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ABSTRACT

Conducting a worthwhile assessment of the performance of senior leaders such a
university presidents poses unique challenges for public institutions of higher educati
One of the most difficult issues is determining tbhatentandformat of the assessment
instrument. Due to the breadth and complexity of the job, the list of potentialectitati
could serve as content for the assessment instrument is almost limitlesggTo the
format, there are also many options with respect to the arrangement cfabenasnt
instrument or plan for its administration. Based on a review of literatuthiostudy,
there does not appear to be a comprehensive approach for developing the content and
format of a president assessment instrument that provides sufficientlitelaix
validity evidence for the ratings derived from such an instrument.

In order to fill an apparent gap in research on university president asseskisent, t
study proposes a model for determining the content and format of an assessment

instrument — the Assessment Instrument Development Approach (AIDA). T Al

Vi



model incorporates a mixed-methods research design aimed at identifyocuntést and
format of an assessment instrument that will produce reliable and validresult
Addressing the questiof\What approach can UNM and other public universities use to
develop an effective performance assessment instrument for their presidargs2tdy
critiques the initial AIDA model and suggests a revised model based on studydinding
Addressing the questiof\Vhat is the preferred content and format for a president
performance assessment instrumerttd study proposed an initial framework for the
relationships among variables derived from pertinent theory and concepisipegtia
university president assessment. Considering the study results, a revisaddria was
developed along with example hypotheses that should be tested in future resgaitch to
additional insights into performance assessment for university presidents.

Since two earlier studies on president effectiveness indicators obtainedcfeedba
from presidents and boards of trustees, the faculty of two research univerdities
southwest were chosen as the target population for this study in order to obtain the
perspectives of the third body that participates in shared governance.ativeatitita
was collected through 15 individual interviews, 2 focus group interviews, a pilot survey
and a final survey. Quantitative data was collected through the pilot surveyaind fi
survey. StudentVoice™ administered the web-based pilot survey for the Ugiwérsit
New Mexico (UNM) faculty and final survey for both the UNM and New MexitaieS
University (NMSU) faculty. There were 106 faculty members who volunteered t
complete the pilot survey and 280 faculty members who completed the final survey.

The AIDA model was an effective tool for identifying the content and format of a

president assessment instrument based on the perspective of faculty members who

vii



participated in the study. Incorporating a mixed-methods design, the AIDA mode
enabled the researcher to analyze the data from different perspectves@entify
complementary and conflicting findings. While the application of the AIDA modsl wa
time consuming because it included qualitative and quantitative data collection and
analysis, it proved to be useful in integrating and condensing a large amountaridiata
in making the results understandable.

Addressing the question of the preferred content of a president assessment
instrument, over 200 potential assessment criteria were identified retatragts and
behaviors of a president and performance outcomes at the university level. These
candidate criteria were prioritized based on the outcome of surveys and inseo¥iew
university faculty. Exploratory factor analysis was used to identify osieray
constructs to which these criteria related and to provide insight into a methodical
approach to reduce the number of items in an assessment instrument to thoseitbat are
most relevant. The constructs identified in this study that relate to universsigent
performance werstrategic leadership, consideration, continuous improvement,
university mission support, interpersonal competence, stewardship, academic quality,
and responsibility.

Addressing the question of format, participating faculty members bélibat a
president assessment instrument should be a formalized tool that is administered
according to written policies and procedures. Study results showed that faenibens
preferred annual 360-degree assessments involving multiple constituents and

stakeholders that focus on president development and improvement. Faculty also
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identified external factors that should be considered in performing an assetsme
includes qualitative and quantitative assessment criteria.

The results of this study reveal there are many candidate criteria arat$dor
assessing performance. What appears to be lacking in literature and icepsaati
means to identify the best criteria and formats that will produce relialie, aad useful
results for the assessment of university presidents. The methods and fdetiogsed
in this study provide additional insight into the “means” for developing an assassm
instrument and the “ends” which are fair, equitable, and productive assessments of

university president performance.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Introduction to the Chapter

Performing a fair and meaningful assessment of an individual’s performance
poses a challenge to organizations because there are many factors tHfatttrea
reliability, validity, and utility of the ratings, or scores, from theeasment. Conducting
a high-quality assessment of chief executive officers (CEOS), subk psesident of a
university, has unigue challenges because it is difficult to identify theiaricemclude
in the assessment instrument for such a complex job. This dissertation preseets-a m
methods study of university president performance assessment. The focustofithis
on the approach to developing the content and format of an assessment instrument that
will provide reliable and valid results. The first chapter of this paper psegent
following: 1) background to the study, 2) problem statement and problem
characterization, 3) purpose and justification of the study, 4) theoreticabaoeptual
framework, 5) research questions and hypotheses, 6) overview of methodology,
7) assumptions and limitations, and 8) organization of the dissertation.

Background to the Study

Authors in the field of higher education point out that approaches to assessing
success in universities are underdeveloped, unclear, and imprecise (Alfred, 2006} and t
poorly-conceived president assessment approaches can lead to negative coesequenc
(Michael, Schwartz, & Balraj, 2001). Davis and Davis (1999) contend that president
assessments can make a difference if they are well definedn“faimms of expectations

from often divergent constituent groups, and focus on maximizing the ability of the



president to improve the institution” (p. 119). Other education experts assert that
successful models for governance of universities must place attitudes, aaldies
expectations of stakeholders at center stage (Gayle, Tewarie, & White, 20@3e
opinions suggest that universities can improve future performance by havingnaagigste
president assessment system in which appropriate stakeholders are invdieed in t
process.

Although there is a wealth of anecdotal information and expert opinion on the
characteristics of successful university presidents, as well agaand instruments
various universities use to evaluate presidents, there appears to be limitezhresdhe
subject. In 1985-1986, Fisher and Tack (Fisher, Tack, & Wheeler, 1988) administered a
survey of 485 administrators of 28 private foundations, 35 scholars of higher education,
and more than 400 randomly selected presidents of two- and four-year, public and private
institutions. The researchers in this study conducted quantitative analysis and found tha
more effective presidents “were found to: be less collegial and more distambrée
inclined to rely on respect than affiliation; be more inclined to take risks; be mor
committed to an ideal or vision rather than the institution; believe more strongly in t
concept of merit pay; be more thoughtful than spontaneous; work longer hours, and be
more supportive of organizational flexibility than rigidity” (p. viii). In th@00 time
frame, Kent State University conducted a study involving over 600 trustees froen high
education institutions in Ohio to obtain opinions on indicators of president effectiveness
(Michael, Schwartz, & Balraj, 2001). The researchers in this study provided gtreatit

evidence that maintaining good relationships with stakeholders were the bestorsdi



of president success, which appears to be somewhat contradictory of the Fishakand Ta
survey results.

The Fisher and Tack pilot survey had a relatively large sample size. piloeir
survey included 109 items that were reduced to 40 items in the final survey after
performing frequency and factor analysis. The target population for the@yswas
relatively broad as it included administrators, presidents, and scholars. Whdlenthe
State University survey involved a relatively large number of trustees o) ®hppears
to have addressed a relatively small set of assessment criteyidgitems in the survey)
and only one stakeholder group (members of the board of trustees) (Michael,tschwar
& Balraj, 2001). A preliminary investigation of president assessment ingttarfiem
representative institutions revealed significant differences in the numbetypes of
assessment criteria compared to the survey conducted by Fisher and Tacksamnkethe
conducted by Michael, Schwartz, and Balraj. Additionally, there was no evidence of
survey research involved a third group that participates in the shared governance of
higher education institutions — the faculty.

Information is available on the subject of university president assessment;
however, there appears to be limited, anecdotal data on indicators of president and
institutional success at universities. This is consistent with Fisher, lddk/aeeler
(1988) and Kerr’s (1984) observations that most information on presidents relates to the
roles, functions, and relationships that should exist between them and the board of
trustees. Former university presidents such as James Duderstadt (Dudevgtadack,
2003) and Frank Rhodes (2001) wrote informative books that include insightful

perspectives on leadership qualities and university success indicators. @trgasiz



conduct periodic surveys on university and president performance that sercelbnex
sources of information that can be used to develop assessment systems in ayuniversi
For exampleThe Chronicle of Higher Educatiddune, 2007published the highlights of

a recent survey titled, “The American College President.” The Americandd of
Education (ACE) conducted this survey during 2006. The full survey report (Center for
Policy Analysis, 2007) provided a more in-depth view of American college presidential
demographics, roles and responsibilities, and task priorities. Each of thess siffers
information that can be used to develop performance assessment criteria, lulda does
actually recommend specific criteria.

Additional studies on presidential assessment have been conducted by various
individuals and organizations. The most prominent studies appear to be those conducted
by the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges JAG&§am &

Weary, 2000; Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998). The publications that stemmed from these
studies contain valuable information that universities and colleges can use to@miple
effective assessment systems for their presidents. The most comprehenstati@ubl

found on presidential assessment is the dissertation manusssgssing the

Performance of Academic Presidentstten by Merrill Schwartz (1998). Schwartz is
currently the Director of Special Projects for AGB.

Two of the questions Schwartz posed in her dissertation were, “What does it mean
to be an effective leader or exemplary president?” and, “How would one ratecAme
college and university presidents?” (p. 265). Schwartz went on to say that much more is
known “about procedures by which academic presidents are evaluated, but there is no

agreed-upon yardstick by which we can measure their excellence” (p. 265) dBase



these observations and comments, Schwartz suggested that, “more complex dafinitions
effective leadership and measures of those qualities are needed” (p. 266artSs
implication is that an approach for developing these definitions and measuoksng.la
Problem Statement

A comprehensive approach is not available that universities can use to daeelop t
content and format of a president assessment instrument that provides suffidemte
of the reliability and validity of the ratings or scores derived from thisunsgnt.

Example of the Problem

The University of New Mexico (UNM) Board of Regents, hereafter refeto as
theBoardin this chapter, is responsible for the governance of this major research
university UNM Board of Regents’ Policy Many&004). In this capacity, the Board
appoints the president who serves as the CEO and has the vested responsibility for the
operation and management of the university. The Board’s policy manual outlines the
responsibilities of the president and requires that the president report annubéystate
of the university. While one section of the policy manual provides guidelines on the
appointment of the president, there is no specific mention of presidential assessm
TheUniversity Business Policies and Procedures MarfUEhe Red Book”) (University
of New Mexico, 2002) contains detailed sections on performance review, remognit
and career development; however, these sections do not apply to the president.

Based on informal interviews in 2006 with a past UNM president and a past UNM
faculty senate president, the university did not have a formal assessment fonottess
president at that time. According to these two sources, UNM presidents hpaeedra

list of goals and objectives on an annual basis and have provided a written statement t



the Board describing their achievements with regard to these goals and abjective
According to one of these interviewees, the Office of the President was contgsale
new assessment instrument for senior administrators similar to the oneibethfpr
deans of the various colleges at UNM.

In August 2007, the Board issued fRRegents’ Goals and Evaluation Criteria for
the President of the University of New Mexitimiversity of New Mexico, 2007b)This
document, now referred to as tReesident’s Work Plan for FY 1@@niversity of New
Mexico, 2009), contains major goals agreed upon by the Board and the president.
However, this document does not contain detailed individual performance criteaaghat
frequently used by public universities to evaluate their presidents. Inste&iffitieeof
the President developed a document tikeg Dashboard Indicators of Progress Toward
UNM Presidential Work Plan AY 2007-20(@Iniversity of New Mexico, 2008)This
dashboard contains “stoplights” for quarterly reports of progress towardiacheach
“milestone/benchmark” contained in the Regents’ goals and evaluationecdte&tuiment.

In addition, the goals and evaluation criteria document states that the uyiversi
will track a “core set of high-level measures of performance excelliem UNM that
will serve as the University’s ‘ledger system’ for evaluating and comacating
performance on an ongoing basis” (University of New Mexico, 2007b, p. 2).
Furthermore, the document states, “The ledger should also serve to align aec®rm
standards and accountabilities of individual colleges with those of the overathsyste
(p- 2). On examination, it appears this ledger contains many of theactitaty.S. News
and World Reporf2008) uses for annual rankings of higher education institutions such

as student selectivity (e.g., college entrance examination score gyé&agky resources



(e.q., percentage of full time faculty), graduation rate, retention rate,reamtial
resources.

Using major goals of a university as indicators of president performaises ra
guestions about reliability and validity. There are external factorsdhaftect the
achievement of university goals aside from the president. For example, uncblgrolla
factors such as the cultural, economic, and political environment of the university may
affect high-level outcomes. It is possible that these external factalic significantly
moderate the effects of having a president who displays leadership and managgtae
and behaviors that well exceed stakeholder expectations, while the overaltesess
university success fall short of stakeholder expectations.

Another issue of having assessment criteria that only includes university
performance outcomes is the loss of the opportunity of using other measures that produce
more reliable and valid ratings and more useful feedback to the president, his or her
constituents in shared governance, and other university stakeholders. Research of
performance instruments of several public universities reveals that theitlgnts are
evaluated on a broad range of criteria that can be tied directly to the présiohmhide
knowledge, skills, and abilities related to leadership, management, marketing, aad publ
relations.

According to a recent article in tAdbuquerque Journatewspaper, the president
of the Board of UNM confirmed that the university president’s annual aseassvas
based on goals and milestones established last year (Salazar, 2009). [Eheention
to say that the president of the Board stated the latest evaluation of themress

conducted by the Regents (“we did it the way we’ve always done it”) and that ittg fac



and staff were not involved in the evaluation process (p. C2). Not having other
constituents who are involved in shared governance (i.e., faculty, deans, department
chairs, and the president) and other key stakeholders (e.g., staff and studests}gito
additional questions as to the reliability and validity of the ratings shecBadard is a
relatively small group.
Purpose and Justification of the Study

The purpose of this research is to define an approach that can be used by UNM
and other universities to develop the content and format of an effective president
performance instrument. Since there is substantial evidence that the oafcome
presidential assessment can be of great benefit to the president, it ieihfaat
universities have an effective approach for developing a useful assessstremiént. In
support of this research, the boards of regents and offices of the presideot $tate
university systems in the southwest United States (US) and five additional publ
universities in the western US were contacted to learn more about their preside
assessment systems. While preliminary research reveals therifeaendes between
the state systems and individual public university systems, each appears to have
assessment systems for the presidents that include written policieslyresce
assessment criteria, and/or assessment instruments. The results fisiodihisill
identify an approach for developing the content and format of an assessmentenstr
to conduct effective performance assessments for public university presidiargstudy
will apply this approach to define candidate criteria to include in an assessment
instrument. The analysis and recommendations from this study will take iotan&cc

relevant theories and counter-theories; the expectations of key stakeajrolges; the



strategy, goals, and objectives of universities; and the characteristic$oofnaace
assessment systems used at representative public universities.
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

The theoretical and conceptual framework (Thorndike, 2005) for this study
includes both internal and external models that define the overarching areaestint
assessment of university president performance. This framework wasddesive
research on assessing senior leaders in various types of organizations including
universities. The internal model consists of the constructs associated sittepte
performance assessment and their underlying dimensions. The internal oncdlls| f
study includes the following constructs (example dimensions are in parernthEses)
learning factors (traits/behaviors), 2) leadership factors (traits/lmeby 3) management
factors (traits/behaviors), 4) followership factors (traits/behaviorgtggnization
factors (traits/behaviors), 6) performance assessment factora(foinexternal factors
(attribution, culture, etc.), and 8) organization-level performance outcomes (student
guality, student success, etc). The external model defines the expeatiedsklps
between the constructs of the internal model. Figure 1 shows the prelimirearnaéxt
model that illustrates the relationship between the various elements ofetimaimhodel
that will be refined during this study. Since this study incorporated an explorator
research design, this model was refined over the course of the study. Chapter 5 of this
document contains a description of the final model derived from qualitative and

guantitative analysis conducted in support of this study.
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Figure 1. Preliminary Theoretical and Conceptual Framewor k

Research Questions

1. What approach can UNM and other public universities use to develop an

Research Questions and Hypotheses

effective performance assessment instrument for their presidents?

2. What is the preferred content and format for a president performance

assessment instrument?

Hypotheses

This study incorporated exploratory research methodology to identify anedfecti

approach for developing performance assessment instruments as weltastent and

10




format of those instruments. Since there were many unanswered questions gohg into t
study about the appropriate content of an assessment instrument, an exploraaoch res
design was necessary to consolidate the large number of items (Nunnallpsteler
1994) that could serve as measures for assessing the performance of university
presidents. Among the main products resulting from this exploratory research a
proposed hypotheses on the relative importance of various criteria that can belinclude
performance assessment instruments for university presidents. Chafptieis5 o
document lists these hypotheses and proposes follow-up tests of these hypotheses.
Overview of Methodology

Research Design and Methods

This study consisted of a survey research design and applied mixed-methods
(quantitative and qualitative) research using a combination of exploratory and
triangulation techniques as described by Creswell (as cited in Fraenkall&n, 2006).
Quantitative data analysis involved descriptive statistics and inferstatadtics. The
purpose of quantitative data analysis was to identify the nature and magnitude of the
relationships between variables. Qualitative data analysis involvediciioident
technique (CIT) (Flanagan, 1954) and grounded theory (Glaser & Straussgas cite
Charmaz, 2006). CIT was used for the focus group and individual interviews to identify
the positive and negative traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes of university
presidents. A streamlined grounded theory approach was used to identify the conceptual
and theoretical constructs and dimensions that provided the basis for the items included

in the survey, which provided data for the quantitative analysis.
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Levels of Measurement

To analyze the relationships, the variables associated with presidential
performance factors (i.e., learning, leadership, management, orgamizaliowership,
performance assessment, and performance outcomes) were treateghdsmlegariables
(DVs). Demographic factors including age, gender, race/ethnicity, faceltyber
status, teaching experience, and university were treated as independéityaNGs).
The DVs were treated as interval (continuous) variables and the 1Vs eatedtas
nominal (categorical) variables.
Target Population

The target population for this study was the faculty at UNM and New Mexico
State University (NMSU). The reason faculty were chosen for this oésisamultifold.
First, according to the American College President Survey conducted in 2@y
(Center for Policy Analysis, 2007), the 2,148 college and university presidents who
participated in the survey cumulatively ranked faculty as their constitukatpresented
them the greatest challenge (p. 37). Second, this survey also revealed that the
participating presidents cumulatively ranked faculty issues as one opttentdgems that
occupy the most significant amount of their time (p. 38). The third reason for choosing
faculty is their relatively long tenure that has given many membespih@&tunity to
serve under multiple presidents so they have a basis for comparison. The foorthseas
that previous survey research available on president effectiveness cistiesiavolved
only members of boards of trustees/regents, presidents, administrators,naieda li
number of higher education scholars. Finally, the American Association of sityver

Professors (AAUP) (2006) calls upon faculty members to have a primary volee in t
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periodic review of academic administrator performance. Giving the famulty
opportunity to participate in this study allows them to provide valuable input on the
content and format of an assessment instrument.
Sampling Plan

This study included a cross-sectional survey (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) with a
census of the UNM and NMSU faculty. The sample frame (Dillman, 2007) is the UNM
and NMSU faculty who subscribe to the all faculty list serves at each imgstitutihe
desired sample size)(was 420 based on having 10 subjects per variable for principal
components analysis (PCA) (Nunnally, 1978). Based on the results of the pilot survey
and the final survey, this desired sample size was sufficient for performiltiyariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) based on the specified variables, efie;pswer, and
confidence level (Cohen, 1988). The survey instrument was available in web-based
format and in paper format as a backup. Student Yi&908) administered the web-
based survey. To mitigate the risks of nonresponse, DillnTailsred Desigrapproach
(2007) was applied that involved multiple follow-up contacts with the survey subjects.

Benefits of the Study

Conducting this study will have several potential benefits to UNM and other
universities. First, key constituent/stakeholder groups at UNM and NMSU were involved
in the study, which increases the likelihood of their acceptance and ongoing use at the
universities. Second, this research examined the assessment process througir afnumb
philosophical lenses to include postpositivism, constructivism, and pragmatisnmgy usi
multiple research designs and multiple research methods. Looking at the issue of

assessment from a number of perspectives increases the probability thad treespuwill
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meet the needs of the stakeholders. Another implication of this research e treestuits
will be transferable to the assessment systems of other senior leadBifgl @ind other
universities to include the provosts, vice presidents, college deans, and department heads
Having an integrated and coherent assessment system for senior ¢eatterscrease
the chances of advancing common goals, objectives, and processes to the benefit of the
university and the community. Finally, this study will add information to a knowledge
base that universities can use to conduct fair and meaningful assessmeats that c
contribute to individual and institutional success.
Assumptions and Limitations

Assumptions

One of the fundamental assumptions of this research was that access would be
given to UNM and NMSU faculty members for the cross-sectional survey. Another
assumption was that the UNM and NMSU Offices of Institutional Research would
provide demographic data of the faculty to include percentages of members bgwgyge g
gender, race/ethnicity, status as a faculty member (e.g., full-timidjrpe, assistant
professor, associate professor, professor, instructional faculty, vigitotyyf, clinician
educator, temporary faculty, and years of experience at UNM and NM&tinal
assumption was that the response rate for the individual and focus group intervi@ws, pil
survey, and final survey would be sufficient to perform desired qualitative and
guantitative analyses as part of a mixed-methods research approach. Bask of t

assumptions was met for this study.
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Limitations

This research did not capture data from other individuals and groups that share in
the governance of the university (i.e., the president and members of the boaraisf rege
and stakeholders who have an interest in the university such as the 26,000-plus students
at UNM main and branch campuses (University of New Mexico, 2010) and 34,000-plus
students at the NMSU main and branch campuses (New Mexico State Unia&88y. (
This factor limits the generalizability of findings to faculty membddentifying
assessment criteria that other constituents, stakeholders, and univeesatege to be
important would require an additional investment. A series of follow-up, longitudinal
studies could mitigate reliability and validity risks and could provide usefultdaédine
the assessment instrument for future consideration by UNM and other uregersit
Another limitation is that the cross-sectional survey was self-admiusteo there is no
way to guarantee that the actual participant is the desired participasgitelxbese
limitations, this study provides valuable information on an approach that can be& applie
to develop a useful performance assessment instrument for university psealdagt
with suggested content and format of that instrument.

Definitions

See Appendix A for definitions of terms that are relevant to this dissertation.

Organization of Dissertation
This dissertation contains four additional chapters in addition to this introductory
chapter:
Chapter Two: Literature Review. This chapter provides highlights oftlitera

that are pertinent to performance assessment of university presidentshapter
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provides a foundation for the theoretical, conceptual, and methodological approaches for
this study including optional research designs, methodology, and methods. It also
describes candidate criteria and optional formats for performance aseegstruments.
Chapter Three: Methodology. This chapter elaborates on the methodology and
design for the mixed-methods design used for this research. It includestigeadital
guantitative research methods, procedures for checking the tenability of th@tsssm
for statistical tests, and techniques establishing the reliability ardityalf data
collected during this research.
Chapter Four: Results. This chapter provides the findings derived from
gualitative and quantitative data analysis based on the research questiopathddes.
The results of individual interviews, focus group interviews, the pilot survey, and fina
survey are presented in this chapter.
Chapter Five: Discussion, Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations. This
chapter includes a discussion of the implications of the findings from thisaleseat of
the conclusions in terms of how this research relates to the previous body of knowledge
on university president performance assessment. Any limitations thdtawe affected
the results of this research or the application of these results in the futadelegssed in
this chapter. Finally, this chapter contains recommendations on the use of thsstudy
on areas that require further investigation to expand the knowledge base in university

president assessment.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter highlights the literature that is relevant to this study of individua
performance assessment with a focus on developing an assessment instranuseful
format that incorporates reliable and valid criteria for a university prasidgeveral
theories and concepts provide a basis for developing assessment instrumentajofhe m
sections in this chapter are as follows: 1) introduction, 2) theories and concepts,
3) external factors, 4) assessment instrument development, 5) content and format of
assessment instruments, 6) university considerations, 7) methodology, ressigch de
and methods, 8) evaluation of previous research, and 9) justification for current study.

Research Question 1: What approach can UNM and other public universities use to develop
an effective performance assessment instrument for their presidents?

4
7 8
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Research Question 2: What is the preferred content and format

for a president performance instrument?

Figure 2. Structure of Literature Review

Figure 2 illustrates the structure of the sections in this literaturenreBections 2 and 3

address the preliminary theoretical and conceptual framework for theisttatjuced in

Chapter 1 (see Figure 1). As illustrated in Figure 1, Section 4 and Sectioushetg
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address Research Question 1 and Section 5 exclusively addresses msestich 2.
Each of the other sections (1, 2, 3, 6, 8, and 9) addresses aspects of both research
guestions.
Introduction

Background

As a component of human resource development (HRD), individual performance
assessment is a widespread practice in all types of organizations. Agdordisurvey
by Locher and Teal (1988), over 90 percent of organizations conduct performance
appraisals. A 2004 survey by Armstrong and Baron (as cited in Armstrong, 2009)
showed that 87 percent of public and private organizations operate a formal peréormanc
management process that includes individual performance appraisals. [Bimsanrvey
by the College and University Personnel Association (CUPA) (as citethimaBiz,
1998) indicated that over 80 percent of colleges and universities evaluate thdergsesi
Of the presidents who responded to a survey by Schwartz (1998), over 80 percent
indicated that their assessments occurred on an annual basis. In the most recent
American College President Study (2007) conducted by the American Council on
Education (ACE) Center for Policy Analysis (2007), over 45 percent of the president
reported that performance expectations, including the frequency of perfernesens,
were agreed-upon conditions of employment.

Despite its apparent popularity and implied importance, performance asgéssm
may be one of the least understood organizational practices and is sometmeeks vie
with skepticism in terms of its contribution to individual and institutional perfoc@an

Bernardin and Beatty (1984) believe that performance assessment is loaenoist
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neglected areas in all of HRD. Other authors suggest that designing erderm
assessment systems has been left to “experts in the back room” in the gdashéi
Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1989). Key factors that detract from the perteivactual
value of performance assessment include: 1) unclear performance antrizeffective
rating instrument, 2) poor relationship between the rater and ratee, 3) latdr of ra
information on ratee performance, 4) lack of ongoing performance feedback,

5) ineffective linking of assessment to reward, 6) lack of motivation or skills quatte
of the ratee, and 7) lack of focus on management development and improvement
(Longnecker, 1997). Longnecker and others (Coens & Jenkins, 2000; Ingram & Weatry,
2000; Nason, 1997) warn of the negative consequences associated with managerial
appraisals.

Based on its widespread use and the strong endorsement it receives by many
authors, individual performance assessment is a key component of HRD and cam serve t
improve the performance of individuals and organizations (Armstrong, 2009; Berk, 1986;
Ingram & Weary, 2000; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Lecky-Thompson, 1999; Miller, R., &
Miller, P., 2000; Nason, 1997; Pettijohn, R., Parker, Pettijohn, P., & Kent, 2001,
Sanaghan, Goldstein, & Gavel, 2008; Schwartz, 2001). Literature also suggests that
assessing performance using appropriate criteria can increasdub®iperformance
assessment in organizations (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Latham & Wé&X¥6y};
Longnecker, 1997; Michael, Schwartz, & Balraj, 2001; Pettijohn, R., Parker, Pettijohn,
P., & Kent, 2001; Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998; Sokol & Oresick, 1986). However,
lllgen and Favero (1985) believe that researchers have been lax in mappingathe soc

constructs related to individual performance to the assessment itselixafgle, there
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are interaction effects between external factors and individual behthabisan affect
performance outcomes.

Longnecker’s (1997) survey of 120 seasoned managers from five large U.S.
organizations found that the number one cause of ineffective managerial assessment
unclear performance criteria and an ineffective rating instrument. N&30#)(reports
that university president assessments are sometimes undertaken withcagneeonent
on the criteria, and this has led to “unhappiness and bitterness” on the part of presidents
and trustees (p. 36). Nason also suggests that the lack of predetermineditaiteria
reflect the expectations from different constituencies can invalidgteraicisms of the
president. This chapter reviews pertinent literature that relates to theuctsyfom
which the assessment criteria can be derived to produce reliable, valid, and thystwor
ratings of university presidents.

Assessment Definitions

Scriven (1980) identifies several widely used terms that are synonymous with
assessment including “evaluation, appraisal, critique, and review” (p. 2)la®mthere
are many definitions of performance assessment because it can be tpgiiterent
objects such as individuals, groups of individuals, programs, sets of programs, products,
product lines, services, and organizations (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001; Scriven, 2007).
The focus on this study is assessment of an individual performance — that of a yniversit
president.

Individual performance testing or assessment can be defined by job content
domain, such as measuring the knowledge, skills, and abilities of an individual

(American Educational Research Association, American Psychology AssocEa
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National Council on Measurement in Education, 2004). This study concentrates on
measuring knowledge, skills, and abilities in terms of traits, behaviors, godpence
outcomes associated with presidents of public universities. Additionally, individua
performance assessment can be defined by its purpose or use such as individual
development, compensation decisions, employment continuation decisions, and/or
organizational development (Armstrong, 2009; Bruns, 1992; Davis, W. E, & Dauvis, D.
R., 1999; Ingram & Weary, 2000; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Lecky-Thomson, 1999;
Nason, 1997; Pettijohn, R., Parker, Pettijohn, P., & Kent, 2001; Schwartz, 2001). This
study identifies criteria that can be applied to each of these areas wthsses
performance of a university president (sometime referred to as a dbgneb is
considered the chief executive officer (CEO) of a public university.

Performance assessment can also be defined in terms of its degree afyformal
and frequency (Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998). According to Nason (1997), a formal
performance assessment includes terms, conditions, expectations, 8ygiesoasses,
and clearly articulated criteria for the assessment. The chastacseof a formal
assessment that Nason describes are sometime referred to as policiesedha @s.
Nason also notes that president performance assessments are normattyegeofoan
annual basis; however, other authors such as Ingram and Weary (2000) discuss the option
of conducting more in-depth assessments on a five to ten year basis for varioueurpos
such as confirming or adjusting longer-term institutional goals and priorities
History

There is evidence that measurement of individual achievement has been taking

place for centuries (Armstrong, 2009; Thorndike, 2005). As another form of
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measurement, individual performance assessment has been conducted ia foneric
well over 100 years (Grote, 2002). The foundation of individual performance assessment
was built on psychological measurement that had its beginnings in the late 1800s
(Thorndike, 2005). The industrial age that took hold in the United States in the
nineteenth century brought attention to measuring worker performance tsecrea
product output. Frederick Taylor’s scientific management efforts ara greelit for
promoting the use of performance appraisals by companies (Grote, 2002).

During the twentieth century, pressures associated with business campediti
to increased emphasis on HRD as a mechanism to improve the quality and idyketa
of products and services. Formal performance assessment on an annual basistbecam
norm for employees (Grote, 2002). Legislation during the 1960s and 1970s associated
with equal employment opportunity (EEO) and federal employment influenced the
formalization of performance assessment (Nathan & Cascio, 1986).

From a legal perspective, performance assessment has been used as ievidence
cases involving employee discrimination and termination (Latham & Wexley) 1994
many instances. While there may be no local and state laws that sggafiiceiess
performance assessment, companies typically use formal assesgstemnts to support
HRD and to provide a basis for employment decisions that may be contested by
employees. Since performance assessment can be considered a formfodra gest
legal standpoint (Nathan & Cascio, 1986), various authors recommend that organizations
refer to theStandards for Educational and Psychological Testimgtten by the

American Educational Research Association (AERA), American Psychkalogi
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Association (APA), and National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) (2004),
to ensure the reliability and validity of assessment results.

While most organizations continue to use formal assessment processes and
instruments (Grote, 2002), there appears to be concerns about its effectimeness i
improving individual or organizational performance (Armstrong, 2009; Coens & Jenkins,
2002). Typically, an individual's supervisor is the only rater, so the feedback to the
employee is limited to only one person’s perspective. In addition, there aral $eases
that can influence the rater, resulting in errors such as halo effect, kera¢mibution,
and lack of current, first-hand knowledge of the ratee’s performance (Amgs009;
Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Borman, 1986; Coens & Jenkins, 2000; Grote, 2002; Latham
& Wexley, 1994). To mitigate these errors, some organizations incorporatagrami
part of their assessment processes (Armstrong, 2009; Latham & WeSddy, 1
Mohrman, Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1989). Other organizations are incorporalfing se
assessment and multiple rater reviews for a more integrated approactrOign2009;
Bernardin & Beatty, 1984).

Some authors suggest that formal assessments be replaced, or at leasedygment
with coaching and mentoring to avoid the negative effects of formal assesbatent
include dissidence, disenfranchisement, and demoralization (Armstrong, 2009; Coens &
Jenkins, 2000). Coens and Jenkins recommend that assessment should be focused on
groups and teams as basic operating units to make them more accountable agdte miti
the negative aspects of individual performance assessment. Many babediffitult, if
not impossible, to tie individual performance to organizational performance békatese

are so many confounding factors (Armstrong, 2009; lligen & Favero, 1985).
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Armstrong’s Handbook of Performance Managen{2@09) contains a comprehensive
description of the concerns various authors have expressed about individual performance
assessment. Despite the potential negative effects of individual perfermssessment,
an argument can be made that formal assessment, if done properly, can help individuals
and organizations be more successful (Armstrong, 2009; Bernardin & Beatty, 1984;
Davis, W. E, & Davis, D. R., 1999; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Mohrman, Resnick-West,
& Lawler, 1989; Pettijohn, R., Parker, Pettijohn, P., & Kent, 2001; Schwartz, 2001).
Theories and Concepts

Research has shown there are several theories and concepts that relate to
performance assessment including learning, leadership, managemengrfsiigw
organization, and the format of performance assessment itself. With resgachiod,
long-standing theories such as behaviorism, cognitivism, humanism, social Hrebry,
constructivism have demonstrated ties to performance assessment. Res@gohre
indicates that situational, contingency, attribution, charismatic, trangformah servant,
strategic, and integral leadership theories are relevant for asses$rsembr executives.
This section provides a short description of these theories/concepts and examples of
performance assessment criteria derived from them.

Many authors suggest that the differences between leadership and management
are that leadership focuseswhat to doand management focusestamw to do it
(Kotter, 1998; Zaleznik, 1998). Other authors such as Drucker (2008) and Cooke and
Tate (2005) believe that good managers have good leadership qualitiesudiwiit
address some of the classical functions of management including planning, organizing

directing, staffing, and controlling (Kerzner, 2006). Since the presidentsépahother
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senior leader (i.e., the president of the board of regents or trustees) in the Gogeiza
structure and others report to the president, it is important for him or her to be a good
follower as well as a good leader. Accordingly, this study examines tioeiyva
dimensions of followership as defined by Chaleff (2003) and Kellerman (2008).
Organization theory comes into play in performance assessment (Wexleya%3%él)
the theory associated with assessment itself. The paragraphs that faltwibelgarious
theories that may serve as a basis for determining the criteria to incladeséful
assessment of a public university president.

In addition to the theories that can be used to identify appropriate performance
assessment criteria, counter-theories suggest that outcomes at an oogahizael
(e.g., achievement of university goals and objectives) are influenced byextanyal
factors (Armstrong, 2009; Iligen & Favero, 1985) that are potentially beyorabttieol
of the president. For example, the number of years of experience of a faculbgmem
(external factor) may influence his or her perception of the importancedbiegmt’s
knowledge of new technologies (trait) or the level of funding the universityesctar
research (performance outcome). The following paragraphs in this secwibeddhe
more contemporary theories and counter-theories that can be applied to developing an
effective performance assessment instrument for university presidemtg; Us
Armstrong’s (2009) terms of reference, the counter-theories would be refeasd t
contextual factorer environmental factorghat “strongly influence the content of
performance management procedures, guidelines, and documentation and thesprocesse

that make it work” (p. 259). This study refers to the counter-theoriest@asal factors
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Learning

In examining learning theories, behaviorism is associated with providiagan
stimulus (such as monetary reward) to motivate a desired response (suphca®d
performance) (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). Incorporating behaviorisryhéhe
performance assessment instrument may include criteria that ekploreell the
president provides positive reinforcement to individuals who perform well.

The learning theory of cognitivism relates to information processing and
knowledge development (Driscoll, 2000). For example, knowledge and intellect are
cognitive traits that may be included as performance criteria in thes ass®s
instrument. Having the ability to retrieve and apply knowledge to new problamns is
example of a cognitive behavior (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005). Another aspect
of cognitivism is applied when models or constructs are used to structure a body of
knowledge (Driscoll, 2000) such as defining the categories of performanced¢htdr
should be included in the assessment instrument. Including assessmentluaiteria t
address sharing information among executive team members relates toth®the
shared cognition (Cannon-Bowers & Salas, 2001). Shared cognition can also be
leveraged when the assessment instrument is co-developed and implementedtés; the ra
ratee, and other appropriate stakeholders so everyone has a common understanding of the
performance criteria. Situated cognition (Driscoll, 2000) can be assesseiiuoyng
criteria associated with how well an individual adapts to changes. Tiss@mess
instrument can also leverage the theory of situated cognition (Driscoll, 2000) wehen th
assessment criteria are developed in the context of external factors, suelpalgical

and cultural aspects of the environment that can affect performance outcomes.
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Humanist theory and social theory (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999) can seeve as
underpinning to performance assessment in terms of motivating the ratee to achieve
various levels in Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and maintaining healthyoredhips with
others, respectively. The ability of an individual to provide a learner-centered
environment in their organization is an example of assessment criteriaddeonethe
theory of humanism. From the standpoint of social theory, the ability of the ratee to
interact effectively in the social environment, internal and external to theinagan,
may be a key rating factor. Goleman (2006) refers to the ability to nmahgalthy
interpersonal relationships ascial intelligence.

Examples of rating factors derived from constructivism theory (Merriam &
Caffarella, 1999; Mezirow & Associates, 2000) are the ratee’s effectivenessating
opportunities for experiential learning and meaning-making to resolve prqlitems
innovate, and to foster continuous improvement within the organization. Using a bottom-
up, inductive reasoning approach such as critical incident technique (CIT) (Flanaga
1954) and grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006) to develop the constructs and hypotheses
that apply to a domain of knowledge such as assessment is another practical@pplicati
of constructivism.

Leadership

In general terms, Kotter (1990) defines leadership as a process assodiated wi
establishing direction, aligning people, motivating people, and inspiring people. He
believes that a leader establishes direction by developing a vision andydivateg
producing change to achieve that vision. Alignment of people is achieved when they

understand the vision and they become committed to its achievement. Through
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motivation and inspiration, the leader “keeps people moving in the right directionedespit
major political, bureaucratic, and resource barriers to change by ajpedtasic and
often untapped needs, values, and emotions” (p. 5). Kaiser, Hogan, and Craig (2008)
define leadership in terms of three fundamental qualities: 1) having thg &bili

influence individuals’ willing contribution to the good of the group, 2) having the ability
to coordinate and guide a group to achieve its goals, and 3) having the ability to focus
group performance toward the achievement of organizational goals with due
consideration of competition for scarce resources. The various leadershipstteatr
follow build on Kotter’s (1988) and Kaiser, Hogan, and Craig’s (2008) definitions of
leadership and provide a basis for additional criteria that can serve asfabassessing
the performance of university presidents.

Trait, situational, contingency, attribution, charismatic, transformationagser
strategic, and integral leadership are among the more contemporaryshieatrimay be
applicable to the assessment of university presidents. A significant amaaséafch
has been conducted on leadership trait theories in an attempt to identify normative
personal characteristics of leaders (Armstrong, 2009; Bass, 1990; HoganrgRy,&

Horgan, J, 1994). Much of the evidence pertaining to trait theory was obtained though 52
factorial studies conducted between 1945 and 1970 (Bass, 1990). Since that time, several
personality psychologists have endorsed a “big five model of personality stfuctur

(Hogan, R., Curphy, & Horgan, J, 1994; Moberg, 1999) that includes reliable

characteristics of leaders: 1) extroversion, 2) agreeableness, 3) conasieeds,
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4) neuroticism, and 5) openness. Each of these five personality factors with the
appropriate degree of elaboration could serve as useful criteria in anpsante
assessment.

Bass (2008) contends that integrity is at the core of character and ethical
leadership. He cites studies that showed a relationship between integrityg and t
personality traits of extroversion, agreeableness, and contentiousnessassotledir
virtues such as authenticity, honesty, and truthfulness. Gruder (2008) reinforses Bas
perspective on the importance of integrity and suggests that integrity eetiaten
individual: 1) exhibits self-responsibility, 2) uses power fully, compassionatety
wisely, and 3) maintains alignment between his or her intentions and actions. Gruder
proposes that “integrity is the wholeness that comes when we are fully autsentic a
individuals, compassionate and effective co-creators with others, and sefdats
collective highest goals” (p. 41).

While the traits or behaviors associated with virtues, such as integrity, are
potential criteria for assessing university presidents, they are \alaga;lso it may be
difficult to provide objective and quantifiable feedback on performance in these areas
(Armstrong, 2009). One way to make these types of assessment critexiabjextive is
to operationalize them. For example, Bass (2008) defines authenticity irsleader
1) being true to themselves and others, 2) doing what they say they will do, 3) accepting
responsibility for their personal and organizational actions, 4) accepting t&efdia
others, and 5) learning from mistakes. Gruder (2008) defines integrity as 1hgdberi
an ethical code, 2) being unimpaired and sound, 3) being whole and complete, 4) doing

unto others as you would have them do unto you, and 5) saying what you mean and doing
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what you say. Including specific examples of behaviors, such as those tasksadia
authenticity, in an assessment instrument should increase the relialallsglathty of
performance assessment ratings.

Kotter (1988) provides the following list of personal attributes for effective
leadership in senior management jobs in complex business settings: 1) broad knowledge
of the organization (key players, culture, history, and systems) and of the industry
(market, competition, products, and technologies), 2) broad set of relationships in the
organization and in the industry, 3) excellent reputation and strong track record id a broa
set of activities, 4) keen mind (strong analytical capability, good judgnegrdcity to
think strategically and multidimensionally), 5) strong interpersonabkskulbrking
relationships quickly developed, empathy, ability to sell, and sensitivity to paog!
human nature), 6) high integrity (all individuals and groups are valued), and
7) motivation (high energy level and strong drive to lead, backed by self-cord)denc
While these attributes were defined by Kotter in a business context,appegr to be
applicable to senior leaders in all types of organizations, including universities

Situational leadership is based on the idea that a leader should tailor his or her
leadership style (Bass, 1990) to environmental factors such as the nature of tha proble
and the social, political, and cultural environment of the organization. Demonsthating t
ability to adapt leadership styles to different situations is an example s$essanent
criterion associated with situational leadership. Having the ability totguarss
effectively when faced with uncontrollable factors, such as the economy, is another
example of situational leadership. Being open to novel ideas and approaches gnd bein

adaptable to multiple demands, shifting priorities, and change are examples of what

30



Goleman (2000) refers to amotional intelligencéhat has applicability in the leadership
domain.

Contingency theory (Fiedler, 1967) is related to situational leadership, but it is
focused on either performing a task or on nurturing the relationships between individuals
who must perform assigned tasks. Being able to strike a balance betwag&oratd
tasks and attention to relationships between coworkers is an example of anctiitati
taps into the dimension of contingency theory. Having the ability to listen and empathize
with a coworker prior to making a decision are examples of social intellig&ateman,
2007) that can be applied to maintain a good balance between tasks and relationships.

Attribution theory (Green & Mitchell, 1979) posits that leaders tailor thelesty
based on what attributes their followers believe are appropriate for thearseto
possess given the situation. Referring to previous definitions, attribution ikeetgted
to situational and contingency theories. Applying attribution theory, viable penficen
assessment criteria may be the observed behavior of the leader actikiely &ssdback
from constituents and then applying this knowledge to improve his or her leadership
style.

The wordcharismacomes from the Greek word meaning “gifted” (Khurana,

2003). Charismatic leadership (Bass, 1990) relates to the set of traits and lsehavior

leaders exhibit that inspire and motivate other individuals to follow them. Deraiomgtr

the ability to motivate an executive staff to promote significant change irganination

is an example of an assessment criterion that is connected to charieagiship.
Transformational leadership (Bass, 1990; Northouse, 2007) incorporates aspects

of charismatic leadership with inspirational and intellectual stimulatiaveie and
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Kroth (2001) emphasize the importance of an individual having true passion as the key
element in transformation. In 1978, Mezirow introduced the concept of transformative
learning (Mezirow & Associates, 2000) that suggests individuals and organizations ¢
transform themselves through critical self-reflection and discourse egahém to

change outdated frames of reference for more useful decision making. rEmesg 6f
reference consist of assumptions, attitudes, and beliefs. Assessmeaatsuithras

creating an environment that encourages self-examination and stimulatdftiioug
discourse are related to transformational leadership and learning.

Cranton (2006) amplifies Mezirow’s thoughts on transformational learning. She
provides a list of the following characteristics of transformational adultaors: 1) has
accurate and complete information, 2) is free from coercion and distortguessdption,

3) has the ability to weigh evidence and assess arguments objectively, 4) is open to
alternative perspectives, 5) is capable of reflecting critically osuprositions and
consequences, 6) allows equal opportunity for individuals to participate, and 7)bkecapa
of accepting informed and objective consensus. Cranton’s list of criterialsoaseave

as a basis for presidential assessment.

Another form of leadership that is gaining popularity is referred to as servant
leadership (Greenleaf, 2002). Servant leadership shifts the focus from the fellowe
serving the leader, to the leader serving the followers through coachintgprimg, and
clearing obstacles that stand in the way of their followers (Blanchards&chedes,

2007). Serving as a coach or mentor to the members of the executive staff islateandi

assessment criterion that relates to servant leadership.
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There is a great deal of literature that stresses the importancategstithinking
and planning as the foundations to effective tactical execution in organizatifmesl (A
2006). Strategic leadership (Blanchard & Associates, 2007) includes idemtiyd
implementing a framework to guide the day-to-day operations of an organinathe
execution of programs. An example of an assessment criterion for strategrsiea is
providing a strategic framework that includes the vision, mission, values, goals, and
objectives of the organization.

Integral leadership (AGB, 2006) emphasizes the importance of leaders adopting a
total “systems view” in which all the various components of the leadershipaitaae
considered. Bringing together a variety of constituents and stakeholdevekopde
incorporate, and evaluate the strategic direction of an organization is asnesses
criterion associated with integral leadership. Literature indicat#SCEOS are being
held more accountable for successfully executing their strategesc{2ird &

Associates, 2007; Bossidy & Charan, 2002; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Lencioni, 2002).
The ability to apply a holistic approach to strategic planning that accounts for the
complexities of the institution and the perspectives of a broad range of conistand
stakeholders is an assessment criterion that can be used to assess a piatdealt
leadership skill.

Management

Some authors on leadership and management appear to use the two terms
synonymously, while others point out the distinctions between the two fields of study
(Drucker, 2008; Kotter, 1990; Kotter, 1998; Mintzberg, 1998; Zaleznik, 1998). One of

the popular arguments that distinguishes the two disciplines is “leadership msaftzia
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of the head; leadership is an affair of the heart” (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). Manauthor
believe that leadership is more related to the affective domain of leamdng\elves
people’s attitudes, assumptions, beliefs, values, and emotions while managemeat is mor
related to the cognitive domain that involves data processing, controlling, and thinking
logically. For example, Kotter (1990) contends that leadership is a prosestgated

with movement and change and that management is associated with consistency and
order. Kotter stresses that increasing change brought on by environmenotal dad
complexity due to size, scope, geographic dispersion, and technology requires
considerable leadership and management skill. While there is strong evidence that
leadership and management are at least complementary, if not overlapping and
synonymous in some authors’ minds, they are considered as separate contegts for
purpose of this study.

There are several relevant assessment criteria that can be dhiclae
assessment construct and are associated with the traditional managerctgotg of
planning, organizing, directing, staffing, and controlling (Kerzner, 2006). Examples of
assessment criteria that tap into the various dimensions of managemenfodoaa:

1) planning (develops comprehensive execution plans to implement strategy), 2)
organizing (logically arranges work assignments among staff membed#e&ing
(provides a clear sense of direction for the execution of tasks), 4) staftngitend
retains high caliber employees), and 5) controlling (monitors appropeastamance
measures to ensure accomplishment of organizational goals and objectivés). Kot

(1990) reinforces Kerzner's perspectives on management but adds budgeting (develops
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plans for achieving fiscal targets) and problem-solving (develops approadiessiive
deviations from intended results) to the list of primary management functions.
Followership

One of the emerging theories related to leadership is followership (C281@8;
Kellerman, 2008). Leadership and management research has focused on the traits and
behaviors that should contribute to or detract from the performance of individuals who
serve in the role of followers. From Chaleff and Kellerman’s perspsciea&dership
research has not placed emphasis on the characteristics of good followers and how
important they are to the success of their leaders, managers, and orgasniz&bme
argue that it is impossible to be a good leader without first being a good follower
(Kellerman, 2008). Furthermore, Kellerman states that everybody works febedyn—
even the CEO reports to the owner of the company or the board and he or she must have
good followership skills in order to be successful. While the research on follopvesshi
very limited compared to research on leadership and management, the literges s
this emerging theory is pertinent to performance assessment.

There are several assessment criteria that are relevant toragtessi
performance of an individual as a follower. Chaleff (2003) identifies five dimensf
followership in terms of having the courage to: 1) assume responsibility fordlveisms
and the organization, 2) serve the leader and the organization, 3) challenge behdviors a
policies with their sense of what is right, 4) participate in transformatidieing full
participants in the change process, and 5) take moral action when it is time tct@ke a
that is different than that of the leader’'s. Other examples of potentiatimesgsriteria

that relate to followership are: 1) displaying a willingness to reach carsensituations
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when there are conflicting viewpoints on priorities or appropriate actions tatake i
various situations, 2) demonstrating professional courtesy when dealing with
constituents, and 3) promoting the goals and values of the institution. It is intetesting
note that these followership factors are very similar, if not identical, tork@gddactors
identified previously in this literature review.
Organization and Performance Outcomes

Learning, leadership, management, and followership provide a robust theoretical
foundation for assessing knowledge, skills, and abilities in the form of traits and
behaviors of a university president. However, these theories do not address tkle desire
performance outcomes at an organizational level that relate to organizational
effectiveness. Various organization theories or models can fill this void bydprga
basis for additional criteria to include in an assessment instrument.

Hall (1991) summarizes five organization models that can be used to develop
assessment criteria. The population-ecology model is based on the ideaitaatyges
of organizations adapt their environment through experiences and lessons learned. An
assessment criterion derived from this model is having a knowledge managgstemt s
that is sensitized to processing pertinent knowledge from the environment for timely
decision making. The resource-dependence model is founded on the concept that no
organization can generate all the resources it needs, so it proactively aizsijisl
environment to obtain the necessary resources. Showing the ability to choose the
appropriate actions to obtain resources is a general criterion that couldghgtestused
in performance assessment. The rational-contingency model is based on & t@ic

organizations go through a process of setting logical goals and objectived vatdehe
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situations they face. Establishing realistic organizational goals andiobgeand
successfully attaining these goals and objectives are exampleenédhat relate to the
rational-contingency model.

The transactional-cost model incorporates the idea of cost-effective exafange
goods and services. This model appears to be related to the management functions of
planning, budgeting, and controlling previously described in this literature review.
Effective auditing and control systems incorporate Earned Value Manag@awiv)
processes to integrate cost, schedule, performance, and risk (Kerzner, 2006@iveEffec
resource management is another general criterion related to theticarsacost model
that can be incorporated into performance assessment.

The institutional model pertains to the organizational structure that sigples
of organizations adopt in order to remain productive and competitive. This structure can
be influenced by a number of external forces such as government regulatanstaral
expectations. Encouraging benchmarking to gain insight into the best pratsoedar
organizations is an example of a useful assessment criterion. Promoting tieseit-
directed, multidiscipline, high performance teams (Boynton & Fischer, 200&0kie t
complex problems is another potential criterion that can be applied to the asdesism
senior leadership.

In addition to these five organization models, Hall (1991) describes five
performance models that various researchers have developed to identifyaneasur
organization effectiveness. These models may also be used to develop organization
assessment criteria. Yuchtman, Ephraim, and Seashore (as cited in Hall, 1991fedonduc

factor analyses of data collected from 75 insurance companies over arr penyea and
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identified several performance factors that were relatively stabt&it period. Among
these factors were: 1) business volume, 2) market penetration, 3) business mix,
4) productivity of employees, 5) production costs, and 6) maintenance costs. They
referred to this model as tgstem-resource modekEtzioni (as cited in Hall, 1991)
proposed goal modelwhich is simply the degree to which an organization achieves its
goals. Theparticipant-satisfactiormodel (Hall, 1991) emphasizes the individual and
group perspectives on the quality of the organization itself. sbbil-functionmodel
(Hall, 1991) focuses on measuring an organization’s contribution to society.yFimall
recognition that organizational effectiveness is a multifaceted phenomealts (£991)
contradiction modethat proposes that maximizing performance effectives in one area
may compromise effectiveness in another area. For example, organizayphave
multiple and conflicting environmental constraints, goals, internal constifextésnal
constituents, and operating timeframes. The contradiction model suggests that
performance effectiveness is dependent on these multiple and conflictmg fact

These organization effectiveness models provide a basis for key performance
indicators (KPIs) (Kerzner, 2006). Armstrong (2009) defines KPIs assesuutcomes
that “are crucial to the achievement of high performance and provide the bastifay
objectives and measuring performance” (p. 233). Typical categories of €PIs a
timeliness, cost, quality, and customer satisfaction (Kerzner, 2006). Arm£2Q@0@)
goes on to say that a KPl measures something that is strategicallyanporthe
organization. This study uses the term “performance outcomes” instead dbKPis
sake of simplicity. A general criterion associated with timelinedslisering a product

or meeting a goal or objective according to a schedule. A common criteriontfes cos
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staying on budget for a project or program. Another important performancearite
how well a product meets predetermined specifications that include designtehatics
and functionality. Satisfaction can also be measured in terms of timeliosssard
performance and can be applied to customers internal to the organization &s tivefle
external to the organization.

