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ABSTRACT

An abstract of the dissertation of William Anthony Korach
for the Doctor of Education in Educational Leadership:

Administration and Supervision presented May 9, 1996.

Title: A Comparative Study of Perceptions of
Superintendents, High School Principals, and High
School Department Chairs on the Role of the High
School Academic Department Chair: The Voice of

the aAdministrator

The purpose of this exploratory descriptive study was
to provide a first step in clarifying the role of the high
school academic department chair as it is currently
practiced in the state of Oregon. The study examined from
the administrative perspective the potential for the
continued development of the educational leadership role
of the department chair as an administrative resource for
instructional improvement.

A researcher-constructed questionnaire was used to
gather data from 27 Oregon school district
superintendents, 34 high school principals, and 118 high
school department chairs from English, math, science, and

social studies departments in those same high schools.
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Congruence of perceptions among these groups of educators
regarding 44 activities across five categories of
department chair role responsibility were examined for
three issues: (a) the time department chairs spend on the
activities; (b) the importance of each activity to the
role of the high school department chair; and (c) the
importance of the chair’s continuing to improve in
activities in the five categories.

Chi-square testing revealed no statistically
significant differences (p < .05) in perception between
superintendents and principals for any of the 132 items on
the questionnaire. Data were then collapsed into one
group of administrative responses.

Substantial incongruence of perception for activities in
all five categories of department chair responsibility was
found between administrators and department chairs.

Results of the study show administrators’
expectations for the supervisory role of the department
chair to be substantially higher than those of the chairs
themselves while department chairs placed higher value on
their management role than did administrators.

These findings pcint to the need for dialogue between
administrators and department chairs in order to minimize
role conflict for the department chairs resulting from
incongruent role expectations. The singular voice of the

administrator in organizational decision making could be




informed and modified by the voice of the department
chair, a teacher performing in a management and

supervisory role.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Reflecting a nationwide trend, the state of Oregon
has for the past 10 years been experiencing controversy
centered upon a demand for educational reform.

Publication of A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983) focused national attention on the linkage
between a perceived decline in the American educational
system and America’s increasing inability to compete in a
rapidly changing global economy. The nation was at risk;
the educational system, which was not producing a work
force educated and trained to international standards, was
at fault.

Developing a political agenda to stem what A Natjon
at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education,
1983) had billed as "a rising tide of mediocrity," the
U.S. Department of Education under the Reagan
administration initiated the selection of Schools of
Excellence—~models to hold up as examples of what should be
happening in America’s schools. The effective schools
research (Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984; Edmonds, 1979,

1982; Purkey & Smith, 1982), which had provided the major




thrust for the national movement for excellence in
education during the early 1980s, offered criteria for
selection of the schools to be so designated. On that
basis, four Oregon high schools (Crater High School,
Crater; Lake Oswego High School, Lake Oswego; South Eugene
High School, Eugene; and Sunset High School, Beaverton)
were among those named Schools of Excellence in the first
year of the program.

Following their extensive examination of the
effective schools research, Blum and McEady (1984)
concluded that one of its most consistent findings had
been the significant role of the principal as being the
person best positioned to foster school improvement and
higher levels of student achievement. Although most of
the effective schools studies focused on the elementary
principal, they have also been widely applied as a
rationale for placing major significance on the high
school principal’s role as an instructional leader. Some
sources (Murphy, 1988; Siskin, 1991) question this
practice, however, pointing to fundamental ways in which
high schools differ from elementary schools. Siskin
(1991) identified "one key anatomical difference [as
being] their departmentalized differentiation of
specialized teachers" (p. 134). Murphy (1988) denoted
"goal structure, administrative organization, student and

faculty characteristics, and curricular organization and




delivery" (p. 126) as other factors which are also
significantly different in high schools.

Other educational literature raises another
objection. While acknowledging that leadership in
curriculum and instruction "is essential to the success of
our schools, principals are advantageously positioned to
provide it, and change is unlikely to happen in schools
without principals’ support" (Patterson, Purkey, & Parker,
1986, p. 103), many writers emphasize the impracticality,
in terms of both time constraints and necessary expertise,
of expecting the high school principal to bear the sole
responsibility (Duke, 1987; Keefe & Jenkins, 1984; Lucy,
1986; Pitner, 1986). One approach to addressing these
concerns has been to look toward the high school
department chair as having the potential "to fulfill just
such a leadership role" (Lucy, 1986, p. 85). The
expectation was that department chairs, possessing both
subject matter knowledge and instructional expertise,
should assume more responsibility in instructional
leadership (DeRoche, Hunsaker, & Kujawa, 1988; Greenfield,

1985; Sergiovanni, 1984; Turner, 1983).
Problem Statement

Historically, the teacher serving as a high school
academic department chair has occupied an ambiguous

position between the teaching staff and the




administration. 1In addition to a teaching assignment in
the specific department, the chair’s job functions,
whether explicitly assigned or implicitly expected, have
included leadership duties in supervision, curriculum and
management—a combination of responsibilities which tends
to blur the distinctions generally drawn between line and
staff positions in the educational hierarchy, thereby
potentially creating both confusion and conflict.

Most often the literature indicates high school
department chairs have had no clear, consistent
description of exact functions, behaviors, or desirable
skills and training which would define their instructional
leadership role and assist them to carry it out (Costanza,
Tracy, & Holmes, 1987; Hall & Guzman, 1984; Hord & Murphy,
1985; Williams, 1979). Hall and Guzman (1984) concluded
"The definition of the job . . . is not well articulated
and definitions are not available in the literature" (p.
11). Duke (1987) suggested that department chairs:

would seem well able to exercise instructional

leadership, since they possess subject matter

expertise and interact regularly with the same

group of teachers, (p. 47)
but also noted that "few studies of how these persons
spend their time are available" (p. 47).

The literature indicates similar lack of clarity
regarding the extent to which educators value the high

school department chair as an instructional leader.

Wasley (1991) contended, "No teachers I have interviewed
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have seen these positions [department chairs] as ones that
enable them to learn and to grow. Nor do they build any
kind of shared vision for the school" (p. 5). 1In
contrast, among others (Gorton & Thierbach-Schneider,
1991; Johnson, 1990; Pellicer, Anderson, Keefe, Kelley, &
McCleary, 1990), Siskin (1991), makes a strong case for
the importance of department chairs. Siskin particularly
argues that distinct differences exist from one department
to another,

that effective English and math departments may

have demonstrably and justifiably distinct

goals, standards, and procedures and that they

[teachers in individual departments] may well

turn to chairs rather than to principals as

appropriate instructional leaders. (p. 156)

In Oregon, the already inherently imprecise character
of the instructional leadership role of the high school
department chair has become further mired in ambiguity as
a result of a "second wave" of educational reform
(Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986; Conley
& Cooper, 1991; Conway & Jacobson, 1990; Wasley, 1991).
Emphasizing restructuring school governance to empower
teachers, this second reform movement advocates giving
teachers additional responsibilities in decision-making,
curriculum and management. It has not been determined
how, or if, traditional hierarchical teacher leadership

positions such as that of the high school department chair

fit within this emerging framework.
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Glatthorn (1990) stressed that "Clarity about purpose
and role is especially important especially . . . as those
issues relate to teacher development" (p. 283). Lack of
clarity induces "tensions and ambiguities" caused by
“overlapping and contradicting job . . . definitions"
(Goldring & Rallis, 1993, p. 8). Studies of the influence
of organizational culture on change suggest another
caution for those advocating educational reform. Such
studies reveal that the intended outcomes of any
educational change process, no matter how well-
intentioned, will necessarily be dramatically influenced
by the beliefs, values, and behavioral norms of the
organizational culture into which the change is being
introduced (Fullan, 1991; Sarason, 1971; Schein, 1985).

As Oregon educational restructuring efforts go
forward, there have been no recent attempts to investigate
and to describe educators’ perceptions of the nature of
the role.of the high school department chair as it is
currently practiced in Oregon. Nor have explicit attempts
been made to discover whether congruent perceptions exist
among educators about what is valued in that role.

Because of the negative impact, a lack of congruence in
values and expectations has been found to have on the
effectiveness of role performance (Katz & Kahn, 1978), a
clearer understanding of the perceptions of

superintendents, high school principals, high school




academic department chairs, and high school academic
subject matter teachers is important to making informed
decisions about the role of the high school department
chair in the emerging instructional leadership structure
in Oregon high schools.

To serve as an initial step in bringing clarity to
the existing role of the high school department chair in
Oregon, this study and its companion study propose to
identify, to describe, and to compare the perceptions of
superintendents, high school principals, high school
department chairs, and high school teachers concerning the
nature and the value of the role of the high school
department chair as it currently functions in Oregon high
schools. Specifically, these two studies attempt to adgd
to the understandings of the current status of the role of
the high school academic department chair by examining the
congruence of perceptions held by these four groups of
educators as they relate to five categories of
responsibility comprising the role of the high school
department chair:

1. responsibility for human relations,

2. responsibility for ménagement,

3. responsibility for the organization,

4. responsibility for program, and

5. responsibility for supervision.




In addressing that purpose, this study speaks from
the administrative perspective of superintendents and
principals—those who, filling line positions in the
traditional educational hierarchy, have the authority and
responsibility for establishing instructional priorities
at the district and individual building level. Its
companion study, The Voice of the Teacher-Department
Chair, an unpublished doctoral dissertation by Rachel Mae
Korach, speaks from the perspective of high school
department chairs and the teachers in their
departments—those who, in what have traditionally been
described as staff positions, establish instructional
priorities for an academic area in the high school and for
their own classrooms.

This study and its companion study are based upon the
belief that superintendents, high school principals, high
school academic department chairs, and high school
teachers all play significant and influential roles in the
instructional improvement efforts of their school
districts. As a beginning step in establishing the
potential value of effective top-down, bottom-up
collaborations to instructional improvement, these
companion studies, taken together, offer conversations in
two voices, that from the administrative perspective and

that from the teacher/department chair perspective, on the
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role of the high school academic department chair as seen
through the perceptions of superintendents, high school
principals, high school academic department chairs, and
high school teachers from those same departments in a
defined group of school districts in Oregon.

Mitchell (1990) contended that "educational
leadership requires a leader to assume a being-with-others
perspective of everything which occurs in the teaching-
learning and leading-following experiences" (p. 211), and
advocates a dialogical style of leadership which "asks the
leader to put himself or herself in the place of the
person who is being led" (p. 211). The dialogical
approach between top-down and bottom-up perspectives
around which these companion studies were designed
corresponds to Mitchell’s vision. By examining the
instructional leadership role of the high school
department chair from the perceptions of four different
educator groups, these studies offer the high school
principal, the high school department chair, and the high
school teacher each an opportunity to put himself or
herself in the place of the others to develop a more
comprehensive picture of the leadership-followership role

of the high school department chair.
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Questions to Be Investigated

These studies are based upon six underlying
assumptions: (a) the role of the high school academic
department chair is currently an important part of the
instructional leadership structure in Oregon high schools;
(b) the high school academic department chair will
continue to play a valuable role in the developing context
of school reform in the state of Oregon; (c) a lack of
congruence in perceptions, values, and expectations among
key people who influence the role of the department chair
could have a negative impact on the chair’s role
performance; (d) a lack of congruence between the
perceptions, values, and expectations of the chairs
themselves and those of others who influence the role of
the department chair could have a negative impact on the
chair’s role performance; (e) a measure of the congruence
of perceptions, values, and expectations could be
determined by surveying superintendents, high school
principals, high school academic department chairs, and
high school academic.subject matter teachers; and (f) for
the role of the academic department chair to become most
effective will require a combination of top-down, bottom-
up collaborations among individuals playing key

organizational roles, including superintendents, high
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school principals, high school academic department chairs,
and high school teachers.

In order to consider the possibilities of an
instructignal leadership role for the high school
department chair which can be effectively performed within
the emerging context, these studies undertake to establish
two separate voices—a top-down superintendent/ principal
administrative voice and a bottom-up teacher/department
chair voice—in discovering: (a) the extent to which there
is congruence of perceptions within and between these
groups regarding the high school academic department
chair’s carrying out specific instructional leadership
roles, and (b) the extent to which there is congruence in
their perceptions about the value of that contribution.
Thus, these studies take an important first step in
identifying what is, i.e., what is perceived to be the way
department chairs are spending their time, what are
perceived to be the most valuable activities included in
the department chair role, and what are perceived to be
the most important elements to continue to improve in that
role—in order to determine the degree of congruence among
the perceptions of those four educator groups regarding
the role of the high school department chair.

First, from the combined educational experience of
the researchers, four key referent groups whose actions

influence the nature of instructional improvement in high
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schools had been identified. The intent was to
investigate the perceptions of those four groups regarding
the way the role of the high school academic départment
chair was currently being performed in Oregon, i.e., what
portion of department chair time was perceived to be
devoted to performing what activities. While it was
understood that, as Murphy (1988) warned, to equate the
time devoted to performing a behavior either with its
value or its impact on the leadership role would probably
not be a valid measure, it was also assumed that
incongruent perceptions about the amount of time spent in
performing specific department chair activities would be a
potential source of conflict in performance of the role.
Thus, the first question to be addressed was:

What degree of congruence exists among the
perceptions of superintendents, high school
principals,'high school department chairs in English,
math, science, and social studies and high school
teachers of English, math, science, and social
studies about the amount of time spent by the
department chair in fulfilling specific department
chair activities in five categories of department
chair responsibilities: human relations, management,
the organization, program, and supervision?

Second, both one’s own behaviors and the expectations

held for others are influenced by one’s values and
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beliefs. The chair’s own perceptions about what was
important in his/her role would be significant in
determining his/her actions, but what other people in key
organizational roles perceived to be important about the
role of the high school academic department chair would
help define their expectations for the performance éf the
department chair, in turn impacting the chair’s behavior.
Incongruence in the different sets of expectations would
potentially lead to conflict. Thus, the second question
to be addressed was:

What degree of congruence exists among the

perceptions of superintendents, high school

principals, high school department chairs in English,
math, science, and social studies and high school
teachers of English, social studies, math, and
science regarding the importance of specific
department chair activities in five categories of
department chair responsibilities: human relations,
management, the organization, program, and
supervision?

Third, as Oregon school districts in addressing their
reform agendas consider the restructuring of roles and
responsibilities, it is important to anticipate possible
obstacles to role effectiveness. Determining what
congruence there is among the perceptions of interrelated

educator groups about what elements of the role of the
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high school department chair are most important for the
chair to continue to improve would be one step in that
effort. Thus, the third question to be addressed was:

What degree of congruence exists among the

percepticns of superintendents, high school

principals, high school department chairs in English,
math, science, and social studies and high school
teachers of English, social studies, math, and
science regarding the importance of the department
chair’s continuing to improve in performing specific
department chair activities in five categories of
department chair responsibilities: human rélations,
management, the organization, program, and
supervision?

Additionally, these companion studies sought to
construct a profile of the typical participant in each of
the four educator groups targeted for this study by
identifying the following demographic characteristics of
the respondents: age, gender, educational background
(highest degree achieved and major subjects of study), and
educational experieﬂce (curreht position held, number of
years of teaching experience, and total number of years in
education).

In summary, from the voice of the administrator, this
study investigates the congruence of perceptions of

superintendents and high school principals in comparison
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to the perceptions of high school department chairs
regarding: (a) the amount of deparﬁment chair time high
school academic department chairs spend on each activity
specified in each of the five defined categories of
department chair responsibility; (b) the importance of
each activity in each of the five categories to the role
of the high school department chair; and (c) the
importance of the high school department chair’s
continuing to improve in each activity in each of the five

categories.
Significance of the Studies

This study and its companion study evolved from a
strong belief in the need to take a "collective look
backward, inward, and ahead" (Deal, 1987, p. 12) in
clarifying the value of the instructional leadership role
of the high school academic department chair within the
evolving context of educational reform in Oregon. As
Siskin (1991) cautioned, many of the current educational
reform proposals:

call for "radical surgery" to rescue public

schools from their apparent demise [without

taking into account that] such radical surgery

requires an accurate and intimate knowledge of

the patient’s anatomy. (p. 136)

Since little information is available about the nature or

the perceived value of the instructional leadership role

of the high school department chair as it is now practiced
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in Oregon high schools, Oregon school districts lack
important knowledge about the value of that role as they
consider new governance roles and relationships under the
"radical surgery" of the school reform effort. As Wasley
(1991) stated, "The rhetoric of reform seems ignorant of
the current conditions of practice" (p. 4).

Fullan (1991) raised another concern. Because:

significant change involves a certain amount of

ambiguity, ambivalence, and uncertainty for the
individual about the meaning of the change,

. « « effective implementation is a process of

clarification. (p. 106)

People who consistently accomplish what matters most to
them are people who are continually "clarifying and
deepening [their] personal vision" (Senge, 1990, p. 7).
Clarifying what has been perceived to be of value in the
leadership structures under the current organizational
system would assist districts in further defining and
developing the instructional leadership role of the high
school department chair by anticipating and resolving
possible areas of conflict as the district vision of
restructuring is carried forward.

The task faced by the Oregon educational community,
then, is to develop ways to examine and to reconcile the
strengths of the current system with the potehtial
benefits of the innovations being promoted by the
reformers (Bacharach & Conley, 1990). Deal (1987)

envisioned this undertaking as:
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a process of transformation akin to the one that

produces a butterfly from a caterpillar—a cocoon

of human experience in which past, present, and

future are fused together in an organic process.

(p. 12)

Through approaching the investigation of the
instructional leadership role of the high school
department chair from both the top-down perspective of the
administrator and the bottom=-up perspective of the
teacher/department chair, this study and its companion
study offer a unique contribution to the field of
educational literature. By surveying four interconnected
reference groups in the current educational
system—superintendents, high school principals, high
school academic department chairs, and high school
teachers from defined Oregon school districts—this study
and its companion study seek to produce comparative
analyses of the perceptions of ;hese four educator groups
and thus to determine the areas and degrees of congruence
that exist in their perceptions of what has been most
highly valued in the role of the high school department
chair. This comprehensive examination of the current
status of the role of the high school department chair
from two different but interrelated perspectives should
offer valuable additions to the knowledge base Oregon
school districts will need to consider in developing their

instructional improvement agendas.
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Having gained more understanding of what the nature
of the role of the high school department chair is
currently perceived to be and what in that role is most
valued by differing groups of Oregon educators, school
districts charged with educational reform by Oregon
legislative mandate should be better able to make
decisions about the definition and potential development
of the instructionél leadership role of the high school
academic department chair within this evolving context.
Thus, in an image suggested by Deal (1987), these studies
offer what has been perceived to be most important in the
"old" instructional leadership role of the high school
department chair as threads to be woven into the "new"
instructional leadership tapestry which is being designed

through educational reform in Oregon.
Theoretical Framework

First, the role theory of leadership behavior affirms
that "leadership behavior is shaped by the perceptions of
how other people want the leader to behave" (Smith &
Andrews, 1987, p. 5). In applying role theory
specifically to the instructional leadership role of the
high school department chair, Sergiovanni (1984) concluded
that '

One determiner of the chairperson’s leadership

effectiveness is the expectations for his or her
performance as a leader held by important
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others, such as the principal and teachers.
(p. 172)

Based upon the role theory of leadership behavior, then,
the realities of a high school department chair role are
significantly influenced by the perceptions and
expectations of superintendents, high school principals,
and high school teachers. Sergiovanni went on to stress
the importance of congruence in such perceptions and
expectations:

A further determiner is the extent to which

these role expectations agree with each other

and with how the leader feels he or she needs to

behave. One need not have mirror agreement with

superiors and subordinates in regard to role

expectations, but reasonable agreement and

mutual understanding of areas of agreement seem

to be prerequisites for leadership

effectiveness. (p. 172)
If conflicting expectations for the role of the high
school academic department chair exist among
superintendents, high school principals, high school
department chairs, and high school teachers, the
assumption is that the effectiveness of the department
chair will be diminished. While this study is not an
attempt to determine effectiveness, per se, it does seek
to determine possible obstacles to effectiveness by
investigating the degree of congruence that exists in the
perceptions of these four educator groups about the nature
and the value of the role of the department chair as it is

currently being practiced in a defined group of Oregon

high schools.
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Second, Mitchell (1990) posited that educational

leadership "is fundamentally a question of the educational
values of the leader and the followers" (p. 65). Beare,
Caldwell and Millikan (1987) defined values as "weights:
the priorities we place on things" (p. 180). As such,
values are perceptions of objects, ideas, or other people
that guide behavior based upon personal belief systems
(Hodgkinson, 1983; Mitchell, 1990). Sergiovanni (1987)
believes the meaning of leadership behavior becomes more
important than the behaviors themselves: "Leadership
reality for all groups is the reality they create for
themselves, and thus leadership cannot exist separate from
what people find significant and meaningful" (p. 116).
From this perspective, determining the importance of the
instructional leadership role of the high school
department chair requires consideration of the perceptions
of both leaders and followers regarding the way that role
is defined and what in that role is most valued.

Third, from a general systems theory perspective a
system, as defined by Kauffman (1980), is "a collection of
parts which interact with each other to function as a
whole" (p. 1). From a systems viewpoint, it is not the
simple aggregate of the parts that is key, but the
interaction of the parts—the essential nature, the
"wholeness," of the organization depends uponlits entire

structure. In Wimpelberg’s (1987) examination of school
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effectiveness, he concluded that it "clearly portrays
instructional success as an integrated process [involving]
each professional position, from teacher to
superintendent" (p. 105). Wimpelberg further contended
that "interactive decision making in a combination of ‘top
down’ and ‘bottom up’ collaborations fosters instructional
improvement" (p. 105).

Because of the dynamic and ever-changing nature of
influence among the members of any organization,
1eadefship and followership must be seen not as static but
as evolving roles in which high school teacher, high
school department chair, high school principal, and
superintendent simultaneously function both as leaders and
as followers. This study and its companion study,
comprising conversations between two voices—that of the
administrator and that of the teacher/department
chair-offer a comprehensive "“top-down," "bottom—up"
perspective on these leadership/followership roles.
Grounded in this theoretical framework, these studies
offer the necessary first step in defining and clarifying
the value of the role of the high school academic
department chair in the instructional leadership context
being developed by the educational reform efforts in

Oregon.
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Operational Definitions

Because the researchers undertook these studies with
the intent of broadening the knowledge base upon which
instructional improvement decisions could be made in their
own district, it was determined that a study population
most comparable to that of their district would be
defined. Thus, for purposes of these studies, the
following operational definitions were employed.

1. The independent variable was defined as the
current position held (superintendent, high school
principal, high school academic department chair, high
school teacher).

e Superintendent—the chief executive officer from a
school district in the state of Oregon with an
Average Daily Membership of mere than 3,000 but
fewer than 12,000 students.

¢ Principal—the primary administrator of an AAAA
high school (the Oregon School Activities
Association athletic competition designation for
schools with populations of at least 650 students
in grades 10-i2) within one of the defined
districts.

e Department chair-a faculty member from one of the
defined high schools who, in addition to teaching
responsibilities in one of four academic

disciplines (English, mathematics, science, or
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social studies), has responéibility for leadership
of that department. [For purposes of this study,
the terms department head and department
chairperson are synonymous with the term
department chair.]

o Teacher—a classroom teacher from one of the
defined high schools, the majority of whose
teaching responsibilities fall within one of the
four academic disciplines delineated (English,
mathematics, science, or social studies).

2. Dependent variables were defined as the five
specific categories of leadership responsibility which had
been delineated as comprising the role;

® Responsibility for Humap Relations—the
responsibility for fostering productive, positive,
and rewarding working relationships among

department members.

® Responsibility for Management—the responsibility
for coordinating the activities of people and
allocating resources to accomplish defined goals.

® Responsibility for the Organization—the
responsibility for contributing to the improvement

of the organization at the department level, the

school level, and the district level.
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® Responsibility for Program—the responsibility for
the definition, delivery, and monitoring of what
is taught by members of the department.

® Responsibility for Supervision-the responsibility

for overseeing the work of the individuals within
the department, focusing on efforts to improve
performance, promote professional growth, and
.accomplish expectations.

3. Line positions refer to those positions in the
educational hierarchy which include supervisory
responsibility with authority to recommend termination of
an employee.

4. Staff positions refer to primarily advisory
positions which are characterized by limited supervisory
responsibility and no authority to recommend termination
of another employee.

5. Educational experience refers to the number of
years the respondent had served as a full-time educator in
each defined position: high school teacher, high school
department chair, high school principal, superintendent.
Respondents were also asked to specify academic areas for
any experience as a high school teacher and as a high
school department chair.

6. [Educational background refers to the credentials
respondents had earned from institutions of higher

learning: bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, doctorate,
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administrative certification. Respondents were also asked

to specify major courses of study for each credential.

7. Value refers to "an enduring belief about the
desirability of some means or end" (Raun & Leithwood,
1993, p. 56).

8. Perception refers to the interpretation placed on
an experience; recognition or identification, especially
as a basis for or as verified by action (Reber, 1985).

9. Top-down refers to influence by superintendents
and high school principals which is exerted on individuals
with less formal power and authority in the educational
hierarchy.

10. Bottom-up refers to influence by high school
department chairs and teachers which is exerted on
individuals with more formal power and authority in the

educational hierarchy.
Limitations of the Studies

The findings and conclusions of these studies were
limited in scope, purpose, and methodology; thus the
generalizations which can be drawn from the studies are

also limited in several respects.

The Population
The studies were limited by the extent to which the
defined population is similar to like groups in other

areas.
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1. Participants were elicited only from within the
state of Oregon.

2. The studies sought data only from high schools.
No junior high schools nor middle schools were included in
the studies.

3. Only those high schools: (a) which were
classified as AAAA (based upon populations of at least 650
students in grades 10~12) by the Oregon School Activities
Association for purposes of athletic competition, and b)
which were located in school districts with Average Daily
Memberships of at least 3,000 but not more than 12,000
students were asked to participate.

4. Superintendents, high school principals, high
school academic department chairs, and high school
teachers were the only school personnel contacted for
participation in the studies. No assistant principals,
curriculum coordinators, supervisors or persons holding
other titles were contacted.

5. Including high school department chairs and
teachers from only the disciplines of English, social
studies, mathematics, and science further restricted the
studies by the extent to which chairs and teachers from
these disciplines are representative of those in other
departments in the high school organizational structure.

6. These studies also did not address the extent to

which the leadership functions delineated in the
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questionnaire ought to be performed by the department
chair. (It is possible a particular activity could be
considered important to be performed within the systenm,
but considered to be the responsibility of someone other

than the department chair.)

The Instrument

1. Only those five specific areas of activity
identified in the questionnaire were offered'in defining
the perceived instructional leadership role of the
department chair.

2. Only those questionnaire items requesting

opinions were used in describing perceived importance.
Assumptions

In addition to the six major assumptions which led to
the construction of the research questions, several other
assumptions were considered to underlie the design and
implementation of these studies. These assumptions were
the following:

1. That approaching the studies from both the top-
down perépective of the administrator and the bottom-up
perspective of the teacher/department chair would take
advantage of the researchers’ rich background of
experience in the full range of educational roles being

addressed in the studies: high school teacher, high
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school department chair, high school principal, and
superintendent.

2. That much meaningful research is collaborative in
nature and that each study would be enriched and informed
by its companion study viewing the topic from a
complementary perspective.

3. That the questionnaire was the appropriate method
for gathering data.

4. That the survey instrument as it was constructed
was sufficiently valid and reliable to generate adequate
meaningful data.

5.. That the anonymity of responses would assure that
respondents would reply candidly to the survey instrument.

6. That the importance of the topic to high school
teachers, high school department chairs, high school
principals and superintendents would lead to a high rate
of questionnaire returns.

7. That the teacher surveys were distributed as
requested and that respondents were therefore
representative of the total teacher population defined for

the study.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The administrative voice in this study is spoken from
the general systems theory perspective of superintendents
and high school principals, who have in common role
responsibility for the effectiveness of the entire
organization that they administer. From this perspective,
the school district and the individual high school
together constitute a system as defined by Kauffman
(1980), "a collection of parts which interact with each
other to function as a whole" (p. 1). At the same time,
any individual system (such as a high school) may also
function as a subsystem (one of the parts) of yet a larger
system (such as a school district) composed of many
subsystems which are, as Owens pointed out, "highly
interactive and mutually interdependent" (p. 88).

For high school principals, this means responsibility
for the effectiveness of a large, complex, multi-
dimensional, highly specialized secondary school system, a
system made up of subsystems in which individuals play
many different organizational roles. For superintendents,
it means responsibility for the effectiveness of a large,

complex, multi-dimensional, highly specialized district
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school system, a system made up of several thousand people
in numerous organizational units, each containing a number
of subsystems within which people play many organizational
roles.

