULD BE ¥"2'3 4 56 &

PART I-D, Achieving the goals of their department allows

most department heads to achieve their personal IS 1234567829

professional goals, SHOUILD BE 123 456789
PART I-E. Most department heads have 2 clear‘hnderstanding

of the administration's goal expectations con- IS 123456789

cerning their role as department heads, SHOULD BE 123 456789
PART I-F, Most department heads are directly involved in IS 123456789

the establishment of goals for their department. SHOULD BE 12 3 456789

PART I-G. Most department heads have a clear understanding

of the faculty's goal expectations concerning IS 123456789
thelr role as department heads. SHOULD BE 123456789
PART I-H. Most department heads have the resources neces- IS 123456789

sary to achieve the goals of their department. "SHOULD BE 123456789

PART I-I1, Most department heads have a method of measure-

ment to ascertain whether or not they have IS 1234567829

achieved departmental goals, , SHOULD BE 123456789
PART I-J. The rewards most department heads receive as

department heads are commensurate with the IS 123456789

goals they achieve. SHOULD BE 123456789

{(continued)
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Questionnaire for College Decans
Page 2

PART 11: DIRECTIONS., Below is a list of 14 possible rewards which department heads
might receive for the accomplishment of goals in their role as department heads.
The purpose of this study fs to find out which of these rewards you think would be
most attractive to department heads. Do not view these rewards in terms of their
attractiveness to you. Instead, view them in terms of how attractive you think
they would be to most department heads. Study the list carefully and pick out the
one reward which you think would be most attractive. Place a 1 on the blank line
to the left of this reward. Review the remaining 13 and rank them in the order
which you think would be most attractive. The reward which you think would be
least attractive should be ranked 14,

PART 1I-A, Additional support personnel
PART 11-B. Additional time for teaching and working with students

PART I1I-C. Additional opportunities for professional development in
administration

PART 1I-D. Additional understanding by the administration of their
role as department heads

PART II-E. ____ Additional salary

PART II-F., ____ Additional time for research activities

PART I1-G. _____More desireable physical conditions

PART II-H.H —___Additional time for administrative activities
PART I1I-I. _____ More autonomy és a department head

PART 1I-J, Additional understanding by the faculty of their role
as department heads

PART II-K, Additional participation in the establishment of departmental goals

PART II-L, / Additional opportunities for professional development in their
academic discipline

PART 1I-M. Additional fringe benefits for their families

PART II-N, Additional promotion and academic rank

PART III: DIRECTIONS, Please list below any other rewards which you think department
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