While organization effectiveness models can be used to identify performance
outcomes, Scriven (2007) warns that the achievement of goals is not necéssdrdgt
measure of performance outcomes. Scriven contends there are sevenal d@esl-
achievement model of evaluation including: 1) goals may be set too high or too low,
2) goals may be irrelevant to the needs of those being served, 3) goals maydoversha
important side effects, and 4) goals may not be worth the expense in achieving them.
Instead of using goals as a basis for assessment criteria, Scriveststiggeactual
effects of a program or individual, and the cost of achieving those effects, sérstiea
measures of performance. Based on their research of 10 meta-studies ahilgader
measurements in past research, Kaiser, Hogan, and Craig (2008) condludeléha
organizational effectiveness depends on more than leadership, the data loteatiyad
leaders have a substantial influence on it. Accordingly, they believe that rtiResgeof
the measurement method, the unit of analysis for evaluating leadership efiessive
should be the performance of the group, team, or organization being led” (p. 107).
Performance Assessment

Compared to the previously mentioned theories and concepts, the literature
available on performance assessment is much more limited, especiallyifor se

executives in an organization. Most of the literature about performancenassess
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focused on the practical aspects of assessing employee performance. fDuanioidper
potential source, there is extensive literature on program evaluation dpaliable to
performance assessment of individuals. For example, assessment canebleagiaw

form of learning (Armstrong, 2009; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001). Authors suggest this
learning takes place through the application of a process that includesdaheniglsteps:

1) establishing performance criteria, 2) constructing standards to which the(elgec
person or product) under scrutiny should perform, 3) measuring performance and
comparing it to the standards, 4) synthesizing and integrating evidence, and 6pidgvel
recommendations (Fornier, 1995; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001; Scriven, 1995). This
assessment process parallels scientific method (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) whi
includes: 1) identifying a problem, 2) clarifying the problem, 3) colletirtg teat
addresses the problem, 4) analyzing the data, 5) drawing conclusions, and 6) making
recommendations. Lessons learned from systematic evaluation can be applied to a
number of high-interest areas in an organization to include decision making, personal
development, organizational development, and product improvement (Russ-Eft &
Preskill, 2001).

Russ-Eft & Preskill (2001) and Scriven (1993) provide descriptions of the three
types of evaluation developmental, formative, and summatifére purpose of
developmental evaluation is to define the requirements for a new program, system, or
process. For instance, if an organization does not have a performance assgssarant
a developmental evaluation could be performed to: 1) identify the requirements of the
new system, 2) implement the system, 3) monitor execution, and 3) modify the system

over time. A formative evaluation concentrates on assessing an ongoing paogkram
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identifying actions to improve the program (Scriven, 1993). As such, a formative
evaluation is a more focused and abbreviated process compared to a developmental
evaluation. The final type of evaluation is a summative evaluation. The purpose of the
summative evaluation is to determine the value or worth of a program, system, or
process. A summative evaluation usually results in a report that contains a final
judgment or decision (Scriven, 1993) such as continuation or termination of a program.
Scriven (1993) believes that the main reason for performing a summativatevais
accountability.

Organizations can apply many of the processes and tools proposed in this
document to conduct developmental, formative, or summative evaluations of systems and
processes. Applying program evaluation terminology to the performancs@msse of
an individual, an assessment of an employee appears to be more closely assiciated w
formative and summative evaluation rather than with developmental evaluation. The
evaluation concepts described for organizations provide a starting point for detgrmini
characteristics of a performance assessment for individuals.

There are a number of purposes of performance assessment in addition to
providing feedback, mentoring, coaching, and determining compensation changes
(Armstrong, 2009; Grote, 2002). Some of these purposes are: 1) making a decision to
retain or release an individual, 2) motivating superior performance, 3) setting and
measuring goals, 4) counseling poor performers, 5) determining individnahdgrand
development needs, 6) determining organizational training and development needs,

7) providing legal defensibility for personnel actions, and 8) improving overall

organizational performance. While this list is not exhaustive, it provides @ thexs
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organizations can use individual performance assessments for a number of réasons
important to determine the purpose early in the process because it has asignific
influence on other design characteristics of the assessment systestrGagn2009;
Grote, 2002).

Another characteristic that relates closely to purpose is the fregoéan
assessment. If the purpose of the assessment is to provide data for ntdisgoa on
a merit pay increase or bonus for an individual, one would expect the organization to
conduct a summative evaluation process on an annual basis (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001,
Sweeny & Manatt, 1986). If the purpose is to provide on-going feedback to an
individual, the organization should consider using a formative evaluation process (Russ-
Eft & Preskill, 2001; Sweeny & Manatt, 1986).

In addition to purpose and frequency, the degree of objectivity and formality are
additional characteristics of a performance assessment (BernaB#at&/, 1984;
Latham & Wexley, 1994, Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001). An assessment that contains
guantifiable criteria and standards tends to be more objective than one that contains
qualitative statements about performance. Formal assessmentderetigan that they
follow a specified set of policies and procedures and involve a standardized assessm
instrument (Armstrong, 2009; Latham & Wexley, 1994). The results of formal
assessments are sometimes made available to the public for the purpase atahdity
(Nason, 1997). On the other end of the spectrum, the practice of coaching and mentoring
is an example of an informal assessment (Armstrong, 2009; Latham & Wexley, 1994

Informal assessments are less systematic and do not necessaniyaioyl specific
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procedures or format. In some cases, informal assessments are hay-abalay
feedback process that involves a more private process involving the rater andehe rat

Before making a final decision on the preferred characteristics af@mpance
assessment, an organization should consider additional factors. Some of the more
important factors are the: 1) time and effort necessary to develop theacstandards,
and instrument for the assessment, 2) individuals who should participate in the
assessment process, 3) availability and use of results, 4) approach for moaitdring
revising the assessment program, and 5) commitment and involvement of top
management in the assessment program (Grote, 2002). Grote stresses tleasareass
program will not succeed without the visible support of top management, their active
participation in the process, and their demonstrated use of the results to make decisions
and to set direction.

External Factors

Several external factors can influence a performance assessrderft@si the
knowledge, skills, and abilities of the president. For the purposes of this study, the
external factors will be considered “exogenous variables” (Shadish, Cook, & Aampbe
2002, p. 507) in that they are not caused by other variables in the model. For studies
investigating causation, an external factor could be considered to be a “rapderat
variable” (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002, p. 509) if it changes the size and direction
of the relationship between a predictor variable such as a leadership trait ancbameout
variable such as the amount of funding the university receives for research.

Shadish, Cooke, and Campbell (2002) suggest that moderator variables are almost

alwaysconfoundedp. 451) with other variables, making it more difficult to determine
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the relationship between a predictor variable (independent variable) and ameutc
variable (dependent variable). An external faotediateqp. 509) the effect if it
neutralizes the relationship between the predictor variable and outcome vafiaisle
study does not attempt to establish causation between variables or theoéffects
moderator and mediator variables based on collected data.

However, this study does examine external factors that can potentiatiyaffe
bias performance assessment ratings to set the stage for furthechie¢bat could
investigate moderator and mediator variable effects. The externakfaaogenous
variables for this study are external factors that may be beyond the ptesidatrol
and that could affect his or her performance assessment. These extéonakfadd
have a positive or negative impact on the ratings the president could receive on a
performance assessment. Evaluators should consider these potentmbafifeases to
ensure an assessment is fair and equitable (Armstrong, 2009; Bernarditty Bed;
Coens & Jenkins, 2002; Grote, 2002; Latham & Wexley, 1994).

Follow-on research could benefit from the analysis of external factors as
moderator and mediator variables by investigating the causal relapidrethieen
president performance ratings and high-level outcomes such as the amount of funding the
university received for research. Trend analysis (Field, 2005; Fraenkelli@n)V2006)
could also be useful for determining how president performance ratingsmo®the
achievement of university goals and outcomes as a means for determining tpeiajgor
content and format of a reliable and valid president assessment instrumentctResear
the subject of executive leadership and performance assessment does notlsatggest

external factors can totallyegatethe influence that factors such as leadership and
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management have on performance outcomes. Research does suggest thatasttemal f
canimpactthe effects of leadership and management factors on performance outcomes
and these external factors should be taken into account when developing a performance
assessment instrument and evaluating assessment results.
Attribution

Many authors believe that organizations are so complex and external &aetors
so numerous and influential, that it is impossible to attribute organization perfi@man
outcomes to characteristics or attributes of an individual (Bernardin &/B&884;
Latham & Wexley, 1994). Overestimating the power that leaders have on atganiz
performance is an example of fundamental attribution error (Coens & Jenkins, 2000).

Culture

There is evidence that people from different cultures prefer certaindafpes
leaders (Gibson, 1995; Hall, 1991; Yeh, 1995; Northouse, 2007; Yu & Miller, 2005). For
example, some cultures expect leaders to be charismatic, value-baseipapaejceam-
oriented, and sensitive to people (Northouse, 2007). Other cultures may expect their
leaders to be more autonomous, self-protective, and goal-oriented (Northouse, 2007).
Demographics

Demographic factors such as age, gender, position within the organization, and
years of experience can affect the assessment criteria deeputhimh and the
perceptions of how well the leader performs his or her job (Hall, 1991; Michael,

Schwartz, & Balraj, 2001; Northouse, 2007).

45



Economics

Research provides evidence that the condition of global, national, state, and local
economies can affect performance outcomes (Hall, 1991) such as raising funds that c
be invested in organizational programs and infrastructure.
Followers

The characteristics and intentions of followers internal and external to the
organization can affect the perceived and actual performance of a leadexafmle,
followers who trust and respect their leaders will be supportive of the leadehn, aamc
improve organizational performance (Kellerman, 2008).
Organization

As described previously, Hall’'s (1991) contradiction model proposes there are
multiple competing or conflicting factors that may affect performanez®feness.
Examples of these organization factors are: 1) facing multiple and conflicting
environmental constraints, 2) having multiple and conflicting goals, 3) having raultipl
and conflicting internal and external constituencies, and 4) operating in muttiple a
conflicting timeframes. Due to these factors, performance outcomes mtgdiedaby
constraints that are beyond the control of an organization or individual. Similarly, an
organization or individual may take actions to improve performance in one ar@gjcaus
performance to regress in another area. The main implication of the cdidgradiodel
is that these factors need to be taken into account when conducting an assesseent si
they may affect individual performance ratings. Another implication isiphelind
conflicting factors should be considered when developing the content and format of a

performance assessment instrument for an individual.
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Politics

Performance ratings can be biased by political considerations (Hall, 1991). For
example, an individual’'s performance report can be affected by how weditésesr
viewpoint aligns with the parties in power such as the members of the compang's boa
elected officials, and appointed officials. Higher-ranking officials cam apply political
pressure to achieve their goals and objectives at the expense an individfatiagere
in areas that others believe are of higher priority.
Raters

There are a number of factors associated with raters that can biesuhe of a
performance assessment. Some of these factors are as follows: 1) kecaviddg
experience of the rater, 2) personal relationship between the rater an@y&eel of
training provided the rater on performance assessment, 4) motivation level déthe ra
and 5) perceptions the rater has on the qualities of a good leader. Additional factors that
can affect the reliability and validity of ratings are: 1) leniency erposeferity error,
3) central tendency error, 4) halo errors, 5) recency error, 6) fundam énmibailtian
error, and 7) self-serving bias (Borman, 1986; Coens & Jenkins, 2000; Latham &
Wexley, 1994; Weitzel, 1987).

While organizations/raters should consider these rater errors, LathanxieywVe
(1994) provide ways to mitigate their effects by using a high-quality sreses
instrument and by involving peers, subordinates, and outside experts (e.g., consultants),
as well as superiors, in the assessment process. Many authors refesdhmultiple
raters to include superiors, peers, and subordinate3G&-@egre@assessmenr 360-

degreefeedbackKArmstrong, 2009; Coens & Jenkins, 2002; Fain, 2006; Grote, 2002).
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The purpose of a 360-degree assessment is to increase reliability arg selah

supervisor assessments (the most common form of assessment) contain eger bias

(Latham & Wexley, 1994). Coens and Jenkins (2002) believe that while supervisors may

be well intended, they use lenses and biases that distort individual performance. Coens

and Jenkins contend that 360-degree assessment provides greater awareness of the

perceptions of more people who can offer critical and useful information. Involving

raters who have relatively close contact with the ratee and who have a goo

understanding of the ratee’s responsibilities reduces bias and incréiabdgyeand

validity (Latham & Wexley, 1994). Having multiple types of raters conteibtd

reliability and validity because it increases the number of independent judggment

(Latham & Wexley, 1994). Another key contributor to reducing bias and increasing

reliability and validity is ensuring the assessment is anonymous (L&h&lexley,

1994). The lack of anonymity can severely bias results because of the feabofioe.
Several authors recommend that an assessment process include selfeadsess

(Armstrong, 2009; Grote, 2002; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Nason, 1997). Self-assessment

allows the ratee to critically reflect on their performance and ideatéas of

improvement (Armstrong, 2009; Grote, 2002). It can also serve as a vehicle to promote

discussion with the raters to compare perspectives (Armstrong, 2009; Grote, 2002) and

resolve differences before determining the best courses of action for tlee fuaham

and Wexley (1994) stress that self-assessment promotes self-asgdteatecan lead to

appropriate adjustments in behavior to achieve goals.
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Assessment Instrument Development

Despite the vast amount of literature on the various theories associtted wi
leadership and management and the technical aspects of developing assessment
instruments, comprehensive approaches for determining the specific content ad forma
of senior executive performance assessment instruments are not reaithlyle. The
most abundant source of information on assessment of university presidents is the
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB)dingk Weary,
2000; Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998, 2001). While the AGB publishes documents with
example criteria and special considerations for assessing senioslsaders university
presidents, it does not publish detailed information on how to develop the content and
format of a performance assessment instrument.

Some literature describes systematic processes for developingenzerte
assessment system; however, this literature does not provide specifiostipseloping
the assessment instrument itself. For example, Bernardin (1986) definekothang
steps of &iagnostic Model of Appraisal System Developmg&nassemble a task force
on appraisal, 2) identify organizational variables that may have an impact orsalppra
effectiveness, 3) determine the number and types of appraisal systeapptwatto be
feasible by examining survey results and job analysis data, 4) recommerhaliagece
assessment system to the task force, 5) develop a prototype assesstasnasy
propose a demonstration project, 6) conduct a demonstration project, 7) analyze the
results of the demonstration project and propose changes to the assessment sggtem ba
on results, 8) implement the performance assessment system, and 9) elvaluate t

effectiveness of the system.
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Mohrman, Resnick-West, and Lawler (1989) provide a seven-step process for
designing and implementing a performance assessment system. The 8teps of
process are as follows: 1) select the right people to be involved in the process such as
human resources professionals, managers, and employees who have first hanttexperie
with performance assessment systems, 2) decide on the process to guidgthe desi
(e.g., outside consultation, centralized development by a department within the
organization, or a task force), 3) assess the current organizational situaticnde the
current system in place (how well it is going, what the problems are, ortjanaa
culture, organizational climate, influence/power structure, and legal rewgnits), 4)
establish the system’s purpose and objectives (e.g., performance improyé&naesign
the performance assessment system (which includes determining wheegpprai
performance, what is meant by performance, how performance is appragedhen is
it performed), 6) experiment with the implementation through use of a dry run or pilot
test and correct flaws before implementation, and 7) evaluate and monitor &ma syst
once implemented to test whether the system is achieving its objectives. VEmistp
process is very similar to Bernardin’s model of assessment systetopiaeat
described in the previous paragraph.

Bernardin and Beatty (1984) offer a flowchart for the development of
performance measures to include in an assessment instrument. This flomathdes
the following steps: 1) identify candidate performance measures thheassed to
accurately assess a person, 2) validate the performance measures lgydbokin
professional standards, lavidniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures

(1978), andresting in Employment and Credentialifigmerican Educational Research
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Association, American Psychology Association, & National Council on Measuntein
Education, 2004), 3) conduct a task- and/or behaviorally-based job analysis to identify
relevant performance measurements, 4) develop a performance asséssnatrhat
considers ratee differences and job characteristics and includes speaifi@and
feedback loops, 5) use the performance measures to support personnel decisions
(e.g., promotions and training requirements), and 6) compare the relative impoftance
the performance measures for organizational effectiveness over time andreajus
measures as necessary. Bernardin and Beatty’'s flowchart, altmnBemitardin’s
diagnostic model and Mohrman, Resnick-West, and Lawler’'s seven-step praseds pr
useful insights into “what to do,” however, they do not really address “how to do it.”
Content and Format of Assessment Instruments

While organizations tend to standardize the content and format of the
performance assessment instrument for different types of jobs,aleseaeals that there
is minimal standardization between organizations for similar jobs. Theraary
reasons for these variations including differences in specific tasks peddiyn
individuals in different organizations even though they have the same job titles (Fine
1986; Latham & Wexley, 1994). Additional reasons for variations between organgati
include the following (as alluded to earlier in this literature review): I)qae of the
assessment, 2) perceived value of the performance assessment, 3) level oémwastm
resources, 4) desired degree of accountability of the ratee, 5) desired degremlityfor
transparency, and confidentiality in the performance assessment pg&)cass the
approach for developing the content and format of the performance assessment

instrument (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Jacobs, 1986).
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Despite these differences, there are several commonalities in thetcmde
format of performance assessment instruments. For example, with ttesihecgeneral
type of content, a formal performance assessment instrument usuadiynsoating
criteria associated with traits, behaviors, and/or performance outconmast{@mg, 2009;
Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Grote, 2002; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Sokol & Oresick,
1986). With regard to the general format, many organizations have instruments in the
form of a written or fill-in-the-blank survey or report. The assessmentimstit may
contain a number of forced-response, closed-ended questions (Dillman, 2007) or
statements that characterize individual traits, behaviors, or performacoenest

Sometimes the assessment instrument inclutidsedt scale(Latham & Wexley,
1994) in which a numerical value corresponds to a description of an observed behavior.
For example, the rating may be a “1” for a ratee who never recognizesyheor
performance of his or her subordinates or a “5” for a ratee who always rexogrez
superior performance of his or her subordinates. This popular scaansaated scale
(Bernardin & Beatty, 1984).

Another frequently used scale that is similar to the summated scale is the
behaviorally anchored rating sca(BARS) (Latham & Wexley, 1994). BARS ratings
are based on the perceived effectiveness of certain behaviors. For examfewBAR
contain multiple statements that represent a range from effective bashavioeffective
behaviors. The rater is asked to mark a numerical scale that coincides Viagh#veor
statement that best describes the observed performance of the ratee. t&matival or

supplement to using quantitative rating scales, an assessment instrumenbvice/
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space to answer open-ended questions (Dillman, 2007) that are qualitative oiv&ubject
in nature (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984).

The processes for determining the criteria to include in a performancsrassg
instrument vary from organization to organization. Authoritative sources suggest t
organizations should first perform detailed job analyses to identify the key tasks and
desired level of proficiency in performing these tasks (Bernardin &yBeid84; Fine,
1984; Grote, 2002; Latham & Wexley, 1994). Researchers can use CIT to identify
behaviors that contribute to and detract from job performance (Armstrong, 2089; Fi
1986; Flanagan, 1954; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Sokol & Oresick, 1986). One of CIT’s
early uses was to identify performance criteria for U.S. Army Arcé€ pilots trained
during World War 1. When using CIT, it is important that the individuals who
contribute to the development of performance criteria be familiar with the job.
Organizations can then use the behaviors derived from CIT to develop an assessment
instrument that incorporates a summated scale (e.g., Likert scale) @.BAR

Some organizations use off-the-shelf assessment instruments that aopeidvel
by commercial vendors (Connolly & Wilson, 2007; Learning Center, 2008;
VisionMetrics, 2008). In some cases, organizations form an internal committee of
specialists to develop performance assessment instruments (Sokol & Oresick,11986).
other cases, organizations hire consultants to provide the assessment tool antate facil
the assessment (Latham & Wexley, 1994). Assessment centers are butiia¢sses
specialize in assessing managerial effectiveness (Byham & Thornton L E3B&mM &
Wexley, 1994). These assessment centers use multiple assessment metiohdg jobl

simulation exercises, multiple assessors, objective and subjective detdianol and
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prediction of performance based on specified criteria (Byham & Thornton, 1986). Stil
other organizations use a combination of techniques to develop the content and format of
their performance assessment instruments (Latham & Wexley, 1994).
University Considerations

There was no literature that specifically focused on developing assgssme
instruments for university presidents. Fortunately, there is literatureesident
assessment considerations and trends in the usage of presidential agseBsene
dissertation by Schwartz (199&)ssessing the Performance of Academic Presidents,
focused on procedures and consequences of performance reviews and identified gaps in
knowledge on measuring president performance. Lawshe (1975) suggested “in contrast
to academic achievement, the job performance universe, as operationakyl dafd
about which inferences can be made, and its parameters, are often ill-defamed;jta
careful job analysis” (p. 564). Based on the writings of Lawshe and Schwapeéra
that a limited amount of literature addresses specific criteriss@mssaing the
performance of university presidents or a useful approach for developing titexse. cr

Assessment of the president of a public university is similar in many tegpec
assessment of the CEO of a corporation (Schwartz, 1998). There is evidencedhat ther
are normative traits and behaviors that contribute to performance outcomes irpbeth ty
of organizations (Grote, 2002; Ingram & Weary, 2000; Nason, 1997; Northouse, 2007,
Sanaghan, Goldstein, & Gaval, 2008; Sokol & Oresick, 1986; Wickert & McFarland,
1967). However, authors highlight significant differences in the environments and
situations in which the president of a public university and CEO of a corporation carry

out their duties (Atwell, 2007; Duderstadt & Womack, 2003; Hearn & Alexander, 2006;
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Padilla, 2005; Rhodes, 2001; Sanaghan, Goldstein, & Gaval, 2008).

This section provides general background on some of the unique aspects of public
universities that should be taken into account when developing performance assessment
instruments. More specifically, examples are provided showing the content ienad &dr
assessment instruments and considerations with regard to the stakeholdaltg typic
involved in performance assessment and their use of president assessntsnt resul
Background

The approach to performance assessment varies from university to university
except for those universities that are part of an overarching statewidmgiiat have
policies, procedures, and assessment instruments that apply to all instilntiengheir
purview. Some universities have informal systems with no stated policies and pescedur
and no formal assessment instrument (Nason, 1997). Informal assessments anay or m
not be casual and tend to be more subjective (Nason, 1997).

Many universities in the Southwest have formal systems with descriptions of
policies, procedures, and assessment instruments (e.g., Colorado State YnBtatsit
of Arizona System, Nevada System of Higher Education, New Mexico Stater&ityiyve
and University of Texas System). A search of the Internet reveals thgtumizersities
post their policies, procedures, and assessment instruments on their website® In som
cases, universities make the results of president performance assessa@iite to the
public (Nason, 1997). In other cases, the results are confidential and only maddeavaila
to a very restricted audience such as the board of regents and to the president.

Additionally, there are differences in the types of stakeholders who may

participate in the assessment of the president. Sometimes the only indivngabled
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in the assessment are the board of regents and the president and somethnales seve
constituent/stakeholder groups provide their inputs (Nason, 1997). Among the most
frequently cited stakeholder groups that participate in president performsseEssment
are university administrative staff, faculty, and students (Atwell, 2007atm& Weary,
2000; Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998; Schwartz, 2001).
Universities also vary in the frequency of president performance asS@ss
Most universities perform an assessment of their president on an annual HasetSc
1998). Other options include performing a more limited assessment of their president
an annual basis and a more comprehensive assessment on a three to five year basis
(Atwell, 2007; Schwartz, 1998) and/or five to ten year basis (Ingram & Weary, 2000).
While there is a moderate amount of literature on president performance
assessment in general, there is less literature that identifies apprimact®seloping
relevant criteria that universities should include in president assessmenAGEh
appears to be the most authoritative and prolific source of information on umiversit
presidential assessment criteria. The AGB docuiAesgident Assessment: A Guide for
Periodic Review of Performance of Chief Executiwedlason (1997) identifies several
approaches that have been used to develop president assessment criterizely relati
general terms. For example, Nason (1997, pp. 35-36) states these criterge“amer
four different ways: 1) from institutional handbooks that contain general president
responsibilities, 2) from the institutional goals the board and president agree upon at the
beginning the president’s tenure, 3) from an agreement between the board and president
after questions are raised about the need for evaluation and for benchmarks, and 4) from

an invitation by the board for the president to conduct a self-assessment. Nason als
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provides example assessment instruments that have been used by variousiesiversit
Some of these instruments are detailed questionnaires that contain sewsrahite
scales that apply to each item. Other instruments are more general de ietiers to
raters that request written feedback in designated areas of perfermanc

The dissertation by Schwartz (1998, p. 265) poses the following questions for
further research:

1. What does it mean to be an effective leader or exemplary president?

2. How would one rate American college and university presidents?

Schwartz goes on to say there is “no agreed upon yardstick by which we can
measure [president] excellence” (p. 265) and “more complex definitions ofivedfec
leadership and better measures of those qualities are needed” (p. 266). Even though the
writings of Nason (1997) and Ingram and Weary (2000) offer some examples of
president performance criteria, Schwartz’s research suggests that dvisierk
remains to be done in identifying appropriate constructs from which criteria can be
defined for a fair and meaningful assessment of a university president.

Another important consideration in the assessment of university presidents is the
lack of information on an effective approach that universities can use to develop an
assessment instrument. One possible reason for this is that presidents and boards of
regents have been more interested in the practical aspects of asses$raetitan in the
theoretical and situational factors related to performance assessment eMuient in
the more prominent writings on university president assessment by Nason (1997),
Schwartz (1998), and Ingram and Weary (2000). Another reason that universities have

not developed more effective performance assessment instruments may béddie to t
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reluctance to invest additional resources in the process when there are so many oth
competing priorities. As public universities respond to the call for graateuntability
and transparency, literature suggests that there may be increagpingsesion formal
performance assessment (Ingram & Weary, 2000; Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998).
Assessment Instrument

Content

While there is a limited literature that addresses the content of president
assessment instruments, some universities publish their policies, procedures, and
assessment instruments that contain specific performance assessi@meat These
criteria include traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes that fall undelidireng
categories identified in an AGB survey (Nason, 1997): 1) academic manage&hent a
leadership, 2) administrative management and leadership, 3) budget and finance, 4)
fundraising, 5) external relations, and 6) personal characteristics. An AGBghail
by Ingram & Weary (2000) refined this list of criteria to include the folfaywyi
1) institutional agenda, 2) academic leadership, 3) general managerdgsianning,
4) fiscal management and budgeting, 5) fundraising, 6) internal relationshipsgriaéxt
relationships, 8) decision making and problem solving, and 9) other perspectives (e.g.,
major achievements and shortcomings, closing words, etc.). Sanaghan, Goldstein, and
Gavel (2008) recommend criteria such as: 1) leadership, 2) administratioialifigc
financial management), 3) donor and alumni relations (including fundraising), 4yqualit
of internal personal interactions, 5) strategic planning, and 6) relationghithes board
of regents/trustees. Rhodes (2001) emphasizes the importance of efigulicatian of

information technology to increase access and the quality of instruction.
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Alfred and Rosevear (2000) identify several guidelines associated with new
organizational models for universities. These guidelines include: 1) focusing on
strategies to improve competitiveness, 2) decentralizing authorityttsnflag the
organization hierarchy, 3) empowering the staff to make decisions, 4) utgizisigng
staff rather than seeking hired help, 5) encouraging team problem-solving, 6)
emphasizing speed and flexibility in the business model, 7) promoting continuous
learning for innovation and renewal, 8) stressing the sharing of informatiteatess in
the organization, 9) developing seamless relationships with customers and suppliers,
10) emphasizing customer service, 11) promoting visionary leadership, and
12) anticipating marketing needs and forecasting strategic changes to the future
first” (p. 17). Several of these principles are similar to those that apply ty@e of
organization and can serve as potential criteria for president performarssmasnt.

One key external factor that has an influence on university president performance
is shared governance. Gayle, Tewarie, and White (2003) define shared goverraance i
university as “the structure and process of authoritative decision makoss assues
that are significant for external as well as internal stakeholddngwaituniversity” (p. 2).
Their list of external and internal stakeholders includes 1) higher edueatoniations,

2) funding organizations, 3) the US Department of Education, 4) related congressional
committees, 5) accrediting institutions, 6) university system officeggv@rgors, 8) state
departments or boards of education, 9) state legislators, 10) students, 11) alumni, 12)
local community members, 13) trustees, 15) senior administrators, and 16) presidents
(Gayle, Tewarie, and White, 2003, p. 2). Gayle, Tewarie, and White recommend that the

governance model for universities in the future should place the attitudes, values, and
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expectations of the stakeholders at center stage (p. 4). They also contend that the
performance outcomes of the university are mediated by stakeholder attitaides,
and expectations (p. 4).

According to Duderstadt and Womack (20@Bg mediating effects of shared
governance include: 1) lack of responsiveness, 2) reluctance to change, 3)afisbfact
senior leadership from strategic issues in favor of political agendasesuhpl interests,
4) lack of accountability, and 5) imbalance between authority and responsibditin
(2002) suggests there are several other external factors that dreti@atito the
constructs of leadership in the university including: 1) scientific and schal#itism
and skepticism, 2) authority not being found in personalities and roles, but rather in
scholarship based on research, evidence, empirical data, and argumentatiaity3) fac
demand for solid evidence before it is willing to change, and 4) institutional mindset of
the importance of preserving its culture, pursuing knowledge, and maintaining autonomy.

Duderstadt and Womack (2003) stress the need for presidents to develop,
articulate, and implement institutional visions and to serve as the universityisde
recruiter in hiring talented people. The 2006 American College President Study
conducted by the American Council on Education (Center for Policy Analysis, 2007)
identified the following areas as those that occupy most of the presiderdgs’ ti
1) fundraising, 2) budget/financial management, 3) community relations, 4) strateg
planning, 5) governing board relations, 6) personnel issues, 7), capital improvement
projects, 8) facility issues, 9) enroliment management, 10) academic issues,

11) government relations, 12) crisis management, 13) entrepreneurial ventures,

14) media/public relations, 15) accountability of student learning, 16) studerdrdieict
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issues, 17) athletics, and 18) technology planning. This list of the main time cosisume
of presidents’ time provides an indirect source of president performanceacriteri
Starting in 1985, Fisher and Tack (Fisher, Tack and Wheeler, 1988) administered
a survey of president effectiveness indicators that involved 485 participantsngcludi
administrators from 28 private foundations, 35 scholars of higher education, and more
than 400 randomly selected presidents of two- and four-year, public and private
institutions in the United States. Using factor analysis, they identifieiditbeing
categories of performance characteristics: 1) management stiglen2n relations,
3) personal image, 4) social reference, and 5) self-confidence. Based on tigsfindi
from this research, they concluded that the effective presidents are: djlleggal and
more distant, 2) less likely to be spontaneous in speech and actions, 3) leteddstri
organizational structure of by consensus of those to be led, 4) less likely to appear t
make decisions easily, 5) more confident, 6) more inclined to rely on gaining respect
rather than being liked, 7) more inclined to take calculated risks, 8) moreittechta an
ideal or vision rather than an institution, 9) more inclined to work long hours, 10) more
supportive of the controversial concept of merit pay, 11) more interested in encguragin
people to think differently or creatively, and 12) more likely to be concerned abbet hig
education than with one institution (p. 111). These researchers provided correglational
factor analysis, and reliability data, to gain insights into the constundisr study;
however, they did not provide convincing evidence of data validity.
In the 2000 time frame, Michael, Schwartz, and Balraj (2001) conducted a survey
on indicators of president effectiveness that involved 489 trustees from univensdies

colleges in Ohio. The hypothesized indicators of success fell under the following
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categories: 1) knowledge (of higher education, institutional politics, aretethites
between higher education organizations and other organizations), 2) influence (on the
public, institution, politicians, fundraising, and visibility in the institution), 3)
relationships (with the trustees, board chair, faculty, and students), and 4emanéag
and leadership (academic leadership, long-range planning, budgeting, and overall
institutional management). The study also examined gender, years of expenehce
level of education as moderating factors. The results of the study rettesti¢ide

stronger indicators of president success as perceived by trustees agitainmg a

strong relationship with the chairperson and members of the board of trustees, 2)
maintaining a high level of influence within the institution, 3) managing theuneti
overall, and 4) supporting long range planning. Since the researchers did not provide
correlational, factor analysis, or reliability data, it is impossible $essthe quality of

the constructs. It is also impossible to assess the meaningfulness of the sorss be
the research did not provide any evidence of validity.

Nason (1997), Rhodes (2001), and others believe president performance and
institutional goals are intimately related. Based on the perceivednslagp between
president performance and institutional outcomes, many authors (AGB, 20@6n&gr
Weary, 2000; Nason, 1997; Rhodes, 2001; Sanaghan, Goldstein, & Gavel, 2008;
Schwartz, 2001) recommend the universities include criteria that address theammnt
of goals and objectives that have been agreed upon ahead of time by the president and the
board of regents. In some instances, goals and objectives are the only critexthtappl
president performance assessment. Examples of measures associated/iisity

goals and objectives (Trow, 1998; UNM 2007b, 2008; US News & World Report, 2008)
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include: 1) student quality, 2) student success, 3) research and scholarshipfy) facul
credentials, 5) faculty productivity, 6) quality of life, 7) fundraising, 8) cultdirgersity,

9) connections with the community, and 10) infrastructure modernization. Some authors
(Bowen & Shapiro, 1998; Zemsky, Wegner, & Massey, 2005) emphasize that another
important measure (or set of measures) that should be incorporated into performance
assessment in higher education institutions is the quality of instruction. Howeass
authors suggest that further research is required to identify the critdrexales that

produce reliable and valid ratings in area of instruction quality.

Format

The dictionary defineBrmatas “general arrangement or plan (Agnes &

Guralnik, 2001, p. 556). In the context of this study, format pertains to 1) formality
including documented policies, procedures, assessment instrument, and performance
report, 2) purpose of the assessment, 3) structure of the assessment instrument

(e.g., closed questions, open questions, objective criteria, subjective ¢riteria)

4) participants in the assessment, and 5) frequency at which the assessnuem¢mst

should be applied. Based on research of literature and a search of the Internet, the forma
of the assessment instruments varies between universities.

Formality. Many higher education institutions conduct formal assessments that
include written policies and written reports with the results being usedsimusgiions or
decisions on conditions of employment (e.g., salary adjustments, bonus pay, and contract
renewal) (Schwartz, 1998). Some institutions use informal assessments tisitafons
undocumented feedback (Schuman, personal communication, November 7, 2007). Based

on his experience, Schuman, a former president of two public universities, beli¢ves tha
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formal assessment is a rule rather than an exception in public universitigsaprivate
universities tend to conduct informal assessments. Nason (1997) reports that survey
results from 1976 revealed that 49% of 116 public institutions in the sample reported they
conducted formal evaluations, versus 36% that conducted informal evaluations, and 15%
that did not conduct evaluations at all. This survey also showed that many governing
boards that conducted informal evaluations intended to develop procedures that are more
formal in the near future. A more recent survey conducted in 1997 (Schwartz, 1998)
indicated that 66% of public higher education institutions had written policy regjuirin
assessment, 81% conducted face-to-face meetings to discuss assessitisn86%

involved the reporting of assessment results to the governing board, and over 50% used
president reviews for discussions or decisions on specified conditions of employment.
While the 1997 survey did not specifically address the question of formality, the @sactic

of having written policy, conducting performance reviews, and having specified
conditions of employment may be indicators of a more systematic and fosaasasent
process. Nason (1997) believes there are several advantages of fornsah@ssssch

as providing a mechanism to: 1) focus attention on the governance structure of the
institution and taking into account the attitudes, prerogatives, and behaviors of key
constituent/stakeholder groups, 2) reset institutional goals or objective®attally

assessing where the institution has been and where it should be going, 3) provide rational
orderly, and systematic process with clearly articulated criteria wharh judgments

can be made, 4) strengthen the president’s position by revealing the coeplaixine

job, increasing emphasis on longer term goals rather than isolated incidetitsh§hen

the governing board’s position by providing opportunities for trustees to explore
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leadership obligations, learn about constraints that impact president perfornmahce, a
consider incentive available to improve performance, and 6) increase accayraébil
the president.

Despite the moderate use of formal assessment procedures and their perceived
advantages, authors note that some people argue that formal evaluations @an lead t
negative consequences including a reduction in tenure of the president (Davis, W. E, &
Davis, D. R., 1999; Kauffman, 1978; Nason, 1997). To go one step further, Kaufman
(1978) reports that presidents of some institutions are against formahassebsscause
it gives faculty, students, and staff reason to believe they control the leaalgma
notes that some believe president assessments are diminishing, polarizinghanehd,
demoralizing to the entire community. Nason (1997) provides additional arguments that
have been made against formal assessment: 1) it undermines the authorityuaraf stat
the office of the president, 2) it politicizes the role of the president by suigjéicem to
criticism of groups that are opposed to change and innovation, 3) it is an evasion of the
board’s responsibility to continuously monitor performance, and 4) it offers a stage for
confrontation between various constituents/stakeholders in the institution.

Purpose.The purpose of performance assessment of university presidents is
similar to that of CEOs in business. Much the same as CEOs of other types of
organizations, university presidents are accountable for accomplishing goals a
objectives at the organization level (ACE, 2007; AGB, 2006; Barker, 2006; Clark, 2002;
Fine, 1986; Hearn, 2006; Honeyman, 2007; June, 2006; Rhodes, 2001). Nason (1997)
believes that the core purpose of presidential assessment is to improve his or her

performance in office, and in broader terms, to improve the institution.
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As mentioned previously, some universities use the results of an annual
performance review for compensation setting decisions (Ingram & 209,
Schwartz, 1998; Schwartz, 2001). This compensation may be in the form of an annual
salary increase and/or performance bonus (Arizona Board of Regents, 2005; Floeida Stat
University Board of Trustees, 2004). Salary increases based on merit and evaluation
(expectations of performance, when and how evaluation will occur) may be espacifi
the president’s conditions of employment (Center for Policy Analysis, 2007).

Performance assessment also serves as a means to provide feedback to the
president on progress being made in the achievement of goals and objectives agreed upon
between the president and the board (Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998, 2001). Some
president employment contracts imply that performance assessments cah suppor
termination decisions by the board as evidence of substantial neglect nedsigies
and personal conduct (Arizona Board of Regents, 2005; Florida State University, 2004).
Nason (1997, pp. 9-12) provides a comprehensive summary of the major purposes of
assessment: 1) to fulfill the board’s responsibility, 2) to strengthen thdqmgs
position and improve performance, 3) to review and improve governance of the
institution, 4) to review and reset institutional goals, 5) to educate trusteety,fandl
others on the president’s role, 6) to decide whether to retain or fire, 7) to set goleexam
for faculty and staff evaluations, and 8) to set salary.

Structure. Some universities use instruments that have a series of closed-ended
guestions in which the raters indicate the trait and behavioral statementeshatosely
describe the president (Nason, 1997). Instruments with closed-ended questions

frequently include numerical scales to assign ratings to each item includhed in t
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instrument. Assessment forms typically include space to provide amplifforgniation
or additional comments. Less frequently, the assessment forms contain opegn-ende
guestions for raters to insert subjective comments on key areas of intehea$ suotual
achievements, performance strengths, and areas of improvement (Nason, 1997).

Rather than using a more traditional instrument with closed-ended questions and
rating scales, Ingram and Weary (2000) recommend that the instrument comsstypr
of open-ended questions without rating scales to “elicit comments and exa(pp&3).
They warn that assigning numerical values to leadership characsehgtiely misses
the mark” (p. 19). In fact, they suggest that rating scales “trivializectmeanic
presidency” and disagree with the notion that “leadership assessment can be made
scientific if it can be reduced to a series of numbers” (p. 19). Ingram ang Aéear
acknowledge that a well-constructed survey instrument can be helpful in president
assessment when properly used for constructive feedback.

Participants. There is a wide range of stakeholders who may be involved in
assessing the performance of a university president. Table 1 contains ¢kst of
primary, secondary, and tertiary stakeholders along with their roles arektater the
results of president assessment (Ingram & Weary, 2000; Nason, 1997; Russ-Eft &
Preskill, 2001; Schwartz, 1998). The stakeholders consist of individuals and groups, both
internal and external to the institution, who have a stake in the president’s pederman
and who may benefit from the results of the assessment. Universitieslagyooal
various stakeholders to serve as participants in president assessment.

Primary stakeholdersPrimary stakeholders are those individuals who are

typically responsible for the successful design, development, implementatugteon,
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modification, recordkeeping, and sponsorship of a president assessment systeweand se
usually serve as raters.

Secondary StakeholderSecondary stakeholders are those groups whose
representatives sometimes serve as raters and those groups dirextthy doijethe
performance of the president.

Tertiary StakeholdersTertiary stakeholders are those groups whose members
have less frequent contact with the president, do not typically serve as ratersgbut ha
interest in the results of presidential assessment.

Research by Schwartz (1998) found that institutions solicit performance
assessment inputs from the following individuals or groups: 1) trustees, 2) executive
cabinet, 3) faculty 4) professional staff, 5) students, 6) president’s stadfjynfjdtion
trustees, 8) nonprofessional staff, 9) alumni, 10) advisory board members, 11) donors,
12) government officials, 13) other presidents and 14) others. Based on Schwartz’'s 1997
survey of 1,348 participants, the following percentage of presidents indicated that inputs
for their most recent reviews came from the following sources: 1) tru$@#s,

2) executive cabinet (32%), 3) faculty (32%), 4) professional staff (19%), Shstude
(18%), 6) presidents’ staff (16%), foundation trustees (16%), nonprofessional staff
(16%), alumni (13%), and others (12%). Since these percentages exceed 100%, the
survey results indicate that some presidents solicit feedback from mstagkholders

for their performance reviews.
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Table1. Stakeholders

Roles

Interests

Primary

Board members

University governance,
accountability to the governor,
president selection, and
oversight

Assessment of the president, fiduciary
responsibility, reputation, goal
achievement

President Operations and management, Performance assessment, status,
fundraising, finances, and reputation, personal rewards, and
staffing recognition

Secondary

Administrators

Operations and management

Qualistaff and programs

Assessment committee

Organization, execution, an
assessment results reporting

0 Quality of staff and programs, status,
reputation

Faculty (including
committees, deans, and
department chairs)

Instruction, research, and
scholarship

Quality of instructors, academic
programs, academic freedom, shared
governance

Students

Service consumption and
program contributions

Support of personal and professional
goals, ambitions

Tertiary

Athletic associations

Intercollegiate athletics,rate,
welfare and recreation

Personal and program development,
competition, reputation, financial
interests

Businesses

University community, job an
collaborative opportunities

dSocial responsibility, financial interests

staff sourcing, economic development|

’l

Charitable organizations

University community

Mdsatial responsibility, financial
interests, staff and volunteer source

Donors

Funding source and advocacy

Philanthroppytation, prestige

Educational institutions and
organizations

Higher education

Professional affiliations and ¢ess
learned

Federal, state, and local
government officials

Policy and funding

Accountability and effective
stewardship, economic development

Financial institutions

Service to university
community

Social responsibility, financial interests
staff source

Py

General public

University programs and
sponsor students

Quality of education, contributions to
the community

K-12 school system

Potential university students,
staff, and faculty

Higher education and employment
opportunities

Media

Public information and
persuasion

Social responsibility, financial interests
reputation

Py

Parents and families

Funding source and advoca

cy fe éda@ironment, reputation,
employment

Prospective administrators,
staff, and students

University leadership and
support positions

Promotion, opportunity for
advancement, quality of life

Religious organizations

Individual development and
service to the university

Moral/social responsibility, financial
interests, staff and volunteer sourcing

University groups (e.g.,
alumni)

Individual development and

Support of personal and professional

service to the university

goals, ambitions
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Many university boards ask presidents to submit a self-assessment on & periodi
basis (Schwartz, 1998). Self-assessments may be part of the periodimantess
interview, a written self-assessment, or daily feedback (Schwartz, 1998ralSsuthors
(Grote, 2002; Jacobs, 1986; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Mohrman, Resnick-West, &
Lawler, 1989) describe the several advantages of self-assessment in¢kiding i
contribution to self-awareness and its utility in providing raters another importa
viewpoint on the ratee’s performance.

Frequency.The frequency of assessment, along with the type of stakeholder who
serves as a rater, are important considerations in determining the codtéorhaat of
the assessment instrument. For example, stakeholders who work directly with the
president on a regular basis (i.e., primary and secondary stakeholders) should lee capabl
of completing a detailed assessment form on a more frequent basis compared to
stakeholders who have limited direct contact with the president (i.e., tertiary
stakeholders). Considering these factors, studies suggest that primary diaisce|
involved in annual assessments and representatives from secondary and tertiary
stakeholder groups be involved in comprehensive assessments that are conducted on a
less frequent basis (e.g., 3-4 or 5-7 years) (AGB, 2006; Ingram & W\2&E09;

Schwartz, 2001).

Documentation published by the AGB suggests that the instrument for an annual
assessment have specific criteria compared to an assessment condac3es year
basis that would be more general in nature. It also suggests that thererbe fewe
participants in an annual assessment compared to the less frequent comprehensive

assessment. Ingram and Weary (2000) also recommend that the presidearednd b
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participate in a joint review process conducted by external consultantst &vieas5-10
years.
Methodology, Research Design, and Methods

Choosing appropriate methodology, research design, and methods are key to
developing a reliable and valid performance assessment instrument. h&rstady
focuses on an approach for developing an assessment instrument, this literagure revi
includes general information on research options that are available to collect lgmd ana
relevant data. Chapter 3 provides specific details on the methodology, resemch des
and methods chosen for this study.

Strauss and Corbin (1998) defimethodologyas “a way of thinking about and
studying social reality” (p. 3). Others suggest that it refers to thegsdbat researchers
use to design and conduct research based on worldviews (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007)
or paradigms (Kuhn, 1996) such as postpositivism, constructivism, and pragmatism
(Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007; van Manen, 1990). The assumptions of postpositivism
are: 1) there is a singular reality, 2) the researchers distancesthesisom the
participants, and 3) the perspectives of researchers are unbiased ((ZeRlarb-Clark,
2007). A deductive (top-down) methodology, in which researchers test a hypothesis,
aligns with the assumption of postpositivism (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007 paRyds
based on the worldview of postpositivism frequently employs quantitative chsear
methods (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007).

The assumptions of constructivism are: 1) there are multiple realities,

2) researchers closely engage the participants, and 3) the perspectseaafirers are

biased (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). An inductive (bottom-up) methodology in which
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researchers develop theories or hypotheses based on the views of study participa
relates to the assumption of constructivism (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2008gaiRé
based on the worldview of constructivism often employs qualitative research methods
(Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007).

The assumptions of pragmatism are a combination of those described for
postpositivism and constructivism (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). The methodology in
which researchers combine deductive and inductive methodologies aligns with the
assumption of pragmatism (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). Researchers whohedopt t
assumptions of pragmatism typically apply mixed-methods research usimgarfiwee
and qualitative methods (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007).

Research desigrefers to the plan of action that links the methodology to the
specific research methods (Creswell, 2003; Crotty, 1998). Experimentathespaasi-
experimental research, survey research, grounded theory, and mixed-methods are
examples of research designs (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007; Fraenkell@n\\2906;
Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). One objective of research design is to obtain
evidence that supports and refutes proposed facts and theories; to minimize mesasure
error; and to reduce non-response of research subjects (Fraenkel & \2@llénMarley,
personal communication, April 28, 2008Ylethodsare the processes, procedures, tools,
and techniques associated with data collection and analysis, such as amnrgervie
survey (Creswell, 2003; Strauss & Corbin, 1998; van Manen, 1990). A mixed-methods
design takes advantage of the multiple viewpoints and corresponds to the philosophical
assumption of pragmatism (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006;

Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Pragmatism maintains that “true ideas are those that w
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can assimilate, validate, corroborate, and verify [and] false ideas arg¢hlbhbae
cannot” (Sahakian, W. S., & Sahakian, M. L., 2005, p. 26).

The common characteristic of an experiment is to control treatments of some kind
to determine their effects (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) with the centrabdest t
hypotheses about cause-and-effect relationships (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006)albé g
survey research is to obtain opinions from people on their views of a certain issue or topic
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Correlational research is non-experimental ovatiseal
research in which the goal is to determine the size and direction of relatioastupg
variables (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) suggest, “It is
not uncommon for researchers to examine the relationships of responses to one question
in a survey to another, or of a score based on one set of survey questions to the score
based on another set” (p. 399). In this example, the investigators combine survey
research and correlational research to gain insights into particulas @msgeestions.

Grounded theory involves the collection and analysis usacunstant
comparative methoth which the researcher collects and analyzes data in an iterative
process to develop generalizations of that data (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Sesnetim
researchers develop hypotheses as qualitative generalizations, anestes$typotheses
using quantitative designs such as experimental and correlational research.

Among the factors that researchers should take into consideration when choosing
the research design are the goals of the study and the amount of resogrcesnée
money, and personnel) available to complete the study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007)
Another consideration when choosing a research design is the purpose of the research

exploration or explanation. Exploratory research tends to be qualitative in nature and
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researchers often implement it within a constructivist paradigm (Cresviaano-Clark,
2007), but may also incorporate quantitative methods.

Grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) is an example of a
gualitative method and exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (Pett, Lack&yl&an,

2003) is an example of a quantitative method that applies to exploration. Exploratory
research (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Stevens, 2002) is useful in identifying theitasks (
dimensions) and categories of tasks (i.e., constructs) that an individual n@aynperf
their job and stakeholder perceptions of the relative importance of performasgtéisis.
These constructs and dimensions provide a basis for the assessment critstilesnea
and standards of performance. Researchers can use assessment.eriténmget of
desirable traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes), the measures, amdléndssta
of performance to develop the items (questions), ratings scales, and format of a
guestionnaire or survey for performance assessment. Exploratory rasedschuseful
for generating hypotheses that can be tested later using explanatomyr{atory)

research methods (Charmaz, 2006; Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003).

Explanatory (confirmatory) research is useful in determining reldtippg@mong
variables (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Stevens, 2002) such as assessment criteria. Fo
example, a researcher can use correlational research to determine tt@nogpof
various candidate criteria for a performance assessment instrumentpléteagression
is a correlational research method that enables a researcher tonetghat variables
(e.q., traits and behaviors) are the best predictors of criterion variallegperformance
outcomes) (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Confirmatory factor analysis (CF&jather

correlational research method that researchers use to test hypothesesigiice
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relationship between variables (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Sometisezschers
use CFA to confirm the relationships among variables as a follow-up to EFA.

Other statistical analysis methods that researchers sometimgdappl
explanatory research are analysis of variance (ANOVA) and muétteaainalysis of
variance (MANOVA) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Researchers use ANOVA and
MANOVA to investigate how groups differ on a variable or sets of variables,
respectively. For example, researchers can use MANOVA to identify hoousar
groups differ on their perceptions of what assessment criteria should be included in a
assessment instrument for an individual. MANOVA may also be useful in obtaining
validity evidence by determining if there are significant differencesdsn the scores
from an assessment performed by one group versus another group. If tizgre is
sufficient evidence that the assumptions for multiple regression, ANOVA, and
MANOVA are tenable, researchers can use non-parametric stasigstih as Mann-
Whitney and Friedman One-Way ANOVA tests (Field, 2005; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006)
as alternative methods, however, these tests usually result in the loss ofigowae(
ability to identify differences when they truly exist).

Common methods to collect data for exploratory and explanatory research include
sampling, questionnaires (e.g., surveys), individual interviews, focus group intgrview
and document analysis (Crotty, 1998). Researchers use sampling procedureieto deci
the best people and sites from which to collect data to address research questions
(Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). Fpurposive samplingesearchers select participants
who have experience with the issues or questions of interest (Creswell &FRé&akp-

2007). On the other hangkobabilistic (random) samplingpvolves the random

75



selection of participants by using a tool such as a random number genetabibe or

(Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). Questionnaires (surveys) are a commammest to

collect data for exploratory and explanatory designs. Researchers eangaeyrement,
scaling, and item analysis techniques to determine the content and format of
guestionnaires and surveys (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007; Nunnally, 1978) based on the
constructs and dimensions of interest. When researchers want to colleabmicda fr

selected participant or relatively small group of participants, they useduodi or focus

group interviews, respectively (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). Reseantiagrsise
document analysis during a literature review to identify a theory to testestions they
should ask in surveys and interviews (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007).

Researchers can use pilot surveys to gain insights into the variability ohdata a
to determine the sample size necessary to achieve the desired level of pataistoral
tests (Rea & Parker, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 200PQweris the probability that a
test will reveal statistically significant differences betweariables if they truly exist
(Cohen, 1988, 1992)Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Scie(€ehen,
1988)is an authoritative source of information for determining the required saimple s
of a survey. Lenth (2007) provides a tool referred to as Pifhe researchers can use
to calculate sample size requirements for various statistical testslla

In addition to using pilot survey data to determine the desired sample size for a
statistical test, researchers consult with subject matter expéttss) to determine the
content and format of the final survey instrument (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Another
advantage of a pilot survey is that it serves as a means for resetodletiesarse the

entire data collection and analysis process. A pilot survey may also praviglensight
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into the tenability of the assumptions associated with statisticakbiests early step in
determining data reliability and validity even though the researchers do rtaise
survey data for quantitative analysis.

In mixed-methods research designs, researchers sometimes use thievgualita
results from the pilot survey, individual interviews, and focus group interviews tadesig
the instrument that they will use to collect data for quantitative analyses\ell &
Plano-Clark, 2007). When completing quantitative analysis, researchersooatigsise
gualitative data from follow-up individual interviews and focus group interviews to
explain the results of quantitative analysis (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 20@r)exeample,
gualitative analysis may reinforce the evidence of important relatpsbletween
variables discovered during quantitative analysis and may help reseaubstemntiate
cause and effect relationships between these variables.

Creswell and Plano-Clark (2007) advocate that researchers use an exploratory
design to develop survey instruments they will use to collect quantitative da&swellr
and Plano-Clark’s instrument development model consists of the following steps:

1) collect qualitative data, 2) analyze qualitative data, 3) determine gualitasults,

4) develop quantitative data collection instrument with appropriate items dad, sca

5) collect quantitative data, 6) analyze quantitative data, 7) determine quantistilts,

8) interpret quantitative results using qualitative results to validate the tqtiaati

results. In their instrument development model, Creswell and Plano-Clark ttmec
qualitative and quantitative methods through the development of the instrument and the
validation of the qualitative and quantitative data. Applying the Creswell and-Plano

Clark model, researchers systematically compare the data from lghiineaand
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guantitative data sources through the processanigulationto obtain evidence of the
reliability and validity of data.