From this general systems theory administrative
perspective, a review of the relat;d literature of the
role of the high school department chair is developed in
four stages.

First, the evolution of a supervisory role for the
high school department chair is reviewed within the
context of changes in supervisory philosophy and
methodology.

Second, the literature on organizational theory is
reviewed to establish the importance to long-term
organizational effectiveness of:

e many people successfully performing a variety of

leadership roles

e the organization having the ability to utilize

competing strengths, and

e the organization having the ability to interpret

experience from multiple points of view.

Third, the literature on role theory is reviewed to
establish the importance of the. influence of other
peoples’ perceptions and values on the behaviors of the

department chair.
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Fourth, the literature on instructional leadership is
examihed from a systems perspective on roles and
relationships to establish the importance of looking at
the top-down, bottom-up perspective on key roles.

Evolution of the Supervisory Role of the
High School Department Chair

From the middle of the 1800s to the early 1900s, the
primary goal of supervision in the public high school was
to insure a certain level of instructibnal performance by
looking for those deficiencies that would merit the
dismissal of teachers (Lucio & McNeil, 1969; Oliva, 1993).
Supervision, which was performed by superintendents and
principals, was synonymous with inspection.

The role of the high school academic department chair
evolved as a support position to the high school principal
in parallel with changes in beliefs about employee
supervision in the workplace. Frederick Taylor’s (1980)
scientific management principles for achieving efficiency
and productivity became the model in the increasingly
complex industrial society of the early 1900s. At the
same time, the increased complexities of specialization
and a subject-organized curriculum became the model in
large urban high schools, making it more difficult for
principals to carry out all the responsibilities of their
positions. Taylor’s formula, focusing on control,

accountability, and efficiency within a framework of clear
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manager-subordinate relationships, was applied té the
reconfigured high school (Oliva, 1993; Sergiovanni &
Starrat, 1993).

The emergence of a defined, specialized curriculum
and teaching systems with close sﬁpervision of teachers in
a face-to-face setting increased the need for supervision
beyond the resources of the building administration. 1In
response to the problems presented by increased size,
complexity, and specialization, high schools
institutionalized the departmental structure and the
position of department chair (Durkee, 1947; Easterday,
1965; Gorton & Thierbach-Schneider, 1991; Manlove & Buser,
1966; McLaughlin, Talbert, & Bascia, 1990; Siskin, 1991).

By the early 1930s, influenced by social philosophers
and psychologists, an emphasis on concern for workers
replaced supervision’s earlier focus on task and technical
skill. This human relations paradigm of supervision,
which was to continue as the dominant model into the
1950s, stressed that showing interest in employees as
people and providing opportunities for meeting their
social needs would increase productivity. Leadership was
conceptualized as a type of group dynamics in which
supervisory success depended more upon the human relations
skills of the supervisor than upon technical expertise
(0liva, 1993; Owens, 198l1). Organizations were to be

developed around the workers, providing conditions that
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enhanced their morale, made them feel important to the
organization, and allowed for their personal growth and
development. According to Sergiovanni and Starratt
(1993), "It was assumed that a satisfied staff would work
harder and would be easier to work with, to lead and to
control" (p. 13).

In the 1950s, however, the pendulum began to swing as
criticism was leveled at the human relations model for
focusing too much on people and not enough on the
organization. During the next 25 years, the emphasis
shifted to a focus on what Owens (1981) referred to as an
organizational behavior model, seeking "to describe,
understand, and predict human behavior in the environment
of formal organizations" (p. 23).

By the early 1980s a perceived decline in the quality
of schools had led to renewed emphasis on external
control, accountability, efficiency, and highly specified
performance standards. Supervisory practices again turned
toward closely monitoring teachers’ classroom behaviors.

As the paradigms affecting approaches to school
district organization and management change over time,
strategies also change and purposes are redirected.
Placing a high value on quality control in one paradigm
can result in a top-down, highly directive supervisory
system, while placing a high value on quality control in a

different paradigm can produce a more indirect system




34
emphasizing a collaborative team approach toward problem-
solving and supervision. Regardless of the dominant
paradigm, what does seem to remain constant at the high
school level is the supervisory problem which the role of
the academic department chair was designed to address—that
posed by the size of the school, complexity of the
program, and specialization of the curriculum.

By the 1990s, as Oliva (1993) indicated, "What we are
seeing . . . is an amalgamation of practices and
attitudes" (p. 9). However, the strongest emphasis has
perhaps been placed on the redefinition of the process of
supervision called for by Sergiovanni and Starrett (1993),
a human resources approach to supervision, one that
stresses "successful accomplishment of important and
meaningful work" (Glasser, 1994; Sergiovanni & Starratt,
1993).

While accountability and evaluation cannot be
ignored, the focus of such a redefinition of supervision
has been to move from the traditional hierarchical model
of imposed authority, which Blumberg (1974) described as a
type of "cold war" between teachers and their supervisors,
to more collaborative supervisory processes which view
teachers as active participants in their own growth and
view supervisors as active partners in that process of
constructing knowledge about teaching and learning

(Arredondo, Brody, Zimmerman, & Moffett, 1995; Francis &
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Nolan, 1992; Poole, 1994). Just as teaching can be

defined as facilitative-behaviors that increase the
probability of learning—in a community of learners
approach to shared leadership envisioned by Sergiovanni
(1994) supervision is similarly defined as
facilitative—behaviors that increase the probability of
shared goals being accomplished.

Such a perspective on transforming the relationship
between supervisors and teachers moves away from what
Barth (1988) contended is the depeﬁdency encouraged by the
top-down, hierarchical relatipnships which have
characterized supervisory models in the past to
relationships founded on trust, support, and openness
among colleagues that promote joint ingquiry into the

nature of teaching of learning.
Organizational Theory

An examination of organizational theory offered
perspective for this study. Owens (1981) stated that "By
definition, an organization exists for the purpose of
achieving something: reaching some goal or set of goals.
It seeks to do this by accomplishing certain tasks" (p.
88). According to Morphet, Johns, and Reller (1982, p.
64), even for the most simple organizational tasks, the

people in the organization must establish structures for
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successful organizational decision making and action to
occur:

1. A procedure for selecting a leader or leaders.

2. A procedure for determining the roles to be
played by each member of the groué.

3. A procedure for determining the goals of the
group.

4., A proceuurve for achieving the goals of the group.

In identifying theoretical perspectives on
structuring and staffing organizations to accomplish their
defined tasks, Owens (1981) summarized two differing
viewpoints on the relationships of organizations and the
people who make up those organizations.

From one perspective, the structures of the
organization are seen as the dominant force in molding
people’s attitudes and behaviors toward meeting the goals
of the organization. This traditional, bureaucratic
concept of organizations, attributed to the German
sociologist Max Weber, was developed as an administrative
structure that complemented Frederick Taylor’s scientific
management assumptions about behavior (Bolman & Deal,
1991; McPherson, Crowson, & Pitner, 1986; Morphet, Johns,
& Reller, 1982; Mouzelis, 1967). McPherson, Crowson, and
Pitner depicted:

Weber’s idealized model [as suggesting] that a

rational administrative structure includes many

interrelated elements of control designed to
ensure that employees will perform with maximum
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efficiency in the pursuit of specific goals.
(p. 75)

From the second theoretical perspective on
organizations, behaviors and interactions of the people
within the organization are seen as influential forces
shaping the structures of the organization. Hoy and
Miskel (1982) referred to "all formal organizations [as
being] social systems" (p. 57). According to the Getzels
and Guba (1957) social systems model, a social system
consists of two basic elements: (a) fhe institutional
roles, with their expectations designed to fulfill the
goals of the organization, and (b) the people occupying
the roles, who provide the energy to achieve those goals
(Hoy & Miskel, 1982; Owens, 1981). Katz and Kahn (1978)
applied social psychology to systems theory, noting that
systems require "energic sources for their maintenance
(and that] for almost all social structures, the most
important maintenance source is human effort and
motivation" (p. 3).

To survive over time, organizations must have a
continuing supply of resources and must develop roles and
processes to be able to use them productively. According
to Katz and Kahn (1978), use of structures to keep the
organization in motion is one type of leadership behavior.
As a dynamic, interactive social system, then, a school

district develops structures to convert inputs (human and
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material resources) into outputs (achievement of its
educational goals).

Specifically referring to the school district
organization as a social system, Owens (1981) stressed
that "Leaders are concerned with facilitating the
acceptance, development and allocation of roles that are
necessary for the group to function well" (p. 7).
Schlechty (1990) contended that "The obligation of system-
level policy-makers is to assure the presence of strong
leadership" (p. 235) in each organizational unit in order
to promote the achievement of organizational goals.
Schlechty further maintained that "fostering the emergence
of such leadership through the assigning of principals,
the training of principals and the training of team
leaders (e.g., department chairpersons or lead teachers)
is a central responsibility of school superintendents and
their staffs" (p. 235).

According to Owens (1981), effectiveness of an
organization can be judged by its ability to:

accomplish three essential core activities over
time:

1. to achieve its goals,

2. to maintain itself internally, and

3. to adapt to its environment. (p. 248)
Paradoxically, for an organization to maintain itself
requires organizational stability, while the capacity for

adapting to environmental conditions requires an ability

to engage in continuous change. Pascale (1990) maintained
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that organizations need to embrace the paradox because
stability and adaptability form a dynamic organizational
balance, a healthy tension between contending opposites.
An organization must be stable enough to be effective, and
thus allow individuals in the organization to focus their
efforts upon accomplishing the organizational goals. At
the same time, an organization must be able to cope with
changes in the environment by adapting its systems for
achieving its goals as conditions change.

Deal and Peterson (1994) referred to Taoist tradition
in stressing the need for balance in bringing about
organizational change. The concept of Yin-Yang, which
"respresents a seeming duality that in fact expresses an
implicit unity" (p. 42), can be applied to all of life,
including organizational theory. Effective organizational
improvement requires a balance of leadership and
management, of challenge and support, of top-down
influence and bottom-up influence, of independence and
interdependence, of collaborative teaming and individual
initiative, of masculine and feminine perspectives.
Applying this concept of paradox to an administrative
context requires the ability to acknowledge, to accept,
and to act in accordance with the need to encourage
seemingly oppositional points of view or capacities so
that the organization can always draw upon the strengths

of both perspectives.
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According to Owens -(1981), the introduction of

changes into the system requires attention to "the dynamic
interaction of four subsystems—people, structure,
technology and task" (p. 91). The administrative voice
from which this study speaks is influenced from general
systems theory by awareness of the line administrator’s
role responsibility for the effectiveness of a whole
organization made up of many smaller organizational units
or subsystems. As Owens noted: People, in order to
accomplish tasks, create organizational structure which

establishes a pattern of authority, thus defining role.
Role Theory and Role Conflict

Since formal organizations are comprised of
individuals interacting in roles, "much organizational
behavior can be understood by understanding role
relationships" (Schmuck & Runckel, 1988, p. 301).
Applying organizational behavior to educational systems,
owens (1581) explained that

As an institution, the school system establishes

roles, and the incumbents of these institutional

roles are expected by the organization to

exhibit the kind of behavior that will

contribute to the goals of the organization.

(p. 76)

At the same time, role theory asserts that "leadership
behavior is shaped by the perceptions of how other people
want the leader to behave" (Smith & Andrews, 1987, p. 5).

From this perspective, Katz and Kahn (1978) suggested:
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the idea of role as a set of expected activities
associated with the occupancy of a given
position assumes substantial agreement among the
relevant people as to what those activities are.

(p. 200)

Within the context of a formal organization such as a
school system, however, an individual occupying a
particular leadership role may encounter conflicting
expectations for that role from several sources. A
written job description may define the role by specific
behaviors, but other people with whom the role occupant
must interact within the system also act as "role senders"
(Yukl, 1981, p. 171) or "constitute a role set" (Schmuck &
Runckel, 1988, p. 301) for that role. The person’s
superiors in the authority structure, the person’s peers
or those who hold comparable positions, and the person’s
subordinates in the authority structure all contribute
expectations for the role (Owens, 1981; Schmuck & Runckel,
1988; Yukl, 1981). The role occupant’s own expectations
for his/her role are also a factor.

Schmuck and Runckel (1988, p. 301) identified
intrarole conflict as developing when expectations from
different role senders are incongruent or conflicting and
the individual in conflict must choose between the
expectations characteristic of different role sets. Katz
and Kahn (1978, p. 204) defined this type of role conflict

"as the simultaneous occurrence of two or more role

expectations such that compliance with one would make
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compliance with the other more difficult." Owens (1981,
p. 69) identified a second type of role conflict as
resulting from confusion between role perception [the
perception the role occupant has of the way another person
expects him/her to behave] and role expectation [the way
the other person actually expects the role occupant to
behave]. In yet a third type of role conflict, the role
occupant may perceive the role expectations coming from
any of these sources to be inconsistent with his/her own
personal values or set of ethical norms (Yukl, 1981).

In discussing empirical research findings regarding
the impact of role conflict on role occupants in several
occupational categories, including education, Katz and
Kahn (1978, p. 204) reported that "such conflicts were
associated with negative psychological responses on the
part of the focal person." While acknowledging that
research has not substantiated the impact of such "role
conflict on members of the role set," Katz and Kahn
“predicted strain and hostility there as well" (204).

In her book on restructuring organizations to compete
in the global marketplace, Kanter (1989, p. 67) advised
building productive synergies among employees while
striving to remove the most serious threat to any
organization: "hostile, internal competition."
Understanding the potential impact of role conflict in the

school system is important from an administrative
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perspective, because administrators are responsible for
the success of the organizations they manage.
Organizational success is contingent upon the ability of
people to work effectively and interdependently in a
variety of role relationships.

Knowing that role conflict is a common cause of
school-wide conflict (Schmuck & Runckel, 1988),
administrators need to attend to working relationships and
to minimize conflicts which decrease employee
effectiveness. For example, the role expectations of
district or building administrators for a department chair
may conflict with the role expectations of high school
teachers within an acadenmic department which the high
school department chair is to supervise. One could assume
that the resulting conflicts in determining priorities, in
allocating time, and in meeting multiple expectations
would reduce the department chair’s effectiveness while
increasing the chair’s dissatisfaction with his/her role
performance.

Another conflict described by Schmuck and Runckel
(1988, p. 302) arises when role expectations conflict with
personal values. Raun and Leithwood (1993) studied the
problem solving and decision making of superintendents to
discover what direct influence values had on actions.

Raun and Leithwood cited Hambrick and Brandon, stressing
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that values influence perception such that executives "see
and hear ﬁhat they want to see and hear" (p. 55).

Values, therefore, do influence perceptions;
perceptions influence what people choose to notice, and
what is noticed is more likely to be acted upon. Bolman
and Deal (1991) stated that

Leaders’ thinking defines and frames reality for

themselves and often for their constituents.

How they frame problems or dilemmas has a

decisive impact on what their organization

notices, what it does, and what it eventually
becomes. (p. 21)

In general, the more discretion instructional leaders
have, the greater the probable effect their values will be
in influencing their decisions (Raun & Leithwood, 1993).
Assuming that the high school department chair has more
discretion than the teacher, and the high school principal
has more discretion than the department chair, and the
superintendent has more discretion than the principal,
then all of those positions need to be considered in
determining how what they value influences decisions which
influence teachers. Thus, in this study there is a need
to look carefully at what those three reference groups
value about the role of the department chair.

Top-down, Bottom-up Perspectives on
Instructional Leadership
The instructional leadership literature most directly

influencing the current role expectations of the high
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school academic department chair began with the 1980s
effective schools vision of the'building principal. The
effective schools perception of the nature of principal
leadership was that a strong, committed, diligent
individual could isolate and influence the school
conditions affecting student performance. The context
could be controlled and shaped to produce better results
in student achievement if certain key correlates (Edmonds,
1979) were addressed. Relying on strong administrative
leadership, the principal could be successful by defining
clear goals, creating safe and positive environments,
raising expectations, and emphasizing basic skills and
regular assessment.

Burlingame (1987) contended that this one-
dimensional, top-down view of leadership most often
attributed to effective schools studies focuses on only
one of "three very different and incompatible images of
what constitutes leadership" (p. 4) that a close reading
of the effective schools literature would support. It
ignores the impact of the cultural context of the school
community—the influence of the norms, beliefs, and values
of the people within the culture—on the would-be leader,
which is the defining aspect of what Burlingame (1987, p.
6) referred to as "Leadership Two." Hoy and Miskel (1982)
emphasized that

As a social system, the school is characterized
by an interdependence of parts, a clearly
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defined population, differentiation from its
environment, a complex network of social

relationships, and its own unique culture.
(p. 51)

Schein (1990) defined culture as

(a) a pattern of basic assumptions, (b)

invented, discovered, or developed

by a given group, (c) as it learns to cope with

its problems of external adaptation and internal

integration, (d) that has worked well enough to

be considered valid and, therefore (e) is to be

taught to new members as the (f) correct way to

perceive, think, and feel in relation to those

problems. (p. 111)

From this perspective, then, effeétive school reform could
not be realized solely by imposing a rational, principal-
directed, top-down model, but would have to take into
account the unique expectations of the school culture. 1In
fact, Fullan (1991) insisted that restructuring efforts
are really "about changes in the culture of schools, not
the implementation of particular reforms" (p. 204).
Hargreaves (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992) pointed to the
cultures of teaching . . . beliefs, values,

habits and assumed ways of doing things among

communities of teachers who have had to deal

with similar demands and constraints over many

years [as one aspect of school culture which

helps explain] much about the dynamics of

educational change or its absence. (p. 217)

The impact of teacher culture on change efforts would
seem to be recognized by the third image of leadership
Burlingame (1987, p. 6) delineated from the effective
schools literature—one which implies a strong bottom-up
influence in that the leader’s effectiveness is seen as

being subject to the degree of consensus created by the
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group of followers. Goldring and Rallis (1993), in
studying principals as agents of change, confirmed the
impact of teachers: "The most immediate force affecting
the principal-in-charge may be the teachers. . . .
Teachers are the agents of change—without them, change
will not occur" (p. 6).

Another perspective on bottom-up influence was
expressed by Badaracco and Ellsworth (1989). What they
termed "values-driven" leadership allows a leader to
depend "on bottom-up decision making, with the knowledge
that shared norms and values will help shape the
decisions" (p. 128). They further characterized "genuine
bottom-up influence [as] evidence of mutual trust and
respect, both of which are central to the personal values
and organizational aims that underlie leadership" (p.
129).

As reported by Crowson and Glass (1991), it is ironic
that in the midst of a major reform movement which seeks
to transform power "downward" to teachers, another trend
is emerging toward looking "upward" to the leadership role
of the superintendent. Many researchers (Crowson & Glass,
1991; Fullan, 1991; Joyce, Wolf, & Calhoun, 1993;
McLaughlin, Talbert, & Bascia, 1990; Wimpelberg, 1987) are
now advocating for a balanced system of centralized and
decentralized control. This understanding of

organizational effectiveness is becoming more accepted
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simultaneously with an emerging interest in the role of
leadership at the top of the organizational hierarchy’s
linkages with teacher effectiveness. Crowson and Glass
(1991) in their paper on the changing role of the
superintendent noted that superintendents of more
effective districts have been found to be more in touch
with curriculum and instruction than superintendents in
less effective districts have been found to be.

While the need to consider the school district as a
dynamic system in which many individuals perform
leadership roles, each influencing the others, has been
established, little emphasis has been given to the
interplay of top-down and bottom-up influences on
instructional leadership. In.school systems,
superintendents—positioned at the top of the formal power
structure—perform influential roles spanning the entire
scope of the organization. These roles are depicted by
three dominant themes according to Cuban (1988, p. 131):
instructional (teacher of teachers); management (chief
executive); and political (negotiator/statesman).
Wimpelberg (1987, p. 104) found Cuban’s theme of
superintendent as "“teacher-scholar" or "teacher leader" to
be an exception in the literature on the superintendency.
Cuban, who analyzed the superintendent literature and
profiles several exemplary superintendents, agreed that

the managerial and political roles dominate most
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superintendent behavior. Some notable individuals,
however, make instructional leadership the central focus
of their work, employing their political and managerial
skills to support improvements in curriculum and
instruction. Cuban made a strong case for looking at the
role and influence of some superintendents as master
teachers who create the conditions for instructional

success:

Through shaping the mission of the district,
establishing a direct climate that signals a
seriousness of purpose, designing rituals and
structures that infuse life in both the mission
and climate through communication skills and
personal example, superintendents create a
unique and personal curriculum from which they
teach. In brief, the school board, the district
organization, and the community become a
classroom. Intentions and strategies become
lesson plans. At this level a superintendent
who teaches is one who not only persuades
children and adults, professionals and lay
people, parents and noaparents to see schooling
differently but also bends their efforts toward
new goals through actively creating new
organizational mechanisms or knitting together
weakly connected structures. (p. 133)

Fullan (1991) proclaimed the district administrator
to be “"the single most important individual for setting
the expectations and tone of the pattern for change within
the local district" (p. 191). He noted as well the
critical responsibility of top management in overseeing
school improvement when, as is often the case, the
greatest obstacle is the "fragmentation, overload, and
incoherence resulting from unfocused and uncoordinated

efforts" (p. 197). Other researchers (Goodlad, 1983;
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Little, 1981) are in agreement with Wimpelberg (1987) who
stated that

. . . disconnectedness or ‘loose coupling’ . . .

[meaning] lack of coordination or control

between activities of the organization . . . is

precisely the condition that hurts instructional

quality and school improvement the most. (p.

105)

Anderson (1967) explained that systems tend to centralize
authority in positions at the top of the hierarchy as a
result of the organization’s need to coordinate activities
and guarantee responsible actions. According to Fullan,
the key for upper management is to insure that the "right
choices are made, the change effort is taken seriously,
and that specific pressure and support are provided during
implementation" (p. 191).

At the building level, principals are directly
responsible for overall management of the building and for
leading the building’s improvement efforts. According to
Fullan (1991), instructional leadership, including
"facilitating change, helping teachers work together, and
furthering school improvement" (p. 145), is now an almost
universal expectation of the building principal.
Characteristics of effective management (such as planning,
organizing, monitoring, troubleshooting) and traditional
elements of leadership (such as developing shared vision,
setting direction, and inspiring engagement) are both

essential to instructional leadership (Louis & Miles,

1990). Either the principal must possess all of the
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skills and characteristics required of instructional
leadership or he/she must be capable of working with many
others who together can create the conditions for
instructional improvement. Rosenholtz (1989) concluded
from her work on collaborative schools that

Great principéls do not pluck their acumen and

resourcefulness straight out of the air. 1In our

data, successful schools weren’t led by

philosopher kings with supreme character and

unerring method, but by a steady accumulation of

common wisdom and hope distilled from vibrant,

shared experience both with teacher leaders in

schools and colleaqgues district wide. (p. 219)

As Goodlad (1984) suggested,

It is naive and arrogant to assume that

principals, who may or may not have been

effective teachers, can acquire and maintain a

higher level of teaching expertise than teachers

engaged in teaching at a full-time occupation.

The concept becomes particularly absurd at the

secondary level . . . (p. 303)
At the same time, in Murphy’s (1988) review of what he
perceived to be methodological or conceptual problems with
many studies of instructional leadership, he noted that
"the district context in which principals work is a . . .
major environmental condition that has been largely
ignored in studies of instructional leadership" (p. 125).

Ackoff (1981) stated, "The essential properties of a
system taken as a whole derive from the interactions of
its parts, not their actions taken separately" (p. 16).
The dual nature of the role of the high school acadenmic
department chair is intriguing from the point of view of

an organization’s need to develop multiple and apparently
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contending capacities. The department chair would
seemingly be able to understand and to advocate for both
teachers and administrators, developing a capacity to
"walk the talk" as both supervisor and teacher.

Superintendents and principals have always faced the
problem posed by Getzels and Guba (1957) to "integrate the
demands of the institution and the demands of individuals
in a way that is organizationally productive and
individually fulfilling" (p. 430). The department chair
probably comes closest of any role player in the
traditional high school system of being able to meet both
these demands because the chair literally experiences both
on a daily basis. High school department chairs are
responsible for teaching (interacting with students), at
the same time that they are responsible for a subsystem
(the subject matter department) and are part of a building
management team which is responsible for the whole.

The department chair has a unique perspective to
bring to the task of school renewal. From one point of
view, the high school academic department chair may be one
of the most effective role players in the organization
because the person in that role is constantly performing
at both ends of the continuum: a teacher who is

supervised and a supervisor of teachers.
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Summary

The central focus of this study is the role of the
academic department chair in Oregon high schools as
perceived by superintendents and high school prinéipals in
comparison to the perceptions of high school academic
department chairs. The underlying purpose of the study is
to establish sound perspective from which to base
organizational decisions regarding the human and
structural dimensions of establishing a combination of
top~-down and bottom-up collaborations as a means of
fostering instructional improvement. The academic high
school department is a subsystem of the high school, and
the high school is a subsystem of the school district,
each with key role players—department chairs, principals,
and superintendents—who perform interactive and
interconnected oréanizational roles, all presumably
working to improve teaching and learning.

Both Fullan (1991) and Wimpelberg (1987) advocated a
combination of top-down and bottom-up collaborations as
the most effective means of fostering instructional
improvement. For this synthesis to occur successfully,
however, requires a kind of organizational cohesiveness in
which the activities of individuals in a variety of roles
contribute toward accomplishing the purpose of the
organization. This prescription for successful

educational improvement also requires a kind of shared
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leadership wherein roles and expectations for people from
superintendents to classroom teachers are negotiated,
shaped, and reshaped as all participants in the
improvement process seek to create the conditions for the
organization’s success.

To establish sound perspective for understanding the
role of the high school academic department chair requires
multiple historical and theoretical perspectives from the
related literature. First, the literature on the
development of the role of department chair in large,
complex, multi-dimensional, highly specialized high
schools was reviewed, demonstrating that the fundamental
structural conditions and program conditions which the
role was designed to address still exist today. Demands
which shape the role of the high school principal continue
to include responsibility for both the effectiveness of
the instructional program and the total operations of the
high school. The role of the department chair was found
to be unique in that it spans responsibilities for both
the delivery and the supervision of the instructional
program and the opefations in a department or subsystem
within the organization of the high school.

Second, literature on organizational theory was
reviewed, confirming that effective organizations require
many individuals working successfully within the structure

of the organization in a variety of roles. Effective
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organizations must accomplish their goals and maintain
appropriate stability while adapting to change in their
environment. Effective organizations value contending
capacities, such as stability and adaptability and
collegiality and individuality.

Next, a discussion of the literature on role theory
demonstrated that the behavior of people in organizations
is shaped by the expectations of colleagues. Conflicting
role expectations tend to reduce role effectiveness, while
hostile internal role conflict within organizations
reduces organizational effgctiveness. Line administrators
have organizational responsibility for creating tﬁe
conditions for both productive and fulfilling roles.

The fourth section examined the school district as a
dynamic system in which individuals at all levels of the
organizational hierarchy perform interactive roles within
the cultural context. From this perspective, neither a
top-down nor a bottom-up leadership bias is going to be
effective over time. What is required for effective
instructional improvement is a combination of top-down and
bottom-up collaborations in which a number of individuals
play key leadership roles.

The literature review thus provides a framework from
which to investigate the perceptions of superintendents
and high school principals in comparison to the

perceptions of high school department chairs in
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determining what has been most valued in the role of the
high school academic department chair in the state of
Oregon-critical information from which to make decisions
about the future of that role within the context of the

current restructuring efforts.




CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND
PROCEDURES

overview

This study, in concert with its companion study,
sought to offer a beginning step in establishing
possibilities for the instructional leadership role of the
high school academic department chair as a viable
component of a restructured system of governance
envisioned under school reform in Oregon. Consistent with
that purpose, this study investigated the perceptions
about the role of the high school department chair held by
superintendents and high school principals in comparison
to perceptions held by high school academic department
chairs from the top-down administrative perspective of a
school district superintendent. The intent of the study
was to determine the congruence of perceptions among these
educator groups regarding: (a) the amount of department
chair time spent on each activity specified in each
category of department chair responsibility; (b) the
importance of each activity in each category to the role
of the department chair;.and (c) the importance of the

department chair’s continuing to improve in each activity
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in each category. Additionally, the study sought develop
a profile of the typical respondent in each role category
who responded to the survey instrument. Respondents were
asked to respond to questions that would provide
demographic characteristics: gender, age, educational
background, and educational experience.

