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This nwey study determined university library faculty perceptions of their 

department cbaiis leadership practices and role in faculty development. Literature on 

library department chairs has traditionally focused on supervisory andlor management 

issues. The main focus of the library leadership literature has been deans or directon. 

Roles of chain of postsecondary teaching departments have bem researched for many 

years. Academic library faculty differ from teaching d m e n t  faculty in that: nearly 

two thirds are female; they enter the profession at an older average age; are employed on 

a twelve month basis, while king required to meet criteria for a successful bid for tenure 

ador promotiow and their accepted terminal degree is a Masters degree &om a program 

accredited by tbe American Library Association. 

~ 0 1 1 s  addressed wen: 1)  What institutional characteristics, 2) chair 

c-stics, and 3) library faculty demographic characteristics significantly effect 

libmy faulty perceptions of the chair's a) activities to enhance faculty development, and 

b) leadership piachces? Non-administrative faculty in the h i e s  of research 

universities in the United States completed a survey instmment consisting of three parts: 

(1) a demographics sectioa; (2) a rrscarcherdevelloped nwcy of faculty perceptions of 



the depammm chain' role in f d t y  development; and (3) the Leadership Practices 

Inventory - Obsewer (LPI-O). 

Significant fmors in library faculty perceptions of the chair's leadership practices 

were chair's location prior to promotion, faculty member's number of years at the 

institution, and faculty member's education completed. None of the characteristics 

considered were significant factors in library faculty's perceptions of the chair's faculty 

development activities. Ratings of the department chain' use of activities to enhance 

faculty development were extremely moderate. The ranking of items on both instruments 

suggests library faculty consider themselves primarily responsible for their own 

prof&onal growth and development. The topranked leadership practices categories 

were "enabling others to act" and "modeling the way?'. Both the most-obsewed 

leadership practices and activities to enhance faculty development indicate library faculty 

perceive their department chair as a passive, but supportive, encourager. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Harwd University established the first college departments early in the 

nineteenth century. Since that time the decentralization of decision-making has made the 

position of the department chair more and more influential. The department chair's 

rrsponslbilities are quite varied As a middle manager, the chair must deal with both 

faculty and administrators on a daily basis. The influence, varied responsibilities, and 

middle position of the chair make research regarding departmental chain' perceptions of 

their administrative role, as well as research on f d t y  and administrators' percepaons of 

the chairperson's role important (Heimler, 1967). 

Research on perceptions of the department chair's roles has concentrated on 

academic teaching departments. A number of research works focused on department 

chairs' perceptions (Creswell, Wheeler, Stagno, Egly, & Beycr, 1990; Gmelcb & Bums, 

1994; Jennerich, 1981; Krnner-Hayon & Avi-itzhak, 1986; Lee, 1985; McLaugblin, 

Montgomery, & Malpass, 1975; Miles, 1983; Mitchell, 1986; Roach, 1976; Smart, 1976; 

WiIhite, 1987). The administrative s u p e ~ s o t s  perccpions of the chair's practices and 

role were highlighted by Jeflky (1985), and Moxley Pnd Olson (1990). Other studies 

researched prceptions at three levels: 1) the chairs themselves; 2) their ndmllusaati . . 
VC 

supmisors; and 3) the f d t y  (Cob,  Bicha, and O h g ,  1981; F&, 1979; Joacs & 

Holdaway, 1995; Sieva, Loomis, and Neidt, 1972; Smith, 1972; Weinberg, 1984; Whitt, 

1991). Faculty paceptions of the chair's role wm a&k&  in Daly and To& 

(1992,1994), Gordon, Stockar4 sad WiWord (1991), Hirokawa, Barge, Bccker, and 



2 
SutherIsnd (1989), Moses (1985), Neumann and Nelrmarm (1983), and Watson (1979, 

A wide variety of institution types were represented in these works. Some studies 

researched more than one institution type. Creswell et al. (1990) researched doctoral- 

granting institutions, comprehensive colleges, and liberal arts schools. Gmelch and Bums 

(1994) focwd on mearch universities and doctoral-granting institutions. Jones and 

Holdaway (1995) researched an urban university, a coarmhty college, and a technical 

institute. Lee (1985) researched a large state university, a small state institution, and a 

private urbaa university. Other studies concentrated on one type of institution These 

included: research universities (Whitt, 199 1 ), doctoral-granting institutions @sly & 

Towwnd, 1994), land-grant institutions (McLaughlin et al., 1975; Siever et a1 ., 1972; 

Wilhite, 1990), liheral arts schools ( Hirokawa a al, 1989), state universities ( Falk, 

1979), community colleges (Coats, Love11 & Franks, 1996; Cohen et al., 1981; Hamish & 

Wild, 1994; Samuels, 1983; Seagren, Wheeler, Cresweli, Miller & VanHomGnssmeyer, 

1994), and twoyear colleges (Smith, 1972). 

Many works c w r  the c ~ m n ' s  enti= responsibilities, but a recumnt theme 

within the literature has been the department chair's role in enhancing f d t y  

development (Eble, 1990; Gmelch & Miskin, 1995; McKeachie, 1990; Seagrrn, 

CrcswcIl, & Wheeler, 1993; Tucker, 1992) or acting in a leadership role (McLaughlin a 

d., 1975). These cited w o h  are chapters which address these specific roks of the 

department chair. There has also been research (Cftswtll& Brown, 1992; Seagrrn, 

Wheeler, Mitchell, & Creswell, 1986; Wifhite, 1990), !itemtam review (Scott, 1990), and 
. . iuhmtmtor opinion articles (Sorcinelli 1990; Thompson, 1990; Wheeler, 1992) 
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specifically addressing the c W s  role in heulty development 

Both the faculty development role and leadership pmmces have each sometimes 

been viewed as one activitiy, and sometimes multiple activities, in which a department 

chair may engage. The  logy and fow have varied by researcher. The "leadern as 

one of several roles assigned to chairs appeared in Jennerich (198 I), Miles ( 1  983), and 

Tucker (1992). Leadership as a major role with specific multiple wks related to it was 

the argument of McLaughlin et al. (1975), Seagren et al. (1994), and Gmelch & Miskin 

(1993,1995). Some considered a specific leader type, i.e. academic leader (Creswell et 

al., 1990; Hirokawa et al., 1989; Jones & Holdaway, 1995) or intellectual leader (Jeffny, 

1985; Watson, 1979). Others perceived leadership as the overarching bction of the 

chair, which takes into account all the skills, competencies, functions, roles, or activities 

undertaken to guide the department's way (Coats et al, 19%; Gordon ct d., 199 1; 

Mitchell, 1986). 

This literature supported the premix that the chair's role in faculty development, 

and as a leader, can be influential in the life of a faculty member. As the kuity member 

interacts with the chair of their department, rdcs are communicated and practices are 

observed. The f8cdty member's perceptio~~~ of the department chair's professional 

development role and icadership practices determine their professional relationship, 

which in tum can daamiat the career, or at least institutional, success of the faculty 

member. 

Specific actions chairs may use in their role in fsulty 1e.achhip or development 

may include: placement of faculty on committees (Weinberg, 1984); "encourage faculty 

to participate in conventions, c o n f ~ ,  professiooal associations, etc."; inform thc 
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dean or immediate supmrisor of depmmental accomplishments (Smith, 1972); commend 

faculty achievement (Moses, 1985); delegate authority to a faculty member (ICremer- 

Hayon & Avi-Itzhak, 1986); and "develop the potential of. . . junior hulty'" 

(McLaughlin et al., 1975). All of these actions were identified in articles on the overall 

role of the chsirpmon in d m i c ,  teacbing departments. 

While research and literature exist on faculty perceptions of h e  chair's role in 

academic departments in various institution types across the United States aad Canada, 

little research has addressed faculty perceptions of the department chair's role in non- 

teaching &partmen& at the university level. &ice (1  992) noticed libraries within the 

university setting include members who have faculty status, but do not teach courses on a 

regular basis. His experience with researching new library faculty led him to observe that 

they, "more than any group.. . suffered from unclear expcctatio11~" (p. 276). 

Library faculty are rather unique among their university colleagues. Nearly two 

thirds of library faculty, at research institutions, are female (Kyrillibu, Blixrud & Green, 

1999)' while only 28.3% of all faculty at doctoral granting institutions are female 

(Benjamin, 1998, http~/~~~..aaup.orgR\rsaltab2.htm). Unlike fxulty in other 

departments across campus, library faculty are d l y  employed on a twelve month 

h i s .  Yet as with any tenure track position, pnrtlcipation in profdional development 

activities is a requirement for h imy kdty to meet the criteria for a successfd bid for 

tenure ador  promotion (Leysen & Black, 1998; Low, 1993). A large majority of 

university h i  kulty positions require the hhstcr of Library Science degree from an 

i-on accredited by the American Library Association, thus most university library 

Wty sbare this disciplinary background (Lowry, 1993). The discipliucs Rprrsentcd by 
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their other degree(s), however, are widely varied. 

Department heads in academic libraries have o h  been most concerned with 

p e f s o ~ l  and operations management, rather than faculty development Library directors 

or deans bave been credited with key responsibility for faculty development in the past 

With the myriad of changes taking place in academic libraries the role of the department 

bead has been going through a time of transition (Bloss and Lanier, 1997). Sullivan 

(1992) observed the mi t ion  of the focus of participants in the Association of Research 

Libraries' Office of Management SeniKs Library Management Skills institute from the 

1980s to the 1990s. Participants' focus shifted from management for the sake of 

advancement and higher salaries, to the desire to be effective as leaden in their new role. 

Bailey (1987) highlighted the need for more research regarding the leadership in 

libruylinfomtion K M ~ ,  which chairs as middle managers, may povide. 

During the 1990% limited research was conducted in this area Boden's research 

(1 99 1, 1 994) on university library faculty perceptions of the chair's role in enhancing 

pmf~~~ionaf activities of faculty was grormdbrrskiag It was limited to only one research 

university library. Research on library faculty perceptions regarding department chairs' 

leadership practices was done by Olive (199 1) and Kazlauskas (1993). Olive's work 

involved dl library staff members, not specifically the profissional kul ty .  The focus 

was Likral Arts I institutions. Kazlauskas' research surveyed both non-supmisory and 

supervisory academic librarians regarding their supervisors, excluding only the library 

&cctors. It was limited to institutions in one state university system. 

- More research on library fkculty and tbcu department chairs in academic libraries 

is needed. Learning the ~ o n s  of libnry faulty regarding the activities in which 



6 
their department chair engages related to kdty development, and their perceplons of 

the chair's leadership practices, will inmase m h t a d h g  of the role academic library 

department chairs may Mfill. Carnegie Research institutions are an easily identified 

group of institutions where research is emphasized and tenure and promotion are granted 

to library faculty based on specific criteria 

Library faculty represent a different and unique discipline and group of faculty. 

Research based on teaching department faculty cannot be depended upon to hold true for 

library faculty. Understanding the perceived roles of the department chair in mearch 

libraries, as held by library f d t y ,  can eenhace the planning and support for the 

professional growth of both groups. Chain will be better aware of the activities and 

practices their faculty perceive them providing, and so, able to pursue with more 

confidence development training for themselves to further enhance that provision. The 

faculty will hnther benefit fiom that enhancement by haw stronger leaders as chain 

and cbain that strive to enhance their faculty's development. 

Institutional ckacttristics, such as department size aad type of university, as 

well as chair characteristics, such as type of appointment and years at chair, are the 

independent variables in this study. Characteristics of the f d t y  are considered as 

mediating variables in determining library fwulty perceptions of the role of the chair in 

faculty &velopmem and the chair's leadership practices. The variables in the study will 

be considered within the context of a theory of rok dynamcs, as set out by Kshn, Wolfc. 

Quirm, Snoek, and Rosentbd (1964). 

Another audience this study may benefit is the library and information science 

higher education community. The results fiom this nse~rch could be highlighted d d g  
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the program of studies for students enrolid in accredited Master's programs in Library 

and Information Science. Those prrparing to enter positions in academic libraries would 

then k more aware of the potential role of the department chair in their professional lives 

and how their role may be impacted should tbey kcome a department chair. 

A secondary audience for this study is the higher education community. The 

study adds to the body of research on faculty perceptions of the department chair's 

leadership practices and role in faulty development formerly mdocumented for library 

faculty. This adds to the general body of knowledge in the area 

Pumose of the Study 

The p w s e  of this survey research was to test role theory by (1) sweying 

university library faculty perceptions of the department chair's faculty development 

activities and leadership practices and (2) d w n g  the relationship between the 

correlates (institutional characmistics, chair characteristics, and faculty characteristics) 

and the fdty's perceptions of the chair's faculty development activities and leadership 

practices. Participants in the study were randomly selected from a sampling h e  of 

1060 non-Msoative faculty members in the libraries of the research universities of 

the Big Twelve Plus Libraries Consortium. 

The independtnt variables were defined as the institutional c-stics ad the 

cbair chamcteistics. The imthtiod chmctcristics included the institution type, 

number of faculty (or equivalent) in the university lihuics, the nmkr  of frculty in the 

department, and the organhation smrturr. The chair characteristics were type of 

appointment, whether the chair was promoted to the position fiom within the -eat 

or hrn outside, gender, years at cbai.rttcnurc status, educational level, rank and !omtion 
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in relation to the faculty member. 

The dependent variables were defined as the activities the chair may engage in to 

enhance faculty development and chair leadership practices. Mediating variables were 

defined as the f d t y  charadeistics which are the faculty member's (respondent's) 

gender, position rank, tenure status, service area within the libraries, years in the 

profession, years at the institution, education, age, and library station. 

Research Owstions 

The following research questions were addressed: 

1. What are the institutional characteristics of the Big Twelve Plus Libraries 

Consortium institutions and their libraries? 

2. What are the demographic characteristics of the department chairs in the Big 

Twelve Plus Libraries Consortium libraries? 

3. What are the demographic characteristics of library facultynibrarians in the Big 

Twelve Plus Libraries Coosortiurn libraries? 

4. What activities to enhance fitculty development, and leadership practices, do 

library kul ty  perceive their department cbairs using most? 

1. What institutional charo*eristics significantly effect library faculty pemptioas 

of tbe chair's a) activities to enhance fkulty dewlopent, and b) 

ldershipippraaiccs? 

2. Wbat chair demographic characteristics significantly effect h i  kul ty  

pmqtions of the CWS a) activities to enhance fsulty development, and 
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b) ledenhip practices? 

3. What likary faculty demographic cbamteristics significantly effect their 

pmqtions of the chair's a) activities to enhance f d t y  development, and 

b) leadenhip practices? 

Role thmy provides the hmework within which this mdy was developed Role 

theory had its beginnings in the study of human conduct across several disciplines in the 

first half of the twentieth century. Bridpg sociology, psychology, and mthropo1ogy, 

role theory's early proponents were: George H. Mead in psychology, at the University of 

Chicago; Jacob Moreno, founder of the &ciornehic Review and Sociomew, and Ralph 

Linton, an anthropologist (BiMle & Thomas, 1966). Role theory has been addressed by a 

number of writers (Rommetveit, 1954; Sarbia, 1954; &bin & Allen, 1968; Stryker & 

Statham, 1985; Zurcher, 1983). Even they themselves acknowledged variances in thought 

as to the singular place of role theory, and noted its w by multiple disciplines and 

helping professions as a single discipline to study the encompassing a m  of human 

behavior (Biddle, 1979) 

Biddle (1979, p. 4) descri'bed role theory as "a science concerned with the study 

of behaviors that are chmcteristic of pawns within con- and with various processes 

tbat presumably produce, explain, or are a f f d  by behaviors". He listed four factors 

common to roles: 1) roks arc behavioral and involve obsmable actions; 2) roles arc 

performed by jmwn(s); 3) roles an normally limited by context aad do not nprrscnt all 

behaviors of the pemn(s) studied; and 4) mles consist of those behaviors characteristic 

of a set of persoas and a context. The role episode envisioned by Kabn a aL (1964, p. 26) 



10 
was "a complete cycle of role sending, response by the f d  penon, and the efftcts of 

that rrsporw on the role senders." 

These Mrs are included in the model of the role episode and considered w i h  

the context of o r ~ t i o n s  by Katz and Kahn (1%6). This theoretical model lent itself 

to the subject of this research (See Figure 1, p. 1 1). Library faculty members, as role 

senders, were surveyed to ascertain their perception of the role behavior of the 

department chair (focd pmon) in Block I. Within this model it can be seen that those 

perceptions, when expressed as sent role by faculty (Block If) and received by chairs 

(Block m), impact chair behavior (Block IV) and the episode begins again. 

Considering factors involved in the taking of organizational roles, Katz & Kahn 

(1966) extended the model to include the "enduring states" of organizational factors, 

attributes of the person, and interpersonal factors as additional classes of variables. Those 

may influence the role episodc and make the sequence of events in tbe role episode more 

udemtmdable (See Figure 2, p. 12). Oqpmaional factors are indepndent of persons in 

the model. Persons may come and go, but the organhtion and its traits d. In the 

present research, orphtional facton included the institutional characteristics, an 

independent variable. Attritbutes of the person were 'all those variables which descrii 

the poptosity of an individual to behave in certain ways" (Katz & Kaha, p. 187). Those 

include both the f d t y  (role senders) demographic characteristics, the mediating 

variable, ard thc chair ( f d  person) demogmphc characteristics, another independent 

variable, which may have influenced the faculty mcmbers' pemptioas. 
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While most chair and faculty demographic characteristics are considered 

amiutes of the person, some characteristics may be appropriate to consider as 

interpersonal factors. [a the present research those are the chair's number of years in the 

position, the chair's location prior to promotion, and the faculty member's number of 

years at the institution. Katz & Kahn (1966) noted interactions between persons over time 

effect role behavior, perceptions and expectations. The length of time the chair or faculty 

member has been in their position, or they have been in the same department, may 

influence pattems of interaction and perceptions between the chair as focal person and 

the faculty member as role sender. Interpersonal factors are distinguished by patterns of 

interaction between persons in the role episode; in this research the faculty mernber(s) 

and the chair. 

Certain characteristics may effect perceptions. One of the variables of influence in 

organizations may be that of size. Bidde (1979) supports the view that the overall size of 

the organintion (total library faculty) is a significant factor in the role episode, while 

Pfeffer & Salancik (1975) believe the number of persons the focal person supenrises (size 

of the department) is a significant factor. For interpersonal factors to be of significant 

impact it can be argued the persons interacting must have been influencing each other for 

an extended period of time (DeVries, 1972). 

As related to Biddle's (1979) four factors common to roles and applied to this 

study, I would expect my independent variables, institutional characteristics and chair 

characteristics, to influence the dependent variable, library faculty perceptio~~~ of the 

cbair's role in f d t y  development and the chair's leadership practices, because: I )  chair 

faculty development activities and leadership are behavioral and involve 
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observable actions; 2) department chairs perform a role; 3) the role abed in this rmdy 

is limited to the context of the department and the institution; and 4) the role consists of 

the behaviors faculty observe the chair performing within that context Within Katz and 

Kahn's (1%6) model (See Figure 2, p. 12), library faculty (role senders) perceptlolls of 

the chair's role in faculty development and the chair's leadership practices may be 

significantiy impacted by: orgarhti0na.l factors, namely the overall number of library 

faculty in the institution andlor the number of faculty in the department the chair 

supervises; interpersonal factors, namely the number of years the faculty member has 

been at the institution, the number of years the department chair has been in that position 

and/or the location of the chair prior to promotion; or attributes of the persons, namely 

chair characteristics or faculty member characteristics. 

This research was of importance since "research related to the duties and 

responsibilities of the chairperson is extensive with respect to how chaupersons perceive 

their various f'unctions, but is very limited with respect to faculty members' perceploas 

of how chairpersons do ... in that positionm (Gordon a al., 199 1, p. 179). Dependent upon 

the resuits of this research that revealed Library faculry members' perceptions of the 

chairs' roles in professional development and leadership practices, chain may respond by 

modifjmg their role behavior. 

Definitions 

Institutional characteristics. One of two xts of independent variables in the study. 

They are institution type, number of liirary faculty, number of faculty in the deparhnent, 

aml organization stnrane. 

Chair characteristics. The second set of independent variables in the mdy. They 
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are department cbair's type of appointment, location prior to promotion to chair, gender, 

years at chair, tenure status* education, rank., and location in relation to the library f d t y  

member. 

Demtment chair. The designated penon charged with the management of a 

department. This individual reports to an assistant or associate dean or director, or 

directly to the dean or director. For the purpose of this study, no distinction is made 

among the titles department head, department chaqxrson, department chairman, and 

department chair (Mitchell, 1986, p. 4; Wilhite, 1987, p. 6). Due to variations in 

university libraries, and for the purpose of this study, equivalent position levels may be 

unit or division chair, h& etc. 

Role. Those behaviors characteristic of one or more persons in a context (Biddle, 

1979, p. 58). 

Role theom. A science concerned with the study of behaviors that are 

cbamcteristic of persons within contexts and with various processes that presumably 

produce, explain, or are affected by those behaviors (Biddle, 1979, p. 4). 

Facuftv develoment Activities, programs, and procedures, which assist faculty 

in gaining knowledge, training, skills, attitudes, and insights that improve their ability to 

be more effective in all f'unctions of their professional lives (Tucker, 1992, p.267-8; 

Wilhite, 1987, p. 6). Areas included may be: professional development, inmuctional 

development, pmonal development, and service enhancement (Tucker, 1992, p. 277-8). 

For university library f d t y  tbis also includes general enhancement of job performaace. 

Leadersbi~ d c e s .  Behaviors of an administrator, supervisor, or manager, 

which involve challenging the process, inspiring a shared vision, enabling others to act, 
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modeling the way, or encouraging the heart in the organiAona1 context. Kouzes & 

Posner's (1995) nsearch has identified these five activities, along with two supporting 

strategies to carry out each one, as essentiai components of the programs of successll 

leaders. The ten supporting strategies are: search for opportunities, and experiment and 

take risks; envision the W e ,  and enlist others; foster collaboration, and strengthen 

others; set the example, and plan small wins; and recognize contributions, and celebrate 

accomplishments. 

Univenitv libraw facultv. Professional library employees in the university setting. 

The recognized terminal degree required of such employees is the American Library 

Association accredited Master of Library Science, though other degrees are often held as 

well. These employees are in positions having criteria for retention, tenure, and 

promotion comparable to teaching faculty. They also have the right to participate in the 

campus faculty governance structure (Hersberger, 1989). For the purpose of this study, 

the term "faculty" is used whatever the actual tenn(s) used at a particular insti~ion for 

the equivalent, or comparable level of employment, to faculty status (i.e. academic status, 

continuing appointment, university librarian ranks, professorial ranks). These faculty are 

not employed in teaching/degree awarding departments of Library and Information 

Science. 

Facub characteristics. The mediating variables in the study. They are the faculty 

member's gender, rank, temne status, service area, years in the profession, yean at the 

institution, education, age range, and library station. 

Service area. Area in which the university library faculty member has their 

primary assignment Designated as either public s e ~ c e s  or technical services. 
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Public services. Areas within libraries where the employees' main position 

respnsibilities are to serve the library patrons' needs. 

Technical services. Areas within libraries, often unseen by patrons, where 

the technical functions such as ordering, acquiring, record-keeping, marking and labeling, 

repairing, and cataloging of library materials takes place. 

Delimitations 

1. This study was primarily concerned with the perceptrons library faculty hold 

regarding the leadership practices and role of the department chair in faculty 

development. 

2. This project surveyed the non-administrative faculty members in the university 

libraries of the member institutions of the Big Twelve Plus Libraries Consortium. 

Limitations 

1. The institutions in this mdy employ faculty from throughout the country. 

These faculty members' views are representative of the views of university library faculty 

throughout the nation. 

2. This study was subject to weaknesses inherent in swey  research such as 

influences of the respondents' feelings at the time the qwstiomaire was completed. 

Sieficance of the Study 

This study differed fkom previous research on the depmment chair's role in two 

important ways. Fimt, it focused specifically on perceptlorn facuity hold concerning both 

the chairs' role in faculty development and leadership practices. Second, it researched the 

topic in a segment of the higher education community not previously studied, namely 

library faculty. 
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Expanding this body of knowledge to include non-teaching university 

departments, such as those represented by uaivenity library faculty, broadened the 

knowledge base. In contrast to other university faculty, a majority of library faculty 

represent female, twelve month employed, faculty with a Master of Library Science as 

the terminal degree. While of interest to all university library faculty, the results can 

provide helpful insights to department chairs in university libraries regarding how their 

professional subordinates perceive the chair's activities. The results also documented 

which independent and mediating variables significantly influence library faculty 

perceptions of the chair's activities. This information will be useful to chairs in 

considering their own experiences and activities. The results will also assist university- 

wide faculty development offices in planning programs for &l faculty, in various 

disciplines. 

O r ~ t i o u  of the Studv 

After the introductory Chapter I the remainder of this dissertation is presented in 

four additional chapters. 

A review of the literature relative to the major areas of concern in this study is 

contained in Chapter II. Those major areas include the role of the department chair, 

especially as related to faculty development and leadership practices, and academic 

library leadership and faculty development 

A discussion relevant to the mearch methods used in this study is set out in 

Cbaper llL Included are the reseerch design, population and sample, instrumentation, 

variables in the study3 procedures for administration of the swey, and mahods of data 

analysis. 
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The respnses to the m e y  and the analysis of those results are presented in 

Chapter IV. 

A summary of the study, discussion and conclusions drawn from the research 

efforts are given in Chapter V. Implications and recommendations for further research 

conclude the chapter. 



CHAPTER I1 

REVIEW OF THE m T U R E  

Introddon 

A review of the l i t e m  related to the topic of the department chair's leadership 

practices and role in faculty development, fiom a university library faculty perspective, 

had to begin with the background literature in the following relevant areas: 1) the role of 

the department chair, especially as related to faculty development and leadership; and 2) 

academic library leadership and faculty dzveiopment. 

