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Imsmncr

£ The purpose of this study was to ‘deteminé whethsr
. s

principals, department ﬂhai , and 3 rs felt the-

supervispry fuhctions generally,.gssoc{a\:ed with the ¥
- LA
B . department chairpsrson's rcle, shouldébe considered more
mmrtant than ‘what \:hey were ccnside. ed t/ be at the tlme‘

T ot the :mvestigation. ' s .

2 .o Thé study was a cross-sectional iescxjipti.en of f.i\e

percepticns held by a random smﬁ:‘le of secondary school |

teachers and the entixe population af‘ secondary school ~~

deparul\ent cha&mpersans and their principals ._'.Na_hundx'ed

and y-two » two and Y- twe

department cha'h’berscns, and sixty} five principnls were

o sent a questionmire 'r‘he instrumen;, developed for this

study, each r g;aup.'s J b on of the
‘amoum-. of importance presehtl‘y placed on the 15
supervisory functions, and their Perception as to the

N ©  amount of importance which each group fel‘t‘ sho‘h}d l?e
placed on the 15 functioqs. The statistical procedure

used to test .ther hypotheses was the t-test.

The major finding.cf_ this study was t‘)‘xac principals,
d\epérr_ment ?hairpersons and teachers al; felt that more
_importance shcul’d be placed _on_each of the supe'x.visorx
functions examined. . Functions which each of the three

_ reference groups felt shéuld be éagntde:ad ;niyor:ant
£ . functions t;f the department chuini;;san's role inciuded:

imﬁrc;ving student evaluation ptocéduteﬂ. evaluating and




. , s B s
chmqin‘g, the depan;ment’"/s _instructional.program, ) \
developing the department's goals and objectivés, ¢ N

. orienting new-teachers, c‘oordinatir’nq the work of == &

depa:t:ment teachers, assessing the need for teacher . °

s, infol

inservi /, and keeping deparment

The xvisory f\mct:i.ons of caardinating the use of
resouzce p:§1e, reporting deparr.ment activities, &
otlenting substitutes, ccnducting demonstration teachlng, .

and ccordinating the ‘department's \grogram with other

R
school departments, were considered, by’ all three

- reférence groups, to be _so;ev_ihat impar?.ant functions of
the deparmem: chairperson's role. Inf.qmally observing

__teachers was-a. function which all three reference” groups

felt shouid be'qcnsidered more mpcrtant,rb\.litpirwials; =
department chairpersons and teachers were reluctant to .

suggest, that this function should even be considered a

son\ewhat important funZtiI»rT of the depaztmem:

chairperson‘s role.

- The major finding suagests the need for school boards

. and school administrators to examine the functions

preseptly perfa?med hy department chairpérscns, and to

then define or redeﬂne the minlmum pa:an\eters of the N

. department chnix@son posltion. School hoa);ds and school

administrators ‘should also !tructure the depnrtmant . \

- chairperson positimyin such a way that depn
chalmzaons ate given the authority and time needed to

'l.'he develupment of an on-going

pexform thue ‘funucl.ons'.
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evaluation procedure for the depuﬁont chairperson
_ position would better ‘ensure effective use of this

position. 2 g g ) )
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CHAPTER 1.~/

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM =

The posi.tian of departma.nt: chairparson exists in manz

) secnndary schocls 1n . ' land and' L dor, yet the

cl v Department of Education has not clem:ly defined the rols

& oﬂhe individuals who . hold this pesition. “iThe pesition

v of department chairperson was created by the Depattment of
‘\ g vEd_ucation in 195‘9. However," the only -description of

e E regulations regarding.the depértme}\t chairperson ‘_position

e is in Article 14(5) - of The. Schools BAct: ( L
. - g ;
a. ies equlations 9 ‘and The Schools Act ( y s’ #

salarxe ) naaulatian 1979 ( ), as in

, 1984. This article statesthat. the. aepartmant&aad bonus
w_ul Le pgld \:u a teacher ‘who holds a bachetor®s Hegree

o w;th a major or a minor in the, aducaticnal field of tha

»: department in respect ‘of which he ‘is’ de?ydnated heqd,
& . provided there is’ more chan 60/ hours’ per week ' in
_—_ " instruction time involvimg grades 7 - 11, and the teacher
is engaged' for not less than eighty petcent ct his or her
& & assiqned teac)u.ng time.in the educational fiel}ot his ot
her department. . Department head bcnuses are prwided for
teachers who have been designated -head in the educuti:nal
fields of English, mathematics, sccial studies, raliqiann
education, a second: 1anguaqe, -or: science. .

Many school boards across, tl_n,e province have also not %

5 . § )
. defined the role of, the 4individuals who oca




department chairperson posicion. Thus, the responsibility .
tor det‘ .i.nqr y{e role of the.  department chairperson has
- baen left to school princxpals This, has meant that in ad
many cases schools: do not have anfy 'wtitten regulatinnsz or
K quidelinas which def{e the rule and responsibilities of
the departmsnt chairpersun, and- in cases 6hera written
regulutions or, guidelines do eyise, they tend tu vary
) signiﬂcaqtly trem schuo]. ‘to school. - %
In addition to this,’ there is'a érowxng concern t.hat %
the’ éyle of \:he department chairperson is not be;ng
utilized to -its fullest potential,vespecially in the area
ot supervision. ’l‘his sitnation has been ,due, in part' to s
the .!n_ct‘ that- gtten the department chairpersun s role has’ *
not l_:;en cledrly defined. 'The tendency o‘f some principals
to deval&p a long list of"ad‘m‘inistrativje functions for the
’ departmsnt chuix{person position has also contributed to
this situation: - ! R P
At a time‘when the secondary school currieulum is
axpandlnq, and, operatmq and instructional mterials costs
are {ncreasing at a rate qreater ‘than runﬂing ,to meet
‘.Qhosa costs, it i; extremely important that ‘\tunctions be .
Ivcur/riad out :by_ ’g'epartm_ené chairpersons ‘to e_ns‘m:ea-that
students wi].l achiéve desired learning. .outcomea. Placing
more” importanca on the’ supervisory functions of "the i
dapaz’tment chuirperson's role shuuld ensure that  more