The narrative of this chapter, divided into six
sections, provides a description of the methodology of the
study. The first section identifies the general study
hypotheses which the study investigated. The second
section provides an overview of the study population. The
third section details the development of the survey
instrument that was utilized in the study. The fourth
section describes the procedures followed for field
testing the survey instrument. The fifth section explains
the procedures followed in distributing, collecting, and
monitoring returns of the survey instrument. The sixth
section outlines processes followed in the analysis,
interpretation, and descriptive reporting of the data as

detailed in Chapter 1IV.

Statement of the Problem

In examining the potential for the high school
academic department chair to act as an administrative
resource for instructional leadership in the emerging

context of educational reform in Oregon, this study
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investigates the degree of congruence that exists in the
perceptions of superintendents and principals in
comparison to the perceptions of high school academic
department chairs regarding five areas of responsibility
defined for this study as comprising the role of the high
school department chair:

1. responsibility for human relations,

2. responsibility for management,

3. responsibility for the organization,

4. responsibility for program, and

5. responsibility for supervision?
In examining these department chair responsibilities, this
investigation focuses on three issues:

1. the amount of time devoted to carrying out the
responsibilities,

2. the importance of the responsibilities to the
role of the department chair, and

3. the importance of the department chair’s
continuing to improve the performance of the
responsibilities.
Additionally, the study investigates congruence of
opinions among those same three educator groups about
assumptions associated with effectiveness as a department

chair.
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Study Hypotheses

General hypotheses developed to guide the statistical
analysis portion of this study and stated in the null form
for testing purposes were as follows:

Hypothesis 1. There will be no differences in
perceptions between administrators in the role of
superintendent and administrators in the role of high
school principal regarding activities in five categories
of responsibility of the high school academic department
chair in relation to the amount of department chair time
devoted to each activity, the importance of each activity
to the department chair role, and the importance for the
department chair to continue to improve in each activity.

Hypothesis 2. There will be no differences in the
rank ordering by administrators in the role of
superintendent and administrators in the role of principal
for the five categories of department chair responsibility
delineated for this study in regard to their importance to
the role of the department chair.

Hypothesis 3. There will be no difference between
perceptions of administrators in the role of
superintendent and principal and the perceptions of high
school department chairs regarding the amount of
department chair time spent in performing activities

defined for this study as comprising five categories of
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role responsibility of the high school academic department
chair.

Hypothesis 4. There will be no differences between
administrators and high school department chairs in their
perceptions of the relative importance to the role of
department chair of specific activities defined for this
study as comprising five categories of role responsibility
of the high school academic department chair.

Hypothesis 5. There will be no differences between
administrators and high school department chairs in their
perceptions regarding the importance of department chairs
continuing to improve in the performance of those
activities defined for this study as comprising five
categories of role responsibility of the high school
academic department chair.

Hypothesis 6. There will be no differences between
administrators and high school department chairs in their
rank ordering of the importance of the five categories of
department chair responsibility delineated for this study.

Hypothesis 7. There will be no differences between
perceptions of administrators in the role of
superintendent and administrators in the role of principal
regarding the potential for the high school academic
department chair to act as an administrative resource for

educational leadership.
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Hypothesis 8. There will be no differences between
perceptions of administrators and perceptions of high
school department chairs regarding the potential for the
high school academic department chair to act as an

administrative resource for educational leadership.
The Study Population

For purposes of this study and its companion study,
Oregon school districts with total student populations of
more than 3,000 but fewer than 12,000 students and with
high schools designated as AAAA (at least 650 students in
grades 10-12) by the Oregon School Activities Association
were targeted. There were 31 school districts, which
included 38 high schools, that were found to meet the
defined criteria. Since the identified study population
consisted of relatively few school districts, it was
determined that all districts should be included.

After the researchers had received permission from
the superintendents of each of the targeted districts for
their districts to participate in the study, surveys were
mailed to the superintendents of all 31 districts and to
the principals and department chairs in the academic areas
of English, math, science and social studies of the 38
high schools within those same districts. These four
departments were selected because of the consistency with

which they make up the academic core in the current high
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school organizational structure in Oregon and because they
comprise the majority of the high school teaching staff.

Stratified random sampling was used to identify a 10%
sample to be surveyed from the total population of 1446
teachers with the majority of their teaching assignments
in these four academic departments in the 38 high schools.
Questionnaires were then sent to 145 teachers, who
proportionally represented the total defined teaching
population.

When one principal returned the questionnaire
indicating that department chairs were not part of the
organizational structure in his building, all personnel
from that school and its corresponding district were
dropped, reducing the population for these companion
studies to its final level (N = 293): superintendents (N
= 30); high school principals (N =-37); high school
department chairs (N = 148); and high school teachers (N =
141), a 10% stratified random sample from the study

population (N = 1407).
Development of the Instrument

To facilitate the descriptive purposes of this study
and its companion study, the questionnaire was chosen as
the method for gathering pertinent data for testing the

hypotheses. The decision to use the survey format was
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prompted by several considerations, primarily those
delineated by Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1985, p. 344).

1. It is a less time-consuming and less expensive
method for obtaining desired information than the person-
to-person interview would be.

2. The confidentiality of responses offered by the
questionnaire format may encourage more truthful responses
than the interview would elicit.

3. Each respondent receives the same questions in
the same format without the possibly intrusive presence of
the interviewer’s appearance, attitude, or behaviors.

4. The conscribed format of the questionnaire makes
it easily adapted to computerized scoring, thus reducing
the task of summarizing and comparing responses.

Construction of the survey instrument to be used in
these companion studies was accomplished in several steps.

First, a literature search utilizing the Educational
Resoufces Information Center yielded more than 650
resources to bé examined for relevance, most of which were
journal articles and books located either in the Portland
State University library or in the researchers’ personal
libraries. A search of Dissertation Abstracts was also
conducted, with a total of six pertinent dissertations
then being ordered from University Microfilms.

This extensive review of the literature and studies

related to the role of the high school department chair
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established that no existing instrument would suffice to
gather the required information to accomplish the purposes
of these companion studies. While some similarities in
topic and design were noted in previous studies (Kirkland,
1978; Ritter, 1979; Price, 1969; Orfinger, 1980), their
differences in focus made those gquestionnaires unusable
for purposes of these studies. Thus, as the second step
in developing an effective and relevant questionnaire, a
careful examination of several existing questionnaires and
self-inventories categorizing and defining functions of
the role of the high school academic department chair
(Anderson, 1987; Costanza et al., 1987; DeRoche, Hunsaker,
& Kujawa, 1987; Duke, 1987; Glatthorn, 1990; Hatfield,
Blackman, Claypool, & Master, 1986; Sergiovanni, 1984;
Weaver & Gordon, 1979; Weber, 1987; Williams, 1979)
preceded the construction of tentative items.

Third, informed by this information base as well as
by the two researchers’ combined 55 years of experience in
education (as high school English teachers, English
department chairs and high school principal and
superintendent), five categories of responsibility for the
role of the high school academic department chair were
identified and tentative descriptors for activities which
would comprise each categofy were constructed.

Fourth, more exact and careful definition of the

specific activities was accomplished through discussions
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with other administrators, high school department chairs,
and high school teachers, none of whom would be part of
the population to be studied.

The fifth step was to structure the questionnaire
into five sections. |

Part I requested demographic information: gender,
age, educational background (highest degree earned, major
areas of study) and educational experience (teaching
experience, teaching area, administrative experience—
principal and/or superintendent).

Part II categorized 44 department chair activities
under the five areas of department chair responsibility
identified earlier (responsibilities for human relations,
for management, for the organization, for program, and for
supervision). Participants were asked to respond to each
item on a five-point Likert-type scale from three separate
perspectives: (a) the amount of time they perceived the
department chair spent in performing each activity; (b)
their perception of the importance of each specified
function; and (c) their perception of the importance of
the department chair’s continuing to improve in each area.

Part III requested respondents to place the five
categories of department chair responsibilities listed in
Section II into rank order from 1 (most important) to 5
(least important) accoriing to the respondents’

perceptions of the importance of each of the areas of




67
responsibility to the role of high school academic
department chair.

Part IV consisted of 12 statements of opinion
regarding expectations for the instructional leadership
role of the high school department chair. Respondents
were asked to indicate on a five-point Likert-type scale
the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each
statement: 1 (strongly disagree); 2 (disagree); 3
(neutral); 4 (agree); or 5 (strongly agree).

Part V was an open-ended question inviting
participants to provide additional information, to make
comments, and/or to clarify or expand upon any of their
previous responses.

To help establish content validity and to solicit
suggestions for improvement, the researchers submitted the
instrument to a panel of four individuals knowledgeable in
the field: two current high school academic department
chairs, an English teacher, and a central office
instructional supervisor, none of whom were to be included
in the ensuing study. They were each asked to consider
whether items were clearly understandable, whether each
item was clearly related to the category of department
chair activity into which it had been placed; and whether
or not each item would elicit valid information. They

vwere also asked to suggest any modifications and/or
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deletions as well as to indicate the amount of time
required to complete the questionnaire.

Items which were considered vague or difficult for
the respondent to answer were then modified for greater
clarity. One activity in the second section was moved
from the Responsibilities for the Organization cateéory to
the Responsibilities for Human Relations category and one
activity was added to the Responsibilities for Supervision
category. One set of directions was also clarified and

two opinion statements were more exactly worded.
Field Test

In order to continue to establish the reliability and
validity of the instrument, a field test was conducted.
Survey questionnaires were distributed to high school
teachers, high school academic department chairs, high
school principals, and central office administrators in a
neighboring school district (again, none of whom were
members of the targeted study group). Each was asked to
provide feedback on the clarity of the instructions for
completion and the clarity, adequacy and appropriateness
of the selected role responsibilities in defining the
department chair position. The 32 responses indicated
that the directions were clear and that respondents agreed

the defined responsibilities were appropriate in
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describing the position. The printed questionnaire
required 20 to 25 minutes to complete.

Thus, content validity of the survey instrument was
addressed through: (a) careful examination of survey
instrument items for direct relation to the categories of
instructional leadership behaviors being defined, (b)
alteration or modification of word choice to eliminate
ambiguity, and (c) refinement of syntax to improve
clarity. In view of these steps taken to improve the
survey instrument, and affirmation received from the
consulting practitioners and from the field test that it
measured what it purported to measure, it was considered
reasonable to assume that conditions for content validity
and reliability of the survey instrument were met. The
instrument was then forwarded to the Human Subjects
Research Review Committeg at Portland state University for
review. A copy of the completed questionnaire may be

found in Appendix A.
Procedures for Data Collection

Names of superintendents and high school principals
and addresses for individual districts and high schools
were taken from the Oregon School Directory (Oregon
Department of Education, 1990). After permission to
conduct the study had been obtained from the Central

Office of each targeted school district, questionnaire
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packets were mailed to each of the superintendents
(N = 30) and to the principals and the four academic area
department chairs of each of the high schools N = 37).
Individual cover letters explained the importance and
significance of the study, solicited the cooperation of
the recipients in completing the questionnaire and offered
to share the results of the study if requested. The
letters also assured the anonymity of the responses.
Stamped, self-addressed envelopes were enclosed to
encourage participants to respond quickly and to
facilitate a greater number of responses. Copies of the
cover letters are included in Appendix B.

Stratified sampling was used to select teachers in
each of the four academic departments from the individual
high schools whose participation in the study would be
requested. Telephone calls to each of the high schools
ascertained the total population of teachers with the
majority of their assigned classroom responsibilities in
the targeted departments: English (N = 431); mathematics
(N = 323); science (N = 286); social studies (N = 367).
All teachers were assigned numbers in sequence by specific
departments by first listing the schools in alphabetical
order and then noting the total number of teachers in each
of the targeted departments in each school. A random
number table was used to select the 10% sample from the

total number of teachers in each of the targeted
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departments from all 37 schoois. Packets were sent to the
head secretary in each high school with the request that,
using an alphabetical listing of teachers in each
department, the secretary distribute the packets to the
designated teachers who had been randomly selected (e.g.,
math teacher #3 on the alphabetical listing).

In order to facilitate the'sending of follow-up
letters as necessary, each return envelope was coded to
the list of participants. Returned responses were checked
off on the master list and the envelopes were then
discarded, the identity of the respondents and their
responses to the questionnaire remaining confidential.

Three weeks after the initial mailing, a follow-up
letter was mailed to targeted participants who had not yet
responded. Each letter included a second copy of the
guestionnaire, another request for participation, and a
stamped, addressed return envelope.

The anticipated rate of return of the survey
instrument was set at 70% so as to give credibility to
this study and its companion study. Of the 352 survey
instruments distributed, 304 responses were received, an
overall response rate of 86%. Department chairs from four
high schools reported that the disciplines of science and
mathematics were combined into one department in their
buildings. Since each chair had filled out two separate

questionnaires, the population was reduced by two (n = 35)
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for both mathematics and science department chairs,
thereby reducing the overall study population of
department chairs by four (N = 144). Each chair’s
responses were counted in the discipline in which the
survey instrument indicated the majority of the chair’s
classes were taught. Rates and percentages of returns as

well as usable responses are reported by educator group in

Table 1.
Table 1
Questionnaire Returns by
Educator Group
Number of
Number Number % Usable
Educator Group Surveyed Responding Responding Responses
Superintendents 30 27 90 27
Principals 37 34 92 34
Department Chairs 144 122 85 118
Teachers 141 121 86 114
“TOTALS 352 304 86% 293

Treatment of the Data

After data collection was complete, information from
the returned questionnaires was entered into the SYSTAT
(Wilkinson, Hill, & Vang, 1992) for the Macintosh, Version
5.2 on a Macintosh 6100 for analysis of the data, with
findings being reported in primarily descriptive form.
Demographic data were reported both in tabular and in
narrative form to construct a profile of the study

population. To facilitate analysis of the descriptive
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questionnaire data, frequency distributions were computed
so that the demographic data and the perceptions
concerning the high school department chair position could
be compared among educator groups. Means, percentages,
and standard deviations were reported for the total
population and for groups differentiated by demographic
characteristics.

A probabilities matrix of all responses provided a
global perspective of areas with possible significant
difference. When only one gquestion elicited the
possibility of significant difference between the
responses of the superintendents and the principals, the
responses for these two groups were collapsed into one
administrative category. Cecllapsing the administrative
data for statistical purposes increased the size of N for
this reporting category, thereby lessening the differences
in total numbers between the administrator and the
department chair respondents and strengthening the
confidence level for subsequent statistical tests.

Chi-square analysis was used to compare the
frequencies of responses given by superintendents,
principals, and department chairs to all items on the
survey instrument. These computer-generated chi-square
values were then used to test the null hypotheses.

Results of the data analysis are reported in Chapter 1IV.




CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Ooverview

This chapter presents an analysis of the
gquestionnaire data. SYSTAT (Wilkinson, Hill, & Vang,
1992) for the Macintosh, Version 5.2 was used on a
Macintosh 6100 for the analysis. Frequency distributions
and percentages were run for all questionnaire responses.
Percentages of responses given by superintendents and
principals are shown in Appendix C, Charts 1C through 10C.
Means and standard deviations were calculated for all
responses from each group of administrators according to
current role. A complete listing may be found in tabular
form in Appendix D.

This chapter is organized in three sections:
demographics, descriptive analysis, and testing of the
hypotheses. The first section consists of a descriptive
overview of demographic information provided by
superintendents and principals who participated in the
study. Section two establishes the administrative voice
of superintendents and principals through a description of

their perceptions in response to each of the survey
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questions. The third section discusses the findings

relative to the eight hypotheses of this study.
Demographics

One purpose of this research was to create a profile
of the typical superintendent and the typical high school
principal who comprised the study population. To that
end, respondents were asked to complete questions that
provided demographic information in the following areas:
gender, age, educational background (highest degree earned
and major areas of study), educational experience
(teaching experience and teaching area), and experience as
an administrator (principal and/or superintendent), total
yvears of experience in education, and previous experience
as a high school department chair. This section describes
the demographic characteristics of the participants in

this study.

Personal Information

Study participants were asked to provide two items of
personal information: their gender and their age. Table
2 reports their responses.

In education, administrative roles have traditionally
been male~-dominated. As might be expected, therefore, the
majority of respondents in each group of administrators in
this study was found to be male. Age of respondents

varied, but was skewed toward older respondents. No
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superintendent was found to be under 40 years of age, and
the largest number (n = 19, 70%) fell into the over
50-year-old range. The largest number of principal

respondents was in the 40-49-year-old range.

Table 2

Personal Data

Superintendents incipals Department Chairs
N =27 N = 34) - (N=118)

Characteristic n % n % n %
Gender:

Male 27 100.00 31 91.18 91 77.12

Female 0 0 3 8.82 27 22.88
Age:

29 or under 0 0 0 0 1 0.85

30-39 0 0 4 11.76 18 15.25

40-49 8 29.63 16 47.06 65 55.08

50 or over 19 70.37 14 41.18 34 28.81

Educational Background

Questionnaire items regarding educational background
of respondents are reported in Table 3.

A master’s degree was the highest degree achieved by
the greatest number of principals (n = 33, 97%), while
slightly more than one-half of the superintendents (n =
14, 52%) had earned a doctorate. The majority (59%) of
both superintendents and principals had done their major
academic preparation in one of the four disciplines under

consideration for this study.
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Table 3

Educational Background of
Study Participants

Superintendents Principals Department Chairs

N =27 N = 34) (N = 118)

Characteristic n % n % n %
Highest Degree Earned:

Bachelor’s 0 0 0 0 19 16.10

Master’s 13 48.15 33 97.06 96 81.36

Doctorate 14 51.85 1 2.9 43 2.54
Academic Area:

English 6 22.22 2 5.88 32 27.12

Math 1 3.70 3 8.82 29 24.58

Science 4 14.81 9 26.46 27 22.88

Social Studies 5 18.52 11 32.35 30 25.42

Other 11 40.73 14 41.18 0 0

Educational Experience

Table 4 reports the distribution of responses of the
study population to questions regarding educational
experience.

The majority of department chairs in this study had a
good deal more teaching experience than their
administrators, most of whom (n = 45, 74%) had been in the
classroom for fewer than 10 years before entering
administration. Whereas the largest number of principals
(n = 13, 38%) had been in their current position for only
two to four years, the largest number of department chairs
(n = 39, 33%) had been in their current positions'for 10

years or more.




Educational Experisnce of

Table 4

Study Participants

Superintendents Principals Department Chairs
N =27 N = 34) (N = 118)
Characteristic n % n % n %
Total Teaching Experience:
fewer than 5 years 9 33.33 4 11.76 8 6.78
5-9 years 12 44.44 20 58.82 15 1211
10-19 years 4 14.81 10 29.41 64 54.24
20-29 years 2 7.41 0 0 29 24.58
30 or more years 0 0 0 0 2 1.69
Total Years in Current Position:
first year 3 11.11 7 20.59 22 18.64
2-4 years 8 29.63 13 38.24 24 20.34
5-9 years 9 33.33 8 23.53 33 21.97
10 or more years 7 25.93 6 17.65 39 33.05
Total Years in Education:
fewer than 10 years 0 0 3 8.82 6 5.09
10-19 years 3 11.11 15 44.02 34 28.81
20-29 years 13 48.15 14 41.18 57 48.31
30 or more years 11 40.74 2 5.88 21 20.80

As a frame of reference for the educational

experience of the study population, 20 or more years of

experience in education were reported by 88% of the

superintendents, 47% of the high school principals, and
69% of the high school academic department chairs.
other words, more of the superintendents are more

experienced educators than are the department chairs, and

In

more of the department chairs are more experienced

educators than are the principals.
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Prior Experience as a High
School Department Chair

Since this study focused on the perceptions of
superintendents and high school principals about the role
of the high school academic department chair, their own
previous high school department chair experience was

requested and reported in Table 5.

Table 5

Administrators’ Experience as High
School Department Chairs

Superintendents Principals
Experience as a (N = 27) (N = 34)
Department Chair n % n %

In English, math, science,

or social studies 1 3.70 11 32.35
In another high school

department 3 11.11 5 14.71
In no high school

department 23 85.19 18 52.94

More principals (n = 11, 32%) than superintendents
(n = 1, 3%) reported previous experience as a high school
academic department chair as defined by this study. 1In
fact, the majority of superintendents (n = 23, 85%)
reported no previous experience as a department chair.
Just over 50% (n = 18, 52.94%) of the principals also

reported no prior experience as a department chair.
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Demographic Profiles
The demographic information provided by the
respondents was used to develop the following profiles:
1. A typical principal respondent was a male between
the ages of 40 and 50 who had earned an undergraduate
degree in either social studies or science. He had taught
for fewer than 10 years and had not served as a high
school academic department chair. He held a master’s
degree in education or administration, and had been in his
current position for fewer than five years.
2. Of the 34 principals responding to the survey,
e 31 principals were male; 3 principals were female
¢ 30 principals were over the age of 40; 4 were
under 40

e over one-half of the principals (n = 18) had not
served as high school academic department chairs,
while nearly one-third (n = 11) indicated
experience as a department chair in English, math,
science or social studies

e the highest degree earned by 33 of the principals

was a master’s degree.

3. The typical superintendent was a male over the
age of 50 whose academic preparation had been in English,
social studies, or science. He had taught for fewer than
10 years and had not served as a high school academic

department chair. His advanced degree (either a master’s
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or a doctorate) was in educational administration, and he
had been in his superintendent position for fewer than 10
years.

4. Of the 27 superintendents responding to the
survey,
e all superintendents were male
¢ all superintendents were over the age of 40
® only one superintendent had previous experience as
the chair of a high school academic department
e more than one-half of the superintendents (n = 14)
had earned a doctorate
e the major area of study for superintendents was
English (n = 6), followed by social studies (n =
5), and science (n = 4).
The Voice of Superintendents and High
School Principals
As a first step in examining the potential value of
effective top-down, bottom-up collaborations to
instructional improvement, this study seeks to define an
administrative voice on the role of the high school
academic department chair. Administrative voice is spoken
from the perspective of superintendents and high school
principals, who have in common role responsibility for the
effectiveness of the complex, multi~-dimensional
organization that they administer. To begin to establish

that administrative voice, this section describes the
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perceptions of superintendents and high school principals
regarding five categories of responsibility comprising the
role of the high school academic department chair: human
relations, management, the organization, program, and
supervision. Complete frequency distribution data for
superintendent and principal responses to the survey
questions in each of the five categories of department
chair responsibility are reported in tabular form in
Appendix C.

Responsibility for Human
Relations
As defined for this study, the department chair
Responsibility for Human Relations category encompasses
the following nine activities:
HR-1. Build and maintain a supportive department
teanm
HR-~2. Encourage open communication among department
members
HR-3. Facilitate effective conflict resolution

HR-4. Foster cooperative problem solving

HR~5. Encourage trust, caring, and respect among
department members

HR-6. Maintain regular, open communication with
department members

HR-7. Practice collaborative, participative

decision-making processes
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HR-8. Promote an atmosphere that encourages
continuous improvement
HR-8. Encourage department members to share in
leadership roles.
For each activity, study participants were asked to
address three separate issues:
e Time--The amount of department chair time spent on
the activity
e Role~--The importance of the activity to the role
of the department chair
e Improve--The importance for the department chair
to continue to improve in performance of the
activity.
Charts C1 and €2, located in Appendix C, report
frequencies of responses in this category for
superintendents and principals, respectively.
Superintendents’ responses: Time. Superintendents
perceive human relations activities as consuming a
considerable amount of department chair time. The human
relations activity receiving the highest rating from the
most superintendents was encourage open communication
among department members (HR2), with 37% of the
superintendents rating it as consuming a great deal of
department chair time. Four additional human relations
activities were rated by 22% of the superintendents as

consuming a great deal of department chair time: build
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and maintain a supportive department team (HR1l); foster
cooperative problem solving (HR4); maintain regular, open
communication with departmeht members (HR6); and promote
an atmosphere that encourages continuous improvement
(HRS) .

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to the role.
In the category of human relations, superintendents rated
activities typically associated with organizational
effectiveness very highly. The human relations activity
rated by superintendents as of highest importance to the
role of the department chair was promote an atmosphere
that encourages continuous improvement (HR8), with 62% of
the responding superintendents rating it as extremely
important and an additional 33% of the superintendents
rating it very important.

Activities HR2 and HR6, both related to open and
regular communication, another cornerstone of
organizational effectiveness, were also rated very highly

by 88.89% of the superintendents

Superintendents’/ responses: Importance to continue to
improve. Promote an atmosphere that encourages continuous
improvement (HR8) was also rated by superintendents as
higher than any other human relations activity in its
importance to improve, with 67% rating it extremely

important to improve and 26% rating it very important to

improve.
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Principals’ responses: Time. The human relations
activity given the highest rating by the most principals
(29%) for consuming a great deal of department chair time
was maintain regular and open communication (HR6). The
human relations activity rated highest by the most
principals (47%) for consuming a good deal of department
chair time was encourage trust, caring, and respect among
department members (HR5).

Principals’ responses: Importance to the role. The
human relations activity rated by principals as of the
highest importance to the role of the department chair was
also maintain regular, open communication with department
members (HR6), with 76% of the principals rating it as
extremely important and 17.65% of the principals rating it
as very important. The second highest rating given by the
principals to the importance of the academic department
chair’s activities within the area of human relations was
promote an atmosphere that encourages continuous
improvement (HR8), with 68% of the principals rating it as
extremely important and 21% rating it as very important.

Principals’ responses: Importance to continue to
improve. Consistent with their high ratings for the
importance of human relations to the role of the
department chair, the principéls also rated importance for
the department chair to continue to improve in the area of

human relations very highly. The two activities receiving
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the highest rating by principals as extremely important to
improve were maintain regular, open communication with
department members (HR6) and promoté an atmosphere that
encourages continuous improvement (HR8), each with 71% of
the principals rating it as extremely important to

improve.

Responsibility for Management
Eight activities comprise the Responsibility for
Management category:
MG-1. Develop department teaching schedule and
assignments
MG-2. Participate in the selection of department
instructional personnel |
MG-3. Develop and administer the department budget
MG-4. Disseminate information to department staff
MG-5. Allocate and maintain equipment, instructional
materials, and facilities
MG-6. Interpret and apply district policy and
building standards
MG-7. Plan and organize relevant department meetings
MG-8. Serve as.liaison between department members
and the administration.
For each activity, study participants were asked to
address three separate issues:
e Time--The amount of department chair time spent on

the activity
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¢ Role--The importance of the activity to the role
of the department chair

¢ Improve--The importance for the department chair

to continue to improve in performance of the
activity.
Appendix C, Charts C3 and C4, reports frequencies of
responses in the management category for superintendents
and principals, respectively.

Superintendents’ responses: Time. The management
activity rated by the greatest percentage of
superintendents (30%) as consuming a great deal of
department chair time was serve as liaison between
department members and the administration (MGS8).

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to_the role.
In the category of management, 48% of superintendents
rated most highly the department chair’s responsibility to
plan and organize relevant meetings (MG7) for the
department, or the organizational subsystem. And 37%
rated serve as liaison between department members and the
administration (MG8) most highly.

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to continue to
improve. Plan and organize relevant department meetings
(MG7) was rated highly by superintendents as important for
the department chair to continue to improve, with 56% of
superintendents rating it as extremely important and 26%

as very important.
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Principals’ responses: Time. Principals rated
management activities as consuming a considerable amount
of department chair time, with 18% rating develop and
administer the budget (MG3), disseminate information to
department staff (MG4), and serve as liaison between
department members and the administration (MG8) all as
consuming a great deal of department chair time.

Principals’ responses: Importance to the role. The
principals continue to stress the importance of
communication in their responses to the Responsibility for
Management category of the rolg of the department chair.
The management activity seen by principals as of highest
importance was serve as a liaison between department
members and the administration (MG8), rated by 59% as
extremely important, and 32% as very important. Ratings
of extremely important were also given by 44% to plan and
organize relevant department meetings (MG7) and to develop
and administer the department budget (MG3).

Principals’ responses: Importance to continue to
improve. Serve as a liaison between department members
and the administration (MG8) was rated by 50% of the
principals as extremely important to improve, making it
the activity rated of most importance to principals’
management improvement agendas for department chairs. The
activity rated by the principals as next most important to

improve in management was plan and organize relevant
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department meetings (MG7), with 44% marking it as
extremely important to improve.