One of the key aspects of research in general and individual performance
assessment in particular is the psychometric properties of the instruhantestearchers
and raters use to collect data and summarize the scores. Psychometrieepropant
instrument include evidence of reliability and validity (Wilkinson, 1999). Wilkinson
warns that researchers sometimes give insufficient attention to the aqaakisir
instruments. He goes on to stress that researchers should pay spediah attehe
psychometric properties of their instruments “to prevent the accumulatiorutires
based on unreliable or invalid measures” (Wilkinson, 1999, p. 596).

A prerequisite for havingalid data is havingeliable data.Reliability is the
“consistency of repeated measurements across persons” (Carminder&l®2&9, p. 31).
Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) expand on this definition: “Reliability refers to the
consistency of scores — how consistent they are for each individual from one
administration to another and from one set of items to another” (p. 157). Referring to
classical test theorythe observed score is the sum of true score plus random error, and if
the measurement across persons contains excessive random error, the scdigbie unre
(Carmines & Zeller, 1979). The American Educational Research AssogciAtnerican
Psychology Association, and National Council on Measurement in Education (2004);
Carmines and Zeller (1979); Cronbach (1951); Fraenkel and Wallen (2006); and Latham
and Wexley (1994) describe several techniques for determining the refiabilit

guantitative data.
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Theretesttechnique involves administering the same data collection instrument to
the same participants after a certain period and then comparing resutissistency
(Cronbach, 1951)Test-retests another name for retest (American Educational Research
Association, American Psychology Association, & National Council on Measmtam
Education, 2004). Thalternate formgechnique involves giving a similar but different
instrument to the same participants and then comparing results (Fraenkdle&,Wa
2006). Additional terms for alternate forms arpiivalent formsndparallel forms
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006)

Thesplit-halvegtechnique allows the researcher to check data reliability by
dividing a data into two sets and then correlating the scores (Carmineeg, Z879).
Split-halves is amternal consistenctechnique in that it requires only a single
administration of an instrument to estimate reliability (Fraenkel & &alt006).

Latham and Wexley (1994) define internal consistency in practical terfas as

indication of the homogeneity, or ‘sameness,’ of the items that comprise 'a(pdai

in an assessment instrument. One of the more commonly used tests for internal
consistency i€ronbach’s alphaecause of its ease of use and its incorporation of

positive aspects of other reliability techniques (Carmines & Zeller, 1918 Kuder-
RichardsomapproacheKR-20andKR-21) are additional internal consistency

techniques. KR-20 is a special case of Cronbach’s alpha that researcheranabyéis
involving dichotomous variables (e.g., agree/disagree, for/against, and yesAsoket

& Wallen, 2006). KR-21 is the simplest calculation of internal consistency that onl
requires the number of items in the instrument, the mean of the scores, and the standard

deviation of the scores (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).
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Another key, but often downplayed, aspect of research and measurements that is
associated with reliability igalidity. There are several definitions for validity. One of
the more traditional definitions of validity is the “extent to which a measuasunes
what it purports” (Carmines & Zeller, 1979, p. 17). Another definition of validity is “the
overall degree of justification for test interpretation and use” (Messick, 1980, p. 1012).
One of the more contemporary definitions of validity is “the truth of, correctnges of
degree of support for an inference” (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002, p. 513).
Bernardin and Beatty (1984) believe that “validity is the ‘sine qua non’ not just of
performance appraisal but of any assessment procedure” (p. 143). They gayynto s
“validity in the context of performance appraisal is the extent to which tingsain an
appraisal instrument correspond to the actual levels for those who are rated” (p. 143).

There are seven types of validity associated with quantitative analysis:

1) statistical conclusion validity, 2) internal validity, 3) content validifyconstruct

validity, 5) external validity, 6) criterion validity, and 7) consequential viglidi

(American Educational Research Association, American Psychology AssocEa

National Council on Measurement in Education, 2004; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Latham
& Wexley, 1994; Lawshe, 1975; Messick, 1980; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Shadish,
Cook, & Campbell, 2002; Shepherd, 1993). Evidencsaifstical conclusion validity
includes compliance with assumptions of the statistical tests, control ofl €yyme, and
availability of sufficient power to identify statistically signifitaresults (Shadish, Cook,

& Campbell, 2002). Type | errors occur in statistical testing when the casear

incorrectly rejects the null hypothesis concluding there is a differenaedetgroups or

variables when there is not.
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Evidence that there is a defendable cause and effect relationship between two
variables noexplainedby other factors supporisternal validity(Shadish, Cook, &
Campbell, 2002). Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) contend that internal validity redpates t
“any relationships observed between two variables must be unambiguous as to what it
means rather than being due to something else” (p. 169). Examples of “something else
include differences in age, gender, ethnicity, and experience as well assiué |
research subjects, and researcher biases (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).

Another form of validity evidence that is particularly important for individual
performance assessmentantent validity. Content validity requires accurate and
complete descriptions of the essential elements that comprise the domainest inter
(Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Lawshe, 1975). According to Nunnally and Bernstein (1994),
the two standards for ensuring content validity are: 1) the instrument should have a
representative collection of items and 2) the instrument should be constructed using
sensible methods. For performance assessment, the essential elematem@.m the
assessment instrument) may include the more important traits, behaviors, and
performance outcomes attributable to the ratee (Latham & Wexley, 1994).

Construct validityrelates to the prop@perationalizatiornof the domain of
interest (Shadish, Cook, and Campbell, 2002). Operationalization refers to the methods
used to represent a construct such as ensuring the proper alignment of the caonstruct a
its dimensions within a domain of interest (Shadish, Cook, and Campbell, 2002). For
example, the construct of leadership may include traits of “assertivearess”
“agreeableness” within the domain of president performance. Theseateaitse

dimensions of the construct of leadership. Having the scores for the variables of
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assertiveness and agreeableness that correlate highly on a survey prodeieseavi
convergent validitf{American Educational Research Association, American Psychology
Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education, 2004; Campbell & Fiske,
1959; Shadish, Cook, and Campbell, 2002) as part of construct validity. The construct
leadership should not include a dimension (i.e., trait) such as “demonstrates fiscal
control” since this should more closely align with the construct of managemteanrt rat
than with leadership. The lack of correlation between variables that theloresticald

align with different constructs is evidencedi$criminant validity(American Educational
Research Association, American Psychology Association, & National Council on
Measurement in Education, 2004; Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Shadish, Cook, and
Campbell, 2002), which is another aspect of construct validity.

Operationalization of the domain of interest also includes the process of
developing appropriate measures for the variables that represent the corstdutieir
corresponding dimensions (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Shadish, Cook, and Campbell,
2002). Additional evidence of construct validity is gained by confirming thedigtica
predicted associations of measures of other constructs (Campbell &FI5@¢, For
example, a researcher can obtain evidence of construct validity by detertherags a
statistically significant relationship between various leadershiis &ad various
performance outcomes based on hypotheses derived from theory.

Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) emphasize, “The degree to which it is necessary
and difficult to validate measures of psychological variables is proportotiat tdegree
to which those variables are concrete or abstract” (p. 84). Accordingly;atesesacan

save themselves time and effort in the validation process by defining netisirare
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understandable and representative of the construct of interest. Shepherd (29983 str
that researchers can make constructs more understandable by using inteexatiaral
models. An internal model shows the relationships of the dimensions within a given
construct. An external model illustrates the relationships between diftenestructs

that pertain to the domain of the study.

Evidence okxternal validityrelates to the generalizability of findings to other
populations, settings, and conditions (Fraenkel & Wallen, 20@6jpulation
generalizabilityis the degree to which a sample represents the target population of
interest (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006kcological generalizabilityefers to the degree to
which a researcher can extend the results of a study to different sethgsnalitions
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Using random selection of survey participants and having a
favorable response rate to surveys contributes to external validity (Shadish, @bok, a
Campbell, 2002).

Researchers obtain evidencecoterion validity by comparing the scores
obtained from one instrument (the one under evaluation) to the scores on a second test or
procedure (referred to as the criterion) that is presumed to measure theasafvie
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). For example, if the leadership ratings a presgdeites on
an annual performance assessment correlate highly with the achievemewnerdityni
goals (i.e., criteria) related to fundraising, stakeholder satisfactionfdehsfaculty
ratio, some researchers would consider this evidence of criterion validitye digetwo
forms of criterion validity -predictive validity and concurrent validiffFraenkel &
Wallen, 2006) Comparing the ratings a president receives at the end of the spring

semester to the achievement of goals at the end the calendar year wilé@adence of
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predictive validity. Comparing the ratings a president receives from srerobthe
board of regents to the ratings received from members of the faculty will provide
evidence of concurrent validity.

Consequential validityelates to the appropriateness of making value implications
based on study results and the social consequences of disseminating thesssiisdy r
(American Educational Research Association, American Psychology AssocEa
National Council on Measurement in Education, 2004; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006;
Messick, 1980). While the concept of consequential validity is a controversial subject
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) and is not particularly relevant to this study, itoaay
consideration when performing an actual performance assessment of universit
presidents. For example, lower scores on an annual assessment of a pregidestlima
from deficiencies in the assessment process or instrument rather thggofyom
performance of the president. In this case, evidence that supports conseyakuaiitial
would include verifying the limitations of the assessment and taking steps taoderecl
unintended consequences for the president such as loss of motivation, loss of reputation,
and reduction in monetary rewards (e.g., bonus or merit pay). Consequential validity
may also come into play when considering the release of the results ofian ac
performance assessment of a university president because of potgatiedteifications.

Reliability and validity apply to the trustworthiness of qualitative dataedis
(Guba & Lincoln, 1981). In qualitative research, the trustworthiness of datagéb its
dependability, credibility, transferability, and confirmabil{@reswell, 2006; Guba &
Lincoln, 1981; Lincoln & Guba, 1985)Dependabilityis the qualitative equivalent of

reliability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Researchers obtain evidence of depenglalilit
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checking the consistency of data through techniques such as triangulatione{Cresw
2006). For example, having consistent findings from individual interviews, focus group
interviews, and surveys provide evidence of dependability.

Credibility is similar to internal validity (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). Credibility
requires testing the truth-value of findings and interpretations with variousesour
Researchers can use techniques suelxtasnal auditandmember checkintp increase
the credibility of qualitative data. In an external audit, researchecs $eéidback from
subject matter experts (SMEs) on whether or not the data supports the findings,
interpretations, and conclusions of the study. These SMEs should have no connection to
the study. Member checking is the use of study participants to provide feedback on
findings and interpretations. Lincoln and Guba (1985) believe that member checking i
“the most critical technique for establishing credibility” (p. 314).

Transferabilityis the qualitative term for external validity that pertains to the
generalizability of quantitative data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In qualitatisearsh,
techniques such as writirtigick description®f feedback received from study
participants and comparing the demographics of the samples to those of the target
population contribute to external validity (Creswell, 2006; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Finally, confirmabilityin qualitative research is similar to objectivity in
guantitative research in that the data is factual and confirmable from othegs(@uba
& Lincoln, 1981). Verifying that the findings from research stem from cagtics of
the research subjects and context rather than from the biases, motivatiorstsirdace
perspectives of the researcher is evidence of confirmability. Keeptagedl reflexive

notes from interviews and surveys, and using SMEs to confirm the constructs,
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dimensions, measures, and methodology are examples of techniques that support
confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Evaluation of Previous Research
Supporting Evidence

Literature on performance assessment provides strong evidence of thamogort
of this process in professional and organizational development (Armstrong, 2009;
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2006; Bernardin &
Beatty, 1984; Grote, 2002; Ingram & Weary, 2000; Kauffman, 1978; Latham & Wexley,
1994; Mohrman, Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1989; Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 1998; Sokol &
Oresick, 1986). If done well, performance assessment can serve as avediieasing
and feedback mechanism for the individual and the organization. Some literature
suggests that performance assessment, particularly when it is based on alsound |
analysis, can also serve as useful evidence in resolving employment disputes and
litigation.

In recognition of the positive aspects of this process, the current trend is in the
direction of more formal and more elaborate assessments (Nason, 1997); although
Schwartz (1998) found most university presidents are assessed using an ipfonass.
The fact that a relatively high percentage of universities use the resultisuail a
performance assessments to make decisions on president compensation ({@sesdciat
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2006; Schwartz, 1998, 2001) is further
evidence of the importance of president assessment. Literature (Assoafat
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2006; Ingram & Weary, 2000; Nason,

1997) also suggests that performance assessment of presidents is becoming more
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important to key stakeholders who are calling for increased accountabiligparancy,
and performance in educational institutions.

Researchers and practitioners can find a wealth of information on thaodies
concepts associated with learning, leadership, management, followershipzatiga,
and evaluation that is applicable to the development of an assessment instrument.
Literature written by university presidents, administrators, and faQlliyed, 2006;
Bowen & Shapiro, 1998; Brown, 2006; Bruce, 2008; Duderstadt & Womack, 2003;
Keohane, 2006; Padilla, 2005; Rhodes, 2001; Sanaghan, Goldstein, & Gavel, 2008) and
published by the AGB (Ingram & Weary, 2000; Nason, 1997; Schwartz, 2001) provides
useful information that can be applied to develop the content and format of an assessment
instrument for a university president. Valuable information on presidentiagsasset is
available from many universities that post policies, procedures, and assessment
instruments on their websites (Arizona Board of Regents, 1990, 2005; University of
Alabama, 2003; University of Michigan, 2006; University of Nevada Las Vegas, 2000,
2003; University of New Mexico, 2004, 2007a, 2007b, 2008, 2009; University of North
Florida, 2006; University of Utah System Board of Regents, 2006; University of
Washington Board of Regents, 2006). Based on these sources, it appears that many
universities continue to assess president traits and behaviors. However, it Hiears
universities are placing greater emphasis on the use of performance outegmnes (
achievement of goals and objectives) as assessment criteria withdioepresually
negotiating expected performance outcomes with the board of regents éiescui
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2006; Ingram & Weary, 2006nNas

1997). This emphasis on performance outcomes is consistenesiils-oriented
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assessment approaches (Mohrman, Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1989) in whignasses
ratings focus on the results achieved rather than how the results are adueshplis
Addressing the issue of the appropriate research design, methodology, and
methods for this study, an exploratory design that incorporates mixed-metloodsfar
a systematic investigation into the domain of president performance assesme
multiple viewpoints. Involving multiple raters (such as superiors, peers, soaiasli
individuals outside the organization, and the employees themselves) in thenassess
process can serve as a means to increase the reliability and validitiyngé$ and to
reduce biases that can negatively affect the ratings (Bernardin & BE2®4; Latham &
Wexley, 1994). Using multiple raters to provide different perspectives on dentsi
performance is analogous to using mixed-methods in that both approachetegaesa
data and allow for the triangulation of that data.
Authors acknowledge that validity is a crucial consideration, not only for
performance appraisal, but for any assessment procedure (Americzati&iaial
Research Association, American Psychology Association, & National Council on
Measurement in Education, 2004; Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Latham & Wexley, 1994,
Nathan & Cascio, 1986; Sokol & Oresick, 1986) and that reliability is a preregigisit
validity (American Educational Research Association, American Psygholog
Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education, 2004; Latham &
Wexley, 1994). Given the increasing competition for research funding and thesingrea
emphasis on accountability, transparency, and product/quality improvement, the need t
provide evidence of reliability and validity in research and in performanessasent

may grow as well. There is a vast amount of information available on the sulbjects o
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reliability and validity. Researchers and organizations should take adearfttggse
resources in their research designs and in their performance assessnessesrand
tools, respectively.

Contradictory Evidence

Surveys conducted by Fisher and Tack (Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler, 1988) and
Michael, Schwartz, and Balraj (2001) reveal there are differences in opinions on the
characteristics of effective presidents. For example, Fisher ak& Bacvey showed
that presidents were more effective if the were more aloof whereasaéVji€chwartz,
and Balraj’s study indicated that positive working relationships with key stalesisol
(i.e., trustees, the board’s chair, faculty, and students) are “critical to siegmtes
influence” (p. 344). This is just one of the many examples of authors and researchers
who have identified conflicting indicators of successful university presdenwho have
identified indicators not contained other literature on the subject.

Some individuals believe that there are few, if any, traits or human qualities that
can serve normative measures of performance (Armstrong, 2009; Bernardinty Beat
1984; Ingram & Weary, 2000; Latham & Wexley, 1984). These individuals suggest that
behaviors or performance outcomes (such as the achievement of goals) asecu@ae
and relevant indicators of individual performance. In opposition to this viewpoint, Coens
and Jenkins (2002) argue that there is little relationship between the performance of
individual and the performance outcomes of an organization because there are so many
intervening variables of interdependencies. Returning to the issue of traiis, (1897)
insists that “any assessment of [university] presidential performanddakasome

account of character, personality, and style of the president” (p. 38).

89



Compared to literature that supports formal performance assessmens tasse i
literature that points out criticisms of formal assessment (Armstrong, 20@%s &
Jenkins, 2002; Kauffman, 1978; Nason, 1997; Ingram & Weary, 2000). The authors who
present an opposing view on the usefulness of performance assessment argee that t
process can be demeaning and demoralizing. Some authors (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984,
Coens & Jenkins, 2002; Latham & Wexley, 1994) point out that biases are inherent to the
assessment process (e.g., rater errors) and can negate the rediadiligftidity of
ratings. As an alternative to formal assessment that is usually pedfaman annual
basis, some authors suggest that informal feedback be given to employees as ah inform
ongoing process. Coens and Jenkins (2002) suggest that organizations eliminate
performance assessment altogether and replace it with coaching ratodimge

Some literature on university president assessment suggests that pezéorman
assessment can contribute to higher turnover of presidents to the detriment of these
institutions (Ingram & Weary, 2000; Kauffman, 1978). One of the adverse effects of
high turnover is lack of continuity in setting and accomplishing longer term guals a
objectives. Literature points out that some people believe that university pteside
should be exempt from formal performance assessment with specific perterocréeria
and standards because of their unique status as senior executives (Ingraany&2000;
Kauffman, 1978; Nason, 1997). These people imply that the complexities of the job and
the importance of protecting the reputation of the president outweigh the benafits of
formal assessment.

Addressing the issue of research design, methodology, and methods, mixed-

methods studies “are complex and may require extensive time, resource$owrmhef
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the part of the researcher” (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007, p. 181). In a similar vein,
involving representatives from several university stakeholder groups can bedatde
undertaking. However, if the president and key constituents, such as the board of regents
and faculty, believe that assessment of the president is important, and not jusirenpro f
or square-filling process, then they should consider investing the necessarces to
develop and maintain an effective assessment system. There is evidenssthat
mixed-methods approach to develop an instrument and that using multiple raters in the
process can increase the reliability and validity of performanesssent data as well as
maximize its utility to the individual and the institution.
Gaps in Knowledge
A significant gap in the assessment knowledge base is the lack of a rigorous and
proven approach for “end to end” development of a performance assessment instrument.
This limitation exists in literature that generally addresse®prénce assessment as
well as literature that specifically addresses assessment witkgrsities. An end-to-
end approach refers to one that begins with the consideration of appropriate theories and
concepts and ends with having a viable process in place to update the assessment
instrument. It should also include a mechanism for reviewing and incorporating
applicable theories and concepts, stakeholder perspectives and priorities, and
organization and external factors into revised versions of the assessmentanstrum
Research also suggests there are gaps in knowledge of the constructs, along wit
the dimensions of those constructs that adequately define the domain of university
president assessment. Without clearly defined constructs, it is difbonterationalize

the constructs through the development of criteria and standards that form shef baesi
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items and rating scales that may be included in the performance asgdasinement.
Poor operationalization of the constructs also jeopardizes the reliabiliyafdidy of
the ratings obtained from an assessment instrument.

Most of the literature on individual performance assessment appears to be based
on practical experience. There is a significant amount of research on igadeics
management theories and concepts. This study attempts to connect relevant
theories/concepts to their application in the context of performance asses3imedck
of connection between the theories and concepts associated with universitynpreside
assessment and the actual process and tools used in this assessment raiséisthe ques
about the reliability and validity of performance ratings derived from sughtars.
Unanswered questions about the reliability and validity, in turn, can cause stakehwmlde
lose confidence in the fairness and meaningfulness of the assessment systemtid to se
for a less effective and less efficient approach.

Justification for Current Study

While performance assessment is a widespread practice, literateaésréhere
are shortcomings that affect how well it is accepted and implemented bysitieger
One of the shortcomings is the lack of convincing evidence that performansenasse
serves as an accurate indicator of individual performance, promotes individual
improvement, and contributes to organizational performance. Another limitation is the
lack of evidence of the reliability and validity of the data obtained from anpeahce
assessment instrument.

The purpose of this study is to define an approach for developing a performance

assessment instrument for university presidents that will produce rediadbiealid
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ratings that can be used for personal development, organizational development, and
personnel decisions involving the president. This process will account for relevant
theories/concepts associated with assessment in university environmenlisindtude

steps for identifying external factors that can affect presidentrpsaface ratings. Other

key products from this study will be recommendations on appropriate content and format
of the assessment instrument itself as well as a set of related hypdtrdassting in

future research.

93



CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
This chapter provides details of the methodology and procedures for collecting,
analyzing, and reporting the findings from this research on university pneside
assessment as well as the process for developing an assessment insgrumreciuaed
in Chapter 2. The contents of this chapter include the 1) theoretical and conceptual
framework, 2) methodology, research design, and methods, 3) data management and
analysis, 4) risk and mitigations, and 5) summary.
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
A key finding from the literature review was the gap in knowledge of the
constructs and corresponding dimensions associated university president gecéorm
Lacking a clear understanding of these constructs and dimensions can affeclitye qua
of instruments that universities use to assess their presidents. One of thepafpbis
study was to identify a preliminary model that shows the relationship amaablear
derived from the literature review as a point of departure. An explorat@arobs
approach provided information to determine if the preliminary model was accuratke bas
on the perspective of the target population, to answer the research questions, and to set
the stage for follow-up explanatory research that is beyond the scope of thistisse
For this study, the problem statement and research questions served as aofotordati

the theoretical and conceptual framework.
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Problem Statement

A comprehensive approach is not available that universities can use to daeelop t
content and format of a president assessment instrument that provides suffidemte
of the reliability and validity of the ratings or scores derived from thisunsgnt.

Research Questions

1. What approach can UNM and other public universities use to develop an

effective performance assessment instrument for their presidents?

2. What is the preferred content and format for a president performance

assessment instrument?
Hypotheses

This study incorporated exploratory research methodology to identify anedfecti
approach for developing performance assessment instruments as weltastent and
format of those instruments. Since there were many unanswered questions gohg into t
study about the appropriate content of an assessment instrument, an explsatoohre
design was necessary to consolidate the very large number of items that coubisser
measures (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) for assessing the performance osityiver
presidents. Among the main products of this study are proposed hypotheses on the
relationships between variables pertinent to president assessment.

Future investigation of the relationships between variables may provide insight
into the relative importance of these variables from the perspectives tbaaldiarget
populations (e.g., members of the board of regents, administrative staff, students, etc
Having a better understanding of the relative importance of variables Ipasskessors

make more informed decisions on instrument content and format. For example, assessors
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may limit the items in an assessment instrument to those that are most mnj@orta
reduce the time and effort to complete the assessment, analyze the resuttsysnd f
attention on the more important performance factors and outcomes. Chapter 5 of this

document lists these hypotheses and proposes follow-up tests.
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Figure 3. Preliminary Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

Figure 3 presents the preliminary external model that illustrates gt®nships
among the variables examined during this study. Chapter 5 contains a new matlel base
on the findings of this dissertation research. The literature review prowiakzhee that
various theories (e.g., learning, leadership, management, etc.) can servsia$an ba
factors that reflect the performance of a university president. In turn,fduése may

translate into criteria to include in an assessment instrument. Litesapperted the
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notion that president performance factors can influence performance outsachess
the achievement of university goals and objectives in the areas of studeyt gtiadiént
success, research, and scholarship, etc. The literature review also réveaeae
several external factors that can affect the perceived performangeesident and that
raters should consider these factors when performing an assessment.
Methodology, Research Design, and Methods

This study incorporated the philosophical framework and fundamental
assumptions associated with postpositivism, constructivism, and pragmateswéCi&
Plano Clark, 2007). It included quantitative methods that involve a top-down, deductive
reasoning approach derived from the framework and assumptions associated with
postpositivism. Consistent with constructivism, this study incorporated aatvalit
research design that involved a bottom-up, inductive reasoning approach. Since this
study integrated postpositivist and constructivist frameworks and qualitative a
guantitative methods, it aligned with pragmatism and a mixed-methods design. In
addition, this study incorporated aspects of exploratory and triangulatearcbsalong
with survey and correlational designs (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).

Rationale for Methodology, Research Design, and Methods

The reasons for choosing the methodology, research design, and methods for this
study were as follows:

= The procedures incorporated multiple philosophical paradigms and methods to

address the problem identified during this study and the research questions.
= The procedures provided a systematic for ensuring the trustworthiness,

reliability, and validity of the data collected during the review of archival,dat
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individual interviews, focus group interviews, and surveys through
triangulation (Russ-Eft and Preskill, 2001).

The procedures provided multiple decision points during the study at which
the researcher could make adjustments to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the data collection and analysis process.

The procedures included an iterative process allowing the researcher to use
findings from previous steps in the study process to tailor subsequent steps in
the process.

The procedures provided a framework for creating a robust approach to
development of a president assessment instrument.

The procedures consisted of complementary steps to determine the preferred
content and format of a president assessment instrument from the perspective
of a key constituent that shares in the governance of a university.

Assessment Instrument Development Approach

The Assessment Instrument Development Approach (AIDA) proposed in this

study is based on the literature review. AIDA embodies the methodology, research

design, and methods selected for this study. Figure 4 illustrates a proposed afgproach

developing the content and format of a president assessment instrument. Thishapproa

includes the complementary use of quantitative and qualitative research methods t

address the problem statement and to answer the research questions. AIDA provides a

means to connect the theoretical and conceptual aspects of senior leegfnassto the

process of determining what assessment criteria should be included in Hsresge

instrument and the format of the instrument.
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Figure 4. Assessment I nstrument Development Approach

The steps in this approach fall under the major headings of Data Collection,
Analysis Techniques, and Outputs. As a complement to top-down, deductive reasoning
typically applied in evaluation and scientific method, AIDA also includes betipm
inductive reasoning to identify the content as well as the format of thesarsds
instrument. This chapter elaborates on the actual application of the methodology,
research design, and methods to formulate the results and discussion included in chapters
4 and 5 of this document.

The first step in implementing AIDA for this study was conducting a review of
archival data and literature (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 210811)
encompassed the theory, concepts, and practical application of the performance

assessment and included the criteria, measures, and format of instruredrfts sgnior
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executives. Archival data included demographic information on the university used to
determine if the respondents to the surveys were representative of the targditqmopula
President assessment policies, processes, procedures, and instruments fraitiasiver
were additional sources of archival data that provided information about content and
format of existing assessment tools.

The next step was applying critical incident technique (CIT) and grounded theory
methods to identify preliminary constructs and dimensions that formed the bakes for t
variables, qualitative measures, and quantitative measures for the studyind\gpe
inductive, bottom-up approach prescribed by CIT and grounded theory, the research
identified the dimensions (i.e., traits, behaviors, assessment considerations, and
performance outcomes) associated with the domain of president performassenasse
The dimensions identified in this step reinforced the preliminary constructedi@&mm
the theories described in the literature review that included: 1) presidesnpente
factors, 2) president performance outcomes, and 3) external factors thateam ha
impact on performance. These dimensions also served as a basis for thagmelimi
theoretical and conceptual framework illustrated in Figure 3.

The next AIDA step was operationalizing the constructs and dimensions
developed in the previous step. The process of operationalization consisted of defining
items to be included in the interview guides and pilot survey. The constructs and
dimensions served as a basis for the items included in individual and focus group
interview guides. Appendix B includes the individual interview guides and Appendix C

includes the focus group interview guides. The pilot survey included a Likkrttsca
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measure the variables derived from the preliminary theoretical cotssamuat
dimensions. See Appendix D for an example of the pilot survey.

The next step included conducting the interviews and pilot survey in parallel with
each other. Individual and focus group interviews with UNM faculty membeis wer
conducted. The interview participants were faculty members who had expettise i
constructs of interest in this study: 1) learning, 2) leadership, 3) manaigeme
4) followership, 5) organization, 6) performance assessment, 7) performance outcomes
and/or 8) external factors that can affect performance. Some of the int&avieac
experience with the process of shared governance at UNM. A cross sectdagdsc
and schools at UNM were used in the selection of faculty members for the mtervie
UNM faculty members who participated in the interviews were from the Amders
School of Management, College of Art and Sciences, College of Education, School of
Engineering, School of Law, and School of Medicine. Student¥biadministered the
web-based pilot survey. The UNM Office of the President and Office of the Provos
provided approval to use the faculty list serve to distribute invitations for the yol@tys
The desired sample size for the pilot survey was 100 participants who weremégires
of the total UNM population of 2688 faculty (University of New Mexico, 2007). The
pilot survey did not include the 1873 faculty at NMSU (New Mexico State University
20009).

Following the first round of individual and focus group interviews and the pilot
survey, the next steps performed in parallel were: 1) developing descriptistcstaf
the pilot survey data and 2) applying grounded theory to refine the constructs,

dimensionality, and items to include in the final survey. Descriptive stat@giitsisted
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of the means and standard deviations of the items included in the pilot survey along with
the results of reliability analysis. Feedback from the interviews and pi\a¢yswere

coded and consolidated in the form of emerging results. The emerging resalts wer
presented to members of the dissertation committee and to additional ine&view
substantiate the reliability and validity of the data prior to finalizZheydurvey

instrument. Faculty members who participated in follow-up individual interviews
reviewed the pilot survey and provided suggestions on improving the content and format
of the final survey.

The next step was administering the final survey to faculty membersNtduN
NMSU by StudentVoic®'. Appendix E includes an example of the final survey. Prior
to the execution of the final survey, key faculty groups at UNM and NMSU were
contacted to solicit their participation in the survey. The presentation togitueses
included a description of the study and the emerging results based on the interetew, pil
survey, and analyses conducted at that point. The UNM and NMSU Offices of the
President and Offices of the Provost provided approval to use all faculty list serves t
send out invitations for the final survey. The final survey was a census of appgelyxima
1900 faculty members at NMSU and 2700 faculty members at UNM (New Mexit® St
University, 2009; University of New Mexico, 2007a). Paper copies of the survey were
available as a backup to the web-based survey.

After completing the survey, the next step was analyzing the data using
descriptive and inferential statistics. The primary technique used fgisenal survey
data was principal component analysis (PCA) with the intention of finalizing the

constructs and the dimensions that apply to assessing president performance. A
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secondary purpose of PCA was to obtain data to develop hypotheses that could be tested
in follow-up research. Another technique used to analyze survey data was nadtivari
analysis of variance (MANOVA). The main purpose of MANOVA was to ingasti
whether there were group differences in the perceived importance of the viamosis
included in the survey. The reasons for investigating group differences were to obtai
evidence of the validity of the scores and to gather additional information for the
development of hypotheses for future research.

The next steps taken in the AIDA process was 1) preparing the statistichs,
2) making a final assessment of reliability and validity, and 3) and integrptaddative
and quantitative data to report the results of the study. Additional evidence ofitgliabi
and validity was obtained by conducting follow-up interviews to discuss the outcome of
the final survey. While Figure 4 shows reliability and validity data cotiacind
assessment as relatively late steps in AIDA, the dashed lines in tresifidicate that
previous steps contributed data for reliability and validity assessment throdighout
process. The final step in the process was summarizing the study finde@hégeer
4) and preparing the discussion (see Chapter 5) which integrates, compares,rastscont
the results of the study with existing theory and research (Rudestam &imN&001).

Data Management and Analysis

As a part of the AIDA model proposed in this study, the data management and
analysis process consisted of a six-step process as illustrated ia Biglihe first step
was to develop the structure for the data files. The next step was to colldor ety
into the data files. Figure 5 illustrates data verification and validation asteisc

sequential steps; however, these steps were performed throughout the ADIA asocess
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parallel and iterative steps. After verifying and validating the data, nhgigdporting
gualitative and quantitative analyses were performed in support of a mixkdeset

research design.

2 Collect
Data

1 Structure o 3 Verify
. \ ]
Data Files s Y Data

6 Develop | .-~ 5 S |4 Validate
Results H Data
5 Analyze
Data
Quantitative «------ » Qualitative

Figure 5. Data Management and Analysis Process
Data Files and Data Coding

The data files for this study consisted of AddBerobat™ portable document
format (.pdf) files, Microsoft (MS) Excel™ (.xls) files, MS WindowsMedia Player™
(.wmp) files, MS Word™ (.doc) files, and Statistical Package for the Saueh&s
(SPS$) (data [.sav] and output viewer [.spo]) files. These files were maintained on a
laptop computer and a flash memory drive and backed-up on compact disks (CDs).
Qualitative and quantitative data were coded for retrieval and analysis @sigmisg the
following schema:

e The first alphanumerié stood for archival data,for individual interview F

for focus group interviewR for pilot survey, and for final survey.

104



e The second alphanumeric consisted of a set of numbers reflecting the data
collection data (e.gQ4142009 for April 14, 2009)

e The third alphanumeria stood for the first data file developed on a particular
day,b for the second fileg for the third data file, and so on.

e For the final survey only, the following codes were used for survey questions
to facilitate quantitative data analysisN for items corresponding to learning
dimensions|E for leadership item3yIN for management itemBQO for
followership itemsQOR for organization item$?A for performance
assessment itemBQ for performance outcome items, dgl for external
factor items.

Data Collection

Instruments

The gqualitative data collection instruments for this study were archivafatata,
individual interview guides, focus group interview guides, and a pilot survey
guestionnaire. These data collection instruments included questions pertaining to
1) presidential performance factors, 2) presidential assessment facet®ral factors
that could affect presidential performance ratings, 4) and the content arad &drthe
pilot and final survey instruments. The quantitative data collection instrumertigvas t
final survey questionnaire administered by StudentV¥8iceThe questions and format of
this survey were modified based on the results of qualitative analysis of data from

interviews and quantitative data from the pilot survey.
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Sources

The primary sources of data for this study were libraries, web sitegrhigh
education organizations, and faculty members at UNM and NMSU. Archival data form
(see Appendix G) were used to transcribe pertinent information from books, journal
articles, newspapers, etc. In some cases, archival data formattaehed to relevant
documents for organization and tracking purposes. The archival data form also served as
a record for lessons learned in the application of the AIDA model for this stustgrabe
universities provided information on their president assessment systems by megpondi
direct inquiries or by posting information on their public web sites. The Associatti
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) was a useful source of
information about general policies, procedures, and studies associated with pegsident
assessment in colleges and universities. Due to the focus and scope of thisailigy, fa
members were chosen as the target population for the individual interviewsgfoaps
interviews, pilot survey, and final survey.
Purposes

The primary purposes of data collection included obtaining information on the
constructs and dimensions of president performance assessment and on the relative
importance of the variables derived from these constructs and dimensions. Another
purpose was to obtain feedback on the pilot survey questionnaire and final survey
guestionnaire to improve the reliability and validity of the data collected tihem
administration of these instruments. The data collection process also servadasa

to capture experiences and lessons learned from the application of the ADIAimodel
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this study. Finally, the pilot survey served as a source of data to relieEageehtitative

data collection and analysis procedures used in the study.

Table 2 summarizes the data collection instruments, sources, and purposes.

Table 2. Data Collection

Instruments Sour ces Purposes
Archival Data Form = Libraries To capture data on applicable
= Web sites theories/concepts, president

Higher education organizations

- Books

- Journals

- Newspapers

- Board policy manuals

- University procedures
manuals

- Past studies and interviews

Researcher

policies, processes, procedures,
instruments, best practices, and
issues at UNM, NMSU, and other
comparable universities

To capture data on the practical
experiences and lessons learned ip
the application of the AIDA model

Individual Interview Guides

Faculty members

To capture data on traits, behaviots,
performance outcomes, practices,
and external factors associated with
university president assessment
To obtain feedback on the content
and format of the pilot survey and
final survey questionnaire

Focus Group Interview Guides

Faculty members

performance outcomes, practices,
and external factors associated wi
university president assessment
To obtain feedback on the content
and format of the pilot survey and
final survey questionnaire

To capture data on traits, behaviorls,
h

Pilot Survey Questionnaire

Faculty members

To obtain qualitative and
guantitative data analysis of factor|
associated with president
assessment

To obtain feedback on the content
and format of the pilot survey
instrument

To collect data used to rehearse thje
guantitative data collection and
analysis procedures for this study

vJ

Final Survey Questionnaire

Faculty members

To obtain data for quantitative
analysis of factors associated with
presidential assessment

To obtain feedback on the content
and format of the final survey
instrument
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Procedural Details

The study included 15 individual interviews and 3 focus group interviews of
faculty from UNM. Interview guides (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) were used uotste
the questions and discussion during individual and focus group interviews. Appendix B
contains the individual interview guides and Appendix C contains the focus group
interview guides.

After obtaining consent from the interviewees, a written record was afdbde
responses to questions during the interview sessions and an audio recorder was used to
capture responses. Once the interviews were completed, the writters neeoed
compared to the transcribed voice recordings to ensure data sets werearalrat
complete. The written records and audio recordings were compiled on Grounded Theory
Coding Worksheets (see Appendix G) to facilitate qualitative data coding apdianal

Individual interviews were conducted during the pilot survey, after the pilot
survey, and after the final survey. The objective of the individual interviewsowas t
collect data on personal perspectives on president assessment factoescpraditi of
the survey instruments in an environment that offered an added degree of confidentiality
For individual interviews, invitations (see Appendix B) were sent to faculty msmbe
who had knowledge and experience in pertinent subject areas such as leadership,
management, organizational development, assessment, and shared governartge. Facul
members who did not respond initially were invited to participate in the study a second
time.

Three focus group interviews were conducted — one early in the study and two

near the end. The aim of the focus group interviews was to collect data on group and
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individual perspectives in a more open environment than the individual interviews. For
focus group interviews, invitations (see Appendix C) were sent to faculty member

had the same type of credentials as those invited to the individual interviews. For
consistency, the questions and topics of discussion in the focus group interviewisewvere
same as those in the individual interviews. The main reasons for conducting focus group
interviews were to allow participants to develop or refute ideas introduced lvy,dthe
stimulate interactive discussion, and to reduce the influence of personal bibses. T

focus group interviews also provided data to compare and contrast with the data from
individual interviews for reliability and validity assessment purposes.

The web-based pilot survey consisted of 118 total items of which 117 were
closed-ended and one was open-ended (see Appendix D). Of the closed-enddd tems
focused on the traits, behaviors, and outcomes associated with university president
performance; the format of an assessment instrument; and externiad faatacould
affect performance ratings. Five of the closed-ended items pertained tordphiog
factors (i.e., age, gender, race/ethnicity, category of faculty meantdemployment
outside the university). The open-ended item enabled survey participants to provide
comments on president assessment and the pilot survey. The researcher conducted the
pilot survey as a census (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) of the entire faculty (apptely
2700 total members) at UNM. The Offices of the President and Provost at UNM
approved use of the all faculty list serve to distribute survey invitations veile-m
Appendix D includes the invitation letter for the pilot survey. The use of StudentVoice™
with 106 participants was terminated after having achieved the goal ofrrgatheast

100 patrticipants. The pilot survey participants provided 29 responses on additional
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president assessment criteria and on ways to improve the final survey. The pdgt sur
included a summative attitude scale (Thorndike, 2005) in which the participants
responded to statements by using a numerical indication of the importance of these
statements in the survey. The numerical ratings ranged from “not impdaid”
“critically important” (5) across a graphical scale (Thorndike, 2005) plax#te right of
the statements for ease of reference. For the pilot suxvey,06.

Following the pilot survey, aross-sectionasurvey was conducted of the total
population of approximately 2700 UNM and 1900 NMSU faculty members. A cross-
sectional survey is a survey administered on one occasion compared to a lorigitudina
survey administered on multiple occasions over an extended period of time (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2006). The sample frame (Dillman, 2007) was a list of individuals on the all
faculty list serves at UNM and NMSU. Again, the Offices of the Presidentrands? at
UNM and NMSU approved use of the list serves to send out survey invitations via
e-mail. The e-mail included the uniform resource locator (URL) for the StudieetV"
web-based survey. Appendix E contains an example of the final survey invitagon lett

The desired sample size for the final survey was a minimum of 420 participants
from the combined UNM and NMSU population of 4600 faculty members. The desired
sample size was determined by the number of questions in the survey to be analyzed
using PCA with the desired number of participants being 5-10 per item (Field, 2005; Pet
Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003; Tinsley & Tinsley, 1987). The desired sample size for this
study of 420 falls within the range suggested by Comrey (1973) of good (300 total
participants) to very good (500 total participants) for factor analysepribdiice

interpretable and stable factors. Based on Monte Carlo studies, Guadagnoli aad Veli
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(1988) found that stable factors were attainable using the following crit¢ i least
three variables with8| loadings on a factor regardless of sample size, 2) at least four
variables with.6| loadings on a factor regardless of sample size, and 3) at least a few
variables with.4| loadings on a factor with a sample size of 300 or greater. Given
Guadagnoli and Velcier’s guidelines, the desired sample size for this by sllow
the researcher to ug8| as the suggested lower limit (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994;
Tinsley & Tinsley, 1987) for interpreting variables as part of a factor duii?y P

While the primary quantitative analysis method for this study was PCA, the
researcher used MANOVA and multiple comparison procedures to determine if there
were significant differences between the UNM and NMSU faculty fodiglpurposes.
The pilot survey revealed effect sizes ranging from smak(.01) to larger® = .14)
(Cohen, 1988). Given the possibility of having small effect sizes for some items
(variables) on the final survey, a sample sime=@86 would increase the likelihood of
distinguishing the variables (up to 5 independent variables) with a significantéoleve
of .05 and power (B) of .80 (Cohen, 1988). For the final survilys 280.

The final survey contained 64 items of which 42 supported PCA of learning,
leadership, management, followership, organization, and performance outctore fac
The remaining items supported analysis of president assessment forrteatssjy i
external factors that can affect performance ratings (7 items), demagfagtiors
(6 items), and the survey itself (1 item). With the exception of one open-ended item, the
items in the survey were closed-ended. Similar to the pilot survey, theuimays
incorporated a 5-point summative attitude scale (i.e., Likert scalgjriphical format.
Unlike the pilot survey in which the items were placed under categorical headings
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(e.g., learning, leadership, management, etc.), the order of the items in PCA was
determined by using a random number generator (Random.Org, 2009) to preclude any
biases created by arranging items in hypothetical categoried ahtéae. Appendix E
contains the items and format of the final survey.

Immediately after completing the focus group interviews, individual intesyie
pilot survey, and final survey, manual data collection forms and electronic mexia w
stored in secure locations and input data files were transferred into a seabesedor
retrieval, processing, quality checking, and analysis. Throughout dataiansipject
matter experts (SMESs) provided feedback during interviews to confirm the
trustworthiness of qualitative data as well as the reliability and vabfigqgantitative
data. Checking the trustworthiness, reliability, and validity of data veerncious
activities to identify and resolve issues as early in the study procpsessable.

Consent forms were used for each data collection event involving human subjects.
These forms identified the authority for the research, described the purposepmofs
the research, and provided information on the confidentiality of the data. These forms
were provided to the participants for their own records and copies of the signed forms
were kept in the research files separate from the data to prevent traCkidgyidual
responses to names. Appendix F contains example interview and survey consent forms
for this study approved by the UNM and NMSU Institutional Review Boards (IRBS)
Appendix H includes the UNM and NMSU IRB exempt research approvals for thys stud

StudentVoice™ (2008) was responsible for the development, administration, and
summarization of the data for the web-based pilot survey and final survey. UNM

researchers have access to StudentVoice™ assessment serviceslisgegobecause
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the university is a member campus. The survey questions were sent to a Studé&htVoic
technical representative who was responsible for formatting and autonetisgrvey
guestionnaires. The surveys were available to the researcher for rexeto gs
administration to the faculty at UNM and NMSU. After finalizing the sysye
StudentVoice™ administered the survey. The researcher had access tdaataab
summary data as soon as the first participant completed the survey. M Exckl
Adobé® Acrobat™ files of individual and summary data were available to thanes
during the survey and after StudentVoice™ deactivated the survey. Both the pilot survey
and final survey were anonymous so there no way to connect the responses to individual
names. The consent forms were provided on the first page of the survey and the
participants had to acknowledge their consent before they could gain access teethe sur
guestions. The survey participants had the option of answering some or all of the
guestions and discontinuing the survey at any time.
Data Verification

The data verification process for this study incorporated the following &tep
ensure the data sets were accurate and complete:

1. Perform an inventory of all data sources and visually inspected databases to

make sure that it contained data from these sources.
2. Ensure that data coding followed the schema specified for this study.
3. Back up all electronic data.

4. Identify missing data and rectify data losses.
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a. Perform Missing Value Analysis (MVA) in SP&% determine if missing
values were missing completely at random (MCAR), missing at random
(MAR), or missing not at random (MNAR) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

b. Treat MCAR and MAR as ignorable non-response and pairwise deletion
(which ignores the missing values of a particular subject for a stdtistica
test) was used for statistical procedures (Alison, 2002).

c. Treat MNAR as non-ignorable non-response and the imputation procedure
of replacing missing cases with distribution means was applied since
missing data did not exceed the often-used threshold of 15% of the data
for a subject or a variable (George & Mallery, 2007). The replacement
with the mean imputation procedure was also chosen because it is
considered a conservative procedure since the variance of the variables is
reduced (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Data Validation

It is essential to have a president assessment instrument that produceslhigh qua
data. According to Latham & Wexley (1994), the minimum standards for perfoemanc
assessment instruments include incorporating a good job analysis and having good
reliability and validity of data derived from the instrument. Job analysisifiésrttsks
that must be performed and standards that should be met. This study incorporated
gualitative research methods in support of a job analysis for a university pteside
associated tasks and standards provided a basis for survey items derived from the
theoretical constructs and dimensions associated with university presdess@ment.

Confirming the trustworthiness of qualitative data and the reliability andityadif
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guantitative data helped ensure the survey instruments accurately rdeébsyserceived
importance of the traits, behaviors, and outcomes of a university president in the
performance of assigned tasks.

Trustworthiness of Qualitative Data

For naturalistic inquiry, meeting certain tests of rigor is a reguisiestablishing
the trustworthiness of the outcome of an inquiry (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, 1985). There
are four naturalistic (qualitative) corollaries to measures oftgualscientific
(quantitative) inquiry. This research examinedldpendabilityof qualitative data as an
equivalent to the reliability of quantitative datacgdibility as an equivalent to the
internal validity, 3)transferabilityas an equivalent to external validity, 4) and
confirmabilityas an equivalent to objectivity.

An on-going audit was conducted during this study to obtain evidence of
dependabilitypy checking data consistency across subjects in the same or similat.contex
To ensure theredibility of qualitative data, several measures were applied during the
study process as defined by Lincoln and Guba (1985) including:

1. Triangulation — comparing data from different sources such as observations,
individual interviews, and focus group interviews to check for consistency and
different viewpoints (i.e., data, methodological, and theoretical standpoints)

2. Peer debriefing — using disinterested parties to look at substantive,
methodological, and ethical aspects of the study and provide feedback

3. Negative case analysis — resolving data that appears to be the excépéon ra
than the rule by continuously revising hypotheses (or conclusions) until they

account for all known cases without exception
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4. Referential adequacy checks — holding a certain amount of data aside at
various points during the research to determine if it is consistent with the
findings, conclusions, and recommendations determined at the end of the
research

5. Member checks — Formal, informal, and continuous checking of data and
emerging results by subjects from whom data was collected over the course of
the research

This study includedhick descriptiorof the feedback from study participants, the
research methodology used in the study, and the findings from the study as evidence of
transferabilityof the results to other subjects or contexts. Denzin (cited in Creswell,
2007) describes thick description as a narrative that presents “detail, contaiinem
and webs of social relationships that evoke emotionality and self-featingsch the
voices, feelings, actions and meanings of the subjects are heard” (p. 194).

Evidence otconfirmabilitywas gathered by verifying the findings from the
research stem from the characteristics of the research subjects aadtéx rather than
from the biases, motivations, interests, and perspectives of the researchagppdrd s
dependability, credibility, transferability, and confirmability, a reifle journal that
contained notes on perceptions, meanings, contexts, and potential biases was maintained
during this study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Reliability and Validity of Quantitative Data

As discussed in Chapter 2, reliability is the extent to which a measuricgdore

yields the same results on repeated trials (Carmines & Zeller, 1978)loiRaerror

(unsystematic error) lies at the heart of reliability with higlaadom error reducing
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reliability (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). In survey research, random ereorasult of
errors in coding, ambiguous instructions, and/or ambiguous wording on surveys. For this
study, random error was minimized by checking code for errors as partd#tthe
verification process and by conducting a pilot survey and follow-up intervieviarify c
the instructions and the wording of the items in the final survey.

Cronbach’s alpha( test of internal consistency was used as an indicator of
reliability since it produces conservative estimates (Thorndike, 2005). Crosbash’
based on the average correlation of items (Nunnally, 1978) within the survey mstrum
The standard of reliability used for this study was Cronback’s7 as recommended by
Nunnally (1978) for early stages of research focused on hypothesizedreseais
constructs. In addition, the number of non-demographic items was reduced from 111 on
the pilot survey to 56 on the final survey. The results of the pilot survey and feedback
from follow-up interviews enabled the researcher to identify those items é¢natmore
relevant for the final survey. Reducing the number of items on the survey atsal limi

the artificial inflation of Cronbach’a, which is very sensitive to the number of itef$ (

2cov _
on an instrument based on the following formuia: N"Cov with Cov as the
2. s%item+ X, CoVitem

average covariance between all itesigm as the sum of all item variances, and
¥ Covitemn @S the sum of all item covariances.

As described in Chapter 2, validity is the extent to which the scores of some
abstract concept measure what they purport to measure (Carmines & I351@Y.
Nonrandom error (systematic error) lies at the heart of validity and semteenrandom

error causes the scores to be less accurate which lowers validityif€ai& Zeller,
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1979). The following types of validity were addressed in this studstatistical

conclusion validity?2) internal validity,3) content validity4) construct validity,

5) external validityand 6)consequential validity.-The researcher obtained the following
evidence of validity to reduce the likelihood of nonrandom error scores captured from the
final survey instrument and to increase confidence in the survey results:

1. Statistical conclusion validity evidence was gathered by calculaatgtstal
power, conforming to assumptions of the statistical tests, controlling Type |
error, and achieving reliability in the scores (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell,
2002).

2. Internal validity evidence was collected by conducting a cross-sectional
survey to mitigate the following threats in survey research: mortality,
location, instrument decay (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006), and testing (Shadish,
Cook, & Campbell, 2002). An additional threat to internal validity was the
selection of participants with different characteristics, which couldtbeas
scores (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Midway through the study, the
NMSU faculty was added to the target population to compensate for any
UNM faculty biases.

3. Content validity evidence was obtained by ensuring the content of the data
collection instruments adequately incorporated the theories and concepts
associated with the content domain of interest (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955;
Lawshe, 1975; Shepard, 1993). Interviews with SMEs were performed to
ensure the items pertained to the domain of university president performance

and the items adequately sampled this domain. The literature review, follow-
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up review of archival data, pilot survey, and interviews enabled the researcher
to perform job analysis that identified the key tasks associated with university
president performance. This job analysis contributed to the accuracy and
inclusiveness of the items for the final survey serving as additional evidence
of content validity.

. Construct validity evidence was secured by analyzing threats such as
inadequate operationalization of constructs (e.g., inaccurate or incomplete
definition of constructs, dimensions, variables, and measures) (Shadish, Cook,
& Campbell, 2002). Using factor analysis (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994)
ensured that the dimensions of a particular construct correlated highly with
each otherqonvergent validityand ensured the dimensions of different
constructs did not correlate highly with each otliesgriminant validity

(AERA, APA, NCME, 2004; Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Shadish, Cook, &
Campbell, 2002; Shepard, 1993). In support of construct validity, the study
accounted for the concept giausible rival hypothesgShepard, 1993) or
construct confoundingShadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) by identifying
several external factors that could affect the ratings of a universgigien

that may be beyond his or her control such as attribution errors, organizational
influences, political influences, and rater errors. While the constructs and
dimensions of these external factors were not developed and analyzed,
guestions in the interviews and surveys were included to determine if these

factors could be considered rival hypotheses or confounding constructs in the
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actual assessment of a university president for follow-up research as opposed
to explicit evidence of construct validity for this study.

External validity (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) evidence was obtained by
conducting a census of the target population and by confirming the
participation of representative faculty based on demographic data provided by
UNM and NMSU. Using consistent settings and conditions for the collection
of survey data and providing the same information to study participants
contributed to external validity as well.

Consequential validity was supported by mitigating potential negative
consequences of the proposed and actual use of scores (Messick, 1980:
AERA, APA, and NCME, 2004). Ensuring the confidentiality of all study
participants mitigated negative consequences. The pilot and final surveys
were anonymous and the names of individual interview or focus group

interview participants were not revealed.

Another type of validity i€riterion-related validity(Thorndike, 2005). Criterion-

related validity is based on using the scores from one instrument to predict thmeutc

(criterion) in another situation. There are also two broad classesesiorrirelated

validity: concurrent validityandpredictive validity(Thorndike, 2005) Evidence of

concurrent validity can be found by correlating the scores from one instroneriteria

measured at the same point in time. Evidence of predictive validity can be found

correlating the scores from one instrument to criteria measured at @nhete Using

president assessment as an example, the high correlation of scores from the annua

president assessment and the actual performance of the university in nieefoads for
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that year is strong evidence of concurrent validity. If there is a loigklation of scores
between an annual president assessment and the actual performance of thigyunive
subsequent years, there would be strong evidence of predictive validity. Once a new
assessment instrument has been implemented for a complete assessmethiecscbres
could be compared to the measures of university success to determine if thersoores f
the instrument provide good evidence of concurrent or predictive validity as cases of
criterion-related validity. Based on the definition of criterion-relatalidity, its
application is beyond the scope of this study. However, it is discussed in this
methodology section because of its potential applicability in developing performance
assessment instruments for university presidents.
Validity of Data in Mixed-Methods Research
Creswell and Plano-Clark (2007), Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998), and other
authors suggest that mixed-methods research requires additional validity evidenc
because of the combination of qualitative and quantitative data. To minimize tbreats t
validity of mixed-methods research data, the following actions were taken:
1. Qualitative and quantitative data were drawn from the same population (i.e.,
faculty members at UNM and NMSU).
2. For the most part, the qualitative and quantitative data collection instruments
addressed the same questions.
3. A guide was developed to ensure equivalent translation of terms among
gualitative analysis, quantitative analysis, theoretical/conceptuativark
for the study, performance assessment terminology, and assessment

instrument terminology (see Appendix A, Table Al).
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4. Qualitative and quantitative results were presented side by side to ilustrat
where the two types of data were complementary and where they were
different.