~uttention wi‘]._l be‘qiven to gvalqatinq and imprevinq the'

instructional "process, and tb, impraving” the learning '
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environment for students. This should then 1ncraag/e the
* probabillty that the desired learning outcomes will be
achieved by all’ students. :

se of tl
’

'The purpose of this, st_:udy‘;las to daﬁ@mineA whethex
principals, department chairpersons and teachers felt the
supervisory func'tions, generally - assqciated with the
department chaxrperson s role, should be considersd mora
important than what they were presencly ce;sidared to ha.

Specifically, the study was _ dasiqned to answer the
Eollowing majcr questions: ' .

1. Do principals perceivg the amount o{impo‘r_\:ance

"presently"” placed on the supervisory functions

of ‘the department chairperson position to be .

different from the amount of ,importargce’ which
they feel "should be" placed 6n the 'supervisory

,
functions-of this position?

2. Do“dep'a‘rtméht’ chaiz‘persbns perceive the amount

. of hnportance "presen;ly" placed on” the super=.

visory functions cf the departmant chnirperson
position to be differenf. from the amount of
importance which the'y feel "should b_e:’ pluced on
_the s'uparvis“ory tlinctions of this positl‘on?

i 3. Do teachers perceive the amount of Iimportance
" ' "presently" plal:ed on .the suparvhory uncticnl

of the department chaizpatlon pnsition to bc

!




different from the amount of importance which
they feel "should be" placed on the supervisory
functions of this position?

Assumptions -
'Un,i_arlyinq, this investigation were several main
ass}mptions’: g .
‘1. The' sample of teachers which was" randomly

3.

selected was representative of the population: of

y. school who had department

chairpersons.

Each of the fifteen functions in the w

Reole of theé Department Chairperson questionnaire

is supervisory in nature.

Each department chairperson. who gqspunﬁedv

— “reCeived an official department head bonus in

4.

accordance with -The Schools Act (Teachers’

" salaries) Requlations, 1979, and The Schools Act
L2 - %

{Teachers’ 'Salaries) Regulatjons, 1979

A

—

Each of the teachers who responded be:lonqed toa \

department which had a department chairperson.
= +

The computer print out of teachers receiving the -

'depnrtmem: head bonus from the teacher payroll
‘ division of the Department of Education was

- \J
reasonably accurate.

Ve ) , e LR




This ‘investigation was ' delimited in 'several

important ways:

1.

This study was ‘;c;gerned only with the super-

visory functions associated with the department -

chairperson position; administrative functions
were not examined

This study did not deal with all the supervisory
functions which could be assiqned to - the
department Chairpax'son. Inst;aad, a selected
number of superviéory functions which hnd‘been
studied in other research 1mestig§tiona were
examined. 3

This study was concerned witﬂ department chair-
person positigns i'n secondary schools only:
junior high school Eébnrtment cr_lalrpérsons were

not ,included. . i

This #tudy was concerned only with the super-’

visory functions assigned to department chair-

persops/who received an official department head -

-bonus; it was not conceined with the supervisory.

functions assigned to the teachers appointed tb

be department chairpersons by their principal,

but did not qualify for the official department i

head bonus.




¥ CHAPTER 2
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW OF
RELATED LITERATURE

o
This chapter is divided into three sectidns. The
£irst section describes the need for further study of the

department chairperson's role. The second seétion_

id & 1\ so that ‘other

7 2 Nis 3
investigators can lidenufy and analyze the behavior being
studied. ' The final uection descrlbes the  fifteen minor

and. “ithe 1 ite; " supporting them. 'I.‘he three‘

major- hypotheses for’ this 1nvestiqgt10n are 11s\:ed at the

. end of this chapter. .

The Need for Further Study -

The Need to Define the Role of the &,
De&unem: Chairpers .
Hippi criticued the departmental system becauseé the

duties of the chairperson were not: always-adequately
defined.l McKean and’ Bemenvay cantended that the position
of the deparcment chairperson had. not been properly
utilized becnuu inadequate direction nné guidance had
- been provided ‘by the ndmi.ni_scr:atlon with respect to the

s of the position. They felt that a positiqn

\
' 1. Melvin Hipps, "Supervision: A Basic

Responsibility of the Department l-lend," The Clearing House .,

39 (1965): 491

’




desc?ip‘v:&on would help to improve the situation.? Back

1
and Rosenberger also felt that the position of high school
= 3 By

department cMairperson was not well defined.?
i )

Manlove and Buser recommended a ‘written job

descxiptioﬁ for the department chairperson fposition

/
because they felt eifective uuparvisinn can only oceur - ‘%
* where a common exists the pnncipal, -
. ) - i
department. heads and .teachers, as to ‘the functions .and .

responsibilities of the position.4

Busex.‘- and Hanlt‘Wa developed a model job dancriptiun #
ra: the department chairpsrsnn aftex- rgviewing the results ; g
of their 1969 study in vhlch it-was tound that fewer thnn
‘708 “of the schools \employing department chairpersons
reported haviné job descriptions for the position.r They

%also contended that the d,epurtmexit chaiip;rson has a

-

responsibility tn help maintain a qualu:y iqstmctionll

programn in the secondary school, but that whether thé
o 2

.capabilities of t;.s chairparson are uéed, to their fullest

1 : p
(muc 'ED-133 690, 1975), pp. 1and 3.