There is a significant amount of literature on chairing academic departments and 

the role of the chair. The activities of chairs of teaching departments have been the 

primary focus of those publications. In much of that literature faculty development and/or 

leadership have been m g m e d  as activities in which chairs an involved. The chain' 

own perspectives of their role take the forefront in the literature. Faculty members, the 

chair's administrative supervisor (usually a dean), or a combination of two, or all three, 

of the groups have sometimes been the research population for perceptions of the role of 

the chair. Research specifically focused on the chair's role in faculty development and 

leadership has been targeted almost exclusively on the chair's perspective. 

There is link literature addressing the role of department chain in university 

libraries. Durm or directors have been the more common subjects. Research on 

university library deptment cbaifs leadaship practices and role in faulty development 

&om any viewpoint is limited. 

Sources for this research included r e f d  journal articles, conference ppm, 

documents, and monographs identified by utilizing the ERIC, SocioFile, and Uncover 



databases, as well as monographs found through the OCLC FimSearch WorldCat 

Aatabase. Dissertations; identified through Dissertations A b c t s  Internatiodj on 

topics related to this research were also reviewed. 

Role of the kmrtxnent Chair 

The department chair position has long been recognized as an important one in 

post-secondary institutions. Since the post GI bill yean saw the swelling of enrollments 

on college and university campuses, research has been focused on department chairs, 

their role and fb~ctions. That research has shown the very nature of the position carries 

with it an exjxctation for at least some level of leadership. A role in faculty development 

has been a constant for chain as well; however, the types of activities and depth the role 

involved has evolved. 

The role of leader has often been highlighted in the literature regarding the 

department chair. However leadership is a somewhat vague and ambiguous term. The 

qualities of a leader are sometimes more easily recogmed when seen in action, than 

actually defined with words. Some believe leadership is merely one of the chair's many 

roles. Others view the chair as fimctioning as a specific type of leader. Still others 

consider leadership the overarching defining role the department chair should mive to 

lifill. 

Faculty development has been a concern of the academic community for decades. 

Times of retrenchment and increasing numbers of mid-career faculty have brought times 

of reflection and increased research on effective faculty development. In the early 

literature faculty development was viewed almost exclusively in terms of how it could 

improve teaching Also, it was commonly considered the responsibility of each individual 
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faculty member. However, over the years, the emphases have expanded and shifted with 

the times and intema on campuses. Though the terms used for it vary slightly through 

the literature, faculty development appears as a recurring role in the research on the roles 

and responsibilities of the dejmtment chair. The department chair has been viewed as a 

mid-level administrator in a position to act as a leader, encouraging or assisting faculty 

members, in professional development and growth. 

The Chair's Perceptions 

During the decade of the 1950s research on the role of academic department 

cbairs begm to appear. With his survey of --three private liberal arts college 

d e w a t  c b ;  Doyle's (1953) doctoral dissertation research was the first to focus on 

what he tenned the chairs' status and hction. A wealth of research has followed 

Recognizing the c-n as a faculty leader Heimler (1967)' himself a 

department chair? extended the definition of that leadership beyond policymaking, 

curriculum development and hstrudonal improvement, to "stimulation of faculty 

research and scholarship." He noted a need for fbrther research on the role of the chair 

and recommended research to answer several questions including, "How do college 

departmental chairmen perceive their role? How is their administrative role perceived by 

the dcptmental faculty and the administration? What conflicts, if any, exist among these 

pmpectives?" 

In the late 1960s the American Council on Education sponsored two institutes for 

department theirs, while Higher Education Executive Associates was begun with the 

purpose ofpreseng insti~es for dqmtment chairs. Brarm and E m w t  (1972) edited a 

collection of papers h m  theK institutes. Each paper considers a different view of the 
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cbairship expressed in a position paper, opinion piece, or, in some cases, research based 

on the experiences and observations of the particular author. Aspects of the chair's role, 

from the new department cbair to relationships with faculty, deans and students, fiom 

large public institutions to community colleges, are covered The importance of chav 

leadership and the unique position of the chair to influence and encourage faculty 

development are highlighted. Several of the authors note the limited literature, and need 

for further research, on the position of c h r .  

Almost twelve hundred department chain, at thirty-eight doctorate-granting state 

universities, were surveyed for McLaughlin et al.3 1975 research The three major roles 

identified were academic, administrative, and leadership. The chairs enjoyed the 

academic role the most, but were m t e d  to have little time to commit to the teaching, 

research, advising and development it involved The administrative role took the most 

time, was the least Wred, and was perceived as necessary to keep things running smoothly 

and central administration happy. Leadership involved faculty and program development. 

Chain saw this role as satisfying, as they encouraged professional development and the 

spirit of academic M o m .  The majority of the chairs indicated a need for training in 

performing the nonacademic roles related to the position 

Now updated to its third edition, Tucker's (1992) classic work, addressed the 

varied responsibilities, roles, and "hats to be worn" by the department chair. The book 

resulted from research initially done on, and workshops presented for, cbairs in the 

Florida university system in the late 1970s. Input fiom c ~ u s  who read the earlier 

editions, or were involved in department leadership workshops, contributed to the 

expansion of the later editions. Eight broad respnsibilitieq with a myriad of duties, and 
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twenty-eight roles, were listed early in the volume. Professional development was one of 

the eight broad mponsibilities, while leader was identified as one of the twentyeight 

roles. One chapter addressed "Leadership and Decision Making" and another addressed 

"Professional Growth and Faculty Development." Each chapter ended with questions to 

provoke thought andlor discussion of the options the chair may utilize in fulfilling hisfher 

role, a s  well as a list of other resources that might be consulted. 

Jemerich (1981) conducted a survey of chairs asking them to rank fourteen skills 

pulled from an extensive review of the literature. Ranking was according to importance 

for the performance of the cbair's duties. The 2 18 responses came from 48 of the 50 

states, all types of four-year institutions and all disciplines. The respondents represented 

varying years of experience, sizes of deponents and prepation for the job. There was 

no significant difference between the national ranking and each of the variables, or 

ktween the variables. The six highest ranked competencies concerned persod 

interptmdmanagerial skills with the second rated competency, "Leadership Ability" 

being a combination of all three. Jennerich observed that although the person in the chair 

position was generally thought of as having been chosen by colleagues, his survey 

showed the reality was that most were appointed by higher-level administrators. H e  

coacluded chairs, and the competencies needed for their positions, were quite similar 

across higher education and tbat trainkg for chairs should be implemented. 

Case shdies were the method used by k e t t  (1983) as thought-provoking 

models of ways to deal with the various responsibiIities and situations chairs may face. 

At least two faculty members responded to each case and maay of the respondems were 

department chairs themselves. Bennett thea addcd notes highlighting his perspective 
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gained from leading workshops and seminars for the American Council on Education's 

Departmental Leadership Institute. Though these selections important roles often 

addressed by chairs, including leadership, counseling, decision-making, and 

encouragement of faculty development, were outlined. 

Thirtykght chairs at a mid-east (U.S.) university system were interviewed 

regarding their "...background, gals, leadership experience and style, and sources of 

satisfaction and stress," by Miles (1983). When asked to describe their role as c h r  with 

a single term, one-third chose "administrator", with the rest being divided among fifteen 

different terms, including faculty developer and leader. Miles found over half the chain 

had had no training for their role. That role involved delegating, motivating, organizing, 

and evaluating other people. A senior personnel associate at a university, Miles 

concluded academic institutions needed "to take a serious look at the development of 

their own human resources". 

The Chair of the Department of English at San Jose State University, described 

his personal morale-lifting experience when a series of seminars resulted in enhancement 

of faculty development and a feeling of collegiality, all due to the univenity 

implementing required post-tenure reviews (Galm, 1985). 

Kremer-byon & Avi-Itzhelr (1 986) sent a questionnaire to ninety chairs at six 

universities in Israel asking them to rate twentynine items both according to the extent to 

wbch they llfilled each role and the extent to which they would like to fulfill each role. 

Five main factors were identified: cuniculum and instruction; initiation; staff 

developmeat; democratic leadership style; and departmental status. The results indicated 

the chairs would We to Q a better job of llfilling their roles, and the smaller the 
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department and the more senior the chair the greater their satisfaction. 

A collection of essays, edited by Bennett and Fi'iguli (1990), most of which first 

appeared in The Demrtment Advisor, a quarterly newsletter begun in 1986, brought 

together information from recognrzed names in the field in one convenient place. Roles 

of department chain were addressed, as well as dilemmas associated with the position. 

Both Wolvexton (1990) and Warren (1990) point out the leadership role of depamnent 

chain in different contexts, but with similar emphases on traits consistent with 

transformatiod leadership. Goldenberg ( l990), McKeachie ( 1990), and Boice (1 990) 

expanded on the faculty development role of the chair, while Eble (1990) tied the two 

together recognizing the effective chair as a leader who knows the faculty in the 

department well and helps each one to reach their full development and institutional 

potential. 

A f k  three years as a department chair, Napier (1993) described her view of thee 

roles the chair should play inside the department to aid faculty members. The buffer has 

an administrative and information function, as well as protecting faculty members from 

themselves. The facilitator helps with teacbing and research, while the guide may gently 

steer, offer suggestions, counsel, or simply model behavior. In return, Napier noted 

faculty should be willing to consider requests the chair makes ofthem, make the effort to 

succeed, respect the chair's time for scholarly pursuits, and respect the support staff who 

help the chair and the faculty do their jobs. 

A concise, yet comprehensive, easy-tenad summary of the literature and currmt 

thinking on department chain was put together by Seagren a al. in 1993. In considering 

the roles of the chair, the responsibilities, Ieadenhip, power and politics, faculty 
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evaluation and developat, institution types7 and academic disciplines were all 

considered as fkctors in how chairs hction. This information was usexi in 

recommending where the position of department chair should be headed in the future. 

Included was an extensive, useful list of references. 

A special issue of the ADFL Bulletin specifically addressed the "often discussed 

.. . need for a resource book or handbook for foreign language department chairs" 

(Bugliani, 1994, p. 3). All except three of the twenty articles were written from the 

chair's perspective by cunmt or former chairs. As a result, the articles addressed varying 

views of the chair's role from various types of institutions, sizes of departments, 

depanmental and college contexts, and personal styles of the writers. The model of the 

training of new chairs at Michigan State University was described to encourage such 

training at all institutions (Peters, 1994). An article was included specifically to outline 

the chair's role in faculty development (lamis, 1994), while other articles included 

faculty development as a part of the role of chairs megel, 1994; Harper, 1994; Peters, 

1994). A former chair himself, Jarvis ( 1994) shared hls obsexvations on the need for 

faculty development, activities to enhance it, and urged "make development your main 

job." Another contributor to the issue expounded on the chair's leadership mission to 

guide the foreign language department to its place in the insthion and the discipline 

@rob 1994). 

Almost three t h o d  community college chairs responded to the 1992 

International Community College Chair Survey (Seagren et al, 1994). From the results 

fourteen roles were clustered into three categories: inteqmwd role, administrator role, 

and leada role. Roles in the interpersonal cluster were oms importaut in the chair's 
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activities to relate with and promote development of faculty; i-e., information 

disseminator, facilitator, advocate, caretaker, and mentor. The five roles in the leader 

cluster helped the department to move into the f W e :  motivator, delegator, entrepreneur, 

visionary, and planner. At the same time tasks were grouped and a category for 

"professional development and communication tasks" included five tasks rated important, 

or very important, by over ninety percent of the respondents. These roles and tasks 

related to interpersod activities, leadefshp, and professional development were 

characteristic of information sharing and transformational leadership. 

Gmelch and Miskin ( 1993, 1995) identified the most important tasks of 

department chain as faculty developer, manager, leader, and scholar. This list was 

determined by sweying 800 department chain from colleges and universities across the 

United States. The chain viewed the faculty developer role as their most important 

responsibility. The leader role allowed them to help others professionally, influence the 

profession and the department, and bave a challenging job. In the first half ofthei 1993 

work Gmelch and Miskin addressed adjusting to becoming the leader of the department 

with responsibilities as manager and faculty developer. Each of the sections of their 1995 

book addressed chair responsibilities related to one of the four tasks. Both resources 

contained exercises, action plans, examples and thought-provoking questions for those in 

a chair's position. 

The Dean's Percentions 

A dean's perception of the role and powers of an ideal chair was put forth by 

Jeffky (1985). An ideal chair was a goad manager of the department's business, solving 

probiems without having to forward them to the dean too often, providing We greatest 



29 
amount of information in the briefest form" to support reqwsts and recommendations, 

having a vision for the department consistent with the mission of the college, and 

providing intellactual leadership for the department The excellent performance of these 

tasks meant the chair understands and possesses two significant traits Jeffky identified as 

personal power and a high tolerance factor. 

The deans of arts and science colleges at universities with over 10,000 students 

were asked to rate the importance of twenty-one chair leadership qualities in a nationwide 

survey reported by Moxley & Olson (1988,1990). In addition, the deans listed the top 

five leadership qualities, named qualities not listed, indicated whether the chair primarily 

represents the faculty or the administration, and commented on the most important 

aspects of the chair's position. The top five duties included one related to budget 

management and two concerning communication The remaining two were encouraging 

faculty development and applaudinglrewarding f d t y  achievement The top unlisted 

qualities were problem-solving, effective interpersonal skills, honesty, and a sense of 

humor. Most deans (55%) saw the chair primarily as representing the faculty, though 

33% took the time to go outside the offered answers to indicate they believed the chair 

represented both the faulty and the administration 

Multi~le Views 

To ascertain thee levels of e-OM regarding department chairs Smith 

(1972) surveyed faulty, chairs, and upper level administration at twelve public two-year 

colleges. The 985 respondents rated 46 job activities on the level of use they would 

expect their chair to give the activity. The job activities were broken into six functional 

categories: production; maintenance; production supportive; institutional supportive; 
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adaptive; and managerial. The eight adaptive activities, those addressing goals, planning, 

and programs for the department, received high ratings fiom all three groups - none 

below 78 percent. Activities related to faculty development or leadership were spread 

across the categories with most under the maintenance or institutional supportive 

categories. Those received high percentage ratings fiom all three levels of respondents as 

well, 

Faculty, chairs and deans at two land-grant universities completed the chair 

effectiveness questionnaire developed by Siever, et al(1972). Respondents were asked to 

rank thirty-six characteristics of an effective chair divided into three categories of twelve 

each in professional activities, administrative responsibilities and personal characteristics. 

There was high agreement among the 481 respondents regarding the chair characteristics 

of most and least importance. Several of the characteristics addressed the leademhip 

activities or faculty development efforts in which a department chair might engage. 

"Achieves program goals", "develops good teaching", and "decisive thiakiag and actionw 

were such characteristics and were the top ranked characteristic in each category 

respectively. The least agreement was on the pmonal characteristics of effective chain. 

This was seen as indicative of the variation in perceptions of important leadenhip traits. 

For example besides "decisive thinking and actionn, "decision maker with faculty as 

advisorsn, and "delegates decision making* were also choices within the category. These 

were rated 1,4,5 at one Mnrtion and 1,3,6 at the other. It was noted that subgroups 

seemed to know what cbaraaerinics were important in their particular situation. 

Kenny (1982) addressed the role of the chair fiom the three perspectives of the 

faculty, the administrator, and the chair. Her opinion end advice came from pmoaal 
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experience in all three roles. Realistic and forthright ia addressing what each level wants 

and expects fiom the department chair, K e ~ y  also succeeded in communicating respect 

for all three views. She left the reader with a positive perspective on the firture of 

academia and the impo~aace of the role of the chair in that firmre. 

More recently, Learning (1998) brought insights from 20 years as a department 

chair at four different institutions, service as a dean and, of course, as a faculty member, 

into his book "of good ideas and information" (p. xiii) for chain. It was divided into 

short, easily read or consulted sections on the array of roles and responsibilities of chairs. 

The fresh approach he used covers such traditional matters as the budget and curriculum, 

as well as more recently "hot" topics as the Americans with Disabilities Act and 

" m n g  Generation X" Included in the roles addressed were the Chair's 

responsibility for providing leadership and strategies for faculty development. 

The Faculty PerceDtions 

The prefened research method for determining faculty perceplons regardng the 

role of the department chair has ken the use of questionnaires. Watson ( 1979,1986) and 

Gordon et al. (199 1 ) asked for views on the overall role of the department chair. Others 

have focused their curiosity on more specific, yet broadly defined, responsibilities given 

names such as "academic leadern (Hirokawa et al., 1989) or "purmit of exceilence" 

(Moses, 1985). 

Watson (1979) sumeyed faculty at the University of Victoria in Canada in 1970 

regarding five roles of the head or chair. Asked to rank the defined roles - Intellectual 

Leader, Coordinator, Representative, Resource Mobilizer, and Penomel Administrator - 
faculty chose Coordinator first, then Leader and Representative. The other two roles 
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ranked so low they were not considered further. In an analysis of responses by discipline 

Social Scientists most commonly chose coordinator, while those in the Natural Sciences 

and Humanities chose Leadership as most important. Women were also found to be more 

likely to rank the chair's role as Leader as most important. A follow-up study, fourteen 

years later, with faculty in the same institution found the faculty's perceptions had 

changed (Watson, 1986). The Resource Mobilizer and Personnel Administrator roles still 

dropped out, however the Coordinator role was chosen as the most important role across 

the disciplines. Watson found it interesting that the Coordinator role dealt mostly with 

decisions affecting things, while the literature seemed to stress the need for chairs to 

hction as department leaders. 

Faculty's perceptions of the chair's leadership and the chair's performance were 

the research focus of Knight and Holen (1985). They gathered 5,830 faculty member's 

ratings of 458 department chain in 65 institutions across five Carnegie classification 

types across the United States. Those chain rated high on both "initiating structurew and 

"consideration" leader behaviors also received high performance ratings. The results 

were consistent across institution rypes. These results lent support to the position that 

effective leader behavior translates into effective chair behavior. 

only eight of sixty-four department chairs requested the evaluation Moses (1985) 

off& chairs as a means for faculty f e c k  at the University of Queensland in 

Australia The questionnaire included thirty firactions based on Tucker's 1981 worlc, and 

discussions with chairs. The faculty in those eight departments gave their perception of 

the importance of each of the functions. An administrative and a professional 

development hnction tied for greatest importance, and one h m  each of the same two 
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categories tied for second The two professional development fimctioas, "Encornaging 

good teaching in the department" and "Stimulating research and publications", prompted 

over one hundred research interviews across 43 departments to learn "What 

encouragement is given in your department to excellence in teaching?" with the same 

question regarding research. Both questions were follo~ed up with "Is there anything 

(else) you'd like to see done?" Moses concluded chairs encourage excellence in both 

teaching and research. They do this administratively by organizing the work 

environment, and academically by acting as a leader and senior colleague with relevant 

experience and by fostering younger faculty talents. 

Huokawa et al. (1989) surveyed faculty members in the College of Liberal Arts at 

the University of Iowa. The instrument asked the faculty to rate the importance of each of 

nineteen skills for effective department leadership and their perception of their chair's 

manifesting each skill in the pest year. Faculty also rated their chair's overall leadership 

performance. The skills were loosely organired into four categories: resource 

management, climate management, image management, and faulty development The 

faulty rated all nineteen items as important, g d l y  agreed across all disciplines on 

their importance, and their ratings were good predictors ofthe chair's perceived 

effectiveness. 

In a swey conducted by Gordon et al. (199 l), tbe faculty in schools of education 

all across the U.S. ranked twelve categories of chair leadership activities based on their 

perception of the c W s  current and ideal fhctioaing. There were significant differences 

between seven of the twelve categories. The one hundred six resp~- showed faculty 

felt four categories needed less empbasiz by the ckptment chain: implementer, 
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supmisor, evaluator, and recruiter. Three categories related to interacting with people 

were perceived as needing more emphasis: communicator, advisor/counselor, and 

motivator. 

Faculty perceptions of the importance of the chair's role in faculty tenure 

acquisition were determined by a questionnaire used by Daly and Townsend (1992, 

1994). Tmured and tenure-track faculty at doctorate-granting I mkersities were asked to 

indicate whether nineteen roles of the chair had assisted or would assist them in aquiring 

tenure. A majority of the respondents perceived thirteen roles as assisting in aquiring 

tenure. An interesting finding was that the tenured and tenure-track faculty chose the 

same five roles, but in different order. The results supported department chain taking a 

leadership role in their faculty's development and progress toward tenure acquisition. 

Chair's Role in Facultv Develomem and Leadership 

A wideiy distributed early publication on faculty development, the position paper 

by the Group for Human Development in Higher Education (1974), recommended future 

directions for what was called fwulty development, but focused almost exclusively on 

teaching. It considered the broad institution-wide implications of establishing a program 

to improve teaching and did not focus on individual positions, such as department chairs. 

A clarification of the types of development was set forth by GafT(1975) early in 

his work on what he called bThculty renewal." Faculty dmlopwnt focused on the 

individual faculty member, while the goal of ktructional development was 

"improvement of learning for students." Organizational development focused on 

ktitutions, the units within them, and their f'unctioning Informaton was gathered from 

two hundred programs. Fifty-five directors were surveyed aad nine were visited in 
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person. Findings showed all three approaches to development were included in 

comprehensive programs. However the terminology wd varied and sometimes impeded 

clear communication even among professionals seeking to s h e  experiences and 

expertise. While, in the end, development rests with the individual faculty member, the 

department chair was recognized as the froat line leader responsible for providing support 

to enable that development. Also, to be able to h e r  assist their faculty's development, 

chairs should develop themselves. 

Though the publication had sections on instructional development, organmtioaal 

development, and personal development, Bergquist & Phillips' (1975) A Handbook for 

Factcity Development clearly was written with the goal of assisting faculty to improve 

teaching and increase student learning. Each section and the chapters on sub-topics such 

as "taun building" and "helping skills" all turned the focus back to the effeas on 

class~oorn outcomes. Two years later, in their second volume, Bagquia & Phillips 

(1977) viewed faculty development in broader terms. While the different types of 

development all may contribute to better teaching and learning, the development of the 

faculty member on a more holistic level was the focus. Leadership, with the department 

chair as one who may act as an academic leader, was seen as a factor that could influence 

both o ~ t i o n a l  and persod development 

Since the mid-1980s the position that the merit chair should and does play a 

role in faculty developmmt has been more aggressively researched. In their report on the 

Bush Foundation Faculty Development Project, Eble & McKeachie (1985) noted the 

importaace of administrative support of faculty development programs. The Bush Project 

started with the assumption fatuity must feel development is their p o w  Evidence 
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showed administrative support was equally as importam as faculty support and, in fact, 

balance between faculty a d  administrative support was the key to success. Eble & 

McKeachie addressed the administrative support needed in only general terns. They 

noted leadership provided in this respect came fiom varied sources, from deans to faculty 

members, encouraging W e r  research. 

Using a qualitative method, the grounded theory approach, Mitchell (1986, 1987) 

planned to focus specifically on factors related to department heads' leadership in faculty 

development. The terminology proved limiting and was broadened to learn the 

management strategies department heads used to enhance faculty productivity, 

performancey and work satisfaction, as well as department effectiveness, and to discover 

the factors they felt were essential for effective department leadership. Chairs of 

"outstanding" departments at three urban institutions were interviewed Five factors 

contributing to e f f i v e  department leadership were identified: leader values (or beliefs), 

development stage of the department, management strategies, shared values and goals 

across the faculty and administration, and control of resources. 

The chauperson1s role in "enhancing the growth and development of faculty" was 

the focus of Wilhitets (1987,1990) case study research, also a qualitative method. Thnty 

department chain, all male, in the Colleges of Agriculture of land p t  institutions were 

interviewed. Deans and department chairs had designated the thirty chairs as excellent at 

assisting faculty professionally. Practices used to enhance faculty performance were 

identified as recruitment, communication, g d s  identification, support, evaluation, and 

recognition. 

In their research of the literature on what was r e f d  to as "fafulty vitality", 
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Bland and Schmitz (1988,1990a, 1990b) found one hundred fifly-two recommendations 

from over one hundred --five authors. They narrowed and combined the 

recommendations down to twenty, and then categorized those into three areas of focus. 

Within the focus regarding the roles of the institution and the faculty, Bland and Schmitz 

pointed out the literature supported "mid-level administrators" talcing on faculty vitality 

as a responsibility, and pursuing training to facilitate i t  Their bibliographies (Bland & 

Schrnitz, 1988, 1990b) listed resources that address the concern. A shortcoming was that 

any Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) documents, which are only 

available on microfiche, were not included due to concern that the quality of the materials 

varied widely. This left out even the applicable, quality resources indexed in that 

collection. 

Creswell et al. (1990) utilized interviews to gather information on the strategies 

used by two hundred department chairs at seventy campuses across the nation to 

encourage faculty development and renewal. These "excellent" chairs were so designated 

by "senior academic administrators and faculty development specialists" as those "who 

excel in assisting faulty [to] grow and develop professionally." Strategies for self- 

assessment and development of the chairs themselves were presented first. Ways to apply 

these strategies in working with faculty to enhance their growth and developmem 

completed the work The use of many quotes directly from the "excellent" chairs made 

this research quite readable and of meal use to new chairs, those considering a move 

to the position of chair, and chairs needing f k h  ideas on leading faculty improvement. 

In his book on new faculty professional development Boice (1992) recugnized the 

crucial role of department chairs in the success of faculty. He addressed the work to a 
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broad audience, but chain were Listed as %st and foremost (p. xii)." Based on his 

personal research, review of the literature, and work with faculty over twenty-five years, 

Boice addressed "obstacles" new faculty face, ways to help them overcome those 

obstacles, and followed up with guidelines on building an institutional support system. 

Part of the institutional support system was chairs acting as advocates for faculty 

development activities and programs, and leading faculty by participating in self- 

evaluation and firnctioning as models and facilitators. 