Responsibility for the
Organization
Responsibility for the Organization focuses on the
department chair’s role in integrating, organizing, and
coordinating the improvement effort of the academic
department, as a subsystem within the organization of the
larger system of the school. For this study, eight
activities were identified in the category of department
chair Responsibility for the Organization:
OR-1. Engage department members in an organized
department growth and improvement effort
OR-~2. Represent the department in developing and
implementing the school’s organized improvement
effort
OR-3. Serve as department spokesperson at community
meetings, board meetings
OR-4. Prepare requested information on department
topics for principal, central office, school board
OR-5. Act as advocate for the protection of
classroom instructional time
OR=-6. Support teachers’ professional needs and
concerns
OR-7. Work with other department chairs to develop

an integrated school instructional program
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OR-8. Participate in curricular planning and
decision making at the district level.
Study participants were asked to address three separate
issues in relation to each of these eight activities:
e Time--The amount of department chair time spent on
the activity
e Role~-The importance of the activity to the role
of the department chair
¢ Improve--The importance for the department chair
to continue to improve in the activity.
Charts €5 and C6, located:in Appendix C, report
frequencies of responses for the management category given
by superintendents and principals, respectively.
Superintendents’ responses: Time. Most
superintendents did not perceive department chairs to be
expending a great deal of department chair time in the
area of Responsibility for the Organization. Only three
activities—prepare requested information on department
topics for principal, central office, school board (OR4),
act as an advocate for the protection of classroom
instructional time (OR5), and support teachers’
professional needs and concerns(OR6)—were each rated by
15% of the superintendents as consuming a great deal of
time.
Superintendents’ responses: Importance_to the role.

The largest number of superintendents (48%) rated work
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with other department chairs to develop an integrated
school instructional program (OR7) as extremely important
to the role. Two other activities—engage department
members in an organized department growth and improvement
effort (OR1l) and represent the department in developing
and implementing the school’s organized improvement effort
(OR2)—~were also rated as extremely important to the role
by 41% of fhe superintendents.

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to continue to
improve. For this issue, extremely important ratings were
given bf 56% of the superintendents to engage department
members in an organized department growth and improvement
effort (OR2), by 52% to work with other department chairs
to develop an integrated school instructional program
(OR7), and by 48% to represent the department in
developing and implementing the school’s organized
improvement effort (OR2).

Principals’ responses: Time. No activity was rated
by more than four principals as consuming a great deal of
department chair time. The activity rated by the most
principals, (38%), to consume a good deal of time was
participate in curricular planning and decision making at
the district level (OR8). One activity, work with other
department chairs to develop an integrated school

instructional program, was rated by 21% as consuming no

time (OR7).




92
Principals’ responses: Importance to the role.
Principals rated engage department members in an organized
department improvement effort (OR1) highly, with 41%
rating it as extremely important to the role and 47%
rating it as very important to the role. Principals also
rated represent the department in developing and
implementing the school’s organized improvement effort
(OR2) very highly, with 44% of the principals rating it as
extremely important and 47% rating it as very important.
Principals’ responses: Importance to continue to

improve. The organizational area rated by principals as
of highest importance to improve was (ORl1l) engage
department members in an organized growth and improvement
effort, with 56% of the principals marking it extremely
important to improve. The activity receiving the second
highest ranking in importance to improve was work with
other department chairs to develop an integrated
instructional progrém (OR7), with 50% of the principals
marking it as extremely important. Consistent with its
ranking by principals in the area of importance to the
role, represent the department in developing and
implementing the school’s organized improvement effort
(OR2) also received a high rating in its importance to
improve, with 47% of the principals marking it as

extremely important.
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Responsibility for Program

For this study, the category of department chair
Responsibility for Program is defined by eight activities:

PG=1. Facilitate development of curriculum

(philosophy, goals, objectives)

PG-2. Supervise the implementation of curriculum

PG=3. Monitor the continued maintenance of

curriculum

PG-4. Devise and implement process for program

evaluation

PG=5. Provide leadership in the selection and

development of instructional materials

PG-6. Coordinate departmental selection of textbooks

and supplemental materials

PG-7. Assess learning outcomes to identify program

strengths and weaknesses

PG-8. Establish goals for program improvement.

Study participants were asked to address three
separate issues in relation to each of these eight
activities:

e Time--The amount of department chair time spent on

the activity

® Role--The importance of the activity to the role

of the department chair

¢ Improve--The importance for the department chair

to continue to improve in the activity.
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charts C7 and C8, located in Appendix C, report
frequencies of responses for the program category given by
superintendents and principals, respectively.

Superintendents’ responses: Time. None of the
activities in this category were seen to require a great
deal of time. In response to coordinate departmental
selection of textbooks and supplemental materials (PG6),
52% rated it as consuming a good deal of time. Provide
leadership in the selection and development of
instructional materials (PG5) was rated by 44% of the
superintendents as consuming a good deal of department
chair time.

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to the role.
Four program activities were rated by more than 40% of the
superintendents to be extremely important to the role of
the department chair: supervise the implementation of
curriculum (PG2), 41%; devise and implement processes for
program evaluation (PG4), 41%; assess learning outcomes to
identify program strengths and weaknesses (PG7), 44%; and
establish goals for program improvement (PG8), 41%.

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to continue to
improve. Consistent with their high ratings for
importance to the role, Responsibility for Program
activities were also rated very highly by superintendents
in regard to their importance for the department chair to

continue to improve. Assess learning outcomes to identify
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program strengths and weaknesses (PG7) was rated by 59% of
the superintendents as extremely important to improve.
Over one-half of the superinténdents (52%) also rated
supervise the implementation of curriculum (PG2) as
extremely important to improve. Several additional
activities were also rated as very important to improve by
more than 40% of the superintendents: devise and
implement process for program evaluation (PG4), 44%;
provide leadership in the selection and development of
instructional materials (PGS5), 48%; coordinate
departmental selection of textbooks and supplemental
materials (PG6), 41%; and establish goals for program
improvement (PG8), 48%.

Principals’ responses: Time. Coordinate departmental
selection of textbooks and supplemental material (PG5) was
perceived by 15% of the principals as consuming the
greatest amount of department chair time within the
category of Responsibility for Program.

Principals’ responses: Importance to the role. 1In
the category of Responsibility for Program, principals
gave strong ratings for the importance of several
department chair activities. A high rating was given to
facilitate the development of curriculum (PGl), with 56%
of the principals rating it extremely important. Activity
PG2, supervise the implementation of curriculum, was also

rated highly, with 50% of the principals rating it as
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extremely important to the department chair role. Another
activity receiving a high rating from principals was
assess learning outcomes to identify program strengths and
weaknesses (PG7), with 41% of the principals rating it
extremely important to the role.

Principals’ ;esponses:‘Importance to continue to
improve. The program area rated by principals as of
highest importance to improve was facilitate the
development of curriculum (PGl), with 62% of the
principals rating it as extremely important to improve.

In addition, two other activities were rated by over 50%
of the principals as extremely important to improve:
supervise the implementation of curriculum (PG2), 53% and
assess learning outcomes to identify program strengths and

weaknesses (PG7), 56%.

Responsibility for Supervision

The category of Responsibility for Supervision is
directly related to the department chair’s role in
supervising the instruction of other teachers. For this
study, 11 different activities were considered to make up
the category of department chair Responsibility for
Supervision:

SP-1. Model a variety of instructional strategies

SP-2. Assist teachers in developing professional

growth plans
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SP-3. Encourage experimentation and innovation among

teachers
SP-4. Coordinate instruction among department
members
SP=5. Observe teachers in their classrooms and
provide feedback
SP-6. Monitor teacher lesson plans
SP~7. Practice clinical supervision (pre-conference,
data collection, post conference)
SP-8. Communicate high expectations for teacher
performance
SP~9. Assist teachers with the improvement of their
instruction
SP-10. Organize plan for teacher sharing, peer
coéching (e.g., videotaped lessons, classroom
visitations)
SP=11. Evaluate teacher performance.

Study participants were asked to address three separate

issues for each activity:
¢ Time--The amount of department chair time spent on

the activity
e Role--The importance of the activity to the role
of the department chair

¢ Improve--The importance for the department chair

to continue to improve in the activity.
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In Appendix C, Charts C9 and Cl10 report freqﬁency
distributions of responses for the supervision category
given by superintendents and principals, respectively.

Superintendents’/ responses: Time. Most
superintendents did not rate supervisory responsibilities
as consuming a good deal of department chair time.
Communicate high expectations for teacher performance
(SP8) was rated as consuming a great deal of department
chair time by 18.52% of the superintendents. The next
highest rating for taking a great deal of time was given
by 15% of the superintendents to assist teachers with the
improvement of their instruction (SP9).

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to the role.
In the category of supervision, superintendents rated
areas associated with expectations for teacher performance
and the improvement of teacher instruction very highly.
The supervision activity rated by superintendents to be of
the highest importance to the role of the department chair
was communicate high expectations for teacher performance
(SP8), with 59% of the responding superintendents rating
it as extremely important. Superintendents also rated
assist teachers with the improvement of their instruction
(SP9) very highly, with 56% rating it extremely important.

Superintendents’ responses: Importance to continue to
improve. The two academic department chair activities

superintendents rated most important to improve were again
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communicate high expectations for teacher performance
(SP8) and assist teachers with the improvement of their
instruction (SP9). Both activities had 63% of the
superintendents rating them extremely important to
improve.

Principals’ responses: Time. Very few principals
rated any of the supervision activities as consuming a
great deal of department chair time. Two principals (5%)
gave a rating of a great deal of time for observe teachers
in their classrooms and provide feedback (SP5) and
practice clinical supervision (SP7).

Principals’ responses: Importance to the role. 1In
the category of Responsibility for Supervision, principals
stressed the need for department chairs to communicate
high expectations for teacher performance (SP8), with 44%
of the principals ranking it extremely important to the
role. The two other activities rated next highest by
principals relate directly to the importance of teachers
working to improve their instruction. Assist teachers
with the improvement of their instruction (SP9) was rated
by 38% of the principals as extremely important to the
department chair role, and model a variety of
instructional strategies (SPl1) was rated by 35% of the

principals as extremely important to the role.

Principals’ responses: Importance to continue to

improve. Forty percent of the principals rated a total of
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five activities in the category of the department chair’s
Responsibility for Supervision as extremely important to
improve. The five other highest improvement ratings went
to model a variety of instructional strategies (SP1l), 41%,
encoufage experimentation and innovation among teachers
(SP3), 44%, observe teachers in their classrooms and
provide feedback (SP5), 41%, communicate high expectations
for teacher performance (SP8), 44%, and assist teachers

with the improvement of their instruction (SP9), 41%.

Summary

A major purpose of this study was to use the
perceptions of superintendents and high school principals
to establish an administrative voice regarding the role of
the high school academic department chair in Oregon. To
characterize this administrative voice, this section
summarizes the perceptions of superintendents and
principals regarding five categories of responsibility
comprising the role of the high school academic department
chair: human relations, management, the organization,
program, and supervision. Each of the five categories was
divided into specific questionnaire items representing
activities performed by high school department chairs.
Participants responded in relation to the amount of time
spent on the item, the importance of the item to the
department chair role, and the importance for the

department chair to continue to improve on the activity.
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1. Responsibility for Human Relations. For seven of
the nine human relations activities, more superintendents
than principals perceived department chairs to spend a
great deal of time in carrying out those responsibilities.
More principals, who work in closer proximity to
department chairs than do superintendents, rated seven of
the nine activities as extremely important to the
department chair role and eight of the nine activities as
extremely important for the department chair to continue
to improve.

Predictably, in the category of Responsibility for
Human Relations good communications were found to be
considered a cornerstone. Both for importance to the role
and importance to continue to improve, principals and
superintendents rated most highly the department chair’s
ability to work well with people by maintaining regular,
open communication and by promoting an atmosphere that
encourages continuous improvement. Fullan’s (1991)
framework for effective school improvement—the nécessity
of "top-down," "bottom-up" collaborations, which was a
motivating force behind this study and its companion
study—recognizes open and regular communication as
essential to an atmosphere that encourages continuous
improvement.

In addition, principals demonstrated considerable

respect for the importance of people working well together
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if school effectiveness is to be realized. As Goldring
and Rallis (1993) suggested, "Teachers are the agents of
change-without them, change will not occur . . . [and]
teachers are the most immediate force affecting the
principal" (p. 6). Consistent with this assumption about
the importance of good working relationships among
teachers and administrators, principals gave their highest
ratings on the entire questionnaire to the importance of
department chair activities in the area of Human Relations
Responsibility.

2. Responsibility for Management. In the category
of Management, principals continued to stress the
importance of effective communication. The management
activity given the highest ratings by principals both for
importance to the role and importance to continue to
improve was (MG8) serve as liaison between department
members and the administration. Principals clearly place
high value on the communications role of the high school
academic department chair.

Superintendents, however, gave their highest ratings
both for importance to the role and importance to improve
in the Responsibility for Management category (MG7) to
plan and organize relevant department meetings. This high
rating by superintendents for the importance of planning
and organizing within the individual department seems to

confirm the superintendents’ valuing of the effective
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functioning of subsystems within the larger organization.
It would also seem to suggest an awareness consistent with
Wimpelberg’s (1987) observation that "the condition that
hurts instructional quality and school improvement the
most.is lack of coordination and control between
activities of the organization" (p. 105).

3. Responsibility for the Organization. In the
category of Responsibility for the Organization, both
superintendents and high school principals placed high
value upon the department chair’s role in bringing about
focused, coordinated school improvement efforts. Both
prihcipals and superintendents stressed the importance of
department chairs’ engaging teachers in the department’s
organized improvement efforts, being actively involved in
developing and implementing the school’s organized
improvement plan, and working with other department chairs
to develop an integrated school instructional program.

Superintendents and high school principals clearly
affirm the importance of the role of the high school
department chair in bringing about organized and
coordinated improvement of the instructional program
within their individual departments and across disciplines
within the entire school. This depiction of the
department chair supports the common view from the
literature of the department chair role as one having

multiple and far-reaching expectations.
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4. Responsibility for Program. 1In the category of
Responsibility for Program, both superintendents and high
school principals rated several department chair
activities as important to the role of the high school
department chair as well as important for the department
chair to continue to improve. These high ratings for so
many activities in the program category confirm the high
value placed upon the department chair’s role as a program
and curriculum specialist. Administrators apparently
still hold to the turn-of-the-century belief that the
complex, highly specialized, extensive nature of the high
school curriculum requires experts who are very
knowledgeable about the curriculum of the individual
disciplines. This view of the role of the high school
department chair includes traditional expectations for
curriculum expertise in addition to the leadership
expectations in human relations and management.
Superintendents and high school principals strongly

reconfirm the high value placed upon the traditional role
expectation of the high school department chair as a
program expert. Administrators gave very high ratings to
the importance to the department chair role of supervising
and developing curriculum, implementing program
evaluation, assessing learning outcomes, and establishing
goals for program improvement. These traditional role

expectations for department chairs also received extremely
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high ratings from superintendents and high school
principals on the issue of importance for the department
chair to continue to improve.

5. Responsibility for Supervision. In the category
of Responsibility for Supervision, both superintendents
and high school principals rated activities associated
with high expectations for teacher performance and the
improvement of teacher instruction very highly. This
response pattern is consistent with administrative
responses in other categories. Administrators seem to
value creating the conditions for success, such as setting
high expectations and creating an atmosphere which
promotes continuous improvement, in addition to focusing
on specific areas for improvement, such as effective
communication, or in the case of supervision, the direct
assistance of teachers to improve their instruction.

on the issue of importance for the department chair
to continue to improve, administrators also gave very high
marks to several activities in the supervision category.
Both superintendents and high school principals placed
very high value on department chairs improving their work
in the direct supervision of teachers. Principals rated
the importance of improvement extremely highly for five
activities in the supervision category: modeling
instructional strategies, encouraging innovation,

observing teachers and providing feedback, communicating
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high expectatioﬁs for teacher performance, and assisting
teachers with the improvement of their instruction.
Superintendents gave a similar response, with over 60%
responding that it was extremely important for department
chairs to improve in the activities of communicating high
expectations for teacher performance and assisting
teachers with the improvement of their instruction.

The response by superintendents to the importance of
communicating high performance expectations to teachers
and to assisting teachers with the improvement of their
instruction seems to support Fullan’s (1991) assertion
that the top of the administrative hierarchy is of
singular importance to "setting the expectations and tone
of the pattern for change within the local district" (p.
191). These responses seem to indicate that
superintendents clearly value change in the form of

improvement of instruction.
Testing of the Hypotheses

Preliminary chi-square analysis produced multiple
instances of unacceptably small cell size. Since expected
cell sizes of at least five are required to conduct a
valid chi-square test, it was determined that it would be
useful to collapse some of the data for statistical
examination. When investigator examination of the

frequency of responses for levels 1 (no time; no
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importance) and 2 (little time; little importance) on the
rating scales disclosed no meaningful discrimination for
purposes of this study, these two categories were
collapsed into one for chi-square analysis of each of the

null hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis was that perceptions of
superintendents and those of high school principals would
not differ significantly regarding activities comprising
five categories of responsibility of the high school
academic department chair in relation to the amount of
department chair time devoted to each activity, the
importance of each activity to the department chair role,
and the importance for the department chair to continue to
improve in each activity. Frequency distributions of
superintendent and principal responses to the activities
comprising each of the five categories of department chair
responsibility (human relations, management, the
organization, program, and supervision) are located in
Appendix €, Charts Cl1 through C5, respectively.

For Hypothesis 1, application of chi-square found no
significant differences within any category. Therefore,

Null Hypothesis 1 could not be rejected.
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Hypothesis 2

The second hypothesis, stated in the null form for
test purposes, was that administrators in the role of
superintendent and administrators in the role of high
school principal would not differ significantly in their
rank ordering of the importance of the five categories of
department chair responsibility delineated for this study.
Table 6 provides frequency data used for testing

Hypothesis 2. Chi-square values are reported in Table 7.

Table 6

Ranking of Five Categories of Department Chair
Responsibility [By Frequency of Response for
Each Ranking], Subjects: Superintendents
(N = 27) and High School
Principals (N = 34)

Category of Department Ranking
Chair Responsibility 1 2 3 4 5

Human Relations

Superintendents 10 6 4 4 3

Principals 14 4 4 12 0
Management

Superintendents 3 3 4 12 5

Principals 4 5 6 6 13
The Organization

Superintendents 4 7 9 4 3

Principals 4 7 9 11 3
Program

Superintendents 5 9 7 3 3

Principals 10 13 9 2 0
Supervision

Superintendents 5 2 3 4 13

Principals 2 5 6 3 18

The rating scale was 1-5: (1) most important; (5) least
important.
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Table 7

Summary of Chi-square Values: Rank Ordering of Five
Categories of Department Chair Responsibility by
Superintendents and Principals,

Subjects: N = 61

Category N X at <]

Human Relations 61 7.360 4 0.118
Management 61 5.872 4 0.209
The Organization 61 2.496 4 0.645
Program 61 5.108 4 0.276
Supervision 61 3.767 4 0.438

Chi-square analysis of the rank ordering by
superintendents and principals of the five categories of
department chair responsibility according to their
perceived importance to the role of the department chair
disclosed no significant differences at the p < .05 level
between the perceptions of the two groups. Therefore,

Null Hypothesis 2 could not be rejected.

ummar

As previously indicated, analysis of data for
Hypothesis 1 revealed no significant incongruence of
perception between superintendents and principals in any
of the 132 items in Part II of the questionnaire. Neither
did analysis of data for Hypothesis 2 identify significant
differences at the p < .05 level of confidence in the rank

orderings of importance the superintendents and principals
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assigned to the five categeories of department chair
responsibility. Therefore, no conflicting expectations
could be inferred between the expectations of
superintendents and and those of principals for

performance of the role of high school department chair.
The Voice of the Administrator

No significant differences (p < .05) were found
between superintendents and principals for any of the
questionnaire items as applied to Hypothesis 1 and
Hypothesis 2. These strikingly similar perceptions of
superintendents and high school principals over the entire
132 items on the questionnaire as well as in the rank
ordering of the categories of department chair role
responsibilities is a major finding of this study. Such
unpredicted similarity of perception also allowed the
researcher to collapse the responses of the two
administrative roles into one group of administrative
responses—the voice of the administrator. Collapsing the
administrative data for statistical purposes increased the
size of N for this reporting category, thereby lessening
the differences in total numbers comparison between
perceptions of the administrator and perceptions of the
department chair.

This study examined the potential for the high school

academic department chair to function as an administrative
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resource in five role areas: human relations, management,
the organization, program, and supervision. 1In
determining the congruence of perceptions held by
administrators and department chairs, the study focused on
three issues: time, importance to the role of the
department chair, and importance for the chair to continue
to improve. Charts El1 through E5, located in Appendix E,
provide complete frequency distributions on which the
statistical tests for the next three hypotheses were

based.

Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis, stated in the null form for
test purposes, was that perceptions of administrators and
those of high school department chairs would not differ
significantly regarding the amount of department chair
time required to perform activities defined for this study
as comprising five categories of role responsibility of
the high school academic department chair: human
relations, management, the organization, program, and
supervision.

Table 8 identifies the 11 activities for which
chi-square analysis of frequencies of responses of
administrators and high school department chairs revealed
significant differences in perceptions between the two

groups at the p = < .05 desired level of confidence on the
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issue of amount of time spent. Null Hypothesis 3 was

therefore rejected.

Table 8

Summary of Significant Chi-square Values: Amount of
Department Chair Time Spent as Perceived by
Administrators and Department Chairs,
Subjects: N = 179

Activity N X as o]

HR6T* 179 8.469 3 0.037
MG1T 179 9.448 3 0.024
MG3T 179 9,256 3 0.026
MGAT 179 10.701 3 0.013
MG5T 179 9.666 3 0.022
MGS8T 179 9.664 3 0.022
PGAT 179 9,943 3 0.019
PG5T 179 13.887 3 0.003
PG6T 179 14.924 3 0.002
SPeT 179 8.132 3 0.043
SP10T 179 11.929 3 0.008

* More than one-fifth of fitted cells were sparse
(frequency < 5).

Responsibility for human relations. For only one
activity, maintain regular, open communication with

department members (HR6), Xx*(3, N = 179) = 8.469,

P < 0.037, was any evidence of significant difference at
the p < .05 level of confidence found, and the fact that
more than one-fifth of the cells in this test were sparse
made that finding suspect. It was concluded that there
was a high degree of congruence in the perceptions of

administrators and department chairs in regard to how much
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time department chairs devote to their human relations
responsibilities.

Responsibility for management. In testing Hypothesis
3 in the category of Responsibility for Management, for
five of the eight activities chi-square analysis revealed
significant differences at the p < .05 level between
administrators and department chairs in their perceptions
of the amount of department chair time devoted to the
activity as reported in Table 8. Statistically
significant differences in perception were found for
develop department teaching schedule and assignments

(MG1), x*(3, N = 179) = 9.448, p < 0.024, develop and

administer the department budget (MG3), x*(3, N = 179) =

9.256, p < 0.026, disseminate information to department

staff (MG4), x°(3, N = 179) = 10.701, p < 0.013, allocate

and maintain equipment, instructional materials, and

facilities (MG5), x*(3, N = 179) = 9.666, p < 0.022, and

serve as liaison between department members and the

administration (MG8), x*(3, N = 179) = 9.664, p < 0.022.

Greater numbers of department chairs perceived themselves
to spend greater amounts of time on scheduling, budgeting,
disseminating information, and acting as a liaison than
administrators perceived the chairs to spend.
Administrators perceived allocation and maintenance of

equipment, instructional materials, and facilities (MG5)
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to require more time than department chairs pérceived
themselves to spend on this activity.

Responsibility for the organization. No significant
differences at the p < .05 level of confidence were found
in perceptions of the amount of time spent on activities
related to the organization by testing the responses of
administrators against those of the department chairs.
Presumably, congruence in perceptions between
administrators and department chairs would preclude this
category’s being a source of role conflict for the chairs.

Responsibility for program. As reported in Table 8,
chi-square testing of administrator and department chair
responses in this category identified significant
differences at the p < .05 level of confidence in
perceptions of the amount of department chair time devoted
to three activities: devise and implement process for
program evaluation (PG4), x2(3, N = 179) = 9.943, p <
0.019, provide leadership in the selection and development

of instructional materials (PG5), x2(3, N = 179) = 13.887,

P < 0.003, and coordinate departmental selection of

textbooks and supplemental materials (PG6), x?>(3, N = 179)

= 14,924, p < 0.002. Administrators perceived the
department chairs to spend more time on the process of
program evaluation than the chairs perceived themselves to

spend, whereas the chairs perceived themselves to spend
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more time on materials selection than the administrators
saw them as spending.

Responsibility for supervision. Chi-square analysis
used to test Hypothesis 3 in the category of
Responsibility for Supervision revealed significant
differences at the desired level of confidence (p < .05)
in perceptions of administrators and department chairs
with regard to the amount of department chair time spent
on two department chair activities. Although the majority
of both groups agreed that chairs spend little or no time
on the activities, administrators perceived department
chairs to spend more time on monitor teacher lesson plans

(SP6), x*(3, N = 179) = 8.132, p < 0.043, and organize

plan for teacher sharing (SP10), x?>(3, N = 179) = 11.929,

P < 0. 008, than chairs perceived themselves to devote to
those activities.

In summary for the issue of time, congruence of
perceptions between administrators and department chairs
was found regarding the amount of time spent on activities
in human relations and the organization. Thus, it was
concluded that there was relatively little potential for
role conflict caused by different perceptions about how
department chairs currently spend their time in two of the

five categories of department chair role responsibilities.
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Hypothesis 4

The fourth hypothesis, stated in the null form for
test purposes, was that perceptions of administrators and
those of high school department chairs would not differ
significantly regarding the importance to the department
chair role for activities comprising five categories of
role responsibility of the high school academic department
chair: human relations, management, the organization,
program, and supervision.

Table 9 identifies the 18 activities for which chi-
square analysis of frequencies of responses of
administrators and high school department chairs (refer to
Appendix E) revealed significant differences in perception
between the two groups at the p = < .05 level on the issue
of the importance of each activity to the role of the
department chair.

Therefore, Null Hypothesis 4 was rejected.

Responsibility for human relations. Chi-square
analysis revealed significant differences at the desired
level of confidence (p < .05) in perceptions of
administrators and department chairs for three human
relations activities with regard to their importance to

the role of department chair.




Summary of Significant Chi-square Values: Importance

Table 9

to the Role of Department Chair as Perceived

by Administrators and Department Chairs,
Subjects: N = 179
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Activity N v daf o)

HR3P 179 8.284 3 0.040
HR4P 179 8.395 3 0.039
HR8P* 179 10.635 3 0.014
MG1P* 179 8.781 3 0.032
OR2P 179 13.368 3 0.004
PG2P 179 7.867 3 0.049
PG3P 179 9.905 3 0.019
PG4P 179 16.459 3 0.001
PG7P 179 17.017 3 0.001
PGSP 179 8.656 3 0.034
SP1P 179 16.705 3 0.001
SP2P 179 13.019 3 0.005
SP5P 179 11.439 3 0.010
SP6P 179 19.336 3 0.000
SP7P 179 16.423 3 0.001
SP8P 179 23.483 3 0.000
SP9P 179 17.763 3 0.000
SP10P 179 23.406 3 0.000

* More than one-fifth of fitted cells were sparse

(frequency < 5).

Responsibility for management.

revealed no valid identification of significant
differences at the desired level
in perceptions of administrators
with regard to the importance of
to the role of department chair.

department teaching schedule and

and department chairs

assignments (MGl), was

seen as more important by department chairs than by

Chi-square analysis

of confidence (p < .05)

any management activity

One activity, develop
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administrators, but with more than one-fifth of the cells
being sparse, the test result is uncertain. The
congruence of perceptions of administrators and department
chairs would suggest no potential for role conflict for
the department chair because of differing values in the
category of management.

Responsibility for the organization. Represent the
department in developing and implementing the school’s
organized improvement effort (OR2) was found to yield a

significant chi-square value x?(3, N = 179) = 14.04, p <

0.007. Administrators perceived the department chairs’
leadership in the school’s organized improvement effort to
be significantly more important than did the department
chairs themselves,

Responsibility for program. Significant chi-square
values were found for more than one-half of the
activities. As shown in Chart E4 (Appendix E), higher
percentages of administrators valued the importance of
five program activities to the role of the department
chair more highly than did the chairs themselves. 1In the
category of Responsibility for Program, the degree of
congruence in perceptions of administrators and department
chairs was also concluded to be lower than it was for
either Human Relations or Management Responsibility,

therefore suggesting more potential for role conflict.
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Responsibility for supervision. The most
incongruence was revealed in what was most highly valued
by administrators and by department chairs. As shown in
Table 9, for 8 of the 11 activities, significant chi-
square values were obtained, with administrators in all
instances placing significantly higher importance on these
activities than the department chairs did.