" -%illiam R. Back and David S. Rosénberger.' "The :
Chairman: Where Does He Fit In?" 45—

(1971): 48.

RS

4Donald C. Manlove and Robert

. Buser, "INE
Department Haud- Myths and Reality," /Bulletin of the

50, "~
No.

313 (1966): 105.



E .. ’

| potential =~ depends wupon' fhe availability of a job
| :

! deacript.l.on. |

_ Buser and Humm canducted a !fnllow-up study of 271

achoola which respnnded to the original study cazried out
~by Buaer ‘and . Manlove ' ini 1965. Responses ‘from 255
principals revealed that almvost one-third of the schools
did not have‘.;‘ a‘< j'éb descx.-i“ption. ' ‘There had been no
aiqﬁiiicunt increase in the -number of schncls developing
job descr.ggdons since the 1955 study. Buser and Humm
felt “that fu.lu:e to specify the  functions of the
departmept chairperson positior; w;)uld lead to tedut_:ed
e?fic‘ienc‘y in the Ll:nstx:uc;ional process. & e
“Pr'l.ce 'coEct‘ed a study’ to examine the role éf the
dei:attmanl: ;:hairpézsorﬂ in selected _yor’equn secor‘xdary,
‘schools. The administrators in his study reported t:ha.t
written job descriptions for 'the depqrtment chairperson
position were “being used in 71% of ‘the selecteé schools.
Twerty-nine percent of the schools reported never having

had- such jdh descriptions. According to the' responses

SRobert L. Buser and ' Donald C. Hanfbve, 'The -
Department Chairman: A Hodel Job Description," Journal of
Secondary Education 45 {1970): 9-10.

SRobert L. Buser and William L. Humm, "The Department

Head Revisited," Journal of secondarx Eucnt!.cn 45 (1970)'
281, 283 and 284




éiven, many of these job descriptions originated at the
school district level rather than at tha\uchool level.?

= ‘,Peilicer and Stevenson conducted a survey of the

- rol€ and bilities of Y &chool chaixp

in suutrg carélina.. One important finding wgs that 87% of
the responses indicated.that the subject . are! chairperaon‘-
§

was ' officially recognized; only 27% teported that job .

descriptions forthe ‘position were availnble They

recommended that thé position of dspartsment chairperson be

". formally recognizeg by School aistricts by ;lescr_ibing the
\ position in -school board policy or by designing job
< desct:lpticns that -inclide a - listlng ef ,major duties and

responsibilities associated with the position.8

A In a report written by O'Bx:ien bnsed on.a survey of
the roles and responsibiuties of the heads 9 bf Engltsh 8
‘departments in Massachusetts secondary schools, the v

l recommendation was made that the job of the"depnrtment

- head'should be clearly defined. O'Brien contendsﬂt;.hat "if
there is no real accord between precept and reality, then
. ,/{

frustration and fatigue set in, dec;ea’sinq the likelihood o

P
. 7she1w L., Price, "A study of the Role Of the
Depattment Head' in Selected. Oregon  Secondary Schools"
(Ph.D. diss. University of Indiana, 1969), p. 49. .

SLeonard ©. ' Pellicer and 'Ken' Stevenson, "The"
Department Chairperson: /-Under-used and Much Abuue:l,“ The B
High School Journul 56 (1983) 197-198. ] ;




of the department head’s ef i ; and a5l

satisfaction.9

role of r.he depa: mant chairperson, Hipps‘ccncluded that

the. positian was more often administrative or clerical,

than it was supezvisozy.m b

Heaver and Gordon conducted a study to 'datemine the .
responsibilities departnent chairpersons believe were most

important to their jobs and _the frasponsibilities they

c_ansidered themselves most ccmpetex\\t: to fulfill. They
found that althéugh department ghairperson duties covered
.a wide range of responsibilities, many of these

responsibilities were more administrative than acadenic. 11

_— v

. 9Marjorie M. O'Brien,
t Head: A

p. 5.7/

104ipps, p. 487.
llprances heuvar and Jeffry Gordan, "staff
Educational

Development . Needs™ of Department Heads,
Leadership 36 (1979)i 578.




‘stepha_y.ngan x"e_commemied that ucho‘ol adm.lni?at:ratoru
avoid using department chairpersons as clerks, but rather
that they should use them as instructional leaders:l2
0’Brien contended that ‘\vtha potentiat- value the
departmnt /c'hai.rpersén has| often been usastad ’ Shie_felt
that the main purpnsa of the departnent chnir.'peracn's role
should be to in\prove 1netr‘uction and that this could be
done through effective supervision.” .