Using a gender specific approach, Jahanshahi (1992) researched the dominant 

leadership styles of over one hundred female academic department heads nationwide. The 

majority of these women (85%) indicated the high supportive, low directive leadership 

style as their dominant style. One factor found to significantly impact style effectiveness 

was faculty size. Noted in the recommendations for hmw research was the need for 

leadership research instruments more sensitive not only to gender, but also to needs of the 

academic environment 

Lucas (1 994) took the four chair roles identified by Gmelch and Miskin ( 1993, 

1995) and chose the leader and faculty developer roles "as key to efiective departmental 

hcti0ningn then identified nine major responsibilities related to those two roles. The 

chair was encouraged to rate each of the mponslbilities on a leadership matrix according 

to: the importance of the responsibility to the department; satisfacton with the chair's 

skill level with that responsibility; a d  an intersection of the two ratings. The dean, and 

faculty members, could do this rating as well to give the chair input regarding areas for 

development. Chairs were encouraged to utilize tm&ormational leadership in leading 

their departments as a means to ''revitalize faculty and improve their professional 
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development," Lucas used the five headings presented by Kouzes and Posner (1987) to 

identify the behaviors oftramformational leaders. The belief in people, vision, and 

encouraging basis of transformational leadership was cartied through the rest of Lucas' 

book, as the remaining major responsibilities were each covered in turn. In addition, the 

relationship between the chair and the dean was not forgotten. Nor was the well-being of 

the chair forgotten, as plans for reducing stress and tips for attaining leadership 

effectiveness were covered. 

For his dissertation research, Adibe (1 997) developed his own leadership style 

questionnaire to learn faculty perceptions of leadenhip styles of academic department 

chairs for comparison to the chairs' perceptions of themselves. The four basic areas of 

leadership behaviors were governance, professional development, communication, and 

faculty affain. Significant perceptional differences between chairs and faculty and based 

on demographic variables were found 

In the late 1990s chairs were functioning in a new geography where demographic 

changes had afkcted not only the students enrolled in higher education, but chairs 

themselves, the faculty they lead, and the institutions within which they worked 

According to Hecht, Higgerson, Gmelch, and Tucker (1999), "The kind of leadership that 

chairs need to exert is that of building bridges, creating coanections, and defirsing 

tensions @. 16)." Acting as a leader within the university, not just managing a 

department, now was the norm for department chairs. Beyond the overall leader hction 

specific leadership skills recommended were as a "purpseli, facilitative leader." Such a 

leader was encouraged to facilitate the department acting as a colleaive group and 

hxtioning as a community of scholan, while rewarding outcomes at a department level. 
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This leadership was seen as part of the chain responsibilities in handling the operations 

of the department Encouraging pofessionaI development was a role chairs fdl in 

advancing the department and its people. Helping faculty to develop professionally could 

promote the department's goals and foster collaboration among members of the 

department. 

Each of these resources highlighted, either explicitly or implicitly, the leadenhip 

andior faculty development role the chair fulfills. As the administrative middle manager 

the chair is naturally seen as in a leader position to influence subordinates. The chair is 

also situated strategically to assist faculty in their development, growth, and progress 

professionally. 

Develoment of the Literature on Academic Libraw D e m e n t  Chairs 

The general literature on department chairs, university leadership or faculty 

development almost never gives any indication that library personnel were considered, or 

included, in research. *ice (1992) was a unique exceptton and also collaborated with 

librarians on research regarding library faculty and teaching faculty demands on 

scholarship (Boice, Scepanski, and Wilson, 1987). He noted faculty in other departments 

on campus may not wen be aware if librarians have faculty status (Boice, 1992, p. 276). 

The lack of inclusion of library f d t y  is Wcely related to their relatively recent 

acquisition of a recopzed, professional status on campus. University teaching facut@ 

members managed the first academic libraries. By 1900 academic hibratianship was a 

recogmad profdon; however, ranks similar to those held by colleagues in teaching 

departments w m  resewed for only the highest administrative positions. Even that was 

not guaranteed and the title, rank and status of librarians in non-administrative positions 
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varied greatly (Massman, 1972). Over the decades of the twentieth century the library 

literatwe included much on the &bate remding what the correct status for librarians in 

the university setting should be (Downs, 1976). "Professional academic librarians" were 

welcomed into membership in the American Association of Univenity Professors 

(AAUP) in 1956. The University Lharies Section of the Association of College and 

Research Libraries (ACRL) established an Academic Status Committee in 1958. While 

the committee issued a statement that endorsed faculty status for academic librarians in 

1959, it was not until 197 1 that the ACP! membership officially approved Standards for 

Faculty Status for College and University Librarians (McAnally, 1975). The Standards 

have bem revised twice since wornpart, 1994). The Standards address areas 

recognizable to any faculty member: professional responsibilities; governance (library, 

college, and university); compensation; tenure and promotion; sabbatical and other 

research leaves; research and developnmt f'unds; and academic fieedom (ACRL 

Committee on the Status of Academic Librarians, 200 1). 

Today, faculty status is still not a given for librarians in higher education In fm 

among the Carnegie research institutions just over half have faculty status for their 

librarians. The professional librarians at a large majority of the remaining institutions 

have what is termed academic status (Leysen & Black, 1998; Lowry, 1993). The ACRL 

approved Guidelines for Academic Status for College and University Libraries in 1990. 

Included in the nine guidelines are recommendations for involvement in governance, 

research and professional activities, and protection of academic fieedom (Kroll, 1994). 

Whether recognned with faculty or academic status, university librarians are expected to 

be involved in continuing profissional development. 
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Beyond the historical record of ambivalence for the profession and its stam on 

university campuses, other differences in the organizational setup of libraries may have 

delayed the focus of research from turning toward department chairs. Chief librarians at 

universities in the fim balf of the twentieth century tended to be quite autocratic, 

blocking the library from amnging itself along the lines of a more democratic 

organization similar to its teaching counteqiws (McAnally, 1975). As a result, much of 

the research on leadership in academic libraries has been focused on the library deans or 

directors, not department chain. At the same time the need for support penomel to 

perform a myTiad of duties in academic libraries has meant that librarians in their very 

fint professional position may be called upon to be a supervisor of support staff or 

student workers (Bailey, 1976). The mult has been literature focused on supelvision of 

personnel and often based on a business management background. Specific department 

chair concerns, especially as related to leading faculty, have been addressed only in a 

limited manner.' Even the literature regarding academic librarians at the department chair 

level varies on the title given their role. Examples are department chair, department head, 

division head, division chair, team leader, unit leader* or middle manager. 

Mentioned in the literature and statistics gathering at least as early as the 1920s 

@owns, 1976), the number of depaxtment chairs in university libraries proliferated with 

the rapid growth in institutions of higher education and their libraries in the post-World 

War II era. The increase in the number of librarians employed led to more focused 

An exdent example of this are tbc editions of hmid He@ for New Supenisws prcpuod by the 
Supewisory Skins C O ~ ~  P d  Admhhmiou Scctioq h i  Acb&mion lad ~~ 
Assocjrtion of tbe A,merican Library Association (Giedcc 1992,1997). 
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individual position responsibilities and organhatiom divided into units with middle level 

administrators to oversee those units. Beyond the traditional breakdown by public service 

or technical service area, common d e m e n t s  created included reference, archives, 

cataloging, acquisitions, and serials. Research on these library middle managers did not 

begin until the late 1960s (Bailey, 1987). Similar to the broader depamnent chair 

literature, the main focus of the research and Literature has been the chain themselves or 

the views of higher administrators. The perceptions of faculty in university library 

departments regarding the department chair have not been well documented. 

Academic Library Department Chair leaden hi^ and Faculty Develo~rnent 

Utilization of published instruments to research library leadership or faculty 

development practices is limited. Such research specifically on department cbain in the 

academic library setting is an even smaller subset Most publications regarding the 

subjects have been either based on data gathering that used a researcherdeveloped 

instrument, sweys of the existing literature, or were basically opinion pieces- 

The predominance of library literature that focused on descriptions and 

applications with little actually of a research nature was noted by Plate (1970). He 

utilized a short questionnaire and i n t e ~ e w s  with seventy-seven librarians who 

supmisad at least four fellow librarians at thirteen Association of Research Libraries 

(ARL) institutions in the northeastern United States. These middle managers felt the 

professional development of those they supervised was not their responsi'bility, but the 

responsibility of the individuals themselves. 

Stone's (1969) research addmsed the individual librarian's view of professional 

development She sumeyed "professional hirorians" who had received the accredited 
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Master of Library Science degree in 1956 and 1961, of which, approximately one balf 

were in academic libraries. While ''the ultimate responsibility for continuing education 

was placed by the librarians on the individual (p. 192)", the results urging administrator 

support for professional development included the obsemation " supervisors should be 

rewarded or promoted on the basis of how well they promote professional growth of 

those under them (p. 175)." A developmental style of leadership along with personal 

improvement was recommended for library managers to stimulate professional growth. 

Several studies regarding library leadership have used the Leadership Behavior 

Description Questionnaire - Form W (LBDQ-W), developed at Ohio State University, 

or a modified version. It examined the style of leadenhip as perceived by the supervisor 

and subordinate groups. The supervisor completed the instrument regarding them self, 

while a selected number of subordinates completed it regarding the supervisor. Results of 

the LBDQXn rated two dimensions:  consideration^' which focused on job relationships, 

and "initiation of structure" which concentrated on goal achievement. Research on 

libraries in institutions of higher education included Sparks (1976), Comes (1978/1979), 

and Olive (199 1 ). Sparks utilized the instrument for a very limited study of one academic 

library supervisor and fifteen subordinates (eleven actual respondents). Comes' doctoral 

research included twenty-four medium size academic libraries (offered graduate 

programs, 15 to 50 professional librarians/ media specialists, and director had been in 

position over one year) at public universities accredited by the North Central Association 

of Colleges and Secondary Schools. He targeted the director at each institution and eight 

subordinates who held supervisory responsibilities. R d t s  showed the directors gave 

themselves significantly higher mean scores than did their subordinates. Though her 
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research was conducted on public libraries, Dragon (1976,1979) noted shortcoming in 

the LBDQ-XU. Some reports of its validity and reliability were extremely low. She 

concluded it was being utilized due to being "better than the available alternatives" and 

"until something better comes along it is the best available" (1979, p. 59-60). Over ten 

years later the LBDQXII was again utilized to research both professional and non- 

professional academic library penonnel. OIive (199 1) surveyed public services and 

technical services department heads, and their sbbordinates, in private Liberal Arts I 

institution libraries. S i w c a n t  differences were found in the perceptions of the 

"consideration" dimension when the department head was female and when the 

department head had been in the position six to ten years. Significant differences were 

found in the perceptions of the "initiation of structure'" dimension in technical services 

departments, when the department head was between 21 to 35 years of age, and when 

there were only one or two professionals in the department. 

Middle managers and administrators in libraries of five ARL member institutions 

were h t e ~ e w e d  by Bailey (1978,1981) regarding their perceptions of the job 

responsibilities of middle managers and the formal and informal training available for 

persons prior to and in those positions. Professional development support recommended 

was related to training for business management and public or pcrso~el administration, 

as well as specific work experience. 

Questionnaires and interviews were both used by Person (1980) who included 

middle managen in nine large academic libraries in the Great Lakes states in her research 

of managerial rok concepts in academic and public libraries. Of particular interest were 

the results indicating the public library mansgerr perceived themselves having higher 
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levels of involvement in internally oriented roles such as "leader" than did their academic 

library counterjms. The academic library managers gave higher ratings to their 

involvement in externally directed areas, such as "liaison," "spokespersan," and 

"negotiator". 

Using Fiedler's Contingency Model of Leadership Effectiveness, Mitchell (1989) 

sweyed academic library depamnent heads and their immediate supervisors in 137 

academic libraries. The model evaluated the leader's motivation, whether task oriented or 

relationship oriented He found that heads of both technical service areas and public 

service areas had good leader-member relations and strong position power. However, 

they diffmd in that technical service areas had high task structure, while public service 

areas had low task structure. Findings indicated task structure was the variable most 

related to effectiveness, but accounted for only 20 percent of managerial effectiveness 

variance and 13.4 percent of group effectiveness variance. The implication for leaders in 

libraries was attention to the type of task perfomred in a department when matching 

potential leaders and d e m e n t  head positions. 

Bailey & Murphy (1989) researched the "management competencies" of middle 

managers in eleven large ARL libraries in the mid-west They asked three managers with 

average performance records and three superior performers, at each institution, "to 

m t e  three positive and three negative experiences in which they had utilized 

management principles." They then cornpafed their findings to the academic portion of 

an earlier study. While the categories assigned difEered between the two sndies, they 

were similar and the results of both indicated an emphasis on staffing and penomel 

management, which included subcategories for motivation and naff development, 
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Library f8culty perceptrons of the role of the department chair in faculty 

development were researched at a single institution by BoQn (199 1,1994). The desired 

role of the chair was the basis of the research. The categories determined from the project 

which utilized grounded theory research (Boden, 1994), were used as the basis for the 

development of a pilot survey conducted for the follow-up project (Boden, 1991). The six 

role categories were: advocate; communicator; counselor, leader, manager, and 

motivator. The leader role was seen as involving leading by example, being 

knowledgeable of the profession, the organization, the faculty themselves and their 

responsibilities and needs, and acting as an intermediary for faculty with the 

administration (Boden, 1994). Review of the items when grouped according to 

Creswell's (1 99 1) category codes (see Appendix D) showed the library faculty saw the 

department chair's most important category of practices as "helping faculty in an 

administrative capacity". The roles of advocate and cornmlmicator were important, but 

the manager role to "Provide mources to support professional activities" was rated at the 

top(Boden, 1991). 

Heads of cataloging and heeds of reference departments in over one hundred ARL 

libraries were sweyed by Wittenbach, Bordeiany and Wycisk (1992) regarding 

management education and training. Their results showed few institutions required 

management training when hiring department chairs, or ongoing training for the chain. 

An o v e ~ e w  presented by Sullivan (199 1,1992) addressed the roles of 

department chairs in university libraries, cbanges taking place, and prerllctions of skills 

needed to be effective in the funne. Her focus was general, while looking at the middle 

manager role of the library department had in the light of recognized management 
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models. The descrimoa of library middle manager hctions and responsibilities would 

likely have been familiar to department chairs in any academic unit: 

"... were selected for their positions because of their functional expertise, not 
because of a proven ability to supe~se or manage, ... reports to an assistant, 
associate, or deputy librarian [dean or director], ... is responsible for a major unit 
and fimction, but frequently does not have direct control over the resources 
necessary for managing the unit, ... seldom has full control over the expenditure 
of the budget for the department, the fteedorn to hire staf fas needed, or the ability 
to reorganize the department" (1992, p.272) 

Sullivan's information was broadly focused to cover library department chair' s 

supenision of staff as well as faculty. The roles of team leader and supporter of 

continuing development of penomel were among those highlighted. 

Fulton (1990) and Nofsinger & Bosch (1994) addressed the head of the library 

reference department specifically. Fulton used the analogy of the Greek tale of Mentor 

and Telemachus applied to the role of the d e m e n t  head in initiating beginning 

reference librarians into their new professional positions. Besides being highly specific to 

referrnce librarians at the beginning of their career, the information put forth is mostly on 

initial training and highlights communication skills. Nofsinger & Bosc h discussed three 

roles of the head of refereace: people manager, technology facilitator and leader. Wihn 

the role of leader, the head of reference was also credited with often acting as a role 

model for the professional development of colleagues. 

Kazlauskas (1993) focused on the relationship between library faculty perceptions 

of their manager's leadership practices and job satisfaction, and between job satisfaction 

and demographic characteristics. She utilized the Leadership -ces Inventory: Other 

(LPIO) and the Survey of Organizational Climate (SOC) in her smey of academic 

librarians in the State University System of Florida. While five combinations, ofthe 
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thirty possible between the five subunits of the LPIO and the six submits of the SOC, 

were statistically meaningful, mong relationships were not indicated. She concluded job 

satisfaction among this group was more related to autonomy than to leadership practices. 

Job satisfaction was significantly different based on gender, rank (Associate differing 

fiom others), and years of service (1 to 4 differing from 30 to 39). 

Though not based on primary research, nor targeted specifically to academic 

libraries. Gieseske (200 1) focused on the leadership role of department heads in libraries. 

She stressed the need for library department heads to transition from managers fulfilling 

historically based, structured roles to leaders actively, imovatively working to develop 

their personnel and organhion Identified roles of the department head were leader, 

facilitator, working leader, and catalyst. Within the leader role, acting as a mentor to 

enhance the professional development of others was identified as an essential 

responsibility requiring on-going commitment, but holding the potential for resulting in 

untold benefits. Written to be broadly applicable to all types of libraries, the author 

succeeded (without mentioning library faculty, tenure, promotion, or institutional 

hierarchies) in presenting strategies readily recognizable as practical for use by university 

library department chain. 

The literature traces the transition of leadership in academic libraries from the 

domain of the library dean or director alone to the responsibility of department and unit 

leaders as well. Faculty development is an integral responsibility of the leadership 

W o n  of department chairs. Having just recently begun, m e r  research on the 

leakship practices and faculty development activities of department chairs in academic 

libraries is needed. 



Prior research on the topic of this stuciy concentrated on teaching departments. 

There are a number of research works on the role of the department chair from all three 

levels of viewpoint: chairs themselves, administrators, and faculty. Literature on faculty 

development has been building over the last thirty years. It has addressed faculty 

development as a separate division within the university helping all faculty address 

concerns in the area, or incorporated it as an aspect of the fiurctioning of departments, 

addressing ways each unit can enhance faculty development. Many works cover the 

chairperson's rola and mpoasibilities, but recurrent roles in much of the literature are 

the department chair's leadership role and role in enhancing faculty development. 

Documentation of several actions in support of these roles are evident in the general 

literature on the role of the department chair, as well as in research specificaily on the 

c W s  role in faculty development or leadership. 

Limited research and Literature exists specifically on library faculty perceptions of 

the department chair's role. Library directors and deans were the early focus of literature 

on library leadership. The library department chair was not a focus of research before the 

late 1960s. Much of what has been researched since that time has focused on the middle 

managers themselves, and possibly their supe~sors or subordinates, and emphasized 

mauagemeat types of issues regarding supervising and training penomel. In con= to 

the teaching department literature, studies addressing the issue dctmnhed library middle 

managers and Librarians placed responsibility for professional development and 

"continuing educationw principally on the individual (Plate, 1970; Stow, 1%9). 

The present study of library faculty perceptions of the department chair's role in 
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faculty development and leadership practices is important It expands the documentation 

of percmons held by library faculty, regarding not only the faculty development role 

(Boden, 199 1, 1994), but also the leadership practices, engaged in by Library department 

cbain to multiple academic research institutions. It documents what inmtutional, chair, 

and faculty characteristics influence library faculty perceptions of their department chair. 

As evidenced by the earlier studies, research based on teaching departments, could not be 

relied upon to hold true for library faculty. The resuits will be important for education 

and training of academic librarians and their department chairs, and higher education 

faculty development penomel whose clientele include academic librarians. 



CHAPTER m. 

METHODS 

Research Design 

A cross-sectional mail s w e y  was used to study the department chair and institu- 

tional correlates of library faculty perceptions of the chair's role in fa~ulty development 

and leadership practices. S w e y  research was used because of its several advantages: 

economy of design, low cost for distribution and return, rapid turnaround time, and 

applicability to a particular type of research question (Babbie, 1990). The data gathered 

fiom the survey was used to describe the population being studied (Fowler, 1993). The 

survey also permitted "the simultaneous examination of two or more variables" (Babbie, 

1990). Anonymity and confidentiality were maintained by the use of an identification 

number on the survey, which was used for mailing purposes only. This should have 

encouraged respondents' honesty in answering the "what is" questioru regarding the 

department chain' current level of use of methods to enhaace faculty development as 

well as the leadership practices in which they engage. (rink & Kosecoff, 1985). 

Po~ulation and Sample 

The population for this study was non-administrative library faculty at research 

universities in the United States. The total number of professional Library faculty (FTE) at 

institutions classified by the Canrepie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching as 

Research Universities I or Research Univmities I1 was determined (I34335 1) 

(Association of College and Research Libraries [ACRL], 1996; Kyrillidou, O'Comor, & 

Blixrud, 1998). Non-administrative excluded Deans or Directors; Assistant or Associate 

Deans or Directors; or Department or Division Heads or Chain. According to the 
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Association of Research Libraries (ARL), the number of non-administrative faculty 

positions in their member university libraries in the United States was 5 1 19 (Kyrillidou, 

B l k d ,  & Rodriguez, 1998). This excluded medical and law librarians at ARL member 

universities. 

The sampling frame for this particular research project was the non-administrative 

faculty members in the university libraries of the member institutions of the Big Twelve 

Plus Libraries Consortium as of September 1, 1998, which were also Research 

Universities. Seventeen of the twenty institution libraries were also members of the ARL 

(Kyrillidou, O'Connor, & Blimd, 1998). The sample surveyed numbered 36 1 of the 

approximately 1060 university library faculty (see Appendix A). This sample, fiom the 

broad population, was more manageable for the researcher, not only in number, but also 

in mailing cost. As recommended by Fowler (1993)' this sample size should have 

allowed for the minimum number of actual respondems needed to meet the minimum 

sample sizes for the subgroups of the mediating variables, with a percent error confidence 

region of plus or minus five & .05). These instjtutjons, located in the middle of the 

continental United States geographically, advemse their available faculty positions 

nationally and employ faculty fiom throughout the United States. These faculty 

members' views should be generally representative of the views of university library 

faculty at research universities throughout the nation. 

A single, multi-* instrument was utilized consisting of three parts: (1) a 

demographics section on the faculty member, their institution, and their department chair, 

(2) a researcherdeveloped survey of faculty perceptions of the department chain' role in 
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faculty development; and (3) the Leadership Practices Inventory - Obsmrer (LPI-0) as 

developed by Kouzes and Posner, and used by permission (see Appendix B). The 

complete swey instrument, along with a copy ofthe cover letter, may be found in 

Appeadix C. 

kmoma~hics Section 

The first part of the instrument gathered data on the respondents, their institution, 

and their department chair. These data represent the mediating and independent variables 

in the research. As highlighted in the theoretical penpeave in Chapter One, these may 

have influenced the faculty members' perceptions of the department chair's faculty 

development activities and leadership practices (the dependent variables). Respondent 

data gathered included gender, rank, tenure status, service area, professional experience, 

years at institution, educational level, age range, and library station. Institutional 

information gathered was institution type, number of library faculty, number of faculty in 

the department, and orgarbtion structure. Chair characteristics surveyed wen type of 

chair appointment, promoted from within or outside the department or libraries, gender, 

years at chair, tenure status, educational level, rank, and location in relation to library 

faculty member. 

Researcherdevelo-ped Survey 

The second part of the survey instrument was researcherdesigned and asked 

faculty to rate the chair's cwmt level of use of faculty development activities. A Likert 

five point scale was used to rate each item on a list of twenty-seven faculty development 

activities. The kdty members were asked to rate these activities according to their 

perceived level of use by their department chair within their department 
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Fhdmgs of qualitative studies (Boden, 1 994; Creswell et al., 1990; Creswell and 

Brown, 1 99 1 ; Miles, 1983; Mitchell, 1 986) and quantitative studies (Boden, 199 1 ; 

Gordon et al., 199 1; Jennerich, 198 1 ; Seagren a al., 1994) were used to formulate 

descriptions of the twenty-seven faculty development activities included in this portion of 

the swey.  All except Boden (199 1,1994) and Gordon et a1 (1 99 1) were studies of 

chairpersons' percept~ons. Gordon et a1 (1991) was a study of teaching faculty. Boden's 

studies were of library faculty. 

The researcher conducted a pilot test of the faculty development activities portion 

of the survey in fall 1991. The survey, along with a cover letter, was distributed to all not- 

yet-tenured f b t y  members in the University Libraries at the University of Nebraska- 

Lincoln This audience was chosen due to their meeting the criteria set out in the 

research undertaken at that time, their easy accessibility to the researcher, and to 

determine the usefulwss and clarity of the s w e y .  The results of the pilot showed no 

problems with the survey, contriiuting to content validity. (Boden, 199 1 ) 

A second review of the faculty development activities (FDA) portion of the 

survey was undertaken while the researcher was enrolled in the Survey Mahods course 

in the graduate program at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln in fall 1994. Several 

suggestions for adjustments in the wording of specific items on the survey wen of fed  at 

that time. The survey statements were adjusted accordingly. 

The twenty-seven faculty development items in this part of the instrument were 

coded according to the four categories identified by Creswell(1991) as "practices theirs 

engage in in assisting f d t y  in their growth and development" (see Appendix D). The 

categories were based on responses from intewiews of academic department chairs for a 
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national study "sponsored by TIAA-CREF and supported financially by the Lilly 

Endowment, Inc" (Creswell, a al., 1990, p. 12 1 ). Senior academic administrators and 

faculty development specialists had identified the chairs as very supportive of the 

professional development of the faculty in their department Use of these category Mdes 

will assist any fuhlre comparisons of these metbods for enhancing faculty development 

activities of non-teaching faculty to broader methods for enhancing faculty growth and 

development of teaching faculty. 

leaders hi^ Practices hventorv - Observer 

The third part of the survey instrument was the Leadership Practices Inventory - 
O b e r  (LPI-O), formerly titled Leadership Practices Inventory - Other (Korpes t 

Posner, 1994, p. 7). Kouzes and Posner, developed both this inmument and the 

Leadership Ractlces Inventory - Self, collectively called the Leadership M c e s  

Inventory (LPI), to measure five leadership practices: (a) challengmg the process, (b) 

inspiring a shared vision, (c) enabling others to act, (d) modeling the way, and (e) 

encouraging the heart Tbe Self form measures individual's perceptions of themselves 

and was not applicable to this research. The Obsmer form asks individuals (in the case 

of this mearch, library faculty) expected to be familiar with the behavior of the person 

under consideration (in this research, the department chair) to complete the instrument's 

thirty items. Six items address each of the five practices (see Appendix E). Each item was 

to be rated on a ten point Likert-type scale ranging from "almost never" to "almost 

always". Faculty were asked to respond according to "how fresuently this leader engages 

in the behavior .... typicallyn (Kouzes & Pomer, 1997)- 

The LPI-O bas been administered to ova thirty-seven thousand people and tests 
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of internal reliability (Croabach's alpha) range from -82 to -92 for the five leadership 

practices. Test-retest reliability is at levels greater than .90 correlation. Studies of the 

validity of the LPI have shown it has excellent face validity, predictive and concurrent 

validity. Further validation of the LPI has been demonstrated by its use by other 

researchers in over twenty investigations of various leadership issues. (Kouzes & Posner, 

1995; Posner & Kouzes, 1992) 

Subjecting responses to the LPI to pnnicipal factoring with iteration and varimax 

rotation has extracted five facton with eigen-values greater than 1.0. Those factors 

accounted for 60.5 pcrcent of the variance. The five factors were consistent with the five 

subscales identifying the five leadenhip praaices listed above. The factor structure has 

been similar across subsamples and other research results. (Kouzes & Posner, 1995) 

Reviewers (Leong, 1995; Lewis 1995) have noted the sound research design of 

the LPI and its refinement through years of follow-up use and validity mdies. Excellent 

face and psychometric validity, as well as strong st& and concurrent validity were 

noted Further research using the instrument with diverse groups was advised to fkther 

test its differential validity. The current survey population was different firom others 

previously researched with the possible exception of Kazlauskas (1993), who also used 

the LPI-0 in survey research involving academic librarians. 