For the issue of importance to the role of the
department chair, there were significant differences in
perceptions of administrators and department chairs at the
P = < .05 level of confidence for a total of 18 of the 44

activities as shown in Table 9.

Hypothesis 5

The fifth hypothesis, stated in the null form for
test purposes, was that perceptions of administrators and
those of high school department chairs would not differ
regarding the importance for the department chair to
continue to improve in the performance of activities
defined for this study as comprising five categories of
role responsibility of the high school academic department
chair: human relations, management, the organization,
program, and supervision.

Table 10 summarizes the results of chi-square
analysis of frequencies of responses of administrators and
high school department chairs (refer to Appendix E) which

revealed significant differences in perceptions between
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the two groups at the p = < .05 level on the issue of
importance for the department chair to continue to improve
in the performance of each activity comprising his/her
role as department chair. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 5

was rejected.

Table 10

Summary of Chi-square Values: Importance for the
Department Chair to Continue to Improve
as Perceived by Administrators
and Department Chairs,
Subjects: N = 179

Response Item N X daf P

HR3M 179 14.170 3 0.003
HR4M 179 8.674 3 0.034
HR7M* 179 10.232 3 0.017
HR8M* 179 11.681 3 0.009
OR1M 179 10.749 3 0.013
OR2M 179 18.015 3 0.000
PG1M 179 11.930 3 0.008
PG2M 179 13.294 3 0.004
PG3M 179 9.407 3 0.024
PG4M 179 17.257 3 0.001
PG7M 179 26.264 3 0.000
PG8M 179 10.937 3 0.012
SP1M 179 19.606 3 0.000
SP2M 179 16.025 3 0.001
SP5M 179 11.705 3 0.008
sSPeM 179 14.344 3 0.002
SP7M 179 21.456 3 0.000
SP8M 179 23.586 3 0.000
SP9M 179 16.201 3 0.001
SP10OM 179 22.244 3 0.000

* More than one-fifth of fitted cells were sparse
(frequency < 5).
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Responsibility for human relations. Testing revealed
two activities in which significant differences existed
between the perceptions of administrators and department
chairs regarding the issue of importance for the
department chair to continue to improve: facilitate

effective conflict resolution (HR3), x?>(3, N = 179) =

14.170, p < 0.003, and foster cooperative problem solving

(HR4), x*(3, N = 179) = 8.674, p < 0.034.

A higher proportion of administrators rated both
these activities as more important for the department
chair to continue to improve than the chairs themselves
rated them to be. Overall, however, there appeared to be
a fairly high degree of congruence in the perceptions of
administrators and department chairs regarding the
importance of the department chair’s continuing to improve
in the category of Responsibility for Human Relations.

Responsibility for management. Chi-square analysis
revealed no significant differences in the frequencies of
responses of administrators and department chairs for any
of the activities in the category of Responsibility for
Management in testing Hypothesis 5. Congruence was
apparent between perceptions of administrators and
department chairs.

Responsibility for the organization. Perceptions of
administrators and department chairs were found to differ

significantly for two activities in this category: engage
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department members in an organized department growth and

improvement effort (OR1l), x*(3, N = 179) = 10.749, p <

0.013, and represent the department in developing and
implementing the school’s organized improvement effort

(OR2), x*(3, N = 179) = 18.015, p < 0.000.

Administrators perceived both of these activities to
be significantly more important for the department chairs
to continue to improve than did the department chairs.

Responsibility for program. Chi-square analysis
revealed significant differences in perception (p < .05)
for more than one-half of the activities. Facilitate
development of curriculum (PGl), supervise the
implementation of curriculum (PG2), monitor the continued
maintenance of curriculum (PG3), devise and implement
process of program evaluation (PG4), assess learning
outcomes to identify program strengths and weaknesses
(PG7), and establish goals for program improvement (PG8)
all yielded a chi-square statistic considered significant
at the p < .05 level of confidence (refer to Table 10).

In all instances in which significant differences
were found, the pattern of disagreement was the same.
Administrators consistently rated the importance of the
department chairs’ continuing to improve in their program
responsibilities higher than the chairs themselves rated
the importance of their continuing to improve in this

area.
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Responsibility for supervision. Significant
differences in perception (p < .05) were found for the
majority of the activities from the perspective of
importance for the department chair to continue to improve
(see Table 10).

In Responsibility for Supervision, administrators’
expectations for the department chair’s continuing to
improve in model a variety of instructional strategies
(SP1), assist teachers in developing professional growth
plans (SP2), observe teachers in their classrooms and
provide feedback (SP5), monitor teacher lesson plans
(SP6), practice clinical supervision (SP7), communicate
high expectations for teacher performance (SP8), assist
teachers with the improvement of their instruction (SP9),
and organize plan for teaching sharing, peer coaching
(SP10) were again higher than were the expectations of the
chairs themselves.

The greatest degree of incongruence between
perceptions of administrators and department chairs was
found in Responsibility for Supervision, a pattern of
disagreement consistent with that reported for
Responsibility for Program. Administrators again
considered the chairs’ continuing to improve in their
supervisory responsibilities to be of higher importance
than the department chairs themselves rated its

importance.
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In conclusion, Null Hypothesis 5 was rejected. For
the issue of importance for the department chair to
continue to improve, significant differences of
perceptions between administrators and department chairs
at the p = < .05 level of confidence were found for a

total of 20 of the 44 activities.

Summary

Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 addressed five categories of
department chair role responsibilities in relation to
three issues: time spent, importance to the role, and
importance for the chair to continue to improve. Results
of chi-square testing of responses from administrators and
department chairs may be summarized as follows:

Time spent. Significant differences (p < .05) in
perception between administrators and department chairs
were found regarding the amount of time department chairs
are perceived to spend on their department chair role
responsibilities. Although no significant differences in
perceptions of the amount of time spent were found in
Responsibility for Human Relations or the Organization,
administrators perceived department chairs to spend more
time than the chairs perceived themselves to spend in a
total of four activities in the remaining three

categories:
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® Management
Allocate and maintain of equipment, materials, and
facilities (MGS5)

e Program

Evaluate program (PG4)
" ® Supervision
Monitor lesson plans (SP6)
Organize peer sharing and coaching (SP10).

On the other hand, department chairs perceived
themselves to be spending more time than their
administrators perceived them to be spending on a total of
seven department chair activities within three of the five
categories.

¢ Human Relations

Maintain regqgular communication (HR6)
® Management
Schedule teachers (MG1l)
Administer budget (MG3)
Disseminate information (MG4)
Act as liaison between teachers and administrators
(MG8)
e Program
Select instructional materials (PG5)
Select textbooks (PG6).
Importance to the department chair role.

Statistically significant (p < .05) differences in
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perception between administrators and department chairs
were found in several categories regarding the importance
of specific activities to the role of the department
chair. Administrators perceived 17 department chair
activities to be more important to the department chair
role than chairs perceived those same activities to be.
e Human Relations
Facilitate conflict resolution (HR3)
Foster cooperative problem solving (HR4)
Encourage continuous improvement (HRS)
e The Organization
Represent department in school’s improvement
effort (OR2)
® Program
Supervise curriculum development (PG2)
Monitor curriculum maintenance (PG3)
Devise and implement program evaluation processes
(PG4)
Assess learning outcomes (PG7)
Establish goals for program improvement (PGS8)
@ Supervision
Model instructional strategies (SP1)
Assist teachers with planned professional growth
(SP2)
Observe teachers and provide feedback (SPS5)

Monitor lesson plans (SP6)
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Practice clinical supervision (SP7)
Communicate high expectations for teacher
performance (SP8)
Assist teachers with instructional improvement
(SP9)
Organize plan for teacher sharing, peer coaching
(SP10).

Of all 44 activities across the five categories,
department chairs perceived only one activity to be
significantly (p < .05) more important to the role of
department chair than administrators perceived it to be.
This activity was develop department teaching schedule and
assignments (MG1l).

Importance for the department chair to continue to
improve. Statistically significant (p < .05) differences
in perception between administrators and department chairs
were found in several categories regarding the importance
of specific activities for the department chair to
continue to improve. Administrators perceived 20
department chair activities to be significantly more
important for the department chairs to continue to improve
than the chairs perceived those same activities to be.
Human Relations:

Facilitate conflict resolution (HR3)

Foster cooperative problem solving (HR4)
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Practice collaborative, participative decision
making (HR7)
Encourage continuous improvement (HRS8)
The Organization:
Engage department members in organized improvement
(OR1)
Represent department in school’s improvement
effort (OR2)
Program:
Facilitate curriculum development (PG1)
Supervise curriculum development (PG2)
Monitor curriculum maintenance (PG3)
Devise and implement program evaluation processes
(PG4)
Assess learning outcomes (PG7)
Establish goals for program improvement (PG8)
Supervision:
Model instructional strategies (SP1)
Assist teachers with planned professional growth
(SP2)
Observe teachers and provide feedback (SP5)
Monitor lesson plans (SP6)
Practice clinical supervision (SP7)
Communicate high expectations for teacher

performance (SP8)
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Assist teachers with instructional improvement
(SP9)
Organize plan for teacher sharing, peer coaching
(SP10).
Department chairs did not perceive any one of the 44
activities to be more important for the chairs to continue

to improve than the administrators perceived it to be.

Hypothesis 6

To determine how administrators and department chairs
perceived the relative importance of each category of
department chair role responsibility, the questionnaire
asked them to rank order the five categories from one
(most important) to five (least important). Hypothesis 6
was that there would be no significant differences in the
rankings of relative importance that administrators and
department chairs would assign to the five categories of
department chair responsibility.

Table 11 provides frequency distribution data on
which Hypothesis 6 was tested.

Table 12 reports statistical values obtained through

testing Hypothesis 6 by chi-square analysis.




Table 11

Rank Ordering of Importance of Five Categories of
Department Chair Responsibility ([By Frequency
of Responses (no.) and Percentages (%) for
Each Ranking])], Subjects: Administrators
(N = 61); Department Chairs

(N = 118)
Ranking

Category of 1 2 3 4 5
Responsibility (no.) % (no.) % (no.) % (no.) % (no.) %
Human Relations

Administrators (24) 39.34 (10) 16.39 (8) 13.11 (16) 26.23 (3) 4.92

Department Chairs (51) 43.22 (26) 22.03 (12) 10.17 (21) 17.80 (8) 6.78
Management

Administrators (7) 11.48 (8) 13.11 (10) 16.39 (18) 29.51 (18) 29.51

Department Chairs (26) 22.03 (25) 21.19 (25) 21.19 (37) 31.36 (5) 4.24
The Organization

Administrators (8) 13.11 (14) 22.95 (18) 29.51 (15) 24.59 (6) 9.84

Department Chairs (13) 11.02 (27) 22.88 (35) 29.66 (34) 28.81 (9) 7.63
Program

Administrators (15) 24.59 (22) 36.07 (16) 26.23 (5) 8.20 (3) 4.92

Department Chairs (22) 18.64 (34) 28.81 (37) 31.36 (20) 16.95 (5) 4.24
Supervision

Administrators (7) 11.48 (7) 11.48 (9) 14.75 (7) 11.48 (31) 50.82

Department Chairs (4) 3.39 (5) 4.24 (9) 7.63 (6) 5.08 (94) 79.66

The rating scale was 1-5: (1) most important—(5) least important.

0cT
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Table 12

Summary of Statistical Values: Rank Ordering
by Administrators and Department Chairs
of Five Categories of Department
Chair Responsibility,

Subjects: N = 179

Category N X ag o}

Human Relations 179 2.703 4 0.609
Management 179 24.356 4 0.000
The Organization 179 0.647 4 0.958
Program 179 3.968 4 0.410
Supervision 179 16.503 4 0.002

Since significant differences were found in three of
the five categories of department chair responsibility,
Null Hypothesis was rejected. Both administrators and
department chairs gave the highest ranking to the
importance of fostering positive human relations.
Approximately 40% of both groups (administrators: n = 24,
39%; department chairs: n = 51, 43%) ranked Responsibility
for Human Relations as the most important department chair
role category.

Also of interest is the fact that both administrators
and department chairs gave the department chair
Responsibility for Supervision the lowest ranking.
Slightly more than 50% (n = 31, 51%) of the administrators

perceived supervision as the least important of the five
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department chair role categories, while 80% (n = 94) of
the department chairs perceived their responsibilities for
supervision as the least important of the five department
chair areas of role responsibility.

While no significant differences at the p < .05 level
of confidence were observed between the perceptions of
administrators and department chairs regarding the
relative importance of department chair responsibilities
for human relations, the organization, and program, there
were definite disagreements regarding the importance of
responsibilities in management and supervision.

Department chairs ranked their Responsibility for
Management at a significantly higher level of importance
than administrators ranked that aspect of the role of the

department chair, x?(4, N = 179) = 24.356, p < 0.000.

Even though both groups ranked supervision
responsibilities as the least important of the five role
categories, administrators gave Responsibility for

Supervision a significantly higher level of importance

than did department chairs, x?(4, N = 179) = 16.503,

p < 0.002.

Hypothesis 7
The seventh hypothesis, stated in the null form for
test purposes, was that administrators in the role of

superintendent and administrators in the role of high
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school principal would not differ in their perceptions of
the potential for the high school academic department
chair to act as an administrative resource for educational
leadership.

Potential for leadership. Table 13 displays
frequencies of responses given by superintendents and high
school principals for each of the statements designed to
ascertain opinions regarding the educational leadership
potential for the high school academic department chair.

Both superintendents (n = 19, 70%) and principals
(n = 28, 82%) gave their highest ratings to the importance
of the instructional leadership role of the high school
academic department chair.

Chi~square analysis of the frequency responses shown
in Table 13 yielded only one significant difference at the
P = < .05 level of confidence. Opinion (12), being in a
department chair role enhances the chair’s own classroom
instruction, yielded a significant chi~square statistic,

x*(3, N =179) = 9.200, p < 0.027, with principals more

strongly agreeing with the statement than did
superintendents. Null Hypothesis 7 was therefore

rejected.
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Opinions of Department Chair Potential for Educational

Leadership [By Frequencies (no.) and Percentages (%)
of Responses] Superintendents (N = 27),
Principals (N = 34)

Responses
2 3 4 5

Opinion Statement (no) % (no.) % (no.) % (no.) %
A successful department chair:
1. must be a strong leader.

Superintendents ©) 0.00 (3) 11.11 (10) 37.04 (14) 51.85

Principals (1) 294 0) 0.00 (16) 47.06 (17) 50.00
2. must be a good manager. .

Superintendents ©) 0.00 ) 3.70 (21) 77.78 (5) 18.52

Principals ©) 0.00 (2) 5.88 (20) 58.82 (12) 35.29
3. should be a master teacher.

Superintendents 1 3.7 2 1740 (7 25.93 (17 62.96

Principals ©) 0.00 ©) 0.00 (12) 35.29 (22) 64.71
4. should assist teachers to improve their instruction.

Superintendents © 0.00 @ 7.40 ©9) 3333 (16) 59.26

Principals © 0.00 1 294 (17) 50.00 (16) 47.60
5. should have some training in supervision.

Superintendents (1) 3.70 2 7.40 (17) 62.96 (7) 25.93

Principals 0 0.00 6) 17.65 (16) 47.06 (12) 35.29
6. should participate in the implementation of plans of assistance.

Superintendents (12) 44.45 (4) 14.81 6 22.22 (5) 18.52

Principals (12) 35.29 (9) 26.47 (12) 35.29 (1) 2.94
7. must be a skilled problem solver.

Superintendents @ 0.00 (3) 11.11 (14) 51.85 (10) 37.04

Principals ©) 0.00 1 294 (18) 52.94 @15) 44.12
8. Principals should seek and support department chairs who are strong instructional leaders.

Superintendents ©) 0.00 1) 3.7 (M 2593 (19) 70.37

Principals 0) 0.00 ©) 0.00 6 17.65 (28) 82.35
9. Dept. chairs should have training in administration.

Superintendents 2 1740 ) 33.33 (14) 51.85 @ 140

Principals 2) 5.88 (16) 47.06 (11) 32.35 (5) 1471
10. For a department chair to be an effective supervisor requires the credibility of expertise in the discipline.

Superintendents @ 1740 G) 11.11 (10) 37.04 (12) 44.44

Principals ‘2) 5.88 6) 17.65 (18) 52.94 (8) 23.53

11. Department chairs cannot be effective supervisors of instruction because they regard themselves as
teachers rather than as supervisors.

Superintendents (17) 62.96 (4) 14.81 4) 14.81 2 17.40

Principals (13) 38.24 (11) 32.35 9) 26.47 (1) 294
12. Being in & department chair role enhances the chair’s own classroom instruction.

Superintendents 3) 1111 (12) 44.44 (M 25.93 (5) 18.52

Principals (3) 882 (5) 1471 (21) 61.76 5) 1471

* Scale was 2—5: 2 = strongly disagree /disagree; 3 = neutral, 4 = agree; and 5 = strongly agree.
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Opinions of superintendents and principals regarding
the potential for the high school academic department
chair to act as an administrative resource for educational
leadership did not differ significantly for any of the
other 11 statements. However, even though a significant
chi-square statistic was obtained for one statement,
because of the small sample size the numbers in some cells
were insufficient to find significant differences. Once
again, though, the data suggest strong agreement between

the opinions of principals and superintendents.

Hypothesis 8

To obtain sufficient cell sizes to run valid chi-
square tests for Hypothesis 8, the data gathered from
superintendents and principals in response to Part IV of
the questionnaire were again collapsed for purposes of
comparison to the opinions offered by high school
department chairs. Hypothesis 8, stated in the null form
for test purposes, was that administrators and high school
department chairs would not differ in their perceptions of
the potential for the high school academic department
chair to act as an administrative resource for
instructional leadership. Table 14 offers a frequency
distribution of the responses of administrators and

department chairs as well as percentages.
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Table 14

Opinions of Department Chair Potential for Educational
Leadership [By Frequencies (no.) and Percentages (%)
of Responses] Administrators (N = 61),
Department Chairs (N = 118)

Responses
2 3 4 5

Opinion Statement (no.) % (no) % (mo.) % (no.) %
A successful department chair
1. must be a strong leader.

Administrators 1) 164 (3) 492 (26) 42.62 (31) 50.82

Department Chairs @ 339 (13) 11.02 (60) 50.85 (41) 34.75
2. must be a good manager.

Administrators ©) 0.00 3) 492 (41) 67.21 (17) 27.87

Department Chairs (1) 085 4 339 (60) 50.58 (53) 4.92
3. should be a master teacher.

Administrators (1) 1.64 2y 3.28 (19) 31.15 (39) 63.93

Department Chairs 4) 3.39 (14) 11.86 45) 38.14 (55) 46.61
4. should assist teachers to improve their instruction.

Administrators ©0) 0.00 (3) 492 (26) 42.62 (32) 52.46

Department Chairs (7 593 (17) 14.41 (69) 58.47 (25) 21.19
5. should have some training in supervision.

Administrators (1) 1.64 8) 13.11 (33) 54.10 (19) 31.15

Department Chairs (13) 11.02 (32) 27.12 (50) 42.37 (23) 19.49
6. should participate in implementation of plans of assistance.

Administrators (24) 39.34 (13) 21.31 (18) 29.51 6) 9.84

Department Chairs (50) 42.38 (27) 22.88 (31) 26.27 (10) 8.47
7. must be a skilled problem solver.

Administrators ©) 0.00 4 6.56 (32) 52.46 (25) 40.98

Department Chairs 6 424 6) 5.08 (65) 55.93 (41) 34.75
8. Principals should seck and support department chairs who are strong instructional leaders.

Administrators (0) 0.00 1 164 (13) 21.31 47) 77.05

Department Chairs 3) 254 M 593 (53) 44.92 (55) 46.61
9. Dept. chairs should have training in administration.

Administrators 4 6.56 (25) 40.98 (25) 40.98 (7 11.48

Department Chairs (22) 18.65 (53) 44.92 (32) 27.12 1) 8.47
10. For a department chair to be an effective supervisor requires the credibility of expertise in the discipline.

Administrators @ 6.56 %) 14.75 (28) 45.90 (20) 32,79

Department Chairs ¢) 424 (16) 13.56 4) 38.98 (51) 43.22

11. Department chairs cannot be effective supervisors of instruction because they regard themselves as teachers
rather than as supervisors.

Administrators (30) 49.18 (15) 24.59 (13) 21.31 3) 492

Department Chairs (67) 56.78 (17) 14.41 (23) 19.49 (11) 9.32
12. Being in a department chair role enhances the chair’s own classroom instruction.

Administrators © 9.84 (17) 27.87 (28) 45.90 (10) 16.39

Department Chairs (30) 25.42 (28) 23.73 (42) 35.59 (18) 15.25

* Scale was 2—5: 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral, 4 = agree; and 5 = strongly agree.
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When the frequencies of responses delineated in Table
14 were subjected to chi-square analysis, significant
differences (p = < .05) were identified between the
responses of administrators and those of high school
department chairs on three of the 12 opinion statements.
Thus, Null Hypothesis 8 was rejected.

In each case the direction of the response was the
same for both administrators and high school department
chairs, but also in each case the admihistrators
registered a stronger opinion than did the department
chairs. Table 15 reports the statements for which chi-
square testing revealed significant differences in

opinions between the two groups.

Table 15

Summary of Statistical Values of Opinion Statements:
Responses of Administrators and Department
Chairs, Subjects: N = 179

Response N X daf o)

Statement 4 179 21.113 3 0.000
Statement 5 179 11.571 3 0.009
Statement 8 179 15.824 3 0.001

Oon (4), the chair should assist teachers to improve
their instruction, the frequency of administrative

responses was found to differ significantly from the
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frequency of department chair responses, x*(3, N = 179) =

21.113, p < 0.000. Administrators agreed much more
strongly that high school department chairs should assist
teachers with instructional improvement than did the
chairs themselves.

A significant chi-square statistic was also found for
(5), department chairs should have some training in

supervision, x?(3, N = 179) = 11.571, p < 0.009. Although

the responses of both administrators and department chairs
indicated agreement with the statement, administrators
again agreed much more strongly than did department
chairs.

Opinion statement (8) principals should seek and
support department chairs who are strong instructional
leaders, produced responses of agreement from both
administrators and department chairs. However, chi-square

analysis again revealed a significant difference, x?(3, N

= 179) = 15.824, p < 0.001.

Significant differences of opinion were found between
perceptions of department chairs and those of principals
regarding the potential for the high school academic
department chair to act as an administrative resource for
instructional leadership. From these responses, it was

concluded that there was potential for role conflict for
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department chairs in that their own perceptions of their
role differed from expectations of their administrators

for that role.




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

This study and its companion study, The Voice of the
Teacher-Department Chair, an unpublished doctoral
dissertation by Rachel Mae Korach (1996), were based upon
several major assumptions about the potential for the high
school academic department chair to perform a valuable
instructional leadership role in the developing context of
school reform in the state of Oregon. These assumptions
were the following:

1. The role of the high school academic department
chair is currently an important part of the instructional
leadership structure in Oregon high schools;

2. The high school academic department chair will
continue to play a valuable role in the organizational
structure of public high schools;

3. A lack of congruence in values and expectations
among referent groups who influence the role of the
department chair can have a negative impact on the chair’s

role performance;
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4. A lack of congruence in values and expectations
between the chairs themselves and their superordinates
(superintendents/principals), their subordinates
(teachers), and/or their colleagues (chairs in other
academic departments) can have a negative impact on
department chairs’ role performance;

5. A measure of the congruence of these values and
expectations could be determined by surveying the
perceptions of superintendents, high school principals,
high school academic department chairs, and high school
academic subject matter teachers on specific department
chair activities comprising five categories of department
chair role responsibility in relation to time spent,
importance to the role, and importance for the department
chair to continue to improve; and

6. One means of increasing the probability of high
school department chairs becoming more effective in their
role would be to focus on a combination of top-down,
bottom-up collaborations among individuals in key
organizational roles, including superintendents, high
school principals, high school academic department chairs,
and high school teachers.

Working from those assumptions, this study initially
focused on establishing an administrative voice on the
role of the high school academic department chair. An

examination of the degree of congruence in the perceptions
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of superintendents and high school principals regarding
issues of time spent, importance to the role, and
importance for the department chair to continue to improve
in five categories of department chair role responsibility
determined an administrative point of view which could
then be compared to the point of view voiced by the high

school department chairs in the study population.

Purpose _of the Study

The purpose of this study was to provide a first step
in clarifying the role of the high school academic
department chair as it is currently being practiced in the
state of Oregon. Additionally, this study sought to
examine from the administrative perspective the potential
for the continued development of the educational
leadership role of the department chair as an
administrative resource for instructional improvement.

To accomplish this purpose, this study voiced the
perspective of administrators in the organizational roles
of superintendent and high school principal. Both
administrators fill line positions in the educational
hierarchy that give them the authority and the
responsibility for establishing instructional priorities

at the district and building level.




143

Questions Investigated

This study identified and described the perceptions
of superintendents and high school principals concerning
the nature and value of the role of the high school
academic department chair and compared those perceptions
to those of the chairs themselves. Specifically, this
study examined the congruence of perceptions held by these
groups of educators as they relate to five categories of
responsibility comprising the role of the high school
department chair:

1. responsibility for human relations

2. responsibility for management

3. responsibility for the organization

4. responsibility for program, and

5. responsibility for supervision.
From the voice of the administrator, this study
investigated the congruence of perceptions of
superintendents and high school principals in comparison
to the perceptions of high school department chairs
regarding: (a) the amount of time high school academic
department chairs spend on each activity specified in each
of the five defined categories responsibility; (b) the
importance of each activity in each of the five categories
to the role of the high school department chair; and (c)

the importance of the high school department chair’s
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continuing to improve in each activity in each of the five

categories.

Limitations of the Study

1. The findings reported in this study are specific
to the state of Oregon in AAAA high schools in school
districts with a total district population of under 12,000
students. These findings could be generalized to other
high schools with similar conditions but should not be
generalized with complete confidence outside the state of
Oregon.

2. This study addresses the role of the high school
academic department chair only in relation to 44
activities defined by the researchers as comprising five
areas of department chair responsibility: human
relations, management, the organization, program, and
supervision. Department chairs undoubtedly engage in many
activities which were not addressed by the survey
instrument. Therefore the general trends identified in
this study are confined to the perceptions of the
respondents regarding a limited number of department chair
activities.

3. The study population was restricted to only those
department chairs in the academic disciplines of English,
mathematics, science, and social studies. Conclusions may
not be generalizable to chairs in other subject matter

areas.
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4. Although a very high percentage of
superintendents (90%) and principals (92%) targeted to
participate in this study responded to the survey, the
limited size of the study population restricts the degree

of certainty of some of the study results.

Theoretical Framework

A review of the literature provided a theoretical
framework to guide this study. First, the evolution of
the supervisory role of the department chair was placed
into a historical context in order to provide perspective
from which to view the educational leadership role of the
department chair. Second, the literature on
organizational theory was reviewed to establish the
importance of role performance to organizational
effectiveness. Third, an examination of role theory
established that the expectations held by both supervisors
and subordinates for one’s leadership performance
substantially influence one’s effectiveness in a
particular role. Additionally, role theory confirmed that
such expectations for performance are influenced by the
relative value placed upon various aspects of one’s role
by both supervisors and subordinates. Finally, the
literature suggested the effectiveness of "top-down,"
"bottom-up" collaborations as management strategies.
Based upon these theoretical perspectives, this study and

its companion study, comprising conversations between two
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voices—that of the administrator and that of the teacher-
department chair—-offer a comprehensive "top-down,"
"bottom-up" perspective on these administrative and

teacher leadership roles.

Summary of the Findings

1. The results of this study indicate a strong
similarity of opinion among administrators
(superintendents and principals) about the role of the
high school academic department chair. Resﬁlts
demonstrate congruence of perceptions regarding time,
importance to the department chair role, and importance
for the department chair to continue to improve in the
five categories of department chair responsibilities:
human relations, management, the organization, program,
and supervision. This strong similarity of perception
supports the assumption that administrators, regardless of
their distinctly different organizational roles of
superintendent and high school principal, voice strikingly
similar opinions—opinions based upon perceptions yielding
no statistically significant differences across the entire
range of 132 items from the questionnaire.

2. Many areas of agreement between administrators
and department chairs were found in several of the
categories of department chair role responsibilities. Of
particular note, however, were two areas of agreement

between administrators and department chairs, identifying
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what they considered to be both the most important and

least important categories of responsibility of the
department chair role.

e Responsibility for Human Relations. Both
administrators and department chairs rated human
relations the highest priority of all department
chair role responsibilities.

o Responsibility for Supervision. Both
administrators and department chairs rated
supervision as having the lowest priority of all
department chair role responsibilities.