After conducting an e;ctensiva study of the exiétln'g
litérature on the role of the department chairperson,
Grsenflel’d ddvocated * that t).la department _hend play a

cfitical role in the imp of ing ion. He felt

the department chairperson could be instrumental .in
developing conditions which would improve the
instxuctional programs within his or her department. Ha.
also {ﬁMha. po‘int that the‘ role is often limit: to the
mn,naéement of administrative d‘atai’ls, and if the scope of

ta'sgronsihilit.y does not expand beyond this, then the

12c1aude E. , "Depar! 1 organization
for -Better Instruqtion,"

45,

(1961): 13.

p¢Brien, p. 3.




potential of. thé role will not be realized to the fullest
extent.14 ’
Turner suggested that principals should 'use their

‘more ly, and that the

main responsibility 'of the department ctmirpeison should

. . o
be to encourage and assist teachers “to_beécome competent ’,’
instructors. - He felt mt department chairpersons should /

monifor the instructional : i per: .

curxiculum quality and instxucti.onal stzategies " soto
ensure’ that - the department goals and the students

thamsalvea are being well served.15 . ~

Kidd nlétl: recommended that a plan of action be

initiated to develop the potential ’therent in the
ds@rt‘n’;nt* chnizpéiuqn position to supervise -and aid
teachers in their daily classroom insu_'uctien.iG

: Bix_\gnﬂlh suggested using the department chairperson

‘as a subervilox and curriculum gpecialist so to build a i

more effgcuva schocd program. He conti_l:lued by?saying

l4yilliam D. & eld, "Value L ip:  The
partment Chair's (Role in Instructional Improvement,"
llinoil School Research and Development 21, No. 2 (1985):

15 AN
'Harold E. Turner, = “The Depuunent Head - An
Untapped Source of I p," Bulletin of

the Nat %g'gl_ Association ot sacondag School Principals
1.‘No. 464 (191 1 26-27.

-163im L. Kidd, "The Department Headship and the

'Supe:vuory Role," Bullet of the National usoclati.cn of o
Seconda; hool Principals. 49, No. 1965); 75. e

N\
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that if department chairpersons can work with teacl}ers in

the depazu_n;em:, then much can be dorie to readily improve

instructi techniques and to help teachers who are

e

experienci%g’/;;mblem.i" » N
_clément claimed that in ad:\liti% to providln§ éhe\ N
materials and facu;ties necessary for 'a’ good °
1ﬁstructional program, the department chairperson should
also be :esponsible for inspiring, supezvising and guidinq

teachers.l8 . . . 4 -

?After conductinq a random survey of social studies
chairpersons in’ the nineteen tate area of the North
Central Assucieti»un, Miller‘and Brown concluded that the ! "‘
departfient chairpézson role does offer direct opportunity
to provide leadership in the area 'of instruction and

curriculum. They also ccntended' that for such

responsibilities to _'be successfully undertaken, 'the

: department chairp_erson Ieeds support-and Authurity.n \

Beck and Rosenberger argued for ‘the department

s
“chairperson's being a supervisor and not a 1line

17paul R. Bingaman, "Consider Department -Chairmen,"
Pennsylvania School Journal 118 (1969): 27, 28, 57.

1sstan1ey L. Clement, "Choosing "the Department. Head,"

Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School
Principals 45, No. 267 (X961): -49. k «

19%arry 6. Miller and shuldcn L. 7wn, "Social
Studies Chairmanship in Secondary - StifGols," /Bulletin of

the National Assecigtion of Secondux Schaol PrInchgI
56, . 368 (1972): 102. 5

-
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adminisytntcr. They asserted that the department chair-

person position was the strongest position for supervising’

1 the - department chairperson
is a suhject matter specialist who works closely with a

small group of teachers within the depncment. They went

further to suggest that the pxinclpuls have wasted .the. .
potential wvalue of this position. because supexviscry-'

activicies, such ' as currd.culum merovement, course’

utlculation, inservice: e&ucat:l.on, and the imp:ovement of
instruction, have not received. enoughattention’. 20

Hi,pps- sugge’sted that department chairpersons ax:e in

an advantageous position ‘to’ supervise teachers because -

' they are ible to ° the of their deépartment,

they are masters of the subject area, and they are engaged
in teaching.zzl 3 . o

_High contended that as teachers and as subject

J‘nacter specialists, depaxt_ment chairpersons can provide

-departm'em: me}l\befs wﬂ:‘h individualized ' assistance and

counsellinq, s0 to improve the instructlonal prncess.zz
In studying desiqns in departmental organization;

Fillion asserts that "no outsider is in a position to lead

or nupervise as effectively as -the teucher-chairman who,

- '20pgeck. and Rosenbex-guz, PpP. 49=50,

211-11pr e ‘455-;59.

Paul B.' High, "suparvisozy Rule of \:he Daparment .

: Heud," '.l’he glanrl.gg House 40 (1965): 213.




in addition.to befng a spedialist in the subject, ism in
daily with and the .23

Stephenson. maintained that 'the department chair-

person can function as a supervisor of instruction bacause

he/she is able top 2 onal growth and

of ideas within the 5 ; Cto

visit each other’s. classes, 81d in the orientation of new

teachers, help to clarify departmental:objectives, and to
promote inaervice educat:ion within the doputmem; and the

school.24 . e : .
Neagley and Evans olaimed that = the department
chairperson can play a valuable role in thé supervisory
progran because he/she has teaching n-ponubu,un;a and.
+ it is therefore easy to maintain a peer’ ruaciqpuhxp with
. ofhér membexs of ' the department. They felt that

‘ipsxperienced teachers would seek - advice and assistamce

frpm their department chairperson, and that maat tencher‘

teacher and leader.25

23pryant Fillion, Designs in Departmental

(ERIC ED 028,
161, 1968), p. 179. :