5. Individuals with different backgrounds were chosen to participate in the
interviews, which is a preferred method for exploratory research.

6. A relatively large sample size was used for quantitative analysis contpared
a relatively small sample size for qualitative analysis.

7. Major themes developed from CIT and grounded theory qualitative analyses
were used as a basis for the final survey that provided data for quantitative
analysis.

8. The survey instrument for quantitative data collection was refined through
rigorous procedures including the analysis of pilot survey data and interview
data.

9. The study addressed both qualitative and quantitative data validity.

Data Analysis

Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative analysis focuses on the beliefs, assumptions, situations, acgtins, a
accounts (Charmaz, 2006) that play an important part in developing useful theories and
models. For this study, qualitative analysis was useful in determinimgwig
presidential assessment instrument should be developdoaride assessment should
be conducted, 2yhypresidential assessment did or did not work well in the past, and 3)
whatshould be done to make it work better in the future (Curnan, et al., 1998).

Qualitative analysis clarified and extended the results of quantitativesemnalor
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example, qualitative analysis provided an indication of cause and effeanshagis of
factors that are perceived to contribute most to president performance caaoare
extension of the survey results.

The qualitative analysis process incorporated continuous compilation and review
of relevant archival information from studies, books, and articles that describesitgive
president assessment and leadership themes, schema, or frameworks (Russ-Eft
Preskill, 2001). CIT procedures were used during individual interviews and focus group
interviews. Qualitative data from the interviews and pilot survey served assair
data for the application of grounded theory methods. Annotated data collection forms
(i.e., archival data forms and grounded theory coding worksheets) were used to
categorize and code data for qualitative analysis. Audio recorders wer® @sesure
written recordings were accurate and complete. The paragraphs that fobovatdaon
CIT and grounded theory concepts and procedures.

CIT is “a set of procedures for collecting direct observations of human behavior
in such a way to facilitate their potential usefulness in solving practical prstaled
developing broad psychological principles” (Flanagan, 1954, p. 327). The aim of CIT is
to identify specific incidents of effective and ineffective behavior witheessip a
particular activity. Sokol and Oresick (in Berk, 1987) suggest that CIT is useful i
determining criteria for managerial performance assesshrenigh what is called a
“behavioral event interview” (p. 386).

For this study, CIT was used during individual and focus group interviews to
identify behaviors that the subjects perceived are either effectiveftedtive for a

university president. For example, an item in the interview guide read, “Thinknoé a t
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when a university president has done something that you personally observed or heard or
read about that in your opinion was an example of good behavior.” In contrast totthe firs
statement, the interview guide contained a second related item substoong

behavior for “good” behavior. The researcher used the responses to these types of ite

in the interview guides to refine the constructs and dimensions providing ddrdbis

items and the scales in the final survey.

Based on a qualitative research literature review, grounded theory is cedsade
useful approach for studying a phenomena or process (Creswell, 2007). Grounded theory
emerged from the collaboration between sociologists Glaser and Straussdii97%)
the 1960s. In order to add structure to qualitative research, Glaser and Stvalggzede
a clear set of written guidelines for developing a theory that is “groundedtan da
collected from the experiences, actions, interactions, and processes involvirgg peopl
Later theorists such as Charmaz (2006) viewed grounded theory as a bridge between
traditional positivist/postpositivist methods supported by quantitative asaydi
interpretive methods supported by qualitative analysis. The bridge to which @harma
refers is the methodology associated with pragmatism as defined by C(@90€).

Figure 6 provides an illustration of the grounded theory approach used in this study as
derived from writings of various authors (Charmaz, 2006; Charmaz as cited in Hesse
Biber & Leavy, 2006; Creswell, 2007; Glaser & Strauss, 1975; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

Data for the initial coding phase was obtained through open sampling (individual
interviews and focus group interviews) which was purposeful and systentediacsSSE&

Corbin, 1990). As part of the conceptualization process, the researcher linked properties

and dimensions to form the context that pertained to categories (or phenomenas (Stra
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& Corbin, 1990) under study such as learning, leadership, and management. Charmaz
(2006) suggested the application of two coding schemes in this phase — line-by-line
coding and focused coding. For this study, line-by-line coding helped avoid bias in data
categorization. It also provided new ways to examine data and helped idapsfy g

Focused coding was used to identify codes that continually appeared in lime-by-|

coding and to create broader categories for organizing data. Products fromahe in

coding phase, supported the next phase — axial coding. See Appendix A for definitions of

coding terms.
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Figure 6. Grounded Theory Procedures
In addition to refining data by questioning its meaning, products were compared

and linked from the initial phase during the axial coding phase. Detailed memos were
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written during this phase in which subcategories were linked to preliminagyorass.
Products from the axial coding phase were candidate categories, subcatpgopesies

of the subcategories, and dimensions of the properties (Charmaz, 2006). The products
from the axial coding phase were used during the next phase — theoretical coding.

The theoretical coding phase added theoretical sampling and validatirtg as da
processing procedures. Theoretical sampling involved going back to data souittes to f
gaps and to differentiate major and minor categories providing an analsgiceviork
for the hypotheses and theory derived from the grounded theory methods (Charmaz,
2006). Another key process performed in this phase included validating the data before
writing the storyline, which identifies the core categories (or phenomeniag sfudy,
the subcategories, and the relationships between these categories and aidsatEoe
preliminary products from the initial and axial coding phases were used to déwelop t
final survey and the products of the theoretical coding phase were used to develop
hypotheses on relationships that should be confirmed in follow-up research.

As Figure 6 suggests, grounded theory involves constant comparison of data
throughout the research process. Data from one phase serve as building blocks for
successive phases using bottom-up, inductive logic to develop more abstract canttepts a
emerging theory. Conversely, from a top-down, deductive perspective, the study
included a review of theories and concepts identified during the literature review t
determine if they were consistent with additional data introduced as thepstgptgssed.

As illustrated by the connecting lines in Figure 6, the grounded theory appread in

this study was an integrated and iterative process rather than a purelgtsdquocess.
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Quantitative Data Analysis

As a complement and extension of qualitative analysis, the researcher used
descriptive and inferential statistics (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) for quiawveitanalysis.
Statistical procedures were performed using pilot survey data to 1) exgueistitative
analysis procedures, 2) gain insight into the feasibility of using variouditpiee
procedures by examining the tenability of pertinent statistical assum@ijodgntify
items for the final survey and 4) assist in determining the sample size forahsurvey.
Pilot survey data was used to compute descriptive statistics (i.e., meanaralaidst
deviations) to prioritize potential items for the final survey and to determirsathple
size necessary for MANOVA. While the pilot survey served multiple purpdsedata
was not used to perforPCA, ANOVA, or MANOVfor quantitative analysis. Instead,
data was used from the final survey to perform PCA, ANOVA, and MANOVA in support
of this study.

After final survey data was entered into the database, it was screenedkt@ochec
accuracy, completeness, and suitability. Raw data was examined to ensdieidiat
were complete and the values were within expected ranges. After dogfolata
quality, the data was input into SPS® obtain descriptive statistics and graphical plots
to gain additional information on the quality and characteristics of the data. Cutpoits
SPS$ also includedistogramsbox plots distributions of mean$earson’s product-
moment correlatiorfr) matrices, and a variety of tables associated with PCA, ANOVA,

MANOVA, Sheffé’snultiple comparison procedure, and tests of statistical assumptions.
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Survey Data
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Figure 7. Statistical Testing Process

Figure 7 illustrates the statistical testing process used in this SHadtyor
analysis in the form of PCA and reliability testing in the form of Cronbaci®re the
primary statistical procedures used for this study to gain insighthetconstructdgtent
variableg and dimensiongifanifest variables(Field, 2005; George & Mallery, 2007,
Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) reflected in the datatfrem
final survey. The variables included in PCA were potential president agséssiteria
associated with the constructs of learning, leadership, management, followership,

organization, and performance outcomes. The items on the final survey corresponded to

the variables associated with each of these constructs.

For PCA, tables in SP8®utput files such as thetal variance explained

provided insight into what components (or factors) should be retained and the percent of
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variance accounted for by each component. Stevens (2002) suggests that thetdesire is
have the components that account for most of the variance (i.e., 75% or more) in the
original set of variables, and this is often accomplished with five or less component
TheKaiser criterion the most widely used component selection method, calls for
retention of components with eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater (Weiss, 1971). Field (2002)
suggests that the Kaiser criterion is accurate when the sample ceeel€250 with the
averagecommunalityof .6 or greater. Communality is the amount of variance a
particular variable shares with other variables (Field, 2002). A communalit® of
indicates that a variable shares all its variance with other variablescanthaunality of

0.0 indicates a variable shares none of its variance with other variables (Field, 2002)

A Scree Plo(that graphs eigenvalues versus components) is another useful tool
for identifying components to retain in PCA (Field, 2005). For the purpose of this
analysis, théreakin the Scree plot was examined and all components to the left break
were considered as real components and those to the right were regardedaas error
residual factors (Weiss, 1971). The break is considered a point in the plot where the
slope of the curve tends to level off and Stevens (2002) recommends that all components
be retained prior to the first point on the plot where the eigenvalues start toffevel

The PCAcomponents matriin SPSS$ lists the unrotated loadings on the
variables and theotated component matriists the variable loadings from orthogonal
(Varimax) rotations. Variable loadings less th&8nhwere suppressed and the following
guidelines recommended by Guadagnoli and Velcier (1988) were used as ¢¢hier cri

for interpreting components:
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1. Multiple loadings of.8| regardless of sample size

2. Four or more loadings aboyé| regardless of sample size

3. Ten or more loadings aboyd| for samples size greater than 150

4. A few loadings of|.4] for sample size of 300 or more
Components defined by only one or two variables were considered questionable
regardless of the loadings and sample size (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Keyematric
used to evaluate the outcome of oblique rotations (Promax) were th& S&&sn
matrix (that consists of loadings of the variables on the componstits)iure matrix
(that shows the relationships between factors),cangpbonent correlation matrithat
shows the dependence among component constructs). Both orthogonal and oblique
rotations were performed to compare the results.

An important step in confirming statistical conclusion validity is testieg t
assumptions of statistical tests. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (200Kgythe
assumptions for PCA are as follows: 1) sufficient sample size for retahielation
estimates, 2) multivariate normality (factor solutions are enhanced witlvaniate
normality, but this is not critical for exploratory research), 3) caioglanatrix is not an
identity matrix, and 4) absence of outliers (i.e., an observation is very diffeegnmost
others [Field, 2002]). ThKaiser-Mayer-Olkin(KMO) test served as the measure of
sampling adequacy with a goal of KMO value of at least .7 (Field, 2005; George &
Mallery, 2007; Kaiser, 1974)Bartlett’s test of sphericitwas used to determine if the
correlation matrix R-matrix) was an identity matrix with a significance vatué5

indicating that the data is acceptable for factor analysis (Field, 2005; Gedvigdely,
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2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Histograms and box plots were used to identify
outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

MANOVA, ANOVA, and Sheffé’s multiple comparison procedure were used to a
limited degree for quantitative analysis in this study. The purpose of tlstseves to
determine if there were significant differences between groups in theeptens of the
importance of various performance assessment criteria. The independdnesdhiss)
were groups represented by different demographic factors included in theufivey
(e.g., age, gender, race/ethnicity, institution in which the faculty membéemmoyed,
etc.). The dependent variables (DVs) were various performance agsnaiated with
learning, leadership, management, followership, and organization, performance gutcome
represented by corresponding items in the final survey. MANOVA, ANOVA, and
Sheffé’s were used to identify significant differences between UNM andUNfd&ulty
(IV) in their opinions on the importance of performance assessment cid®sa. (

MANOVA was used to identify any significant differences in the groups based on
the total set of DVs. Univariate ANOVA was used to identify individual DVs that
contributed to distinguishing groups. Hotellingsand Sheffé’s multiple comparisons
were used to identify differences between individual groups on each of the DVs rather
than the set of DVs. For MANOVA, the test statistic WéiH's lambda(A) that
indicates if the DVs significantly differentiate the groups. The ANOVAarmmateF test
provided an indication of whether the individual DVs differentiate the groups by
themselves, but did not take into account correlation of the DVs to give a complete
picture. For Scheffé multiple comparisoRsgnetisiS the criterion used as the test statistic

(Keppel & Wickens, 2004).
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The assumptions of MANOVA and ANOVA were tested in support of the
assessment of statistical conclusion validity. The assumptions for thestecatdests
are as follows (Field, 2005; Stevens, 2002): 1) MANOVA: independent observations,
observations on the DVs follow a multivariate normal distribution in each group (i.e.,
multivariate normality), and the population covariance matrices for the EMVegaial
(i.e., homogeneity of covariance matrices), and 2) ANOVA: independent observations,
observations are distributed normally on the DV within each group, and population
variances for the groups are equal (i.e., homogeneity of variance [HOV]). Since
MANOVA and ANOVA are considered robust against Type | error (i.e., tiegethe
null hypothesis when it is true [Aron & Aron, 2003]) when there are deviations to
normality, and since SP8%loes not check for these assumptions (Stevens, 2002), other
procedures to perform normality tests were not investigated. The Bae'st was
performed to check the equality of covariance matricesl.andne’sest checked for
HOV. For the assumptions of MANOVA and ANOVA, the Box test and Levene’s test
should be non-significant (i.0,>.05) (Field, 2005; George & Mallery, 2007). For
ANOVA, the inspection of histograms provided an indication of the normality of
distributions, along with values &tirtosisandskewnesbetweent 1.0, which
considered excellent indicators of normality for most psychometric purp@sesge and
Mallery, 2007).

If the data did not adequately meet the assumptions for MANOVA and ANOVA,
theMann-WhitneyandFriedman One-Way ANOWAere selected as alternative
nonparametric tests to examine the differences between two groups, or thage or m

groups, respectively. Additional alternative tests included\theoxon Signed Rank test
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(a nonparametric equivalent of the paired samiplesst) and the Kruskal-Wallid Test

(a nonparametric equivalent of ANOVA for three or more data sets) (Wagner, 1992)
Finally, theSpearman’s Rank Coefficient of Correlati@gg) was selected as a back up
procedure to determine the strength of the relationships between two sete@s pai
comparisons (Wagner, 1992).

Mixed-Method Analysis

The mixed-methods approach used in this study involved CIT, grounded theory,
and statistical procedures. The purpose of the final survey was to measure¢hegde
importance of various president performance criteria identified througheregure
review, pilot survey, interviews, and synthesizing this data through the applicatdh of
and grounded theory. After performing statistical analysis of data frofméheurvey,
guantitative findings and qualitative findings were compared and contrastednithroug
triangulation. Additionally, the results of the qualitative analysis were osaaplify
and clarify the results of the final survey. The desired outcome of the misiaan
procedures was to derive results that are more trustworthy from a aquektaalysis
standpoint and to derive results that are more reliable and valid from a quantitative
analysis standpoint.

Figure 8 provides an example of the way data from the qualitative analysis wer
mapped into the items to be included in the survey. In this examplstdgorydefined
by CIT and grounded theory corresponded to the constructs asdhitetegories
corresponded to the dimensions of those constructs as part of the theoretical and

conceptual architecture of the domain of university president assessment.
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Qualitative Analysis Quantitative Analysis

Critical Incident Technique S
_ Grounded Theory urvey
Preliminary Data
Category »| Leadership
Archival .
Data i
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Literature R
Review Property > | Importance
Dimension > | Low----High
(Likert Scale 1 to 5)
t |

Figure 8. Example Linkage between Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis
Thepropertyin which this research focuses is the perceived importance of the
subcategories (e.g., integrity, inspiration, trust, etc.) which are poteiteaiacfor
assessing the president. The teimensiorfrom a qualitative perspective is equivalent
to the range of a scale from a quantitative perspective. This approach of mapming f
the qualitative perspective to a quantitative perspective was applied to determi
categories, items, and scales that would be included in the survey instrument.
Risks and Mitigations
Several risks were taken into account during this study. Table 3 deshabes t

risks and the actions taken to mitigate them.
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Table 3. Risks and Mitigations

Risks Mitigations
1.Lack of interest in participating as a study 1.Advertised and emphasized the benefits of the
participant study.
2.Lack of interest in individual or focus group 2.Advertised and emphasized the benefits of the
interviews study.
3.Insufficient participation in pilot surveys 3.Sent out invitations to participate via the UNM

and NMSU all faculty list serves authorized by the
Offices of the President and the Provost.

4.Insufficient sample size for the final survey 4.Engaged UNM and NMSU faculty leadership
committees to solicit their support in recruiting
survey participants.

5.Limited knowledge of senior leadership 5.Included multiple data collection methods in the
evaluation among stakeholders study (i.e., individual interviews, focus group
interviews, and surveys) to increase the chances of
obtaining sufficient data. Interviews involved
purposive sampling to improve chances that
participants had knowledge and experience in
applicable study domains.

6.Selection of an inappropriate statistical procedu&Conducted a pilot survey as a risk reduction
for quantitative analysis measure for the final survey. Considered previous
approaches used in related studies. Consulted
with members of the dissertation committee to
obtain additional insights into appropriate use of
statistical tests. Collected evidence to support
statistical conclusion validity.

7. Political influences that could bias the data and7.Included the faculty of two public universities in
jeopardize research results the state of New Mexico in the study. Compared
and contrasted the results as part of validity
assessment.

Summary
The methodology described in this chapter incorporates multiple aspects of
exploratory research in a mixed-methods design. For this study, the main purpose of
gualitative analysis was to explore constructs and dimensions of the univezsitiept
assessment domain that provided a basis for the items to include in the final survey. The

main purpose of quantitative analysis was to investigate relationships among the
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variables represented by items in the final survey. Another purpose of thatoyealit
analysis was to clarify and amplify the relationships between théblesiaxamined

during quantitative analysis. While not a primary purpose, the mixed-methods desig
led to the development of hypotheses pertaining to the relationships betweenwariable
that could serve as a basis for follow-up research. Chapter 4 (Results) and Ehapte
(Discussion) of this document address the findings, conclusions, and recommendations
with regard to the AIDA model and the associated methods used to achieve the
overarching goal of this study — to answer the following research questions:

1. What approach can UNM and other public universities use to develop an

effective performance assessment instrument?

2. What is the preferred content and format for a president performance

assessment instrument?

Although the target population was limited to UNM and NMSU faculty members
for this study, the AIDA model and related methods could be applied to other populations
to gain additional insight into the importance of various president assessesid. crit
Feedback from other key constituents/stakeholder groups (e.g., members of the board of
regents, administrative staff, and student body) could be incorporated into the design of
more effective assessment instrument. Once a president assessmeneiriss
developed, the AIDA model and methods described in this chapter could be applied to
update the instrument on a periodic basis. Furthermore, the AIDA model and methods
described in this chapter could be used to collect and to analyze data from an actual

performance assessment of a university president.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Chapter 4 contains the detailed findings from this study on the development of an
instrument for assessing public university presidents. The theoreticabceptual
framework for this study provided a basis for the approach used to develop themesults
this chapter and the discussion in Chapter 5. This chapter includes the following major
sections: 1) problem statement and research questions, 2) restatement esraards
instrument development approach (AIDA), 3) restatement of theoretical angpticaice
framework, 4) findings on AIDA, and 5) findings on assessment instrument content and
format.
Problem Statement and Research Questions
The findings in this chapter address the following problem statement ancthesear
guestions:
Problem Statement
A comprehensive approach is not available that universities can use topdinel
content and format of a president assessment instrument that provides suffidemte
of the reliability and validity of the ratings or scores derived from thisunmsnt.
Research Questions
1) What approach can UNM and other public universities use to develop an
effective performance assessment instrument for their presidents?
2) What is the preferred content and format for a president performance

assessment instrument?

137



Restatement of Assessment Instrument Development Approach
For this study, AIDA (Figure 9) served as a prototype approach for developing an

effective performance assessment instrument for a university presidergwer
Research Question 1. Through the application of this prototype, the researchedcaptu
lessons learned on the usability, utility, and limitations of AIDA as a model for
identifying the content and format for an assessment instrument. The AIDA model
embodies the methodological concepts described in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 of this
document. As such, it incorporates the methods and procedures associated with an
exploratory, mixed-methods, triangulation, survey, and correlational reseaighsdes
As illustrated in Figure 9, AIDA includes a series of integrated dakectioin and

analysis steps that lead to specific outputs.

Data Collection Analysis Techniques Outputs
- - 3\
I Archival Data — : : Behaviors, Traits,
' Critical Incident Technique .| Assessment, Performance
[ Literature Review & Grounded Theory Outcomes, Constructs, o
| & Dimensionality >Prellm|n§1ry
I Interview Guides I< Analysis
: Pilot Survey Instrument [«
| <
L Interviews Grounded Theory Refined Constructs,
| Dimensionality, &
heod- Pilot Survey »  Descriptive Statistics Survey Questions Intermediate
; Analysis
: I Final Survey Instrument I=
: . : Descriptive & Inferential )
ol Final Survey >

; 1 Statistics
f Mixed-Methods Findings .
. Interviews Final

Grounded Theory > .
Analysis
v
: Reliability & Validity Reliability & Validity Study
L-- > . »>
Evidence Assessment Results )

Figure 9. Assessment I nstrument Development Approach
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Due to the graphics limitations, AIDA appears as a linear processtaogmsisa
series of sequential steps. In actuality, AIDA includes several atitexgprocesses. For
example, grounded theory entails a continuous comparison of initial, axial, and
theoretical coding in a cyclical fashion to insure consistency and com@steineodes.
Reliability and validity assessment is another example of a process éisatatdollow a
linear process. The acquisition and assessment of reliability and validigneg is an
ongoing process since qualitative and quantitative data analyses arat@demtivities
in the AIDA model.

While AIDA consists of iterative and parallel steps, it also includes égyential
steps. For example, preliminary analysis for this study included qualitaétieods
(e.g., critical incident technique [CIT] and grounded theory) to determine thetiiems
include in the interview guides. Preliminary qualitative analysis of arcatal and
information from the literature review also contributed to the development of the pilot
survey. Following preliminary analysis, the researcher performed irdexte@analysis
of qualitative data from the interviews and quantitative data from the pilot sunfer. A
intermediate analysis, the researcher conducted a final analysis tdittueatiata from
the follow-up interviews and quantitative and qualitative data from the finalysurve
Final analysis included integration of data from the final survey and follow-up
interviews; assessment of reliability and validity; and reporting of steslyits.

Restatement of Preliminary Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

The preliminary theoretical and conceptual framework for this studyr@-id)

identifies factors associated with the assessment of a universitygmesihe figure

identifies existing theories that provide a basis for external factors,dodivi
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performance factors, and organizational performance outcome factorsxaraple,
assessment instruments currently in use by a cross-section of univensgtigsire, and
studies reveal that specific items included in assessments of individual @erternelate

to learning, leadership, management, followership, organization, and assessment

theories/concepts.
External Performance Performance
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Figure 10. Preliminary Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

The preliminary framework for this study served as a point of departure forfydemti

the content and format for an assessment instrument that could potentiall\heereeds

of UNM, NMSU, and other public universities. Chapter 5 contains a refined theoretical
and conceptual model and related hypotheses that should be tested in future research.

Providing an answer to Research Question 2, Chapter 5 also contains the recommended
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content and format of a UNM and NMSU president assessment instrument based on the
perspective of key university constituents — the faculty members.
Findings on Assessment Instrument Development Approach

The following findings address Research Question 1: “What approach can UNM
and other public universities use to develop an effective performance assessment
instrument for their presidents?” The researcher developed AIDA becausslab m
existed for developing the content and format for an assessment instrument fgitynive
presidents. While there is a significant amount of information on developing
performance assessment instruments in general, much of this informatitedigedg.,
Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Mohrman, Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1989). Additionally,
specific techniques for developing assessment instruments for senior leguldrsc
university environments are lacking. For example, previous research by Sc{ih98R)
and others also point to the need for better definitions of university leadership and
applicable measures of success.

Supporting Research Question 1, the following paragraphs in this section provide
the findings from the application of the AIDA model in this study aimed at detiegn
the appropriate content (i.e., president leadership definitions and measures) atd form
for implementing the instrument in a university environment. The findings thaifoll
are essentially a critique of the AIDA model that the researcheedpmpliring this study.
Accordingly, these paragraphs address the usability, utility, and limitatfdhe various
elements of the AIDA model. The findings associated with the outputs from the AIDA
model are contained in the next major section of this chapter: Examination ofrAsses

Instrument Content and Format, which addresses Research Question 2. Chapter 5 of this
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document includes recommendations on changes that should be made to the AIDA model
based on the results of this study.
Findings from Preliminary Analysis

The main purpose of preliminary analysis was to identify the questions to include
in the individual and focus group interview guides and the items to include in the pilot
survey. Another purpose of this analysis was to begin gathering evidence of the
dependability and validity of qualitative data from archival data sources afitkthtire
review. Preliminary analysis also helped set the stage for more in-deptatoqeali
analysis performed in support of the intermediate analysis phase of tlyis stud
Archival Data and Literature Review

Archival data on the demographics of the target populations at UNM and NMSU
were readily available through the offices of institutional research wensity websites.
This data was useful in determining how closely the population of the pilot survey
represented the UNM faculty population and the how closely the final surveyariecs
the UNM and NMSU faculty populations. This demographic data was critical in
determining the representativeness of the survey participants and thdizgniéta of
the results as evidence of external validity.

Archival data in the form of president contracts, assessment instrumentg&spolici
procedures, and performance reports for many institutions were easilgiblecdgough
the worldwide web. For example, the contract for the president of Arizona State
University (ASU) (Arizona Board of Regents, 2005) contains specific language on
performance assessment requirements and points to more detailed proceithares

Arizona Board of Regents (1990) policy manual. Both of these ASU documents were
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available on the Internet. Other examples of university president conhatct®htain
information on evaluation are available to the public. Similarly, the Uniyeskit
Michigan (2006) and University of Washington (University of Washington Board of
Regents, 2006) websites contain president evaluation forms.

Several universities and university systems post policies and procedures
pertaining to president assessment on the Internet (Arizona Board of Regents, 1990;
Clemson University, 2009; Krisch, 2008; McNeese State University, 2005; Southeastern
Louisiana University, 1997; University of Alabama System, 2003; UniversityoahN
Florida, 2006; Utah System Board of Regents; 2005). Some of these policies and
procedures documents contain recommended president assessment criteriahThe U
System Board of Regents (2005) publishes comprehensive guidelines on president
assessment that address evaluation committee procedures, evaluation grotesgew
procedures, interview guides with detailed assessment criteria, and ievataporting.

There is also evidence that universities are taking actions to improve their
policies, procedures, and assessment criteria. For example, the Unniekiotyh
Florida (UNF) chartered a president evaluation task force to develop “a plavothdt
provide for effective, regular evaluation of the University president” (Urityes North
Florida, 2006, p. 1). The UNF task force delivered a concise report on the recommended
policies, procedures, and criteria for presidential assessment. The taskdsed its
recommendations on the review of relevant literature from the AGB and oresidgut
assessment processes employed by 19 different colleges and univadilidisg the
Florida State University, State University of New York system, Unityeo$ Florida,

University of Massachusetts, and University of Minnesota.
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A few universities make the results of president assessments avail#ide t
public. For example, the Board of Trustees of Ohio University (2006) published a
performance report in the form of a letter to the president on the Internet. Amnene t
the University of Nevada Las Vegas (2000, 2003) posted detailed resultaltf &l
professional staff assessments of its president on a three-year basisstéttsddnave
“sunshine laws” (Kauffman, 1978, p. 64) that pertain to the release of public information
such as the proceedings from boards of regents meetings, the lack of performance
assessment reports on the Internet suggests that universities do not noostakgults
of president performance assessments on public websites. Additional information on
New Mexico regarding the Open Meeting Act (OMA)/Inspection of Public RiscAct
(IPRA) (“sunshine laws”) is available on the New Mexico Attorney Gern(@48)
website. Since states have their own laws and universities have differeigisptiiere
does not appear to be a common approach to release of information to the public
including dissemination of performance assessment results. The OfficeRvEteent
at UNM reports progress on goals and objectives approved by the board of regents on a
quarterly basis (University of New Mexico, 2008). The UNM report is availablde
Office of the President website and the Board of Regents uses this documtsnt for i
annual assessment of the president (Salazar, 2009).

Based on the availability of information, it appears that there is a rejakiig
degree of transparency when it comes to universities releasing infommatpresident
assessment policies, procedures, and criteria. However, universitieoodaeiass
willing to release the results of presidential assessments. Ingrameargt {2000) point

out that most states permit annual assessments to be confidential betweendéetpres
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and board. They argue that “when ‘sunshine’ legislation or regulations advédfsely a
boards’ responsibilities to protect individual rights to privacy or to meet their
responsibilities, public trustees and governing boards should aggressively advocate
change” (p. 10). On the other hand, Ingram and Weary concede that president and board
performance reviews conducted on more a general, longer-term basisvérygfive
years) “should be more open to the public and inclusive, and the results should be made
public in some appropriate form” (p. 10). Referring to their term “inclusive, aimgand
Weary suggest that the longer-term assessment involves a special ad Hoc boar
committee that seeks the “informed perceptions of leaders of major stakejroldes —
internal and external to the organization — concerning the organization’s managednent a
governance” (pp. 11-12).

The literature review for this study revealed there was an extessigant of
literature on theories and concepts that can serve as a foundation for developing the
content of an assessment instrument for senior leaders. On the other hand, there was a
limited amount of recent and relevant literature on individual assessmeniat s
leadership levels — and even less literature on the subject of developingssmesyd
instrument for university presidents. Of the available literature on universisident
assessment, the AGB was the most useful source (see Ingram & Weary, 2110; Na
1997; Schwartz, 1998, 2001). Other beneficial sources of more general information on
university presidents were the Center for Policy Analysis (2007), authors w/aragnt
and former presidents (see Bowen & Shapiro, 1998; Brown, 2006; Bruce, 2008;
Duderstadt & Womack, 2003; Hoffman & Summers, 2000; Keohane, 2006; Rhodes,

2001), and authors who have credentials as subject matter experts (SMEs) (Alfred, 2006;
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Padilla, 2005; Sanaghan, Goldstein, & Gavel, 2008). While these more general sources
did not provide significant information on president assessment, they articolated |
requirements, priorities, and performance expectations that could be applied in the
development of an assessment instrument.

Consistent with Schwartz’s (1998) suggestion that leadership definitions and
corresponding measures are lacking for college and university presidesnassts, the
researcher found no literature that provided an approach for developing a president
assessment instrument based on applicable theories and concepts such as learning,
leadership, and management. While some literature provided example criteria or
measures for assessing university president performance, it did not inclsulasper
arguments for the inclusion or exclusion of various criteria or the format of the
assessment. In fact, authoritative literature on the topic of universsiglene
assessment was contradictory when it came to the value of formal versosinfor
assessment and the value of private, one-on-one feedback versus participative, 360-
degree feedback.

Despite any shortcomings of the review of arrival data and literature, the
information available for this study was very useful in development of the AlDdeimn
This information was critical in determining the content and format for tkevietv
guides, pilot survey, and final survey for this study. The archival data and infmrmat
from the literature review enabled the researcher to refine the ticabegtd conceptual
model proving a better understanding of the relationships between key variahiss in t
study. Finally, this information was crucial in developing the recommended content a

format for an assessment instrument that could serve the needs of a pamivealesity.
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Critical Incident Technique and Grounded Theory

CIT and grounded theory provided the basis for qualitative analysis for this study.
Using archival data and information from the literature review, the reseaehaoped
guestions included in the individual and focus group interview guides and pilot survey by
using the structured qualitative approaches specified in CIT and grounded theory. As a
form of job analysis, the researcher used CIT procedures to formulate questions
pertaining to behaviors, traits, and outcomes that contributed to the successful
performance of a university president; and those that detracted from an inds/idual’
performance. As a parallel process, the researcher applied grounded tti@aigutss to
identify subcategoriesf information through initial coding. These subcategories
provided a basis for the interview questions and pilot survey items. Based on the coding
of subcategories, the researcher used axial coding to identify propedidsrensions
of the Likert scale applied to the questions in the pilot survey.

CIT and grounded theory proved to be valuable tools for developing questions
and items for the interview guides and pilot surveys, respectively. CIT and gdounde
theory turned out to be relatively simple and straightforward techniques. However,
developing a diagram such as Figure 6 in Chapter 3 helped the researcher understand the
connection between the inputs, coding technique, and outputs.

Findings from Intermediate Analysis

The primary purpose of intermediate analysis was to refine the questions for the
final survey. The secondary purpose of this analysis was to gather evidence of the
dependability and validity of qualitative data collected during the individuaVvietes,

focus group interviews, and the reliability and validity of quantitative data fnerpitot
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survey. Intermediate analysis set the stage for quantitative and queabiaalysis of
final survey data and qualitative analysis of data from follow-up intervievisrpesd in
support of the final analysis phase of this study.

Interviews

The researcher conducted two rounds of interviews in support of the intermediate
analysis phase. The first round of interviews consisted of ten individual inter{xeth
tenured and non-tenured faculty members) and one focus group interview (with five
tenured faculty members). The main topics of discussion during the individual and focus
group interviews were traits and behaviors of university presidents that contnibute
detract from their successful performance. Additional topics included extachais
that potentially affect performance ratings received by presidentsyiparice outcomes
that may be good indicators of president success as well as the content ahdffama
assessment instrument. The researcher restricted the participatierfanus group
interview to tenured faculty members as an added measure of protectiantiokeie t
sensitivity of the subject. Another protective measure taken by the teseaas to hold
in confidence the names and specific positions of the individuals who participated in the
surveys.

As the primary source of qualitative data for this study, the interviews provided
valuable information on the desired content and format of a president assessment
instrument; key constituents/stakeholders who should be involved in the process; and
factors that raters should take into account during an assessment that ateabeyo
president’s control. The faculty members displayed a high level of interén topic

and were very proactive in the discussion. Review of the individual and focus group
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interview data revealed that faculty members had given 368 different respotises
guestions included in the interview guides.

The researcher took notes and made audio recordings during the interview
sessions. Immediately following the interview sessions, the reseanekerwritten
transcripts of the audio recordings on the grounded theory coding worksheets. Rathe
than using Atlag'1® to code interview data as described in the dissertation proposal, the
researcher consolidated the data from the grounded theory coding worksheetseto reduc
the amount of time and effort necessary to analyze the data without sacaficungcy
and completeness. The researcher found that the faculty provided clear anel concis
answers to the interview guide questions making initial coding and axial cotitigely
simple and straightforward tasks for the intermediate analysis phase.

One of the major challenges was coordinating faculty participation iviexes.
Multiple e-mails were required to obtain a response to the interview invitationgheO
other hand, once the researcher established contact, the faculty proved to be very
responsive. It took one month to conduct all the interviews with the exception of one,
which took two additional months to make arrangements after several attempts t
establish contact with different faculty members.

Pilot Survey

Even though the pilot survey consisted of items that could support more detailed
guantitative analysis, the researcher limited its use to: 1) computing the imeaash
item and comparing them to interview findings, 2) gaining insight into the varyadilit
data and the desired sample size for the final survey, 3) investigatingdbditg of the

assumptions for factor analysis (i.e., PCA) and MANOVA, and 4) rehearsingtgtiaat
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data collection and analysis procedures. There were 106 participants in therpdgt s
29 of whom provided comments on the indicators of university president success, the
president assessment process, and/or the pilot survey. The researcher cothgsere
qualitative inputs in the development of the final survey.

The researcher processed the pilot survey data using Statistical)® &mktne
Social Sciencés(SPS$) to obtain descriptive statistics to compare pilot survey and
interview data and to determine the desired sample size for conducting MANG¥A ba
on observed effect sizes. Considering the number of questions in the final survey and the
desired sample size for factor analysis, the researcher determined pihe samfor
factor analysis exceeded the requirement for MANOVA. Using the pilotydata, the
researcher also performed factor analysis and MANOVA to check the tgnabihe
associated assumptions and to rehearse quantitative data analysis psdoedhnesfinal
survey. Even though the sample size was relatively low for pilot survey datastiis
were useful in gaining preliminary insight into the composition of the factbne
outputs from factor analysis also allowed the researcher to investigatediloive
factors and items aligned with theory and concepts identified in theditenratview.
One of the problems discovered during this initial factor analysis procegbavas
difficulty of interpreting the massive output from SPSghen a large number of
variables are included in the analysis.

The most significant challenge with the pilot survey was obtaining a timely
response to the survey invitation. In order to achieve the goal of at least 16ipuati

the UNM provost’s office sent out two invitations via the all faculty list servespibe
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the widespread dissemination of the invitation, it took approximately two months to
obtain the desired number of responses to the pilot survey.
Data Analysis

During this analysis phase, the researcher consolidated the qualitativedinding
from the interviews and pilot survey, developed an MS PowerfPginesentation of
these findings, and conducted a second round of follow-up individual interviews with
three faculty members. The presentation of the emerging results ersplrssidarities
and differences in the findings from the interviews and pilot surveys. After pregsent
emerging results of the interviews and pilot survey, the researcher bekiatetviewees
to provide their opinions on the credibility of the results for validity purposes. The
interviewees also reviewed each item on the pilot survey and made recommeratations
what items to add, modify, or delete in the final survey. Using the results of the
interviews and pilot survey, the researcher clarified the instruction fautvey,
modified the wording of several questions, reduced the number of assessntedt-rela
guestions from 111 to 56, and added one demographic-related question to the final survey
instrument.

The emerging results presentation during this phase of analysis served two
additional purposes. The first was to inform dissertation committee membertsabf ini
study findings and to obtain feedback on the direction of the study. The second was to
inform members of key faculty committees at UNM and NMSU of the emergsts
and to encourage participation of their faculty members in the final survey.e@dhesick
from the interviewees, committee members, and faculty committee mesulggissted

that the activities associated with this phase of analysis served thedlddtpurposes.
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Findings from Final Analysis

Final survey

The final survey proved to be a relatively effective instrument for coltgctin
useful qualitative and quantitative data from UNM; however, the final surveleass
effective at NMSU due to extended delays in data collection and low response. Since
there was a large number (90 total) of responses to the additional comments question in
the final survey, many of which were relatively long, Afla8was used for content
analysis (Klenke, 2008) as a supplement to the coding derived from grounded theory.
Atlas TI® served as a useful tool for translating words, phrases, and sentences into a list of
codes (Klenke, 2008). The list of codes derived from the final survey comments, along
with the frequency count of the codes, provided insight into the central issues and themes
expressed by survey respondents. Appendix K contains the codes for the final survey
comments and the corresponding number of responses. Twelve final survey respondents
provided feedback on the survey instrument. Some respondents commented on the
vagueness of some of the questions and offered suggestions for improving the survey
instrument.

Final interviews

The purpose of the final interviews was to obtain feedback on the results derived
from the final analysis phase of the study for validity purposes. The researc
conducted two individual interviews and one focus group interview with three faculty
members from UNM. Due to excessive coordination delays, the researcheddecide
forgo final interviews with NMSU faculty members. The presentation to the final

interview participants highlighted the integrated results and conclusions ofidye st
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The interview participants provided valuable comments on the credibility ofdbksre
and conclusions and offered suggestions on the interpretation of the major constructs
identified through factor analysis.
Integration of Qualitative and Quantitative Data Analyses

The AIDA model was an effective means for integrating qualitativeatata
guantitative data at key points and for collecting evidence of reliability diatitya
throughout the research process. Having distinct, but integrated analysisgiloasss
the researcher to condense large amounts of data into a more understandabferforma
the follow-up the presentations, interviews, and the final survey. The analysespha
enabled critical review and reflection at three logical points to faeiliesolution of
themes by viewing results from both bottom-up (inductive) and top-down (deductive)
points of view. Table 8 (Integrated Findings on Traits, Behaviors, and Performance
Outcomes) provides an example of how qualitative and quantitative data was é@ategrat
to identify areas in which the two types of data were complementary or cotargdi
Tables with integrated findings also provide supplementary information in thedfdem
that was collected during the interviews or surveys (but not both) due to time cusastrai
Assessment of Reliability and Validity

The AIDA model included reliability and validity assessment as an ongothg a
iterative process in this study. Since this study focused on developing the content and
format of an assessment instrument, reliability and validity were vergriant aspects
of the research methodology. The reliability and validity process startedh&iteview
of a wide variety of authoritative literature on theories and concepts retagedior

executive leadership, university president leadership, and performancaresses
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Faculty members with a broad range of experience and with varying degreesaot cont
with university presidents, boards of regents, senior administrators, constitunehts
other stakeholders patrticipated in the study to increase validity of the firahdg®sults
of this study. The qualitative and quantitative techniques outlined in Chapter 3 enabled
the researcher to collect substantial reliability and validity evidanddo identify areas
of improvement for future research on assessment of university presidentjzerte.
Presentation of Study Results

The researcher presented emerging results after completion of lthrenaney,
intermediate, and final analysis phases of this study. The presentationd@sertation
proposal articulated the preliminary results from the review of luegand archival
data. The presentation on intermediate results served two valuable purposes —t&o valida
the results of the initial interviews and pilot survey and to solicit partiocipati the final
survey. In the case of UNM, the intermediate results presentation sutigessfved
both of these purposes. Since the decision to add NMSU faculty in the study was made
after the follow-up and their participation in the final survey was minimal, the
intermediate results presentation did not fulfill either of these purposddSit/N The
purpose of the final results presentation was to validate the overall studg nesluiding
the final survey. Interviewees who participated in the final interviews weny
receptive to the final results presentation and provided meaningful feedbao& for t
dissertation manuscript that serves as the final report for this study.

The presentations of emerging study results proved to be a very useful element of
the AIDA model. First, the presentations served as an efficient mechanisoilléating

gualitative data that could be incorporated in the development of follow-up data
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collection instruments. Second, they proved to be an effective advertising tda for t
final survey at UNM. Finally, the emerging results presentations sasvad effective
means for obtaining additional evidence of reliability and validity for thigyst
Summary of Findings on Assessment Instrument Development Approach

The AIDA model incorporated qualitative and quantitative analysis methods. As
such, it required additional time and effort to apply the model in this study. Hgowever
lllgen and Favero (1985), Klenke (2008), and other authors argue that exclusive use of a
guantitative paradigm for complex subjects such as leadership falls short befciese
complexity of multivariate methods and the existence of complicated interadtects
makes it difficult to understand and interpret study results. Klenke insists, ‘tqtiaaty
generated leadership descriptors often fail to lead to an understanding adfke de
structures of the phenomena we study” (p.4). Mason (2006), Creswell and Plano-Clark
(2007), and many other authors cite the advantages of mixed-methods approaches such as
increasing the capacity for theorizing, providing more diverse views, enigasrc
extending the logic and explanation of relationships, and enabling researcheke to ma
stronger inferences. For this study, the AIDA model facilitated looKitigeadata from
multiple perspectives and provided a structured, building-block approach for intggrati
and reviewing findings throughout the study. One of its shortcomings was the process of
conducting the pilot survey in parallel with the interviews. It would have been more
useful to conduct the first round of interviews to incorporate the results into the pilot

survey as suggested by Dillman (2007).
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Findings on Assessment Instrument Content and Format

The following findings address Research Question 2: “What is the preferred
content and format for a presidential performance assessment instrurireat®fition to
applying the AIDA model to answer Research Question 1, it was also used for three
complementary purposes to answer Research Question 2. The first purpose was to
develop the content and format of the interview guides and surveys for qualitative and
guantitative data collection in support of this study. The second purpose was to identify
the content and format for a president assessment instrument based on facugltyanput
UNM and NMSU. The final purpose was to obtain data to refine the preliminary
theoretical and conceptual framework for the study so the researcher coufg ident
hypotheses pertaining to the variables within this framework for futurarcdseThe
findings in the remainder of this chapter provide a basis for the discussion in Chapter 5.
Findings from Preliminary Analysis

The data used for preliminary analysis consisted of archival data and data
collected during the literature review. Integrating the methods and procedswesated
with CIT and grounded theory along with this data, the researcher developed the
interview guides and the pilot survey. The paragraphs that follow highlightthieds
from preliminary analysis that set the stage for intermediate asnalysi

Archival data and literature review

The content of the pilot survey was derived from archival data and documentation
studied during the literature review. The pilot survey contained demographic questions
pertaining to faculty member gender, race/ethnicity, and employment @ajygull-

time, part-time, assistant professor, associate professor, etc.) foarisom to data
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provided by the UNM Office of Institutional Research to determine the
representativeness of the pilot survey respondents. The demographic data on UNM
faculty was readily available at the UNM website for the Office oftesident.

Additional demographic items were included in the pilot survey for future cdstat is
beyond the scope of this study. Questions 9 through 14 in the pilot survey (see Appendix
D) relate to demographics.

There was an abundance of information available to develop the 111 items
included in the pilot survey derived from archival data and literature review
documentation. The items in the pilot survey associated with the eight constriets of t
preliminary theoretical and conceptual framework of this study (i.e., leareandgiship,
management, followership, organization, performance assessment, exte¢ons) &
performance outcomes (see Figure 10), were also derived from archivahdata
documentation examined during the literature review. Items in the pilot suerey w
arranged under each of these constructs rather than being items beiggdanmaa
random order. See the pilot survey in Appendix D for the specific items thattcethee
eight constructs of the preliminary theoretical and conceptual framework.

The review of archival data and literature also provided a basis for the questions
included in the individual and focus group interview guides (see Appendix B and
Appendix C). The questions for the initial individual interviews and focus group
interview addressed: 1) traits of a good president, 2) positive behaviors of a president
3) negative behaviors of a president, 4) relevant president performance outcomes,

5) external factors beyond a president’s control that can affect performadimges, and

6) format for the assessment instrument in terms of formality, purpose, antdmeaded
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participants in the assessment process. As opposed to the pilot survey that contained
closed-ended items, the interview questions were open-ended, so the respondents we
not restricted to the eight constructs identified though the review of archiacdlct
literature. The responses to the open-ended interview questions served as af source
data to: 1) corroborate the findings from the pilot survey, 2) identify new itentisefor
final survey, and 3) consider during follow-up interviews and analyses for this study
Critical Incident Technique and Grounded Theory

CIT provided a structured technique for identifying the traits, behaviors, and
performance outcomes of a successful university president from the perespetthe
faculty. For example, the initial individual interview and focus group intervigdesg
included questions that required interviewees to reflect on instances that they had
“personally observed, heard of, or read about” that were examples of good behavior (see
Item 5 under Comments and Questions in the Individual Interview Guide in Appendix B).
Consistent with the aim of CIT, these questions encouraged the intervieweeall
specific incidents of effective and ineffective behavior with respect tesagant
carrying out his or her responsibilities. The responses to the items in the mtgmdkes
were useful in refining the format and content of the final survey instrumettigastudy
and in identifying candidate criteria to include in a performance assessisgument
for university presidents.

Grounded theory initial and axial coding served as a tool to identifsetiegories
andsubcategories Strauss and Corbin (1990) define categories as an abstract grouping
of concepts derived from qualitative data collected from research parteidant this

study,leadershipis an example of a category. A category coincides withnatructas
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defined earlier in the context of the theoretical and conceptual framework. The
individual concepts to which Strauss and Corbin (1990) refer are subcategories in
grounded theory terminology. In the pilot survey, the individual items under each of the
categories of learning, leadership, management practices, etc., are sulesategor
grounded theory terms. For exampigegrity is a subcategory under leadership in the
pilot survey. The item in the pilot survey related to this subcategory is “Derai@ssa

high degree of personal integrity” (see Appendix D, Item 2b).

In addition to defining categories and subcategories that provided a basis for pilot
survey items, grounded theory served as tool to develop the attitude measureraent scal
(Oppenheim, 1966) for the pilot survey. Strauss and Corbin (1990) dgfropexrtyas
an attribute or characteristic of a phenomenon. Using personal integnityatistaute or
characteristic of president performancejmgportances a property associated with the
phenomenon of leadership. Strauss and Corbin go on to defimeeasionas a location
of a property along a continuum. In terms of the property of importance, the comensi
could range from high to low. See Appendix A for definitions of these grounded theory
terms and Table Al for a comparison of key terms used in this study.

Authors offer several options for anchors and Likert-type scales used in surveys
(Dillman, 2007; Henning, 2007; Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003; Rea & Parker, 2005;
Siegle, 2009). Applying grounded theory definitions for properties and dimensions for
this study, theanchors(Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003) chosen for the survey
measurement scale were “not important” and “critically important vatings
(Oppenheim, 1966) of “1” and “5,” respectively. Tdwale stepgPett, Lackey, &

Sullivan, 2003) between these anchors were “very important” (*4”), important @B8t)
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“slightly important” (*2”). See Appendix D and Appendix E for the arrangemetiteof
anchors and scale steps in the surveys.
Findings from Intermediate Analysis

Interview findings

The paragraphs that follow highlight the findings from the initial intervievas a
follow-up interviews. Appendix | contains detailed summaries of the responsasso ite
during the initial individual and focus group interview that supported the intermediate
analysis phase. Since the responses to follow-up interviews in support of the
intermediate and final analysis phases were much narrower in scopedihgdiare
addressed in the following text rather than in a separate appendix.

Initial interview findings. Participants in the first round of initial individual
interviews and the initial focus group interview responded to the same eight questions
contained in the interview guides. Ten UNM faculty members participated inghe fi
round of individual interviews and five faculty members participated in a focus group
interview. The following paragraphs contain numbered items that indicate common
responses from two or more interviewees. The more frequent responses aretteward t
beginning of the list and the less frequent responses are toward the end. See Appendix
for the entire list of questions and responses.

Question 1What is the primary purpose of a presidential assessment?

Responses to Question The interview participants provided 19 different
responses to this question. The responses from two or more interviewees were as

follows: 1) to provide inputs for improvement, 2) to assess success in the core mission,
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3) to provide feedback on how well the president is doing, 4) to support retention
decisions, 5) to set the tone for the university, 6) to provide accountability 7) to evaluate
the performance of the president, and 8) to support personal development. The central
themes for these responses appear to be related to personal improvement and personal
accountability in accomplishing the core mission of the university.

Question 2\What are the traits of a good university president?

Responses to Question Zhe interviewees provided 70 different responses to
this question. Some of the responses fell into the area of behaviors. Among the simila
responses by two or more faculty members were: 1) honesty, 2) institutiondédgew
3) effective communication, 4) empathy, 5) respect, 6) persuasiveness, 7) rgpresent
university well, 8) leadership, 9) integrity, 10) focus, 11) trust/trustworthiness,

12) optimism, 13) authenticity, 14) skill at interpersonal relationships, 15) courage, and
16) decision-making ability.

Question 3What are positive behaviors of a university president?

Responses to Question 3he participants provided 73 different responses to this
guestion with several similarities and some overlap with responses to Question 2
pertaining to traits. The responses that interviewees had in common were: 1) shows
appreciation and respect for others, 2) explains decisions, 3) serves as a4)éntmwrs
individuals/audiences, 5) has organization’s best interests in mind, 6) argues the
university's case to the State of New Mexico, 7) recruits and appoints the rogie pe
8) demonstrates courage and stands up to pressure/adversity, 9) shows wiltngness

sacrifice self-interests, 10) demonstrates accessibility/treerspg 11) makes cogent
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arguments, 12) involves the faculty at the strategic level, 13) gets involved in the
culture/State, and 14) demonstrates the ability to create a shared vision.

Question 4\What are negative behaviors of a university president?

Responses to Question Zhe interviewees gave 52 different responses to this
guestion with many of the answers being the opposites of the positive behaviotts.or trai
The common responses were as follows: 1) demonstrates a lack of trangparenc
2) acts dishonestly/deceitfully, 3) makes patronage appointments, 4) denesrstiat
centeredness/ties to own vision, 5) does not take inputs before making decisions, 6) acts
defensively/takes things personally, 7) acts aloof/shows lack of connecte8hesls
people what to do, 9) lacks respect, 10) does not visit academic departments or get
around campus, 11) adopts a corporate business model, 12) ignores advice, and
13) has too many goals upon which to act. The central themes in these responses appear
to be related to lack of engagement and lack of due consideration of the opinions or
perspectives of others.

Question 5What performance outcomes should be included in an assessment?

Responses to Question $here were 44 different responses to this question. A
high percentage of the responses related to higher-level goals and objectives of a
university rather than those typically associated with president perioend he
responses were as follows: 1) mood/climate/morale of faculty/organization,

2) resource acquisition, 2) university structure/systems development, 3) dtufniity

ratio, 4) student success, 5) indicators that show movement in the right direction,
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6) hiring practices, 7) resource allocation to the core mission (teachingssaaich), 8)
UNM dashboard indicators with faculty/constituent inputs, 9) general and sppafc
of the university, and 10) progress toward goals and objectives.

The faculty members brought up several considerations with regard to using
institutional-level outcomes in president assessment. For example, more thaouttye f
member suggested that performance outcomes should be assessed as trettisrathe
specific number at a given point in time. Multiple faculty members recomrdehde
the performance outcomes should be focused on university strengths and should take into
consideration factors such as the institutional climate, economy, and educational
environment. More than one faculty member warned that it was important that there be
transparency in the reporting of performance outcomes because the data could be
manipulated to such an extent that they are inaccurate measures of the autcomes

Question 6\What external factors affect the performance of a president that are
beyond his or her control?