For this study, administrators and department chairs
agreeing as to the most important and the least important
areas of department chair role responsibilities
demonstrates a general congruence of opinion. One might
expect this congruence to minimize department chair role
conflict resulting from differences in perceptions between
administrators and department chairs. However, this
general agreement could well be deceiving. What is not
" indicated by the congruence in administrator and
department chair rankings of the categories according to
their relative importance is the amount of value each
group places on specific activities within each of these
categories of responsibility.

3. As demonstrated in the analyses of Hypotheses 3,

4 and 5, statistically significant differences existed
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between administrator and department chair perceptions
regarding the importance of specific activities within the
category of Responsibility for Human Relations and within
the Category of Responsibility for Supervision. Despite
their agreement in ranking human relations
responsibilities as most important and supervision
responsibilities as least important, this incongruence
between administrator and department chair perceptions of
the importance of specific activities in each of those
categories could still generate substantial role conflict
for department chairs in their performance of those role
responsibilities.

4. The results of this study indicate that the
department chairs, who manage and deliver the
instructional program at the classroom level, further
demonstrate statistically significant differences in
perception from administrators, who manage the
instructional program at the building or district level.
Of particular note were several statistically significant
areas of disagreement between administrators and
department chairs as to the current value of the role of
the department chair as well as to the importance of
continued improvement in the performance of the role.

5. In regard to the potential for the department
chair performing as an educational leader, administrators

continued to perceive the supervisory and improvement of
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instruction role of the department chair to be more
important than did the department chairs themselves.
Specifically, administrators perceived it to be more
important that department chairs assist teachers with the
improvement of their instruction and obtain training in
supervision. Additionally, administrators believed it was
more important to seek and support department chairs who
were strong instructional leaders than did the department
chairs.

6. The fact that administrators perceive department
chairs to spend considerably less time on the managerial
responsibilities of the department chair role than the
chairs themselves indicated they spend should be taken
into consideration. Because administrators in this study
were found to have consistently higher expectations for
the department chair’s influence on the improvement of
program and instruction than did the chairs themselves, a
potential for conflict between administrators and
department chairs exists in that administrators may be
overestimating the amount of time chairs have available to

fulfill the administrators’ supervisory expectations.
Conclusions

In terms of the purpose of this study, the
implication of the high degree of incongruence between

administrators and department chairs in their perceptions
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of the activities comprising the five department chair
role responsibilities is that a high potential exists for
role conflict for department chairs. Statistically
significant differences between administrators and
department chairs in the amount of time they perceive is
required to perform the department chair role activities
and in their perceptions of which activities are valued as
important to the role of the department chair confirms
that there is a lack of clarity in the definition of the
role. Consequently, a high potential exists for negative
impact on the department chairs’ role performance in that
the performance expectations being communicated from their
administrators are likely to differ from their own
expectations of what should constitute strong role
performance.

In examining perceptions of what the two groups value
as most important for the department chair to continue to
improve, incongruence suggests conflict in envisioning
what the role of the department chair should become under
educational reform efforts.. Statistically significant
differences were found for 20 of the 44 activities in the
five categories of responsibility. In each case,
administrators perceived it to be more important than did
the department chairs for the activity to become part of
the improvement agenda. Being faced with role

expectations based on perceptions of value which differ




151
from one’s own may also create role conflict. As Katz and
Kahn (1978) indicated, such conflict produces negative
psychological responses in the individual. Thus the
results of this study point out the continuing problem
posed for administrators by Getzels and Guba (1957) to
"integrate the demands of the institution and the demands
of individuals in a way that is organizationally
productive and individually fulfilling" (p. 430).

This study also offers support for the contention
that neither solely top-down nor solely bottom=-up
strategies for educational change really work (Crowson &
Glass, 1991; Fullan, 1991; Joyce et al., 1993; McLaughlin,
Talbert & Bascia, 1990; Wimpelberg, 1987). From results
of this study, as informed also by results of the study by
R. M. Korach (1996), it is clear that the perceptions of
administrators at the top of the hierarchy are
substantially different from perceptions of teachers at
the bottom of the hierarchy.

These differences in perception have obvious
implications for the design and implementation of
educational changes. Individuals in the two
administrative roles of superintendent and high school
principal presumably have the most power in the
organizational hierarchy and thus the most influence over
setting the organizational agenda. Since these two groups

of administrators demonstrate no statistically significant
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differences in their perceptions regarding the role of the
department chair, without the department chairs (and
through the chairs, the teachers) being given a legitimate
voice in setting the improvement agenda, those who deliver
the program will have little ability to influence the
organization’s priorities and therefore its allocation of
resources. On the other hand, department chairs, who in
their teaching roles have direct influence over what
actually gets implemented, demonstrate several
statistically significant differences of perception from
those of administrators.

Ultimately, the power of administrators to set
organizational priorities can never outweigh the power of
teachers to enact actual practices. If the perceptions of
administrators and department chairs are going to become
more closely aligned, then administrators are going to
have to examine and address the reasons underlying those
differences. As Fullan (1991) said, the restructuring
efforts which are most important to be addressed are those
that bring about changes in school culture. 1In an
authoritative culture, organizational power is distributed
and exercised through roles defined by hierarchical
structures. Barth (1988) saw such "top-~down hierarchical
relationships as foster[ing)] dependency" (p. 146). Thus,

an organization which envisions establishing a community
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of leaders would strive to eliminate solely top-down as
well as solely bottom-up structures (Sergiovanni, 1994).

A combination of top-down, bottom-up collaborations
could be an effective means of improving understanding
through increased communication, therefore reducing role
conflict and decreasing the potential for reduced
performance by the department chairs. The implication of
the results of this study is that developing the potential
of more effective and extensive top-down, bottom-up
collaborations between administrators and teachers,
especially those in the role of the academic department
chair, could be beneficial in developing a culture based
on collegiality. In such a culture, power evolves from
and is shared through the relationships of individuals
bonded together by their commitment to common goals within
the organization.

This study was designed to establish sound
perspective from which to base organizational decisions
regarding the potential value of establishing a
combination of top-down and bottom-up collaborations as a
means of fostering instructional improvement. If
effective top-down, bottom-up collaborations among
superintendents, high school principals, and high school
academic department chairs were established, three primary

issues which emerge from this study could be addressed.
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First, the strikingly similar voice of the
administrator—the perceptions of superintendents and
principals in organizational decision making—could be
informed and modified by the perceptions of the academic
department chairs. More meaningful and extensive
collaborative involvement in organizational decision
making by teachers performing in supervisory, management,
and teaching roles offers potential for broadening and
clarifying the perspective upon which organizational
decisions for the improvement of instruction are based.

Second, administrators and department chairs
demonstrated significant disagreement regarding the amount
of managerial time required to perform the role of the
department chair as well as the importance of management
activities to that role. Department chairs perceived
their managerial responsibilities to take more time than
administrators perceived them to take. Additionally,
department chairs perceived the development of the
department’s teaching schedule—the "what one teaches, when
one teaches, and where one teaches" decisions—to be
significantly more important to the role of the department
chair than administrators perceived it to be.

These issues of the amount of time required to
perform the managerial role and the relative importance of
management as the department chairs perceive it to affect

teachers are important areas for dialogue among
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superintendents, principals, and department chairs.
Administrators appear to be overlooking the need for
providing enough time for department chairs to accomplish
the highly valued managerial expectations of their role.
Without enough time to perform the managerial role well,
it is unlikely that the department chairs will have the
time to address the improvement agenda that administrators
perceive to be of more importance.

Third, a major area of statistically significant
disagreement between administrators and department chairs
in this study was found to be in their perception of the
importance of what is generally considered the
instructional leadership role of the department chair.
This instructional leadership role includes activities in
the supervision and improvement of teacher performance and
program effectiveness. The direct collaborative
involvement of department chairs with superintendents and
principals in the designing of systems and strategies to
bring about improvement of programs and instruction could
have a positive impact on reducing role conflict and
leading to better role performance by department chairs in
their responsibilities for instructional leadership.

Department chairs consistently rated their management
activities to be of greater importance to the role and
more important to improve than they rated their activities

in either program or supervision to be. Higher
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percentages of administrators, on the other hand,
consistently rated program activities more highly both for
their importance to the role and for their importance to
improve than the percentages of administrators who rated
management activities highly on those issues.

In summary, three benefits of top-down, bottom-up

collaborations emerge from this study.

e First, the singular voice of the administrator in
organizational decision making could be informed
and modified by the voice of the academic
department chair, a teacher performing in a
management and supervisory role.

e Second, management operations, processes, and
systems designed to produce organizational
effectiveness could be influenced and modified by
department chairs, whose daily role includes the
management of resources as well as the
instructional program.

e Third, establishment of practices designed to
bring about improvement of instruction and the
instructional program could be influenced and
modified by department chairs, people who
supervise the improvement of instruction as well
as deliver the instructional program.

Some of the most promising approaches to educational

improvement are being offered by those who believe many of
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the best ideas for improving practice often result from
the synthesis and integration of opposite, contradictory,
or competing points of view (Deal & Peterson, 1994;
Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992; Irwin, 1995; Joyce, Wolf, &
Calhoun, 1993). That administrators in the influential
roles of superintendent and high school principal share
such a similar and highly predictable point of view will
need to be considered as these reform efforts go forward.

Given that there is such similarity in their
perspectives, administrators may be unlikely to consider
the possibility of differing points of view, and thus fail
to design organizational processes for open communication
with those in other significant roles in the educational
hierarchy. If administrators are unaware of the issues
and concerns of department chairs and teachers, and
therefore do not take them into account, even the most
promising reforms may not be successful. At the same
time, because of the expected similarity and
predictability of administrative opinions, department
chairs may tend to view an administrator as not having an
insightful or valuable perspective to contribute to the

development of innovative instructional practice.

Application of the Findings
The findings of this study, informed by related
findings of the companion study by R. M. Korach (1996),

offer several key distinctions among the perceptions of
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administrators, high school department chairs, and high
school teachers that should be taken into account in
designing the goals, strategies, processes, and practices
to bring about the improvement of education in Oregon high
schools.

1. Administrators in the roles of superintendents
and principals demonstrated no statistically significant
differences of perception with respect to any of the 44
activities in five categories of responsibility comprising
the role of the high school academic department chair as
defined for this study. Therefore, administrators need to
be aware that they are most likely to reinforce one
another’s point of view and thus also need to recognize
the importance of developing processes for an ongoing
dialogue with those in other organizational roles.

2. For the 12 opinion statements regarding the
potential for the high school academic department chair to
act as an administrative resource for instructional
leadership, one significant chi-square statistic was found
between responses of superintendents and those of
principals. Principals registered a much stronger
agreement that being in the role of the department chair
had a positive impact on the chair’s own classroom
instruction. It may be that the principals, whose role
includes direct supervision of department chairs, are in a

better position than are superintendents to determine the
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changes which may occur in the chair’s own instruction as
a result of his/her performance in the department chair
role.

3. Significant differences in perception were found
to exist between administrators and department chairs
regarding all five areas of department chair
responsibility: human relations, management, the
organization, program, and supervision. Notably, with the
exception of one activity, department chairs perceived
their Responsibility for Management to require more time
than administrators perceived it to require.

These findings suggest the need to involve department
chairs in decisions about management practices, especially
those related to time management expectations.

4. In placing the five categories of department
chair responsibility in order of their importance,
department chairs gave significantly higher rankings to
their management responsibilities than did administrators.
That department chairs place higher value on their
management responsibilities than do administrators
reinforces the need for chairs to participate in decisions
regarding management practices.

5. Administrators’ expectations for the supervisory
role of the department chair were substantially higher
than were those of the department chairs themselves. For

example, in rank ordering the five categories of
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department chair responsibilities, administrators ranked
supervision of much higher importance than did the chairs.

While R. M. Korach (1996) found only one
statistically significant difference between perceptions
of department chairs and teachers in this Responsibility
for Supervision category, a consistent frequency response
pattern of greater percentages of department chairs more
highly valuing the importance of supervisory activities to
the role than did teachers was noted.

6. The administrative voice in this study is almost
exclusively a male voice, whereas the voice of the
teacher-department chair is comprised of perspectives of
both male and female high school department chairs and
teachers. Findings in the study by R. M. Korach (1996)
indicate that there are definite male and female patterns
of responses. Administrators need to be mindful of
possible differences in perception between male and female
department chairs and teachers that could influence the
success or failure of leadership and management strategies

intended to bring about instructional improvement.
Recommendations

If Fullan (1991) is right, and what is needed is a
more sophisticated blend of top-down, bottom-up
strategies, then this study’s findings of statistically

significant differences in perception, indicating
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competing values leading to role conflict and the
potential for reduced role performance, must be considered
in continuing to address the issue of instructional
improvement. These differences in perception are,
however, unlikely to be addressed if they are not
acknowledged. To make a contribution to the improvement
of practice, this study then serves to identify issues
that should be addressed if educators in separate
leadership roles are to work better in concert to bring
about improvement of the high school instructional
program.

Often the prescription for accomplishing effective
organizational improvement is easy to characterize, but
difficult to accomplish. First, the goal of what is to be
accomplished must be defined, and second, people’s actions
must be focused toward achieving the goal. Specifically,
to bring about effective department chair instructional
leadership first requires that administrators and teacher
leaders develop a shared vision of what conditions are
necessary for department chairs to be successful in such a
role. Then superintendents, principals, and teacher
leaders must behave in concert, acting in a consistent and
supportive manner to bring about.those conditions, thus
making it possible for administrative and teacher leaders

to both learn from and support one another in
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accomplishing the goal of genuine improvement of
instruction.

Fundamental to this study is the belief that for
education to be improved through collaborative leadership
between administrators and teachers, both top-down
administrative influence and bottom-up teacher influence
must be combined within a coherent, systematic
organizational improvement effort. Administrators and
teacher leaders cannot accomplish as much on their own as
they can if they work together as part of a system-wide
improvement effort.

Additionally, for teachers and administrators to
accomplish successful system-wide change efforts requires
substantial support from the district. These kinds of
system-wide top-down, bottom-up collaborations between
administrators and teacher leaders require open, trusting
dialogue—a willingness to risk, to suspend judgment, and
to think together (Schrage, 1990). . This study provides
one means of assisting such a dialogue by offering
questions and a series of statements as a discussion guide

for developing shared vision.

Recommendations for Practice

Results of this study point to the need for
meaningful dialogue among superintendents, high school
principals, high school department chairs, and high school

teachers to develop a vision of the organizational
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conditions that are necessary for administrators and
teacher leaders to work collaboratively in parallel roles
to bring about instructional improvement. To help focus
discussion, the following three questions could be applied
to several perspective statements which are offered later
in this chapter:

e To what extent does the statement characterize
your vision of what the organization should be?
(What is the desired state? 1Is this a clear
statement of what should be?) If the statement is
not an accurate characterization, develop
consensus about what the statement should be and
rewrite the statement to express that collective
vision.

e Once agreement is reached about the statement,
what is the difference between the organization as
it currently exists and the vision being
characterized in the discussion statement? (What
is the state of current practice in regard to this
statement?)

e What changes need to be made in the organization
in order to accomplish the vision being
characterized in the discussion statement? (What
are the human as well as the structural needs?)

To begin the dialogue, it seems obvious that

effective system-wide improvement requires congruence of
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vision and action: a vision which is clear, engaging, and
attainable and actions which directly support the
accomplishment of the vision. Without a clear vision of
what the organization wants to accomplish and the
expectation that organizational behaviors should be
aligned with accomplishment of that vision, there would be
little basis from which to build a collaborative
improvement effort.

Three questions offer a starting point. First, how
clear, engaging, and attainable is the district’s vision
for what administrators and teacher leaders are to
accomplish? Second, how congruent are the current
behaviors of administrators and teacher leaders with the
accomplishment of the goal as defined in the district
vision? Third, what further actions should the district
take to increase the likelihood of accomplishing its goal?

Without a meaningful dialogue between department
chairs and administrators, it is unlikely that shared
vision will emerge. Without shared vision, it is unlikely
that integrated practices for the continuation of the
current program can be merged with practices for
implementing the vision. It is recommended that
administrators and teacher leaders address a series of
belief statements offered on the following pages in an
effort to develop a shared vision of the role of teacher

leadership with respect to the ongoing improvement efforts
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in their district. These belief statements from the voice
of the administrator, when combined with those from the
voice of the teacher-department chair offered in the study
by R. M. Korach (1996), provide a comprehensive series of
concepts to address through dialogue in defining and
clarifying a district’s integrated vision for
instructional improvement.

Statements for dialogue. The role of the department
chair exists within the context of the larger
organization: the department within the context of the
school and the school within the context of the district.
To develop a school district as a system within which many
individuals can perform complementary organizational roles
requires that the district first articulate a
comprehensive vision for the accomplishment of
instructional leadership.

Guided by the results of this study, and informed by
the experience of having performed in the roles of high
school English teacher, high school English department
chair, high school principal, and district superintendent,
the researcher proposes a broad series of statements for
dialogue. The following statements are designed to offer
perspectives

¢ which could be considered by a district that wants

to clarify its vision for instructional

leadership, and
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e that could form the basis for a thoughtful

dialogue among administrators, department chairs,
and teachers.
These perspectives are not intended to be imposed as a
blueprint, but rather are designed to stimulate discussion
leading to the refinement of what a particular district
believes is most valuable to include in its vision for
instructional leadership.

From the voice of the administrator, perspectives for
discussion are organized in five categories:
organizational vision, organizational strategic
improvement, organizational conditions and systems,

organizational values, and organizational roles.

Organizational Vision

1. An improving school district requires vision, a
kind of attainable foresight about what the organization
is ideally capable of becoming.

2. The degree of system-wide improvement that a
school district is capable of attaining is greatly
dependent upon the organization’s ability and willingness
to define and clarify its vision in specific terms,
including beliefs, values, goals, and practices as they
relate to teaching and learning.

3. Forming and clarifying a school district’s vision

requires a continuing, ongoing dialogue. The building of
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shared vision should not be a singular event which is
discussed, agreed upon, written, and shelved.

4. A clearly defined, insightful, and realistic
district vision of the teaching profession is essential if
the high school department chair is going to work
effectively in concert with administrators in a collective
effort to bring about instructional improvement.

5. The district should develop a comprehensive
vision of instruction where teachers are expected to
demonstrate a repertoire of instructional approaches
appropriate to a variety of specific learning outcomes and
teaching is defined as behavior which increases the
probability of learning.

6. A critical part of communicating vision from the
top of the organization is in being specific enough for
clarity without being overly prescriptive and thus
damaging teacher ownership, creativity, and autonomy.
Organizational Strateqic
Improvement

1. An organization that is not improving is not
keeping pace with a rapidly changing environment and thus
is, relatively speaking, becoming worse.

2. Effective district-wide improvement requires a
congruence of vision and action

e A vision which is clear, attainable, engaging,

workable, and shared; and
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e Actions by administrators and teachers which

support the accomplishment of the vision.

3. To accomplish system-wide improvement, a district
must encourage and support the sharing of organizational
power if the talent, creativity and decision-making
ability of the entire school community is to be
meaningfully involved in the district’s improvement
efforts.

4. Effective organizational improvement requires
balance, a dynamic tension between complementary forces
which define and strengthen one another, stimulating

organizational growth.

e Top-down Influence Bottom-up Influence

e Challenge Support

¢ Independence Interdependence

e Collaborative Teaming Individual Initiative
e Innovation/Change Status Quo/Stability

e Strong Centralized Direction Site~-Based Management

® Process Product

e Task Relationship

5. The best way to realize a vision is to develop a
strategic plan, a comprehensive combination of insightful
analysis, specific strategies, and phased objectives
designed to bring about the desired outcome.

6. The two essential actions of a strategic

improvement plan must be (a) to develop the conditions
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necessary for improvement at the building level, and (b)
to support people at the building level who are engaged in
making the improvements.

7. Effective system-wide improvement requires
commonly understood frameworks, reliable and generalizable
patterns which can be applied to many situations and which
inform participants in the change process as to the
district’s beliefs, values, assumptions, and intentions.

8. A strategic improvement plan should be designed
to help a school district to focus its limited resources
to accomplish the improvements it values most.
Organizational Conditions and
Systems

1. The most effective organizational condition for
the improvement of instruction is a balanced system which
includes both centralized and decentralized influence and
control.

2. For collaborative leadership between
administrators and teachers to be effectively realized,
top-down administrative influence must be combined with
bottom-up teacher influence.

3. The key to achieving a proper balance between
being specific enough for clarity without being too
prescriptive is to provide workable frameworks that
establish sound direction, yet still allow for

personalized approaches to accomplishing the vision.
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4. The district should insure that processes are
clearly in operation which support the assumption that
better quality decisions occur when the creativity,
innovativeness, and decision-making ability of the people
within the organization are utilized.

5. The district should develop the capacity to
engage the talent, expertise, creativity, and enthusiasm
of administrators and teachers in organizational roles
focused on improving learning and instruction.

6. The district should focus its model of leadership
on creating the conditions for change through cooperation,
collaboration, shared decision making, and the engagement
of collective energies to bring about innovation and
productive change.

7. The district must develop systems which give the
department chair a role and a voice to influence not only
the department, but the school and the district, since
understanding and being able to influence the context
within which the leader functions is an important
determiner of any leader’s success.

8. To create the best possible conditions for
system-wide improvement, the district should clearly
define what will not change as well as what will change.
For example, strategies are more likely to change than

values.
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9. Lasting system-wide improvements are not likely
to happen from the bottom up without the district playing

a major support role.

Oorganizational Values

1. The primary value influencing all district
decisions and actions should be learning, both for
students and for educators, characterized by an openness
to new ideas, a desire to explore new possibilities, the
capacity to suspend assumptions, and a'willingness to
think together.

2. All adults should be involved in developing and
participating in activities which promote the attitude
that people within the district are a community of
learners and that there is significant potential for human
growth inherent in the adult interaction within a school
community.

3. The district must demonstrate a commitment to
innovation, growth, and improvement that encourages adults
to model the learning behaviors desired of students.

4. The district should make a commitment to
participatory decision making, developing processes that
encourage widespread input before major decisions are
made, particularly from those who will be directly
affected by the decisions.

5. The district should strive to develop a culture

where high levels of trust, pervasive caring, and respect
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for the dignity and worth of the individual are clearly
evident, including the accepting and valuing of divergent
feelings and opinions.

6. The district should strive for open, clear, and
forthright communication where essential information is
shared in a timely and accurate manner.

7. The district must develop a system-wide culture
that encourages cooperation, where individuals seek to
complement and support one another. Characteristics of a
cooperative school culture would include: (a) spirited
teamwork among staff; (b) group problem solving; (c)
shared decision making; (d) team planning; (e) peer
sharing; and (f) a shared sense of responsibility.

8. In addition to communication and cooperation, the
district should emphasize collaboration—the ability to
think together through an open dialogue, deepening and
clarifying understanding by sharing goals, insights,
questions, and ideas while developing a shared sense of
meaning. Dialogue is discussion which requires people (a)
to seek to know and understand; (b) to suspend judgment;
(c) to view others as colleagues; and (d) to value the
thinking process.

9. In times of uncertainty and rapidly changing
conditions, no single leadership quality is as important
to the district as integrity, which provides a central

point of stability that encourages innovation and risk




173
taking. Integrity is founded upon the trust that the

district will demonstrate its beliefs and values through

its behaviors.

Organizational Roles

1. Effective system-wide improvement requires role
clarity for both administrators and teachers where
specific role expectations are defined without being
overly prescriptive and thus destructively diminishing the
personalization of the role.

2. Superintendents must exert instructional
leadership downward through an organization,
simultaneously providing clear direction while offering
support to individuals who are encouraged to personalize
their means of accomplishing the organization’s goals.

3. BAn effective instructional leader in the role of
administrator must inspire and engage others in a focused
cooperative effort toward instructional improvement.

4. The district should develop a variety of
leadership opportunities, encouraging contributions from
both administrators and teachers in formal and informal
roles.

5. It is the role of superintendents and high school
principals to communicate, to model, represent, clarify,
and interpret the vision, values, beliefs, and goals of

the school district.
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6. It is the role of administrators to help teachers
establish achievable instructional goals that are
congruent with the district’s vision and strategic
improvement plan.

7. It is the role of administrators to hold teachers
accountable for achieving the results defined in district,
school, department, and personal goals.

8. It is the role of administrators to support
teacher improvement efforts by establishing priorities,
securing resources, allowing flexibility, promoting shared
decision making, providing time for professional
development, and encouraging collaborative leadership.

9. It is the role of administrators to define the
commitments that are not negotiable, while being willing
to discuss, problem solve, and negotiate all other
differences of opinion resulting from perceived
differences between district goals and school goals.

10. It is the role of administrators to model the
importance of learning and instruction by being
knowledgeable about the district’s improvement efforts, by
participating directly in professional development
activities, and by making sure building improvement plans
are focused on learning and curriculum.

These statements, developed from an administrative
organizational perspective, were designed to be combined

with a series of statements developed from the
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instructional practice perspective of a teacher-department
chair (Korach, 1996). By combining the statements from an
administrative perspective with the statements from a
teacher leader perspective, the entire top-down, bottom-up
spectrum is offered for dialogue by administrators and

teacher leaders.

Recommendations for Use of
the Survey Instrument

The survey instrument seems to be an effective means
of determining the perceptions of superintendents, high
school principals, and high school academic department
chairs concerning the amount of time department chairs
spend on activities specific to their role, the relative
importance of those activities, and the importance of the
chair’s continuing to improve in the activities. The
survey instrument can be recommended for further use: (a)
in its current form, (b) in a modified form to include
different activities, and (c¢) in a modified form to create
additipnal areas of focus. For example, activities could
be made specific to additional distinctions, such as the
importance of providing specific feedback to teachers on
skill instruction versus the importance of providing
specific feedback to teachers on concept development
instruction. The instrument could also be easily
redesigned to focus the inquiry on additional questions.

For example, it would be simple to ask how difficult or
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costly bringing about improvement would be in a particular
area rather than how important the area was to improve.

The survey instrument was an effective tool for
gathering perceptual data from a large number of
respondents from throughout the state of Oregon.
Additionally, the data from the survey instrument allowed
the researcher to draw conclusions about the perceptions
of the amount of time spent on and the value placed on
specific department chair activities. It should also be
noted that the format of the information from the survey
allowed for an effective transfer of data into the
structure used in the data analysis for the study.
Finally, it is important to stress that the single survey
worked well for all study participants regardless of role
differences, eliminating problems associated with multiple
forms of a survey.

One area that should be considered for expansion or
revision would be the demographic section of the survey.
Because the intention of this study was only to describe
the participants, this section was not extensive, nor was
it designed to reveal meaningful distinctions among study
respondents. Those considering future research may wish

to make such distinctions.




177

Recommendations for Future
Researxrch

1. This study sought to determine the perceptions of
superintendents, high school principals, and high school
academic department chairs. Future research should seek
to determine if there are similar patterns of congruence
and incongruence among the perceptions of superintendents,
elementary principals, ;nd elementary school teachers
performing in defined leadership roles. Additionally,
this study should also be replicated with superintendents,
middle level principals, and middle level teachers
performing in defined leadership roles.

2. This study sought to determine the importance of
the department chair’s seeking to improve in several
department chair areas of role responsibility. Several
additional questions could be proposed in further
research: for example, how important is department chair
improvement to individual school goals, how important is
it to the district improvement agenda, how important is it
to the perceived needs of teachers, how difficult is it to
accomplish, how costly is it to achieve?

3. This study sought to determine the perceptions of
superintendents, high school principals, and high school
department chairs relative to specific department chair
role activities. No attempt was made to relate the
perceptions of any participant groups to student

performance. Future research could be done to see if
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perceptions of the value of the instructional leadership
role of the department chair correlate with levels of
student achievement.