Pilot - 

The complete survey instrument was pilot tested during the fall semester of 1998 

with selected university library faculty and with selected members of the United States 

AgricuIttad Infomation Network 0 who were also research university library 

faculty members. This p u p  was utilized due to their accessibility to the researcher. 
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Twelve people were asked to complete the pilot survey. This pilot testing was important 

to establishing the face validity of the complete instrument. An estimate of the length of 

time required to complete the survey was determined for inclusion in the survey cover 

letter. Test respondents were also asked to analyze the insmunent and their comments 

were incorporated into the final survey. 

Variables in the Studv 

The major variables in this study were Wtutional characteristics, chair 

characteristics, f d t y  member characteristics, faculty members' perceptlorn of the 

chair's role in faculty development, and faculty members' perceptions of chair leadership 

practices. (See Table 1, p. 59) 

Inde~endent Variables. The major independent variables were institutional 

characteristics and chair characteristics. Institutional characteristics were institution type, 

number of library faculty, number of faculty in the department, and organization 

structure. Chair characteristics were type of appointment, promoted fiom within or 

outside the department or libraries, gender, years at chair, tenure status, education, rank, 

and location in relation to the library faculty member. 

Mediating Variables. The mediating variables were faculty characteristics. They 

were gender, rank, tenure status, service area, years in the profession, years at the 

institution, education, age range, and library station. 

Debetldent variables. Faculty members' perceptions of the chair's role in faculty 

development, and f8cdty membcn' perceptlorn of chair leadership practices were the 

depndent variables in the study. 





Procedures for Administe~e the Survey 

Approval for this project was obtained from the University of Nebraska-Lincoln 

Mtutional Review Board (IRB); project number 98- 10-066 EX was assigned This 

research project met the IRB's criteria for an exempt research project and, as such, did 

not use the protocol of an iafonned consent form. Rather, by retum of the sumey, 

putxipants' consent to partxipate was implied. An identification number, for mailing 

purposes only, was included on a postcard to be returned separately when the s w e y  was 

returned. 

The Dean of Libraries at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln agreed to co-sign 

letters sent to the Dean, or Director, of Libraries at each of the institutions to be included 

in the swey. The first letter requested the Deaa or Director suppon the research by 

providing a list of the wn-administrative university library faculty at their institution. A 

follow-up later, sent at the same time as the mailing of the survey instruments, again 

asked for a demonstration of support fiom the Dean or Director, by encouraging their 

facuhy to complete and retum the survey (see Appendix F). 

To encourage a high response rate, a three-step procedure was used (Creswell, 

1994, p. 122). The survey instrument, along with a cover letter and stamped return 

envelope, was mailed to ten of every thirteen library faculty members identified at 

universities that fit the stated criteria Also included in the suxvey packet was a postcard 

to be retumed separately, coded so that individuals who had responded could be 

identified The researcher utilized bulk mail through the University of Nebraska Mail and 

D i s t r i i o n  senices to reduce costs. Due to delays with bulk mail, the second mailing 

was a follow-up postcard, reminding non-respondents to complete and send in the survey. 
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The reminder postcard was sent via first class mail three and one-half weeks after the 

initial survey mailing. Two weeks later the third and final mailing, which consisted of the 

complete instrument with return postcard of a different color, was sent to those 

individuals who had not returned the survey. Due to the timing of that mailing, which 

occurred just at semester break for university campuses, the requested return date was 

extended The entire process took about twelve weeks. 

Data Analvsis. 

The data analysis and results are descriid in Chapter IV. Information on the 

number of returns and nou-returns of the survey was reponed Because this research 

involved a survey utilizing a multi-wave mailing, a t-test for the equality of means was 

run to test for possible late respondent response bias (Daiech, Ilvento & Moore, 1988). 

This was accomplished by keeping a log of respondents for the duration of the time 

period of receipt of accepted responses - a period that extended seventeen weeks. 

Descriptive statistics for the institutional, department chair, and faculty member 

(respondent) characteristics were calculated and presented in tables. The mean of the 

responses to each of the statements in the faculty development and leadership pramces 

portions ofthe survey were calculated to determine those activities and practices 

university library faculty perceive as most used by their d e m e n t  chair. Correlation 

matrix was applied to test the &gee of inmaconelation among items that comprise each 

of the instrument portions of the survey to determine internal consistency. Reliability was 

estimated by Cronbach's alpha to determine if scores from the Faculty Development 

Activities and Leadership Practices hentory 4bsewer instruments each ma a 

reasonable level of consistency for the sample. A principal components factor analysis 
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with varimax rotation was performed on the fsculty development activities items and on 

the Leadership Practices Inventory -Observer items to examine the correlations between 

the items on each instrument and d e t d e  if there were clusters. 

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to determim if there were 

significant differences in the library faculty's perceptions of the department chair's 

activities to enhance faculty development and leadership practices according to the 

independent variables (institutional and department chair characteristics) or mediating 

variables (respondent chardcreristics). When variables of three or more categories 

produced significant F values in the ANOVA procedures a post hoc comparison using 

Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) was conducted to identify significantly 

different peir-wise differences. 



CHAPTER IV. 

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

The purpose of this survey research was to test role theory by surveying 

university library faculty perceptions of the department chair's faculty development 

activities and leadership practices, and analyzing the relationship between the correlates 

and the faculty's perceptions. 

This chapter contains the results of the analysis of the survey data Description of 

swey responses is presented first, followed by the demographic data on the institutional, 

department chair, and respondent (library faculty) characteristics. Next the results of the 

survey ratings of the faculty development activities and the Leadership Practices 

Inventory-Other are described, along with the report of the exploratory factor analysis of 

each. Last, the analysis of the results relative to the three relationship research questions 

is presented 

Survey Responses 

The survey instrument was mailed to 361 library faculty members/ librarians 

meeting the criteria of the sampling h e .  Thirteen respondents withdrew from the 

research. A total of 228 useable responses were returned, for a return rate of 63.2%. This 

percentage should have excellent representativeness, especially in consideration of the 

homogeneous nature of the group surveyed (Leslie, 1972). Ofthe 228 returned and 

d l e  responses, the first mailing generated 13 1 responses (57.5%). The reminder 

postcard was sent to 217 individuals and produced 35 (15.4%) more responses. The final 

compkte mailing was sent to 183 persons and resulted in the remaining 62 (27.2%) 

=Po-. 
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To test for possible late response bias, a t-test for the equality of means was nm 

The responses were divided into those received during late 1998 and those received in 

early 1999. Table 4.1 indicates there was no significant difference in the responses to the 

dependent variable instruments ( f d t y  development activities (FDA) and Leadership 

Practices Inventory - Observer (LPI-O)). 

TABLE 4.1 T-Test for Eaualitv of Means Across Resmnse T i m e w e  

T i m e h e  N Mean Std. Dev. Sig.l2-tailed) 

Total LPI-O Score 1998 145 182.06 59.28 .133 

I999 51 174.39 61.78 

n=1% 

Total FDA Score 1998 143 86.67 20.65 .832 

1999 50 87.42 23.76 

n=193 

Demographic Data 

The total number of respondents (n) for all demographic data was 228. 

Institutional Charsctcristics. The institutional characteristics were institution type, 

number of library faculty, number of kdty in the department, and organization 

stnrturr. Ofthe 228 library faculty/librerians who provided useable responses 127 

(55.7%) were employed at Carnegie Research University I institutions, 99 (43.4%) were 

at Camegie Research University II hthtions, and two could not be determined fiom 

their return. Table 4.2 shows the umber of libmy facultyflibrarians at the respondents' 
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institutions and the number of faculty in the respondents' departments. The large majority 

of respondents were in academic libraries organued into departments (82.90h). Ollly five 

(2.2%) respondents indicated their libraries were organized into teams. T wenty-nine 

(12.7?!%) respondents indicated their libraries have some other organhtional mub-nrre, 

while five did not respond. 

TABLE 4.2 Number of Library Faculty at the Institution and in the Department 

(excluding the Department Chair) 

Variable Freauencv Percent 

Number of Library Faculty at Institution 

1-39 55 24.1% 

40 - 49 69 30.2% 

50 - 65 31 13.6% 

66 - 85 24 t 0.5% 

Over 85 35 15.4% 

Missing (No response) 14 6.1% 

Number of Library Faculty in Department 

1-5 93 40.8% 

6 -  10 70 30.7% 

11- 15 20 8.8% 

16 - 25 20 8.8% 

Over 25 4 1.8% 

Missing (No reswnse) 21 9.2% 
~ 2 2 8  



Derartrnent Chair Characteristics. The department c h  characteristics were type 

of appointment, promoted fiom within or outside the department or libraries, gender, 

years as chair, tenure status, education, rank, and location in relation to the library faculty 

member. The characteristic, location in relation to the libmy faculty member, was so 

heavily represented by one subgroup, with 207 (90.8%) in the same building, further 

analysis of that characteristic was deemed unreliable. The deparrment chain were 64.5% 

female ( 147) and 34.2% male (78). A large percentage (85.9%) of the chain were in 

permanent appointments, while 18 (7.9%) were in specific term appointments, and 14 

(6.2%) were serving as interim chairs. Table 4.3 indicates over 65% of depamnent chain 

were named from within the libraries, or even more likely the same department of the 

libraries as, they serve. 

TABLE 4.3 OrieJn of the DeDartment Chair 

Origin of Chair Freauencv Percent 

Within Department 106 46.5% 

Within Libraries, not Dept 44 19.3% 

Outside 71 31.1% 



TABLE 4.4 Years as Demrtment Chair 

Years Freauencv Percent 

1 to2 56 24.6% 

3 to 5 56 24.6% 

6 to 10 49 21.5% 

11 to 15 24 10.5% 

Over 15 34 14.9% 

The results in Table 4.4 indicate almost half (49.2%) of the department chain had 

been serving in that capacity for five years or less. Most depamnent chairs (81.6%) are 

tenured or in a tenure track position, as shown in Table 4.5 below. 

TABLE 4.5 Tenure Status of De~artment Chair 

Status Freauency Percent 

Tenured 143 62.7% 

Tenure Track 43 18.9% 

Term 17 7.5% 

The department chain usually have attained the rank of associate or I11 professor 

as shown in Table 4.6. Table 4.7 reveals approximately one half of the department chain 
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hold only the recogwed tenninai degree for the library field, the Master of Library 

Science, while over one third hold an additronal Master's degree. 

TABLE 3.6 Rank of Department Chair 

Rank Freauencv Percent 

Instructor 5 2.2% 

Assistant Professor 35 15.4% 

Associate Professor 108 47.4% 

Professor 57 25% 

TABLE 4.7 Chair's Education 

D e d s )  Freauencv Percent 

MLS 115 50.4% 

Z* Masters 78 34.2% 

Doctorate 13 5.7% 

Other 6 2.6% 

R e ~ ~ ~ n d c n t  Characteristics. Two thirds (152) of the 228 library faculty/ librarians 

who provided useable responses were female. The respondents were usually located in 
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the main library at their iustitution (82%), with 36 ( 15.8%) in branch libraries, three 

(1 -3%) listing themselves as other and two not responding. The data collected regarding 

other demographic characteristics of the respondents are summarized in Tables 4.8 

through 4.1 1. As might be expected, a higher percentage of respondents (54.4%), 

compand to the department chairs (50.4%), hold only the terminal degree. At the same 

time, however, a higher percentage of the faculty member respondents (7.5%) thaa 

department chain (5.7%) hold doctoral degrees (Compare Tables 4.7 and 4.10). It is 

interesting to note, from Table 4.1 1 ,  that a high percentage of respondents had many 

years in the library profession, as well as many years at the same institution, and over 

42% were over fifty yean of age. 

TABLE 4.8 Service Area of Resmndents 

Service Area Freauencv Percent 

Public Services 130 57% 

Technical Services 54 23.7% 

Split (PS & TS) 25 11% 

Other 19 8.3% 
~ 2 2 8  



TABLE 4.9 Respondents' Rank and Tenure Status 

Variable Freauencv Percent 

Raak 

Assistant Professor 

Associate Professor 

Professor 

No response 

Tenure Status 

Tenured 99 43.4% 

Tenure Track 81 35.5% 

Term 

Other 

TABLE 4-10 Resmndents' Education 

Deplree(s) Freaencv Percent 

MLS 124 54.4% 

Doctorate 17 7.5% 

Other 14 6.1% 
n=228 
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TABLE 4.1 1 Resbondents' Years in the Profession. Years at Institution. and Age 

Variable Fmuenw Percent 

Years in Profession 

1 to 5 47 20.6% 

6 to 10 43 18.9% 

11 to 15 30 13 2% 

16 to 20 36 15.8% 

20 + 72 3 1.6% 

Years at Institution 

1 to 3 

4 to 5 

6 to 10 

I1  to I5 

16 i- 



Survey Ratings: Library Faculty Percemions 

The results of the library faculty responses to the faculty development activities 

(FDA) and Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer (LPI-O) portions of the survey 

instrument are presented hen. The reliability of the two instruments was estimated with 

Cronbach's alpha. Both were found to have high reliability, with the FDA alpha value of 

-95 8 1 and the LPI-0 alpha value of .9794. 

Respondents completing all twenty-seven items of the faculty development 

activities instrument numbered 193. The item means on the FDA ranged from 2.52 to 

4.12 with standard deviations ranging fiom 1.0 1 to 1.28. The overall mean for the 

instrument was 3.2172. The top ranked item received a mean .43 above the mean for the 

next ranked item. The total difference between the means of the remaining twenty-six 

items was 1.17, with -15 being the widest difference between two adjacent items. 

Correlation matrix was applied to test the degree of intra-comlation among the items that 

comprise the FDA to determine internal consistency. All items were positively correlated, 

and only four correlations were below .2, showing good internal consistency. Yet the 

comlations were not extremely high, with only two comlatiolls above .7. 

Respoildents completing all thuty items of the Leadership Practices Inventory - 

Observer numbered 1%. The item means on the LPI-0 ranged from 4.61 to 7.83 with 

staadard deviations ranging fiom 2.25 to 2.89. The overall mean for the instrument was 

6.002. The mean of the top three ranked items d the three lowest ranked items were 

KpPratcd from the means of the middle range of items by more thau one halfa point 

(0.5). Results of the correlation matrix run on the LPI-0 showed all items were positively 



correlated, and only three correlations were below .3. While only two correlations were 

above -8, fifty-eight were between .7 and -8. 

Pearson conelation was run on the mean scores of the Leadership Practices 

Inventory - Observer and the faculty development activities instruments, and on the total 

scores of the two instruments. The scores of the two instruments wen highly, positively 

correlated (. 864) and significant at the .0 1 level. 

Tables 4.12 and 4.13 present the overall mean scores for each item in each 

instrument in descending order, with the standard deviations. Means were rounded to two 

decimal places. Duplicate ranks indicate duplicate means. 

TABLE 4.12 Rank order of Facultv Develo~ment Activities FDA) 
by Overall Mean Score 

Rank item as Printed in m c v  Item# Mean SD 
I Maintain an "open door policy" so f d t y  urn speak with herhim at any time. 2. 4.12 1.02 

2 Provide release time for otha professional ~ o r s .  15. 3.69 1.10 

3 Support in-house staffdevelopment activities (instruction, train& workshops, 
prcsemfiw ctc.) 27. 3.57 1.09 

4 Encourage participation in professional peer groups at the local, state, regional, 
national level ( d t t e c s ,  cunfaencts, publishing, rcscach, ac.) 7. 3.55 1.11 

5 Provide resources to support profaJional dvities of Wty (bding, me1, 
re1easc h e ,  staff support, dc.) 6. 3.48 1.16 

6 Act as an intermediary for thc Wty with the dcaa's office and higha 
a&ninidon. 5 3.47 125 

7 Be a good listener. 22. 3.39 1.23 

8 Act as an advocate fo, resources with the deans office pod higher . * dmmmhon. 24. 3-36 1.23 

9 Prow& DOSitivc Wbcancm for a d  ~ ~ c c  and accomblishmcnts. 8. 3.34 1.02 
n=193 TABLE 4.12 Contiaued to next page 
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TABLE 4.12 (Continued) Rank order of Faculw Develonment Activities (FDA) 

by Overall Mean Score 

Rank Item as minted in s w e y  Item # Mean SD 
10 Monitor fbdw progress toward tenure and promotion. 3. 3.33 1.09 

1 I S h e  advice, wisdom, experience, and c x p m k .  13. 3.32 1.19 

12 Show a pasonal, individual interest in f d t y  member's growth and 
devdopmeat activities. 19. 3.32 1.18 

13 Encourage k d t y  collaboration 16. 3.29 1.19 

13 Foster a profasional atmosphere, open t ideas and inwv;nion without fear 
of faiiure or ptmisbmeat. 23. 3.29 1.28 

15 Communicate the proftssional expeaations of the organhion (departmat, 
unit, institution). 14. 3.27 1.07 

16 Lead by example -provide a role model. 10. 3.19 1.25 

17 Delegate responsibility for projects to fsculty to provide growth through 
p r o ~ v c l y  more responsible activities. 11. 3.18 1.10 

18 Assist f d t y  in setting realistic, professid goals. 17. 3.16 1.11 

19 Keep fruhy imformed of opprhmitics to participate in professid activities. 1. 3.12 1.14 

20 Provide ongoing fealbaek to Wty regarding their prof00d pcrtonnancc. 4. 3.05 L .O 1 

21 Publicize Wty accompbmts to admhhmors, fellow f d t y ,  and peer 
gtoups- 9. 3.03 1.12 

22 Rda Wty to workshops, cenm or mining comes for improving, or 
providing supjmrt for, tbcir capabili~y for growth and development, 18. 2-97 1.16 

23 Encoange faculty participation in campus-wide activities and A n e c s .  2 1. 2.89 1.15 

25 Spend thnc w i t h  hcolty informally in social settings. 26. 2.60 1-12 

26 Assist fruhy in getting imrolval in pmftssid oqpuid01ls eld activities 
by namcdmpping, nominating, recommadin& af. 12. 2.60 1-17 

27 Rovide r c p h  meet@ for groups of f d t y  to &cuss ways to 
enhance f d  Prowth a d  dcveIornncm 20. 2.52 1.23 

~ 1 9 3  Sale: I = Not used s all; 2 = Slightly Used; 3 = Modewcly Uud; 

4 = Used Regularly; 5 = Used Constantly 
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TABLE 4.13 Rank order of leaders hi^ Practices Inventorv - Obsewer (LPI-0) items bv 

Overall Mean Score 

JAMES M. KOUZEWBARRY 2. POSNER 
LEADERSHIP PRACTICES INVENTORY lLPil- OBSERVER 

Rank ItcmasDrintcdinstmev itan # Mean StdDcv. 

1 G i v e  people a great deal of freedom and choice in deciding how to do 
tbcir work. 23. 7.83 2.25 

2 Trcats others with dignity and respect. 13. 7.78 2.33 

3 Follows through on the promises and codtments that he or she makes. 14. 7.39 2.26 

4 Supports the decisions that people make on their own. 18. 6.87 2.36 

5 Develops cooperative relatiollships among the people he or she woks with. 3. 6.63 2.44 

6 Raises people for a job well done. 5. 6.57 2.40 

7 Sets a pasoaal example of what he or she expects &om others. 4. 6.47 2.66 

8 Talks about futme ands that wi l i  influence how our work gets done. 2. 6.30 2.36 

9 Ensures that people grow in their jobs by leaning new skills and 
developing thcmstlves. 28. 6.29 2.53 

10 Makes certain that we set achievable goals, make concrett plans, and d l i s h  
measurable milestones fm the projects and programs that we work m.24. 6.24 2.59 

11 Sabout~~11gingoppommiti~Qnosthisarhaowo~Us~d 
abilities. 1. 6.22 2.27 

1 1 Makes p g c s s  toward goals one step at a time. 29. 6.22 2.40 

13 Actively listens to diverse points of view. 8. 6.22 2.63 

14 Gives the nrrmbas of the team lots of appreciation a ~ d  suppmt for dKir 
contniutions. 30. 6.05 2.70 

1s IPclearabouthiscnbapbilosophyoflesd~. 19. 5.92 2.89 
16 Makes it a point to let people know about his or her confidence in their 

abilities. 10. 5.90 2.49 
n=1% TABLE 4.13 Continued to next page 



TABLE 4.13 (Continued) Rank order of Ceadershi~ Practices Inventorv - Observer 
@PI-0) items bv Overall Mean Score 

JAMES M. KOUZF,S/BARRY Z. POSNER 

Rank Item as ~rinted in m e y  Item # Mean Std.Dev. 

17 Spends time a d  mngy on making cenPia dm the people he or she works 
withadhactoibeprinciplaandstwderdsthathavcbecnagrcedon. 9. 5.83 2.34 

18 Take the initiative to overcame obstacles even when outcomes arc 
u n d  26. 5.82 2-44 

19 Challcngts people to try out new and innovative approaches to their work. 6. 5.80 2.49 

20 Spealrs with genuine convictim about the him meaning and purpose 
of our work. 27. 5.62 2.82 

2 1 Is contagiously enthusiastic and positive about firam poss'bilitics. 22. 5.59 2.72 

22 Publicly recognizes people who exemplify commitment to sband values. 20. 5.56 2.6 1 

23 Experiments and takes risks even when there is a chauce of failure. 21. 5.51 2.49 

24 Makes sure drat people arc creatively mnmdcd for thcir cootributiolls to 
the success of projects. 15. 5.40 2.54 

25 Searches outside the formal boundaria of his or her oqpnizmcm for 
innovative w q s  to improve what we do. 11.  5.39 2.65 

26 Asks "What can we learn?' when dings do not go as cxpcaai. 16. 5.32 2.59 

27 Finds ways to debrate accomplishments. 25. 5.30 2.64 

28 Dcscrii a eompehg image of wbm our funm auld be like. 7. 4.75 2.52 

29 Shows othas how thdr long-term interrso can k rralitcd by d k h g  in 
a common vision, 17. 4.66 2-33 

30 A& to others to share an mcitina dream of the fbtm. 12. 4.61 2.55 
n=l% 

Scale: 1 = Almost Nevw, 2 = Rarely; 3 = Seldom; 4 = Once in a While; 

5 = Ocwionally; 6 = Sometimes; 7 = Fairly Oftcn; 

8 = Usually; 9 = Very Frequently; 10 = Almost Always 
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The five leadership practices identified by Kouzes & Poma (1987) and addressed 

by six statements regarding each in the Leadership Practices Inventory make comparison 

of total mean scores and standard deviations possible for the five practices. As shown in 

Table 4.14, the rank order of the practices in tbis research are not coasistent with the 

results obtained by Kouzes and Posner (1995, p. 346). 

TABLE 4.14 Total mean scores of the five teadershi~ ~ractices statements in the 

Leadership W c e s  Inventorv - Observer 

Present Research Kouzes & Posner ( 1995) 

Leadershir, Practice Mean Std Dev Mean* Std Dev 

Enabling others to act 41.61 13.24 23.72 4.56 

Modeling the way 38.08 12.58 22.17 4.30 

Encouraging the heart 34.78 13.78 21.89 5.4 1 

Challenging the process 34.06 12.76 22.3 1 4.32 

-iring a shared vision 3 1.53 13.44 . 20.46 5.05 
* These results were based on the LPI-0 that used a five-point Likert scale. 

Factor Analysis 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkia (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy was nm on 

each instrument to determine the suitability of the faculty development activities and the 

Ieaknhip practices conelation matrix for factor analysis. Hair, Anderson, Tatham & 

Black (1 995, p. 374) noted measure of sampling adequacy statistics in the 0.90s are 
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considered "marvelous". The better suited the matrix is for factor d y s i s ,  the larger the 

statistic will be. 

The KMO statistic for the faculty development activities matrix was .937. A 

second test of the data's appropriateness for factor analysis, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity, 

resulted in a value of 3466.158 w.00 1) which indicated the correlations were substantial 

enough to justify factor analysis. 

The KMO statistic for the Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer matrix was 

-967. Badett's Test yielded a value of 6 199.967 w.00 1). Both assessments indicated the 

LPI-O correlation matrix was suited for factor analysis. 

Factor analysis results from each instrument were reviewed an& based on 

guidelines set forth by Hair et al. (1995) regarding factor loadings considered significant 

for differing sample sizes (p.385), items with factor loadings of .45 or higher were loaded 

into a factor. 

Facuitv Develo~ment Activities: Factor Analysis 

Rincipai components factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the 

faculty development activities items. Selection of factors based on consideration of the 

scree plot and eigenvalues greater than 1.0 resulted in four factors. The eigenvalues, 

percent of variance explained, and cumulative percent of variance for the four factors are 

presented in Table 4.15. 



TABLE 4-15 Facultv Develoment Activities Factor Analvsis Results 

Factor Einenvalue %of Variance Cumulative % of Variance 

4 1.083 4.0 13 62.733 
Cronbach's alpha = .958 1 

The results of the forced four-factor rotation were arranged within the four 

categories identified by Creswell ( 199 1). Examination of the results yielded no apparent 

relationship between the four factors and the four categories. Results of the factor 

analyses of the responses to the faculty development activities instrument are presented in 

Appendix G. 

Review of the factor loadings resulting from the forced four-factor rotation 

indicated thirteen of the 27 items in the faculty development activities instrument loaded 

only on factor one. Seven items loaded uniquely to factor two. Factors three and four had 

only two and three items, respectively, load uniquely to those factors. Two items double 

loaded on factor one and factor two. 