Responses to Question Bhere were 25 different responses to this question. The
common responses by interviewees included the following: 1) economy, 2) regent’s
priorities, 3) decentralization and diffusion of authority with shared governance,

4) politics/political pressure 5) quality of incoming students, and 6) funding from the
legislature. With regard to the quality of incoming students, more than one faculty
member said that this is a controllable factor if the president investsesuifticne and
effort in addressing this issue. Multiple interviewees also insisted thigt presidents
do not have direct control over external factors such as the economy, theypansitde

for taking appropriate actions in response to these factors.
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Question 71s formal assessment of value (with formal assessment defined as
having written policies, procedures, assessment criteria, assessrtrantens, and
performed on a regular basis)?

Responses to QuestionThere were 49 different responses to this question.
Compared to the others, this question prompted the most discussion during the
interviews. With few exceptions, the interviewees were in favor of fornsakament for
presidents; however, several of them posed the following suggestions for formal
assessment: 1) it should be made public, 2) it should be anonymous, 3) it should be a
360-degree assessment, 4) it should involve multiple constituents, 5) it should have
gualitative and quantitative aspects, and 6) its utility depends on its purpose and how it is
accomplished. Two interviewees expressed skepticism of the value of formal
assessment. One interviewee suggested that the institution should conduct al inform
assessment at the beginning of a president’s tenure and switch to a foesaihresg if
the informal approach is not serving a useful purpose. The same intervieweedoelie
that informal assessment would be less expensive and be less of a distoation t
individual and the institution. Another interviewee was not convinced that an assessment
of any kind would be of value at the level of a president or the university because there
may too many different perspectives of what constitutes good and bad performhaace. T
same interviewee expressed concern that an assessment could be a “clubrthasf a for
punishment (Driscoll, 2000) that could jeopardize its usefulness. Despite thes@bat
reservations, a high percentage of interviewees stressed that univehsitie perform

president assessments on a regular basis — similar to faculty andstafraents.
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Question 8Who should be involved in the assessment of a president?

Responses to Question Biterview participants provided 35 different responses
to this question. The common responses by interviewees were as follows: 1) board of
regents, 2) students, 3) administrators, 4) donors, 5) alumni/alumni board, 6) legislators
7) deans, 8) faculty, 9) student leadership, 10) faculty senate, 11) staff, 12) vice
presidents, 13) peer presidents, 14) president of the board of regents, 15) factdty sena
president. While self-assessment appears to be an increasingly popdamesg
practice, only one interviewee suggested self-assessment for a president. One
interviewee stressed the importance of assessment feedback being anonymous,
particularly for stakeholders such as staff members who may be conaemed
retribution.

Follow-up interview findingsThree faculty members responded to five questions
in the second round of individual interviews. The purpose of these follow-up interviews
was to obtain feedback on the results of the first round of interviews and the pilot survey
The following paragraphs contain an abbreviated version of the question and responses
by the interviewees.

Question 1Have you taken the survey? If so, what was your impression of it?

Responses to Question Two out of three interviewees had taken the pilot
survey. Both of the interviewees who completed the pilot survey had favorable opinions
of its content and format. One of the interviewees who had taken the survey sdid that i
captured the critical aspects of president performance. The intervievodeag/mot taken
the pilot survey was unaware that the invitation was sent out to the entire UNM.facult

This interviewee noted that it was easy to overlook e-mails sent out viaviss se
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Question 2:Are the results of the interviews and pilot surveys reliable andalid

Responses to Question @ne interviewee commented that the results made
sense, but disagreed with one of the findings. This interviewee was adamédmd that t
president could have an impact on the quality of incoming students. Another
interviewee believed the results made sense, but was surprised thatrfesralbers rated
certain items so high. This interviewee pointed out that his previous expearneizeed
governance might have influenced his perspective on the importance of various items in
the survey. A third interviewee said that the results seemed “strong,” busélaecteer
should clarify the differences between leadership and management whenipgesent
results in the future.

Question 3How would you improve the format of the survey?

Responses to Question Btone of the interviewees had significant issues with the
survey format. One interviewee said the items were laid out in a logicaltfoAnather
interviewee said that the pilot survey was relatively long, which could eeduc
participation if the final survey were the same length. Another intervieweestedghat
the researcher randomize the items rather than grouping them under majornester o
increase response rate, one interviewee recommended that the final surveyragealit
so the respondent can complete part of the survey, log out, and log back on to finish it at
another time.

Question 4Do you have suggestions on how to improve wording of the items?

Responses to Question Each of the interviewees read the pilot survey questions
and made suggestions on items to add, delete, or reword. One interviewee recommended

that the final survey include an item that asks, “Who should administer the asg@5sme
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This interviewee also suggested that the researcher add a survey itetuite thegp
number of years of experience as a faculty member at the university. @nesinee
expressed concern that the survey may not contain all the pertinent items because
participation was limited to faculty members. This interviewee strelsachportance
of collecting data from other constituents and stakeholders such as the boashtsf reg
and alumni to ensure their perspectives are taken into account. One interviewee
suggested that verbs be added to survey items associated with performance dotcomes
the purpose of clarity. For example, “student-to-faculty ratio” should be chamgeai,
“reduces the student-to-faculty ratio.”
Pilot Survey Findings

Pilot survey quantitative findingsOver 100 UNM faculty members participated
in the pilot survey. With the exception of the under representation of clinician educators
temporary faculty, and instructional faculty, participation in the pilot sunasy w
moderately representative of UNM faculty demographics. Considering gender
race/ethnicity, and job categories (i.e., professor, associate professassatant
professor), the range in differences between the target population and pilgt surve
demographics was only one to six percent. Approximately 25% of the participants did
not complete all the questions; however, the amount of missing data was less than 10%.

To prepare for quantitative analysis of data from the final survey, thechksear
used the data from the pilot survey to rehearse applicable quantitative procesiiuges
SPSS. The research reviewed descriptive statistics (e.g., means andl stanidéions)
for each of the items and performed exploratory factor analysis in the fgrmoipal

components analysis (PCA). Prior to performing PCA, the researcher stateinal

167



consistency of the data and for the assumptions of PCA including 1) sample size
adequacy, 2) multivariate normality, 3) absence of an identity correlatioix ifvétich

is an indication of multicollinearity), and 4) absence of outliers. Cronbach’'96 for

the sample, which is very high. However, the very large number of items on the survey
could have inflated this measure of internal consistency. For sample sizeaddugia
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test value was .78 indicating that the samptevgs good
(Kaiser, 1974).

Examining the factor loadings, many exceeded .512, which Stevens (1992)
considered adequate fo= 100. In fact, many of the components had four or more
loadings greater than .6, which Guadagnoli and Velicer (1998) consider to bkerelia
regardless of sample size. As an additional indication of the adequacy of the sample s
all of the communalities after extraction were greater than .6, which ntednslatively
small sample sizes (e.q.= 100 or even less) may be adequate (MacCallum, Widaman,
& Hong, 1999).

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significamt<€ .001), indicating the correlation
matrix was not an identity matrix (George and Mallory, 2007). The determinant of the
correlation matrix was 9.82E-25. Considering that a value for the determiagQE-5
for a correlation matrix is an indication of multicollinearity, some neseas may
consider eliminating highly correlated variables (e&.g.,9) prior to proceeding with
PCA (Field, 2005). However, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggest that
multicollinearity is not a problem for PCA because its computations do not involve the
inversion of the determinant correlation matrix, which is problematic in the case of

multicollinearity.
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In addition to performing a test of internal consistency and PCA using pilot
survey data, the researcher analyzed the data using MANOVA for prattamvever, the
low sample size and numerous small effect sizes (indicated by paatijeiredi{?]),
resulted in unacceptably low power for the multivariate tests. Furthermioiie tihe
assumption of HOV was tenable for most DVs using Levine’s tests, the tgnabihe
assumption of equality of covariance matrices could not be assessed usinlylBests
because of the high degree of multicollinearity of the DVs. The reduction in the numbe
of DVs for the final survey and the elimination of variables that do not correlétator
correlate very highly with other variables>.9) should reduce the problem of
multicollinearity for quantitative analysis (Field, 2005).

Based on this preliminary investigation, there was sufficient evidencththat
PCA procedures proposed for the quantitative analysis of final survey dattenaioke
for this study. However, a final determination on the utility of MANOVA waslena
using data from the final survey. Appendix J contains a table with the descriptive
statistics of the scores for each item on the pilot survey.

Table 4 provides a list of the top twenty-five scores and the bottom twenty-five
scores on president traits, behaviors, or performance outcomes with “5” being a
“critically important” indicator of president success and “1” being a “nqirtant”

indicator of success.
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Table4. Highest and Lowest Scores for Traits, Behaviors, and Performance Outcomes

Iltems Mean Scores
1. Displays a high degree of personal integrigadlership) 4.75
2. Promotes institutional interests rather thdfiisterests (followership) 4.71
3. Builds trusting relationships with others (leeghip) 4.63
4. Encourages open sharing of knowledge amongitaarsts (learning) 4.58
5. Displays a high degree of job competence (lesiie) 4.56
6. Adapts to changes that affect the universégrtiing) 4.35
7. Secures adequate resources (performance oytcome 4.34
8. Demonstrates professional courtesy to otheesl@rship) 4.33
9. Clears obstacles that enable constituents subeessful (leadership) 4.33
10. Student-to-faculty ratio (performance outcome) 4.29
11. Provides support to those individuals in leskig roles (followership) 4.29
12. Recruits high-caliber personnel (management) 4.29
13. Articulates university story (e.g., vision,sgion, values) (learning) 4.24
14. Incorporates lessons learned into decisiorimggkearning) 4.23
15. Establishes realistic goals for institutiorg@mization) 4.18
16. Develops realistic plans to implement strat@gggnagement) 4.18
17. Total revenue for the institution (performanctcome) 4.15
18. Funding from state appropriations (performamageome) 4.03
19. Displays passion toward his or her work (leskig) 4.03
20. Uses appropriate performance indicators toend@cisions (management) 4.00
21. Maintains good awareness of stakeholder aatish (organization) 3.99
22. Provides a framework for developing institntibstrategy (leadership) 3.98
23. Serves as an agent for positive change (feltskip) 3.98
24. Rewards superior performance (learning) 3.97
25. Amount of research funding (performance ougpm 3.97
86. Emphasizes customer satisfaction (organization 3.20
87. Amount of bequests received (performance on¢}o 3.19
88. Percentage of minority students (performanteame) 3.19
89. Student enrollment (performance outcome) 3.17
90. Number of faculty awards (performance outcome) 3.09
91. Number of degrees granted (performance outcome 3.04
92. Focuses strategies on increased competitisgneganization) 2.99
93. Student semester credit hours (performancmme) 2.95
94. Number of student awards (performance outcome) 2.88
95. Tailors leadership style to follower expeaas (leadership) 2.79
96. Number of Fulbright scholars (performance onie) 2.69
97. Availability of extracurricular activities (dermance outcome) 2.68
98. High school grade point average of incomiegtiman (performance outcome) 2.65
99. Class standing of incoming students (perfosaarutcome) 2.57
100. Number of transfers from other institutiopsrormance outcome) 2.56
101. Entrance examination scores of incoming sttsd@erformance outcome) 2.55
102. Rate of participation in extracurricular wittes (performance outcome) 2.55
103. Number of international students (performamaeome) 2.35
104. Number of number of patents issued (perfoomautcome) 2.24
105. Acceptance rate of incoming students (perdme outcome) 2.22
106. Number of license/option agreements (perfacaautcome) 221
107. Number of students studying abroad (perfoonaamutcome) 2.17
108. Number of start-up companies (performanceang) 2.09
109. Success in intercollegiate athletics (perforce outcome) 1.80
110. Total revenue from athletic events (perforogaputcome) 1.78

The words in parentheses in the items column in Table 4 correspond to the major

categories of items in the preliminary theoretical/conceptual frankewerformance
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factors (learning, leadership, management, followership, and organization) and
performance outcomes. Note that the items pertaining to performance outcomes do not
contain verbs such asduceshe student-to-faculty ratio. Verbs were added to final
survey items relating to performance outcomes in order to clarify theimgeaf the item

for reliability purposes.

Examining the top-twenty five items, there appeared to be a cross-sectiem®f it
from the theoretical/conceptual framework that faculty members considemgd “ve
important” to “critically important” traits, behaviors, and outcomes thainalieators of
president success. However, only three performance outcomes had mean dcores tha
placed them in the top twenty-five. Similarly, looking at the bottom twenty-@rag,
twenty-two fell in the area of performance outcomes with faculty memlassifging
them in the general range of “slightly important” to “important” indicatdrsuccess.

External factors (i.e., attribution, culture, demographics, economics, followers
organization, politics, and raters) and performance assessment are adchsimmal
categories in the preliminary theoretical/conceptual framework; howenesrdo not fall
under the areas of traits, behaviors, and outcomes as indicators of president success
Items falling under the category of external factors relate to infeseoatside the control
of the president that could potentially affect his or her performance assesatimgst
Items falling under the category of performance assessmenttoetatepresident
assessment system itself (e.g., purpose, frequency, and formalityyrdiacty, the
findings for the items associated with external factors and performasessagent are

included in separate tables that follow.
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Table 5 contains a rank order of external factors that could potentiallgmoct
president performance ratings with a mean of “5” being a “critically itap&rfactor
and “2” being a “slightly important” factor. Considering the scores in Tablé&N®] U
faculty believed that factors such as shared governance, perspectivestibthtes of a
good leader, conflicting goals/priorities, and scholarly criticikepgscism were the more
significant external factors. The researcher intended that Item ®ie Javould serve
as a statement that captured the relevance of the external factors al.gingr
interesting to note how low the mean score of Item 9 is in comparison with the other
items.

Table5. Highest to Lowest Scores for External Factors

Iltems Mean Scores
1. Shared governance with university stakeholders 4.15
2. Perspectives of followers on the attributea gbod leader 3.73
3. Multiple conflicting goals/priorities of the iwersity 3.70
4. Scholarly criticism/skepticism within the unigey 3.67
5. Experience of stakeholders involved in the sssent 3.47
6. Economic conditions surrounding the university 3.37
7. Cultural backgrounds of university stakeholders 3.08
8. Rater errors (e.g., halo effect, leniency, egwtral tendency) 2.75
9. Variables in which the president has no control 2.66
10. Stakeholder desireto maintain autonomy from the staff 2.47

Table 6 contains a rank order of the preferred format of an instrument with a
mean of “5” being a “critically important” format characterisied a “3” being an
“important” characteristic. Reviewing Table 6, UNM faculty placedtingdty high
importance on having multiple stakeholders involved in the application of the assessment
instrument with the assessment being conducted on a regularly scheduled basis. The
also rated the importance of having written policies, processes, and an asgessm

instrument that contains specific and objective criteria relatively high.
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Table 6. Highest to Lowest Scores for Assessment Instrument Format

Iltems Mean Scores
1. Involves multiple stakeholders in the assess$ipeatess 4.22
2. Includes assessment on a regularly schedukgd ba 4.04
3. Documents associated policy/processes/procedure 3.80
4. Utilizes an assessment instrument with specifteria 3.78
5. Provides ongoing feedback for personal devetogim 3.76
6. Includes objective versus subjective assessaongatia 3.68
7. Ties president compensation to president padaoce 3.64

Table 7 is a summary of the ratings of the perceived importance of all items
included in the pilot survey by the various categories (i.e., learning, leadership,
management, followership, organization, assessment, external factors, antgeréor
outcomes). The numbers in each row (e.g., learning, leadership, etc.) and column (e.g.,

“critically important,” “very important,” etc.) correspond to item numberfiegurvey.

Table7. Ratings of Pilot Survey Items by Category

Category/Rating Critically Important Very Important Important Slightly Important
(mean score) (4.60 — 5.00) (3.60 — 4.59) (2.60 — 3.59) (1.60 — 2.59)
Learning 4 5923,8 7,15
Leadership 11,12, 13 20,19, 21, 16, 18 10, 221714
Management 26, 23, 27, 24, 25, 28
Followership 33 32, 34, 29, 30, 31
Organization 36, 37, 41, 38, 40, 39, 46, 43
44,35, 45, 42

External Factors 62, 60, 61, 57 58, 59, 55, 63, 54 56
Performance 49, 50, 51, 52, 48,
Assessment 53, 47
Performance 109, 92, 90, 91, 76, 69, 80, 75, 105, 111, 78, 86, 64, 87, 77,
Outcomes 103, 67, 102, 110, 101, 94, 112, 82, 95, 88, 106, 107

74, 68, 96, 108, 93, 100, 84, 79, 70, 85,
104, 72,97, 73 71, 81, 98, 89, 65,
83, 66, 99

The item numbers in each row are arranged in order from highest to lowest wrean sc
Refer to Appendix J for a description of each item number contained in Table 7.

The arrangement of items in Table 7 suggests that pilot survey participants
believed that items associated with learning, leadership, and followersimmere

important indicators of successful performance of a president than organizational
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practices and performance outcomes. The pilot survey respondents consideraththat ea
of the format characteristics of an assessment instrument as “veryantpeotthe

successful assessment of the president and that several externslfestdrave a “very
important” impact on president performance ratings. It is interesting tahadtthe
respondents had lower ratings on performance outcomes, many of which are common
performance indicators tracked by universities. The fact that there wéferant

number of items in the pilot survey under each category is relevant to the proper
interpretation of Table 7. It would have been easier to interpret data in Télte 7 i
number of items under each category had been equal.

Pilot survey qualitative findingsTwenty-nine survey participants provided
feedback on the open-ended question that called for additional comments on indicators of
university president success, the president assessment system, and/or skievpiyot
itself. With respect to additional indicators of president success, respondenttedigge
that the president should: 1) listen and be responsive to constituents, 2) be committed to
strategic planning, 3) care about the institution and its constituents, 4) supporethe cor
academic mission, 5) concentrate on student and faculty, 6) be respected bylthe fa
and students, 7) promote excellence in teaching and research, 8) not run the university
using a corporate business model, 9) not cut services to students and departments to
compensate for hiring new consultants, top administrators, and public relations people,
10) provide sufficient resources for basic school supplies (e.g., paper, pens, peatils, le
pads, and copies), 11) demonstrate innate leadership as the most significaarkhalbn

successful university president, 12) possess cultural competency skills, and
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13) demonstrate communication skills. Addressing the issue of president &sgessm
respondents provided the following replies: 1) an assessment instrument should allow for
written comments, 2) an assessment of the context within which the evaluatiateis ma
should be done concurrently with president evaluation, 3) an assessment should include
items pertaining to the president as an academic leader within and outside thatuniver
4) an assessment should include how he or she interacts with the board of regents, 5) the
value of an assessment depends on how it is used and many people don’t participate
because they feel their voice will not be heard and it will not be worth the tiahe, a
6) the assessment not be based on success in athletics. Finally, comments onythe surve
are as follows: 1) the survey does not consider current issues [at UNM], Apitdlear
whether the survey is asking what the priorities are for assessingidepteor is asking
to assess the current president, 3) the survey should contain “no opinion” or “don’t know
options,” 4) the first two-thirds of the survey was “wired” for the highest p@ssitings,
5) some of the questions were “vague” and “obtuse,” 6) the response scale didlinot fit a
the questions, and 7) the survey should ask about the role of the board of regents.
Integration of Qualitative and Quantitative Findings from Intermediate Analysis

The aim of the individual interviews, focus group interviews, and pilot survey was
to collect qualitative and quantitative data for addressing Research Quzstithat is
the preferred content and format for a presidential performance ass¢asstrument?
The paragraphs and tables that follow integrate the findings of the interviewsraagss
and point out items on which the interviewees and pilot survey agreed were of relativel

high importance. The integrated findings are addressed in the following order:
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1. Preferred content of an assessment instrument based on interview feedback and
pilot survey scores for traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes
2. External factors that can affect presidential performance ratings
3. Preferred format of a president assessment instrument based on feedbaakt and pil
survey scores on the purpose, degree of formality, raters who should be involved,
and frequency of the assessment
Table 8 provides an integrated list of traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes
from the interviews and pilot survey. The words in parentheses in the items column i
Table 8 correspond to the major categories of items in the preliminary thabagsiil
conceptual framework: performance factors (learning, leadership geraeat,
followership, and organization) and performance outcomes.
Table 8 includes the mean scores for items that correlated between thewsger
and pilot survey with associated scores. It also includes the exclusive esspons
interviews and the exclusive responses in the pilot survey that participadtemdtes
average, as “very important.” Examining the findings on traits, behaviors, and
performance outcomes, there is a correlation between the Items 1-16latittekehigh
scores from the pilot survey and responses from the interviews. For Iltem 85y#sea
strong correlation between the interviews and pilot survey on the importance otsithlet
and the need to avoid overemphasizing its importance. The interviews and pilot survey
identified several additional traits, behaviors, and performance outcomesaghaeme
as useful content in a president assessment instrument. Items identifiednietviews
and pilot survey comments were considered in the development of the final survey and

the final theoretical and conceptual framework for this study.
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Table 8. Integrated Findings on Traits, Behaviors, and Performance Outcomes

Pilot Pilot
Items Interviews Survey Survey
Mean Comments
1. Demonstrates integrity (leadership) v 4.75
2. Acts with organization’s best interest in miffimllowership) v 4.71 v
3. Demonstrates transparency/openness/accesgs{lahrning) v 4.58
4. Has strong job knowledge/competence (leadéership v 4.56
5. Demonstrates ability to acquire necessary ressuymanagement) v 4.34 v
6. Displays respect/professional courtesy to atfetlowership) v 4.33
7. Reduces student/faculty ratio (performancemuty v 4.29
8. Creates shared vision/tells university stoegihing) v 4.24
9. Establishes/makes progress on goals and olgedibrganization) v 4.18
10. Provides adequate resources (performance oajcom v 4.15 v
11. Improves mood/climate/morale/satisfaction (argation) v 3.99
12. Provides supporting structure/systems/framevarktrategy v 3.98 v
(leadership)
13. Shows appreciation/rewards others (learning) v 3.97
14. Increases student success/graduation ratderfpance outcome) v 3.96
15. Motivates/persuades/inspires others to folleaihler lead (leadership v 3.76
16. Demonstrates courage/raises controversialgg$okowership) v 3.60
17. Effectively communicates/understands audiences v v
18. Explains decisions/effectively argues caseters v
19. Takes inputs from others for decision making v
20. Gets involved in the culture/State of New Mexic v v
21. Connects with constituents/stakeholders v v
22. Does not become defensive/take things pergonall v
23. Does not use a traditional corporate businestem v vV
24. Clears obstacles that enable constituents smt@essful (leadership) 4.33
25. Supports others in leadership roles (followig)sh 4.29
26. Recruits high caliber personnel (management) 29 4
27. Incorporates lessons learned into decision mgafteéarning) 4.24
28. Develops realistic plans to implement strat@gggnagement) 4.18
29. Displays passion toward work (leadership) 4.03
30. Uses appropriate performance indicators to rdakesions 4.00
(management)
31. Serves as agent for positive change (follovig)sh 3.98
32. Listens/responsive to constituents v
33. Concentrates on students and faculty v
34. Is respected by faculty and students v
35. Increases success in athletics (performanc®ma)* 4 1.80/1.78 4

*

The relatively low mean scores for Item 35 ardi¢ators of the lack of importance of successiarcollegiate

athletics and total revenue from athletic events.

Table 9 provides an integrated list of external factors that are beyond a president’

control that can influence performance ratings along with the correspanésug scores

from the pilot survey. There were no comments from the pilot survey associdied wit

external factors. Pilot survey mean scores ranged from “important” tp itmportant.”
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Table 9. Integrated Findings on External Factors that Affect Performance Ratings

Items Interviews Pilot Survey
Mean
1. Decentralization/diffusion of authority withaled governance v 4.15
2. Perceptions of followers on attributes of adyteEader v 3.73
3. Competing priorities (e.g., with the constittgn v 3.70
4. Scholarly criticism/skepticism v 3.67
5. Experience of constituents/stakeholders invbinghe assessment v 3.47
6. Economic conditions v 3.37
7. Quality of incoming high school graduates (iG&PAs/class standings/exam v 2.65/2.57/2.55
scores)
8. Politics/political pressure v

Referring to Item 7, there appears to be some question as to whether the quality of
incoming students is an uncontrollable factor and/or could have a negative impact on
president performance ratings. Using grade point averages (GPA), aladisgs$, and
exam scores as measures of incoming student quality, the pilot survey scasas indi
these factors may be more controllable by the president or have less of anompact
performance ratings compared to the other external factors. This findeigf@aced by
interviewees who believed that a president has some control over the quality ahgncom
students. On the other hand, the lower scores on incoming student quality factors may
indicate that pilot survey respondents generally believe that presidéarhpance ratings
are not, or should not be, sensitive to these factors.

Table 10 provides a list of responses to interview questions that pertained to the
format of a president assessment instrument along with the corresponding arean sc
from the pilot survey and comments from the pilot survey. To reduce the length of the
pilot survey, the researcher did not include questions pertaining to the desireigaasi
in a president assessment. The researcher received recommendations on @&ppropriat
president assessment participants during the initial individual interviewsisiatifocus

group interview.
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Table 10. Integrated Findings on Performance Assessment Instrument Format

Pilot Pilot
Items Interviews Survey Survey
Mean Comments

=

4.22
4.04
3.80

Assessment should involve multiple raters (8¢0-degree)

Assessment should be performed on a regulehigciiled basis

3. Assessment should include documented poliogcgsses, and
procedures

4. Assessment instrument should have specifiopegnce criteria

Assessment purpose is to provide inputs fdopaance

improvement/personal development

Assessment instrument should include objectiiteria

Assessment and president compensation sholtetli

Assessment should be context with the orgadoizaltclimate

Assessment value depends on how it is used

10. Assessment purpose is to tell president howheebr she is doing

11. Assessment purpose is to increase accounyabilit

12. Assessment purpose is to support retentiorsidesi

13. Assessment purpose is to set tone for assessmeriversity

14. Assessment should be open and transparent

15. Assessment should be anonymous

16. Assessment requires balance of power amongitmmgs

17. Assessment participants should include thaqees(self-
assessment)

18. Assessment participants should include thedbofaregents

19. Assessment participants should include seximirzstrators (i.e.,
vice presidents and deans)

20. Assessment participants should include alutomifai board

21. Assessment participants should include fadaltylty leadership

22. Assessment participants should include stéitga$ (e.g.,
legislators, secretary of education, and governor)

23. Assessment participants should include stufigatient leadership

24. Assessment participants should include staff

25. Assessment participants should include donors

26. Assessment participants should include peers

27. Assessment should allow written comments vV

28. Assessment should include items pertainingaol@mic v

leadership internal and external to the institution

n

3.78
3.76

o

3.68
3.64

© N

©
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Summarizing the findings on the format of an assessment instrument, the
interviewees and pilot survey respondents believed it was most important fgrienulti
constituents and stakeholders to participate in president assessment. bf terms
frequency, the interviewees and respondents indicated that it was “very imjiantainé
assessment to take place on a regularly scheduled basis. The relativelplhegloac

requirement for documented policy, processes, procedures, and specifivelgetdria
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suggest that the interviewees and pilot survey participants preferred tmseaksment as
opposed to informal assessment. With respect to purpose, the findings from the
interviews and pilot survey indicated that the primary purpose of a performance
assessment is to provide feedback to the president for performance improvement and
personal development. In addition to providing specific recommendations on assessment
participants, the interviewees made several other recommendations pegttaithie
format for applying the president assessment instrument.
Summary of Findings from Preliminary and Intermediate Analysis

The first round of individual interviews and the focus group interview provided a
significant amount of qualitative data on the preferred content and format of a preside
assessment instrument. Examining the data in Tables 8-10, there is considerable
evidence of convergent findings based on the correlation of many pilot survey itiams w
interview responses. There are also indications that the pilot survey and inteveievs
complementary and led to the development of a more complete picture of assessment
instrument content and format because each research procedure identified &dditiona
items for consideration.

Referring to the integrated findings in Table 8, the faculty tended to identify
positive traits and behaviors as more important indicators of president successetbm
to positive performance outcomes. The large number of performance outcome scores
ranking in the bottom twenty-five of the pilot survey (see Table 4) reinforcefiritling
on the relative importance of trait and behaviors versus performance outcomesigLooki
specifically at traits and behaviors, items related to learning, léapensanagement,

and followership items occurred more frequently on the list compared to issosated
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with organization. With regard to performance outcomes, faculty indicated tha
increasing resources availability and student success are “very intparthcators of
president success and potential assessment criteria.

While Table 8 suggests there are a wide variety of traits and behaviors to choose
from when developing the content of a president assessment instrument, it as@adi
that relatively few performance outcomes ranked high on the list of candidaess@aent
criteria. Findings from the interviews reinforced that faculty memadssome
reservations about using performance outcomes as assessment critegianijue,
multiple interviewees were not convinced that a president should be responsible for
university-level performance outcomes at a “snapshot in time” because #rersav
many intervening variables.

Rather than making the president accountable for performance outcomes with
specific numerical objectives by a certain time (e.g., reduces the gfadelty ratio by
twenty-five percent in two years), some interviewees proposed that the ptésde
accountable for showing progress toward achieving measurable objectives ever tim
Some interviewees said it was acceptable to use performance outcorsEssamant
criteria, but stressed that those external factors, such as the institcliioate and
economy, must be taken into account. A few interviewees warned that the development
and assessment performance outcomes at a university level must be open anértanspar
to prevent distortion and misuse of the data.

Looking at integrated findings in Table 9, there was general agreement among the
interviewees and pilot survey respondents that some external factoeyanel bhe

control of the president and/or may have significant influence presidentialrparioe
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ratings. Specifically, the study participants identified the followixigraal factors as
potentially having significant impacts on ratings: 1) shared governandifezing
perceptions among constituents or stakeholders of the attributes of a good leader,
3) competing priorities among constituents or stakeholders, 4) scholarlysoritci
skepticism attributable to the academic environment, 5) experience leadhofluals
involved in the assessment process, 6) economic conditions, and 7) political pressure.
The lower mean scores on high school GPA, class standing, and entrance examination
scores imply that president performance ratings are less sensitiaedodlity of
incoming students and/or may be a more controllable factor. Although the inteamnew
pilot survey results indicated that several external factors could p#gcrmance
ratings, multiple interviewees said a president is responsible for péztinese factors
in an appropriate manner. For example, multiple interviewees emphasized tea whil
president is not responsible for local, state, and national economic conditions, he or she is
responsible for taking appropriate actions to mitigate any adverstseffe

Reviewing the integrated findings in Table 10, the faculty believe that it ig “ver
important” that president assessment involve multiple raters and that it be eohouet
regular basis (e.g., annually). The relatively high scores on the follaitiilgutes of a
performance assessment system imply that it is very important fanihersity to have a
formal system rather than an informal system that: 1) requires asséssn@eregularly
scheduled basis, 2) includes documented policies, processes and procedures, 3) includes
specific performance criteria, 4) includes assessment instruméantlygéctive criteria,
and 5) links assessment results and compensation decisions. Turning to the purpose of an

assessment, the predominant theme is the importance of this process in providing
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constructive feedback for personal development. Comments that assessments should be
used by the board of regents to make compensation and retention decisions reinforce thei
use as an accountability tool. With respect to participants, the intervieweestsuagg
that a wide variety of constituents and stakeholders be involved in presidentnasgess
Despite the relatively strong support for 360-degree, regularly scheduled, and
formal assessment with a wide variety of participants, two of the intereseisd
reservations about formal assessments. One of the interviewees suggestéalthait
assessment instrument be used only if informal assessments were not hasregirdee
effect of improving president performance. The same interviewee sugdested t
informal assessment would be less expensive and less of a distractionnivthiegd the
“right people” (i.e., members of the board of regents, peer presidents, pastmpesi
vice presidents, deans, head of staff council, faculty committee leaders,dents
organization leaders). Another interviewee was not convinced that any type of
assessment would be of use to the president or the university unless there was an
appropriate balance of power among those involved in shared governance (i.e., the board
of regents, president, and faculty leadership). The same interviewee edpressern
that assessment can be an inappropriate form of punishment and demean a gresident’
position as chief executive officer of the institution.
Findings from Final Analysis
The following section addresses the quantitative and qualitative resuitshieo
final survey administered from September 2009 through January 2010 and final
interviews conducted in March 2010. This section also merges the findings from the

preliminary and intermediate analysis phases of this study.
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Final Survey Quantitative Findings

The following paragraphs describe the quantitative methods and findings from
analysis of final survey data. The final survey instrument contained 42 cloded-e
guestions in which participants rated the importance of various criteria &asass
university president performance. Item analysis and factor analysig (P€& used to
explore the dimensions and constructs associated with these assessmient crite
Cronbach’s alpha computed as a measure of internal consistency for the tal 42-
scale as well as the factors derived from PCA. This section also describes the
interrelationships of the factors to provide a broader perspective of thevpdrcei
importance of various president assessment criteria and to refine thelahgoratical
and conceptual model for this study as a basis for future research. Pett, laackey
Sullivan (2003) suggested that Leske’s (1991) journal article on the CriticaF@anily
Needs Inventory provides “an exemplar of a published report on development of a
[family needs] instrument” (p. 237). The following section incorporates Leske’s
suggestions for describing the methods and findings developed from item anadysis a
factor analysis.

This section also includes the mean scores for the: 1) forty-two items in the fina
survey pertaining to assessment instrument content, 2) seven items relateda e
factors that can influence president assessment ratings, and 3) sevessariased
with president assessment format. Tables with means scores provide pacsiitgctives
on the relative importance of the items included in each of the three categories

Sample. The final survey was completed by 189 faculty members from UNM and

91 faculty members from NMSU for a totdl= 280. Table 11 contains the demographic
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characteristics of the final survey participants. Based on demogragajdlee highest
percentage of participants were in the 50-59 years of age range, femtdefulitime
professors with over 20 years teaching experience in higher education. Apgasdyxim
two-thirds of the final survey participants were UNM faculty members.

Table11. Demographic Profile of Survey Participants

Variable N Percent
Age (yrs)
20-29 6 2.2
30-39 23 8.3
40-49 64 23.2
50-59 127 46.0
60+ 56 20.3
Gender
Male 126 46.0
Female 148 54.0
Race
White 213 80.4
Black 2 0.8
Hispanic 24 9.0
Other 26 9.8
University
UNM 184 66.9
NMSU (4-year) 80 29.1
NMSU (2-year) 11 4.0
Employment Category
Full-time 153 88.4
Part-time 20 11.6
Assistant Professor 24 12.8
Associate Professor 44 234
Professor 69 36.7
Other 51 27.1
Years Teaching in Higher Education
Less than 5 23 8.5
5-9 39 14.3
10-19 89 32.7
20+ 121 445

Procedure.The Office of the Provost and UNM and NMSU authorized that an
initial and follow-up invitation for the final survey be sent out via their all facidty |
serves. StudentVoic® administered the web-based final survey from September 2009
through January 2010. This study was approved as exempt research by the Intitutiona

Review Boards (IRBs) at UNM and NMSU. The following Predictive Anadytic
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Softwaré (PASWP) Statistics 18 (also known as SE$Subprograms were used for
this analysis: 1) Descriptive Statistics (frequencies, descriptivesya@sgttabs), 2) Scale
(reliability), 3) Dimension Reduction (factor), 4) General Linear Blddchultivariate),

and 5) Missing Value Analysis. These PAS®lbprograms provided the following
types of data: 1) participant demographics, 2) mean scores, 3) standard deviations,
4) principal components, and 5) validity data (e.g., tenability of statistisial t
assumptions, differences in responses from UNM and NMSU faculty members, and
instrument psychometric properties). Incomplete or missing valuese@aeed with
means since the amount of missing data (1%), did not meet the Missing Congiletely
Random (MCAR) criterion (i.e., Little’s MCAR test) that is consideredicefit

evidence to delete missing values listwise when less than 5% is missBi§ (8P,

2010). George and Mallery (2007) note that a rule of thumb is the acceptability of
replacing up to 15% of missing data with the mean of the distribution with “littl@agem
to the resulting outcomes” (p. 48).

Item analysis.ltem analysis consisted of an examination of the 42 survey item
means, standard deviations, inter-item correlations, and item-total dorrelat
Descriptive data included means, standard deviations, and frequencies ofradudsize
on the five-point Likert scale. The highest mean score was Item 2, “Promotes
institutional interests rather than self interest,” and the lowest nceam was Item 25,
“Increases student enrollment.” Using Nunnally’s (1978) guidelines foptatue item-
total correlations being near or greater than .20 and less than .70, all 42 of tHealems
sufficient correlations that range fran¥ .16 tor = .66. Cronbach’s alpha = .939 for the

42-item scale. Cronbach’s alpha would increase to .940 if the individual items “B&reas
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faculty quality,” “Promotes institutional interests rather than selfaste’ “Decreases
student to faculty ratio,” and “Increases student quality” were deletecgen@®e results

of the item-total correlations and Cronbach’s alphas with items deletedmsovitere
eliminated from the scale due to lack of homogeneity of the construct (Leske, 1981) or
increase internal consistency if items were deleted.

Factor analysis.PCA was performed to 1) determine the number of factors
derived from the items, 2) identify naming conventions for the factors, 3) teéne
theoretical and conceptual model that includes key variables related to president
assessment criteria, and 4) identify opportunities to reduce the number ohit@ms
actual president assessment instrument. Examining the inter-iteztatiorr matrix for
the 39 items included in the final PCA, 1377 of the total 1482 correlations (93%) were
significant atp = .05. Three of the 42 items (Item 25, “Increases student enrollment,”
Item 26, “Displays courage when faced with the challenges of university goveyhanc
and Item 38, “Increases the success of students”) were eliminatecheedmal analysis
because they appeared to be “trivial factors.” Gorsuch (1983) identifies taictiats as
those that do not have at least two of three loadings above a predetermined level (e.g., .30
for a minimumN = 175) or those factors without a unique set of defining variables.
Following Gorsuch’s guidelines, PCA was repeated only two additional tinezstadt
initial factor solution to eliminate trivial factors.

Using KMO = .908 as one measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) the sample size
is considered “superb” (Field, 2005, p. 650). The anti-image correlation matrix vaas use
for additional evidence of MSA. Referring to Field’'s recommendation thatidigenal

elements of the anti-image correlation matrix should be greater thah the values for
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this analysis ranged from= .693 tor =.961 and relatively small correlations off the
diagonal elements indicating that the sample size was adequate. Therki\M@tia

image correlation matrix tests indicated that the correlations arhengdividual items

were strong enough to suggest the correlation matrix was factoratild_ée&ey, and
Sullivan, 203). One final MSA criterion is the ratio of the number of subjects included in
the factor analysis to the number of variables (items) being measuredus/amithors
recommend there should be between five and ten subjects per variable (Field, 2005; Kass
& Tinsley, 1979; Nunnally, 1978). For this factor analysis, the number of subjects to
items was 6.67 (280/42). An additional indication that factor analysis was an appropriat
statistical test was Bartlett’s test of sphericity. Bartlatist of sphericity)? = 4121.72,

p = .000)provided evidence that tiie@matrix was not an identity matrix and that the data
were acceptable for factor analysis (George & Mallery, 2007).

Factor extraction.PCA with Varimax (orthogonal/uncorrelated) and Promax
(obligue/correlated) rotations was used to explore the constructs and dala¢edions
associated with president assessment criteria. Using Kaiser’'s (1Ré00ic of retaining
only those factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1.0, there were eight fattongd in the
factor analysis of final survey data. The Scree plot revealed betwien e feight-
factor solution; however, the plot was difficult to interpret due to the smaltetiites in
eigenvalues after factor three. The reproduced correlation matrixreotiiaicomputed
residuals (differences) between observed and reproduced correlationsdisator of
the factor model fit. Using Field’s (2005) guideline of 50% as the maximumgpthne
redundant residuals equal or greater tt@ror the final survey data set was only 29%

indicating there was an adequate model fit for factor analysis. Another orditat
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goodness of fit for the factor solution is having sma# (1) reproduced residual
correlations (Leske, 1991; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For this factor extraction, only
2711482 (2%) of the residual correlations exceededl as further evidence of a tenable
factor solution.

Factor rotation. The following criteria were used to analyze eight-, nine-, and
ten-factor solutions using Varimax rotations: 1) items had substantive loadirag®equ
greater than3| (Gorsuch, 1983; Stevens, 2002) and 2) there were at least two items with
substantive loadings (Gorsuch, 1983). The nine- and ten-factor solutions contained
trivial factors as defined by Gorsuch (1983) so the three variables reldtesbe trivial
factors were eliminated to clarify the factor structure that resuitan eight-factor
solution. Since Cronbach’s alpha was relatively high (.935), a Promax rotation was
performed to determine if the factors were highly correlated (Leske, 198#&). T
component correlation matrix reveal there were five medium3) to large (> .5)
correlations (Cohen, 1988) between Factor 1 through Factor 6 and severat sl (
to medium correlations between Factor 2 through Factor 7. The relativily hig
correlations among the factors indicated that a Promax rotation was mavpragipr
than a Varimax rotation. However, the pattern matrix computed from the Promax
rotation was identical to the rotated component matrix computed from the Varimax
rotation with the exception of one item. For the sake of simplicity and ease of
interpretation (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) and $iace t
obligue Promax rotation did not provide greater insight into the factor structure, the
findings from the orthogonal Varimax rotation was considered sufficientasallthe

final survey data. The total variance explained by the eight-factor solutBoBéwél%.
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An eight-factor solution was consistent with the rule of thumb that the expected number
of factors should be between one-fifth and one-third of the total number of variables
(items) in the factor analysis (Gorsuch, 1983). Given the 39 variables included in the
final factor extraction, there should have been 8 to 13 factors in the factor solution.

Factor interpretation and namindfter evaluating and refining the factors, the
researcher developed preliminary names for the factors based on preliamdary
intermediate analysis findings and another review of literature thateddeadership and
management characteristics. Table L-1 in Appendix L contains the naommgntions
and the corresponding factor loadings from the rotated factor structure based on the
responses to items in the final survdly=280). After developing preliminary names for
the factors, the research conducted a focus group interview and two individuaeimgervi
to obtain feedback on the naming conventions.

The final names selected for the eight factors are as follows: 1) strateg
leadership, 2) consideration, 3) continuous improvement, 4) university mission support,
5) interpersonal competence, 6) stewardship, 7) academic quality, and 8) responsibil
Factor 1 Strategic Leadershijpincluded 14 items typically associated with senior
leadership in an organization including 1) clearing obstacles that stand in the way of
positive change, 2) developing realistic goals and objectives to implemeeggtrat
3) providing clear direction and expectations, 4) making sound decisions based on
benefit-risk analysis, 5) monitoring progress in achieving stated goatsb@xdtives,

6) providing support to other institutional leaders, 7) building cooperative teams, and
8) rewarding superior performance. FactoC@nsiderationBass, 2008), contained

three items related to displaying professional courtesy, openly shamngnation with
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others, and demonstrating integrity. Facto€8ntinuous Improvemerincorporated
five items: 1) articulating the university story, 2) promoting statewideaguunc
initiatives, 3) providing a framework that aligns strategy and people to the utyivers
mission, 4) incorporating lessons learned into planning and operations, and
5) benchmarking with other institutions to identify improvement opportunities. Fctor
University Mission Supparincluded the following four items: 1) securing adequate
resources to support the university mission, 2) advocating for the universitgrigteen
its position and reputation, 4) recruiting high-quality people, and 5) displaying a high
degree of job competence as the senior executive leader. Fdaotergersonal
Competencé€Bass, 2008), contained four items: 1) serving as an inspiration to
constituents and stakeholders, 2) building trusting relationships with constitndnts a
stakeholders, 3) recruiting and retaining employees who reflect the tiivadrtie State,
and 4) promoting harmony among constituents and stakeholders. F&tewardship
(Gruder, 2008), was comprised of four items: 1) showing appreciation to others for
support of the university, 2) making informed decisions based on best available
information, 3) maintaining awareness of the climate of the institution, and 4) making
responsible decisions regarding the allocation of resources. Fadmadémic Quality,
included the following three items: 1) decreasing the student/faculty ratregr2asing
the quality of faculty, and 3) increasing the quality of incoming student&llysiFactor
8, ResponsibilityBass, 2008), included two items: 1) promoting institutional interest and
2) making judicious decisions regarding the selection of senior administrators.
Factor scales.To increase the interpretability and utility factors, factor-based

scales were developed by summing the scores for only those items thataeted for
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a given factor (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Table 12 contains the number
participants, minimum values, maximum values, means, and standard deviations for each
of the factor scales. Comparing the factor sc&tesponsibilityhad the highest mean

score and least amount of variance bmdrpersonal Competend&ad the lowest mean

score and highest variance.

Table12. Factor Scales

Factor Name N Minimum Maximum Mean Stand{ard
Deviation
Responsibility 279 2.00 5.00 4.67 48
University
Mission 274 2.75 5.00 4.41 .54
Support
Stewardship 275 2.50 5.00 4.38 .52
Consideration 277 1.33 5.00 4.37 .64
Strategic 258 1.43 5.00 4.02 58
Leadership
Continuous 266 1.40 5.00 3.88 66
Improvement
Academic 276 1.67 5.00 3.71 68
Quality
Interpersonal 274 1.25 5.00 3.67 73
Competence

Examination of factor interdependence and reliabilithe factor-based scales
were used to examine the intercorrelations and reliabilities of the factoes. T
intercorrelations among the factors provide a measure of the interdependtrece of
factors. Cronbach’s alpha for the factor scales provides a measure oéthalint
consistency of the items included in each of the factors. Table 13 provides a summary of
the intercorrelations of the factors and the corresponding reliabilitficeats with the
Cronbach’s alpha of .841 for all items included in the factor scales.

Table 13 reveals there were large correlations between the stratapedhip

factor and the other factors with the exception of academic quality arahsasifity.
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Additionally, there were several medium to large correlations betweenfathers with

the exception of a few small to medium correlations with academic quality and
responsibility. Examining Cronbach’s alpha, .841 for the items included in tloe fact

scales is “good” in terms of internal consistency (George & Mallery, 200dpn&lly

(1978) suggests that modest reliabilities of .70 are sufficient for an instrumibe early

stages of research. Kline (1999) contends that values below .70 can be expected because
of the diversity of constructs being measured in psychological research.

Table 13. Factor Correlations and Factor Alpha Coefficients

Factor Name Strat.| Consd.| Cont.| Msn. Int. Stew. Acad.| Resp. Alpha
Ldrshp Imp. Spt. Comp. Qual. Coeff.
Strategic
Leadership 1 906
Consideration 497 1 727
Continuous | g9 | g4 1 773
Improvement
University
Mission .550 .330 .538 1 .665
Support
Interpersonal | gop | 551 | 533 | 369 1 653
Competence
Stewardship .615 .499 .523 447 .48p 1 .662
Academic | oeq | 913 | 273| 354 264  .294 1 508
Quality
Responsibility 232 .317 247 .240 223 311 .163 1 .456

Examining the internal consistency of the individual factors, university mission
support, interpersonal competence, and stewardship have “questionable” ne(iatihit
4 items in each factor scale); academic quality has “poor” reliabiith @ items in the
factor scale; and responsibility has “unacceptable” reliability (witkerBs in the factor
scale) (George & Mallery, 2007). Addressing the issue of low reliabigyficients,
Field (2005) argues since Cronbach’s alpha is very dependent on the number of items in

the scale, relatively low numbers are not conclusive evidence that the seales a
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unreliable. Conversely, high numbers are not conclusive evidence that the iicales a
reliable. In the case of the factor scales in this study, it is pods#iléhe large

Cronbach’s alpha for strategic leadership (.906) is overestimated due tivelselarge
number of items and the coefficients for the factors with fewer items derastimated.
Examination of means scoreghe following tables provide the mean scores for the
items included in the final survey related to: 1) assessment instrument ¢oatent
candidate assessment criteria), 2) external factors that could pbtentgct the ratings
derived from an assessment instrument, and 3) format of an assessment instrdritent a
application (i.e., formality, purpose, structure, participants, and frequency).

Table14. Top 25 Scores for Candidate Assessment Instrument Content

Iltems Mean Scores
Promotes institutional interests 4.75
Makes responsible resource allocation decisions 4.74
Demonstrates integrity 4.67
Displays job competence 4.61
Makes judicious decisions on administrator sel@ctio 4.59
Secures resources to support university mission 4.47
Maintains awareness of institutional climate 4.44
Makes informed decisions 4.44
Maintains effective control of the budget 4.33
Recruits high caliber people 4.32
Increases faculty quality 4.29
Encourages open sharing of information 4.26
Advocates for the university to strengthen higtdiraation 4.24
Promotes positive change 4.22
Develops realistic plans to implement strategy 4.21
Displays professional courtesy 4.19
Establishes realistic goals and objectives 4.19
Builds trusting relationships with constituentskstiaolders 4.17
Adapts to changes 4.14
Provides clear directions and expectations 4.12
Promotes statewide education initiatives 4.02
Promotes negotiation to resolve conflicts 4.00
Clears obstacles to progress 4.00
Provides thoughtful responses to constituents/btalers 3.99
Supports institutional leaders 3.97
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The Likert scale definitions for responses to the items were as foowScritically
important,” 4 = “very important,” 3 = “important,” 2 = “slightly important,” and 1 = “not
important.” For the purpose of analysis, the following ranges are used torcaddge
important of the items: “critically important” (4.60 — 5.00), “very important” (3-60
4.59), “important” (2.60 — 3.59), “slightly important” (1.60 — 2.59), and “not important”
(1.00 — 1.59).

Table 14 contains the top 25 scores for assessment instrument content. These
scores were derived from the items in the final survey in which faculty wieed &srate
the importance of various traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes as president
performance assessment criteria. There were 42 closed-endethiteméinal survey
related to assessment instrument content. Of these 42 items, the facdlproateting
institutional interests, making responsible resource allocation decisionsnskeating
integrity, and displaying job competence as “critically importantésssient criteria.
While still considered “very important” assessment criteria, promotiggtraions to
resolve conflicts, clearing obstacles to progress, providing thoughtfulnespto
constituents and stakeholders, and supporting institutional leaders were at the bottom of
the top 25 list of candidate assessment criteria.

Table 15 contains the highest to lowest mean scores for external factors that
faculty believed could potentially influence president performance gatilge final
survey included seven closed-ended items that addressed external faditgsl5Ta
indicates that faculty perceived the political pressure was the top exXtatwalthat

could have “very important” impact on president performance ratings. Wtelearaors
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were “important” considerations, this factor had the lowest mean scdre séven
external factor items included in the final survey.

Table 15. External Factors that Could Impact President Performance Ratings

Iltems Mean Scores
Political pressures from government officials 3.92
Conflicting priorities with those in shared govenna 3.69
Economic conditions 3.58
Rater knowledge of president actions/decisions 3.58
Rater knowledge of president roles/responsibilities 3.53
Scholarly criticism/skepticism 3.34
Rater errors (halo effect, leniency, central terggn 3.07

Table 16 contains the highest to lowest mean scores for items in the final survey
that addressed president assessment format. The final survey includedesaen c
ended items pertaining to the format of an assessment instrument and ietiapplic
Referring to Table 16, faculty members believed that involving multiple raters,
performing assessments on a regular basis, conducting formal assessileniag
specific criteria in an assessment instrument, and providing assessmlbatke®r the
purpose of personal development and improvement were “very important” chatiasteris
of an assessment. While the score for informal assessment qualifiesigistly
important” characteristic, this score implies that some respondents hefieweal
assessment is a preferable format compared to formal assessment.

Table16. Assessment Format

Iltems Mean Scores
Involves multiple raters 411
Includes assessment on a regular basis 3.95

Consists of a formal assessment with written pedicprocedures, and

3.85
assessment form
Incorporates specific assessment criteria 3.85
Provides feedback for personal development/imprargm 3.85
Ties performance to compensation 3.58
Consists of an informal assessment without wrigtelicies, procedures, and 1.93

assessment form
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Final Survey Qualitative Findings

Final survey participants provided 90 responses to the open-ended question: “Do
you have additional comments on the criteria for assessing universitggmesiiccess,
best practices for assessing university presidents, factors that shouldrbietake
account when assessing university presidents, and/or this survey?” lal géveer
responses to this question centered around the following themes: 1) high priority of
academic and education quality, 2) concerns about excessive compensatiorofor seni
administrators, 3) overemphasis on athletics at the expense of academics, @énicepor
of participative management, 5) standing up to political pressures, 6) importance of
having other constituents and stakeholders involved in the assessment process and not
just members of the board of regents, and 7) suggestions for improving survey questions.
Tables K-1 through K-3 in Appendix contain the comments from final survey in an
abbreviated format. Table K-4 includes the counts for the initial codes derived from
survey comments using Atldg®.

Table K-1 contains grounded theory initial, axial, and theoretical coding for
recommended performance assessment criteria. The items in tieelfirah of this
table are the initial codes derived from the specific response from guirvaly
participant on recommended performance criterion not measured in the survey. The
second column reflects the assigned axial code for the subcategory or dimelasexh r
to the initial code for each of the 49 responses. The last column is the corresponding
theoretical code for each response. The theoretical code represattgary’ in
grounded theory terminology that is equivalent to a “construct” using

theoretical/conceptual terminology and a “factor”’/’”component” in quantitatiatysis
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terminology. In most cases, the theoretical codes correspond to the computedRCA ei
factor solution (i.e., strategic leadership, consideration, continuous improvement,
university mission support, interpersonal competence, stewardship, academy; guodlit
responsibility). Five responses did not appear to map well with the eight$atiton.
After conducting a literature review, the following constructs were idedtib account
for the responses that were not compatible with factors derived from factgsiamdlthe
guantitative data collected from the final surveyCbmmunicatior(Blanchard &
Associates, 2007; Drucker, 2008),39lf-masteryGoleman, 1998), fourage
(Treasurer, 2008),egitimization(Bass, 2008), anitelligence(Gardner, 2004;
Goleman, 1998, 2006; Gruder, 2008).
Final Interview Findings
The purpose of the final interviews was to review the results of the study and to
obtain additional validity evidence. Feedback from one focus group interview involving
tenured faculty members and two individual interviews with non-tenured faculty
members was incorporated into the final results of the study. The final survey
participants provided the following comments:
= Rather than using the only the means of the factor scales, the researcleer shoul
investigate the standard deviations of the individual items included in each factor
to gain a better sense of the relative agreement on the importance of various
criteria.
= The researcher should review the preliminary naming conventions for Factor 1
(originally referred to as “Strategic Leadership/Managementigtdf 2

(originally referred to as “Character”), Factor 5 (originallyere¢d to as “Social
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Skills”), and Factor 8 (originally referred to as “Accountability”). After

additional research, these factors were renamed as follows: Factoate{ist

Leadership,” Factor 2 “Consideration,” Factor 5 “Interpersonal Competence,” and

Factor 8 “Responsibility.”
Based on feedback from the final interviews, there was a unanimous consensus among
the final survey participants that the findings and conclusions from this study were
tenable and could support development of a president assessment instrument.
Integration of Qualitative and Quantitative Findings from Final Analysis

Tables 17-20 integrated the qualitative and quantitative findings derived from
preliminary, intermediate, and final analysis. These tables condense theuarger of
items investigated during this study down to the top 25 items in each the three major
categories: 1) assessment instrument content, 2) external factors, ases3jrast
format. Under the category of assessment instrument contents, 160 traits and $ehavior
and 62 performance outcomes were identified during the various analysis phases.
Similarly, a total of 35 external factors and 46 assessment format enestazs were
identified during three analysis phases.