- 24clauvde. E. ~staphemon, "pepartmental Organization
for Better Instruction,”
- Asi 45, No. 269
[1961): p..12.

zsRo“ L. Neagley and N. Dean Evans, Handbook for
’ Second: Edition
(New,, d’srsux. Prontigu-llall, 1965), P. 126..

respect their department chaiiperson’s ability as a,

L)

\
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tow T . .
Marcial felt that the department chairperson is in a e )

b;ttg posu.ior; than the principal to supervise, if he/she
. has. develdped  the skills associated wi¢h thé procedure.
. He suggested that the maj:ﬁca_l of the department ghas.:r-
’ person, ‘v}hen acting as av supervisor, should be to support
the tgac'hez's of the deﬁux‘mem: by attempting éa understand
Y . them, and by encouruging self i.m'provt-:\;nem:.25 v ;
Byzd ‘contended that the depar\:ment chairpexsan

should be zecognized as a superviscr, and his schedu].e ’

should phrmit him  time to visit cla.ssrcoms and. ccnduct,

e teacher conierences.27

. R

SA_Conceptual Framework i

" This section deals; wi;h “the develépment of a §ystém L

' _of congepts which- will'serve as a conceptual framework for

studyinq the. nature oé_ 'inéqruétlonal p supervisory -

behavicu:, . This bnéeptua’lizaciqn is being»pr’c»’lded so

that, other invescigators can identify, observe and analyze L

t:he behavieur being studied.

. e

- - i
B zsaerald E. —Marcial, . "Depa:ment Supérvisors = Are 4
They Line...or .Staff - Administrators?" Bulletin of ' the

National _Association of secondnrx school PrIncigals sa,
No. 472 (1984), 88 and 89. b

e 271. BriAn B xd, "’.l‘he Role ‘of  the Depar_tment Head,"
Paahodx Jogznll ‘of Education 43 (1965)- 21-22:0 -




A : an'n : N
. The ccncaptual tramwork 4eveloped for this -tudy is

predominantly a. madiﬁe& versien of t,hgi conceptual
approach devalopad by Wiles and’ Lovell.28 ™ A’ couple of
references have _»iso been made t:o stddies conducted hy

Alfonso et al. 29, Feyereisen ot al.39, and a 1ater study

Aconducteg by I.nvel]. and wilas31 reqarding 1nstmctlennl =

5 supervisory behavioln.'. § 5 ¥
% 'i‘he school, which is oftan refei‘red to as an'
:‘ educacional organizutlan, can be .studied through the use

of systems theory. Tha school is a part. of society and

‘,it. 1y i with seciety, it - is
regarded as ﬁe_ing an open syst’e\n. The broken line around.
the=l§oundéry of the school. in Fiqt‘n"a 1 illustrates that
the’ schoal is an upen .system which noc only receives

!
cértain inputs from ciety but is to.

—_—

zal(imhall wiles, and John 'l‘..Love , Supervision for’
. Fourth Edition (Enqlawooq Cliffs, Naw
Jersey: Px:enticeﬂﬂall Inc., 1975)_, pp. 5= :

29Robert J. Alforiso; Gerald | R. ‘Firth, and Richard F.
Neville, e
N (Boston: Allyn and m:con Inc., 1975), pp. 34-36. .

“30kathryn V. Feyereisen, A Jehn Fiurino, Arlene T.
Nowak, . ; !

(New York:

Meredith Corporation, 1970), 'pp,
96, 108- 109. -, - .

“John T. Lovall, and Kimball wWiles, Supervision for
Fifth Edition - (Enqlqwoud cliffs, New
Jex:say- Prantica-linll Inc., 138:), pp. 6-
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Figure 1. A Conceptual ém;m for Instructional supervision.
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fxom'Wiles and'Lovell,

A Conceptual Framework L
don For Better Schdbla Baition, 1575, p. 7
3 ok taken ©
S LT Wi lan, Supervision For Better Schools, Fifth
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ce;‘uin olitputj.s for the benefit of society. ‘Thé school

has been established and supported by society b.ecause e

is elxpected to meet certain ‘societal goals. -These goals

'often become the goals of -the schoo].. ,l » .
According to' Wiles and Lovsu, the inputs which :

society = provides for the ° -school . consist of the

specification of 1eam1ng goals for students, standards of

behaviour for E “of behavi for -

teachers, and financial auppcrt.‘ The oucputs expected by

society are ‘that students will attain certain detinnhla o

learning outcomes which will enable these _studen}:s to &

function a§ productive memb;is of socie&y.‘n ';l'hese' 1piauts

q@? are also 111 in Figure 1.~ ' . - \
The school n:_selt is - composed of a number of

interacting behavi'oux- -su.bsystems . These subsystems exist
to help acinleva the main goal . of the '_lchonl which .is to

bring ‘about ‘those definable :Learning

which are expec‘ted by society. ‘The most mpo:t
subsystem in the lchool is the student behaviour subs: tem

since all other subsystems exist to aid tn the tuinment

of th'e goal of this which also to be the
main goal of the school. : i
. Accor‘d:lnq to Wilés .and Lovell , " thed t:anchi.ﬂnq
pehaviour subsystem is provided to facilitate the nchlevg-

ment of c‘a'rtnin lurninq" by the . This

. 324i3es md novau, Supervision for Better Schools, _
Foutth Edition, pp. 5-6 3 AR 2




'tu_kes place by ﬁlanning, and ' actualizing, learning
opportunities which are provided .to .help students to
.achieve the learning outcomes desired.33

- Wiles and Lovell explain that the instrugtional
supervisory- behaviour subsystem is'. provided for the
purpose of. interacting with the teach;.ng behaviour

" subsystem in such a way as -to improve the provision of

,learning: oppo:tunicies‘ which will help students Vachieve
L i E A = -

‘tlie desired 1earn1ng ouigcmes.”‘ Ip this way the

- 1nstructional supervisory behaviour suhsystem tends to
hava an indix-ect effect on the achievement of the goal of
the student Behaviour subsystem. .