4. This study sought to describe the perceptions of
superintendents and high school principals regarding the
role of the high school department chair. The strikingly
similar voice of administrators, demonstrating no
significant difference between the perceptions of
superintendents and the perceptions of high school
principals, was a major finding of this study. Its
companion study, The Voice of the Teacher-Department Chair
(Korach, 1996), found several significant differences in
perceptions divided along gender lines. With the vast
majority of administrators (58 males, 3 females) in this
study being male, further research should be conducted to
determine if the strikingly similar voice of the
superintendents and high school principals is more a

consequence of roie or gender.
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PART 11, con’t. Using the scales below, circle the numherm each column which best represents your judgment re rdm the role of the department chair.
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2. Assist teachers in developing professional growth plans 1 23
3. Encourage experimentation and innovation among teachers 1 23
4. Coordinate instruction among department members 1 23
5. Observe teachers in their classrooms and provide feedback 1 23
6. Monitor teacher lesson plans 123
7. Practice clinical supervision (pre-conference, data collection, post-conference) 1 2 2
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April 20, 1991

Dear Educator:

We are writing to request your participation in a study of the role of the secondary department chair
we are conducting through the Portland State University School of Education. This dissertation study
is a cooperative effort of Bill Korach, the superintendent of schools in the Lake Oswego School
District, and Ricky Korach, the English depariment chair of Lake Oswego High School. Our study
seeks 1o define the current role of the secondary department chair in the state of Oregon from the
perspectives of superintendents and principals as well as those of department chairs and teachers in
four areas: English, social studies, mathematics, and science.

We would appreciate your taking the time to respond to the enclosed questionnaire and return it 1o us
in the self-addressed, stamped envelope before May 8.

In reporting the results of the study, only statistical summaries of the responses of the four groups
(superintendents, principals, department chairs, and teachers) will be shared. Persons, schools, or
school districts will not be individually identified. All information will be treated in strictest
confidence.

Your response is important in helping us to develop a definitive profile of the role of the secondary
department chair in Oregon schools. As we analyze and report the results of our study, we will be
happy to share that information with you if you would care to request it
Thank you for your cooperation in support of this project.

Sincerely,

William A. Korach, Superintendent
Lake Oswego Schoo! District

Rachel M. Korach

English Department Chair
Lake Oswego High School




196

May 6, 1991

Dear Colleague:

For the past year we have been conducting a study of the role of the department chair in Oregon high
schools through the Portland State University School of Education. This dissertation study is a
cooperative effort of Bilt Korach, the superintendent of schools in the Lake Oswego School District,
and Ricky Korach, the English department chair of Lake Oswego High School. Our study seeks to
define the cument role of the secondary department chair in the state of Oregon from the perspectives
of superiniendents and principals as well as those of department chairs and teachers in four areas:
English, social studies, mathematics, and science.

As the culminating activity of this study, we would appreciate your taking the time to respond to the
enclosed questionnaire and return it to us in the self-addressed, stamped envelope before May 28.

In reporting the results of the study, only statistical summaries of the responses of the four groups
(superintendents, principals, department chairs and teachers) will be shared. Persons, schools, or
school districts will not be individually identified. All information will be treated in strictest
confidence.

Your response is important in helping us to develop a definitive profile of the role of the secondary
department chair in Oregon schools. As we analyze and report the results of our study, we will be
happy to share that information with you if you would care to request it.
Thank you for your cooperation in support of this project.

Sincerely,

William A. Korach, Superintendent
Lake Oswego School District

Rachel M. Korach
English Department Chair
Lake Oswego High School




May 29, 1991

Dear Administrator;

Recently we wrote to you requesting your participation in a study of the role of the secondary
department chair in Oregon. For this study 1o be truly representative, a return from each person
to whom we sent the questionnaire is important. If you have already completed the questionnaire,
thank you very much for your participation. If you have not done so, we would be appreciative if
you could complete and return it within the next week.

For your convenience in responding, we have enclosed an additional copy of the questionnaire and
a stamped, return-addressed envelope.

Your participation in this study will help to define the current leadership role of the academic

department chair in Oregon high schools. Thank you for your professional interest and cooperation.

Sincerely,

William A. Korach, Superintendent
Lake Oswego School District

Rachel M. Korach, English Department Chair
Lake Oswego High Schoo}

197




198

May 29, 1991

Dear Department Chair:

Recently we wrote to you requesting your participation in a study of the role of the secondary
department chair in Oregon. For this study to be truly representative, a return from each person
to whom we sent the questionnaire is important. If you have already completed the questionnaire,
thank you very much for your participation. 1f you have not done so, we would be appreciative if
you could complete and return it within the next week. :

For your convenience in responding, we have enclosed an additional copy of the questionnaire and
a stamped, retum-addressed envelope. Since we cannot personally contact the members of your
department to whom the teacher questionnaire was djstributed, we would also appreciate your
reminding them to retum their completed questionnaires.

Your participation in this study will help to define the current leadership role of the academic
department chair in Oregon high schools. Thank you for your professional interest and cooperation.

Sincerely,
William A. Korach, Superintendent
Lake Oswego School District

Rachel M. Korach, English Department Chair
Lake Oswego High School
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Chart C1

Department Chair Responsibility for Human Relations: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,® Importanceto the Department Chair Role,**
and Importance for the Chair to Continue to Improve** as Perceived by Supcrintendents and High School Principals
By Frequencics of Responses for Each of Four Ratings]
Subjccts: Superintendents (N =27), Principals (N=34)

Activity Group Time* Role** Improve**
2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 S
HRI. Build and maintain a Superintendents 4 9 8 6 0 3 12 12 ] 4 9 13
supportive department tcam Principals 3 16 14 ! 1 2 13 18 0 2 16 16
HR2. Encourage open communication Supcerintendents 5 6 6 10 1} 3 10 14 2 2 9 14
among department members Principals 4 17 ] 5 1 2 1t 20 ! 1 I 2
HR3, Facilitate cffective contlict Superintendents 9 8 7 3 0 5 13 9 0 5 12 10
resolution Principals tt 14 6 3 ! 4 14 15 0 4 13 17
HR4. Foster cooperative problem Superintendents 5 8 8 6 0 4 11 12 1 4 10 1R
solving Principals 7 14 12 1 1 2 15 16 0 2 15 17
HRS. Encourage trust, caring, and Superintcndents 5 9 8 5 0 7 11 9 i 5 10 1n
respect among department members Principals 4 1 16 3 1 4 9 20 4] 4 10 20
HR6. Maintain regular, open communication  Superintendents 1 8 12 6 2 ! 9 15 3 1 9 14
with department members Principals 4 7 13 0 i 1 6 26 1 3 6 24
HR7. Practice collaborative, participative Superintcndents 4 10 10 3 1 4 10 12 2 2 11 2
decision-making processes Principals 6 13 10 5 3 1 12 18 0 2 12 2
HRS. Promote an atmosphere that encourages  Superintendents s 13 3 6 0 1 9 17 1 1 7 18
continuous improvement Principals 8 10 12 4 3 1 7 23 2 0 8 24
HR9. Encourage department members Superintendents 8 12 5 2 3 6 1 7 2 7 8 10
to share in lcadership roles Principals 15 1t 8 4] ! 12 13 8 1 10 10 13

* Rating scale 2—35: 2 (little or no time); 3 (a moderate amount of time); 4 (a good deal of time); and S (a great deal of time)
** Rating scale 2—5: 2 (littlc or no importance); 3 (modertc importance); 4 (very important); and 5 (extremely important)
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Dcepartment Chair Responsibility for Management: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role *#
and Importance for the Chair to Continue to Improve** as Perceived by Supcerintendents und High Schoot Principals
{By Frequencics of Responses for Each of Four Ratings)

Chart C2

Subjects: Superintendents (N =27), Principals (N=34)

Activity Grnowp Time* Role** Improve**
2 3 4 S 2 3 4 S 2 3 4 s
MGH. Develop department teaching Supcrintendents 7 10 10 0 3 12 R 4 8 9 7 3
schedule and assignments Principals 2 14 15 3 1 9 14 10 I 15 1t 7
MG?2. Participate in the sclection of Superintendents 5 10 ] 4 2 R X} 9 3 6 8 10
depariment instructional personnel Principuls 6 i 14 3 3 5 13 B3 4 7 10 1
MG3. Develop and administer the Superintendents 6 7 1 3 2 9 12 4 4 9 1 3
departiment budget Principals 5 7 16 6 2 4 13 IS 4 9 12 9
MG4. Disscminate information to Supcerintendents 3 10 10 4 2 7 9 9 3 6 1t 7
department staff Principals 4 9 s 6 ! 2 15 16 2 5 17 10
MGS. Allocate and maintain equipment, Superintendents 6 14 6 | 5 14 S 3 6 15 3 3
instructional materials, and fucititics Principals S 1 15 3 4 ] 13 9 4 12 12 6
MGS. Intcrpret and apply district policy Superintendents B 9 4 3 2 10 ] 7 3 n 5 8
and building standards Principuls 13 3] 9 I 4 1t 12 7 5 14 1 4q
MG?7. Plan and organize relevant Supcrintendents 3 1 8 5 0 3 1 3 1 4 7 15
department mectings Principals 4 9 18 3 | 2 16 15 1 6 12 1S5
MGR. Scrve as Haison between depariment  Superintendents 3 9 9 6 1 3 13 10 | 6 11 9
mcmbers and the administration Principals 3 10 15 6 2 1 11 _ 20 2 1 14 17

* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no timce); 3 (2 maderate amount of time); 4 (a good deal of time): and S (a great deal of time)
** Ratling scale 2—5: 2 (littlc or no importance); 3 (moderate importance); 4 (very important); and S (extremely important)
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Chan C3

Department Chair Responsibility for the Organization: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role,**

und Importance for the Chair to Continue to Improve** as Perceived by Superintendents and High School Principals

|By Frequencies of Responses for Each of Four Ratings}
Subjects: Superintendents (N =27), Principals (N =34)

Activity Group Time* Role** Improve**
2 3 4 S 2 3 4 S 2 3 4 5

ORI. Engage department members in an Superintendents 13 8 S i i 5 10 1 2 2 8 15
organized department growth and Principals 12 s 5 2 I 3 16 14 0 4 11 19
improvement effort

OR2. Represent the department in . Superintendems 6 10 8 3 2 3 1 1 2 2 10 13
developing/implementing school’s Principals 9 12 10 3 1 2 16 16 0 2 16 16
organized improvement effort

OR3, Serve as department spokesperson at — Superintendents 14 9 ! 3 5 10 8 4 4 8 7
community and board mectings Principals 21 6 7 0 10 12 8 4 8 1 8 7

OR4. Preparc requested information on Superintendents 10 11 2 4 2 12 9 4 3 13 7 4
department topics for principal, central  Principals 14 12 7 1 4 12 13 5 6 7 14 7
olfice, school board

ORS. Act as an advocate for the protection  Superintendents 10 7 6 4 (4] 8 13 6 4 6 10 7
of classroom instructionaf time Principals 8] 16 ! 2 3 7 18 6 4 9 16 5

OR6. Support tcachers’ professional nceds  Supcerintendents 6 9 8 4 2 9 11 s 4 R 9 6
and concems Principals 6 16 10 2 3 5 18 8 4 6 19 5

OR7. Work with other department chairs to - Superintendents 8] 10 7 2 1 s R 13 1 S 7 14
develop an integrated school Principals 12 12 6 4 2 6 12 14 2 4 11 17
instructional program

ORS. Participate in district-level plunning  Superintendents R 10 5 4 3 3 3 10 7 1 5 7
and decision making Principals 8 13 13 [4) 2 [{] 12 14 QO 4 S5 12

* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no time); 3 (a moderate amount of time); 4 (a good deal of time); and 5 (a great deal of time)
** Rating scalc 2—5: 2 (litdle or no importance); 3 (moderate importance); 4 (very important); and 5 (extremely important)
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Chast C4

Department Chair Responsibility for Program: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role, **
and lmponance for the Chair to Continue to Improve** as Perceived by Superintendents and High Schoo! Principals
{By Frequencies of Responses for Each of Four Ralings|)
Subjccts: Superintendents (N =27), Principals (N=34)

Activity Group Time* Role** Improve**
2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4
PGH. Facilitate development of Superinicndents & o 4 0 3 6 8 0 6 9 2
? I 5 13 3 ] 3 11 19 1 5 7 21
curriculum Principals
PG2. S|:|pcrvise the implementation of Sqmﬁnlcndcnts ; lg g ? ; :g :,17 g g :(: }g
curriculum Principals
PG3. Monitor the continued maintenance  Superintendents 8 2 Z 3 0 f,‘ 14 ? ! 6 1t 2
3 R 6 12 12 4 i 2 16 15 1 3 18 12
of curriculum Principals
2 bl d
PG4. Devisc and implcment process jor Superintendents 12 4 8 2 .l, p 3o ! 3 12 1
! A 17 7 8 2 2 6 6 10 1 4 15 4
program cvaluation Principals
.
PGS. Provide leadership in the selection Superintendents 5 7 12 3 0 4 'f 8 1 8 l?, 3
! N i 3 14 15 2 0 6 12 16 2 8 12 12
and development of instructional Principals
materials
PG6. Coordinate departmental selection Supcrintendents g :g :: (l) :; :g 13 ; 2 : ls I?
of textbooks and supplementat Principals N N N
materials
el el o]
PG7. Assess learning outcomes to identify  Superintendents :2 2 ..', ; :; :; (l) : l? :g
program strenpths and weaknesses Principals - - -
. . X 6 8 | 15 11 0 2 13 12
PGB Establish goals for program quel:mlcndcnls 10 1 5 13 15 0 " 16 14
improvement Principals

* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (lite or no time): 3 (a moderate amount of tinte); 4 (a good deal of time); and S (a great deal of time)
** Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no importance); 3 (moderate importance); 4 (very important); and S (extremely important)
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Chart CS

Department Chair Responsibility for Supervision: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role, **
and Importance tor the chair to Continue to lmprove** as Perecived by Superintendents and High School Principals

By Frequencies of Responses Given for Each of Four Ratings)
Subjects: Superintendents (N = 27) Principals (N = 34)

Activity Group Time* Rolc** Improve**
2 3 4 S 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5

SPI1. Madel a variely of instructional Superinicndents 16 7 2 2 3 3 17 4 2 2 [} 12
stratepies Principals 17 9 8 0 2 10 10 12 1 7 12 14
SP2. Assist teachers in developing Supcrintendents 15 8 4 (4] 3 13 3 3 6 1 7
professional growth pluns Principals 22 8] 4 0 5 12 9 8 4 9 1t 10
SP3. Encourage experimentation and Supcrintendents 12 10 2 3 2 5 13 7 2 3 12 10
innovation among teachers Principals 14 16 4 0 2 7 15 10 2 7 10 is
SP4. Coordinate instruction among Superintendents 6 10 R 3 1 3 13 10 2 2 13 10
department members Principals 7 17 9 1 3 6 15 10 2 8 I 13
SP5. Observe teachers in their Supcrintendents 12 1 4 0 4 8 9 6 2 6 9 10
classrooms and provide feedback Principals d | 8] 3 2 3 4 18 9 3 6 11 14
SP6. Monitor teacher lesson plans Supcrintendents 21 S 1 O 10 9 5 5 10 10 2 5
Principals 27 5 2 0 10 17 4 3 10 13 6 5

SP7. Practice clinical supenision Supcrinicndents 16 5 4 2 7 7 7 6 8 3 7 9
Principals 26 5 1 2 13 6 9 6 10 7 10 7

SPR. Communicate high expectations Supcrintendents 9 9 4 5 1 4 6 16 2 3 5 17
for tcacher pedormance Principals 1" 16 6 1 1 7 1 15 2 [ 11 15
SPY. Assist teachers with improvement  Supcerintendents 12 .3 3 4 2 3 7 15 3 2 5 17
of their instruction Principals 16 11 7 0 2 6 13 13 1 6 13 14
SP10. Organizc plan for tcacher Superintendents 12 10 5 0 2 5 13 7 2 5 11 9
sharing, peer coaching Principals 22 7 4 | 4 6 15 9 2 7 12 13
SP11. Evaluate teacher performance Supcrintendents 18 ] | [ 5 6 3 3 4 4 6
Principals 27 5 1 1 19 5 6 4 18 S5 5 6

* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no time): 3 (4 moderate amount of hime); 4 (a good deat of time); and S (a great deal of time)
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Chan D1

Department Chair Responsibility for Human Relations: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent *
Importance to the Department Chair Role,** and Importance for the Chair
to Continue to Improve** as Perceived by Superiniendents and Principals
Subjects (N = 61)

. Superintendents Principals
Acinity Issue p(el\ =27 (N= _::)
M Y M )
1. Build and maintain a Time Spent 3.556 1.086 3.382 0.697
supportive department team  Importance to Role 4333 0.679 4382 0.870
Importance to Improve  4.259 0.859 4412 0.609
2, Encourage open Time Spent 3.8 1.155 3412 0.892
communication among Importance to Role 4407 0.690 4471 0.748
department members Importance to Improve  4.296 0.912 4.500 0.826
3. Facilitate effective conflict Time Spent 31 1.086 297 1.029
resolution Importance to Role 4148 0.718 4235 0.89%0
Importance to Improve 4.185 0.736 4382 0.697
4. Foster cooperative problem  Time Spent 3.556 1.050 3.206 0.808
solving Importance to Role 4.296 0.724 4353 0.734
Importance to Improve 4222 0.847 4441 0613
5. Encourage trust. caring.and  Time Spent 344 1.086 3471 0961
respect among department Imponance to Role 4.074 0.781 4382 0922
members Importance to Improve  4.148 0.864 4471 0.706
6. Maintain regular, open Time Spent 3.852 0.818 3853 0.989
communication with Imponance 1o Role 4370 0.884 4676 0.684
department members Importance to Improve 4259 0.984 4.529 0.896
7. Practice collaborative, Time Spent 3444 0.892 3382 1.015
participative decision-making Importance to Role 4222 0.847 4294 1.001
processes Importance to Improve 4222 0.892 4.529 0.615
8. Promote atmosphere that Time Spent 3333 1.109 3294 1.088
encourages continuous Importance 1o Role 4593 0.572 4412 1.104
improvement Imponance 10 Improve  4.556 0.751 4529 0992
9. Encourage department Time Spent 3.000 0.961 2.588 1.076
Imporiance to Role 3815 0962 3794 0914
members Importance o Improve 3963 0960 4020 0904

to share in leadership roles

* Rating scale 1—5: 1 (notime); 2 (little time), 3 (a moderate amount of time ), 4 (a good deal of time).
and 5 (a great deal of time)
** Rating scale 1—5: 1(no imporiance); 2 (little importance); 3 (moderate importance);
4(very important),and 5 (extremely important)
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Chant D2

Department Chair Responsibility for Management: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent *
Importance to the Department Chair Role,** and Importance for the Chair
to Continue to Improve** as Perceived by Superintendents and Principals
Subjects (N=61)

N Superintendents Principals
Activity lssue (N=27) (N =34)
M SO M sD
1. Develop department teaching  Time Spent 3071 0874 3.559 0.746
schedule and assignments Importance (o Role 3481 0893l 397 0834
Importance to Improve  3.111 121 3.706 0.836
2. Participate in the selection Time Spent 3333 1109 3353 1.012
of department instructional Importance to Role 4000 0920 4.029 1.029
personnel Importance to Improve 3852 1199 3.765 1.156
3. Develop and administer Time Spent 3407 0971 3.676 0945
the depaniment budget Importance 10 Role 3407 0971 4153 0.888
Importance to Improve 3407  1.047 3.706 1.115
4. Disseminate information Time Spent 355% 0892 3.676 0912
10 department staff Importance to Role 3926 0958 4333 0.730
Imponance to Improve 3704  1.208 4000 0921
5. Allocate and maintain Time Spent 3074 0781 3.441 0927
equipment, instructional Importance to Role 322 089 3.765 1.046
materials, and facilities jmportance to Improve 1963 1,126  3.500 1.108
6. Interpret and apply district Time Spent 2839 1121 2882 0977
policy and building standards  Importance to Role 3741 0944 3.618 1.015
Importance to Improve 3593 1185 3383 1.012
7. Plan and organize relevant Time Spent 355 0934 3588 0821
department meetings Importance t0 Role 4370 0.688 4324 0727
Importance to Improve 4296  0.993 4206 0845
8. Serve as liaison between Time Spent 3667 0961 3706 0871
department members and the  Importance to Role 4185 0786 4.441 0.824
administration Importance to Improve 4037 0854 4324 0912

* Rating scale 1—5: 1 (notime): 2 (little time}, 3 (a moderate amount of time ), 4 (a good deal of
time); and 5{a greai deal of 1ime)
** Rating scale 1—5: 1 (no importance), 2 (litlle importance), 3 (moderate importance);,
4(very imporiant),and 5 (exiremely important)




Department Chair Responsibility for the Organization: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent.* Importance

Chart D3

1o the Department Chair Role,** and Importance for the Chair to Continue to Improve**
as Perceived by Superintendents and Principals

Subjects (N = 61)

Activity Issue Superintendents Principals
(N=27) (N=34)
M D M Sb
1. Engage department members in an Time Spent 2704 0.993 2882 0913
organized department growth and impt. to Role 4.111 0974 4265 0751
improvement effon Impt. to Improve 4296 1.031 4.441 0.705
2. Represent the department in Time Spent 3.185 1.145 3206 0846
developing/implementing the school's  Impt to Role 4.111 1.013 4324 0727
organized improvement effort Impt. to Improve 4222 1013 4412 0609
3. Serve as depariment spokesperson Time Spent 2.519 1.221 2412 1.019
at community meetings, board Impt to Role 3333 1.109 3.088 1.138
meetings Impt to Improve  3.630 1115 3324 1224
4. Prepare requested snformation on Time Spent 2852 1.231 2765 0987
department topics for principal, Impt to Role 3.556 0.847 3471 1.080
central office, school board Impttolmprove 3407 0971 3529 1237
5. Act as advocate for the protectionof ~ Time Spent 3 1.155 3118 0844
classroom instructional time Impt. to Role 3.926 0.730 3765 0923
Impt. to Improve  3.667 L177 3.588 1.019
6. Support teachers’ professional needs  Time Spent 3.296 1.137 3.206 0.880
and concerns Impt. to Role 3704 0.689 3882 0946
Impt. to Improve  3.519 1.221 3.647 1.070
7. Work with other depariment chairs Time Spent 2926 1.207 88 12
1o develop an integrated school Impt. toRole 4222 0.892 408  099%
instructional program Impt. to Improve 4222 1.103 4265 0898
8. Participate in curricular planningand ~ Time Spent 3.074 1.207 3.088 0900
decision making at the district level ImpL to Role 3.963 1.160 4088 099
Impt toImprove 3963 1.224 4.000 1013

* Rating scale 1—5: 1 (no time), 2 (lintle time); 3 (a moderate amonnt of time Y. 4 (a good deal of time),

and 5(a great deal of time)

** Raling scale 1--5: 1 (no imporiance); 2 (little importance), 3 (moderate imporiance),
4(very imporiant),and 5 (extremely important)
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Chant D4

Depariment Chair Responsibility for Program: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance
to the Department Chair Role,** and Importance for the Chair to Continue to Improve**

as Perccived by Superintendents and Principals

Subjects (N = 61)
Superintendents Principals
Activity Issue (N=127) (N=34)
M D M s
1. Facilitate development of Time Spent 2296 1031 3412 0857
curriculum (philosophy, goals. Importance to Role 4185 0622 4412 0873
objectives) Importance to Improve 4222 0801 4412 0.857
2, Supervise the implementation  Time Spent 3222 1.050 3.265 0931
of curriculum Importance to Role 4370 0565 4294 0906
Importance to Improve 4407 0692 4382 0.739
3. Monitor the continued Time Spent 3.148 1064 3333 1.041
maintenance of curriculum Importance to Role 418 0681 4294 0836
Importance to Improve 4037 0854 4176 0834
4. Devise and implement process  Time Spent 3.000 1209 2676 1.199
for program evaluation Importance to Role 425 0764 3.941 1.103
Importance to Improve 4222 0801  4.206 0.880
5. Provide leadership in the Time Spent 3481 0935 340 0.748
selection and development of  Importance to Role 4148 0662 4.2%4 0.760
instructional materials Importance o Improve 3815 0876 3971 1.000
6. Coordinate deparimental Time Spent 3553 0880 384 0.716
selection of textbooks and Importance to Role 4222 064Ff 4324 0.684
supplemental materials Importance tolmprove 3815 0834 3971 1.000
7. Assess learning outcomes 10 Time Spent 2963 1.160 2647 1.041
identify program strengths and Importance 10 Role 4296 0775 4276 0936
weaknesses Importance to Improve 4370 0884 4441 0.705
8. Establish goals for program Time Spent 311 1121 2941 1.043
improvement Importance to Role 4370 0565 4.206 0914
Importance to Improve 4370  0.629 4204 0.676

* Rating scale 1—5: 1 (a0 time): 2 (little time), 3 (a moderate amount of time ), 4 (a good deal
of time). and 5 (a great deal of time)

** Rating scale 1—5: 1(no importance); 2 (little imporiance); 3 (moderate imporiance),

4 (very importani); and 5 (extremnely important)
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Chart DS

Department Chair Responsibility for Supervision: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance
1o the Depaniment Chair Role,** and Importance for the Chair to Continue to Improve**
as Perceived by Superintendents and Principals

Subjects (N=61)

- Superintendents Principals
Activity Issue (N=27) (N =34)
M S M sb

1. Model a variety of Time Spent 2444 1121 2588 1019
instructional strategics Importance to Role 3815 084 3882 1094
Importance to Improve 4222 0892 4118 0945
2. Assist teachers in developing  Time Spent 2370 1006 2235 0955
prolessional growth plans Importance 10 Role 355% 0634 3529 1134
Importance to Improve 3778 1.050 3735 1136
3. Encourage innovation and Time Spent 2704 1171 2588 0857
experimentation among Importance to Role 3889 0974 3941 0952
teachers importance to Improve 4074 0997 4118 0946
4. Coordinate instruction Time Spent 32% 1033 3055 0886
among department members  Importance to Role 418 0780 3912 099%
Imponance to Improve  4.148 0864  4.029 0937
5. Observe teachers in their Time Spent 255 0934 2382 1.101
classrooms and provide Importance to Role 3593 1083 3912 1026
feedback Importance to Improve 3963  1.055 4029 0937
6. Monitor teacher lesson plans  Time Spent 1963 0808 1765 0923
importance to Role 2963 L1126 2824 114]
Importance to Improve 2963 1255 2971 1314
7. Practice clinical supervision  Time Spent 2444  1.25) 1.853 1.158
Importance to Role 3370 1245 305 1391
Imponance toImprove 355 1368 3265 1355
8. Communicate high Time Spent 3000 1359 2794 0978
expectations for teacher Importance to Role 4333 1000 4147 0958
performance Importance to Improve 4333 1.074 4147 0925
9. Assist teachers with the Time Spent 2852 1231 2647 0917
improvement of their Importance to Role 4250 105% 40% 0983
instruction Importance toImprove 4296 1137  4.147 0925
10. Organize plan for teacher Time Spent 255% 1.013 2265 1.082
sharing, peer Importance 1o Role 3852 1064 3765 1.156
coaching Importance to Improve 3296 1107 4000 1.073
11. Evaluate teacher performance Time Spent 1963 0940 1676 1036
Imponance to Role 2630 1145 2382 1518
Importance toImprove 2778 1601 2529 1600

* Rating scale 1—5: 1 (no time); 2 (littletime), 3 ( moderate amount); 4 (a good deal); S (a greal deal)
** Rating scale 1—5: 1 (no importance); 2 (litile imporiance); 3 (moderate imporiance),

4(very important),and S (extremely important)
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APPENDIX E

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION CHARTS: ADMINISTRATO?S,
DEPARTMENT CHAIRS




Chart El

Department Chair Responsibility for Human Relations: Ratings of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role,** and Importance

for the Chair to Continue to improve®* as Perceived by Administrators and High School Department Chairs
By Frequencies of Responses Given for Each of Four Ratings)
Subjects: Department Chairs (N = 118), Administrators (N = 61)

Activily Group Time* Role** Improve*#*
2 3 4 S 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5
HR]1. Build and maintain a supportive Department Chair 15 S 39 13 9 1] 61 37 7 17 41 a7
department tcam Administrator 7 2 2 7 1 5 25 30 1 6 25 29
HR2. Encourage open communication Department Chair 9 45 38 26 4 6 57 51 3 13 5 S5
among department members Administrator 9 23 14 15 1 5 21 34 3 3 2 35
HR3. Facilitate effective conflict Department Chair 44 42 23 9 12 25 53 28 1t 31 49 27
resolution Administrator 20 2 13 6 1 9 27 24 0 9 25 27
HRA4. Foster cooperative problem solving  Department Chair 24 & 3s K] 7 27 49 3s 8 26 48 36
Administrator 1 22 20 7 i 6 26 28 1 6 25 29
HRS. Encourage frust, caring, and Department Chair 13 41 38 26 S 12 43 S8 4 21 4
respect among department members  Administrator 9 20 24 8 ! 11 20 29 | 9 20 31
HR6. Maintain regular, open Department Chair 1 a2 41 44 2 7 32 78 2 18 33 65
communication with depastment Administrator 5 [N 25 16 3 2 15 41 4 4 15 38
members
HR7. Practice collaborative, pasticipative  Department Chair 17 41 34 26 2 21 43 52 1 28 45 4
decision-making processes Administrator 10 23 20 8 4 s 2 30 2 4 23 32
HRS. Promute an atmospherc that Department Chair 12 39 48 19 i 15 45 57 2 17 40 59
cncourages continuous improvement Administrator 13 23 15 10 3 2 16 40 3 1 15 42
HR9. Encourage department members o Depantment Chair 30 57 22 9 6 39 46 27 10 30 S50 28
share_in leadership roles Administrator 23 23 13 2 4 18 24 15 3 17 18 23