The following criteria were used to determine which items were included in the
top 25: 1) the item was measured in the final survey, 2) the item was measted in t
pilot survey, or 3) the final survey or pilot survey contained a specific comment that
applied to one of the three major categories. The tables also indicate itemesréha
supported by literature reviewed for this study with a single-ch@akdicating there
was only one substantiating source document and a double-ch&dhdicating there

were multiple substantiating source documents.
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The findings in Table 17 suggest that participating faculty believe that promoting
institutional interests, making responsible resource allocation decisiagjtintjob
competence, and making judicious decision on administrator selection acallgriti
important” (mean scores between 4.50 and 5.00) traits and behaviors that could serve as
useful president assessment criteria. The relatively high means ferdhesse items on
the final survey and final survey along with interview comments and litenaunferce
the importance these items.

Table17. Top 25 President Assessment Traits and Behaviors Criteria

Final Final Pilot Pilot Interview  Literature
Criteria Survey Survey Survey Survey Comments Review
Means Comments Means Comments
Promotes institutional interests 4.75 N 4.71 v N N
Makes responsible resource
allocation decisions 4.74 N 4.15 N N N
Demonstrates integrity 4.67 4.75 v W
Displays job competence 4.61 4.56 v W
Makes judicious decisions on
administrator selection 4.59 N N N
Maintains awareness of
institutional climate 4.44 N N
Makes informed decisions 4.44 4.00 v
Maintains effective control of the
budget 4.33 v v
Recruits high caliber people 4.32 v 4.29 v
Encourages open sharing of
information 4.26 x/ 458 x/ VW
Advocates for the university to
strengthen higher education 4.24 N 4.24 N N
Promotes positive change 4.22 v 3.98 v
Develops realistic plans to 421 418 N N
implement strategy
Displays professional courtesy 419 4.33 W
Es_tabl_lshes realistic goals and 419 J 418 J
objectives
Builds trusting relationships with
constituents/stakeholders 417 N 4.63 W
Adapts to changes 414 v 4.35 v
Prowdeg clear directions and 412 N 368
expectations
Promotes statewide education
initiatives 4.02 N N N
Promotes negotiation to resolve 4.00 305 J J
conflicts
Clears obstacles to progress 4.00 4.33 N
Provides thoughtful responses to
constituents/stakeholders 3.99 N N N
Supports institutional leaders 3.97 N 4.29 N
Establishes effective teams 3.95 v W
Promotes harmony 3.91 N 3.81 N
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While items such as providing thoughtful responses to constituents/stakeholders,
supporting institutional leaders, establishing effective teams, and promaotmgriha
round out the bottom of the list, the participants still considered these items as “very
important” president assessment criteria and interviews and literatwobarate the
final survey results.

Referring to Table 18, with the exception of the top two items (securing resource
to support the university mission and increasing faculty quality), there apjpedne a
relatively distinct difference between the final survey scores on itdatedéo traits and
behaviors and on items related to performance outcomes. This result was conglstent
preliminary and intermediate analysis and was substantiated by authorgpubssed
reservations about the ability of a university president to have a direct iofpact
organizational level performance outcomes (Coens & Jenkins, 2002; lllgen & Favero,
1985; Yudof & Busch-Vishniac, 1996).

Despite the differences in scores and the skepticism surrounding a prssident’
impact, faculty participants rated many performance outcomes as begytamt” to
“very important” as evidenced in Table 18. For example, the pilot survey contained 14
items that respondents scored as being “very important” that were not addnetbse
final survey in order to limit its length. There is also a substantial amountrafuite
that reinforces the importance of performance outcomes; however, authorhather
Frank Rhodes (2001), President Emeritus of Cornell University, do not emphasize the
direct relationship between president performance and organizational |deehaerce
outcomes. On the other hand, there is substantial evidence that university gesiglent

held responsible by their boards for achieving organizational goals and objdwitves t
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implies that performance outcomes are relevant assessment ¢Ateatana Board of

Regents, 2005; Engelkemeyer, 1999, 2008; Nason, 1997; University of Alabama System,
2003; University of Nevada Las Vegas, 2003; University of New Mexico, 2007b, 2008,
2009; University of Washington Board of Regents, 2006). Given the perceived
importance of performance outcomes, a separate table of the top 25 performance
outcomes is included in this study to ensure these items were not overshadowed by
assessment criteria associated traits and behaviors that gehadalligher mean scores
compared to performance outcomes.

Table 18. Top 25 President Assessment Performance Outcome Criteria

Final Final Pilot Pilot Interview Literature
ltems Survey Survey Survey Survey .
Comments Review
Means Comments Means Comments

Secures resources to support
university mission 441 v v v W
Increases faculty quality 4.29 N N
Increases student success 3.72 N
Reduces student/faculty ratio 3.44 4.29 N VW
Increases incoming student quality 3.39 N W
Recruits/retains employees that 396 N
reflect diversity of the state )
Increases student enrollment 2.46 3.17 N
Increases % of full time faculty 3.97
Increases stakeholder satisfaction 3.96 N v
Increases student graduation rates 3.96 W
Improves campus quality of life 3.94 N
Reduces average number of students

3.92 \
per class
Increases Igvel of faculty 3.89 N
compensation
Increases student retention rate 3.89 N
Increases % classes taught by tenured

3.87 \
faculty
Investment in facility modernization 3.82 N
Increases amount of foundation gifts 3.80 N
Increases ratings by peer institutions 3.77 VW
Increases amount of grant funding 3.69 N
Increase_s involvement in local 369 N
community
Increases amount of scholarships for 3.60 N
students
Improves placement of graduating
students 3.53 v
Increases number of scholarly 3.51 N
publications by faculty )
Increases % of faculty with top 3.51 N
terminal degrees )
Increases investment in advanced 3.47 N

info technologies
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Examining the rank ordering, there were 18 items that faculty participargsdutivere

“very important” indicators of president success and useful performancenassess

criteria based on final survey and pilot survey mean scores from 3.60 — 4.59. While the
interviews reinforced the importance of only six of these items, literaturstantiated

the importance of several other performance outcome items.

Table19. Top 25 External Factors Influencing Performance Assessment Ratings

Final Final Pilot Pilot Interview  Literature
ltems Survey Survey Survey Survey Comments Review
Means Comments Means Comments
Political pressures from
government officials 3.92 v v W
Qonfllctlng priorities with those 3.69 4.15 N W
in shared governance
Economic conditions 3.58 3.37 N WV
Rat_er know!e_dge of president 358 W
actions/decisions
Rater knowledge of president 353 W

roles/responsibilities

Scholarly criticism/skepticism 3.34 N W
Rater errors (halo effect, leniency,

central tendency) 3.07 367 v W
Perceptions of followers on the

attributes of a good leader 373 v W
Experience of raters 3.70 \ WV
Lack of real authority of president 347 N \V
Faculty resistance WV
Extent of the president’s W
powerbase

Degree of support from superiors W
Availability of resources (e.g., W
from the state legislature)

Unrealistic job expectations W
Reluctance to change on parts of W
constituents/stakeholders

Institutional inertia WV
Instability of customer demand W
Legal constraints WV
Complexity of the job W
Setting of unrealistic goals WV
Lack of cooperation of W
constituents/stakeholders

Organizational bureaucracy \V
Cultural influences W
La_lck _of defined performance W
criteria

Table 19 indicates there were only two items that final survey participdmegdoewere

“very important” external factors that could have an impact on presidentparfoe
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ratings: political pressures from government officials and conflictiregipes with those

who occupy positions in shared governance. There was a substantial amount o€literatur
that confirmed the potential negative effect of political pressure from guneliof

sources as well as economic conditions, resistance to change, job complexitg| cul
influences, and rater error to name a few.

Table 20. Top 25 Characteristics of an Effective President Assessment Format

Final Final Pilot Pilot ’ .
ltems Survey Survey Survey Survey cl:nterwew thera}ture
omments Review
Means Comments Means Comments
Involves multiple raters 4.11 N 4.22 N W
IncIL_Jdes assessment on a regular 3.95 4.04 N W
basis
Consists of a formal assessment with
written policies, procedures, and 3.85 v 3.80 \/ W
assessment form
Incorporates specific assessment
criteria 385 3.78 v W
Provides feedback for personal
development/improvement 385 v W
Ties performance to compensation 3.58 3.64 N VW
Consists of an informal assessment
without written policies, procedures, 1.93 N W
and assessment form
Includes object_lve_ performance 3.68 J W
assessment criteria
Includes open-ended questions,
qualitative criteria v v v W
Includ‘es _close‘d—e‘nded questions, N N W
guantitative criteria
Includes public dissemination of
results v v W
Accounts for external factors v N W
Involves vetting with experts in N
instrument design
Maintains confidentiality of specific N W
assessment results
Involves training for raters N W
|nc|gc!es focus group and committee N W
participation
Includes an organizational climate N N N
assessment
Its purpose is not to serve as a N J N
punishment tool
Its purpose is to provide feedback N VW
Its purpose is to increase N W
accountability
Its purpose is to support retention N W
decisions
Its purpose is to set the tone for the N N
organization
Incorporates anonymity of the raters N v
Requires a balance of power among N N
constituents
Includes a self-assessment N W
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Table 20 contains items related to the format of an assessment instrument.
Webster’s dictionary defines format as “general arrangement or planeéA&
Guralnik, 2001, p. 556). In the context of this study, format pertains to: 1) formality (i.e
a formal assessment includes documented policies, procedures, assessmeehinstrum
and report) 2) purpose of the assessment, 3) structure of the assessmergnhérigm
closed questions, open questions, objective criteria, subjective criteria)tidippats in
the assessment, and 5) frequency at which the assessment instrument shoulddoe applie
Referring to Table 20, final survey participants score the following itartigesy
important” to the assessment of a university president: 1) involves multipkg, rater
2) includes assessment on a regular basis, 3) consists of a formal assestsnaiiten
policies, procedures, and an assessment form, 4) incorporates specife, arter
provides feedback for personal development and improvement. The individual and focus
group interviews along with the literature review corroborate these fina\stgsults.
The interviewees stressed the importance of 360-degree feedback that involvelé mult
constituents and stakeholders to include: 1) members of the board of regents, 2) faculty,
3) students, 4) staff, 5) members of faculty committees, 6) alumni, and 7) tagislat
Providing feedback for self-improvement was the most frequently mentioned purpose of
an assessment. Interviewees and survey respondents tended to favor fossaleagse
that incorporated a combination of qualitative (open-ended) items and quantitative
(closed-ended) items. In terms of frequency, the interviewees dgragnaded

assessments should be performed on an annual basis.
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Summary of Findings on Assessment Instrument Content and Format

The list of performance criteria that could make of the content of an agsgssm
instrument for a university president is very long. This study identified 222dzdadi
traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes derived from theories and concepts found in
literature, interviews of faculty members, a pilot survey conducted at UNM, amal a f
survey conducted at UNM and NMSU. Butler (2007) provides additional evidence of the
extensiveness of potential assessment criteria by citing an AG&diterreview that
revealed over 200 measures of effectiveness, efficiency, and outcomes tlygtscartid
universities use to assess performance outcomes alone. However, sdleral(@ass,
2008; Blanchard & Associates, 2007; Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Canella, 2009; Gini,
1995) stress that leadership is situational and that each institutional certigidrent
requiring a tailored assessment approach for a given institution atafaamnoment in
time (Munitz, 1978).

Applying the principle of leadership being situational and the importance of using
context as a filter for designing an assessment, this study successdulted the vast
number of potential assessment criteria to those that participating UNIMMBU
faculty members believed were most important for their institutions atiayar
moment in time. The items in Table 17 and Table 18 reflect the opinions of 280 faculty
members from UNM and NMSU on the most important assessment criteribehat
universities should consider based on the items included in the surveys.

The factor analysis, that included many of the items in Table 17 and a few of the
items in Table 18, revealed eight overarching constructs (see Table 13) tolvesieh t

items relate. Since the items within a given construct correlate highjyatee
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considered to be measuring the same thing (Field, 2005; Nunnally, 1978; Pett, Lackey, &
Sullivan, 2003). If a university wants to limit the number of items in an assessment
instrument, it could choose a representative set of items within each consthetva

an added degree of confidence that the reduced set of items adequately measures t
constructs of interest. Performing grounded theory analysis of perfornmssessaent

criteria provided by final survey participants, five additional construete wdentified

(see Table K-1) to account for items that did not connect directly to the eightuctsistr
derived from factor analysis of the quantitative data collected from tHestinzey.

Another area that should be considered in terms of the context of an assessment is
external factors that can bias or influence the ratings a president coeileren various
performance criteria. Various authors point to a myriad of external $atiair can affect
performance assessment of individuals including university presidemsidng, 2009;
Bass, 2008; Berk, 1986; Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Duderstadt & Womack, 2003;
Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009; Grote, 2002; lllgen & Favero, 1985; Latham &
Wexley, 1981; Rhodes, 2001). Table 19 provides a summary of the external factors
investigated during this study and the relative importance of some of #otses fbased
on the feedback from the participating faculty members from UNM and NMSU.eWhil
these external factors do not directly address the research question $tudiighey
may be important considerations in the application of an assessment instrument

Turning to the final major area of exploration, Table 20 contains a list of items
that address the format for a university president assessment. AgaimpgangdJNM
and NMSU faculty members rated the importance of some of these items in pggform

an effective assessment of a university president. A substantial amotertadiite

207



substantiates these findings on assessment formats; however, the literagwe pilot
survey, interviews, and final survey revealed that some have reservationthaeatlity
of individual performance assessment in general (Coens & Jenkins, 2002) and formal
president assessment in particular (Kauffman, 1978; Ingram & Weary, 2088pitd
these reservations, president performance assessment continues to bpreaddes
practice in universities (Schwartz, 1998) and there are optional formats thasili@ser
can consider in designing their assessment processes and assessmenhtastrume
Findings from Reliability and Validity Assessment

The paragraphs that follow contain evidence of the reliability and vaditlity
gualitative and quantitative data collected during this study. The first pejagraph
and subparagraphs discuss the dependability and validity of qualitative data from
interviews with dependability being synonymous with the term reliabrlityuantitative
analysis. The second major paragraph and subparagraphs include findings on the
reliability and validity of quantitative data from the pilot survey and finalesy. The
final major paragraph highlights the findings on reliability and validity fromxaeda
methods perspective.
Qualitative Dependability and Validity Findings

The individual interviews and focus group interviews were the primary sources of
data for qualitative analysis conducted during this study. The open-ended questions
allowing respondents to provide comments on the pilot survey and final survey were an
additional source of qualitative data. The paragraphs that follow address the

dependability, credibility, transferability, and confirmability of quaiva data.
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Dependability

There was sufficient evidence of the consistency of data across subjactee F
initial individual and focus group interview, there was considerable agreement among the
participants on the importance of various traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes
that could serve as a basis for determining the content of a president aggessm
instrument. The responses to initial interviews were generally cantsistine areas of
external factors affecting performance ratings and the format acfsassment
instrument. While the initial interviewees expressed different concerns and
considerations with respect to the main areas of interest in this study, #rereav
fundamental inconsistencies in their viewpoints. The overlap in the findings from the
interviews, pilot survey, and final survey provided further evidence of the depetydabili
of qualitative data. Finally, participants in the second and third round of interviews
agreed that the findings from the interviews and surveys appeared to be cansistent

Credibility

The outcomes from triangulation, peer debriefing, negative case anpalysis
referential adequacy checks, and member checks served as sources of émidence
confirming credibility of qualitative data. This study involved multiple dataces,
methods, and theoretical schemes as part of the triangulation process to ensure data
credibility. The triangulation process revealed consistencies in thaddtresolved
differing viewpoints of the study participants. Members of the rese&adwnmittee
and participants in the follow-up interviews provided positive feedback on the
substantive, methodological, and ethical aspects of the study as part of theatiangul

process. Addressing the substantive aspect of triangulation, individuals who had not been
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involved in previous interviews agreed that the findings related to the content antd forma
of a president assessment instrument were understandable and credible. Algiditiona
feedback from peer debriefings reinforced the methodological approach used in this
study.

One issue that came up during a peer debriefing early in the study was the
sensitivity of the study topic. In response to this concern, additional stepsaken to
ensure confidentiality. These steps included restricting participation in docug
interviews to tenured faculty members and allowing non-tenured faculty metober
participate only in private, individual interviews. As an additional protectiveungas
the researcher did not reveal the names or specific positions of any faeatlyers who
participated in interviews. Instead, the researcher only revealed kbgesééchools to
which the interview participants were assigned and as well as the lgeqmedise they
had that was relevant to this study.

The researcher conducted a negative case analysis by identifying @rohges
differing perspectives among study participants. For example, thealesehad the
initial impression that two interviewees were opposed to formal assdsshaen
president. However, after analyzing their comments in more detail dbgng t
intermediate analysis phase, the two interviewees suggested conditions hictier w
formal assessment could part of a viable format.

Throughout the study, the researcher performed referential adequacyhgh®acki
revisiting data collected from different participants at different gamthe AIDA model
to check for consistency in the findings. The researcher performed membes chec

through formal, informal, and continuous reviews of data and emerging results
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throughout the study to obtain further evidence of data credibility. Using an approac
that Creswell (2007) refers to aslaa analysis spiralthe researcher performed data
collection, data analysis, and results preparation as an integrated and eettrgity

during this study. The data analysis spiral, an integral part of the AIDA msdel
consistent with an exploratory research design that involves “learning by (D&

1993, p.6) and “pulling out threads of stories we discover in data” (Dey, 1995, p.78) as
events unfold rather than waiting to analyze data toward the end of a study.

Transferability

To provide evidence of the transferability of the findings to other subjects and
contexts, the researcher wraieck description®f all interview recordings in grounded
theory coding worksheets. Entries in the worksheets incluidédo codegCreswell,
2007) which are the exact words of the participants. The researcher used Vnase
codes during the initial, axial, and theoretical coding processes as pargofuneed
theory research design incorporated in this study.

The initial target population for the study was limited to the faculty at UNM. In
order increase transferability of the study results to other univerditeesgsearcher
expanded the target population to include the faculty at the NMSU. However, since the
gualitative data collection was limited to UNM, there was insufficient exie®f
transferability of the results to institutions other than UNM. The rekeaused
purposive sampling of faculty members instead of random sampling for thewel#cti
interview participants, which limited representativeness of the paatits and

transferability of the data.
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Confirmability

As evidence of confirmability, the researcher took steps to control personal
motivations, interests, and perspectives that could have potentially biasedigealita
data. For example, the researcher transcribed audio recordings from weetirectly
onto ground theory coding worksheets without interpreting or paraphrasing iwegvie
statements to add or to clarify the meaning of the statements. During lyssaaiad
reporting process, the researcher retained the original words provided biethiwees
instead combining them with synonyms for the purpose of expediency. Another step that
supported the confirmability was the use of a pilot survey and final survey thattednsi
almost exclusively of closed-ended questions rather than open-ended questions tha
usually require interpretation and translation thereby reducing the objeofitite data.

As a final step, the researcher kept a reflexive journal of personal perceptions
meanings, and contexts to increase awareness of those factors that coulddeave bia
gualitative data collection, analysis, and reporting of study findings andsre3ine
following researcher experiences could have biased study findings, conclusions, and
recommendations:

= All previous experience in the workforce (over 35 years) involved formal
assessment including an instrument with quantitative and qualitative assessme
criteria. Researcher’s familiarity with a formal assessmgstes and lack of
experience with informal assessment could have biased data collection and
analysis.

= In some previous work experiences, performance assessment had a direct impact

on promotion and compensation decisions and was a useful tool for individual
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development and improvement. In other cases, performance assessment was
more of a cursory process with limited utility for the supervisor, individuaheor t
organization because of inflated ratings and lack of interest. Researcher’
preference of having a more detailed assessment system that includes
performance incentives and focuses on performance improvement could have
influenced data collection and analysis.
In preparation for the dissertation hearing, the researcher informedatissecommittee
members of personal biases that could have negatively affected the objectivéy of
study. During the dissertation, the committee members confirmed that thedaiegy,
findings, and results of the study appeared to be free of researcher bias.
Quantitative Reliability and Validity Findings
The pilot survey and final survey were the primary sources of data for qtiaatita
analysis conducted during this study. In some cases quantitative analysiegrovi
further evidence of reliability and validity of the data — in other casdg] not. The
paragraphs that follow address reliability, statistical conclusion wglidiernal validity,
content validity, construct validity, and external validity of quantitative.d@taterion
validity is not addressed since the final survey was a cross-sectional andrdid not
involve its application at different points in time (to check predictive aspecit@fian
validity) or to different target populations (to check concurrent aspect of criterion
validity). Consequential validity is not addressed since the study did not involve the
actual performance of the president and additional steps were taken to ensure

confidentiality of the survey participants.
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Reliability

With the exception of the low coefficients for some of the factor scales with
relatively few items (see Table 13), Cronbach’s alpha for the pilot survey (.B&0), f
survey (.943), factor analysis items (.935), and consolidated factor s8dlEswere
relatively high. Itis likely that the internal consistency coeffitiwas overestimated for
the pilot survey because of the large number of items (111 total). It is alsoletisst
the coefficients for the factors scales were underestimated becdhsesofall number of
items (only 2 to 4 items for the factor scales with Cronbach alphas > .7).

Statistical conclusion validity

There was positive evidence of statistical conclusion validity using tiosviaty
criteria: 1) reliability of the scores, 2) tenability of assumptionsteBjstical power and
4) control Type | error for the statistical tests (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell,.2002)
Evidence of reliability is presented in the preceding paragraph.

The following results provide evidence that the assumptions for PCA were met:
1) KMO and the anti-image correlation matrix confirmed excellent sagigde
2) Bartlett'sy® test indicated that the correlation matrix was not an identity matrix, and
3) the factor scales had very few outliers (seven factors had less than iE¥s antll one
factor [responsibility] had 2.5% outliers). Multivariate normality was natssss] for
PCA since it is not a requirement (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

The following results provide evidence that the assumptions for MANOVA were
met: Box’sM test indicated equality of the covariance matrices for dependent variables
(DVs) and Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance indicated equalityoof e

variances for DVs. The assumption of multivariate normality did not appear to be met
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for MANOVA. Since SPS%PASW® do not include a diagnostic tool for analysis of
multivariate normality, Field (2005) suggests that inspection of univariateatityris a
practical substitute. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of the factor scalestiedlica
deviations from univariate normality for all eight factors. Inspections addnsins
revealed relatively large negative skewing for four factors (corsdider university
mission support, stewardship, and responsibility) and Q-Q plots reinforced aleviati
normality for these four factors. Despite these indications of the lack tfamiste
normality, Stevens (2002) contends that MANOVA is “robust with respect to Type |
error against non-normality” (p. 263). Stevens also suggests that non-mpoaalaffect
the outcome of Box’s test giving a false indication of the equality of covarraatreces;
however, this was no the case in this analysis.

Statistical power was only applicable to MANOVA that was applied to determi
if there was a statistically significant difference between the WHAMINMSU scores for
evidence of external validity. Power 1= .90 for the MANOVA test of the factor
scales that included 39 performance assessment criteria. This compugedrposlates
to a 10% probability of a Type Il error (incorrectly failing to reject thé Imypothesis
when it is false). In this analysis, Type | error was controlled by condu#ANOVA
rather than separate ANOVAs in which multiple tests on the same data isdiease
familywise error rate (Field, 2005).

Internal validity

Use of a cross-sectional survey reduced maturation and instrumentationcthreat
internal validity. On the other hand, the high non-response rate for the final survey posed

a significant threat to internal validity because there is a significanbpibgshat
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relationship among the variables (items) in the final survey could have beemuodt
by factors such as age, faculty status, teaching experience, and geaeegat in the
topic for this study.

Content validity

The following techniques used in this study contributed to the content validity of
the quantitative results of the final survey: 1) performing a comprehensnauie
review, 2) using Critical Incident Technique (CIT) to identify tasks aasatwith
university president performance, 3) involving faculty members in the study Vattang
subject matter expertise, 4) ensuring the instrument had a represesuliéiveon of
items, and 5) using a methodical approach to developing the final survey instrument.

Construct validity

Using authoritative literature and feedback from interviewees who had suddstanti
knowledge and experience with senior leadership and performance assesgoeent hel
operationalize the primary domains of interest and supported contract validityevelow
the relatively high degree of correlation between six of eight factor dsaled able 13)
provided contradictory evidence discriminant validity which would normally bring
into question the operationalism of the constructs. Given the relatively higkatone
among most of the factor scales, there is substantial evidence that theseai@ctor
closely related to the central theme of strategic leadership. Torthg tjuestion of
convergent validitythere was positive evidence of this aspect of convergent validity with
all factors with the correlations of items aligned with a particulaofesstale being

higher than correlations with items aligned with different factorescal he factor scales
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for academic quality and responsibility provided evidence of a moderate degree of
discriminant and convergent validity as part of construct validity.

External validity

Since the final survey did not involve random sampling, the external validity of
the quantitative data is questionable. A comparison of the demographic backgrounds of
survey participants at UNM and the demographics of the UNM faculty (Uniyefsit
New Mexico, 2010) indicated overrepresentation of more experienced faculty membe
and underrepresentation of minority faculty members. MANOVA was conducted to
investigate differences between UNM and NMSU faculty members ingbispectives
of the importance of various president assessment criteria for additionalcas/mfe
external validity.

The omnibus test of the main effect of university«274) was statistically
significant, Wilk’s (8,222) = 2.46p = .014, partiah? = .069, 18 = .90. The one-
degree-of-freedom between subjects test for NMSU facMity 8.50,SD = .67) and
UNM faculty (M = 3.80,SD = .65) for perceived importance of academic quality was
statistically significant at the specified .05 levg(265) = 12.25p = .001, partiah?® =
.043, 1B = .94, 95% CI [3.71, 3.90]. Comments from the final survey indicated that
some faculty members believe that the provost has more responsibility femacad
guality than the president does. Despite the significant difference in perspdtie
importance of academic quality, the effect size was relativelil.siaerefore, the
differences in perspectives between UNM and NMSU survey participantaragdpe be
minimal and provided some additional evidence of external validity and lack of biases

between the two groups.
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Summary of Findings from Mixed-Methods Reliability and Validity Assessment

The methodology applied in this study along with the study results provide a
moderate amount of reliability and validity evidence. Drawing qualitainge
guantitative data from the same population, integrating the data, addressingfrireny
same questions, using a systematic approach to develop the final survey, and applying
transformation codes (see Table A-1) to link qualitative and quantitative datéctaur
to mixed-methods validity. In general, Table 17 through Table 20 provide additional

evidence of mixed-methods reliability and validity of the study results.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION

Chapter 5 provides conclusions and recommendations based on the findings in
Chapter 4. The major sections of the chapter are 1) assessment instrument detelopme
conclusions, 2) assessment instrument content and format conclusions, 3) implications of
the study, 4) limitations of the study, 5) recommendations, and 6) summary of the
discussion. The primary products in this chapter are answers to the researcmsjuesti
Accordingly, Chapter 5 describes a revised AIDA model that universitedd consider
when developing new or revised assessment instruments for their presidentbaftee
also highlights the preferred content and format of an assessment instruseehbidhe
perspectives of key constituencies in the State of New Mexico — the fatutyM and
NMSU.

Another key product is a revised theoretical and conceptual framework for
university president assessment. The revised framework illustratesattenstips
between pertinent variables that researchers should consider in the development of
president assessment instrument. The findings in Chapter 4 served as axiartittg
the formulation of hypotheses on the relationships between pertinent variables. The
results of hypothesis testing of these variables in future research could pnsigti¢s
into the more relevant items to include in an assessment instrument and to itherease
reliability and validity of performance ratings derived from that uregnt.

Assessment Instrument Development Conclusions
The paragraphs that follow address Research Questid¢hat approach can

UNM and other universities use to develop an effective performance assessment
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instrument for their presidentsThe answer to the first research question is derived from
the findings associated with the application of the AIDA model during this .stady
such, the following conclusions are based on the experiences and perceptions of the
researcher and the literature available on assessment instrument development.
Conclusions on Assessment Instrument Development
There were several positive aspects of the AIDA model (see FiguFerS), the
model provided a structured approach for developing an assessment instrument using a
inductive, bottom-up approach. The literature review provided a significant amount of
information on theories and concepts associated with leadership and performance
assessment. However, there was much less information available on assessme
instrument development, particularly for university presidents. Grounded theory and
Critical Incident Technique (CIT) served as useful tools for aggregatihgymthesizing
the vast amount of general information into a usable form and for identifyingmeleva
items to include in the initial interview guides and the pilot survey. The imtalidual
interviews, focus group interviews, and pilot survey provided more specific data that
corroborated, contradicted, or expanded upon data from the literature review. The
follow-up interviews and final survey allowed the researcher to identifgntire salient
characteristics of a performance assessment instrument in termsarftéat and format
based on the perspective of faculty at the two largest public universities in NaaoMe
Another positive aspect of the AIDA model is that it fully integrated quizigtat
and quantitative research methods allowing the data to be examined continuously from
multiple perspectives. Breaking data analysis into three phases (i.e.jmagfim

intermediate, and final analysis) served as a building-block approach tatevahd
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refine results as well as the means to step back and look at consistencies and
inconsistencies in previous analysis. The integrated and mutually supportieg phas
the AIDA model provided evidence of reliability and validity of the data catkend
analyzed during this study and is discussed later in this chapter in more detail.

An additional advantage of the AIDA model is that it provides provisions for a
robust approach for assessment instrument development that is adaptable to needs of a
particular university. For example, it includes the use of statistics to develdp gest
hypotheses on the relationships of variables to gain insight into the preferrau emte
format of an assessment instrument from the viewpoint of multiple constituehts a
stakeholders, if the university so desires. Additionally, the AIDA model includes
provisions for the use of inferential statistics to support explanatory researcthe
other hand, if the university does not want to invest the time and effort to use inferential
statistics for explanatory research purposes, the AIDA model provides ast@ngive
approach for exploratory research using qualitative and/or other quantitativedse

Along with including an option for using hypotheses testing, the AIDA model
incorporated a review theory and concepts from which relevant dimensions could be
derived from the major constructs using a deductive, top-down approach. In turn, these
dimensions could be broken down further to develop appropriate questions to include in
interview guides and items to include in the surveys. This top-down approach also
served as an effective tool to develop the measurement scale for the survelyskablee
between the bottom-up and top-down approaches is another positive aspect of the AIDA
model because it provides an effective means to build more consistent storytines a

account for any inconsistencies in the data.
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While there are several positive aspects to the AIDA model, there arelsevera
negative aspects or challenges associated with the application of this model.ndpplyi
the AIDA model is a relatively complex and time-consuming approach, parljcula
considering it is only a sub-process in the development of a comprehensive assessm
system. Referring to Chapter 3 of this document, prominent authors on performance
assessment (Bernardin, 1986; Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Latham & Wexler, 1994;
Mohrman, Resnick-West, and Lawler, 1989) suggest a multi-step process for developing
an assessment system. Ingram and Weary (2000), Nason (1997), and Schwartz (1998,
2001) provide additional considerations for developing a useful president assessment
system. Even though this study took into account the writings of these authors in the
development of the AIDA model, a university should apply the model in context with the
other steps in the development of an assessment system for the purposes of tigmpatibi
and continuity. Applying the AIDA model as an independent approach could
significantly reduce its credibility and utility.

One of the challenges researchers will face in applying the entira Ai@del is
managing, assimilating, retrieving, analyzing, and presenting the Vatume of data
that it generates. For example in this study, the Pearson product-momeaticorrel
coefficient matrix for the pilot study data was very large (111x111), makingyit ve
difficult to interpret given the display limitations of a computer and papetopits from
SPSS$. Similarly, there were 368 different responses to the initial individuavietes
and focus group interview questions. Researchers must be prepared to devote extra time

and effort if they choose to complete all of the steps in the process.
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Turning to the finer details of the methodology used in this study in support of the
AIDA model, using faculty members for the target population poses its own geslen
Arranging for individual interviews and focus group interviews usuallyireg multiple
follow-ups and results in unanticipated delays in data collection. For this stady, t
invitations for the pilot survey and final survey were sent out via the all facitlty |
serves. The response rates to invitations sent out using the list serveslateey low
because many faculty members do take the time to read mass mailingseitatien
becomes “buried” among the myriad of other e-mails. Considering thesengealle
researchers should be prepared for the extra time it may take to colleitonataculty
members or identify more efficient ways to accomplish the associated tasks.

One final negative aspect of the AIDA model was conducting the pilot survey in
parallel with the initial interviews. Had the initial interviews been coretubefore the
pilot survey, the data could have been used to improve the quality of the pilot survey.
For example, the interviewees could have performed a pre-test of the pilot survgy durin
the interview session and provided immediate feedback on the content and format of the
pilot survey. A pre-test of the pilot survey might have resulted in a more tbansge
shorter survey instrument in which more faculty members would have been moralincline
to complete.
Convergent Conclusions on Assessment Instrument Development

The primary areas in which the conclusions of this study converge with literature
are as follows:

1) the abundance of useful literature on theories and concepts that can be applied

to develop the content and format of an assessment instrument, 2) the importance of
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having a structured and systematic approach for developing the content andfamat
assessment instrument, and 3) the challenges associated with development of an
assessment instrument that will produce reliable and valid data.

Reinforcing the finding on the abundance of literature, Bass (2008) notes there
were over 55,000 publications on leadership in the Online Computer Library Center
(OCLC) in 1999 and over 18,000 books were on sale through Amazon.com™ by 2005.
In 2005, “Google™ Scholar listed 95,500 publications on leadership, 16,800 books on
leadership, and 386,000 citations related to leadership” (Bass, 2008, p. 6). The volume of
information on evaluation and assessment of individuals and organizations is also
expansive. Searching Google™ in 2009, there were over 2200 publications on the
subjects of performance appraisal, individual performance assessment, digzadiza
evaluation, performance management, and performance measurement. Amazon.com™
listed over 94,000 books that address some aspect of these subjects. While these subjects
overlap and many of the books are listed in multiple categories, the volume of
publications is still very large. Turning to the university presidents, Googldi¥l&
lists 41 publications on university presidents and Amazon.com™ lists over 46,000 books
containing information on the subject. However, the amount of literature on university
president appraisal or assessment publications is relatively small @otfigZ" Scholar
listing only 386 publications and Amazon.com™ listing only 117 books. Considering the
large volume of academic publications on leadership, Padilla (2005) emphasizésethat “
scope of what has been written about leadership presents a challengeatiahsaihd
synthesis if one is to avoid a representation that is too simplistic, too triviah aruch

of a condensation” (p. 40). The issue challenge of distilling and synthesizing the
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information applies to individual performance assessment as well. On the other hand,
since there is a limited amount of authoritative literature available on dewglopi
performance assessment instruments for university presidents, tlyipsiuviles results
that can broaden the information base on this subject.

Many authors (Bernardin, 1986; Fine, 1986; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Mohrman,
Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1989) emphasize the importance of having a syistema
approach to developing performance assessment systems, more rezagthgferred to
as performance management systems (Armstrong, 2009). One of the more commonly
cited approaches (Armstrong, 2009; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Sokol & Oresick, 1986)
for adding structure to assessment instrument development is critical ineiclemtue
(CIT) (Flanagan, 1954). As a form of job competency analysis, CIT is very useful i
identifying behaviors that can serve as assessment criteria (Angsf009). CIT came
about in the 1950s because of concerns over the use of merit ratings (trait @stgssm
for performance appraisals (Armstrong, 2009) as they are too subjective and open to
prejudicial judgments.

Serving as the primary qualitative method applied in this study, grounded theory
(Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1990, 1998) provided a structured approach for
condensing the vast amount of information on theories and concepts associated with
university president leadership into a useable form to refine the data oollecti
instruments for this study by using various coding techniques. Content analgsisg(K
2008) served as a useful supplement to grounded theory procedures in the coding of

comments from the final survey. Applying a bottom-up, constructivist approach to
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developing meaning, grounded theory also contributed to the development of hypotheses
derived from the this study that could be tested in future research (Charmaz, 2006).

As the main quantitative method used in this study, factor analysis (Field, 2005;
Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan) provided a means to perform structural analysis of
phenomenon of university president assessment. Factor analysis was useful in
identifying the interrelationships among a large set of variables and then hluatag
reduction, grouping the factors with common characteristics (Nunnallgr&ggein,

1994). From the very large set of potential assessment criteria for a ugigegsident,

factor analysis was useful in identifying criteria to include in a geggiassessment
instrument and in controlling the length of the instrument. Furthermore, thesi crite

were tailored to the feedback from the faculty who many believe should péyralk in

the assessment of their presidents (American Association of Universigsuors, 2006).

As a complement to grounded theory, factor analysis proved to be valuable in developing
hypotheses pertaining to the relationships between variables (Nunnally, 1&78) t
corresponded to potential performance assessment criteria to set therstalmv-up
research.

As methodology that has grown in popularity over the last decade (Creswell &
Plano-Clark, 2007), mixed-methods research designs offer a systematiacpibrat
approaches a problem from multiple perspectives. One of the major advantages of
mixed-methods research is the systematic combination of bottom-up, induaseeire
and top-down, deductive reasoning to problem solving. Another key advantage is the
ability to corroborate the results of the qualitative and quantitative methdus fiorin of

data triangulation for validity purposes. The complementary aspect ofl-m&thods
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also provides data to fill knowledge gaps that would occur if the research applied only
gualitative or quantitative method. Mason (as cited in Klenke, 2006) identifieslsevera
other advantages of mixed-methods research suggesting that it: 1) encouraggs- “outs
the-box” thinking, 2) increases that capacity for theorizing, 3) enhancesodsxhe

logic of qualitative explanations, 4) provides stronger inferences resutimg f
guantitative analysis, and 5) provides more diverse views (p. 158).

Addressing the challenges of assessing the performance of leaders such as
university presidents, Padilla (2005) suggests that researchers have placed too much
emphasis in the past on using quantitative methods exclusively to identify lepders
descriptors. Given the complexity of the relationships and interactions among the
leaders, followers, and organization, Padilla expresses skepticism in usingatjuant
methods such as multivariate statistics exclusively to “reach into therdseyctures of
leadership phenomena” (p. 70). Klenke (2008) agrees that the study of leadership is
particularly well suited for qualitative analysis “because of the irgeilinary nature of
the field which has to be more open about paradigmatic assumptions, methodological
preferences, and ideological commitments than many single disciplmes). (Klenke
goes on to say quantitative methods have come under scrutiny by the leaderstop resea
community because of dissatisfaction with: 1) the complexity of multivariatiels, 2)
distribution restrictions (i.e., requirement for multivariate normality)aB)d sample size
requirements, and 4) difficulty understanding and interpreting results (€aped
Martin, 2005, p. 851). Considering the limitations of quantitative methods, Padilla
emphasizes that qualitative methods are well suited for the exploration gflenkeivels

of relationships and interactions among leaders, followers, and organizations. Klenke
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reinforces Padilla’s perspective by stating that “qualitative lkshde studies, when
conducted with the same degree of rigor and concern for quality, have several distinct
advantages over quantitative approaches by offering more opportunities to study the
phenomena in significant depth” (p. 5).

Another challenge associated with the AIDA model was the additional time and
effort required to incorporate a mixed-methods design. Creswell and PlarkotZ07)
point out that “mixed-methods studies are complex and may require extensiyve time
resources, and effort on the part of the researcher” (p. 281). They suggest that the
following questions should be addressed before making a decision to undertake a mixed-
methods design: 1) is there sufficient time to collect and analyze two types o2)dare
there sufficient resources from which to collect and analyze quantitativgualitative
data, and 3) are the skills and personnel necessary to complete this stladyesd/ap.

181). Creswell and Plano-Clark also suggest that researchers work in teaosehsf

the increasing demands of mixed-methods designs and the advantage of bomefinert
individuals with diverse methodological and content expertise. The importance of using
a team approach to developing performance assessment systems is tebhfaeeeral
authors (Bernardin, 1986; Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Grote, 2002; Mohrman, Resnick-
West, & Lawler, 1989).

The incorporation of mixed-methods into the AIDA model brings about the added
requirement of checking the validity of qualitative and quantitative data. Wikile t
processes for confirming the validity of these two types of data cdiveglacomplex
and time-consuming in their own right, “the very act of combining qualitative and

guantitative approaches raises additional validity issues” (Creswellré&flkark, 2007,
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p. 145). The implication is that the process of confirming the quality of two typesaof dat
is even more complex and time consuming, and this proved to be the case for this study.
The American Educational Research Association (AERA), American Psyatadlog
Association (APA), and National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) (1999)
stress that validity is “the most fundamental consideration in developing anhtaval

tests” (p. 9). Furthermore, they stress that “a sound validity argument insegadtais
strands of evidence into a coherent account of the degree to which the existingesviden
and theory support the intended interpretation of test scores for specific uses: (p. 17)

Since performance assessment is considered a test to which AERA, APA, and
NCME standards should be applied (Nathan & Cascio, 1986), there is an implication that
researchers must consider data quality checking from beginning to end of theenstrum
development process. The AIDA model incorporated an integrated and on-going process
of checking the trustworthiness of qualitative data and validity of quantitatiae Baen
though this approach required extra time and effort, it provided insights into validity
earlier in the process so adjustments could be made to increase the qualifyroditioes
from the study.

Since leadership performance can be influenced by number situational factors
(Armstrong, 2008; Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009; Latham & Wexley, 1994;
Padilla, 2005) it is important that these factors be taken into account to ensure an
assessment is fair and equitable. The AIDA model employed during this stedied s
as a useful means to identify more important assessment criteria anthkfdctors that
could affect performance ratings from the perspective of faculty merabeidM and

NMSU. The AIDA model could also be applied by other universities to identify
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performance criteria and external factors that take into consatethe perspectives of
key constituents/stakeholders and relevant conditions that could affect the paderof
their presidents. Nason (1997) emphasizes the importance of university president
assessment taking into account the institutional context that includes the unique
characteristics of the university and its governance structure. He kel éto assess
the president’s actions, or failures to act, by themselves is grossly upfad2)(

Divergent conclusions on assessment instrument developfitentnain
shortcoming of the AIDA model is that it focuses on developing the content and format
of an assessment instrument for a university president rather than the design of a
performance assessment system overall. Mohrman, Resnick-West, dad (1&89)
and others offer appraisal system design models that include steps befotteraind s
proposed in the AIDA model that concentrate on the design of the assessment instrument
itself. For example, Mohrman, Resnick-West and Lawler suggest tleasasant system
designers take the following actions before designing the procedures anatools f
conducting the assessment: 1) identify key players in the design (e.g., top mamagem
human resources professional, lawyers, and system users), 2) decide on orgdnizationa
structure that will guide the design (e.g., involvement of consultants, human resource
professionals, and/or task force, 3) assess the current organizationalrs{ieLat,
existing assessment systems, what is going well, what is causingmspladrganizational
structure, connections to compensation system, legal considerations, and aoyehizat
climate that includes trust, support, and amount of openness), and 4) purpose and
objectives of the assessment system (e.g., basis for compensation and awards,

performance improvement, documentation of personnel decisions, performancekeedbac
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and/or individual development or training). After designing and implementing the
system, these authors recommend that the system undergoes a prelivahatyom and
ongoing monitoring to ensure its effectiveness.

Contribution of conclusions to literature on assessment instrument development.
The AIDA model fills a gap that exists in literature on the detailed stemkeeloping
an assessment instrument for a university president. The proper use of this model should
provide useful evidence that contributes to the reliability and validity of sobtased
from the application of an assessment instrument.

Assessment Instrument Content and Format Conclusions

The paragraphs that follow in this section address Research QuestWima®is
the preferred content and format for a president performance assessment instrument?
The answer to this research question is derived from the preliminary, intetenadic
final analysis of qualitative and quantitative data collected during this.siluy
interviews, pilot survey, and final survey were the data sources for thessesnaly
Conclusions on Assessment Instrument Content and Format

This study identified 222 candidate criteria that could serve as content for a
university performance assessment instrument. After reviewing 587 pidgvigcdating
from 1990 to 1989, Rost (1991) found 221 definitions of leadership. Undoubtedly, the
number of definitions is much higher today given the proliferation of concepts on
leadership (Bass, 2008) over the last two decades.

Given the large number of definitions, blurred distinctions, and overlapping
meanings of associated concepts such as management and social influence, one of the

biggest challenges of this study was selecting the items to include onvbyg tare are
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hundreds of potential leadership descriptors and performance assessmeeat crit
Various authors, leadership theorists, and researchers (Armstrong, 2002 &8ss

Grote, 2002; Ingram & Weary, 2000; Padilla, 2005; Nason, 1997; Trachtenberg, 2008)
identify a wide range of traits, behaviors, and performance outcomes that could
potentially serve as leadership descriptors to include as items in a peréerma
assessment instrument for a university president.

Some authors (Armstrong, 2008; Bass, 2008, Padilla, 2005) point out potential
validity issues associated with using traits as leadership critr@ube they do not take
into account the different situations and they involve more subjective judgments and
prejudices. However, regarding the issue of traits, Nason (1997) insists, “esgrasat
of [university] presidential performance must take some account of chagrtswnality,
and style of the president” (p. 38). This study reinforces Nason’s conclusidrattsat
are important assessment criteria.

This study also supports the conclusion that behaviors and performance outcomes
are important assessment criteria. With few exceptions, interview arey fasticipants
perceived that performance outcomes were of lesser importance thaartdaitshaviors.
This finding is consistent with authors who conclude there is a weak relationshgehe
individual performance and organizational performance (Coens & Jenkins, 2002; llilgen
& Favero, 1985; Yudof & Busch-Vishniac, 1996).

With respect to external factors, this study supports the conclusion that external
factors can have a significant impact on performance ratings (Arms200g;, Bass,

2008; Duderstadt & Womack, 2003; Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009; Grote,

2002; lligen & Favero, 1985; Latham & Wexley, 1994; Rhodes, 2001. The literature
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review, interviews, pilot survey, and final survey identified 35 external fatttatsould
have negative impact on performance ratings. Since the final survey contained onl
seven items related to external factors, the importance of other factoronbul
determined based on the pilot survey results or the relative frequency with wisieh the
items were mentioned in various source documents and during the interviews. The
conclusion derived from this study is that several external factors showkidmeinto
account when performing a fair and equitable assessment of universitieptesi
performance.

The results of this study leads to the conclusion that president assessment should
be a formal process with multiple raters providing 360-degree feedback. Study
participants believed that members of the board of regents, faculty, students, amd alum
should play a role in president assessment. Results also show that assessnakeine shoul
conducted on a regular basis and involve the use of an instrument with qualitative and
guantitative assessment criteria. Since the final survey contained onhyiteens
related to assessment format, the importance of other factors was deteusing the
results of the pilot survey or the relative frequency with which these itenesidentified
during the literature review and the interviews.

In addition to providing structure for performance assessment, various authors
identify additional advantages of formal assessment pointing to the need faeciveff
process for developing an assessment instrument. Nason (1997) believes that forma
assessment can focus attention on the governance structure of the institudkindy t
into account the attitudes, prerogatives, and behaviors of applicable groups such as the

faculty, students, alumni, and legislators. Nason also suggests that forreahasse
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provides: 1) an event that triggers the review and resetting of institutional goals or
objectives, 2) a rational, orderly, and systematic way of assessing pant@msing
clearly articulated criteria, 3) a way of strengthening and length@néesgdent terms in
the office if properly done, 4) a means for strengthening the board’s positiorkingma
them more familiar with terms, conditions, and expectations under which the president
was appointed and constraints that can affect performance, and 5) accouride gy
president’s actions, “particularly in public colleges and universities wagpayers are
sometimes suspicious and politicians have occasionally tried to interfere” (@p).17

Convergent conclusions on assessment instrument content and foabbd.17
through Table 20 provide considerable evidence of the convergence of findings between
the final survey, pilot survey, interviews, and literature review on assessnteunnieist
content and format. Additionally, factor analysis indicated there were digjimtct
factors (i.e., strategic leadership, consideration, continuous improvement, upiversit
mission support, interpersonal competence, stewardship, academic quality, and
responsibility) related to potential assessment criteria. With th@towcef academic
guality and responsibility, these factors tended to be highly correlated inditiasdit
many of the items were essentially dimensions of the same constructindiimg fs
consistent with authors who conclude that leadership constructs cannot be fullydresolve
with quantitative methods due to the large number of variables and interactioa effect
(lligen & Favero, 1985; Klenke, 2008; Padilla, 2005).

Table 21 consolidates the information in Table 17 and Table 18 into the top 25
assessment instrument content items based on the final survey scorets bmhaaior,

and performance outcome criteria. Table 21 also includes the constructs under which
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each of 25 items fall based on the preliminary theoretical/conceptual modeiddeam

the literature review and the revised theoretical/conceptual model diémve factor

analysis of final survey data. Comparing the naming convention for each itdarages

the finding that leadership constructs can be ambiguous. Observing the larigicorre

of six of the eight factor scales provides additional evidence of the lackiatton

among the constructs. Since the primary sources used to develop the content of the final
survey related to senior leaders in an organization such as a university presedent, t
problem with discriminant validity comes as no surprise.

Table 21. Top 25 Assessment Instrument Content Items

Original Theoretical/  Revised Theoretical/

ftem Conceptual Construct Conceptual Construct
1. Promotes institutional interests Followership Resgulity
2. Makes responsible decisions regarding resourcezgitm Management Stewardship
3. Demonstrates integrity Leadership Consideration
; ; . University Mission
4. Displays job competence Leadership Support
5. Makes judicious decisions on administrator sel@ctio Management Responsibility
6. Secures adequate resources to support the unyersit Performance University Mission
mission Outcome Support
7. Maintains awareness of the institutional climate gddization Stewardship
8. Makes |r_1f0rmed decisions based on best available Learning Stewardship
information and research
9. Maintains effective control of the budget Organiaat Strategic Leadership
10. Recruits high caliber personnel to fill positionghe M University Mission
. ; anagement
university Support
11. Increases faculty quality P((e)rL(z(rggréce Academic Quality
12. Encourages open sharing of information with others Learning Consideration
13. Advocates for the university to strengthen higltkroaition Organization Unlvgalé):)g/lr;ssmn
14. Promotes positive change Followership Strategickeship
15. Develops realistic plans to implement strategy Menaent Strategic Leadership
16. Displays professional courtesy Followership Consitlen
17. Establishes realistic goals and objectives Orgéiniza Strategic Leadership
18. Builds trusting relationships with constituentststiholders Leadership Interpersonal
Competence
19. Adapts to changes that impact the university Leayni Strategic Leadership
20. Provides clear direction and expectations to staff Management Strategic Leadership
21. Promotes initiatives that contribute to educatiaality in Organization Continuous
New Mexico Improvement
22. Promotes negotiation to resolve conflicts Followgrs Strategic Leadership
23. Clears obstacles to progress Leadership Strategiddrship
24. Provides thoughtful responses to constituents/ktz#lers Followership Strategic Leadership
25. Supports institutional leaders Followership Stratégadership
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Despite the large number of potential assessment criteria and the ambigliy
constructs related to the central theme of strategic leadership, thatqueahnd
guantitative analysis for this study captured the criteria that the farautigipants
perceived were most important. If an assessment instrument developer rezkatéotine
number of items from the list of 25 in Table 21, he or she could refer to the eight-factor
solution computed for this study and eliminate items within each factor sinceréhey a
measuring the same construct. The instrument developer could also referathe fact
scales and get a sense of what factors that had higher mean scores and cleobsssnor
from the higher scoring factors. The developer could also examine the standard
deviations of the items within each factor and eliminate those items that had large
variances since there were greater differences in opinion of the relapegamce of
these items.

Divergent conclusions on assessment instrument content and fddonag the
grounded theory axial and theoretical coding process for the final survenelddétal to
performance assessment criteria, it was apparent there weleraddéctors/categories
associated with the central theme of strategic leadership such as contimnica
(Blanchard & Associates, 2007; Drucker, 2008), self-mastery (Goleman, 199&geour
(Treasurer, 2008), and legitimization (Bass, 2008). Furthermore, the litaatiee
identified several additional constructs of interest such as connection, cyeathvits,
humility, initiative, innovativeness, optimism, persuasion, philosophy and problem
solving, to name a few (Armstrong, 2009; Bass, 2008; Birnbaum, 1992a; Fisher, Tuck, &
Wheeler, 1988; Greenleaf, 2002; Gruder, 2008; Keohane, 2006; Trachtenberg, 2008).

The findings from this study illustrate that many of the relevant faperntsining to
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assessment of senior leaders were not included in the study. The fact thatéae rot
eight-factor solution from PCA accounted for only 56.4% of the variance is further
evidence that there are other constructs related to the central thenagegiictr
leadership, although Pett, Lackey, and Sullivan (2003) classify 50% as aé$igabl
102) amount of variance extracted by the components.

Addressing opposition to formal assessment, Armstrong (2008) provides an
excellent summary of the academics and commentators who are cripesf@inance
management systems that include individual performance appraisals ompexter
assessments. Some authors such as Coens & Jenkins (2002) suggest that coaching is a
more effective approach for improving the performance of individuals in the woekplac
However, when one examines many of the complaints with performance asggessme
there appear to be shortcomings that can be overcome if appropriate stelpsnaire ttze
design and execution of the assessment system (Armstrong, 2009). In fattpAgms
suggests that techniques such as coaching and day-to-day feedback to empdoyees a
important aspects of an effective performance management system, laretiney a
substitute for more formal performance reviews that include appraisals.