The school can therefore be viéwed as an di)en system
which interacts wi\':h the sdciety su;‘rounﬁing it.” _It can
-also be viewed as being made up of a -number of behaviour
. subsystems which interact with each ‘other and’ with thé
school system a\s a whole. Alfonso et al. view the school
in a simila;’: éaéhicm. . They reg.axd the school as an open

system because it‘ is impact:.ed‘ upon. and affected by

orqapiz&tions ﬁrqn outside the peilmeter of ‘the 'school.
The behgviour s‘u%asyséems within the school are alsc open
in nature because members are able.to ~Me in and out-of

other hahaviour subsystems even though they may ‘operate
e BB . -

33yiles and Lovell sugervlsion for B Etter Schools,
Fourth.Editich, p. 6.

- 3yiles’ and—'x.ovell, Supervision for Bettﬁ;‘!suhudls,

Fogn:h Bdition, p. 6.
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pré&a}imtly within one behaviour xu!uyst:am.:‘5 The
.

., for le, is ly a member of the

t behavi ystem, but can as a member
of the instructional supervisory behaviour subsystem such

as when he/she' is providing information regarding a new

“ teaching technique. - The department chairperson who has

_teaching bilities, in both the teaching

behaviour subny.uem and the i instructional supervisory
behaviour subsystem. The‘ £act_: that the department
chairperson’ often 'apent:ls'egual-tlme operating in these two
behaviour subsyétéms 1ex:ds support to the idea that the
depavrﬂ!\‘ent chlixpe‘r,mn is in a good position to act as an
Lnéﬁruﬁtional supervisor within £he schc‘pl. : The' open
nature of the teaching and instructional .supervisory

behaviour

Y is il by the broken.
boundaries in Figure 1._ '
Wiles and Lovellg@k, and Alfonso e_t a1.37 feel that
bo‘th of these behnvic;ur systems vlhould perfofm Tcertain
functions wh/i/ch will contribute’to the maintenance of thé

scl’lool*asran organization, and to the Attainment of its

r

major geai.
35Al£cnuq, p. 35.

36yiles and Lovell, Supervision for Better Schools,
Fourth Edition, p. 5. . )

37a1fonso, p. 35. - R a




Lovell and Wiles regard the main functions of the
teaching behaviour subsystem as being the planx‘xinq, ‘r
actualizing, describing, analyzing and Qene)ruluinq of
-learning -opportunities. v;h.lch * have been provided to -help
students to achieve ce}:ain defined leaxnl.ng outcpme's.'”
T?;ese iunc‘:iom are contained inside the ' teaching
behaviour au.bsyatem chcle uf Figuxa 1.

. Lovell and wnes regard planning as *ﬂg_d}yelopmem:

° of goals and objectives, the organization of a .lea:ni.ng
‘cpportunit:!, and . the development of a means to evaluate
whether the goals and "obiectivas‘_ were achieved. The
acﬁaﬂilhg tunut‘iun involves putting the  plan into
c;perat].on. The describing function involves using the
plan to observe and record what actually happened during
the ‘instruction. 23 ‘a;x_ma”(f'ﬁng Function involves —
deten&d.nq Mt hnppened during tl}e instruction and why.
The genéeralizing ful\lction involves deciding if the plan
should be used in the future op used in & modified form.
Lovell Vlnd Wiles that i ional supervisors

can work with teachers as they attempt to carry out these
functicns.” .

'l'he functions of the' : inucructional supe:visozy
behaviour sublyltam, according to Lovell, include.

38L0vell and wilas, suErvlsion for Better s<:hools,
Fifth Bdition, p. 6.
<&

39I.avell and .Hi [les, Su :'Bet':ier—g c ’ )
Fifth Bdition, p. &. p
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1. Goal development
2. Program &.ievelopment anci Actualizatilon
3. Problem solving

" L . 4. Coordination

’ 5. Motivation
\ 6. Professional development
. 7. Evaluatxon of educational cutcomes“’
- These functions' srs contained within the Lnstxuctiqnal
supervisory behaviour subsystem c’?cle of Figure 1. &

Goal Development - -

The‘ school is a part of.society and scciety‘ not aniy
-pravides resources for the school té use, but it also
holds expec\:ations. that certain goals will be achieved by
the school. Since society is constantly changing 'so-are
; its needs and 'therefore its goal specl{ications. It is
impurtany that the school be respansive\ to these changing
expectatigns.. Because of’i’his, Wiles and Lovell feel that
an important function of the !.nst:uct;ional supervisory
 behaviour A subsystem simuld i:e to encou:aqs teachers aqd
i j:nstructlonal supervisors to continuously e;:amine,
evaluate and change, if necessary, the goals of -the school

~. ’ ) N ! :. .