Kline (1994) noted, Tacton loading on only a few items (four or five) are almost 

c e m y  worthless," and "...are usually bloated specifics" (p. 175). Hair et al. (1995) 

mentioned the advisability of trying different fmor rotations, reviewing them and 

. . 
daermuung the number of f8ctors to extract based on the best representation of the data 

h consideration of the low number of items loading to, and the small portion of variance 

(less than 5% each) accounted for by, factors thrre and four, a forced two-factor rotation 
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was nm. This resulted in ten items loading to factor one, eight items to f m r  two, seven 

items loading to both factors, and two items not loading to either factor. Review of the 

items loaded to the factors revealed m, distinguishable explanation for the groupings. 

Because these results pointed to a single general factor with no group factors, the 

varimax rotation was run again, this time forcing a single factor. l h s  single factor 

accounted for 49% of the variance among the items. All items loaded significantly on the 

single factor. The significant loadings ranged from .5 15 to -822. These results supported a 

single total score to represent the dependent variable, library faculty members' 

perceptions of the chair's role in faculty development. The total score on the faculty 

development activities instrument could range from 27 to 135. The total score on the 

faculty development activities instrument was used in the analyses in this study. 

leaders hi^ Practices Inventow - Observer: Factor Analysis 

Principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the 

Leadership Practices inventory - Observer. Selection of factors based on consideration of 

the scree plot and eigenvalues greater than 1.0 resulted in b e e  factors. The factor 

analysis results are presented in Table 4.16. 

TABLE 4.16 Leadersh.1~ Practices Inventow - Observer Factor Analysis Results 

Factor Eiaenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % of Variance 

1 1 8,892 62.975 62.975 

3 1.065 3.550 72.743 
Ctonbach's alpha = -9794 



81 
The results of the factor analyses of the responses to the Leadership Practices 

Inventory - Observer instrument are presented in Appendix H. Review of the factor 

loadings resulting fiom the forced three-factor rotation indicated 2 1 of the 30 items in the 

Leadership Practices Inventory -Observer loaded on - correlated with - the first factor. 

Fourteen of those loaded odv on the first factor, while three items double loaded to 

factors one and two, and four items double loaded to factors one and three. Only two 

items loaded solely on the second factor, while a single item loaded uniquely on the third 

factor. Six items double loaded on factors two and three. 

In consideration of Kouzes and Posner's published factor analysis results fiom 

research using the Leadership Ractices Inventory a forced five-factor rotation was run. 

The five factors accounted for 77.9% of the variance among the items. Fourteen items 

loaded on the h t  factor, with half of those also loading on another factor (three on the 

second factor, three on the fourth factor, and one on the fifth factor). Six items loaded 

uniquely on the second factor. Factors three and five each had three items load uniquely 

on them. M y  two items loaded uniquely on factor four, while two items loaded on both 

factors three and four. These results were not comparable to those obtained by the 

developers ofthe instnunent, which extracted five factors with eigen-values greater than 

1.0 and accounting for 60.5 percent of the variance (Kouzes & Posner, 1995). For each of 

the five leadership practices, all of the six items addressing the practice loaded most 

heavily to a unique one of the five factors (see Table 6 of Pomer and Kouzes, 1988, 

T&le 12 of Pmer and Kouzes, 1992, and Table A2. of Kowes and Posner, 1995). The 

present research did not support the five leadership practices as facton. 
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The developers of ?he Leadership Practices Inventory saw the statements as 

descriptive of transformational leaders (Kouzes & Pomer, 1995, p. 32 1). Fields and 

Herold (1997) suggested the LPI-0 could be wd to detemine subordinate perceptloas 

of b-ansformatiod and transactional leadership. A two-factor rotation was run to 

determine if such percemons might be distinguishable from the responses of the 

respondents in this research. Twelve items loaded uniquely to the first factor. Only four 

items loaded uniquely to the second factor. The remaining fourteen items double loaded 

to both factors. 

Review of the items loading on each factor in each of the rotations did not reveal 

an apparent rationale for their grouping, or definitive differences identifying them. 

Ekcause the results of the factor analysis strongly indicated a single general factor with 

no group f m ,  the varimax rotation was rerun forcing only one factor. This single 

factor accounted for 63% of the variance among the items. All items loaded significantly 

on the single factor. The sigdicant loadings ranged from .542 to 393. Given these 

results, responses on all items on the Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer were 

totaled for a single score for use in the analyses in this study. The total score on the 

Leadership Practices Inventory - Obsewer could range from 30 to 300. 

Analysis of Results Relative to relations hi^ Questions 

The remainder of this chapter presents the resdts of the analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) procedures, which addressed the research questions, related to relationships 

between the independent or mediating variabks and the dependent variables. Levew's 

Test of equality of error variance was run on each group of independent and mediating 
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variables. This test detamined if homogeneity of variance had been violated and, if 

violated, the test of been-subjects effccts was reviewed more stringently w.025). 

Relationshib Ouestion #I:  What institutional characteristics significantly effect 

l i b m  facultv oercemions of the chair's a) activities to enhance faculty develo~mmt and 

b) leaderhi~ ~ractices? 

One cmerist ic ,  organization structure, was deemed unreliable for further 

analysis due to low representation of the subgroup of respondents in non- 

departmentalized libmries who supplied complete useable responses to the dependent 

variables instruments (FDA and LPI-O). The responses to the questions regarding the 

number of library faccultyllibrarians at the respondent's institution and in the respondent's 

department were converted into two categories for each. The number of library faculty/ 

librarians in the institution was categorized by "less than 5OW, combining the "25 - 39" 

and "40 - 49" categories from the instrument, and "50 or more", combining the "50 - 

65", "66 - 85", and "over 85" categories tiom the t eat The category of "1 to 5" 

for department size was retained, while the muthing categories, "6 - lo", "1 1 - IS", 

"16 - 25", and bbover 25", were combined into the category "W. 

Facultv Development Activities and Institutional Characteristics 

For the dependent variable, total score on the Facuhy Development Activities 

(FDA) instrument, Levene's Test of equality of error variance confirmed the 

homogeneity of variance across groups (F=1.889, r.074). The tests of between-subjects 

effects showed no siguficant effects from institutional characteristics individually or by 

interaction. The R s q d  indicated the total institutional characteristics accounted for 

only 2% of the variance in the total f d t y  development activities score. The single 
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variable "number of library faculty" accounted for almost three fourths of that variance 

(1.4%). The results are presented in Table 4.17. 

TABLE 4.17 Institutional Characteristics: Results of Tests of Between-Subiects Effects 

Facultv Development Activities) 

Institutional Characteristic F-ratio Sig. Eta Sauared 

T y ~ e  1 .003 -960 .OOO 

Total library faculty 1 2.372 125 .O 14 

Department size 1 -229 -633 -00 1 

Type X Library faculty 1 -053 ,819 .OW 

Lib fac X Dcpt size 1 -48 1 .489 ,003 

T v ~ e  X Lib fac X DeDt size 1 -204 -652 -001 
None significant w.05) 

DcscripClve statistics regarding the r d t s  on the Faculty Development Activities 

instrument relative to the institutional characteristics are presented in Table 4.18. The 

results provide evidence of the insignificant difference between scores on the FDA when 

considered according to the characteristics of the respondents' institution. The widest 

margin between means for categories on any institutional characteristic, individually or 

by interaction, was less than 5.5. In facf on the FDA, a twenty-seven-item instrument, a 

review of all means considered by instrmtioaal characteristics shows the maximum 

difference was less than 10 (9.8275). 
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TABLE 4.18 Mean Scores on the Facultv Develo~ment Activities Insmnnent bv 

Institutional Characteristics 

Institutional Characteristic Mean N(=174) Std. Deviation 

TW Research 1 85.9886 88 2 1.6532 

Research 2 86.5698 86 21.6418 

Total library faculty Less than 50 84.1600 100 2 1 -8954 

50 or more 89.135 1 74 20.9705 

Department size 1 to5 85.1818 77 24.1654 

6+ 87.1443 97 19.3837 

Type X Library faculty Res 1 c 50 83.81 13 53 23.0218 

SO+ 89.2857 35 19.2500 

Res2 c50 84.5532 47 20.7928 

5 0 t  89.0000 39 22.6542 

Type X Dept. size Res 1 Small 85.6842 38 24.4497 

Large 86.2200 50 19.5 180 

Res 2 Small 84.6923 39 24.1946 

Large 88.1277 47 19.4015 

Lib fac X Dept size < 50 Small 8 t ,9773 44 23.9432 

Lame 85.8750 56 20.1973 

5O+ Small 89.4545 33 24.1584 

Large 88.8780 41 18-3 I69 

Type X Lib fac X Dept size 

Research1 <SO Small 8 1.5455 73 26.8784 

Larae 85.4194 31 20.1623 

SO+ Small 9 1.3750 16 20.086 1 

Large 87.5263 19 18.8836 

Research 2 < 50 Small 82.409 1 22 2 1.2371 

Lartze 86.4400 25 20.64 19 

50-t Small 87.6471 17 27.9619 

Lame 90,0455 22 18.1750 



leaders hi^ Practices aad Institutional Characteristics 

For the dependent variable, total Leadenhip Practices Inventory - Observer (LPI- 

0) score, Levene's Test showed the homogeneity of variance was violated (F=2.159, 

r.040). As a result, the tests of between-subjects effects were reviewed more stringently 

w.025). Using the more stringent review, the tests of between-subjects effects showed 

no significant effects from institutional characteristics individually or by interaction. The 

R squared indicated the total institutional characteristics accounted for only 4.1% of the 

variance in the total Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer score. The single variable 

''number of library faculty" accounted for over half of the variance (2.4%). These results 

are presented in Table 4.19, while Table 4.10 presents descriptive statistics. 

TABLE 4.19 Institutional Characteristics: Results of Tests of Between-Subiects Effects 

Institutional Characteristic F-ratio Sia. Eta Sawed 

T y ~ e  1 -083 .774 .OO 1 

Total library faculty 1 4.039 ,046 -024 

Department size 1 -704 -403 .004 

Type X Library faculty I -074 .786 .000 

Type X Dep  size 1 .339 .561 ,002 

Lib fac X Dcpt size 1 .023 -879 -000 

Tvw X Lib fac X D e ~ t  size 1 1.651 .200 -010 
None significant w.025) 
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TABLE 4.20 Mean Scores on the k d e d i ~  Practices Inventow -Observer by 

Institutional Characteristics 

institutional Characteristic Mean N(= 1 731 Std. Deviation 

TW Research 1 176.6629 89 59.0406 

Research 2 1 79.8095 84 63.1352 

Total library faculty Less than 50 170.4804 102 62.9546 

50 or more I 89.2676 71 56.4363 

Department size 1 to 5 1 73.5443 79 66.2582 

6+ 182.0957 94 56.0770 

Type X Library faculty Res 1 < 50 171.0000 55 6 1.6405 

50+ 185.8235 34 54.204 1 

Res 2 < 50 1 69.8723 47 65.1225 

5 0 t  192.4324 37 58.9781 

Type X Dept. size Res 1 Small 174,0000 39 65.2033 

Laree 178.7400 50 54.3424 

Res2 Small 173.1000 40 68.0986 

Lame 185.909 1 44 58.3784 

Lib facXDeptsize <SO Small 165.0652 46 68.2588 

Large 174.9286 56 58.491 3 

50+ Small 1 85.3636 33 62.46 19 

Large 192.6579 38 5 1 -2457 

Type X Lib fac X Dept size 

Research 1 < 50 Small 16 1.6522 23 71.8228 

Large 177.7 1 88 32 53.3505 

SO+ Small 191 -7500 16 5 1.3297 

L a r s  180.5556 18 57.5860 

Research 2 < 50 Small 168,4783 23 65.935 1 

Lame 17 1.2083 24 65,7240 

50+ Small 179.3529 17 72.4827 

h p r e  203.5500 20 43 -3972 
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The descriptive statistics in Table 4.20, regarding the results fiom the Leadership 

. 
M c e s  Inventory - Observer instrument relative to institutional characteristics, indicate 

the widest margin between means for categories, individually or by interaction, was less 

than 25. The independent variables included in the institutional characteristics were not 

significant factors in this sample of library faculty's perceptions of their department 

CWS leadership practices. 

Relationshin Question #2: What chair demoara~hic - characteristics significantlv 

effect libraw facultv mrceutions of the chair's a) activities to enhance facultv 

develobment. and b) leadetshi~ ~ractices? 

Several of the chair characteristics were recoded The chair's type of appointment 

was placed into two categories for this analysis: permanently appointed as chair and 

specific term or interim. The responses regarding the chair's "number of years as chair'' 

were grouped by one to five years and six years or more. Tenured and not tenured 

(including tenure track, specific term and other) were the assigned chair tenure 

categories. The cbair's level of education was grouped as those with the Master of 

Library Science (or equivalent) and those with other graduate degree(s) in addition to the 

MLS. The academic rank of the chair was changed to group together Instructors and 

Assistant Professors, and Associate and Full Rofessors. 

Facdtv Develoment Activities and Chair Characteristics 

For the dependent variable, total score on the faculty development activities, 

kene's Test of equality of mor variance showed the homogeneity of variance was 

violated (F11.495, r.038). However more stringent review was rmaecessaq since the 

tests of between-subjects effects showed no significant effav from my chair 
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characteristics even at the less miagent level w.05). The R squared indicated the total 

chair characteristics accounted for only 4.7% of the variance in the total faculty 

development activities score (see Table 4.21). Over half of that variance was accounted 

for by "promotion location" (2.5%). 

TABLE 4.2 1 Chair Characteristics: Results of Tests of Between-Subiects Effm 

pacultv Develorrment Activities) 

Chair Characteristic df F-ratio Sig. Eta %wed 

Appointment 1 .006 .937 .OOO 

Promotion location 2 1,950 -146 ,025 

Gender 1 1.895 -171 -0 12 

Years as Chair 1 .630 ,429 -004 

Tenure status 1 .O 19 -892 .OOO 

Education 1 ,018 .894 .000 

Academic Rank 1 -055 -815 ,000 
None significant w.05) 

Desaiptlve statistics regarding the results on the Faculty Development Activities 

instrument relative to the chair chanrteristics are presented in Table 4.22. The results 

indicate the widest margin between means for categories on any chair characteristic, 

individually or by interaction, was 8.785 between chairs promoted from within the 

department and chairs promoted from within the libraries. None of the independent 

variables included in chair charactaistics were significant factors for this sample of 
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library f~ulty's perceptions of their chair's activities to enhance faculty development. 

TABLE 4-22 Mean Scores on the Facultv Develo~ment Activities Instnunem bv Chair 

Characteristics 

Chair Characteristic Mean N(= 16 1 ) Std. Deviation 

Appointment Other 87.1429 21 23.1220 

Permanent 86.92 14 140 22.0500 

Promotion location Department 89.8235 85 18.6708 

Libraries 81.0385 26 29.0565 

Outside 85.1400 50 23.0846 

Gender Female 89.0962 104 20.3816 

Male 83.035 1 57 24.6895 

Years as Chair It05 88.9630 81 21.481 1 

6+ 84.9 125 80 22.6979 

Tenure status Non-tenured 87.36 1 7 47 23.4228 

Tenured 86.7807 114 2 1 6626 

Education MLS 87.1310 84 22.1494 

MLS+ 86.7532 77 22.2280 

Academic Rank Instr.iAssist. 87.1481 27 20.5963 

Assoc.iFull 86.9 104 134 22.4856 

leaders hi^ Practices and Chair Characteristics 

For the d c p m b t  vm-able, total Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer score, 



91 
Levene's Test confirmed the homogeneity of variance across groups (F4.320, r. 1 16). 

The R squared indicated the total chair characteristics accounted for approximately 7.3% 

of the variance in the total Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer score. The tests of 

between-subjects effects showed the only significant chair characteristic to be the chair's 

location prior to promotion to chair (see Table 4.23). That characteristic alone accounted 

for 5.1% of the variance. Post hoc analysis with the Tukey-HSD procedure indicated the 

only significant difference on the Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer for the three 

locations (department, libraries, or outside) was between within the department and 

within the libraries. 

TABLE 4.23 Chair Characteristics: Results of Tests of Between-Subiects Effects 

(Ledershi~ Practices Inventow -0bsewer) 

Chair Characteristic F-ratio Sia. Eta Scluared 

Appointment 1 298 .586 .002 

Promotion location* 2 3.913 -022 .05 1 

Gender 1 ,752 -387 .005 

Years as Chair 1 -75 8 .358 .005 

Tenure status I ,001 -976 -000 

Education 1 -94 1 -334 -006 

Academic Rank 1 .001 ,970 .000 
Indicates a sigmficant characteristic w.05) for the LPI-0. 



92 
TABLE 4.24 Mean Scores on the leaders hi^ Practices Inventorv -Observer by Chair 

Characteristics 

Chair Characteristic Mean N(=154) Std- Deviation 

Appointment Other f 75.2632 19 70.5942 

Permanent 1 82,7259 135 59.5474 

Romotion location* Department 193.2785 79 5 1.0891 

Libraries 156.6 1 54 26 76.5 188 

Outside 176.6735 49 62.521 1 

Gender Female 186.3689 103 57.9 146 

Male 172.5882 5 1 65.9067 

Years as Chair 1 to 5 185.3421 76 6 1.5902 

6+ 178.3590 78 60.2378 

Tenure status Non-tenured 180.7174 46 66.7099 

Tenured 1 82,2685 108 58.441 1 

Education MLS 186.7654 81 57,8043 

MLS+ 176.3014 73 63.9302 

Academic Rank InstrJAssist 179.6667 27 66.0606 

Assoc./Fdl 182.2598 127 59.905 1 
* Indicates a significant characteristic (p.05) for the LPI-0. 

The descriptive statistics regarding the results on the Leadership Practices 

hentory - Observer relative to the chair c ~ s t i c s  are presented in Table 4.24. 

Review of the mean scores on the si@cant cbamcteristic, cbair's location prior to 
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promotion, indicates a wide margin (36.663 1) between the total mean score given by 

respondents whose chair was promoted fkom within the department and those whose 

chair was promoted fiom within the libraries. The mean score on the Leadership Practices 

Inventory - O b e r  for chairs promoted from within the department was higher than for 

those chain promoted from within the libraries. The mean score for chain promoted fkom 

outside, was near the midpoint between the two other scores, supporting the results 

indicating this score was not sigdicantly different fiom either of the other two. 

relations hi^ Ouestion #3: What libraw faculty demomhic characteristics 

significantlv effect their oerceutions of the chair's a) activities to enhance faculty 

develo~ment. and b) leadershp ~ractices? 

One characteristic, library station, was deemed unreliable for further d y s i s  due 

to low representation of the subgroup of respondents stationed outside the main Library 

who supplied complete useable responses to the dependent variables instruments (FDA 

and LPI-0). Several of the library faculty characteristics were recoded for analysis. The 

academic ranks for library faculty were grouped by Instructors or Assistant Professon 

and Associate or Full Rofesson. Tenured, tenure track, and specific tenn or other, were 

the three assigned library faculty tenure categories. Three areas of service of the library 

faculty were public services, technical services, and split or other. The library faculty's 

years in the library profession were grouped by one to five years, six to fifteen years, and 

sheen or more years. Four groups for the characteristic "years at present institutionn 

were identified. one to three years, four to ten years, eleven to fiffeen years, and sixteen 

or more years. For the education characteristic, library fwulty were grouped by those 

with the Master of Library Science (or equivalent) and those with another graduate 
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degree(s) in addition to the MLS. The two age categories for under age 40 were 

combined into one sub-group, while the other three age categories were retained. 

Facultv Develoment Activities and Reswndent Characteristics 

For the dependent variable, total score on the faculty development activities, 

Levene's Tea of equality of error variance showed the homogeneity of variance was 

violated (F=2.3 14, r.001). However, again the more stringent review was unnecessary 

since the tests of between-subjects effects showed no significant effects from any library 

faculty characteristics, even at the less stringent level ( ~ . 0 5 ) .  The R squared indicated 

the total library faculty characteristics accounted for 10% of the variance in the total 

faculty development activities score (see Table 4.25). Almost half (4.2%) of the variance 

was accounted for by the faculty characteristic "years at pment institution". 

TABLE 4.25 Faculty Characteristics: Results of Tests of Between-Subiects Effects 

(Faculty Develoment Activities) 

Characteristic df F-ratio Sin. Eta Sauared 

Gender 1 -040 .841 .OW 

Academic Rank 1 .519 ,472 .003 

Tenure Status 2 -955 -387 -012 

Years Professional 2 1.915 -151 .024 

Years Institution 3 2.3 13 -078 ,042 

Aae 3 -774 -5 I0 ,014 
None significant w.05) 
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TABLE 4.26 Mean Scores on the Facultv Dcvelomnem Activities Instnment by 

Facultv Chamcteristics 

Facultv Characteristic Mean N(=175) Std-Deviation 

Gender Female 86.77 19 114 22.3 179 

Male 87.5082 61 2 1.4372 

Academic Rank Instr./Assist. 85.0306 98 20.7967 

Assoc./Full 89.5714 77 23.2370 

Tenure Status Nontenured 90:OoOO 24 22.4073 

Tenure-Track 82.8000 70 21.7739 

Tenured 89.8025 81 2 1 -6595 

Service Area Public 86.8235 102 2 1.0339 

Technical 88.5581 43 17.2258 

S~lit/Other 85.5333 30 30.2629 

Years Professional 1 to 5 87.2326 43 2 1.4385 

6 to 15 86.8033 61 2 1.075 1 

16+ 87.0986 71 23.2749 

Years Institution 1 to3 80.8200 50 20.9525 

4 to 10 91.4182 55 21.3218 

11 to 15 87.7895 19 16.6085 

16+ 88.0980 51 24.41 17 

Education MLS 88.7576 99 20.364 1 

MLS+ 84.7763 76 23.8208 

Age Under 40 86. I 132 53 2 1.0482 

40 to 49 84.1273 55 23.5357 

The descriptive statistics regarding tbe results on the Faculty Development 



Activities relative to the faculty characteristics are presented in Table 4.26. The results 

show the widest marpin between means for categories on any faculty characteristic, 

individually or by interaction (10.5982), was between those respondents with 1 to 3 years 

and those with 4 to 10 years at the present institution This also represents the widest 

range across all the means by faculty characteristics. None of the mediating variables 

included in the faulty characteristics were found to be statistically significant factors in 

library faculty's perceptions of their chair's activities to enhance faculty development. 

k u k r ~ h i ~  Practices and Reswndent Characteristics 

For the dependent variable, total Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer score, 

Levene's Test confirmed the homogeneity of variance across groups (F=.859, r.743). 

The R squared indicated the total library faculty characteristics accounted for 

approximately 15.99'0 of the variance in the total Leadership Ractces Inventory - 
Observer score. The tests of between-subjects effccts showed the only significant library 

faculty c ~ e r i s t i c s  to be the faculty member's 'yean at present institution" and 

education (see Table 4.27). The characteristic, ''years at present institution", accounted 

for the most variance in the Leadership Practices Inventory - Obsewer score by any 

single characteristic (5.6%). Education of the respondents accounted for 3.5% of the 

variance in the W r s h i p  Practices Inventory - Observer score. Post hoc analysis of 

number of years at the institution using the Tukey-HSD procedure indicated the only 

significant differences on the Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer between the four 

categories was between those new to the institution (1 to 3 years) and those who had been 

at the institution four to ten years, and between the newcomers and those with many years 

at the hthtion (16 or more years). 
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TABLE 4.27 Facultv Characteristics: Results of Tests of Between-Subiects Effects 

Facultv Characteristic df F-ratio Sia. Eta Sauared 

Gender f .079 .780 .OO 1 

Academic Rank 1 ,512 -475 .003 

Tenure status 2 1.830 .I64 -023 

Service Area 2 387 -680 ,005 

Years Professional 2 2.142 .I21 .027 

Years Mtution* 3 3.003 -032 .056 

Education* 1 5.563 .020 .035 

Age 3 .629 .598 .012 
* Indicates a significant characteristic w.05) for the LPI-0. 

Descriptwe statistics regarding the results on the Leadership Practices Inventory - 
Observer relative to the facdty characteristics are presented in Table 4.28. These results 

indicate, for the significant characteristic 'years at present institution", the library faculty 

new to the institution rated their department chair lower on the Leadership Practices 

Inventory - Observer than the faculty with 4 to 10 years or 16 or more years at the 

institution. Review of the other significant characteristic, education, reveals faculty with a 

graduate degree@) in addition to the MLS rated their dcpamnem chair lower on the 

Leadership Ractices hentory - Obsewer than faculty with the MLS alone. 
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TABLE 4.28 Mean Scores on the ~ ~ ~ d e r ~ h i ~  Practices Inventow -Observer by Facultv 

Characteristics 

Faculw Characteristic Mean N(=1701 Std. Deviation 

Gender Female 178,7522 114 63.2768 

Male 181.7143 56 57.6329 

Academic Rank Instr.lAssist 171.3196 97 59.0894 

Assoc./FuH 191.0694 72 62.8153 

Tenure Status Nontenured 188.3750 24 63 -49 1 1 

Tenure-Track 161.8571 70 58.6835 

Tenured 193 5533 75 59.551 1 

Service Area Public 1 79.6500 100 6 1.0367 

Technical 1 85.3095 42 49.3482 

Svli tiother 171.3709 27 78.3469 

Years Professional 1 to 5 17 1.4048 42 62.2399 

1 6+ 184.3288 73 6 1 -7052 

Years Institution* 1 to 3 1 54.6327 49 57.0 167 

16-1- 19 1.3922 51 65.3 110 

Education* MLS 187.0300 100 58.6927 

MLS+ 169,1594 69 63.8679 

Age Under 40 168,0192 52 61.1865 

40 to 49 1 79.7292 48 62.0562 

60+ 198.6667 18 65.7052 
Indicates a significant characteristic w.05) for the LPI-O. 



Summary 

Information on the s w e y  response and descriptive statistics regarding the 

demographic data gathered from the survey results began this chapter. The reliability and 

i n t d  consistency of the two instruments included within the survey were outlined The 

respondents' overall rankings of the activities to enhance faculty development and the 

Leadership Practices Inventory - Obsewer behaviors engaged in by the chair were 

presented in table form. 

A principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed on 

the items on the Faculty Development Activities and the items on the Leadership 

Practices Inventory - Observer to determine the associations among items on each 

inmment, Factor loadings were reviewed after forced factor rotations were nm based on 

eigenvalws and scree plots. Second forced factor rotations were run based on review of 

the resuiting dam fiom the Faculty Development Activities instrument, and published 

factor analysis resuhs fkom previous research that utilized the Leadership Practices 

Inventoly - O h e r .  The forced factor rotations pointed to a single g e n d  factor for 

each ofthe two instruments. Thus a single score for each of the dependent variables was 

used in the analyses in this study. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to detcnnine significant relationships 

between the mkpendem andor mediating variables and the scores on the two dependent 

variable instruments. None of the dependent or mediating variables were found to have 

a significant relatiomhip with the rore on the Faculty Development Activities 

instrument Significant relationships were found between the score on the Leadership 

Practices Inventory - Obsmer and tbe chair's location prior to promotion to chair, the 
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respondent's number of years at the institution, and the respondent's educational level. 

Conclusions and implications regarding these findings will be discussed further in 

Chapter V. 



CHAPTER v. 

SUMMARY 

Chairs of academic departments have been recognized as holding potentially 

influential positions in the success oftheir faculty members. Chairs may Mfill many 

roles including ones in leadership and faculty development. While research on 

perceptions of the chair's roles has focused not only on those of the chain thcmse!lves, 

but also on the perceptions of the administrators to which they report and/or the faculty 

members they supem'se, it has also focused almost exclusively on chain of teaching 

departments. Faculty members in academic libraries are expected to meet tenure and 

promotion criteria, much like their teaching department colleagues. Several 

characteristics identify this group of faculty as different fiom the majority of teaching 

department faculty, including a high percentage of females, and full-time, twelve-momh 

employment. Research regarding library faculty perceptions of the role of the depertrnent 

chair in faculty Qveiopment and ieadership practices was needed. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this swey study was to test role theory by anaiyzing the 

reiationship between the correlates (department chair, institutional and faculty 

c ~ e r i s t i c s ' j  and iibrary faculty perceptions of the chair's leadership practices and rok 

in faulty development A re3;iew of the literature found very- limited rzsauch on 

perceptions of the roles of department chain in academic libraries fiom any viewpoint 

Those that had addmsed library facuity perceptions presented research done 

approximately thirty years ago (Stone. 1 %9), focused on one instidon @odm 199 1 , 

1994), or a state university system (?bdauskas. 1993). This project was desigmd to 
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research perceptions of library faculty at institutions classified by the Camcgie 

Foundation as Research Universities I or Research Universities II. 

Research Desim 

This study utilized a cros~~sectional mail survey to study the department chair and 

institutiod correlates of library faulty perceptions of the chair's role in faculty 

development and leadenhip practices. The population for this study was non- 

administrative library faculty at research in the United States. The sampling 

frame for this particular research project was the non-administrative faculty in the 

university libraries of the member institutions of the Big Twelve Plus Libraries 

Consortium as of September 1, 1998, which were also Research Universities. Of the 

approximately 1060 faculty in the libraries at those institutions, 361 were randomly 

selected to receive the survey. 

A single, multi-part instrument was used consisting of  three parts: ( 1) a 

demographics section on the faculty member, their institution, and their d e m e n t  chair, 

(2) a researcherdeveloped survey of faculty perceptions of the department chainy role in 

faulty development; and (3) the Leadership Practices Inventory - Obsmrer (LPI-0) as 

developed by Koutes and Posner, and used by prmission. 

The dependent variables in the study were faculty members' perwons of the 

chair's role in faculty development, and faculty members' m o r n  of chair leadership 

practices. The indepmdent variables were institutional charaacristics (institution type, 

number of library faculty, number of faculty in the department, and organization 

smcme) and chair characteristics (type of appointment, promoted Erom within or outside 

the department or libraries, gender, years at chair, tenure status, education, rank, and 
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location in relation to the library faculty member). Faculty characteristics (gender, rank, 

tenure status, senice area, years in the profession, years at the institution, education, age 

range, and Library station) were the mediating v ~ a b l e s .  

Descriptive statistics for the institutional, department chair, and faculty member 

(nspondent) characteristics were calculated and presented in tabla. The mean of the 

responses to each of the statements in the faculty development and leadership practices 

portions of the survey were calculated to determine those activities and practices 

university library faulty perceive as most used by their department chair. A principal 

components factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the faculty 

development activities items and on the Leadership Practices Inventory -Obsewer items. 

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if thm were significant 

differences in the library faculty's perceptions of the department cbair's activities to 

enhance faculty development and leadership p w t ~ c e s  according to the independent 

variables (institutional and department chair characteristics) or mediating variables 

{respondent characteristics). When variables with thm or more categories produced 

significant F values past hoc comparison using Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) identified significant pair-wise differences. 

Findin= 

Thirteen of the 36 1 recipients of the s w e y  withdrew fiom the research. Returned, 

useable responses numbered 228 for a 63.2% return rate. 

Demomachic Results. 

Institutional Characteristics. Review of the prevalent responses to the s w e y  

questions regarding the Mtut ional  characteristics showed the most common respondent 
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was at a Camegie Research University I with a total library faculty of 40 to 49 members 

organized into departments of five or less faculty. 

Chair Characteristics. Review of the prevalent responses to the sw9 questions 

regarding the chair characteristics indicated the chair was most commonly located in the 

same building as the respondent and was female with a permanent appointment as chair. 

The larger percentage of chain were appointed from within the department they serve, 

had five or less years of experience as chair, and were tenured, associate professors 

holding the Master of Library Science degree. 

Resmndent Characteristics. The highest percentage responses to the survey 

questions regarding the respondents themselves indicated they were tenured, female, 

assistant professors, working in public senices in the main library at their institution. 

They hold the Master of Library Science degree as their terminal degree, are in their 

forties, and have over twenty years of experience in the profession, with over sixteen 

years at their present institution. 

Results ofthe demographc portion of the sumy supported reports in the earlier 

literature regarding the gender of academic library faculty compared to all faculty at 

doctoral granting institutions. Precisely two thirds of the respondents were female, while 

only 28.3% of all f d t y  at doctoral grantmg institutions are femak (Benjamin, 1998, 

hm2/wwwWWW aaun orflsaltab2. htm) . 

Assistant professors accounted for the highest percentage (40.4%) response 

category regarding the rank of the respondents, homver the combined percentage of 

associate and full professon (43%) conesponded closely to the percentage of tenured 

11- faculty (43.4%)). The survey questions regarding rank received no response h m  a 
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rather high percentage of participants both regarding themselves (7.9%) and their 

department chair (1 0.2%). This was likely due to some academic librarians holding 

academic, rather thau faculty, status and having alternate titles, so that they were unsure 

of their rsnk when comparing with those listed as choices on the s w e y .  

While the highest percentage age mponse category was "40 to 49" (3 1.1 %), the 

"50 to 59" and "60+" categories combined showed slightly over 42% of the respondents 

were age 50 or older. This supported other research fudngs and reports. Kazlauskas 

(1993) found 56.8% of the State University System of Florida librarians were age 45 or 

older. According to Wilder (1996, h~://www.arl.org/newsltr/l85/a~edemo.h~1), a U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics report revealed 58% of librarians WCR age 45 and over in 

1994. This is not surprising considering that librarians often begin their studies, and so 

begin their careers, at an older age. Statistics on the age, level of student, and enrollment 

by major field of study in postsecondary education showed only 5.8% of 11- science 

students am under age 25. This percentage was over thirty prcent lower than any other 

major field 36.6% of the library science students were age 35 or older (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 1997, htt0:llnces.d povl ~ubs/di&7/dt2 1 3. html). Library 

science is usually a graduate major only, with the earlier degree@) in other field(s). A 

number of librarians are employed in other fields before deciding to pursue the Maser of 

Library Science and a career in librarianship. 

swe Ratings. 

The resuits of the respondents' ratings of the f d t y  development activities and 

leadership practices of heir department chairs showed high reliability and good 

intracunelation among the items in each of the two instruments. The correlation between 
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the total scores on the two i.mmments was also high 

Facultv Develoment Activities. Review of the library faculty ratings of the 

faculty development activities, utilizing the preliminary categorization using Creswell's 

category codes (see Appendix D), showed no category rising definitely to the top of the 

ratings, nor falling to the bottom of the ratings. In fact, one activity from each of the 

categories was in the top four in the ratings. 

Comparison of these results to the rating results obtained by Boden (1991) with a 

smaller sample of not-yet-tenured library faculty at a single institution found little 

similarity. That research project focused on library faculty's percepons of the methods 

department chairs should use in enhancing faculty professional activities. The survey 

asked respondents to rate each of the twenty-seven activities' lwei of importance to 

enhancing the professional activities of faculty. 

The mean of the top rated activity, at 4.12, was almost one W a  pint (-43) 

above the mean of the second rated activity. A review of the other five activities from the 

same category, "relating to faculty pmonally", found two more activities in the top third, 

but only one activity in the middle, and two activities in the lower, third of the ratings. 

Faculty in Boden's (199 1) pcvious research placed that top chair activity, "Maintain an 

' opn  door policy' so faculty can speak with herhim at any the" right in the middle of 

the ratings, at 14', on importance in enhancing faculty professional activities. 

The category "helping faculty develop and refine skills", with five activities, had 

the third rated activity, then was split with two activities each in the middle and lower 

third of the ratings. The earlier group placed all except one of the five activities in the 

lower third of the ratings on importance. Only "Lead by example - provide a role model" 
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was rated higher, at tenth (BoQn, 1991). 

Results for the seven-activity category, "helping faculty in an administrative 

capacity", had two activities in the top third, four in the middle, and only one activity in 

the top of the bottom third ( 2 0 ~  overall) of the ratings. The category with the largest 

number of activities (nine) was "helping faculty relate to the organizational 

enviroment". Three of the activities were rated in the top third, two in the middle, and 

the remaining four (including the two lowest rated activities) were in the bottom third of 

the ratings. These two categories are closest to consistency with the earlier results. Those 

library faculty rated the importance of all seven "administrativew activities in the top 

seventeen, with four in the top eight. The activities related to the "organizational 

environment" were divided similarly across the ratings, three in the top, two in the 

middle, and four in the lower third, however the actual activities in each portion, and their 

a*ual ratings, differed (Boden, 199 1 ). 

The present results show of the twenty-seven activities listed, three have means -4 

or more below the midpoint on the five-point likert scale used. Those are activities the 

library faculty/ respondents perceive as below even "moderately used" by their 

department chair. Research has found an activity chain may use to promote faculty 

development is providing regular meetings for faculty and opportunities for face-to-face 

discwions of ways to enhance faculty growth and development (Seagren et al., 1986). 

This group of library faculty rated such activity to be the least w d  of the twenty-seven 

activities listed in the faculty development activities instrument with a mean of 2.52. 

Smith (1972) recognized, as have many researchers since, that a common activity 

of chain is "encourages Wty to participate in convdom, conferences, professional 
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associations, etc. " . Advocating for faculty by contacting appropriate individuals, 

committees, agencies, etc. on their behalf is a tactic chain use to aid the advancement of 

faculty (Creswell et al., 1990). While library faculty rated their department chain activity 

"Encourage parmipation in professional peer groups at the local, state, regional, national 

level" fourth of the twenty-seven activities, they did not perceive their chairs as acting as 

advocates for them. The activity "Assist faculty in getting involved in professional 

organizations and activities by name-dropping, nominating, recommending, etc." was 

rated twenty-sixth with a mean of 2.6 and standard deviation of 1.17. 

Some research on chain' percewons of their role have noted chain perceive part 

of their role as handling social events for the department (Mitchell, 1986, p. 138), or 

informally spending time with faculty as part of an encouraging role (Creswell & Brown, 

199 1 ). The library faculty's perception of their chair's level of use of the activity "Spend 

time with faculty informally in social settings7' placed it twenty-fifh among the twenty- 

seven activities with a mean of 2.6 and standard deviation of 1.12. 

Leadership Practices. A review of the ratings of the t h t y  statements in the 

Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer concerning their d e m e n t  chair's typical 

behavior indicated library faculty perceived a higher level of use of some of the 

leadership practices as grouped by Kouzes & Posner (see Appendix E). Five of the six 

statements comprising the praaice "enabling others to act" were in the top nine in the 

ratings. The remaining statement was in the top half of the ratings at thirteenth. Five of 

the six statements comprising the practice "modeling the way" were in the top half (15) 

of the ratings. The remaining statement was seventeenth. Statemems regarding the 

leadership practice "encouraging the heart" were widely rated, from sixth to twenty- 
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seventh. Respondents rated five of the six smements concerning the two remaining 

leadership m c e s  lower. The "challenging the process" statements were rated 

eighteenth to twenty-sixth, with the outlying statement rated eleventh. The "inspiring a 

shared vision" statements' ratings ranged from twentieth to thirtieth, with the outlying 

statement rated eighth. 

A review of the total mean scores for the five practices reflected the ratings noted. 

Tests of within-subjects effects, using Greenhouse-Geisser as the correction for violation 

of sphericity assumed, showed significant differences between the scores for the five 

practices. The scale accounted for 33% of the difference. The paired samples test results 

indicated only the scores on the practices "encouraging the heart" and "challenging the 

process" were significantly different from each other. 

When the order of the leadership practices mean scores from this research was 

compared to other results, similarities and differences were found. Scores on the 

LRadership Practices Inventory - Obsemer reported by Kouzes and Posner (1995) and by 

Kazlauskas (1993) matched the results of the present research in that the practice 

"enabling others to act" received the highest mean score and the practice "inspiring a 

shared vision" received the lowest mean score. Some attention has been given to the 

possibility gender may impact leadenhip practices. Respondents in the Koutes and 

Posner research were over 75% male. Kazlauskas' mpondents were almost 71% female. 

Both Kourcs and Pomer, and Kazlauskas reported the practice "challenging the process" 

with the second highest mean score. Their r d t s  were at variance with each other on the 

third and fourth rated practices. The present research and Knzlauslras' research, both with 

high percentages of female respondents, had the practice "encouraging the heartn rated in 
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the middle at third. The present research however, found the practice "modeling the way" 

second and "challenging the process" fourth, rated by total mean score. 

Factor Analvsis. 

Both the faculty development activities instrument and the Leadership Practices 

Inventory - Observer results were found to be suited for factor analysis. The statements 

from the instruments had previously been assigned to categories - four categories for the 

faculty development activities instrument and five categories for the Leadership Practices 

Inventory. Based on the scree plot and eigenvalues greater than 1.0, selection of facton 

for the faculty development activities instrument resulted in four fact on. However, 

review of the factor loadings was not definitive and did not match the categories. The 

Leadership Practices Inventory had a wealth of factor analysis data that supported the 

five categories as facton. The results of factor analysis with varimax rotation for Bauer's 

(1 993/1994) research on college presidents' leadership practices had shown limited 

support for three factors for the LPI-O. While the number of factors indicated in that 

research, by the scree plot and eigenvalues greater than 1.0, was the same as the initial 

results for the present research, the factor groupings differed. Also, the present results had 

many items load on two factors. Previous research using the Leadership Practices 

Inventory and involving academic librarians gave w indication of the use of factor 

analysis (Kazlauskas, 1993). 

As advised by Hair et al. (1995), different factor rotations were tried for each 

instrument Review of the results of the factor analyses of the responses to the 

instruments resulted in support of a single general factor for each instnrment The single 

factor accounted for 49% of the variance among the items of the faculty development 
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activities instrument. The single factor accounted for 63% of the variance among the 

items of the Leadenhip Practices Inventory - Observer. A single score for each of the 

instruments was used in the analyses in this study. 

Results Analysis by relations hi^ Ouestions. 

This research addressed three stated relationship questions. All three questions 

addressed library faculty perceptions of the chair (dependent variable) as effected by the 

independent and mediating variables. Stated together, the relationship research questions 

asked what (1) institutional characteristics, (2) chair characteristics, and (3) library 

faculty demographic characteristics significantly effect library faculty perceptions of the 

chair's a) activities to enhance faculty development, and b) leadership practices? 

The faculty development activities instrument demonstrated high reliability with a 

Cronbach's alpha value of .958 1, and internal consistency with positive correlations 

between all except four items at .2 or above. The Leadership Practices Inventory - 

Observer demonstrated high reliability with a Cbronbach's alpha value of -9794, and 

internal consistency with positive correlations between all except three items at .3 or 

above. 

Institutional Characteristics. Previous research supported the prediction that 

institutional characteristics can be significant organizational factors in the expanded 

model of the role episode. Institutional type or size was "inferred" as a factor in 

department chairs' perceptions of their role by Lee (1985), but was proven not significant 

in faculty's perceptions of the leadenhip and effectiveness of d m i c  chain by Knight 

& Holen (1985). Ostrander (1992) found institutional type a significant factor in faculty 

tenure attitudes, while Oppegard (1997) found institutional size a significant factor in 
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perceived department chair stress related to demands of the human resource hc t i oa  

Katz and Kahn (1966) supported the premise that the organization can be considered as a 

whole, or some part of it. The present research considered three levels of the 

o m t i o n :  the institution as a whole, the total number of library faculty, and 

department size. Biddle (1979) considered organizational size a significant factor in the 

role episode. Department size as a significant factor in the role episode was supported by 

Pfeffer & Salancik (1975), and later observed as sigruficant in the length of chair tenure 

(PfefTer & Moore, 1980), chair leadership style effectiveness (Jahanshahi, 1992), and 

Library department head leadership style (Olive, 1992). It was not significant to perceived 

chair stress (Oppegard, 1997). Both institutional and department size were significant 

factors in chairs' perceptions of influence from outside interest groups (Whitson & 

Hubert, 1982). 

In the present research, institutional type was limited to Camegie Research 

Universities I or II institutions. Organizational size (number of library faculty) and 

department sire were expected to be significant f- in library faculty's perceptions of 

the department chair's role in faculty development activities and leadership practices. 

Due to low representation of organization structures other than departments, that 

characteristic was not analyzed funher. 

None of the three institutional c ~ t e r i s t i c s  deemed reliable for funher analysis 

were found to have a sigruficant relationship with the respondents' rating of either 

iamumem The R squared showed only 2% of the variance in the total faculty 

development actikiities instnunent score was accounted for by the institutional 

characteristics. For the W r s h i p  Practices Inventory - Observer score, Levene's Test 
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of equality of error variance showed the homogeneity of variance was violated in the case 

of institutional characteristics. Due to the violation the tests of between subjects effects 

were reviewed more stringently w.025), which resulted in even the characteristic "otal 

library faculty" being found not significant (.U46). Only 1% of the variance in the total 

Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer score was accounted for by institutional 

characteristics. 

The two institution types considered in this study were Carnegie Research 

Universities I and Camegie Research Universities [I. These two types are defined by the 

same parameters, except for their level of federal support dollars. Individual library 

faculty, whose perceptions were the subject of this research, are not usually directly or 

personally impacted to a great extent by whether the institution they serve receives above 

or below $40 million in federal support. The similarity between the two types related to 

this characteristic, but for that one area, may explain the lack of significant difference 

between the mean scores of the instruments based on this characteristic. The mean scores 

given to the faculty development activities instrument by these two groups were 

separated by only -58, while the mean scores on the Leadership Practices Inventory - 

Observer were only 3.1 5 apart. 

Neither total number of library faculty (organizational size) nor department size, 

as a sigmficant factor in library faculty's perceptions of the role ofthe chair in faculty 

development or leadership practices, were confumed While some previous research 

revealed these institutional characteristics as significant factors in chair perceptions, they 

were not for the faculty respondents in the present research. University faculty often 

fimction independently and express their perceptions in the same manner. These research 
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results indicate the number of library faculty in the institution, and the number in the 

department, are not significant facton in library faculty members' penonally held 

percepaons of their department chair's role in faculty development or leadership 

practices. 

Chair Characteristics. Several chair characteristics have been significant factors in 

previous research results. Due to the level of experience chain usually have before taking 

on the role, the tenure status and/or rank of the department chair have not always been 

asked about in previous research. Oppegard (1997) however, in her research on chair 

stress, found tenure status a significant factor in relationships with external constituents, 

and rank a significant factor regarding general job demands. The variance in the status of 

librarians at Carnegie research institutions made tenure status and rank of the chair 

important to include in the present swey research. Gender of the department head was a 

significant factor in Olive's ( 1992) research regarding library subordinates' perceptions 

of the department head's leadership behavior and Oppegard's (1997) research involving 

chair stress factors. The number of yean the chair has served in that capacity has in some 

cases been a significant factor in research results (Bao, 199 1 ; Kremer-Hayon & Avi- 

ItrhaL, 1986; Olive, 1992; Oppegard, 1997)- but in other cases was not significant 

(Jeonerich, 1981; Rasch, Hutchism & Tollefson, 1986). Jennerich (198 1) found the 

chain' preparation for the position had no significant relationship with the ranking of the 

importance of founeen chair skills. Chair characteristics in the present research related to 

preparation for the position were education and promoted Erom within or outside the 

department or libraries. 
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In the present research, only one of the xven chair characteristics deemed reliable 

for analysis was found to have a significant relationship with the respondents' rating of 

either instrument. For the faculty development activities instrument, Levene's Test of 

equality of error variance showed the homogeneity of variance was violated in the case of 

the chair characteristics. Due to the violation the tests of between subjects effects should 

have been reviewed more stringently ( ~ . 0 2 5 ) ,  but that was unnecessary since no 

significant effects were found even at the .05 level. The R squared showed only 4.7% of 

the variance in the total faculty development activities instrument score was accounted 

for by the chair c~cter is t ics .  

The homogeneity of variance across groups was confirmed in the case of the 

Leaders hip Practices Inventory - Observer instrument. One characteristic, chair's 

location prior to promotion to chair, was found to have a significant effect on faculty 

perceptions of the chair's leadership practices. Approximately 5.1% of the variance in the 

total Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer (LPI-O) score was accounted for by that 

one characteristic. Post boc analysis found the only significant difference was between 

two of the three categories descniing the characteristic, chair promoted 6om within the 

department and chair promoted fiom within the libraries. A total of 7.3% of the variance 

in the total LPI-O score was accounted for by the chair characteristics. 

Library faculty rated the leadership praaices oftheir department chair 

significantly higher when the department chair had been promoted fiom within the 

department than when promoted from within the libraries. The significance of this 

characteristic may be attributable to its' interpersonal nature. Faculty f a ~ g  the chair 

leadership practices may have held a somewhat favorably biased perception of the chair 
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that was "one of their own". Also, chain promoted from within the department have 

familiarity with prior department activities and may be able to maintain the status quo, 

contributing to higher faculty perceptions of the leadership practices used. Circumstances 

may mean a cbair brought in fiom another department is resented, or makes changes, 

which cause subordinates to have lower perceptions of their leadership. Chain hired fiom 

outside were rated between the two other categories and not significantly different fiom 

either. While not having the advantage of familiarity and established interpersonal factors 

of the highly rated chair promoted fiom within the department, the search and hiring 

process may help the new chair be rated, by faculty more acceptmg of new leadership 

practices, higher than an outsider promoted fiom the inside. 

Libram Facdtv Demom~hic Characteristics. While there is less research 

regarding faculty perceptions of the department chair, and even fewer that address faculty 

demographic characteristics as factors in those perceptions, some faculty demographic 

characteristics have been determined to be significant facton in their perceptions of the 

department chair. Adibe's (1997) study of faculty's perceptions of chair leadership styles 

found gender, rank, tenure status, education and age were all significant demographic 

characteristics. Tenure status was a significant factor in faculty perceptions of the chair's 

role in tenure acquisition (Daly & Townsend, 1992,1994). 

In the present research, Levene's Test of equality of error variance showed that 

for the faculty development activities instrument the homogeneity of variance was 

violated in the case of the faculty characteristics. Due to the violations the tests of 

between subjects efiects should have been reviewed more stringently (p<.025), but that 

was unnecessary since no significant effects were found even at the -05 level. The R 
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squared showed only 10°h of the variance in the total faculty development activities 

hstmnent score was accounted for by faculty characteristics. 

For the Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer instrument the homogeneity of 

variance across groups was confirmed. Two characteristics, years at present institution 

and education, were found to have a significant effect on faculty perceptions of the 

chair's leadership practices. Education accounted for approximately 3.5% of the variance 

in the total Leadership Practices Invefitory - Observer (LPI-O) score. Years at present 

institution accounted for 5.6%. Post hoc analysis of the characteristic, years at present 

institution, found the only significant differences were between the lowest range of yean 

and two other categories describing the characteristic. A total of 15.9% of the variance in 

the total LPI-0 score was accounted for by the faculty's characteristics. 

Library faculty who had been at their present institution three years or less rated 

their department chair's leadership praaices significantly lower than those with four to 

ten years, or sixteen or more years at the institution New faculty members, in the process 

of learning a new job, often desire support and leadership, which influences their 

perception of the chair's leadership practices. Their short time with the organization 

means they may not yet share, or understand, the organizational goals and objectives. 

They do not have the perspective of interaction with the chair over time that longer-term 

faculty hold Faculty closer to the time of the tenure decision and soon after, as in the 

case of the four to ten year faculty, may feel they are receiving, or have recently received, 

more leadership fiom the department chair in assisting them toward that goal. Having 

been at the institution for a period of time, they also are likely to feel comfortable in the 

organizational culture. In the we of libmy- faculty with sixteen or more years at the 
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institution, comfortable in their career and familiar with how the institution, the libraries, 

and the department hction, the chair's leadership practices likely serve them well 

resulting in their perceiving those practices higher than new faculty. Faculty with eleven 

to fifteen yean at the institution rated the department chair' leadership practices in the 

middle between the low rating and the two high ratings, but not sigruficantly different 

fiom either. Faculty at that mid-point are often considering going up for promotion to full 

professor (or an equivalent rank), or actively preparing for it, and may have leadenhip 

needs of their own. While with their yean of interaction and familiarity with the 

organizational culture, they perceive their chair's leadership practices higher than their 

new colleagues; they did not rate their cbair as high as the other groups. 