Looking specifically at assessment for university presidents, Ingndrilve@ary
(2000), Kauffman, (1978), and Nason (1997) raise issues with formal assessments
systems and their accompanying assessment instruments. Ingramand@lieve
using performance surveys in which respondents provide ratings are “inapgropriat
several grounds” (p. 19). They say that “rating scales with numerical valuesrfain
leadership characteristics widely miss the mark of connecting,rtteagretically

discrete, observable behaviors to wihat creatorsof such devices believe constitute
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good leadership in the aggregate” (p. 19). They go on to say that ratings have many
weaknesses with regard to reliability and validity; oversimplify humantagsalcomplex
behaviors, and interactions; and demean and trivialize the academic presidstesd,
they suggest that well-constructed survey forms can be helpful if theyit'splicions

and insights” (p. 19) through a series of largely open-ended questions to elizientsn
and examples.

Kauffman expresses concern that formalizing university presidensasseaiscan
detract and distract from what “ought” to be done in order to meet the evaluation
systems’ expectations rather than the true needs of the institution. Ve Nescribes
several advantages of formal assessment system, he points out some of thedoercei
disadvantages: 1) it allegedly undermines the authority and status of the2)jffice
politicizes the president’s role, 3) it shortens the president’s term of offeaibe he or
she does not want to be subjected to public evaluation, 4) it is an evasion of the board’s
responsibility to monitor the health of the institution and the contribution of the president,
and 5) it offers a stage for confrontation between all constituencies of tihetimst

Contribution of conclusions to literature on assessment instrument content and
format. This study identifies candidate assessment criteria for assesdraantigersity
president based on feedback from a key university constituency — the faculte. Whi
literature offers voluminous information on potential assessment critgpravides little
information of the relative importance or utility of various criteria. Othan the study
by Michael, Schwartz, and Balraj (2001) that examined president success isdicator

studies were found that included quantitative assessment of potential president
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assessment criteria. Furthermore, this 2001 study only addressed eighéittatsto
president performance.

This study produced an extensive list of external factors that could have an
influence on president performance ratings. Due to the scope of this study, the relat
importance of all 35 external factors identified through the literatureyiates, and
surveys could not be determined accurately. Nevertheless, the perceived impafrtance
external factors such as political pressures, conflicting prioritigsstivose in shared
governance, and rater knowledge of president roles, responsibilities, and actiamé war
consideration in the assessment process.

From the standpoint of assessment format, this study offers additional evidence of
the preference for formal, 360-degree assessment that involves multipieueocsts
and stakeholder groups, rather than a centralized assessment conducted only bhg membe
of the board of regents. This study reinforces the opinion that university president
assessment should include an instrument that contains qualitative and quartetatve i
and the instrument should be administered on a regular basis. Similar to the tksue wi
external factors, the relative importance of the 46 characteristicseffeative
assessment identified during the literature review, interviews, pile¢guand final
survey could not be accurately assessed.

Implications of the Study
Theoretical Implications

The results of this study imply that the central theme of university présiden

performance is strategic leadership in which there are a wide vafiethated constructs.

Among these related constructs are consideration, continuous improvement, yniversit
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mission support, interpersonal competence, stewardship, academic quality, and
responsibility as determined through exploratory factor analysis. Groumeay t
analysis identified five additional constructs that could potentially redeg&dtegic
leadership: communication, self-mastery, courage, legitimization, andgeteié.
Further analysis would be required to investigate the tenability of thesgwms. The
preliminary theoretical/conceptual model for this study (Figure 1) sexv@duseful
framework for the study; however, the relationship between the variakites mmodel
were tested and confirmed due to the scope of this study. Notwithstanding, the
preliminary model provided a structure for identifying pertinent dimensions of the
various constructs that led to the selection of items to include in the intervievg,guide
pilot survey, and final survey.
Research Implications

Due to the complexity of the domain of interest, mixed-methods appears to be a
viable research option for exploring and confirming the constructs associ#tted wi
strategic leadership and the multifaceted considerations related to ityipersident
assessment. In this study, qualitative research set the stage for quamétsarch by
identifying candidate constructs and dimensions related to the content of amasges
instrument (i.e., candidate assessment criteria). In turn, the items ingiuted
interview guides and surveys were derived from the dimensions of each construct
Quantitative methods were then applied to survey data to determine if thamagfim
constructs and dimensions held up. Since the quantitative analysis identified new
construct names with new dimensional alignments, follow-up qualitative anabsis w

conducted for validation purposes. The integration of reliability and validitysasa
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throughout the study served as a useful mechanism for linking the results of uantita
and qualitative analysis.

Qualitative and quantitative analysis was also linked to gain insight into the
relative importance of external factors that could influence president parfoemnatings
and the preferred format for president assessment. The items includethtertiew
guides, pilot survey, and final survey that pertained to external factors anshasses
formats were derived from a review of literature and follow-up intervieiWhile the
guantitative data from the final survey provided an indication of the relative imamgert
of seven external factors and seven assessment format charactdresteslitative data
from the literature review, interviews, and surveys expanded the findings begond th
guantitative items included in the final survey.

Applied Implications

Developing a reliable and valid assessment instrument for a universitygmtasi
not a “trivial pursuit.” Assessment sponsors should be prepared to make a moderate
investment of resources to complete the instrument development process. Once the
instrument has been developed and employed, a modest investment will be required
evaluate and update the assessment process to ensure it meets the needs afsthe unive
Since assessment instrument development is only one aspect of an assessemenit sy
will be important for the assessment sponsors to identify the requirementsgaodite
the resources to develop and deploy policies and procedures that address the entire
assessment system. Furthermore, successful implementation of aneffessident
assessment system will require buy-in from the board of regents, presidenty and ke

constituent/stakeholder groups. The probability of successful implementation of a
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president assessment system is related to the level of commitment, svestna

understanding of the assessment process and instrument and the dissemination and

utilization of the assessment results.

Limitations of the Study

Several limitations affected the quality of the study. This section addrése

methodology, reliability, and validity limitations. Additionally, this sectiomiifess

actions that should be taken in future studies to overcome these limitations.

Methodology

The primary methodology limitations of this study and actions to overcome these

limitations are as follows:

Target population consisted only of UNM and NMSU faculty members. Data
collection should be extended to other university constituents/stakeholders.
Cross-sectional survey limited the scope of the study to a single point in time.
Surveys should be conducted at regular intervals to collect data that can be used to
update the performance assessment process and the performance assessment
instrument.

Self-administered web-based surveys did not include mechanisms to ensure the
participants were valid members of the target population. Having access{o the e
mail addresses of the participants would allow the web-based survey
administrator to password protect the survey increasing the likelihood that it is
accessible only to the target population. Paper surveys could also be mailed to
desired participants to reduce the chance of participation by individuals outside

the target population.
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Reliability and Validity
The primary reliability and validity limitations of this study and actions to
overcome these limitations are as follows:

= Reliability of some of the factor scales were relatively low. Additideans
should be added to follow-up surveys for the factor scales with less than five
items in an attempt to increase Cronbach’s alpha.

= Low response rate on the final survey significantly reduced the intermndityaF
the study results. Researchers should avoid using list serves to send out survey
invitations. E-mail or postal addresses should be obtained to send out survey
invitations and/or copies of the survey.

= The lack of random sampling of the target population significantly reduced
external validity of the study results. Random sampling should be used to reduce
threats to external validity.

= Quantitative data was based on perceptions rather than actual performance.
Collecting data on actual president performance and actual university
performance would provide opportunity to obtain additional validity evidence.

= Many of the items included in the final survey were perceived to be in the range
of very important to critically important. This led to negatively skewed
distributions for many variables. Since the lack of multivariate normality can
have a negative impact on confirmatory factor analysis and other pacametri
statistics (Field, 2005: Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003), consideration should be
given to using distributional transformations or non-parametric statiststal

(Stevens, 2002) in future research.
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Recommendations

The AIDA model illustrated in Figure 11, and described in detail in previous
sections of this document, provides a robust process for developing a performance
assessment instrument for a university president. Universities that do not have
assessment system that meets the needs of president constituents ataketi@ders
should consider using the AIDA model to develop an assessment instrument that
produces reliable and valid results. Findings from the practical application AfDAe
model by a university would provide valuable evidence of its utility.

Compared to the AIDA model used for this study (see Figure 4), the proposed
model in Figure 11 includes a step for conducting interviews prior to the pilot survey and
after the final survey. One of the purposes of conducting interviews prior to the pilot
survey is to obtain feedback on a draft of the survey instrument. The main objective of
conducting interviews after the final survey is to obtain feedback on the emerging
findings and results of the study as part of the reliability and validigsassent process.
Additional recommended changes to the original AIDA model include: 1) making the
analysis techniques more generic allowing for different types of quaditand
guantitative analysis methods based on researcher preferences and 2) sgthgfyin
descriptions of the outputs from the various analysis techniques. One final cormiderat
with regard to the AIDA model is that its focus is limited to developing the comdnt a
format of the assessment instrument. As such, assessment system devsbojers s
consider integrating the AIDA model with additional steps in performanesssgnt

system developed proposed by authors such as Bernardin and Beatty (1984), Bernardin
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(as cited in Berk, 1986), and Mohrman, Resnick-West, and Lawler (1989) to ensure they

apply the AIDA model in the appropriate context.
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Figure 11.Proposed AIDA Model

Additional research should be conducted to identify relevant constructs and
dimensions associated with university president leadership and to confirm the
relationships among the pertinent variables. It would be useful to verify theétgtaibil
the factors extracted in this study by surveying additional target pmmdauch as
university administrators, staff, students, and alumni and by increasing therrafmbe
items for the factors that had fewer than five moderate loadings. Invesitize

relationships among variables in detail and testing hypotheses related to these
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relationships in future research should incorporate confirmatory factoiseng@hFA)
techniques such as structural equation modeling [SEM]) (Byrne, 2010; Pett, L&ckey

Sullivan, 2003; Nunnally, 1978).
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Figure 12.Proposed Theoretical and Conceptual Framewor k

The proposed theoretical and conceptual framework in Figure 12 should be tested
to confirm the relationships among the key variable identified in this study. Ampéxa
hypothesis that could be used to test the strength of the relationships amongsvigriable
as follows (reference): “(University constituent/stakeholder group)eiiteive that

president performance indicator (X) will have a stronger relationship with sitiwer
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performance outcome (Y) compared to president performance indicators (T,idl V, a
w).”

It would also be useful to develop and maintain a database of actual president
performance ratings based on various criteria related to traits and belaanda@smpare
these ratings to university-level performance outcomes. Comparing pantw@madings
based on president traits and behaviors to university-level outcomes could providle insig
into the impact a president has on university success. This information could then be
used to determine if it is appropriate to include university performance outaomes
president assessment instrument.

Using a multivariate analysis techniques such as a doubly multivariatéedpea
measures design (Stevens, 2002), researchers could measure presidentruerfancha
university performance on several variables over time and could assess\pader
trends. Example hypotheses that could be used to test the strength of the rgdationshi
between president performance and university performance and the moderatitsgoéffe
external factors are as follows (reference):

= Among university presidents, the performance rating for criterignWXl have a
stronger relationship with university performance outcome Y¥, and Y;)
compared to president performance rating criterig X%, and )

= Among university presidents, the effects of performance outcomé/fyand

Y 3), if affected by performance indicator (XX, and Xg), are moderated by (Z

Z,, and 4)

Testing these two hypotheses could pose a significant challenge sincedtrequire

data collection at multiple universities that use the same president and tyiversi
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performance criteria and standard scale for measuring variablesagssodth external
factors. The feasibility of having multiple universities adopt a presideesssent
instrument that includes at least some of the same measures for presidemgree,
university performance, and external factor would have to be determined priding tes
these hypotheses. For example, the amount of resources and commitmentyngressar
conduct this type of analysis could be prohibitive. Moreover, the potential large number
of variables and interactive effects could make it difficult to discernfsignt
relationships as a basis for selecting the best criteria to include inessrasst
instrument. Despite the challenges, additional understanding of the relgighstween
individual performance and organizational performance could be of great benefit to
universities and many other types of organizations.
Summary of Discussion

The AIDA model served as an effective tool to guide the research procdss for t
study addressing Research QuestioMhat approach can UNM and other universities
use to develop an effective performance assessment instrument for their pg@sident
While the AIDA model was applied to developing the data collection instruments and
analysis the data for this study, it has applicability to developing an essgss
instrument for a university president. Applying the AIDA model in an actual tgitye
setting would help confirm its utility and the resources required for ssfates
implementation.

For this study, application of the AIDA model provided the qualitative and
guantitative data necessary to answer Research Questiwhét:is the preferred content

and format for a president performance assessment instruniees@arch revealed there
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are a large number of criteria that can be used as content for a presidentgeséor
assessment instrument. This study identified 222 traits, behaviors, and pere®ormanc
outcomes that could serve as assessment criteria based on the litevague r
interviews, pilot survey, and final survey. Since it is impractical to includege |
number of performance criteria in an assessment instrument, the mean sduges of t
perceived importance of the various criteria on the parts of the final sumteypaets
was used as the primary means to identify the top candidate criteria. shbeaa from
the pilot survey and the frequency at which the criteria were mentioned atureer
served as secondary sources of information for determining the top 25 criteria.

Another technique used to reduce the number of candidate criteria was
exploratory factor analysis in the form of principal components analysis (PR3A
was used to determine a smaller set of factors that could adequatelpealgseri
candidate assessment criteria. PCA identified an eight-factor solutimgideration,
continuous improvement, university mission support, interpersonal competence,
stewardship, academic quality, and responsibility. Grounded theory analysisedent
five additional constructs (factors) that could potentially relate to skcdesglership:
communication, self-mastery, courage, legitimization, and intelligenceterigsearch
should focus on confirming the relationships among these factors and on exploring the
potential for limiting the number of items in an assessment instrument to thoseddee
most useful by members of the board of regents, presidents, and other university
constituents/stakeholders.

The results of this study also provided insight into the perceived importance of

external factors that could affect president performance ratings. Stdityppats
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believed that political pressures, conflicting priorities with those in siggreernance,

and rater knowledge of president roles, responsibilities, and actions should be ednsider
in the assessment of president performance. Similarly, the study reveajfeéferred
format of an assessment instrument in terms of the: 1) degree formality pétita $n

which it is administered, 2) purpose, 3) structure (i.e., qualitative and quantitative
criteria), 4) participants involved in the assessment, and 5) frequencychttiv

instrument is administered. Based on the scores for the final survey and \wiestialy
participants believed that universities should perform 360-degree assesssnants
instruments with qualitative criteria (open-ended questions) and quantitat@recr
(closed-ended questions). Additionally, members of the Board of Regents,,fataffty
students, and the president should be included as raters for assessments conducted on an
annual basis.

While this study contributed to the body of research on strategic leadanship
university president assessment, there is an opportunity to explore these tomos in m
depth through follow-up research. Due to the complexity of these subjects, future
research should use a mixed-methods design to confirm the relationships of Kelesaria
identified in this study and explore the relationships of other variablesd ¢tapeesident
performance and university performance. Having a better understandingeof thes
variables and their relationships will enable the development of performaassaent
instruments for university presidents that will produce more reliable, validuseful

results.
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APPENDIX A

DEFINITION OF TERMS
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Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): A statistical procedure that uses Hieatio to test the
overall fit of a linear model. In experimental research, this linear mexés tto
be defined in terms of group means and the resulting ANOVA is therefore an
overall test of whether group means differ (Field, 2005).

Assessment criteria: Specific areas in which the evaluators rate president performance
using a Likert scale.

Assessment instrument: The document that evaluators use to rate president
performance. This document provides instructions, definitions, rating criteria,
rating scale, and space for answers to questions that pertain to president
performance and effectiveness.

Axial coding: A technique used in grounded theory that relates categories,
subcategories, properties, and dimensions of a category (Charmaz, 2006).

Behavior: The way a person behaves or acts (e.g., conduct or manners) (Agnes &
Guralnik, 2001). Respondent behavior is unconscious or involuntary reaction to a
stimulus and operant behavior is conscious or voluntary reaction to a stimulus
(Skinner, as cited in Driscoll, 2000). Certain types of behaviors are frequently
used as performance assessment criteria.

Board of Regents. The body that is responsible for the governance of UNM that
includes fiduciary responsibility, establishing goals and policies to gkde t
university, and overseeing the functioning of the university (UNM, 2004).

Coding: “The analytical processes through which data are fractured, conceptuaiized, a

integrated to form theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 3).
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Category: An abstract grouping of concepts that are derived from qualitative data
collected from research participants (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Fundraising may
be an example of a category that has several subcategories such asrigndrais
through state legislators, research grants, endowments, business investidents, a
athletic ticket sales.

Constituents: Those individuals or groups that are involved in shared governance at a
university including members of the board of regents (or board of trustees) and
members of the faculty including deans and department chairs. Some refer to
these individuals or groups as stakeholders. See the definition of stakeholders for
other individuals and groups who may have an interest in assessment of the
president.

Construct: An abstract or hard-to-observe quality or attribute of a person suchras the
intelligence or leadership ability (Thorndike, 2005). It is also refeoed &a
latent variable. A construct is equivalent to a category in qualitativercesaad
to a component or factor in quantitative research.

Constructivism: A bottom-up form of inquiry in which meaning and theories are
formed from subjective views of individuals based on their personal histories or
social interactions with others (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). Construutigis
normally associated with qualitative methods and involves inductive (bottom-up)
reasoning (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007).

Data Triangulation: Use of a variety of data sources in a study (Denzin as cited in

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) to increase the validity or credibility of the esult
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Example data sources include surveys, observations, interviews, artifacts,
documents, and records (Creswell, 2007).

Dependent Variable (DV): A variable that is not manipulated by the researcher so its
value depends on variables that have been manipulated (i.e., independent
variables) (Field, 2005).

Descriptive Statistics: Procedures for summarizing a group of scores or otherwise
making them more comprehensible (Aron, A. & Aron, E.N, 2003). Descriptive
statistics typically include means, standard deviatibpsspres, frequencies,
sample sizes, and correlation coefficients that are displayed in tablgsaphéts.

Detail: The degree to which the assessment instrument contains both objective and
subjective assessment criteria that pertain to presidential traits, drshawvid
performance outcomes.

Dimension: A specific attribute or characteristic of a construct that can be obserded a
measured (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). In the context of a theoretical or
conceptual framework, a dimension is a facet or element of a construct
(Thorndike, 2005). An item included in a survey is equivalent to a dimension in
that it serves as an empirical indicator of a construct. In grounded theory, a
dimension is the location of a property of a category along a continuum (Strauss
& Corbin, 1990). For example, under ttegegoryof leadership skills, the
subcategorys decision-making, with thpropertybeing importance, and the
dimensiorbeing a range from not important to critically important.

Domain: A general area of interest. For this research, the domain is assessment of

university presidents.
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Elaboration: A list of specific values or subcategories of a categorical variable or the
range of values for a continuous (interval or ratio) variable (Charters, 1992).

External Model: The relationships among different constructs that are described in the
theoretical or conceptual framework. The external model specifies plogheges
to be tested and is evaluated through the process of reviewing evidence of
construct validity (Shepard, 1993; Thorndike, 2005).

Formality: The degree to which a structured process exists for assessment of president
performance. A formal assessment has written policies, processes, precedure
and assessment instrument.

Format: The dictionary defines format as “general arrangement or plan” Agne
Guralnik, 2001, p. 556). In the context of this study, format pertains to:

1) formality (i.e., a formal assessment includes documented policies, pra;edure
assessment instrument, and report) 2) purpose of the assessment, 3) structure of
the assessment instrument (e.g., closed questions, open questions, objective
criteria, subjective criteria), 4) participants in the assessment, and|&¢hiey at

which the assessment instrument should be applied.

Grounded Theory: A qualitative research approach that uses a systematic set of
procedures to develop an inductively derived theory about a phenomenon (Strauss
& Corbin, 1990).

Independent Variable (1V): A variable that is manipulated by the researcher so its
value does not depend on other variables (Field, 2005).

Inferential Statistics: Procedures used in quantitative analysis for drawing conclusions

based on scores collected in a research study (sample scores) but going beyond
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them to draw conclusions about a population (Aron, A. & Aron, E.N., 2003).
Inferential statistics use various test statistics such asTibst,F- test,
Hotelling’s T*test, Wilk'sA, and Sheffé’s multiple comparison procedures to
support hypothesis testing.

Initial Coding: The first step in grounded theory coding involving the naming of each
word, line, or segment of data. (Charmaz, 2006).

Internal Model: Interconnected facets or dimensions of a construct, which include all
elements to define a construct such as dimensionality, content, and structure
(Shepard, 1993; Thorndike, 2005).

Job Analysis. A method used to identify the knowledge, skills, and abilities that
contribute to the quality and quantity of work performance by an individual (Fine,
1986). Job analysis can be used to identify the criteria and standards for
performance assessment.

Methodological Triangulation: Use of both qualitative and quantitative methods to
study the same phenomena within the same study or in different complementary
studies (Denzin as cited in Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).

Methodology: “A way of thinking about and studying social reality” (Strauss & Corbin,
1998, p. 3).

Methods: “A set of procedures and techniques for gathering and analyzing data”
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 3).

Mixed Methods. The combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches in research

methodology for a single study multiphase study (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).
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Mode of Variation: The way in which a quantitative measure varies (i.e., a
categorical/nominal variable varies in kind and an interval/ratio/continuous
variable varies in degree) (Charters, 1992). For example, gender is aicategor
variable and height is an interval variable.

Moderator variable (MoV): A nominal or continuous variable that effects the direction
and/or strength of the relation between the IV and DV (Baron & Kenny, 1986).

In ANOVA or Multiple Regression, a moderator effect is represented by a
significant interaction between the IV and MoV. The research hypothesis for a
MoV implies a causal relationship between the IV and DV and changes with the
presence of a MoV.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA): A family of statistical tests that
extend basic ANOVA to situations in which more than one outcome (dependent)
variable has been measured (Field, 2005).

Multiple Regression: A statistical test used to analyze the collective or separatdsffe
of two or more independent variables on a single dependent variable (Pedhazur,
1997). This test overlooks the intercorrelation of the independent variables.
Multiple regression can be used to analyze the interaction effects of multiple
independent variables only if the variables are categorical (or nominal).

Multivariate Multiple Regression: A statistical test used to analyze the collective or
separate effects of two or more independent variables on two or more dependent
variables (Pedhazur, 1997).

Performance Outcome: The result of an individual, team, group, or organization

performing assigned tasks such as the achievement of predeterminedidoals a
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objectives. Certain types of performance outcomes are frequently used as
performance assessment criteria.

Postpositivism: The worldview that knowledge is based on: 1) determinism or cause-
and-effect thinking, 2) reductionism, by narrowing and focusing on selected
variables, 3) observation and measures of variables, and 4) testing theories that
are continually refined (Slife & Williams, 1995). Postpositivism is normally
associated with quantitative methods and deductive (top-down) reasoning
(Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007).

Pragmatism: The worldview that focuses on the consequences of research with primary
importance placed on the research questions rather than the methods (Creswell &
Plano-Clark, 2007). Applying the concept of pluralism, pragmatism involves
multiple methods of data collection to investigate problems under study and
involves deductive and inductive reasoning (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007).

President: The chief executive officer (CEO) who is responsible to the board of regents
for the operations and management of the university (UNM, 2004).

Principle Component Analysis (PCA): A statistical technique for identifying
underlying similarities between groups or variables (George & Mallory, 2007)

Property: Attribute, characteristic, or subcategory pertaining to a phenomenon §Straus
& Corbin, 1990) such as the level of importance of that phenomenon.

Stakeholders. Those individuals, groups, or organizations that may have an interest in
the performance and assessment of the president or the research resutis. For t
purpose and scope of this study, primary stakeholders are those who are primarily

responsible for shared governance of the university including members of the
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board, the president, and faculty. The primary stakeholders are sometimes
referred to as constituents. See Table 1 in Chapter 2 for a complete list of
stakeholders.

Task: A specific element of work that may be assigned to an individual.

Trait: A stable internal characteristic or tendency of an individual (Thorndike, 2005).
Certain traits are frequently used as performance assessitestd.cr

Theoretical Coding: Techniques in grounded theory in which the relationships between
the categories are defined as hypotheses that can be integrated into amiogerarc
theory (Charmaz, 2006; Glaser, as cited in Charmaz, 2006).

Theory: An abstract analytical schema of a process, action, or interaction §S&aus
Corbin as cited in Creswell, 2007). Theory consists of the concepts and
statements of relationships between those concepts (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). A
conceptual (or theoretical) framework consists of a set of constructs (Tkeyrndi
2005) for a certain domain of interest.

Theory triangulation: A process that uses different theoretical perspectives to interpret
the same data. By applying different theories to make sense of data, #ideos
to see how different factors such as experiences, assumptions, and bebefs affe
the findings (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001).

Worldview: Assumptions a researcher makes about reality, how knowledge is obtained,
and the methods of gaining knowledge, which is sometimes referred to as a
paradigm (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007). For the purposes of this study, the

three worldviews of interest apdstpositivism, constructivism, and pragmatism.
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TableAl. Comparison of Terms for this Study

Theoretical/ Qualitative Quantitative Perfor mance Assessment Practical
Conceptual Analysis Analysis Assessment Instrument Example
Framework Grounded
Theory
Construct Category Component Trait, behavior,  Categories Leadership
or task Behavior
or Factor
performance
outcome
Dimension Subcategory Variable Assessment Items Demonstration of
Criteria personal integrity
Importance Property Mode of Rating Scale  Degree of importance
Variation of this criteria
Range of Dimension Elaboration Performance Rating Scale Likert scale from 1-5
Importance Standard (not important to

critically important)
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(Date)
Dear UNM Faculty Member:

| am requesting your participation in an interview that will focus on pedoom assessment of
university presidents. This interview is in support of a study on the development ohteetc
and format of an assessment instrument that will produce reliable and valid. r@he
University of New Mexico (UNM) Office of the President, UNM Facufignate, and
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges are itgdrnesthe results of this
study.

The results of this study will provide useful information to universities asdttespt to provide
fair and objective assessments of president performance. Specificalgsutise will provide
insight into criteria that key university stakeholders believe will ately reflect the president’s
knowledge, behaviors, traits, and external factors that may affect perfematcomes. The
ultimate aim of this study is to provide information that universities can useofaspional
development, organizational development, and goal achievement.

After completing the face-to-face interview, you will be asked to complegtilot survey
guestionnaire that will be administered by Student\/#icd’lease take a few minutes to answer
the questions contained in this pilot survey after reading the instructions providedumving

| will compile the data from your survey along with that provided by other geatits. | assure
you that your individual responses will remain confidential, i.e., your nameaetilbe connected
with your answers. The results of the pilot survey will be used to refinentilestirvey
instrument.

| would like to thank you in advance for providing information that will be valuable to your
university. Please call me at 505-853-1397 or send an e-mail to me at the follddregsa
dlester@unm.edu to make arrangements for the interview that can be hetdeatiad place of
your convenience. The duration of this interview is approximately one-hour not imgchinei
pilot survey which will take approximately 15 minutes to complete using thebasdd survey.

Sincerely yours,

Dennis Lester
Ph.D. Candidate
University of New Mexico

College of Education

Educational Leadership and Organizational Learning
MSCO05 3040

1 University of New Mexico

Albuquerque, NM 87131-0001
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Subject: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing théorrence of University
Presidents (IRB Protocol # 08-607)

To: UNM (or NMSU) Faculty Member

| am requesting your participation in an individual interview that pertains torpence
assessment of university presidents. This interview is in support of a study onelogohent
of the content and format of an assessment instrument that will produce reliblid results.

The duration of this interview is approximately 1 hour. The primary purpose of thigemtes
to review the emerging results of the study and to comment on the survey instiamteist
study. | assure you that your individual responses will remain confidentiay,aug name will
not be connected with your answers.

The results of this study will provide useful information to universities asdttespt to provide
fair and objective assessments of president performance. Specificalgsutte will provide
insight into criteria that key university stakeholders believe will ately reflect the president’s
knowledge, behaviors, traits, assessment methods, and external factors thieatay
performance outcomes. The ultimate aim of this study is to provide informatiamtheatsities
can use for professional development, organizational development, and goal aehtevem

| would like to thank you for providing information that will be valuable to the university
Please call me at 505-853-1397 or send an e-mail to me at dlester@unm.edu td@artarge
interview.

Sincerely yours,

Dennis Lester
Ph.D. Candidate
University of New Mexico

College of Education

Educational Leadership and Organizational Learning
MSCO05 3040

1 University of New Mexico

Albuquerque, NM 87131-0001
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INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW GUIDE

Date

Time I nterviewer Name:

Number of Participants: L ocation:

I ntroduction and Instructions

©CoNorwNE

Welcome and Introductions (name, college, position, years at UNM)
Purpose of Interview/General Aim of Activity

Session Length (1.5 hours)

Administrative information (break at 45 minutes, rest rooms, note taking)
Handouts (pilot survey)

Sequence of Events

Rules of Order (questions, responses, etiquette, staying on track, timeaijocgat

Assignment (discuss pilot survey after completion of questions)
Academic Freedom

10.Response recording (handwritten notes and tape recording)
11. Confidentiality/Consent

12.Use of information

13. Evaluation results availability

Comments and Questions
1.

We will be using what is referred to as Critical Incident Technique &igkam,

1954) to examine the behaviors of university presidents with a slight additiof in

the scope of the discussion to include traits and performance outcomes.
This is a study of assessment of university presidents — we believe ywallare

qualified to tell us about your experiences in dealing with a university presidgnt or

to tell us about your perceptions of the traits, behaviors, and performance
outcomes that contribute to his or her success.

What would you say is the primary purpose or aim of presidential assessment?

4. What do you think are the traits of a good university president?

Think of a time when a university president has done something that you

personally observed or heard or read about that in your opinion was an exafnple of

good behavior. Please explain the behavior and please provide the context
when, where, who was involved, and relevant factors bearing situation).

Think of a time when a university president has done something that you

what,

personally observed or heard or read about that in your opinion was an exa(mple of

poor behavior. Please explain the behavior and please provide the context
when, where, who was involved, and relevant factors bearing situation).

What do you think are the more relevant areas in which to assess presidentjal

performance outcomes?

What are some of the factors that are beyond the presidents’ control that can

affect his or her performance?

hat,
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9. Do you think that a formal assessment of the president is of value to the president
and the university? (Formal assessment is defined as having written policiefs,
procedures, assessment criteria, an assessment instrument, and penficamed| o
regular basis).

10.1f you believe assessment is valuable, who do you think should be involved

Assignment
= Complete the pilot survey prior to departing.

Closing Remarks

1. Thank you for participating

2. Reminder on confidentiality and data handling
3. Timetable for the remainder of the evaluation
4. Availability of products from the evaluation
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INTERVIEW GUIDE
SURVEY AND INTERVIEW FEEDBACK

Date: Time I nterviewer Name:

Number of Participants: L ocation:

I ntroduction and Instructions

1. Welcome and introductions
2. Purpose of interview

3. Session length (1 hour for individual interviews and 1.5 hours for focus group
interviews)

Administrative information (rest rooms, refreshments, note taking)
Handouts (survey form and survey results)

Sequence of events

Rules of order (questions, responses, etiquette, staying on track, time allocgtion)
Academic freedom

. Response recording (handwritten notes and tape recording)
10. Confidentiality/consent

11.Use of information

12. Evaluation results availability

©ooNOOA

Questions and Discussion

1. Question: Have you taken the Developing an Effective Instrument for Assegsing
the Performance of Public University Presidents survey? If so, what was yqur
general opinion of it?

2. Discussion: Results of the survey and previous interviews.

3. Question: In your opinion, do the results seem to be reliable and valid? If not,
why not?

4. Question: Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the format of the
instrument for future use?

5. Question: Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the wording of the
items in the survey for future use?

6. Question: Do your have any suggestions on what items should be added o
deleted in the survey for future use?

7. Discussion: Summary of suggested improvements.

Assignment
= None

Closing Remarks

5. Thank you for participating

6. Reminder on confidentiality and data handling
7. Timetable for the remainder of the evaluation
8. Availability of products from the evaluation
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(Date)
Dear UNM Faculty Member:

| am requesting your participation in a focus group interview that pertairsftorpance
assessment of university presidents. This interview is in support of a study on t
development of the content and format of an assessment instrument that will pedicibe r
and valid results. The University of New Mexico (UNM) Office of the Riesi, UNM
Faculty Senate, and Association of Governing Boards of Universities andé&3o#iee
interested in the results of this study.

The results of this study will provide useful information to universitiebeg attempt to
provide fair and objective assessments of president performance. &Ggcifne results
will provide insight into criteria that key university stakeholdergelvel will accurately
reflect the president’s knowledge, behaviors, traits, and externatdabat may affect
performance outcomes. The ultimate aim of this study is to provide information that
universities can use for professional development, organizational deglhand goal
achievement.

After completing the face-to-face interview, you will be asked to complgiilot survey
guestionnaire that will be administered by Student\V#icd’lease take a few minutes to
answer the questions contained in this pilot survey after reading thectimsts provided in
the survey. | will compile the data from your survey along with that provigedher
participants. | assure you that your individual responses will remain condideeti, your
name will not be connected with your answers. The results of the pilot suti/bg wsed to
refine the final survey instrument.

I would like to thank you in advance for providing information that will be valuable to your
university. Please call me at 505-853-1397 or send an e-mail to me at thenfpkamldress:
dlester@unm.edu to make arrangements for the interview that can be hetdeabad place
that will be pre-coordinated with you and the other participants. The duratiois of t
interview is approximately 1 % hours not including the pilot survey which will take
approximately 15 minutes to complete using the web-based survey. | anticipd@-1sa
tenured faculty members will participate in this focus group interview.

Sincerely yours,

Dennis Lester
Ph.D. Candidate
University of New Mexico

College of Education

Educational Leadership and Organizational Learning
MSCO05 3040

1 University of New Mexico

Albuquerque, NM 87131-0001
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Subject: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing tbBdofPnance of
University Presidents (IRB Protocol # 08-607)

To: UNM (or NMSU) Faculty Member

| am requesting your participation in a focus group interview that pertaperormance
assessment of university presidents. This interview is in support of a study on the
development of the content and format of an assessment instrument that will produce
reliable and valid results.

The duration of this interview is approximately 1-%2 hours. | anticipate that 3-®tenur
faculty members will participate in this focus group interview. The primanygser of
this interview is to review the emerging results of the study and to comment on the
survey instrument. | assure you that your individual responses will remain cuigfide
i.e., your name will not be connected with your answers.

The results of this study will provide useful information to universities asatempt to
provide fair and objective assessments of president performance. Sggcthealesults
will provide insight into criteria that key university stakeholders beliill accurately
reflect the president’s knowledge, behaviors, traits, assessment methodseamal ext
factors that may affect performance outcomes. The ultimate aim ofudisistto
provide information that universities can use for professional development,
organizational development, and goal achievement.

| would like to thank you for providing information that will be valuable to the university
Please call me at 505-853-1397 or send an e-mail to me at dlester@unm.edu to arrange
for the interview. The time and place will be pre-coordinated with you and the other
participants.

Sincerely yours,

Dennis Lester
Ph.D. Candidate
University of New Mexico

College of Education

Educational Leadership and Organizational Learning
MSCO05 3040

1 University of New Mexico

Albuquerque, NM 87131-0001
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FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDE

Date: Time: I nterviewer Name:

Number of Participants. L ocation:

Introduction and Instructions

13.Welcome and Introductions (name, college, position, years at UNM)
14.Purpose of Interview/General Aim of Activity
15. Session Length (1.5 hours)

16. Administrative information (break at 45 minutes, rest rooms, refreshments, fote

taking)
17.Handouts (pilot survey)
18. Sequence of Events
19.Rules of Order (questions, responses, etiquette, staying on track, timeailoc
20. Assignment (discuss pilot survey after completion of questions)
21.Academic Freedom
22.Response recording (handwritten notes and tape recording)
23. Confidentiality/Consent
24.Use of information
25. Evaluation results availability

Comments and Questions

8. We will be using what is referred to as Critical Incident Technique @gkam
1954) to examine the behaviors of university presidents with a slight additio
the scope of the discussion to include traits and performance outcomes.

9. This is a study of assessment of university presidents — we believe ywellare

qualified to tell us about your experiences in dealing with a university presidgnt or

to tell us about your perceptions of the traits, behaviors, and performance
outcomes that contribute to his or her success.

10.What would you say is the primary purpose or aim of presidential assessme
11.What do you think are the traits of a good university president?
12.Think of a time when a university president has done something that you

personally observed or heard or read about that in your opinion was an exafnple of

good behavior. Please explain the behavior and please provide the context
when, where, who was involved, and relevant factors bearing situation).

13.Think of a time when a university president has done something that you
personally observed or heard or read about that in your opinion was an exa
poor behavior. Please explain the behavior and please provide the context
when, where, who was involved, and relevant factors bearing situation).

14.What do you think are the more relevant areas in which to assess president
performance outcomes?

what,

ple of
hat,

al

15.What are some of the factors that are beyond the presidents’ control that cap
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affect his or her performance?

16.Do you think that a formal assessment of the president is of value to the pre
and the university? (Formal assessment is defined as having written polici€
procedures, assessment criteria, an assessment instrument, and performed
regular basis).

17.1f you believe assessment is valuable, who do you think should be involved

sident
S,
on a

Assignment
= Complete the pilot survey prior to departing.

Closing Remarks

9. Thank you for participating
10.Reminder on confidentiality and data handling
11.Timetable for the remainder of the evaluation

12. Availability of products from the evaluation

272



INTERVIEW GUIDE
SURVEY AND INTERVIEW FEEDBACK

Date: Time I nterviewer Name:

Number of Participants: L ocation:

I ntroduction and Instructions

26.Welcome and introductions

27.Purpose of interview

28. Session length (1 hour for individual interviews and 1.5 hours for focus grou
interviews)

29. Administrative information (rest rooms, refreshments, note taking)

30.Handouts (survey form and survey results)

31.Sequence of events

32.Rules of order (questions, responses, etiquette, staying on track, time alloca

33.Academic freedom

34.Response recording (handwritten notes and tape recording)

35. Confidentiality/consent

36.Use of information

37.Evaluation results availability

tion)

Questions and Discussion

18.Question: Have you taken the Developing an Effective Instrument for Asse;
the Performance of Public University Presidents survey? If so, what was yQ
general opinion of it?

19.Discussion: Results of the survey and previous interviews.

20.Question: In your opinion, do the results seem to be reliable and valid? If n
why not?

21.Question: Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the format of th
instrument for future use?

sing
ur

ot,

22.Question: Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the wording of the

items in the survey for future use?

23.Question: Do your have any suggestions on what items should be added o
deleted in the survey for future use?

24.Discussion: Summary of suggested improvements.

Assignment
= None

Closing Remarks

13.Thank you for participating
14.Reminder on confidentiality and data handling
15.Timetable for the remainder of the evaluation

16. Availability of products from the evaluation
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PILOT SURVEY COVER LETTER
UNM Letterhead (Date)

Dear UNM Faculty Member:

| am writing to ask your opinion how to assess the performance of univeesigegmts.
| recently sent you a postcard telling you about the survey, and am now providing you
with the survey questionnaire for you to complete.

Please take a few minutes to answer the questions contained in this surveadiie

the instructions provided in the survey booklet. | will compile the data from yourysurve
along with that provided by other participants. | assure you that your individual
responses will remain confidential — that is, your name will not be connecteglowit
answers.

The results of this survey will provide useful information to universities as tteayat
to provide fair and objective assessments of president performance. Spectheally
results will provide insight into criteria that key university stakeholddrevsewill
accurately reflect the president’s knowledge, behaviors, traits, andaXtestors that
may affect performance outcomes. The ultimate aim of this survey is to provide
information that universities can use for professional development, organizational
development, and goal achievement.

Please complete your survey as soon as possible. After you complete this glease
return it in the postage-paid envelope. If you prefer to complete the survey on the Web,
please go thittps://www.studentvoice.com/login.aapd type in your personal User ID

and Password printed in the top left corner of this letter. The instructions for togple
the Web survey are available once you have logged onto the survey site.

| would like to thank you in advance for providing information that will be valuable to
your university. If you have any questions, please call me at 505-853-1397 or send an e-
mail to me at the following address: dlester@unm.edu.

Sincerely yours,

Dennis Lester
Ph.D. Candidate
University of New Mexico

College of Education

Educational Leadership and Organizational Learning
MSCO05 3040

1 University of New Mexico

Albuquerque, NM 87131-0001
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UNIVERSITY PRESIDENT
ASESSMENT SURVEY

PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE BY FEBRUARY 15, 2009 USING
THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED.

Questions? Call Dennis Lester 505.853.1397 or e-mail to dlester@unm.edu

Instructions:
= Use a No. 2 pencil only.
= Do not use ink, ballpoint pens, or felt tip pens.
= Make solid marks that fill in the circle completely. Correct mark example: @
= Cleanly erase any marks you wish to change and do not make stray marks on the form.

Please rate the importance of the following factors to the successful performance of a university president.
Please mark each item based on its own merit rather than its relative importance compared with other
items on the questionnaire. Also, consider the full range of the scale from “not important” to “critically
important” in making your choices to increase the likelihood of identifying true differences among these
factors during data analysis.

[Survey barcode] Critically Important 5
Very Important 4
Important 3
Slightly Important 2
Not Important 1 1 2 3 4 5
1. The President promotes learning in the following ways: OO0 |10 |0 |0
a. Rewards superior performance OO0 O 0 O
b. Applies previous knowledge/experience to solve problems OO0 |0 |0
¢. Encourages open sharing of knowledge among constituents OO0 |10 |0 |0
d. Articulates the university story (e.g., vision, mission, values) [ QO | O | O | O | O
e. Adapts to changes that impact the university OO0 0|0
f.  Assists individuals in achieving their goals/aspirations o ECHECHECHES
g. Promotes harmony among university stakeholders OO |0 |0 |0
h. Incorporates lesson leared into decision making OO0 |10 |0 |0
2. The President displays the following leadership qualities:
a. Demonstrates assertiveness in resolving issues O 10 [OC |0 O
b. Demonstrates a high degree of personal integrity O 10 |0 |0 O
¢. Builds trusting relationships with others O 100 |OC |O
d. Displays a high degree of job competence O 1O [0 0 |O
¢. Maintains an upbeat attitude O |OC |0 |0 |0
f. Suggests novel ways of doing business 1 O0|lO0 |0 |0
g. Inspires constituents to follow his or her lead OO0 |0 |0 [0
h. Tailors leadership style to the follower expectations O 10|10 |0 |0
i. Promotes self-reflection to transform old ways of thinking O O[O |0 |0
j. Displays passion toward his or her work QOO |0 |0
k. Clears obstacles that enable constituents to be successful OO |C |0 |C
1. Provides a framework for developing institutional strategy OO |0 |0 |0
m. Incorporates a holistic systems approach in problem solving [OQ | O | O | O | O

Proceed to question 3 on the next page
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Critically Important 3
Very Important 4
Important 3
Slightly Important 2
Not Important 1 1 2 3 4 5
3. The President incorporates the following management practices:
a. Develops realistic plans to implement strategy O|OC|0 |0 O
b. Makes logical decisions regarding work assignments forstaff | O | O | C | O | O
¢. Provides clear direction for task execution C|O|C |0C |0
d. Recruits high caliber personnel O |10l C |0 O
¢. Uses appropriate performance indicators to make decisions Ol 0|0 |0 |0
f. Manages risk O |00 |0 |0
4. The President exhibits the qualities of a good follower by:
a. Serving as an agent for positive change OO0 |0 O
b. Displaying a willingness to reach consensus O|O|C |0 |0
c. Raising controversial issues Cl|lO|0C |0 |0
d. Demonstrating professional courtesy to others OO0 |0 |0
e. Promoting institutional interests rather than self-interests OO0l OO0 |0
f.  Providing support to those individuals in leadership roles Q10|10 O |0
5. The President adopts the following organizational practices: OO 10 10 |0
a. Maintains an effective knowledge management system OO0 |10 |0 O
b. Takes appropriate actions to secure necessary resources OO0 |0 |O
c. Established realistic goals for the institution O[O0 |0 |0
d. Maintains effective control over resources ClO]0 |0 |0
e. Performs benchmarking to identify improvements |10 |10 0 |0
f. Establishes effective teams O OO0 O[O
g. Maintains good awareness of stakeholder satisfaction OO0 [O]|0
h. Promotes initiatives that contribute to society OO |0 |O O
i. Focuses strategies on increased competitiveness ClO|0 |0 |0
j-  Empowers individual by decentralizing authority ClO|10 |00
k. Promotes continuous learning for continuous improvement OO0 |0 |0
1.  Emphasizes customer satisfaction O10]|0 |0 |0
6. The University maintains a president assessment system that:
a. Ties president compensation to president performance OO0 |0 |0 |O
b. Provides ongoing feedback for personal development (O | O |0 K
c. Involves multiple stakeholders in the assessment process Q0|0 |0 |O
d. Includes assessment on a regularly scheduled basis OO0 |0 |0
e. Documents associated policy/processes/procedures OO0 |0 |0
f. Utilizes an assessment instrument with specific criteria Q100 |0 |0
g. Includes objective versus subjective assessment criteria Q10|10 |0 |0

Proceed to question 7 on the next page
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Critically Important 5

Very Important 4

Important 3

Slightly Important 2

Not Important 1 1 2 3 4 |35

7. Factors that influence presidential performance ratings include:
a. Variables in which the president has no control O OO0 |0 |0
b. Cultural backgrounds of the university stakeholders O |00 [C O
c. Stakeholder desire to maintain autonomy from the staff O|O|0O |0 |C
d. Scholarly criticism/skepticism within the university |00 O |0
e. Experience of stakeholders involved in the assessment Ol C |0 O
f.  Economic conditions surrounding the university O|0|1C |0 |0
g. Perspectives of followers on the attributes of a good leader OO0 |0 |0
h. Multiple conflicting goals/priorities of the university |00 |0 O
i. Shared governance with university stakeholders O 0|10 |0 |0
i. Rater errors (e.g., halo effect, leniency, and central tendency) [ O | O | O | O |O
8. President success is based on the following outcomes:

a. Increased quality of incoming students O 1010 |0 |0
b. Increased success of students 10|10 O |0
¢. Increased research/scholarship OO0 |O |0
d. Improved faculty credentials |00 |C |0
e. Increased faculty productivity OO0 0|0
f. Increased fundraising OO0 |00
g. Increased integration of diverse cultures |00 |0 O
h. TImproved relationships with stakeholders |0 C |0 |0
i. Improved infrastructure (i.e., facilities and equipment) 00|00 QO
j- Increase customer satisfaction |00 |0 |0
k. Improved standing of the university QOO0 O |0 |0
. Improved quality of athletic programs |00 |0 |0
m. Increased involvement in the local community 10|00 |0
n. Increased quality of athletic programs O |lO0|0 |0 |0
0. Increased accessibility of students to courses O 10|10 |0 |0
p. Improved quality of academic programs O 10|10 |0 |0
q. Increased use of advanced information technologies O 1010 |0 |0
r. Increased participation in the global community OO0 |0 [0 O

Proceed to question 10 on the next page
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Please provide the following personal information. Fill in circles or blanks as applicable.

9. What is your age?

O 20— 29 years
O 30 -39 years
C 40 — 49 vears
O 50 — 59 years

(O 65 years or older

10. What is your gender?
O Male
QO Female

11. What is your race/ethnicity?
O American Indian
O Black
O Chinese
O Hispanic
O Japanese
O Korean
Q Vietnamese
O White
QO Other, please specify:

12. What is your status as a faculty member at UNM?
O Full-time faculty
O Part-time faculty
O Assistant professor
O Associate professor
QO Professor
O Instructional faculty
QO Visiting facuty
O Clinician educator
QO Temporary faculty
QO Other, please specify:

13. Do you another job in addition to teaching at UNM?
QO Yes,  have a part-time job
QO Yes, I have a full-time job
ONo

14. Do you have additional comments on indicators of university president success, assessing
university presidents, and/or this survey? If so, please write them on the next page.

Thank you for completing this survey!

Please return your completed survey to: Dennis Lester ¢ P.O. Box 1234 ¢ Albuquerque,
NM 871XX-XXXX
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Subject: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Perfoentd
University Presidents (IRB Protocol # 08-607)

To: UNM and NMSU Faculty Members

As a follow up to the pilot survey conducted in March-April 2009 at the University of
New Mexico (UNM), you are invited to participate in the final survey being caaduat
UNM and New Mexico State University (NMSU). The survey questionnaire will be
administered by StudentVoit& The link to the website for completing the survey is
http://studentvoice.com/unm/UnivPresPerfAssmt.

This survey supports a study that will propose a model for developing amassess
instrument that provides reliable and valid results. It will also identifgraxithat
university faculty members believe are critical to university presisigritess. The
ultimate purpose of this study is to provide information that universities can use for
professional development, organizational development, and goal achievement. Its
purpose is not to assess the performance of the current presidents of UNM OrddMS
the president of any other university.

The survey should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. Responses wiill rema
confidential and names will not be connected with answers. The consent form is
included in the web-based survey.

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study.
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SURVEY
ON
DEVELOPING AN ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT FOR PUBLIC UNIVERSITY PRESIDENTS

PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE TO YOUR DEPARTMENT'S ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE BY TBD USING THE ENVELCOPE PROVIDED.

Questions? Call Dennis Lester (505)853-1397 or e-mail to dlester@unm.edu

The primary purpose of this survey is to obtain your opinion of the importance of various criteria that raters can use to
assess the performance of a public university president. Additional purposes are to obtain feedback on the preferred
approach to assessing performance and to identify factors that can bias the performance ratings given to a president.
Its purpose is not to evaluate the performance of the current president of New Mexico State University or the
University of New Mexico.

Instructions:
= Using a pencil or pen, please place an X in the box that corresponds to how you would rate each item that
follows. Example of a correct mark: <]
= With the exception of demographic items at the end of the survey, please mark only cne box in response to each
item. Forthe demographic questions, mark all applicable boxes.
= Consider the full range of the scale from “not important” to “critically important” in marking your choices so that
significant differences may be identified during data analysis.
= |f you are undecided, have no opinicn, or do not want to respond to an item, please skip it and move to the next
item. You may discontinue this survey at anytime.
Definitions: Constituents are members of the Board of Regents and faculty leadership. Stakeholders are all others
who have an interest in the university.

Please rate the following items in terms of their importance as Critically Important 5
criteria for assessing the performance of a public university Very Important 4
president. Important 3
Slightly Important 2
Not Important 11 1 2 31 4 5

Increases the quality of the faculty at the university

Promotes institutional interests rather than self-interests

Reduces the student-to-faculty ratio

Maintains perscnal awareness of the climate within the institution

Benchmarks with other institutions to identify improvement opportunities

Makes responsible decisions regarding the allocation of resources

Makes judicious decisions regarding the selection of senior administrators

Promotes harmony among constituents/stakeholders

Qoo BN |

Articulates the university story (e.g., vision, mission, values, and core competencies)

10. Increases the guality of incoming students

11. Clears obstacles that stand in the way of individual/institutional progress

12. Adapts to changes that impact the university

13. Shows appreciation to others for their support of the university

14. Makes informed decisions based on best available information/research

16. Provides clear direction/expectations when assigning tasks to the staff

16. Rewards the superior performance of individuals/teams within the organization

17. Serves as an inspiraticn te constituents/stakeholders

18. Develops realistic plans to implement the university’s strategy

19. Maintains effective control of the budget

20. Establishes effective teams to carry out specific tasks

21. Recruits/retains employees that reflect the diversity of the State

22. Builds trusting relationships with constituents/stakeholders

23. Displays a high degree of job competence

24. Promotes positive change within the institution

25. Increases the student enrollment

Proceed to item 26 on the next page
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Please rate the following items in terms of their importance as Critically Important 5
criteria for assessing the performance of a public university Very Important 4
president. Important 3
Slightly Important 2
Not Important 11 [2 ] 3]4]5

26. Displays courage when faced with the challenges of university governance

27. Promotes effective negotiation among interested parties to resolve conflicts

28. Establishes realistic goals/objectives for the university

29. Provides support to other leaders in the institution

30. Performs benefit-risk analysis as part of the decision-making process

31. Provides thoughtful responses to concerns expressed by constituents/stakeholders

32. Uses appropriate performance indicators to monitor progress toward goals/objectives

33. Promotes initiatives that contribute to the quality of education in New Mexico

34. Incorporates lessons learned into university planning/operations

35. Encourages apen sharing of information with others

36. Displays professional courtesy to others

37. Provides a framework that aligns strategy/people to the mission of the university

38. Increases the success of students

39. Demonstrates a high degree of personal integrity

40. Secures adequate resources to support the university’s mission

41. Recruits high caliber personnel to fill positions in the university

42. Advocates for the university to strengthen its position/reputation in higher education

Please rate the following items in terms of their importance as characteristics of an effective
assessment process for a public university president.

43. Provides feedback to the president for personal developmentimprovement

44. Involves multiple constituents/stakeholders in the process (e.g., 360° feedback)

45. Uses an assessment instrument that includes specific performance criteria

46. Involves a systematic process that is executed on a regular basis {(e.g., annually)

47. Consists of a formal process with written policies, procedures, and assessment form

48. Consists of an informal process without written guidelines or assessment form

49. Ties president compensation to performance assessment ratings

Please rate the following items in terms of their importance as factors that can bias the
performance assessment of a public university president.

50. Political pressure from state/local government officials

51. Declining economy at national/state/local levels

52. Conflicting priorities among constituents who participate in shared governance

53. Scholarly criticism/skepticism of the constituents/stakeholders

54. Rater errors (e.g., halo effect, leniency, and central tendency)

b5, Rater’s limited knowledge of the roles/responsibilities of the president

56. Rater’s limited knowledge of the actions/decisions of the president

Proceed to item 57 on the next page
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Please provide the following demographic information. Mark an X in all applicable boxes.