24

40yiles and Lovell, Supervision for Better Schools,
Fourth Edition, p. 8. |

t
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-system so that they are in keeping with the goal

cxpeéﬁu lona of loc!.ety.“
4
-

Program Development and Actualization-

Wiles and Lovell contend hat the goals of the
school, which ;ze certain definable student learning
outcomes expected by society, serve as the rationale for
the devslomnt and 'act:_ya;..l.zatloﬁ of the -~school's
instxuctianal prequm.' Aithough the planning and *
-nctunlizi'ng of learning opportunlties for students are
functions of the teaching behavicux subsystem, " the
instructiorfal supervisory .subsys\gem can interact with the
teaching behavio’lk' subsygtem so to improve the
uct_ualization' of these student l:arning oppoxtunit;es.
Wiles and Lovell feel it “15 a function of the
instructional supervisor to prav%de technological support
to teachers 1:‘1 the form of ’consﬁfﬁtions.“ 5

Lovell ama wile.‘s feel that instructional supervisors
‘should take ge of oppor! ties to provide support

and services directly to the teachers, especially when the

planning of learning opportimitles is taking place‘n

4lyiles and Lovell, Supervision' for Better ‘Schools, .
l-:uurr.h Edition, p. 9. % .

‘2wileu and Lovell, sugervision for Better Schcoll,
Fourth Ed!.uon, P. 9.

.

4310vell and  Wiles, supervision for Better Schools, i
Fifth Edition, p. 9. ¢
\# <




i
Lovell, and Wiles outline teacher 'n'e:eds which

instructional supervisors should attempt to address. They

that need who is caring as a

source of ideas, and as a person who whl listen and

with asn also need to be able to

collaborate 'w/n:h instructional supervidors on the’

i 2 u on of new ches to te}ehing, neu methods of
instruction, and new developments in the area ot

content.44 - . ) '

Eroblem Solving

Lovell and Wiles feel that qutﬁctichpl supervisors
need to provide support to teachers not on‘ly by examining
their plans for 1nstruct:ibr‘\, but also’ by cb;arving and
analyzing the instruction- with reterencev to what was
planned, what happenedf-and what results were achieved.45
This process involves a problem éalvinq vapprp’ach.

Problem salv‘i‘ng is regarv_:led by Wiles and Lovell as
the focus for ‘the improvement of teaching and learning .1.n{
the school. They feel that supervising instruction

requires a constant process of examining the rclationships"

the i learning the method of
instruction, and the actual learning which took place.

44rovell and Wiles, SMMLM!.

Fifth Edition, p. 7. .
. 1

45Lovell and Wiles, Supervision for Better Schools,
Fi:th Edition, p. 9. .
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A systematic procedure for providing feedback as to the
etfpctivan.esa of the teacher’s instruction is also
required. 46
a

Coordipation

The behaviour of teachers should be coordinated in
order to insure that the individual goals_of the teachers

are lconsiatsnt with the goals'of the school. The teaéhing

. .staff is composed .of highly apecializad and competent

(individuals and each teacher has his or her own system of
goals. Teacherg cannot function 1n;iependant1y‘, but rather
must act as a coordinated part of_ theflurqer school
system. -
Wiles and Lovell viéﬁdnaticr\as a function of
the 1ns§chtinna1 supervisory hehavimer 4Subsystem.  They
feel that the instmctigngl supervisor should set up a

system of communication among the teachers which will

, assure that each teacher ‘wil’l be aware of_.the

contributions and expectations of other teachers. If
teachers and s’npetviaogs know what is going on; then ideas

and expertise can y 'shared, and the probability of

attaining the school’s goals will be increased.4?

* 46yiles and Lovell,
Fourth Edition, p. 10. . . i S

47yiles and uvall,v

Fourth Edition, p. 9.




Motivation ) . o

The willingness of organizational members to work
towards the achievement of the ifqanizauon's goals is an
essential characteristic. of any ozganizatiun. Wiles and

Lovell feel that it is cnly through-a hithy ‘motivated

‘teaching staff that educational organizatlcns can expect

to r&{tain their goal which is to facilitate student

learning in certain dlrections. ‘Since the instructional

, 8 .
supervisory behiviour subsystem ' interacts with the

teaching behaviour subsystem,.it should attempt to enhance

" the motivation of rs to work. the- achi,

of the school's goals.“a

. Professional Development

Teachers are highly developed and/ 'specialized‘
professionals. They have received a level of preparation
from which they. have developed compel:ence in certain
technical and human skill areas. Because’ society's
éxpectations for education ®are constantly changing,
teachers neéed to 'chunge ar.xd to ugdate themselves.
According to wil?s and Lovell, new develom‘ents in

technology, in the study of behaviour, and in curriculum,

.make it important that te.{chers have an: opportunity to

continue to» léarn and to develop professionally. They-

feel- that instructional supetvl.sors shauld provide the-

“Wues and Lovell, ugervlsi.on for Bettet Scm
E_ourth Bdition, _p. 10.
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necésaaﬁ initiation, coordination and support to help
teucﬁera, to continue their professional deve(lopment.“9
-- Lovell and Wiles view teachers as busy practitioners
who need instmcttunal supervisors who will ‘serve as a
x:elhble saurce of help and who will enahle them to keep
up with new content developmem:s and new developments in
instruction. -Teachers also need a :gaduy available
support system to help with t'he> limﬁ.emer.xtatlon and
eval\lat‘inn of new develo;meﬁts in the teaching p:oce;s.-‘!o
Feyereisen et .al. aiso regard the 1dentifipat.ion of

inservide needs of the ins‘truqtional staff as an hnpm:tan

ffuncnon which should be performed by the supervxsozy

subsystem.sl
Instructional supervisors could meet many of these
needs through the arrénqement of inservice activities.