Library faculty with an advanced degree(s), in addition to the accredited Master 

of Library Science, rated their department chair's leadership practices significantly lower 

than those with the MLS as the single graduate degree. The traditional program of study 

for the accredited library degree has stressed management and supervision of staff. 

Leadership, when emphasized, has been considered a tool for use in working with staff 

supe~sed, or the domain of the director or dean (Evans, Ward & Rugaas, 2000). As a 

result, those having the MLS alone may hold low expectations for leadership from their 

department chair, and rate the chair's existing leadership practices highly. The additional 

advanced degree(s) held by library faculty are ofken in another discipline, which may 

have involved kadenhip training or education, or was undertaken due to leadership 

aspirations. Ifthe degree is a doctorate in library science, it was likely acquired due to the 

recipient having goals of moving into library administration (Harvey & Lambert, 1971). 
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As a result, this group has higher expectations for leadership, wnsiden their chair's 

actions more stringently9 and rates the chair's leadership practices lower. 

Conciusions 

Library faculty members at research universities perceive their department chair's 

activities to enhance faculty development and the chair's leadership practices each as one 

hction the chair performs. None of the independent or mediating variables was a 

significant factor in library faculty members' rating of the chair's activities to enhance 

faculty development. Three variables proved to be significant factors in the rating of the 

chair's leadership practices. Within the context of the extended role episode, none of the 

organizational factors were significant. One of the attributes of the person was a 

significant factor. Two of the interpersonal factors were significant. 

Faculty Develo~ment Activities. 

Initial consideration of the principal components factor analysis with varimax 

rotation, resulting in four factors for the faculty development activities instrument, 

seemed supportive of the four categories from Creswell ' s (1 99 1 ) research. Wen' s 

(1994) early qualitative research, on a similar population, had identified six categories 

related to chair faculty development activities. Yet a single factor, with all items loading 

significantly, was supported by the present results. This is similar to the variance 

regarding perceptions of the chair's role found across the research literature. The titles, 

categories and sub-categories of roles differ with each study and research population. 

Support is found for faculty development as one fimction of the department chair, and for 

faculty development as a role with several responsibilities. The results of the present 
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study indicate these library faculty view the faculty development activities of their 

department chair as methods used within a single role. 

Consideration of the characteristics predicted in Chapter One to be significant 

factors in library faculty perceptions of the chair's role in faculty development found 

none significant. No characteristic, included in the scope of this research, was found to be 

a significant factor in library faculty perceptions of the chair's role in faculty 

development. In fact, with twenty-seven statements rated on a five-point scale, the widest 

range of total mean scores across all categories of the variables considered was only 

10.5982 (80.82 to 91.4182). 

Earlier research revealed teaching department c h r s  and faculty (W, 1975)' as 

well as library department chain (Plate, 1970) and faculty members (Stone, 1969; Boden, 

1994) have at times supported the view that development was the individual faculty 

member's responsibility. The activity receiving the highest mean score (4.1 2), "Maintain 

an 'open door policy' so faculty can speak with herhim at any time," requires almost no 

action on the chair's part and places responsibility for initiating the activity on the faculty 

member. Library faculty's ratings of the remaining faculty development activities utilized 

by their department chair, with such middle ofthe ratings scores (means of 2.52 to 3.69), 

may indicate library faulty are uncertain regarding their department chair's role in this 

area. The "3" rating was defined with the term "moderately usedn on the five point scale 

used on the instrument. Perhaps the interviewee in Boden's (1994) qualitative research, 

that initially indicated ". . . it is not a requirement that they [department heads] keep track 

of each faculty member, because I thinli it's each individual faculty member's 

responsibility," is representative. She did not perceive the chair having a high level of 
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involvement in faculty development, but simply referred to "what was nice for the 

department head to do." Faculty members who do not identify the department chair as 

having responsibility for their development are unlikely to perceive that chair regularly 

("4" rating), or constantly ("5" rating), engaging in activities to enhance faculty 

development. 

leaders hi^ Practices. 

The results of the factor analysis of the Leadenhip Practices Inventory - Observer 

scores deviated fiom the results found by Korues and Posner and the overwhelming 

majority of the published research based on their instrument. Yet considered with the 

results obtained by Bauer (1993/1994), a variance in the perception of leadership 

practices in an academic setting may be indicated. Even within the academic setting, 

Daly and Towasend (1992,1994) highlighted the need for acknowledgement that 

differences in W c e s  (and so the percept~ons of them) may exist across disciplines. 

Sheldon (1991) noted the lack of study of leadership in libraries "in any concerted way" 

and the lack of even the recognition of a need for leadership concepts to be included in 

the academic curriculum leading to the MLS. The inclusion of the library department 

chair in the leadership arena has been limited and recent As with the faculty 

development role, library faculty indicated, when considering this new image of the 

department chair as a leader, the leadership pramces were perceived as a single group. 

Review of the rating of the leadership practices items suggests that, as with 

faculty develop en^ library faculty felt primarily responsible for their own growth in 

this area. They gave only three items mean scores above seven, identib-ing practices their 

chair uses "fhitly often." The mean scores for those three items were separated from the 
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remaining items by over -5. Two of the three were "&ling others to act" practices, of 

which all six were rated in the top thirteen. The other one of the three was a "modeling 

the way" practice, of which all six were rated in the top seventeen. The three lowest rated 

item, with mean scores below 5.0, were separated from the other items by over .5, as 

well. All three of those were "inspiring a shared vision" practices, and addressed the 

future in conceptual terms. Library faculty perceived their chair's use of them as less than 

"occasional. " 

These results support the published literature in academic librarianship. The 

faculty indicate they are primarily responsible for themselves. The leadership that is 

provided by department chain in academic libraries at Research Universities I and U 

institutions, is perceived as empowering the faculty to fimction on their own (enabling 

others to act) and setting an example for the faculty (modeling the way), but committing 

little to the doreseeable and theoretical future (inspiring a shared vision). It is evident 

the one inspiring a shared vision practice, "Talks about future trends that will influence 

how our work gets done," which was rated in the top third, at eighth, is there due to its' 

practical nature (getting the work done) and applicability in today's technologically 

changing library environment 

Of the characteristics predicted in Chapter One to be significant ffacors in library 

faculty perceptions of the chair's leadership practices, three significant variables were 

found. 

1. The ody significant independent variable, and chair characteristic, was the 

chair's location prior to promotion to chair. Within the context of the extended role 

episode, this variable is an interpersonal factor. The leadership practices of chain 
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promoted from within the department were rated significantly higher than those promoted 

from within the libraries. 

2. One significant mediating variable and faculty characteristic was the number of 

yean the faculty member has been at the institution. Within the context of the extended 

role episode, this variable is an interpersonal factor. Faculty with three years or less at the 

institution rated the leadership practices of the chair significantly lower than those with 

four to ten, or sixteen or more, yean at the institution. 

3. The other significant mediating variable and faculty characteristic, the faculty 

member's education completed, was an attribute of the penon within the context of the 

extended role episode. Faculty with an additional graduate degree(s) to the MLS rated the 

chair's leadership practices significantly lower than those with only the MLS. 

These results support role theory, considered withun the context of organintions, 

as set out in the model of the role episode by Katz & Kahn (1966). Referring to the 

extended model of the role episode presented in Chapter One (See Figure 2, p. 12): two 

interpersonal factors (chair's location prior to promotion to chair and faculty member's 

years at the institution) and one personal attribute of the role sender (faculty member's 

education completed) were found to be significant factors in the role sender's (faculty 

member's) perceptions of the focal person's (chair's) behavior (leadership practices). 

None of the orgmizatioaal factors, which were the institutional characteristics in this 

research, were found to be significant 

Im~lications and Recommendations 

Implications of the r d t s  of this study, considered with the limitations of the 

research, suggest areas recommended for further research. Adjustments in policies and 
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practices related to academic libraries department chair appointments and i a t d o n s  

with theu faculty are! offered for consideration An area to be m e t  addressed in the 

education of professional academic librarians is also suggested 

Further Research 

Future research should include review of the instruments used in the present 

research to enhance the construct validity of the measures. Items for consideration might 

include whether: the statements in the two instruments adequately measure separate and 

different concepts of leadership and faculty development; the Leadenhip Practices 

Inventory is an appropriate instrument for measuring leadership in academic libraries; 

and, the statements in the faculty development instrument are valid indicators of the 

chair's activities to enhance faculty development. Testing across multiple groups should 

be undertaken to determine if consistent findings support the construct validity of the 

methods listed as adequate measures of library faculty percephons of the chairs' 

leadership practices and activities to enhance faculty development 

Further research regarding library faculty/ academic librarians' perceptions of the 

department chair's role in professional development and leadership practices is needed 

The sample in this study was limited to respondents in the libraries of Carnegie Research 

institutions in the Big Twelve Plus Libraries Consortium. Mtutioaal variables were 

found not significant in the present research Perceptions held by academic librarians 

across other levels of post-secondary institutions, across different types and sizes of 

institutions and libraries, should be researched as well. Librarians in the Camegie 

Research institutions do not always hold faculty status, but rather may have academic 

status. The same is true for their colleagues in other levels of post-secundiuy institutions. 
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Research regarding possible e f f w  of differences in the p r o f m i d  librarian's status on 

the perceptions of the professional development role and leadership practices of the 

department chair should be undertaken. 

Research regarding academic library department chain' perceptions of their role 

in faculty development and leadership practices is needed The present research found a 

significant factor in the library faculty's perceptions of the chair's leadership practices 

was the chair's location prior to promotion. Research to determine significant factors in 

the chairs' perceptions of their role and practices is warranted. 

Research regarding top academic library administrators' (deans or directors) 

perceptions of the department chairs' role in faculty development and leadenhip 

practices is needed. For academic library department chairs to function well as leaders, 

and support their faculty's development activities, they must have the support of the 

library administration. Determination of academic library administrators' views regarding 

appropriate activities of middle level managers' in support of their faculty will advance 

understanding between the groups. 

In consideration of the difTerence between the factor analysis results from the 

Leadenhip Practices Inventory-Observer instrument for this research and the wealth of 

previous results reported by Kouzes and Posner, fiuther research utilizing the instrument 

with library personnel and employing fmor analysis is recommended. Such research will 

help confirm or contradict the indication academic librarians consider leadership 

practices as a single factor. Research utilizing not only the LPI-0 with the academic 

librarians, but also the Leadership Practices Inventoq4elf instrument with their 
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department chain, is recommended to identify differences between the chair's and the 

librarians' perceflons of the chair's lendership practices. 

I)emrtment Chair Appointments and Interactions 

Library faculty rated the leadership practices of department chairs promoted from 

within the libraries, but outside the department, significantly lower than chain promoted 

from within the department. New chairs, wherever they were hired or appointed from, are 

beginning a leadership position in a pre-existing organizational culture within the 

department. Strumred training for new department chain should include more than the 

policies and procedures involved in their new middle management position. Library 

department chairs should be encouraged to address the unique concerns of the faculty 

they supervise, their leadenhip and faculty development. Instituting an acclimation 

process for new chairs, to become familiar with the faculty they now lead and to 

cooperatively determineldefine the departmental climate, should be considered across 

uaiversity libraries. 

New library faculty, within the first three yean at the institution, rated their 

department chair's leadership practices significantly lower than did faulty with four to 

ten, or sixteen or more, yean at the imtinnion Boice (1992) found thnt new library 

faculty knew little of what was expected of them for tenure and promotion, and even less 

of how to accomplish i t  As the research in teaching departments across campuses has 

shown, department chairs are in a natural position to work with the new faculty in their 

department to assist them in adjusting to the rigors of a faculty position. Academic library 

department chairs should help their faculty to identify g d s  and activities that will aid 
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kulty progress toward the goals of promotion and tenure. The chair's efforts can mean 

the difference between success and failure. 

Library faculty's extremely moderate ratings of their department chair's activities 

to enhance faculty development are somewhat troubling. The pervading attitude in 

Cubberley 's ( 1996) guide, intended to help fellow academic librarians through the tenure 

and promotion process, agreed with the findings of Boice (1992) and reinforced the 

position implied by the results obtained from the present research. That view places 

responsibility for development heavily on the individual faculty member. The one 

exception was the higher mthg given to the activity that required the most action on the 

faculty member's, rather than the chair's, part to instigate. In a similar manner the library 

faculty rated their department char's leadership highest in the categories 44enabling others 

to act" and "modeling the way". Just as one of Boden9's (1994) interviewees, in the 

course of considering her chair's role in faculty growth and development, changed her 

mind, perhaps the majority of academic librarians have yet to recognize " . . . that is a part 

of their [the d e m e n t  head's] job." 

The shear number of library faculty, especially in the institutions included in this 

research project, mean the dean or director cannot l l f i l l  the leadership role and be the 

champion of faculty development for all library faculty. The academic library deqartment 

chain must act as more than managers and supr~sors of personnel. They must step up 

and not leave their faculty to fend for themselves in these important matters. Rather, they 

should commMicate expectations, actively mentor, and take a leadership role to support 

not only new faculty, but all faculty in their depamnent, and provide the best opporfunity 

for their institutional success and continued pofdona l  growth throughout their careers. 



Library Faculty Education 

Libmy faculty's education, as a significant factor in the rating of their department 

chair's leadership practices, suggests adjustment in the curriculum of schools of library 

and information science may be in order. Those with a graduate degree in addition to the 

MLS rated their chair's leadership significantly lower than those with ody the MLS. 

Library degw program should be reviewed concerning the inclusion of segments 

addressing what is expected of academic librarians to acquire tenure and promotion, and 

participate collegially. Graduate school programs preparing future librarians to supervise 

and manage staff lead those librarians to feel they should be self-sufficient and not need 

to look to anyone, not even their department chair, for leadership. Library faculty with 

additional graduate degree(s) seem to have acquired expectations for helpful leadership 

somewhere along the way - leadership they do not perceive their department chair 

providing. The education and training of academic librarians should include preparation 

to recognize and take on leadership roles and continue professional development 

throughout their career life. 

Closing - Thounbts 

Chairs of teaching departments have been accepted as in a position to assist their 

faculty's development and provide leadership. Percwons of the chair's role from the 

faculty's, the chair's and higher administrators' viewpoints, and across a variety of 

iastihmonal settings, have been the subject of research for decades. This research 

expanded the snrall amount of similar research that has begun regarding department 

cbairs in academic lsfies. Library faculty, like their teaching department comtefp%, 

should be able to view their chair as interested in the development of their faculty and 
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willing to engage in meaningful leadership practices. Professionals striving to meet the 

everchanging information needs of their colleagues across the academic community 

d e m e  notbing less. 
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APPENDIX A 

Big Twelve Plus Library Consortium 

Research Universities I or II 



Big Twelve Plus Library Consortium 

member institutions, as of September 1,1998, classified by the 

Camegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

as Research Universities I or II 

Institution Classificationa ARL ~ernber~ 

Brigham Young University 11 Yes 

Colorado State University I Yes 

Iowa State University I Yes 

Kansas State University II No 

New Mexico State University I No 

Oklahoma State University I1 Yes 

Rice University n Yes 

Southern Illinois University I1 Yes 

Texas A & M University I Yes 

Texas Tech University II Yes 

University of Arkamas I1 No 

University of Colorado at Boulder I Yes 

University of Houston II Yes 

University of Kansas I Yes 

University of Missouri Columbia I Yes 

University of Nebraska-Lincoln I Yes 

University of New Mexico I Yes 

University of Oklahoma CI Yes 

nctorv 1-99 (1998); Association of College and kearch Libraries [ACRL], 
1996; Kynllidoy O'Connor, & Blixnrd, 1998. 



Mtution Classification ARL Member Faculty 

University of Texas at Austin I Yes 134 

University of Utah I Yes 48 

TOTAL 1060 



Participating 

Big Twelve Plus Library Consortium 

Member Institutions 

Faculty and Percentage of Faculty Surveyed 

Institution Facultya 

Brigham Young University 101 

Colorado State University 34 

Iowa State University 48 

Kansas State University 38 

New Mexico State University 32 

Oklahoma State University 48 

Texas A & M University 68 

Texas Tech University 48 

University of Arkansas 38 

University of Colorado at Boulder 55 

University of Houston 46 

University of Missouri Columbia 17 

University of Nebraska-lincoln 45 

University of New Mexico 46 

University of Oklahoma 32 

University of Texas at Austin 134 

University of Utah - 48 

TOTALS 908 

Sample 

51 

b 05 1998-99 (1998); Association of CoUegt and Research h i e s  [ACRL], 
1996; Kydlidou, O'Connot, & Bbuud, 1998. 
b ~ u x n b e r ~ f n m d m m m m  - * 

* c h i m y  ficulty as provided by the Dean or Director. 
' Varies by institution due to combining of lists provided by Deans and Directors into one master mailing 
list for candm stkai011, 



APPENDIX B 

Permissions and Communication 

Regarding Use of Copyrighted Items 



JUM W 1 U X  

C P TBOYPSON LIBRARY 

F c h q  21.2001 
w 

Dvoo W X  Soden 
C.Y. '-SOD 
Libmy 
Univtrrity ofNehb-Liuc~br 
-cobs NE a s w 7 i ?  
Fu: 402 472 4412 

2. P t ~ u r c L ~ t a d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a b o v e , u d d o o n m i n W c ~ ~ m ~ ~  
m a  ta phew or 0-c rrpoducc brk ammid a ~ p t  fbr v d m s  made by non-profit 
-dons for use by vim or physically hrmli- pusom, d m p  m five c o p h  o f  the published 
-is be photocgiadb r atic10Iilm comproy. 

3- A d t t o o ~ ~ b ~ ~ r p p m o n ~ c ~ d y o r u ~ ~ o ~ c b c ~ p o e c a f *  
=ina--pge,arfi6t101ag- ibC--a-k 
mc- rh, -MI) ~nd 10s -11, titlt (if~pp-lt Q -). 
Rep- by p&uissh of  Johu WiIq & Sons, Tnc. 

4- T&h pemrislian is for noouchuivt pim t i g b  d mic1cifb staxage d&s by W t y  of Ncbmka, for 
rhc 'ED- only, tho- the wadd For -Won rightt, picase canact our S u b s i w  Rights 
D-t 



KOUZES W N E R  INTERNATIONAL 
15419 Banyan Lane 

Monte Sereno, Calibormia 95030 USA 
PhondFAX: (408) 354-9170 

Dana W. R Men 
C.Y. Thompson Library 
East campus 
University of Nebraska, Lincoln 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68583-071 7 

Dear Dana: 

Thank you for your f'acsimile (dated November 3,1997) requesting pamission to use the 
LcadaDhip M c e s  Inventory - Otbcr (LPI-O) in your doctoral study. We are willing to allow 
you to ttproducc the instnnnent as outlined in your ktta, at no chaxgt, with the following 
understandings: 

(1) That the LPI-0 is used only for research purposes and is not sold or w d  in 
conjunction with any compcmatd management development activities; 

(2) That copyright of the LPI-O is remined by KO- Posna Intemational, and that the 
following copyright statement be included on each page of the instrument: "Copyright O 
1997 Kouzn Posncr International, Inc. All rights mewed"; 

(3) That a bound copy of your dkrtation, and one copy of a papns, reports, articles, 
and the like which makc use of the LPI-0 data k sent promptly to our attention. 

If the tmns outlined above arc amptable, would you please so indicatc by signing one (1) copy 
of this letter and returning it in the enclosed seif-ackesd, retun envelope. Best wishes for 
every success with your research project. If we can be of any fkther assisme, please let us 
know. 

I mhtand  d agree to abide by thac conditions: 
*-Y 

.<Sied) ,: 4 4 - d  /PNw. 97 



"Dana W. R Boden' cdanabqDurrllib.unl.edu> 

09/16/98 03:36 PM 
Please respond to 'Dana W. R. Boden' To: Barry Posner cBPosner@mailer.scu.edu> 

cc: Dana Boden cdanab@unllib.unl .edu> 
Subject: LPI Request 9/ 16/98 

B a r r y  r 

Last A p r i l  you s u p p l i e d  me w i t h  a c l e a n  copy o f  t h e  LPI-0 
t o  be used f o r  my d i s s e r t a t i o n  r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t -  I had 
planned t o  photocopy i t .  As I prepare  f o r  t h e  m a i l i n g  o f  
t h e  survey, I r e a l i z e  key ing  i n  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t  will a l l o w  
me more f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  reduce t h e  cos t  o f  photocopy ing  and 
mailing- I w i l l  s t a y  w i t h i n  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  use by: 1) 
n o t  us ing t h e  L P I - 0  f o r  f i n a n c i a l  g a i n 1  b u t  o n l y  academic 
research purposes; 2 )  d i s p l a y i n g  t h e  c o p y r i g h t  s ta tement  
w i t h  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t i  and 3 )  f o rward ing  a copy of t h e  
d i s s e r t a t i o n  t o  you when t h i s  is a l l  done. 

I s  i t  accep tab le  t o  you t h a t  I key i n  t h e  LPI-01 

Look ing  fo rward  t o  your  response. 
Dana 

Dana W -  R -  Boden, Ph-Dm Candidate Phone: ( 4 U 2 )  V72-4412 
Assoc ia te  P r o f e s s o r  Fax: (402) V75-7005 
C .  Y .  Thompson L i b r a r y  I n t e r n e t :  d a n a b a u n l l i b - u n l - e d u  
U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Nebraska-L inco ln  
L i n c o l n -  NE bbS43-07L7 

'Barry Posner" c B P o s n e ~ u . e d u ~  
091 16/98 07:03 PM To: danab@unlli b.unl.edu 

cc: 
Subject: Re: LPI Request 9/ 16/98 

Dana: 

Th is  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  f i n e -  You do n o t  need t o  reproduce o u r  
copy b u t  a r e  f r e e  t o  make a new o r i g i n a l  and format  i t  so 
tha t  it  f i t s  w i t h i n  you r  l a r g e r  su rvey -  

Bes t  w ishes-  

Barry 



APPENDK C 

Cover Letter and Survey Instrument 



University of 
Nebraska 
Lincoln 

E- PsVchobgV 

P.O. Box 'I6 - 
Lincoln, NE 885WOW 

Teachers College 
November 12,1998 

Dear Library Faculty MernberlLibfafian: 

I am conducting a research project to study university library faculty perceptions of department chair 
leadership practices and role in professional development as part of my dissertation work. The ppuia- 
tion for this study is non-administrative library faculty at research universities in the United States. The 
sample for this study will be non-administrative library faculty of the member institutions of the Big 
Twelve Plus Library Consoniurn. 

This will be a cross-institutional study and data will not be reported for individual institutions. Complete 
anonymity and confdentiality o f  the respondents will be protected and is assured. An identification 
number, for mailing purposes only, is included on a poncard to be sent back separately when the survey is 
retunred, 

You are invited to participate in this important survey. The survey consists of three parts: demographic 
information; faculty development activities of the department chair, and leadership practices. The survey 
should require only approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete. A summary of the finding of the study 
will be available from the researcher upon completion. 

Please take a few minutes to complete the swey, fold it, and place it in the stamped, pre-addressed enve- 
lope enclosed. Please return your completed survey, u well as tk poetcard, by November 25,1998. 

If you have any questions, please contact the researcher at the following: 
U. S. Mail: Dana W. R Boden Phone: (402) 472-4412 

C. Y. Thompson Library 
East Campus Fax: (402) 472-7005 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
Lincoln, NE 68583-07 1 7 E-mail: danab@unll ib. unl.edu 

If you have questions regarding your rights as a research subject that have not been answered by the 
investigator, you may call the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Institutional Review Board at (402) 472- 
6965. Participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw at any time without any adverse effects. 

Remember, your input on this project is essential to the success of this study. Your participation is great- 
ly appreciated 

Sincerely, 

Dana W. R Boden, 
PhD. Candidate 

john W. Creswell, 
Professor 



Pursuant to federal guidchs. the following material is provided for the informed consent and protection 
of humau subjects: Subjects participating in (his research may exercise their option to voluntarily 
withdraw from participation at any time. Participation, or non-participation, will not in any way be held 
against you  The results of !his research will k kept confidential. The code number on the postcard is 
only to identify who has returned the survey, for possible followup mailing purposes. 
*****************************t******************************************************* 

Please mark the most appropriate answer with an "Xu. 

1. F d t y  member characteristics: 

a Your gender ( 1 ) Female (2) Male 

b. Your rank: ( 1) Instmaor, or comparable title 

(2) Assistant Professor7 or comparable title 

(3) Associate Professor, or comparable title 

(4) Professor7 or comparabie title 

c. Are you: ( 1 ) Tenured (2) Tenure track, but not-yet-tenured 

(3) Spcufic tnm appointment (4) Other 

d. Identify the area within libmy &ces in which you arc employed: 

(1) Public Snvices (2) Technical SCtYics 

(3) Split betwcco Public & Technical Scnrices (4) Other 

e. Years in the library profession: 

f. Years at presmt institution: (1) I - 3  Y= (214 - 5  Y-.- 

(5) 16 + ycars 

g Education completed: (1) M t S  (or cquivaIcnt) (2) MLS and sccond Mastas dcgrec 

(3) MLS and Ooctorate 

h. Please idcrmfj. your age range: (1) 2 1-29 years 

(3) 40 - 49 years (4) 50 - 59 ycars ( 5 )  60 or over 



i. Are you stationed in: ( 1) The main library (2) A h c h  libmy 

2, Institutional characteristics: 
a The institution you are employed at is a: (1) Camegie Research Universities I 

(2 )  Camegie Research Universities II 

b. Number of h i  faculty at your institution: (1) 25 - 39 (2) 40 - 49 

(3) 50 - 65 (4) 66 - 85 (S) over 85 

c. Number of faculty are in your department (excluding the Department Chair): (I) 1 - 5 

(2) 6 - 10 (3) 11-15 (4) 16 - 2 5  (5 )  Ovcr 25 

d. The library is organized into ( I )  Departments (2) Teams 

(3) Other (pleasc explain) 

3. Department Chair/kadlTeam Leader characteristics: 
a What best d c s c n i  thc chair of your department? 

( 1 ) Permanently appointed as chair 

(2) Specific tcnn appointment 

a) Length of tam? 

b) Rwwable appointment? Yes No - 
(3) Intcrim chair, until position is advertised and Wed 

b. Your department chair was: 

(1) Promoted from within the department 

(2) Romottd from within the libraries, but not this department 

(3) Hired from outside 

c. Gender o f  chair ( 1) Female (2) Male 

d Number of years as cbair. ( 1) 1 - 2 years (2) 3 - 5 Y m  

(3) 6 - 10 yklrs (4) 11 - 15 years ( 5 )  Over 15 ycars 

c. Is your chair (1) -r'amfed - (2) Tenure track, but not-yet-tend 

(3) Specific tcnn aqpohtment (4) --, 



f Chair's education c 0 r n p 1 ~  (1) MLS (or equivalent) 

(2) MLS and sccond Masters degree (3) MLS and Doctorate 

(4) 0th ( 5 )  Unknown 

g. Chair's rank: ( 1) Instructor, or comparable title 

(2) Assis?ant R o f w r ,  or comparable title 

(3) Associate Profasor, or comparable title 

(4) Professor, or cornparable title 

h. Chair's location: ( I )  Stationed in the same, or adjoining, building as I 

(2) Stationed in a diffkrcnt building than I 

(3) Stationed on a d i E i  campus than I 

For the pwpoa o f  this study, "faculty development" refers to activities. programs, and procedures 
which assist faculty in gaining knowledge, W g .  skills, attitudes, and insights that improve their ability 
to bc more cffcctivt in ail fimctions of their professional lives. 