57. What is your age?
[ 1201029 years
[ ]30to 39 years
[ ]40to 49 years
[ ]50to 59 years
[ ] 65 years or older

58. What is your gender?
Male
[ |Female

59. What is your race/ethnicity?
[ ] American Indian
[ ] African American/Black
[ ]Chinese
[ ] Hispanic
[ ] Japanese
Korean
Vietnamese
[ ] White
[_] Other, please specify:

60. What is your status as a faculty member at UNM?

[ Full-time faculty

[ Part-time faculty

] Assistant professor (tenureftenure-track)
Associate professor (tenureftenure-track)
Professor (tenure/tenure-track)
Instructional faculty
Visiting faculty
Clinician educator
Research faculty
Temporary faculty

Post-doctoral fellow

[ ] Other, please specify:

]

61. How many years expetience do you have teaching at the college or university level?
[ ]Lessthan5 years
[ ]5to9years
[ ]110to 19 years
[ 120 or more years

62. How many years have you taught at your current university?
[ ]Lessthans years
[ ]5to9years
[ 110to 19 years
[ 120 or more years

63. Where do you serve as a faculty member?
New Mexico State Univerity (4-year institution)
[ ] New Mexico State Univerity (2-year institution)
[ ] University of New Mexico

64. Do you have additional comments on criteria for assessing university president success, best practices for
assessing university presidents, factors that should be taken into account when assessing university presidents,
and/or this survey? If so, please write them on the next page.
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Comments for ltem 64

Thank you for completing this survey!

Please return your completed survey to your Department’'s Administrative Office no later than TBD.
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TableE1l. Final Survey Coding

Survey Item
Number

Coded
Descriptor

Original Theoretical/Conceptual
Category

Traits, Behaviors, Performance Outcomes

FacultyQuality
Institutionallnterests
StudentFacultyRatio
ClimateAwareness
Benchmarking
ResourceDecisions
AdministratorSelection
Harmony
UniversityStory
StudentQuality
ClearObstacles
AdaptsToChange
ShowsAppreciation
InformedDecisions
ClearDirection
RewardsPerformance
Inspirational
RealisticPlans
ControlsBudget
Teambuilding
EmployeeDiversity
BuildsTrust
JobCompetence
PromotesChange
StudentEnrollment
DisplaysCourage
ResolvesConflicts
SetsGoalsObjectives
SupportsOtherLeaders
PerformsRiskAnalysis
ThoughtfulResponses
Performancelndicators
PromotesEducation
LessonsLearned
Sharesinformation
DisplaysCourtesy
StrategicFramework
StudentSuccess
Displaysintegrity
SecuresResources

Performance Outcome Factor
Followership Factor
Performance Outcome Factor
Organization Factor
Organization Factor
Management Factor
Management Factor
Learning Factor
Learning Factor
Performance Outcome Factor
Leadership Factor
Learning Factor
Followership Factor
Learning Factor
Management Factor
Learning Factor
Leadership Factor
Management Factor
Organization Factor
Organization Factor
Performance Outcome Factor
Leadership Factor
Leadership Factor
Followership Factor
Performance Outcome Factor
Followership Factor
Followership Factor
Organization Factor
Followership Factor
Management Factor
Followership Factor
Management Factor
Organization Factor
Learning Factor
Learning Factor
Leadership Factor
Leadership Factor
Performance Outcome Factor
Leadership Factor
Performance Outcome Factor
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Table E1 Continued

Survey Item Coded Original Theoretical/Conceptual
Number Descriptor Category
41 RecruitsGoodPeople Management Factor
42 UniversityAdvocate Organization
Performance Assessment
43 AssessFeedback Performance Assessment Factor
44 Assess360degree Performance Assessment Factor
45 AssessSpecificCriteria Performance Assessment Factor
46 AssessRegularly Performance Assessment Factor
47 AssessFormal Performance Assessment Factor
48 Assessinformal Performance Assessment Factor
49 AssessCompensation Performance Assessment Factor
External Factors
50 ExFacPolitics External Factor
51 ExFacEconomy External Factor
52 ExFacConflictingPriorities External Factor
53 ExFacScholarlyCriticism External Factor
54 ExFacRater Error External Factor
55 ExFacKnowledgeofRoles External Factor
56 ExFacKnowledgeofActions External Factor
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CONSENT FORM — INTERVIEW

‘ Letter of Invitation and Consent

Developing an Effective Instrument
for
Assessing the Performance of Public University Presidents

INTRODUCTION

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Dennis L. Lester, Ph.D. Candidate, from the
Educational Leadership and Organizational Leaming Department at the University of New Mexico (UNM). The
results from this research project will contribute to a dissertation. You were identified as a possible volunteer in
the study because you are a faculty member at UNM or New Mexico State University (NMSU).

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The primary purpose of this study is to identify a process for developing the content and format of an effective
performance assessment instrument for presidents of public universitics and to identify candidate items to
include in the assessment instrument. The results from this study will identify the characteristics of an
assessment instrument that can be applied to conduct fair and meaningful performance assessments for public
university presidents. The analysis and recommendations from this study will take into account the expectations
of a key stakeholder group (i.e., the faculty), the strategy, goals, and objectives of universities; and the
characteristics of performance assessment systems used at representative public universities. The purpose of this
study is not to assess the performance of the current presidents of UNM or NMSU or the president of any other
university.

PROCEDURES AND ACTIVITIES

In order to participate in this study, you must be a faculty member at UNM or NMSU on a full-time or part-time
basis. If you choose to participate, please attend the individual interview or focus group interview as specified in
the enclosed letter of invitation. The purpose of this interview is to obtain faculty opinions is designed to obtain
your opinion on traits, behaviors, performance outcomes, types of assessment, and external factors that may
influence the performance of university presidents. You will also be asked to provide feedback on the emerging
results of this study and the quality of the survey instrument.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

This topie may be uncomfortable for faculty, particularly those who have a professional or personal relationship
with senior administrators at UNM or NMSU such as members of the Board of Regents, staff in the Office of the
President, or other individuals who have frequent contact with the UNM or NMSU president. If you choose to
participate in this survey, you may stop at anytime and you do not have to answer all questions in the survey. If
you have any questions about this study, you may contact Mr. Lester or the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for
Research at UNM. Their contact information is contained in the Identification of Investigators and Review
Board paragraph that follows.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

While the benefits of this study cannot be guaranteed, there is good potential that the results can be used to
improve assessment of university presidents and to promote individual and organizational development. The
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) has conducted studies and produced
reports on the characteristics of presidents of higher education institutions in the United States. The AGB has
expressed interest in the results of this study. The Office of the President and Office of the Provost are being
kept informed on the progress of this study.
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CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. Your responses in this
interview will be consolidated with those responses from other participants and your name will not be associated
with the results of this interview.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose to participate in this study or to not. If you volunteer to participate, you may withdraw at any
time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. Y ou may also refuse to
answer any questions you do not want to answer and still remain in the study.

IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS AND REVIEW BOARD

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact: Dennis Lester, MBA, 505-
853-1397, dlester@unm.edu, or College of Education, ELOL, MSCO05 3040, 1 University of New Mexico,
Albuquerque, NM 87131-0001. If you have other concerns or complaints, contact the Institutional Review
Board at the University of New Mexico, 1717 Roma NE, Room 205, Albuquerque, NM 87131, (505) 277-2257,
or toll free at 1-866-844-9018.

STUDY RESULTS

The results of this study will be summarized and included in an oral presentation and a dissertation manuscript.
If you would like to see the final results of this study, please contact Dennis Lester. The final results will contain
summary information that cannot be linked to individual responses.

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study.

‘ SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT ‘
T understand the procedures described above. My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and T agree
to participate in this study. Ihave been provided a copy of this form.

Name of Participant  (please print)

Signature of Participant Date

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR ‘
In my judgment the participant is voluntarily and knowingly providing informed consent and possesses the legal
capacity to give informed consent to participate in this rescarch study

Name of Investigator or Designee

Signature of Investigator or Designee Date
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CONSENT FORM — SURVEY

‘ Letter of Invitation and Consent

Developing an Effective Instrument
for
Assessing the Performance of Public University Presidents
e INTRODUCTION

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by a Ph.D. candidate, from the College of Education
at the University of New Mexico (UNM). The results from this research project will contribute to a dissertation.
You were identified as a possible volunteer in the study because you are a faculty member at UNM or New
Mexico State University (NMSU).

¢ PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The primary purpose of this study is to identify a process for developing the content and format of an effective
performance assessment instrument for presidents of public universities and to identify candidate items to
include in the assessment instrument. The results from this study will identify the characteristics of an
assessment instrument that can be applied to conduct fair and meaningful performance assessments for public
university presidents. The analysis and recommendations from this study will take into account the expectations
of a key stakeholder group (i.c., the faculty); the strategy, goals, and objectives of universities; and the
characteristics of performance assessment systems used at representative public universities. The purpose of this
study is not to assess the performance of the current presidents of UNM or NMSU or the president of any other
university.

¢ PROCEDURES AND ACTIVITIES
In order to participate in this study, you must be a faculty member at UNM or NMSU on a full-time or part-time
basis. StudentVoice™ will administer a survey instrument via its website. The survey is designed to obtain your
opinion on traits, behaviors, performance outcomes, types of assessment, and external factors that may influence
the performance of university presidents. Your responses to this survey will be consolidated with those
responses from other participants and your name will not be associated with the results of the survey.
The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.

¢ POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
This topic may be uncomfortable for faculty, particularly those who have a professional or personal relationship
with senior administrators at UNM or NMSU such as members of the Board of Regents, staff in the Office of the
President, or other individuals who have frequent contact with the UNM or NMSU president. If you choose to
participate in this survey, you may stop at anytime and you do not have to answer all questions in the survey. If
you have any questions about this study, you may contact the investigator or the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) for Research at UNM. Their contact information is contained in the Identification of Investigators and
Review Board paragraph that follows.

¢ POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY
While the benefits of this study cannot be guaranteed, there is potential that the results can be used to improve
assessment of university presidents and to promote individual and organizational development. The Association
of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) has conducted studies and produced reports on the
characteristics of presidents of higher education institutions in the United States. The AGB has expressed
interest in the results of this study. The Office of the President and Office of the Provost are being kept informed
on the progress of this study.
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CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. The survey administered via
the StudentVoice website is completely anonymous.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose to participate in the survey or to not. If you volunteer to participate, you may withdraw at any
time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. You may also refuse to
answer any questions you do not want to answer and still remain in the survey.

IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS AND REVIEW BOARD

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact: Dennis Lester, MBA, 505-
853-1397, dlester(@unm.edu, or College of Education, ELOL, MSCO05 3040, 1 University of New Mexico,
Albuquerque, NM 87131-0001. If you have other concerns or complaints, contact the Institutional Review
Board at the University of New Mexico, 1717 Roma NE, Room 205, Albuquerque, NM 87131, (505) 277-2257,
or toll free at 1-866-844-9018.

STUDY RESULTS

The results of this study will be summarized and included in an oral presentation and a dissertation manuscript.
If you would like to see the final results of this study, please contact Dennis Lester. The final results will contain
summary information that cannot be linked to individual responses.

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey.

‘ SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT ‘
T understand the procedures described above. My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree
to participate in this study. I have been provided a copy of this form.

Name of Participant (please print)

Signature of Participant Date

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR ‘
In my judgment the participant is voluntarily and knowingly providing informed consent and possesses the legal
capaoity to give informed consent to participate in this research study

Name of Investigator or Designee

Signature of Investigator or Designee Date
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APPENDIX G

DATA COLLECTION FORMS
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ARCHIVAL DATA REVIEW FORM

Date: Time Page of
Data Sour ce:

1. Resear ch Question #: | Data Element#:

2. Finding:

3. Conclusion

4. Follow-up Action
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GROUNDED THEORY CODING WORKSHEET

Resear cher Name: Page of

Coding (circle applicable code), Interviewee Comments (circle applicable code)

Initial: categories/in vivo Initial: all comments
Axial: categories/subcategories/ | Axial: focused comments
properties/dimensions
Theoretical: Theoretical: relationships and hypotheses
categories/subcategories
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APPENDIX H

INSTITUTIONAL REVEW BOARD (IRB) APPROVALS
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Office of the Vice President for Research

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB)
Dr. Luis A. Vazquez, Chair

MSC 3RES-PSL
New Mexico State University

UNIVERSITY P. O.Box 30001

Las Cruces, NM 88003-8001

Phone: 575-646-7177  Fax: 575-646-2480
Email: ovpri@domsu.edu

DATE: September 16, 2009

TO: Dennis L. Lester
FROM: Nellie Quezada-Aragon %2\3\;\, &rfp—&ﬂ‘" bﬂk ‘

SUBJECT: Application for Permission to Use Human Subiects in Research
IRB Application Number: 325 {Exempt) Revision (11

The NMSU Institutional Review Board Chair, Dr. Luis A. Vazquez, has reviewed your request for an
extension of approval with the changes indicated in the request for modification submitted for the project

titled, “Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidents.”

The application was reviewed in accordance with the expedited review process outlined in 45 CFR
46.110(b)(1) - Category 7. Dr. Vazquez has determined your project to he exempt from full IRB review
according to 45 CFR Part 46.101(b)(2) and (b)(4).

Dr. Vazquez approved the application on behalf of the IRB on September 11, 2009. Your IRB approval is
valid for the period: September 11, 2009 - August 25, 2010,

The research must be conducted according to the proposal/protocol that was approved by the IRB. Any
changes in the research proposal, instruments, or the consent document(s) must be submitted to the IRB
prior to implementation. Additionally, any unexpected hazards or adverse events involving risk to the
subjects or others must be reported immediately to the IRB,

Please note that the IRB approval is valid for only one (1) vear. The IRB must review and approve all
research protocols involving human subjects at intervals appropriate to the degree of risk, but not less than
once per year. Therefore, in order to continue your project after the approved period, you must submit a
request for continuation 60 days prior to the end date of August 25, 2010.

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 646-7177 or via ¢-mail at

<ovprignmsu.edu>,

ce:  Dr. Luis A. Vazquez, IRB Chair
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THE UNIVERSITY of
NEW MEXICO

Main Campus Institutional Review Board

Human Research Protections Office

1717 Roma XE, MSCO5 3150

1 University of New Mexico-Albuguergue, NN $7 1314001
hittp:hscunm.edwsom'research/ HRR C/

22 Jan-2009

Responsible Faculty: Patsy Boverie
Investigator: Dennis L. Lester
Dept/College: Educ Leadership Orgn Learning ELOL

SUBJECT: IRB Determination of Exempt Staitis

Frotocol & 08607

Praject Title: Developing an Effeciive Insirument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidenis

Approval Date.: 12-Jar-2009

The Main Campus Institutional Review Board has reviewed the above-mentioned research protocol and
determined that the research is EXEMPT from the requirements of Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) regulations for the protection of human subjects as defined in 45CFR 46, 101(b under
category 1, and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulations as defined in 21CFRS0.1 and
2ICFR56.101 do not apply to research. Therefore, this research project is not subject to continuing
Teview,

2 Itis the responsibility of the Principal Investigator to inform the IRB of any

chmlges to this research. A change in the research may disqualify this project from exempt status,
Reference the protocol number and tide in all documents related to this protocal,

Sincerely,

oV aS

J. Seott Tonigan, Phi
Chair
Main Campus IRE
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THE UNIVERSITY of
NEW MEXICO

Main Campus Institutional Review Board

Human Research Protections Office

1717 Roma NE, MSCO5 3150

1 University of New Mexico-Albuguergue, NN 871310001

hittp:/hscunm.edwsonresearchHRR CY
11-Mar-2009

Responsible Faculty: Patsy Boverie
Investigator: Dennis L. Lester
De pt/College: Educ Leadership Orgn Learning ELOL

SUBJECT: IR B Approval of Research - Amendment

Protacol #: 08607

Project Title: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidenis

Type of Review: Exempt Review

Approval Date:

Expiration Date:

The Main Campus Institutional Review Board has reviewed and approved the above referenced protocol.
It has been approved based on the review of the following:

1. UNM Consent version 02/2809;
2, Letter of invitation submitted 030209,

Consent Decision:

Amended consent(s) attached.

When consent is required, it is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator (PL) to ensure that ethical
and legal informed consent has been obtained from all research participants. A date stamped original of
the approved consent formis) is attached, and copies should be used for consenting participants during
the above noted approval period.

As the principal investigator of this study, you assume the following responsibilities:

Renewal: Unless granted exemption, vour protocel must be re-approved each yvear in order to continue
the research. You must submit a Progress Report no later than 3 days prior to the expiration date noted
above,

Adverse Events: Any adverse events or reactions must be reported to the IRB immediately.

Muodifications: Any changes to the protocel, such as procedures, consent/assent forms, addition of
subjects, or study design must be submitted to the IRB for review and approval,
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THE UNIVERSITY of
NEW MEXICO

Main Campus Institutional Review Board

Human Research Protections Office

MSCOE 4560

1 University of New Mexico-Albuguergue, NN 871310001

hittp:/hscunm.edwsonresearchHRR CY
21-May-2000

Patsy Boverie PhI
Educ Leadership Orgn Learning ELOL
Dennis L. Lester

SUBJECT: IRB Approval of Amendment Change

HRRC#: 08-607

Study Title: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidents

Type of Review: Exempt Review

Approval Date: 21-May-2000

Dear Dennis L. Lester:

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved the following amendment(s) and/or
change(s) to the above mentioned protocol:

1. Update to protocol dated 04/13/00:

L Interview Consent version (04/13/00;

J Survey Consent version 04/ 1509;

4. Focus Group Interview Cover Letter submitted 04/13/09;
5. Individual Interview Cover Letter submitted 04/1309;

6. Dissertation presentation submitted 041309,

7. Survey Invitation Cover Letter submitted 04/1309;

£. Interview Guides submitted 04/1300,

This study continues to be exempt from annual review with the UMM IRE.

This research is still EXEMPT from the reguirements of Department of Health and Homan Services
(DHHS) regulations for the protection of human subjects as defined in 45CFR46.101(h). There fore, this
research project is not subject to IRB continuing review.

Changes to the Research: It is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator and/or Responsible Faculty
to inform the IRB of any changes to this research, A change in the research may disqualify this project
from exempt status. Reference the IRB# and title in all documents related to this protocol.

Sincerely,
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THE UNIVERSITY of
NEW MEXICO

Main Campus Institutional Review Board

Human Research Protections Office

MSCOE 4560

1 University of New Mexico-Albuguergue, NN 871310001

hittp:/hscunm.edwsonresearchHRR CY
12-A ug- 200

Responsible Faculty: Patsy Boverie
Investigator: Dennis L. Lester
De pt/College: Educ Leadership Orgn Learning ELOL

SUBJECT: IR B Approval of Research - Amendment

Protacol #: 08607

Project Title: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidenis

Type of Review: Exempt Review

Approval Date: 11-Ang-2009

Expiration Date:

The Main Campus Institutional Review Board has reviewed and approved the above referenced protocol.
It has been approved based on the review of the following:

L. Protocol submitted 07/02A0 (exempt):

1. Interview Consent version 07/02/00;

. Survey Consent version 07/02/09;

4. Survey on Developing an Assessment Instrument for Public University Presidents submitted 07/0209;
5. Letter of Invitation for focus group interview submitted 07/00/(0;

6. Letter of Invitation for final survey submitted 07000,

7. Letter of Invitation for personal interview submit ted 070909,

Consent Decision:
Amended consent(s) attached,

When consent is required, it is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator (PD) to ensure that ethical
and legal informed consent has been obtained from all research participants. A date stamped original of
the approved consent form(s) is attached, and copies should be used for consenting participants during

the above noted approval period.

As the principal investigator of this study, you assume the following responsibilities:

Renewal: Unless granted exemption, vour protocel must be re-approved each year in order to continue
the research. You must submit a Progress Report no later than 3 days prior to the expiration date noted
above,
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THE UNIVERSITY of
NEW MEXICO

Main Campus Institutional Review Board

Human Research Protections Office

MSCOE 4560

1 University of New Mexico-Albuguergue, NN 871310001

hittp:/hscunm.edwsonresearchHRR CY
D8-Sep-2000

Responsible Faculty: Patsy Boverie
Investigator: Dennis L. Lester
De pt/College: Educ Leadership Orgn Learning ELOL

SUBJECT: IR B Approval of Research - Amendment

Protacol #: 08607

Project Title: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidenis

Type of Review: Exemnpt Review

Approval Date: 04-8ep-2009

Expiration Date:

The Main Campus Institutional Review Board has reviewed and approved the above referenced protocol.
It has been approved based on the review of the following:

Survey on Developing an Assessment Instrument for Public University Presidents submitted (090109,
Consent Decision:

No changes,

When consent is required, it is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator (PD) to ensure that ethical
and legal informed consent has been obtained from all research participants. A date stamped original of
the approved consent form(s) is attached, and copies should be used for consenting participants during
the above noted approval period.

As the principal investigator of this study, vou assume the following responsibilities:

Renewal: Unless granted exemption, vour protocel must be re<approved each year in order to continue
the research. You must submit a Progress Report no later than 3 days prior to the expiration date noted
above,

Adverse Events: Any adverse events or reactions must be ve ported to the IRB immediately.

Mudifications: Any changes to the protocel, such as procedures, consent/assent forms, addition of
suhjects, or study design must be submitted to the IRB for review and approval.

Completion: When the study is concluded and all data has been de-identified (with no link to identifiers),
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THE UNIVERSITY of
NEW MEXICO

Main Campus Institutional Review Board

Human Research Protections Office

MSCOE 4560

1 University of New Mexico-Albuguergue, NN 871310001

hittp:/hscunm.edwsonresearchHRR CY
15-Sep-2000

Patsy Boverie PhI
Educ Leadership Orgn Learning ELOL
Dennis L. Lester

SUBJECT: IRB Approval of Amendment Change

HRRC#: 08-607

Study Title: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidents

Type of Review: Exempt Review

Approval Date: 14-Sep-2000

Dear Dennis L. Lester:

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved the following amendment(s) and/or
change(s) to the above mentioned protocol:

Investigator Protocol version 083109, including increase in target to 500 subjects.

This research is still EXEMPT from the regquirements of Department of Health and Homan Services
(DHHS) regulations for the protection of human subjects as defined in 45CFR46.101(h). Therefore, this

research project is not subject to IRB continuing review.

Changes to the Research: It is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator and/or Responsible Faculty
to inform the IRB of any changes to this research. A change in the research may disgualify this project
from exempt status, Reference the IRB# and title in all documents related to this protocol.

Sincerely,

>
/ wGETYy S

J. Scott Tonigan, PhD
Chair
Main Campus [RE

* Uncler the provisians af this insti mtion's Federal Wide A surance WA M6, the Main Carnpus [RE has determined that this proposal provides adequate
safeguands far prokecling the rights and welfam of the subgeds imrobeed in the study and is in compliance with HHS Ragulations (45 CFR 461
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THE UNIVERSITY of
NEW MEXICO

Main Campus Institutional Review Board

Human Research Protections Office

MSCOE 4560

1 University of New Mexico-Albuguergue, NN 871310001

hittp:/hscunm.edwsonresearchHRR CY
03-Dec-2009

Patsy Boverie PhI
Educ Leadership Orgn Learning ELOL
Dennis L. Lester

SUBJECT: IRB Approval of Amendment Change

HRRC#: 08-607

Study Title: Developing an Effective Instrument for Assessing the Performance of Public University
Presidents

Type of Review: Exempt Review

Approval Date: 02-Dec-2000

Dear Dennis L. Lester:

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved the following amendment(s) and/or
change(s) to the above mentioned protocol:

Investigator Protocol submitted November 11, 2009,

This research is still EXEMPT from the regquirements of Department of Health and Homan Services
(DHHS) regulations for the protection of human subjects as defined in 45CFR46.101(h). Therefore, this

research project is not subject to IRB continuing review.

Changes to the Research: It is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator and/or Responsible Faculty
to inform the IRB of any changes to this research. A change in the research may disgualify this project
from exempt status, Reference the IRB# and title in all documents related to this protocol.

Sincerely,

>
/ wGETYy S

J. Scott Tonigan, PhD
Chair
Main Campus [RE

* Uncler the provisians af this insti mtion's Federal Wide A surance WA M6, the Main Carnpus [RE has determined that this proposal provides adequate
safeguands far prokecling the rights and welfam of the subgeds imrobeed in the study and is in compliance with HHS Ragulations (45 CFR 461
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INITIAL INTERVIEW FINDINGS
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Tables I-1 through I-8 in this appendix provide a summary of the feedback from
the initial individual interviews and the focus group interviews. The number of nmarks i
the columns “individual interviews” and “focus group interviews” indicates howyman
interviewees provided the same responses to an interview question. A singla mark i
column indicates that only one interviewee provided the response. See appendix B and C
for complete statements of the questions posed to the interviewees. The order of the
tables with the corresponding questions is as follows:
e Table I-1: What are the traits of a good university president?
e Table I-2: What are the positive behaviors of a university president?
e Table I-3: What are the negative behaviors of a university president?
e Table I-4: What are the more relevant areas in which to assess prekidentia
performance outcomes?
e Table I-5: What factors are beyond a president’s control that can affect his
her performance ratings
e Table I-6: Is formal assessment of value to the president and university?
(Note: Formal assessment includes written policies, procedures, aggessme
criteria, and administration of the assessment instrument on a regular basis.)
e Table I-7: What is the purpose or aim of university president assessment?

e Table I-8: Who should be involved in university president assessment?
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Tablel-1. Traits of a good university president

Traits

Individual Interview

Focus Group Intervie

w

Honesty

Leadership

Interest in national education issues

Commitment to excellence

Academic vision

Competence in facilitation

Ability to translate vision into results

Ability to partner with constituents

Scholarship

Integrity

Institutional knowledge

Effective communication

Empathy

Respect

Persuasiveness

Represents university well

Focus

Trust/trustworthiness

Optimism

Authenticity

Skill at interpersonal relationships

Courage

Decision making ability

Service-mindedness

Academic skill

Listening skills

Ability to accept criticism

Commitment to educating the community

Ability to handle pressure

Knowledge of research

Strength of character

Listening and learning skills

Knowledge of human capital

Knowledge of core mission

Strong sense of purpose

Dedication to public service

Dedication to common agenda

Strong faculty credentials

Charisma

“Down-to-earth”

Graciousness

Knowledge of university culture

Ability to motivate

Ability to inspire

Knowledge of higher education

Knowledge of university place in U.S. higher ediarat

Administrative skills

Support of university constituents/stakeholders
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Traits

Individual Interview

Focus Group Intervie

Efficiency

Straight-forwardness

Sound/prudential judgment

Knowledge of internal/external influences

Perceptiveness of influences on university

“Healer/comforter”

“Hands-off” leadership

Credibility with constituents

Perceptiveness of other people

Management skills

Humility

Patience

Vision (“sees the way ahead”)

Openness/responsiveness to feedback

Ability to expanded university influence

Social intelligence

Emotional intelligence

Political skills

Broad range of skills

Ability to adapt to the environment

Willingness to reach consensus

Diplomacy
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Tablel-2. Positive behaviors of a university president

Positive Behaviors

Individual Interview

Focus Grdagerview

Shows appreciation/respect

Knows individuals/audiences

Has organization’s best interests in mind

Argues the university’s case to the state

Remains visible on and off campus

Talks to people

Takes responsibility for health/welfare of the
organization

Helps faculty do their jobs

Encourages equal split in responsibility for
goals/objectives

Discerns if actions consistent with core visionsios

Allocates resources to core mission

Identifies opportunities to advance the institution

Explains decisions

Serves as a mentor

Demonstrates ability to recruit/appoint right peopl

Demonstrates courage/stands up to pressure/agversi

Shows willingness to sacrifice self-interests

Demonstrates accessibility/transparency

Makes cogent arguments

Involves faculty at the strategic level

Gets involved in the culture/state

Demonstrates the ability to create a shared vision

Builds coherent goals/objectives from the departsen
up

Engages across campus

Avoids easy way out

Asks questions about what's going on in department:

"2

Relates lessons learned from other organizations

Demonstrates approachability

Cares about peoples’ jobs

Balances time with constituents

Listens

Demonstrates quickness on feet

Shows command of issues

Prepares for meetings

Displays empathy

Demonstrates ability to solve problems

Taps internal talent

Solicits feedback

Demonstrates ability to determine what is relevant

Demonstrates ability to mediate disputes

Takes actions match words

Talks-up accomplishments

Acts responsibly

Recognizes people

Shows a sense of honor to serve
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Positive Behaviors

Individual Interview

Focus Grdagerview

Endorses academic freedom

Serves as a beacon for the university

Demonstrates ability to persuade

Takes actions that encourage loyalty

Demonstrates ability to identify problems that tan
addressed

Demonstrates ability to deal with crises

Serves as a lawyer, fixer, and convincer

Moves with agility between constituents

Demonstrates ability to read people

Shows patience and persistence

Discerns times to “nudge” and to “wait” on actions

Involves constituents in vicarious learning

Avoids personalizing issues, “it's not about me”

Demonstrates ability to win confidence

Adapts role to serve institutional needs

Demonstrates ability to have meaningful dialogue

Unburdens faculty in day-to-day management

Gives faculty strong voice increasing their pap@tion

Displays honesty

Displays integrity

Maintains self-awareness

Maintains self-control

Serves as an effective conflict manager

Considers other peoples’ ideas

Takes responsibility to prepare students to erdbege

Partners with other universities

Has a plan and articulates it well

Uses “SMART” objectives that tie to goals
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Tablel-3. Negative behaviors of a university president

Negative Behaviors

Individual Interview

Focus Graoferview

Demonstrates a lack of transparency

Acts dishonestly/deceitfully

Makes patronage appointments

Marginalizes/demeans shared governance

Does not listen

Allows politics to have undue influence

Creates unnecessary administrative positions

Diverts academic funding to administration

Demonstrates self-centeredness/ties to own vision

Does not take inputs before making decisions

Acts defensively/takes things personally

Acts aloof/shows lack connectedness

Tells people what to do

Lacks respect

Does not visit academic departments or get around
campus

Adopts corporate business model

Ignores advice

Has too many goals upon which to act

Justifies decisions by “this is what | said | wodlal’

Does not gather adequate information to defendipos

Lacks perspective

Exhibits disdain for individuals

Does not meet with faculty

Authorizes big bonuses/salaries/severance packages

Makes excuses

Makes pronouncements without personal contact

Lacks knowledge of audiences

Demonstrates an inability to resolve issues

Displays impulsiveness

Does unethical things

Lacks allegiance/loyalty

Does things that dishonor the university

Recruits expensive faculty

“Knuckles under to people”

Over-centralizes/acts autocratically

Seeks public attention for personal ambitions

Demeans people

Hires poor quality people

Does not follow approved procedures

Takes out frustrations on others

Provides canned responses to issues

Blows things out of proportion

Demonstrates arrogance (stemming from insecurity)

Demonstrates unresponsiveness

Rushes the decision-making process

Does not taking faculty seriously

Manipulates data to tell desired story

312




Negative Behaviors

Individual Interview

Focus Graoferview

Lacks clarity on issues

Takes retribution against nonconformists

Makes assumptions about peoples’
opinions/perspectives

Creates filters so people say only what you warietar

Demonstrates inability to generate resources
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Tablel-4. Preferred performance outcome measures

Performance Outcomes

Individual Intervie

vV

Focusuprimterview

Mood/climate/morale of faculty/organization

Resource acquisition

University structure/systems development

Support of core mission

Contributions to endowment

Initiatives that make a difference

Responsiveness to crises

Progress toward building a higher quality faculty

Quality of life

Quality of education

Student-to-faculty ratio

Student success

Indicators that show movement in the right directio

Hiring practices

Resource allocation ( to core mission of
teaching/research)

UNM Dashboard indicators (with faculty/constituent
inputs)

General and specific goals of the university

Progress toward goals/objectives

Reputation of departments

Diversity of faculty

Stability of faculty

Engagement with faculty

Engagement with constituents

Faculty success (grants, teaching awards, Fulbright
scholarships)

Problem solving

Financial status

Enroliment

Quality of students

Graduation rates

Percent of undergraduates who enter graduate scho

Scholarships

University reputation (in multiple dimensions)

Progress in areas such as diversity

Actions on special issues (e.g., hon-resident cainpu

Generation of new ideas

Balance between symbolic and substantive decision

Items generated by using a balanced scorecard agpf

Creation of meaning and purpose in actions

Performance predictors that may correlate with éong
term outcomes such as student retention

Trends in various performance outcomes

Progress toward initiatives that capitalize on ensity
strengths

Outcomes that have targeted thresholds
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Performance Outcomes

Individual Intervie

v

Focusuprimterview

Measures that take into account the era, economy,

purpose, and mission of the university

Performance measures in which the outcomes caen

manipulated

Dt b
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Tablel-5. Factors beyond president’s control that can affect performance ratings

External Factors

Individual Interview

Focus Groufetview

Economy*

Regents’ priorities*

Quality of incoming students*

Natural disasters*

Decentralization/diffusion of authority with shared
governance

Politics/political pressure

Funding from legislature

Funding from endowments

Social unrest

Student enrollment

Governor priorities

Hidden agendas

Critical audiences (e.qg., faculty) whose job igtitique,
analyze, and research

Authority not being commensurate with accountapilit

Resource limitations

Amount of real power

Reluctance followers

Demographics of constituents/stakeholders

Business community attitudes

Environment external to the university

Scholarly publication output

Culture of the university

Conflicting personalities

Use of performance assessment results

Success of athletic teams

*Note: While the president cannot control thesades; four interviewees said that the president is
accountable for how he or she responds to theserakifactors. One interviewee said that trust
relationships could compensate for factors beybedtesident’s control. Two interviewees said that
president could affect the quality of incoming ot given an investment in time and effort so ighisot

an uncontrollable factor.
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Tablel-6. Value of formal assessment to the president and university

Value of Formal Assessment and Caveats

Indivithiatview

Focus Group Interviey

=

It is of value

It is of value if made public

It is of value if it involves the right people

It is of value and good leaders will take the assest
to heart

It is of value, but one must have confidence intdbard
of regents

It is of value if president is interested in making
changes

It is absolutely of value

It needs to be anonymous

It should be a 360-degree assessment

It should involve multiple constituents

It should have quantitative and qualitative aspects

It depends on the purpose

It increases self-awareness

Its usefulness depends how it is accomplished

It could be instructive and helpful if university
environment is conducive

It should be conducted in conjunction with a clienat
survey

Its formality should be left to the discretion bét
president based on preferred means of feedback

It provides visibility in blind spots

It depends on the university environment

It is crucial

It is valuable before renewal of any contract

It may not be of any value, it could be used akib c

It may provide too many perspectives to be useful

It is important because it is the only way to pdavi
accurate feedback

It depends whether the results are used to make a
difference

It costs more and may be a bigger distraction

Its strengths are people know what's happeningitand
has fixed procedures

It would be valuable if formal assessment does not
work

It provides a calibration of self-concept

It is not valuable if open communications alreagige

It should be a written with short declarative sta¢ats

It should be conducted by experts to give credible
feedback and to explain results to the regents

It should be run by a committee

It cannot be pro forma (i.e., square-filling)

It must be open and transparent

It must be used in the proper way

It could be useful if there is an appropriate be¢aof
power between the president and regents
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Value of Formal Assessment and Caveats

Indivithialview

Focus Group Interviey

=

It should be responsive to the faculty

It should be done as a group approach

It depends on the leadership structure and whétleer
right people are involved

It should construct by the regents with constituent
inputs

Its instrument should contain some previously defin
categories and some narrative

It should be done annually

It is of no value of the instrument is not relidlldid

It would be counterproductive if the regents
enforce/impose their views

Its value depends on the role of shared governance

Its value depends on culture and politics

It is of no value if only the regents get the résul

It should be run by the faculty because they arstmo
representative of the university
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Tablel-7. Purpose of university president assessment

Purpose

Individual Interview

Focus Group Intervi

W

Provide inputs for improvement

Assess success in core mission (teaching, research,
service, economic development, and patient seryices

Enable the president to operate more
efficiently/successfully

Provide feedback on how well doing

Support retention decisions

Set the tone for the university

Provide accountability

Evaluate performance of the president

Support personal development

Provide transparency/understanding of what the
president is doing to help

Nurture the university mission

Evaluate resource allocation

Identify things president needs to do to be sudakss

Provide justification for merit pay increases

Provide information to the regents

Assess effectiveness of the president

Provide emphasis external factors that affect
performance

Provide a tool for the president

Increase understanding of what is expected by
stakeholders
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Tablel-8. Recommended participants in university president assessment

Participants

Individual Interview

Focus Group Iniew

Board of regents

Students

Administrators

Donors

Constituents of president

Faculty governance

Alumni/alumni board

Legislators

Deans

Faculty

Student leadership

Faculty senate

Staff (fear of retribution unless anonymous)

Vice presidents

Peer presidents

President of the board of regents

Faculty senate president

Emeritus faculty

360-degree feedback (supervisors, peers, suboeding

i1t

Department chairs

State secretary of higher education (possibly)

Governor (possibly)

President (self-assessment)

Faculty council

Regents’ professors

Community leaders

Past presidents

Faculty senate operations committee

Legislators, donors, and alumni (uncertain of vaitie
other participants)

Academic freedom and tenure committee

Associated Students of UNM (ASUNM)

UNM Graduate and Professional Student Associatio
(GPSA)

Head of staff council

Alumni board president

Faculty committees
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APPENDIX J

PILOT SURVEY FINDINGS
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This appendix provides a summary of the responses to the pilot survey. Table J1
contains the number of respondemM, (means, and standard deviations for each item in

the pilot survey (see appendix D for exact statements of the items containegilatthe

survey). The items are arranged in the order from highest mean scoresstonh@aa

Scores.

Table J-1. Pilot survey descriptive statistics

Iltems N Mean Staf‘d?“d
Deviation

Displays a high degree of personal integrity 106 754. .715
Promotes institutional interests rather than sekrests 100 4.71 .701
Builds trusting relationships with others 105 4.63 724
Encourages open sharing of knowledge among coestgu 106 4.58 792
Displays a high degree of job competence 106 4.56 744 .
Adapts to changes that affect the university 105 354. .796
Takes appropriate actions to secure resources 100 .34 4 .768
Demonstrates professional courtesy to others 100 33 4. .888
Clears obstacles that enable constituents to heessiul 104 4.33 .875
Student/faculty ratio 96 4.29 .845
Provides support to those in leadership roles 100 .29 4 .756
Recruits high caliber personnel 100 4.29 .800
Articulates the university story (e.g., vision, i, values) 106 4.24 .879
Incorporates lessons learned into decision-making 06 1 4.23 .908
Assessment process involves multiple stakeholders 9 9 4.22 .975
Establishes realistic goals for the institution 99 4.18 .837
Develops realistic plans to implement strategy 100 4.18 .869
Shared governance can influence president perfaenan 93 4.15 .859
ratings
Total revenue for the institution 96 4.15 .808
Conducts assessment on a regularly scheduled basis 100 4.04 1.024
Funding from state appropriations 96 4.03 .852
Displays passion toward his or her work 105 4.03 04.9
Uses appropriate performance indicators to makesidec 99 4.00 .969
Maintains good awareness of stakeholder satisfactio 100 3.99 .882
Provides a framework for developing institutionahtegy 106 3.98 1.095
Serves as an agent for positive change 100 3.9§ 9 .82
Rewards superior performance 106 3.97 .980
Amount of research funding 96 3.97 .978
Percentage of full-time faculty 96 3.97 1.031
Level of satisfaction among stakeholders 96 3.96 93.8
Student graduation rates 96 3.96 .905
Displays a willingness to reach consensus 100 3.95 1.009
Quality of campus life 96 3.94 .904
Maintains effective control over resources 99 3.93 .848
Establishes effective teams 100 3.92 .950
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Standard

Items N Mean L
Deviation

Average number of students in a class 96 3.92 1.02
Applies previous knowledge/experience to solve |enwis 106 3.91 911
Faculty compensation 95 3.89 .905
Student retention rate 96 3.89 972
Percentage of classes taught by tenured faculty 95 3.87 1.074
Investment in facility modernization 96 3.82 .894
Promotes harmony among university stakeholders 106 3.81 1.079
Amount of foundation gifts 96 3.80 .902
Assessment system has documented 99 3.80 .990
policy/processes/procedures
Assessment system includes an instrument with peci 100 3.78 1.060
criteria
Ratings by peer institutions 95 3.77 1.026
Inspires constituents to follow his or her lead 106 3.76 1.092
Assessment system provides ongoing feedback feopaf 98 3.76 1.016
development
Follower perspectives of good leader can influgmresident 93 3.73 .946
performance ratings
Multiple/conflicting goals of the university carfimence 93 3.70 .857
president performance ratings
Makes logical decisions regarding work assignméorts 99 3.70 1.044
staff
Amount of grant funding 96 3.69 .988
Involvement in the local community 96 3.69 910
Provides clear direction for task execution 100 83.6 1.014
Assessment system includes objective vs. subjectiteria 99 3.68 1.067
Scholarly criticism/skepticism can influence presitl 93 3.67 .925
performance ratings
Empowers individuals by decentralizing authority 99 3.64 1.191
Assessment system ties president compensatiorsadpnt 99 3.64 1.165
performance
Maintains an effective knowledge management system 99 3.61 .967
Amount of scholarship aid to students 96 3.60 1.010
Raises controversial issues 100 3.60 .816
Manages risk 99 3.59 .869
Promotes continuous learning for continuous impnoeet 100 3.58 1.148
Promotes initiatives that contribute to society 100 3.55 .999
Promotes self-reflection to transform old wayshofiking 106 3.55 1.139
Demonstrates assertiveness in resolving issues 10% 3.54 .821
Placement of graduating students 96 3.53 1.085
Number of scholarly publications by faculty 96 3.51 1.046
Percentage of faculty with top terminal degrees 96 3.51 1.133
Incorporates a holistic approach to problem solving 106 3.50 1.197
Maintains an upbeat attitude 106 3.49 .959
Performs benchmarking to identify improvements 100 3.49 .980
Investment in advanced information technologies 96 3.47 1.025
Experience of stakeholders involved in an assesscagn 92 3.47 .966
influence president performance ratings
Assists individuals in achieving goals/aspirations 105 3.46 1.029
Tuition as a percentage of revenue 95 3.42 1.044
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Standard

Iltems N Mean L
Deviation

Economic conditions surrounding the university can 93 3.37 .870
influence president performance ratings
Percentage of minority faculty 96 3.33 1.053
Balance in the consolidated investment fund 94 3.32 1.090
Cost per semester hour 94 3.30 1.096
Suggests novel ways of doing business 106 3.29 .925
Number of full-time students 95 3.21 1.129
Emphasizes customer satisfaction 99 3.20 1.116
Amount of bequests received 94 3.19 1.029
Percentage of minority students 96 3.19 1.009
Student enrollment 96 3.17 1.149
Number of faculty awards 96 3.09 1.067
Cultural backgrounds of university stakeholders can 93 3.08 1.086
influence president performance ratings
Number of degrees granted 96 3.04 .983
Focuses strategies on increased competitiveness 10 2.99 1.059
Student semester credit hours 95 2.95 1.035
Number of student awards 96 2.88 .897
Tailors leadership style to follower expectations 051 2.79 1.222
Rater errors can influence president performaniegs 91 2.75 .995
Number of Fulbright scholars 95 2.69 1.001
Availability of extracurricular activities 96 2.68 .923
Variables in which the president has no controlicflnence 93 2.66 .994
president performance ratings
High school grade point average of incoming freshma 96 2.65 1.005
Class standing of incoming students 95 2.57 1.155
Number of transfers from other institutions 96 2.56 .960
Examinations scores of incoming students 96 2.55 0451
Rate of participation in extracurricular activities 96 2.55 .928
Stakeholder desire to maintain autonomy from théf san 92 2.47 1.074
influence president performance ratings
Number of international students 96 2.35 .973
Number of patents issued 95 2.24 .884
Acceptance rate of incoming students 96 2.22 1.007
Number of license/option agreements 94 2.21 .890
Number of students studying abroad 96 2.17 914
Number of start-up companies 94 2.09 912
Success in intercollegiate athletics 96 1.80 1.042
Total revenue from athletic events 96 1.78 .997
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TableK-1. Recommendations from Final Survey on Candidate Assessment Criteria

Initial Coding Axial Coding Theoretical Coding
(Individual Comments) (Dimensions) (Factors/Categories)
1. Promotes balanced goals Goal/objective setting Strategic Leadership
2. Moderates the pace and scope of change Change Strategic Leadership
Communication (Blanchard &
3. Communicates well Communications Associates, 2007,
Drucker, 2008)*
4. Displays confidence Confidence Self—Maslt grg}%ggroleman,
5. Promotes consensus Consensus Interpe(r];c;r:;l ;3005;§)etence
6. Maintains close contact with constituents Contact with constituents Communication
7. Displays courage in standing up to political pressure Eoumge P e
and protects people
8. Supports contributions to soclety in general Contributions to society Responsibility
9. Maintains credibility with the faculty Credibility Legihntasigeon{Boss; 2008
or Interpersonal Competence
10. Inc_orporates_ an acgdemm model rather than a corporate Academics LV —
chief executive officer model
11. Displays cultural competence Cultural competence Interpersonal Competence
12. Delegates authority Delegates authority Strategic Leadership
13. Promotes the quality of education Quality of education Continuous Improvement
14. Maintains high ethical standards Ethical standards Consideration (Bags, 2008)
15. Honors the faculty role in shared governance Respects shared governance Strategic Leadership
16. Builds relationships with the faculty Faculty relationships Interpersonal Competence
17. Manages finances effectively Financial management Stsg:;gfﬁ?;:g?ji?}%gég)
18. Promotes faculty diversity Faculty diversity Interpersonal Competence
19. Seeks participation in strategic planning Strategic planning Strategic Leadership
20. Inspires others Inspires others Interpersonal Competence
21. Focuses on institutional wellbeing and mission Institutional wellbeing University Mission Support
22. Listens Listening Communications
23. Does not micromanage Delegates responsibility Strategic Leadership
24. Promotes participative management Participative management Strategic Leadership
25. Keeps promises Promise keeping Consideration
26. Sup_port_s the Provost’s role as the academic leader of Sppords Lenders Strafiegic eadkrship
the institution
27. Serves the public Public service Social Responsibility
28. Represents the university Represents university University Mission Support
29. Emphasizes research as part of the institutional mission Research emphasis University Mission Support
30. Responds when issues brought up Responsiveness Interpersonal Competence
31. Serves as arole model Role model Consideration
32. “Thick-skinned” Receptiveness to criticism Interpersonal Competence
33. Provides thoughtful responses to issues Thoughtful responses Strategic Leadership
34. Promotes trust Trust/trustworthiness Interpersonal Competence
35. Demonstrates understanding Empathy Interpersonal Competence
36. Emphasizes education and research over athletics University mission University Mission Support
37. Successfully raises funds Secures funding University Mission Support
38. Makes himself/herself accessible to constituents Accessibility Communication
39. Demonstrates open mindedness Open-mindedness Consideration
40. Promotes transparency Transparency/openness Consideration
41. Recruits high quality faculty and staff Recruiting University Mission Support
42. Demonstrates understanding and respect for university R for ol q
policies, procedures, committee structures, and espect Of Toles an Stewardship
- o responsibilities
administrator areas of responsibility
43. Promotes administrative efficiencies Administrative effectiveness Strategic Leadership
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Intelligence (Gardner, 2004,

44. Demonstrates intelligence Intelligence Goleman, 1998, 2006;
Gruder, 2008)*

45. Follows good business practices Business acumen Stewardship

46. Displays honesty Honesty Consideration

47. Displays humanistic traits Human relations Interpersonal Competence

48. Display knowledge of the nstitutional culture Cultural competence University Mission Support

49. Gets involved in K-12 education Promotes education in State Responsibility

* Additional categories not identified in the eight-factor solution from PCA of quantitative data from the survey.
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Table K-2. Recommendations from Final Survey Participants on External Factors

Recommended External Factor Considerations

—

Institutional type and size have a huge impact on the role of the president and how much they participate in daily
operations such as recruiting students, faculty, and staff

Job complexities, economic drivers, and political drivers that limit the range of actions a president can take
Political pressures from state government

Agenda and pressures from the Board of Regents

Ll B

Political influences and meddling

Table K-3. Recommendations from Final Survey Participants on Assessment Format

Recommended Assessment Format Characteristics

1. Assessment should involve multiple raters (e.g., 360 degree assessment)

2. Assessment should involve more than just members of the Board of Regents

3. Assessment process should involve focused groups

4. Assessment instrument should have quantifiable measures

5. Assessment instrument should be vetted by individuals with knowledge of survey instruments and avoid vagueness

6. Assessment instrument should include open-ended questions

7. Assessment should be a formal process

8. Assessment must take into account external factors such as the economy

9. Assessment instrument should include qualitative criteria

10. Assessment results (general) should be made public by the Board of Regents

11. Assessment results (specific) should remain private

12. Assessment should not include a form because its takes too many peoples’ time

13. Assessments are best when they come from Regents trained in academics and involve individual faculty groups that are
trained and aware of the issues

14. Assessment results must be reviewed with a critical eye and acted upon

15. Assessments should give greatest weight to inputs from students, faculty, and staff

328




Table K-4. Final Survey Comment Codes and Counts from Atlas 77°

Comment Code Counts

Assessment criteria 37
Political influences 13
External factors 12
Survey questions 12
Assessment format 10
Athletics 10
Assessment participants 8

President responsibilities
Survey quality

University mission
Administrator compensation
Participative management
Shared governance
Accountability

President priorities
Academics
Communication
Education quality
Patronage appointments
360 degree assessment
Assessment results transparency
Faculty compensation
Financial management
Fundraising

Honesty

Open-ended questions
President compensation
Qualitative criteria
Research quality
Responsiveness
University focused
Accessibility

Assessment usefulness
Balanced institutional goals
Change

Courage

Ethical behavior

Goal and objective setting
Leadership characteristics
Listening

Open mindedness
President hiring

Provost roles and responsibilities
Quality of education
Quantitative criteria
Recruiting administrators
Scholarship

Student success

Teaching skills
Transparency
Understanding
Administrative efficiency

DD R D D D D DR DD DR DD WWWWWWWWWWWLWWERDE DR UWLO GO -]~ P
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Comment Code

Administrator assessment
Administrator responsibilities
Administrator staffing
Advertising

Alignment

Assessment focused group
Autocratic leadership
Business CEO model
Confidence
Confidentiality
Consensus

Contact with constituents
Contributions to society
Credibility

Cultural competence
Decision-making
Delegates authority
Economy

Ethical standards
External role of president
Extracurricular activities
Faculty diversity

Faculty governance
Faculty quality

Faculty relationships
Focused groups

Formal assessment
Harmony

Hiring criteria
Humanistic traits
Inspiration

Institutional wellbeing
Institutional size
Intelligence

Involvement in K-12
Knowledge of institutional culture
Management style
Micromanagement
Morale

President image
President selection
President qualifications
Promise keeping

Public service

Recruiting faculty
Recruiting staff
Recruiting students
Representing the university
Role model

Service

Situational awareness
Soliciting opinions
Strategic planning
Thick-skinned
Thoughtful response
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Comment Code Counts

Trust 1
Values 1
Works with others 1
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APPENDIX L

FACTOR ANALYSISFINDINGS
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TableL-1. Factor Loading for Rotated Factor Structure from Reponses to the Final

Survey (N =280)

Rotated Component Matrix®

Factor/Items L
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Strategic Leadership
ClearsObstacles 704 035 103 114 -024 .070 168 .074
AdaptsT oChange .676 .022 106 074 273 267 024 128
RealisticPlans 662 -.079 239 a3l .188 .087 -125 .023
SetsGoalsObjectives 645 120 255 255 .060 015 =217 104
Teambuilding .609 168 036 065 202 .047 075 120
Performancelndicators 589 159 324 109 -.005 .094 089 082
SupportsOtherLeaders 586 317 249 096 032 .050 018 - 136
PromotesChange 568 072 A2 061 134 -.189 184 -017
PerformsRisk Analysis 541 225 209 134 138 177 .081 .086
ResolvesConflicts 538 345 .038 .020 153 .030 .040 140
RewardsPerformance 535 241 .007 189 -038 213 285 -.240
ClearDirection 513 323 .048 -.023 .0le 363 220 .066
ControlsBudget .486 -.094 -107 .3%0 292 207 -102 .045
ThoughtfulResponses 428 372 196 016 350 172 029 -014
Consideration
DisplaysCourtesy 221 724 155 .040 59 174 022 .030
SharesInformation .094 703 144 .044 190 .034 130 137
DisplaysIntegrity 160 .692 -.060 104 .087 119 -.047 121
Continuous
Improvement
University Story 295 -.049 643 203 148 125 -.169 -.080
PromotesEducation 305 164 .629 118 .041 -.058 200 206
StrategicFramework 462 .069 533 .020 245 147 -029 115
LessonsLearned 444 289 474 -.026 103 079 054 177
Benchmarking .078 .083 473 342 -033 394 223 120
University Mission
Support
SecuresResources 193 .002 073 673 -077 155 093 118
University Advocate 035 051 308 .665 104 133 116 -.085
RecruitsGoodPeople 342 207 =021 548 158 -.081 283 .000
JobCompetence 269 361 105 497 032 -151 092 297
Interpersonal
Competence
BuildsTrust 231 232 186 163 687 .070 -045 -017
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EmployeeDiversity
Harmony
Inspirational
Stewardship
ShowsAppreciation
ResourceDecisions
InformedDecisions
Climate Awareness
Academic Quality
StudentFacultyRatio
StudentQuality
FacultyQuality
Responsibility
Institutionallnterests

Administrator Selection

212
.097
281

337
062
.380
132

117
166
-.031

.046
175

273
.047
264

.263
-.006
280
326

109
-.045
.029

.054
296

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 12 iterations.

008
130
447

.093
131
.030
149

-212
301
116

037
013

334

-.030
-.009
116

069
107
312
102

034
191
135

-.007
125

617
549
395

.206
023
076
123

156
-225
207

.043
015

-.090
298
120

624
512
468
447

.083
.063
077

016
032

212
156
057

.087
138
-.046
147

707
626
591

-.013
132

-011
279
-130

-.247
514
126
302

119
-.094
120

709
.607




TableL-2. Scree Plot from Varimax Rotation of Final Survey Data
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