* Rating scolc 2—5: 2 (little or no timeY; 3 (a maderate amount of time); 4 (a good deal of timeY. and 5 (a great deal aof time)
** Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no importance); 3 (naderate importancey, 4 (very important); und S (extremely important)
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Chart E2

Department Chair Responsibility for Management: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role,** and
tmportance for the Chair to Continue (o Improve** as Perceived by Administrutors and High School Department Chairs

{By Frequencies of Responses Given tor Each of Four Ratings]
Subjects: Department Chairs (N=118) Administrators (N=61)

Activity Group Timc* Rolc** Improve**
2 3 4 S 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 S

MG 1. Develop department teaching schedule Department Chair 19 38 3s 26 2 24 48 4 12 29 139 38
and assignments Administrator 9 M 25 3 4 2 2 14 9 24 18 10
MG?2. Participate in the sclection of Department Chair 42 32 29 16 4 18 43 53 8 19 4 47
department instructional personnc! Administrator 1! 21 22 7 5 10 U 22 7 15 18 2t
MG3. Develop and administer the department  Department Chair 9 137 39 33 4 22 43 49 7 30 4 39
budget Administrator 11 14 27 9 4 13 25 9 g8 IR 23 12
MG4. Disscminate information to department  Departnaent Chair 6 31 3s a6 5 18 40 55 8 33 34 43
sifT Administrator 7 19 25 i 3 9 24 25 5 n 28 17
MGS. Allocate and maintain equipment, Department Chair 4] 43 21 13 29 42 33 14 29 47 27 15
instructional materials, and facilitics Administrator i 25 21 4 9 2 18 12 1w 27 15 9
MGS. Interpret and apply district policyand  Department Chair 43 46 20 9 125 41 3 19 26 47 25 20
building standards Administrator 24 20 13 4 6 21 20 14 8 25 16 12
MG7. Plan and organize relcvant departiment  Department Chair 13 27 2 26 4 17 'St 46 8 2 4 47
meelings Administrator 7 20 26 8 1 5 27 28 2 10 19 30
MG8. Scrve as liaison belween department Department Chair 5 31 33 4 3 10 50 55 7 22 41 48
bers und the admini ion Administrator 6 19 24 12 3 4 4 30 3 7 25 26

* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no time); 3 (a moderite amount of time); 4 (a good deal of time); and 5 (a great deal of time)
*=* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no importance); 3 (maderate importance); 4 (very important); and S (extremely important)
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Department Chair Responsibility for the Organization: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role,** and

Churt E3

Impostance for the Chair to Continue to Improve** as Perceived by Administrators and High School Department Chairs
[By Frequencics of Responses Given for Each of Four Ratings})
Subjects: Department Chairs (N = 11R) Administrators (N = 61)

Activity Group Time?* Role** Improve**
2 3 4 S 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5
ORI. Engage dept. members in an organized  Department Chair 36 43 2 13 9 32 4 34 6 35 34 43
department growth/ improvement effort Administrator a5 23 0 3 2 7 2 25 2 6 19 34
OR?2. Represent the department in Dcepartment Chair 20 ki, 41 19 9 s a5 29 11 36 38 33
developing/implementing school’s Administrator 15 22 I8 6 3 s 27 26 2 4 26 29
organized improvement effort
OR3. Serve as department spokespersen at Department Chair €6 26 12 11 3] 31 41 15 28 4 34 15
community and bourd meetings Administrator 35 1S 8 3 15 22 16 8 12 19 16 14
OR4. Prepare requested informaltion on Department Chair 43 32 34 9 17 45 45 11 20 53 33 12
department topics for principal, central Administrator 24 23 9 5 6 24 22 12 9 20 21 i
oflice, school board
ORS. Act as an advocate for the protection of  Department Chair 35 4 24 15 13 29 38 383 1S 40 28 35
classroom instructional time Administrator 18 23 14 6 3 15 31 12 8 IS 26 12
OR6. Support teachers” professional nceds Department Chair 31 3 33 16 ] 32 4 366 14 37 32 35
and concems Administrator 1225 IR 6 5 14 29 13 8 14 28 It
OR7. Wark with other dept. chairs to develop  Department Chair 3R 39 25 16 7 30 40 41 5 32 36 45
an integrated school instructional program  Administrator 0 22 3 6 3 it 20 27 3 9 8 31
ORS8. Participalte in district-level planning Department Chair 32 32 33 21 8 29 4 37 9 30 4 38
and decision making Administrator 16 23 IR_ 4 5 9 23 24 7 10 19 25

* Rating scale 2~5: 2 (little or no time); 3 (a moderate amount ol time); 4 (a good deal of time); and S (a great deal of time)
*= Rating scale 2—5: 2 (little or no importance); 3 (modenste importanee); 4 (very important); and 5 (extremely important)
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Department Chair Responsibility for Program: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role,**

Chart F4

and Importance for the Chair to Continue to Improve** as Perccived by Administrators and High School Department Chairs

|By Frequencics of Responses Given for Each of Four Ratings)
Subjects: Departiment Chairs (N=118) Administrators (N=61)

Group Time* Role** Improve**
2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 S

PG 1. Facilitate development of currviculum Dcpartment Chair is 37 3R 28 s 20 56 37 6 25 53 34
Administrator 12 2 0 7 1 6 27 27 ] 1 16 33

PG2. Supervise the implementation of Department Chair 35 34 32 17 9 2 50 37 8 32 43 35
curriculum Administrator 12 24 20 S ! 5 7 28 0 8 21 3
PG3. Monitor the continued mainteranee of  Department Chair 37 40 ] 13 8 31 a3 36 8 39 36 35
curriculum Administrator 14 21 19 7 t 6 30 24 2 9 29 21
PG4. Devisc and implement process for Department Chair 55 41 20 2 14 38 50 6 13 37 46 22
program cvaluation Administrator 29 11 16 5 3 8 29 21 2 7 27 25
PGS. Provide leadership in the selectionund  Department Chair - 19 47 24 28 6 32 4 36 8 36 37 37
development of instructional materials Administrator 8 2 27 5 0 10 27 24 3 16 25 17
PG6. Coourdinate departmental selection of Department Chair 17 35 31 35 4 24 47 43 7 30 38 43
textbooks and supplemental matcrials Administrator 5 15 33 8 1 4 33 23 4 14 2 17
PG7. Assess learning outcomes to identify Department Chair 49 38 % 5 1t 31 55 21 2 28 54 24
program strengths and weaknesses Administrator 24 2 1 4 3 5 7 26 i 8 17 35
PG8. Establish goals for program Department Chair 36 41 31 10 7 24 S8 29 8 25 55 30
improvement Administrator 22 16 19 4 1 6 28 26 ) 6 29 26

* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (litte or no time): 3 (a moderate amount of time); 4 (a good deal of time); and 5 (a great deal of time)
** Rating scale 2—5: 2 (litde or no importance); 3 (moderate importance); 4 (very important); and 5 (extremely important)
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Department Chair Responsibility for Supervision: Ratings of Amount of Time Spent,* Importance to the Department Chair Role,**

and Importance lor the Chair to Continue to improve** as Perceived by Administrators and High School Department Chairs

|By Frequencies of Responses Given for Each of Four Ratings]
Subjects: Department Chairs (N=118) Administrators (N=61)

Aclivity Group Tune* Role** Improve**
2 3 4 s 2 3 4 ) 2 3 4 S

SP1. Madel a varicty of instructional Department Chair 62 36 14 6 33 3R 3t 16 27 35 3t 25
stritegies Administrator i3 16 10 2 s 13 27 16 3 9 23 26
SP2. Assist tcachers in developing Department Chair 83 2110 4 40 4?2 27 9 34 43 28 13
professional growth plans Administrator 37 16 8 0 8] 20 2 1 7 15 22 17
SP3. Encourage experimentation und Department Chair 37 47 25 9 IR 22 48 30 6 21 48 33
innovation among teachers Administrator 26 26 6 3 4 12 w17 4 00 22 25
SP4. Coordinate instruction among Department Chair 31 51 30 6 1 as 50 23 6 37 43 132
department members Administrator 13 27 17 4 4 9 28 20 4 10 24 23
SPS. Obscrve teachers in their classrooms Dcpartment Chair Rl 22 6 9 16 30 s 17 31 30 30 27
and provide feedback Administrator 33 19 7 2 7 12 27 15 5 12 20 24
SP6. Manitor tcacher lesson plans Department Chair -~ 107 & 3 2 M 26 11 3 77 27 7
Administrator 4R 103 0 20 26 9 6 20 23 8 10

SP7. Practice clinical supervision Department Chair 97 B 8 2 67 a8 17 6 63 3t 14 10
Teacher 4? 105 4 2 i3 6 12 18 10 17 16

SPR. Communicate high expectations for Department Chair 47 4?2 20 9 13 6 49 20 13 37 47 21
teacher performance Administrator 20 a5 10 6 2 " 17 31 4 9 16 32
SP9. Assist teachers with improvement of Department Chair 60 40 | 4 19 33 45 21 IR 28 46 26
their instruction Administrator 28 19 10 4 4 9 20 28 4 8 18 3t
SP10. Organize plan for teacher sharing, peer  Department Chair 92 18 5 3 39 3R 26 15 36 36 27 19
couching Administrator 34 17 9 t 6 11 28 16 4 12 23 22
SP1 1. Evaluate teacher performance Department Chair 97 i 7 3 67 23 19 9 64 21 19 14
Administrator 45 13 2 13 10 12 7 31 9 9 12

* Rating scale 2—5: 2 (litile or no time): 3 (a moderate amount of time); 4 (a good deal of time); and S (a great deal of time)

** Rating scale 2—5: 2 (tittle or no importance); 3 (moderate importance); 4 (very important); and S (extremely important)
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APPENDIX F

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION CHARTS:
ADMINISTRATORS, DEPARTMENT
CHAIRS-TIME SPENT



Chart Fi

* Department Chair Responsibility for Human Relations: Ratings of

Amount of Time Spent as Perceived by Administrators

and High Schoo! Academic Department Chairs

Subjects (N = 179)
. Administrators  Department Chairs
Activity (N=61) (N=118)
M DM D
1. Build and maintain a supportive dept. team 345 0886 3415 0870
2. Encourage open communication among
depantment members 3.574 1024 3.686 0.903
3. Facilitate effective conflict resolution 3.033 1.048 2949 0.977
4, Foster cooperative problem solving 3.361 0932 3229 0.991
5. Encourage trust, caring, and respect among 34% 1010 3664 0965
depariment members
6. Maintain regular, open communication with 3.852 0910 4.085 0823
department members
7. Practice collaborative, participative decision- 3410 0955 3.551 1.059
making processes
8. Promote an atmosphere that encourages 3311 1.088 3.619 0.89%6
continuous improvement
9. Encourage department members to share in 2770 1.039 3.069 0.8%4
leadership roles

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) No time is spent; (2) Little time is spent; (3) A moderate

amount of time is spent; (4) A good deal of time is spent; (5) A great deal of time is spent
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Chari F2

* Department Chair Responsibility for Management: Ratings of
Amount of Time Spent as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Academic Department Chairs
Subjects (N =179)

N Administrators  Department Chairs
Activity (N=61) (N=118)

M__Sb__M s

1. Develop department teaching schedule and 3344 084 355 1.042
assignments

2. Participate in the selection of department 3344 1.047 3.017 1.247
instructional personnel

3. Develop and administer the dept. budget 3.557 0.958 3.797 0.975
4. Disseminate information to dept. staff 3623 0.897 4.008 0974

5. Allocate and maintain equipment, 3279 088 294 1.163
instructional materials, and facilities
6. Interpret and apply district policy and

building standards 2885 1.034 2.856 1.064
7. Plan and organize relevant department 3.574 0.865 3.661 0.998
meetlings
8. Serve as liaison between department 3.689 0.904 4.068 0.922

members and the administration

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) No time is spent; (2) Little time is spent; (3) A moderate
amount of time is spent; (4) A good deal of time is spent; (5) A great deal of time is spent
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Chant 3

* Department Chair Responsibility for the Organization: Ratings
of Amount of Time Spent as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Academic Department Chairs
Subjects (N = 179)

Activity Administrators  Department Chairs
{N=61) (N=118)
M O M 9

1. Engage department members in an organized 2803 0946  3.059 1.096
department growth and improvement effort

2. Represent the department in developingand  3.197  1.030 3.466 1.027
implementing the school's organized
improvement effort

3. Serve as department spokesperson at 245 114 2483 1.211
community meetings, board meetings

4. Prepare requested information on department 2803  1.093 2975 1.128
topics for principal, central office, school
board

5. Act as advocate for the protection of 3115 0985 3.093 1.102
classroom instructional time

6. Support teachers' professional needs and 3246 05% 3.229 1.105
concemns

7. Work with other department chairs to 2835 1.240 3.0 1.132
develop an integrated school instructional
program

8. Participate in curricular planning and 308 1038 3.280 1.205

decision making at the district level

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) No time is spent; (2) Little time is spent; (3) A moderate
amount of time is spent; (4) A good deal of time is spent; (5) A great deal of time is spent




Chart F4

* Department Chair Responsibility for Program: Ratings of
Amount of Time Spent as Perceived by Administrators

and High School Academic Department Chairs

Subjects (N = 179)

. Administrators  Department Chairs
Activity (N=61) (N=118)
M S M SO
1. Facilitate development of curriculum 3361 0932 3627 1.069
2. Supervise the implementation of curriculum 3246 0977 318 1162
3. Monitor the continued maintenance of 3262 1047 3.068 1.107
curriculum
4. Devise and implement process for program 2820 124 2559 1.026
evaluation
5. Provide leadership in the selection and 3475 0829 3500 1.060
development of instructional materials
6. Coordinate departmental selection of textbooks 3721 0799 3678 1.116
and supplemental materials
7. Assess learning outcomes to identify program 2787 1097 2780 1.047
strengths and weaknesses
8. Establileg_oals for program improvement 3016 1072 3.07 1.031

* The rating scale was 1—~5: (1) No time is spent; (2) Little time is spent; (3) A moderate
amount of time is spent; (4) A good deal of time is spent; (5) A great deal of time is spent
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Chart F5

* Department Chair Responsibility for Supervision: Ratings of
Amount of Time Spent as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Academic Department Chairs

Subjects (N = 179)

Activity Administrators  Department Chairs

(N=61) (N=118)
M sb M s
1. Model a variety of instructional strategies 2525 1.058 2492 1.100
2. Assist teachers in developing professional 2295 0972 2059 1.104
growth plans
3. Encourage experimentation and innovation 2639 1.001 2.966 1.045
among teachers ’
4. Coordinate instruction among department 3.148 0946 3.051 0923
members
5. Observe teachers in their classrooms and 2459 0.026 2.169 1.186
provide feedback
6. Monitor teacher lesson plans 1852 0872 1.441 0.843
7. Practice clinical supervision 2.115 1.226 1.627 1.019
8. Communicate high expectations for 2885 1.156 2.780 1.126
teacher performance

9. Assist teachers with the improvement of their 2738  1.063 2.525 1.002
instruction

10. Organize plan for teacher sharing, peer 2393 1.053 1.898 0982
coaching
11, Evaluate teacher performance 1.803 0997 1.627 1.044

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) No time is spent; (2) Litile time is spent; (3) A moderate
amount of time is spent; (4) A good deal of time is spent; (5) A great deal of time is spent




APPENDIX G

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION CHARTS:
ADMINISTRATORS, DEPARTMENT
CHAIRS—IMPORTANCE TO
THE DEPARTMENT
CHAIR ROLE




Chart G1

* Department Chair Responsibility for Human Relations: Ratings of

Importance to the Department Chair Role as Perceived by

Administrators and High School Department Chairs

Subjects (N=179)

224

. Administrators  Department Chairs
Activity (N=61) (N=118)
M D M S
D
1. Build and maintain a supportive department 4361 0775 4059 0870
team
2. Encourage open communication among 4443 0719 4305 0757
department members
3. Facilitate effective conflict resolution 4197 0813 3805 0934
4. Foster cooperative problem solving 4328 0724 3932 09
5. Encourage trust, caring, and respect among 4246 0869 4297 080
department members
6. Maintain regular, open communication with 4451 0787 4568 0.685
department members :
7. Practice collaborative, participative decision- 4262 0920 4220 0828
making processes
8. Promote an atmosphere that encourages 4492 0906 4339 0731
continuous improvement
9. Encourage department members to share in 3803 0928 3780 0888

leadership roles

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) It is of no importance; (2) Itis of litile importance;
(3) It is of moderate importance; (4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely important.
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Chan G2

* Department Chair Responsibility for Management: Ratings of Importance
to the Role of the Chair as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Department Chairs
Subjects (N=179)

Administrators ~ Depantment Chairs

Adtivity (N=61) (N=118)
M S5 M s
1. Develop depariment teaching schedule and 3754 0888 4.136 0.7%4
assignments
2. Participate in the selection of department 4016 0975 4212 0.885

instructional personnel
3. Develop and administer the department budget 3967 08 4.153 0.888
4, Disseminate information to department staff 4164 0860 4220 0888

5. Allocate and maintain equipment, instructional 3525 1010 3.18 1.109
materials, and facilities

6. Interpret and apply district policy and building 3672 0978 3322 1.116
standards

7. Plan and organize relevant department meetings 4344 0704 4.161 0.857

8. Senve as liaison between department members 4328 0811 4322 0772
and the administration

* The rating scale was 1—-5: (1) It is of no importance; (2) 1115 of litle importance;
(3) ltis of moderate importance; (4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely important.




Chan G3

* Department Chair Responsibility for the Organization: Ratings of Importance

to the Role of the Chair as Perceived by Administrators

and High School Depariment Chairs
Subjects (N=179)
— Administrators  Department Chairs
Activity (N=61) (N=118)
M S M s
1. Engage department members in an 4197 083 386 0942
organized department growth and
improvement effont
2. Represent the department in developing 4230 us6d 3788 0923
and implementing the school's
organized improvement effort
3. Serve as depaniment spokesperson at 3197 LI123 3263 1.136
community meetings, board meetings
4. Prepare requested information on 3508 0977 3390 0925
department topics for principal, central
office. school board
5. Act as advocate for the protection of 3836 0840 3831 1.057
classroom instructional time
6. Support teachers' professional needs and 3803 0910 3881 0.962
concems
7. Work with other department chairs to 4148 0846 3975 0920
develop an integrated school
instructional program
8. Participate in cumcular planning and 4033 1064 3907 0978

decision making at the district level

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) ltis of no importance; (2) It is of litde importance;

(3) It is of moderate imponance; (4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely important.
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Chant G4

* Department Chair Responsibility for Program: Ratings of
Importance to the Role as Perceived by Administrators

and High School Department Chairs

Subjects (N = 179)

Activity Administrators  Department Chairs
(N=61) (N=118)
M S M SD

1. Facilitate development of cummiculum (philosophy,

goals, objectives) 4311 0720 4.05) 0836

2. Supervise the implementation of curriculum 4328 0769 3958 0.946

3. Monitor the continued maintenance of curriculum 4246 0767  3.890 0959

4. Devise and implement process for program 4082 0918 3534 0.967
evaluation

5. Provide leadership in the selection and 4230 0716 3932 0884
development of instructional materials

6. Coordinate departmental selection of textbooks 4279 0662 4093 0.837
and supplemental materials

7. Assess learning outcomes to identify program 4230 0864 3720 0.886
strengths and weaknesses

8. Establish goals for program improvement 4279 0777 3915 0.853

* The rating scale was 1 —5:

(1) Itis of no importance; (2) It is of littte importance;

(3) It is of moderate importance; (4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely important.
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Chart G5

* Depaniment Chair Responsibility for Supervision: Ratings of
Importance to the Role as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Department Chairs

Subjects (N = 179)
Activity Administrators  Department Chairs
(N=61) (N=118)
M __ S M s
1. Model a variety of instructional stralegies 3852 0980 3166 1150
2. Assist teachers in developing professional 3541 1042 2907 1132
growth plans
3. Encourage expenimentation and innovation 3918 0954 3.703 1127
among teachers
4. Coordinate mstrucion among depariment 4033 0912 3720 0895
members
5. Observe teachers in their classrooms and 370 1055 3136 1267
provide feedback
6. Monitor teacher lesson plans 2885 1.127 2017 1140
7. Practice climcal supervision 3.197 1327 2237 1292
8. Communicate high expectations forteacher 4230 0973 3576 1.041
performance
9. Assist teachers with the improvement of 4.148 1014 348 1145
their instruction
10. Organize plan for teacher sharing. peer 3.803 1108 3.000 1226
coaching
11. Evaluate teacher performance 2490 1479 2297 1379

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) It is of no importance; (2) Itis of linle importance;

(3) 1t is of moderate importance; (4) Itis very important; (5) Itis extremely important.
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APPENDIX H

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION CHARTS:
ADMINISTRATORS, DEPARTMENT
CHAIRS—IMPORTANCE FOR THE

CHAIR TO CONTINUE
TO IMPROVE




Chart H1

* Department Chair Responsibility for Human Relations: Ratings of
Importance to Continue to Improve as Perceived by Administrators

230

and High School Department Chairs
Subjects (N = 179)
.. Administrators ~ Department Chairs
Activity (N=61) (N=118)
M M D
1. Build and maintain a supportive depariment 4344 0728 4177 0.902
team
2. Encourage open communication among 4410 0864 4280 0761
department members
3. Facilitate effective conflict resolution 4295 0715 37T 0.928
4. Foster cooperative problem solving 4344 0.728 3932 0.940
5. Encourage trust, carning, and respect among 4328 0790 4161 0.867
department members
6. Maintain regular, open communication with 4410 0938 4364 0802
department members
7. Practice collaborative, participative decision- 4393 075 4119 0797
making processes
8. Promote an atmosphere that encourages 4,541 088 4322 0783
continuous improvement
9. Encourage department members to share in 4000 0931 3805 09518
leadership roles

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) It is of no importance; (2) It is of little importance;
(3) It is of moderate importance; (4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely important.
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Chart H2

* Department Chair Responsibility for Management: Ratings of Importance
1o Continue to Improve as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Department Chairs
Subjects (N = 179)

Administrators ~ Department Chairs
(N=61) (N=118)
M__ D M SO

1. Develop department teaching schedule and 3.443 1009  3.864 1.004
assignments

Activity

2. Participate in the selection of department 3803 1.166 4085 0957
instructional personnel

3. Develop and administer the department 3.574 1.087 3941 0.954
budget

4, Disseminate information to department staff 3.869 1056 394 1.022

5. Allocate and maintain equipment, 3.262 1139 3.133 1.107
instructional materials, and facilities

6. Interpret and apply district policy and 3.459 1089 3254 1.134
building standards

7. Plan and organize relevant department 4246 0907 405 0972
meetings

8. Serve as liaison between department 4.197 0.891 4085 0957

members and the administration

* The rating scale was 1—5; (1) Itis of no impontance; (2) It is of little importance;
(3) It is of moderate importance; (4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely important.
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Chart H3

* Department Chair Responsibility for the Organization: Ratings of Importance
" to the Role of the Chair as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Department Chairs
Subjects (N =179)

Administrators  Department Chairs

Activity (N=61) (N=118)
M b M D
1. Engage department members in an 4.197 0853 3864 0942
organized department growth and
improvement effort

2. Represent the department in developing 4.230 0864 3.788 0.923
and implementing the school's
organized improvement effort

3. Serve as department spokesperson at 3.197 1123 3.263 1.136
community meetings, board meetings

4. Prepare requested information on 3508 0977 339 0.925
department topics for principal, central
office, school board

5. Act as advocate for the protection of 3836 0840 3.831 1.057
classroom instructional time

6. Support teachers’ professional needsand 3.803 0910 3.881 0.962
concerns

7. Work with other department chairs to 4148 0946 3975 0.920
develop an integrated school
instructional program

8. Participate in curricular planning and 4033 1064 3907 0.978
decision making at the district level

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) It is of no importance;, (2) It is of little importance;
(3) It is of moderate importance , (4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely important.




Chart H4

* Department Chair Responsibility for Program: Ratings of

Importance to the Role as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Department Chairs

Subjects (N = 179)
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Activity Administrators  Department Chairs
(N=61) (N=118)

Facil 1 t | M - X
1. Facilitate development of curriculum

(philosophy, goals, objectives) 4311 0720 4051 0836
2. Supervise the implementation of

curriculum 4328 0769 3958 0.946
3. Monitor the continued maintenance of

curticulum 4246 0767 3890 0.959
4. Devise and implement process for

program evaluation 4082 0918 3534 0967
5. Provide leadership in the selection and

development of instructional materials 4230 0716 392 0834
6. Coordinate departmental selection of 4279 0662 4003 0837

textbooks and supplemental materials
7. Assess learning outcomes to identify 4230 0864 3720 0.886

program strengths and weaknesses
8. Establish goals for program improvement 4279 0777 3915  0.853

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) 1 is of no importance;, (2) It is of linlle importance;,

(3) It is of moderate importance ;(4) It is very important; (5) It is extremely imporiant.
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Chart H5

*Department Chair Responsibility for the Supervision: Ratings of Importance
to Continue to Improve as Perceived by Administrators
and High School Department Chairs
Subjects (N = 179)

Administrators Department Chairs
(N=61) (N=118)
M S5 M S

—

Activity

1. Model a variety of instructional strategies 4.164 0916 3373 1.211

2. Assist teachers in developing professional 374 1.090 3.051 1.154
growth plans

3. Encourage experimentation and innovation  4.098 0961 3.780 1.103
among teachers

4. Coordinate instruction among department 4082 0.900 3.927 0.906
members

5. Observe teachers in their classrooms and 4.000 1.041 3314 1.325
provide feedback

6. Monitor teacher lesson plans ’ 2967 1278 2161 1.267
7. Practice clinical supervision . 3.393 1357 2322 1358

8. Communicate high expectations for teacher  4.230 0.990 3.593 1.015
performance

9. Assist teachers with the improvement of 4213 0.108 3.585 1.172
their instruction

10. Organize plan for teacher sharing, peer 3.967 1.080 3102 1.270
coaching

11. Evaluate teacher performance 2639 1.592 2424 1.470

* The rating scale was 1—5: (1) Itis of no importance; (2) It is of little importance;
(3) It is of moderate importance; (4) It is very important: (5) It is extremely important.
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MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION CHART:
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Chart I-1

Summary of Responses Concerning Opinions of Depariment
Chair Potential for Educational Leadership
Subjects (N =61)

Opinion Superintendents Principals
(N=2 (N=34)
M SD M sD

4.407 0.694 4441  0.660

1. A successful department chair must be a
strong leader

2. A successful department chair must be a 4.148 0.456 4294 0579
good manager

3. A department chair should be a master 4.481 0.802 4647 0485
teacher

4. The department chair should assist teachers 4519 0.643 4441 0561
to improve their instruction.

5. Department chairs should have some 4.074 0.829 4176 0716
training in supervision.

6. Department chairs should participate in the 2,963 1.427 2941 1.099
implementation of plans of assistance.

7. A successful department chair must be a 4.259 0.656 4412 0557
skilled problem solver

8. Principals should seek and support 4.667 0555 4824 0387
department chairs who are strong
instructional leaders.

9. Department chairs should have some 3.55 0847 355 0824
training in administration.

10. For a department chair 1o be an effective 4,185 0.921 3941 0814
supervisor requires the credibility of
expertise in the discipline

11. Department chairs cannot be effective 2519 1.156 2041 0886
supervisors of instruction because they
regard themselves as teachers rather than
as Supervisors.
12. Being in a department chair role enhances 3519 . 0.935 3824 0797
the chair’s own classroom instruction.
* Scale was 1-5:
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; and S = strongly agree
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