Listed below arc methods which may bc used to enhance faculty devdopment. Please read each 
mahod In the blank on ttre right write a number from 1 to 5 reflecting the current kvel of use of this 
method by tbe chair of your department. Use the following five point scale: 

1 -Not at all used 2 - Sbhdy Usd 3 -Moderrtely U d  
4 -U& R w r l y  5 -U& Constratty 

I .  Keep faculty informed o f  opportunities to participate in professional activities. 1.- 

2. Mainrain an "open door policy* so faculty can speak with ha/him at any time. 2.- 

3. Monitor faculty progress toward tcnure and promotion. * -- 

4. Provide ongoing feedback to f d t y  regarding regarding heir professional 4.- 
p c r f o m c t .  

5.  Act as an intermediary for the f d t y  with the dean's office and higher . . 
nrfmlntstrahon. 

6. Provide resources to support pofeSsonal activities of hruhy (funding, 6.- 
mei ,  release time, statr support ctc.) 

7. Encourage participation in professional peer groups at the local, state, regional, 7.- 
national level (committees, confacaccs, publishing, research UC-) 



1-NotrtaUuscd 2-WghdyUsed 3 -Madcrrbcly Uscd 
4 -W Reg~l8rt)- S - U d  C 0 ~ t 8 ~ t t y  

8. Provide positive dmccment for good p a f i c e  and axomplirbments. 

9. Publicize f d t y  accomplishments to administrators, fellow f w t  and peer groups. 

10. Lead by example -provide a role model. 

1 1. Delegate responsibility for projects to faculty to provide growth througb 
propssivciy more respousiile activities. 

12. Assist faculty in getting involved in professional organizations and activities by 
name dropping, nominadpg, recommending, etc. 

13. Share advice* wisdom, experience, and expertise. 

14. Communicate the professional exqxctations of the orpimion (department, 
unit, institution). 

IS. Provide reiease time for other professional endeavors. 

16. Emourage f d t y  collaboration. 

17. Assin f d t y  m setting realistic, professional goals. 

18. Refcr faculty to workshops, centers, or training courses for improving or providing 
nrppon for, their capability for growth and development. 

29. Show a personal, individual interest in faculty mcmbds growth and devtlopmcnt 
aclivitics. 

20. Provide regular meetings for groups of f d t y  to discuss ways to enhance faculty 
groan6 and devclopmem 

21. Encourage f d t y  participation in campwwide activities and committees. 

22. Be a good listenerCT 

23. Foster a profeOSiollPL mosphere, open to ideas and innovation without fe~r of 
failureor- 

24. Act as ao advocate for rcsou~ces with the dean's office and higha adminimorion. 

25. Help Wty to identify an area of expertise. 

26. Spmd time with Wty informslly in social settings. 

27. Support in-house aStrdcvelopnmt activities ( i o n ,  m g ,  worlcchop~, 
presentations, etc.) 



JAMES M. KOUZEWBARRY Z, POSNER 
LEADERSHIP PRACI'XCES INVENTORY LPIl 

OBSERVER 

Name of Leader: Your De tmmnr  Chair/Head.Team Leoder . 

INSTRUCTIONS 
You are being asked by the leader whose m e  appean above to assess his or her leadership behaviors. 
On the next two pages are thirty statements desaibing various lcadcrship behaviors. Please read each 
statement carefidly. T b e ~  look at the rating scale and decide how/iequenily this ieuder engages in the 
behavior described. 

Here's the rating d e  that youll be using: 1 = Almost Never 6 = Sometimes 
2=Rarcty 7=FairiyOAen 
3 = Seldom 8 = Usually 
4 = Once in a While 9 = Vexy Freq- 
5 = occasionally 10 = Almost Always 

In selecting each response, please be realistic about the extent to which the leada octuali'y engages in the 
behavior. Do not answer in tams of how you would like to see this person behave or in terms of how you 
thinl; he or she should behave. Answer in tams of how the leader gpicully behaves-on most days, on 
most projects, and with most people. 

For each statement, decide on a rating and record it in the blank to the left of the statement. 

To what extent does this person typically engage in the following behaviors? Choose the number that best 
applies to each Statement and record it in the blank to ibe left of the statement. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Almost Rarely Seldom Once in Occasionally Somctimcs Fairly Usually Very Almost 
Never a While Often Frequentiy Always 

He or She: 

1.  Sedis out challenging opportunities that test his or her own skills and abilities. 

2. Talks about W e  trends that wilI influence how our work gets done. 

5 .  Develops coopmarive relatibaships among the people he or she work with. 

1. Sets a personal example of what he or she expects &om others. 

5. Raises people for a job well done. 

6. Challenges people to try out new and innovative approaches to their w o k  

7. Dcscribcs a compelling image of what our fuMc could k like. 

8. Actively listens to diverse points of vim. 

9. Spends thne and cncrgy on making certain that the people he or she works with adhere to the 
principles and standads that have been agreed OIL 



1 2 3 1 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Almost Rarely Seldom Oncein occasionally Sometimes F& Usually Very h o s t  
Never a While Often F v t b  MWVS 

He or She: 

- 10. Makes it a point to let people know about his or her confidence in their abilities. 

1 1. Searches outside the formal boundaries of his or her organization for innovative ways to 
improve what we do. 

12. Appeals to others to share an exciting &eam of the h e .  

13. Trestts others with dignity and respect. 

14. Follows through on the promises and commitments that he or she makes. 

15.Makes nae that people are creatively rewarded for their conmbutions to the success of pro-. 

16. Asks "What can we learn?" when things do not go as expected. 

17. Shows others how their long-term hema can be realized by enlisting in a common vision. 

18. Supports the daisions that people make on their own. 

19. is ckar about his or her philosophy of l d d p .  

20. Publicly rccogniza people who exemplify cummitment to shared values. 

2 1. Experiments and takes risks even when that is a chance of failure. 

- 22. Is contagiously enthusiastic and positive about ftture poosiilitin 

23. G i v e  people a great deal of h d o m  and choice in deciding how to do their work. 

24. Makes Eatain chat we set acbicveab1e goals, make concrete pl- and establish measurable 
milestones for the projects and programs that we work on. 

25. Finds ways to ceIcbrate accomplishments. 

26. Takes the initiative to overcome obstacIes cvea when outcomes arc unccdn- 

27. Speak with genuine convictim about the higha mcauing and purpose of our work. 

28. Ensures that people grow in meir jobs by l&g near s1611s aud developing themselves. 

29. Makes p o g ~  toward goals one step at a time. 

30. Gives thc mcmkrs of the team lots of  appreciation a d  support for their conai'bution~. 

Copyrigbe 8 1)97 K o r ~ r r  Paner htemathd, Inc AU righk resewed. 



Thank You for completing (his survey. Please fold it, put it in the stamped pre-addre& 
envelope provided, and place it in the mail. 

Remember to return the completed survey by November 25,1998. 
THANK YOU! 

Ple~re check h e n  if you would like to receive a copy of the summy of the findings of 
d r i s r m d y v m ~ o m p i n i a  



APPENDIX D 

Creswell's Category Codes and 

Preliminary Categorization of Faculty Development Activities (FDA) 

Using Those Codes 



Content Analysis Project 
168 

[Findings Categories] 

Codes, Categories, and Illustrations - Practices Chain Engage in 
in Assisting Faculty in Their Growth and Development 

00 1 Helping faculty develop and refine skills 
- in teaching (modeling, mentoring, critiquing teaching) - in research (modeling, help choose areas, create teams, specialities) 
- through staff development activities (in-house training, speakers, meetings, 

attend workshops) 

002 Helping faculty relate to the organizational environment 

- Advocate and promote the needs of faculty: externally, enhance faculty 
leadership (national visibility, professional associations, off campus 
networks) and internally, with individuals on campus, mediate for faculty 
with deans 

- the interpersonal environment (faculty to faculty, faculty to staff) 
- the departmental environment (atmosphere, openness, friendliness) 

003 Helping faculty in an administrative capacity 

003 1 - Evaluating faculty performance (related to the department and institution - 
set goals, prioritize g d s ;  related to the individual - goal planning, student 
evaluations, annual appraisals, feedback; related to faculty careers - 
promotion and tenure) 

0032 - Planning the long-range needs of the department: 
deprtmentaL/institutional planning - goal setting, evaluation, 
prioritization; individual planning (goal setting, evaluation) 

0033 - Schedule adjustments in assignments (released time workloads and 
assignments) 

0034 - Providing material and financial resources (hmds - travel, secretarial 
assistance, in-house, outside); equipment (laboratory, computers, 
materials) information (grants oppodty  flyers, journals) 

004 Relating to faculty penonally 

- listening to faculty using good interpersonal skills (letting them ventilate) 
- keeping faculty informed - social i n d o n  - giving faculty positive reinforcement, praise and achowledgement 
- using humor 



169 
Preliminary categoription of Faculty Development Activities (FDA) 

using Creswell's Category Coda 
001 Helping faculty develop and refme skills 

10. Lead by example -provide a role model. 
13. S h e  advice, wisdom, experience, and expertise. 
18. Refer faculty to workshops, centers, or training courses for improving, or 
providing support for, their capability for growth and development. 
25. Help faculty to identifj. an area of expmise. 
27. Support in-house staff development activities (instruction, training, 
workshops, presentations, etc.) 

002 Helping faculty relate to the organizational environment 
5. Act as an intermediary for the faculty with the dean's office and higher 
administration. 
7. Encourage pmcipation in professional peer groups at the local, state, regional, 
national level (committees, conferences, publishing, research, etc.) 
9. Publicize faculty accomplishments to administrators, fellow faculty, and peer 
Qroups- 
12. Assist Faculty in getting involved in professional organiations and activities 
by name-dropping, nominating, recommending, etc. 
16. Encourage faculty collaboration. 
20. Provide regular meetings for groups of faculty to discuss ways to enhance 
faculty growth and development. 
2 1. Encourage faculty panicipetion in campus-wide activities and committees. 
23. Foster a professional atmosphere, open to ideas and innovation without fear 
of failure or punishment. 
24. Act as an advocate for resources with the dean's office and higher 
administration. 

O(U Helping faculty in an adminbtrative capacity 
3. Monitor faculty progress toward tenure and promotion. 
4. Provide ongoing feedback to faculty regarding their professional performance. 
6. Provide resources to support professional activities of faculty (hding, t~iivel, 
release time, staff support, etc.) 
1 1. Delegate responsibility for projects to faculty to provide gowth throw 
progressively more responsible activities. 
14. Communicate the professional expectations of the organization (department, 
unit, institution). 
I 5.  Provide release time for other professional endeavors. 
17. Assist faculty in setting rdistic, professional goals. 

004 ReIating to fhculty penonruy 
1. Keep faculty informed of opportunities to panicipate in professional activities. 
2. Maintain an "open door policyw so faculty can speak with herhim at any time. 
8. Provide positive reinforcement for good pedormance and accomplishments. 
19. Show a persomi, individual in- in faculty memkts growth and 
development activities. 
22. Be a good listener. 
26. Spend time with faculty informally in social settings. 
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Statements fiom the 

Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer (LPIO) 

Grouped by h e  Five Leadenhip Practices 
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Challeagiag the Proecar 
1. Seeks out challenging opportunities that test his or her own skills and abilities. 
6. Challenges people to try out new and innovative approaches to their work. 
11. Searches outside the formal boundaries of his or her organization for innovative ways 

to improve what we do. 
16. Asks "What can we learn?" when things do not go as expected 
21. Experiments and takes risks even when there is a chance of failure. 
26. Takes the initiative to overcome obstacles even when outcomes are uncertain. 

Inspiring a Shared Viion 
2. Talks about W e  trends that will influence how our work gets done. 
7. Descni  a compelling image of what our W e  could be like. 
12. Appeals to others to share an exciting dream of the future. 
17. Shows others bow their long-term interests can be realized by en l idg  in a common 

vision. 
22. Is contagiously enthusiastic and positive about future possibilities. 
27. Speaks with genuine conviction about the higher meaning and purpose of our work. 

Enabling Others to Act 
3. Develops cooperative relationships among the people he or she works with. 
8. Actively listens to diverse points of view. 
13. Treats others with dignity and respect 
18. Supports the decisions that people make on their own. 
23. Gives people a great deal of k d o m  and choice in deciding how to do their work 
28. Ensures that people grow in their jobs by learning new skills and developing 

themselves. 

Modeling the Way 
4. Sets a personal example of what he or she expects &om others. 
9. Spends time and energy on making certain that the people he or she works with adhere 

to the principles and standards that have been agreed on. 
11. Follows through on the promises and commitments that he or she makes. 
19. Is clear about his or her philosophy of leadership. 
24. Makes certain that we set achieveable goals, make concrete plans, and establish 

measurable milestones for the projects and programs that we work on. 
29. Makes progress toward goals one step at a time. 

Enmuraging the Heart 
5. Raises people for a job well done. 
10. Makes it a point to la people know about his or her confidence in their abilities. 
15.Makes sure that people are creatively rewarded for their contniutions to the success of 

projects. 
20. Publicly recognizes people who exemplify commitment to shared values. 
25. Fhds ways to celebrate accomplishments. 
30. Gives the members of the team lots of appreciation and support for their 

contributions. 
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Request to Dean or Director for 

Lia of Non-administrative Library Faculty 

and Show of Support for Research Swey  



University of 
Nebraska 
Lincoln 

O l f i i  of the huaf Libraries 
The University Libraries 

P.O. Box 88041 0 
Lincoln, NE 68588-0410 

(402) 472-2526 
FAX (402) 472-5181 

September 25,1998 

Dear <Title> <Surname>: 

A research project is being undertaken to mdy university library faculty perceptions of 
department chair leadership practices and role in professional development . The popu- 
lation for this study is non-administrative library faculty at research universities in the 
United States. The sample h i m e  for this study will be the qualifying non-administrative 
library faculty of the member institutions of the Big Twelve Plus Library Consortium. 

Your assistance is needed to identify those faculty at your institution that meet the criteria 
for the sample frame. Non-adrninistative faculty excludes Deans or Directors; Assistant 
or Associate Deans or Directors; or Department or Division Heads or Chain. 
Please forward a list of the names of oon-administrative library facutty at your 
institution meeting these criteria, along with their campus mailing address by 
October 9,1998. The information can be transmitted to me by whichever method is most 
convenient for you and your W. 

First class mail 
Dana W. R Boden - Fax: (102) 472-7005 
C. Y. Thompson Library 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln - E-mail: Aanab@unllib.unl.edu 
Lincoln, NE 68583-07 1 7 

Upon completion, a sumnary of the findings of the study will be available, upon request, 
fiom the researcher- 

The information you provide is essential to the success of this stue and is greatly 
appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact the researcher by e-mail or by 
telephone at (402) 47234 12. 

Sincerely, 

Dana W. R Boden, 
Ph.D. Candidate 

Joan R Giesecke, 
Dean of Libraries 

Univanity of Fkbmka-UWn University at Nebnska Msdicrl Csnter Univsmity of Nebraska at Omehs University ot Nsb- at Keamay 



University of 
Nebraska 
Lincoln 

1 74 
Wke of the Dean of Libraries 

The University Libraries 
P.O. Box 88041 0 

Lincoln, NE 685M-0410 
(402) 472-2526 

FAX (402) 472-5 1 81 

November 13,1998 

<Name> 
-Title> 
<Institution> 
<Campus addrese 
<City>, <State Qip code  

Dear \Title> <Surname>: 

Thank you for your recent assistance in identifying those facult); at your institution that 
meet the criteria for the sample frame for a research project to study university library 
faculty perceptions of the department chair's leadership practices and role in professional 
development As you h o w  the sample frame for this study is the non-administrative 
library faculty of the member institutions of the Big Twelve Plus Library Consortium. 

The survey is now being distributed to a sample of those faculty. Library faculty at your 
institution are included. Again, a show of you support for this research is requested. 
Please encourage your faculty that may be included in the survey to take a few minutes to 
complete and r e m  the survey by November 25, 1998. 

If you have any questions, please contact the researcher at the following: 
Dana W. R. Boden 
C. Y. Thompson Library 
East Campus 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
Lincoln, NE 68583-0717 

Phone: (401) 4 7 2 4  12 Fax: (102) 472-7005 
E-mail: danab@unllib.unl.edu 

Upon completion, a summary of the findings of the study will be available, upon request, 
from the researcher. 

The information your faculty will provide is essential to the success ofthis study. Your 
demonstration of support is gealy appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Dana W. R Wen, 
PhD. Candidate 

Joan R Giesecke, 
Dean of Libraries 

UnMnnY of N ~ ~ b - U m I n  University of FkbnJsa MadW Center University of Nebraska at Omaha Univeruly of Nebraska at Keamey 
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Factor Loadings for the 

Faculty Development Activities Insaument 



Factor Loading for tbe Faculty Development Activities Instrument 
Using a F o r d  Four-Factor Rotationa 

Item #s grouped 
bv Creswell's categoriesb 
Helping faculty develop and Factor Factor Factor Factor 
refine skills 
18 
13 
10 
25 
27 

Helping faculty relate to the organizational environment 
23 .a2285 -19813 
20 -22886 .743% 
21 .35534 .64551 
12 29256 -64266 
24 .62711 ,30463 
7 ,08120 .60600 
5 36178 -2 1875 
9 A8888 -44978 
16 .48033 -39396 

Helping faculty in an administrative capacity 

' Boldfhe indicates &or loadings of .4S or higher- 
b ~ ~ ~ .  
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Factor Lmdings for the Faculty Development AetivitM Instrument 

Using a Forced TweFactor Rotation8 

Item #s grouped 
bv Creswell's categoriesb 
Helping faculty develop and 
refine skills 
13 
18 
10 
25 
27 

Factor Factor 
1 9 

Helping faculty relate to the organizational environment 
23 ,855 -228 
7 170 .7% 
24 .689 ,437 
12 .347 ,687 
2 1 .394 ,647 
20 -217 366 
9 ,550 ,554 
16 ,511 .448 
5 ,456 ,494 

Helping faculty in as administrative capacity 
6 .230 ,653 
11 ,624 374 
17 .622 ,468 
14 352 ,525 
4 ,346 
3 .28 1 ,457 
IS -352 .398 

Relating to faculty personally 
22 ,836 1 83 
1 153 ,758 
8 ,719 -30 1 
9 - ,685 136 
19 ,671 ,483 
26 ,524 -1  89 

' Boldf;rr indicates fiactor loadings of -45 or higher. 
b S e e A p p ~ ~ .  
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Factor Loadings for the Faculty Development Activities Instrument 

Using a Forced SiogleFactor Rotation' 

Item #s grouped 
by Creswell's categoriesb Factor 
Helping faculty develop and refine skills 1 . 
10 -81 1 
25 .793 
13 .792 
18 .743 
27 603 

Helping faculty relate to the organizational environment 
24 .805 
23 ,789 
9 .779 
2 1 .725 
I2 .717 
16 ,679 
5 ,669 
7 658 
20 .540 

Helping faculty in an administrative capacity 
17 .775 
14 -76 1 
11 -714 
6 ,608 
4 ,606 
15 .528 
3 -515 

Relating to faculty personally 
19 .822 
7 3  -- -744 
8 .736 
1 -62 1 
7 .60 1 

Cronbach's alpha = -9581 

' AU -or loadings were .5 or higher. 
See Appendix D. 
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Fador Lording for the Leadership Practices Iaveato ry - Observer 

Using r Forced Thr~Factor Rotationa 

Item #s grouped by Practiceb 
Cbalkngiag Factor 
the Process 1 
I T  ,7816 
6 ,7211 
1 .mi1 
21 .ti639 
26 ,6053 
16 ,5973 

Factor 
CI 

Factor 
3 

-2953 
-3 142 
-6730 
3773 
a s s 0 0  
3393 

Inspiring a Shared Vision 
12 3727 .I893 ,1313 
7 ,8605 ,1355 ,2452 
17 ,7526 -3 130 -2596 
3 - ,7330 1267 -3797 
22 .7256 2979 -3115 
27 ,6258 ,2796 .40 19 

Enabling Others to Act 
23 .I650 ,8542 .0082 
18 -2988 ,7706 2568 
13 .I630 ,6920 ,4927 
8 -3890 .6219 .45SS 
28 ,6116 ,4288 .4207 
3 3937 ,5717 ,4888 

Modeling the Way 
14 ,1719 -4961 .7226 
4 -3389 .3584 ,7216 
9 ,4665 -1979 .5999 
19 .!%a ,1759 ,5360 
24 -3964 ,4773 S586 
29 -4012 ,4854 ,5557 

Encouraging the Heart 
20 .6727 .3988 -3066 
15 .6713 .3836 .3811 
10 6503 .4SSS .2956 
25 -6070 -4088 -2908 
30 ,6168 5638 .3529 
5 3866 3563 -26% 

' Boldfice indicates factor loadings of -45 or higher. 
See Appendix E. 
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Factor Laaddings for the Leadership Practices laveittory - Observer 

Using r F o r d  FivoFactor Rotation8 

Item i ls grouped by Practiceb 
C ballenging Factor 
the Process 1 
1 1  .72 1 
6 .674 
21 .625 
1 ,530 
26 .4% 
16 .414 

Factor Factor Factor Factor 
2 3 4 5 

-333 197 203 218 
-308 .36 1 212 -239 
-329 -306 -383 .083 
-153 -024 .663 186 
-390 .25 1 .450 373 
-52 1 233 2 3 3  279 

Inspiring a Shared Vision 
7 .838 ,269 154 ,141 -2 13 
12 .798 -36 1 170 -029 186 
7 - .782 . 13 1 194 .300 205 
22 .607 ,464 239 -284 125 
17 372 ,509 .205 .096 .342 
27 307 -356 2 1 1  -202 -43 7 

Enabling Others to Act 
23 131 188 ,862 .040 ,087 
18 267 .-.- 773 ,778 184 192 
13 129 -219 ,685 .458 202 
8 -336 -- 762 .607 ,339 .325 
3 ,360 .265 371 ,450 . I98 
28 .497 ,352 367 198 .482 

Modeling tbe Way 
9 ,333 ,275 ,101 .26 1 .726 
4 -309 -230 -346 .666 .29 1 
24 -289 -266 .410 -273 .629 
14 .022 -388 ,385 ,622 ,390 
29 255 -347 .387 -290 .602 
19 - 516 .278 - 155 A56 .272 

Encouragimg the Heart 
25 ,354 ,743 ,211 .23 I 203 
20 .408 .670 .223 1 8 5  -304 
30 -363 .665 .399 -24 1 .302 
15 .424 .641 -220 2 5 5  ,330 
5 -371 .623 -423 .242 ,137 
10 ,459 329 342 149 -332 

' Boldfh indicltcs factor loadings of .45 or higher- 
See Appendix E. 



Factor Ladings for the Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer 
Using a Forced TweFactor Rotati011~ 

Item #s grouped by Practiceb 
ChaUengimg Factor 1 Factor 2 
the Process fTransformationa1~ ITmsactional) 
11 413 ,278 
6 ,748 ,424 
21 ,715 .405 
26 .713 ,513 
1 ,668 280 
16 .630 ,516 

Inspiring a S h a d  Viaion 
7 ,881 
12 ,858 
2 07% 
17 .768 
22 ,757 
27 ,687 

Enabling Others to Act 
13 235 
18 .295 
23 .093 
8 ,449 
3 ,465 
28 ,667 

Modeling the Way 
14 -322 ,765 
19 ,675 .372 
29 .497 ,664 
24 ,494 .6S8 
4 ,493 ,633 
9 .S% .427 

Enmuraging the Heart 
15 ,717 A77 
20 ,697 .455 
10 ,668 ,So4 
25 .667 ,458 
30 .643 ,626 
5 392 St 

' B o k k e  indiates hcor loadings of .449 or higher 
b s e e ~ ~ .  



Factor Lording for the Lcrdership Pnctias Inventory - Ohcrver 
Iising a Forced SinglcFactor Rotation8 

Item #s grouped by Practiceb 
C halleaging Factor 
the Process 1 
26 .877 
6 ,848 
16 314 
21 .811 
11 -807 
1 .695 

Inspiring a S h a d  Vision 
17 319 
22 .818 
7 -801 
27 ,784 
12 -778 
2 .774 

Enabling Others to Act 
28 .857 
8 .8 14 
3 .807 
18 .72 1 
13 .705 
23 .542 

Modeling the Way 
29 ,804 
24 ,798 
4 -781 
19 -759 
14 -73 1 
9 -73 1 

Encouraging the Heart 
30 .893 
15 357 
10 -836 
20 .828 
5 -826 
25 -807 Cronbach's alpha = -9794 
ppppp 

a All b o r  loadings were .54 or higher. 
b ~ A f p d k ~ .  
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