E:valuacian of Educational Outcomes

Schools must attempt to detemine their eifective-
ness in achieving -the: certaim definable student learning

outcomes expected by society. According to Lovel]. and

&5 and L;vell, Supervision _for Better Schools,
o 5

49y
_Fourth Editicn P.

. 50Feyereisen, pp. 108-109. .

£ 51ane11 and ‘Wiles, Sugetvlsion for Better Sehools.
Fifth’ Edition, p. 9., )
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‘expectatiané set by society.
y :

uation of educational

’ Wiles, éonducvcing a continuous
results "should _be a. e instructional
supewiéory s_ubsy;tem cause the rgsults of such an
evaluation process ’ could be used as a\basis f¢r planned
improvements to the insttuc'uonnl prog: and for
:eport:lng educatlonal ou.tcumes to society, 52 The
evaluati.on of educational results nould, 1e|d to improve-

=
mepts in the insr.tuctional prégram of the school, and

.could i hl;e £ lity of reaching ' the

- ‘ y

The Hypotheses and the Literature
Supporting Them .

P The .follwing hypotheses were developed  for

‘investigation. The fifteen minor hypothés_es have been

in 1 with the main functions of
the 1nstructicna1 supervisory behavior subsystem which

were outlined in the ] a1 of the ng

section. The three major hypg:heses for this
investigation are listed at the end of this chapter.

Goal Development N M 5 -

Hypothesis ‘one . deils with  the- development of

departmental gdals.

52Love11 and Wiles, Supervision fot Better Schools,’
Fifth Edition, p. 10.
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A = N

“Hypothesis: I: There will be, 'a, ,:uterance between
the amount of importance which each of the three reference,
groups feel is "presam:ly" being placed on the’ function of
working with teachers 'to develop departmental goals .and
objectives, and the amount of importance.which each of the
three reference groups feel ‘"should be" ed on-this
function. The. princ -the department chhirpersons,
and’ the teachers will all ..feely that this &upervisory
‘function should. be considered a mo}e 1mportant parﬁ of tha

depurtment chairpatson'u r@le

Ritter administe;ad a :questionnaire- to- véx.empla;y

ptinclpais‘idehcifiéé by the Natia'nal 'Associaéipn _ctf

Secondary School Principals to datermina the
-

Lbilities f.hat should be deleguted _to department chait-‘

' persons. Raspon_ses indicated that upprcximat;aly. 79% of - -

'.t'ha prlncipaip felt that Eepirtmént chairpersons should
:  formulate lomg ang shogt'rangé-d;panmqnta}_ objéctivss.53
' Aplin( conducted .a study _tov §e_temine_tﬁe -degree of
- coanuanqé .3{1 the perceptions of’ the depavn:ment chair-
person’s .overall su_pan]isory role : as that' role is
=N vcrceive& by px'!.x}c’ipal‘s, "department chairpersons and
i:eichers. sixty-t:hree principals, 199 dapartment chair-
persons and 178 taaehers raspondad to .the questionnalre
which was administered. Apl.in found a’ high degraa of
- agreement between principa'l.s, department chairpersons and-
teachers w}t;h respect’ tt; tomulat;lnq’ the department’s

goals “and .objectives. :

Ninaty-tlveﬁ pexcent of: bdth the
. " T N
S3yilliam E. Rittar, "Reaponsibilities ot Dapu’tment
Chairpersons -as Perceived by .Exemplary High School
l;;in)eipau" (Ed.D. dins., North Texas state University,
79), p. 61.




princlpals and the department chuirpersons, and 85% of the
teachers felt, that the depnrtmem: chairperson wag expect:ed
tu provide leadsrship in the establishment .of goals and
objectives of' the dapartment.s‘

- Berrier prepared and sent. a questionnaira to 57

s‘ocial studies. dep: chai Y in_ h19h~

" schools in the Chicaqo metropolitan area. The median

- enrollient in-the hiqh schools was 2600.4: The primury

' purpose of the questionnaire was' to. gather' information

2 'which would .be useful  .to" suburban social studies

"departmént chairpersons.' Responses were recéived from 44.
of th department lebaivtruona. b Tn Berriar's study, 75%
of the department chairpersons reported that their
departmant hdad at leust‘. some behaviournlly—acated
‘objectives, -while M% repotted having a philosophy and/or

objectives stated in gop-behavxnral terms. 55

i Easterd’ay. cdnductgd é study nf sele‘ctaci high achuoia

in \llinoi

investil;ation wa\ ccnduccad by means of questionnuius

' }Indiunn, Hichigan and Ohio. The

sent tO\superintendents, principals and depurtmant 4

chaizpersung The study . revealed . that -75% of' the

department chaisr:perscns and the adminiatrators felt thut

54charlea 6. Aplin, "Supervisory ‘Role Bxpectationu« of

the 'Department Chairperson as- l}ercelved by' Teachers, -

Principals, . and” Department .Chairpersons" (Ed.D. di

Ylorid@ sﬁate Univers cy, 1979), R. 138, . rd

v . s v .

556. ‘Galin Berrier, lie Departmant Chairman: . ‘What
Does He Do? mﬂm 48 (1974): Ud. v

« % : ¢ r‘




the department chairperson was expected to fievelcp short

and long range goals for courses in the depa;tment.ssv

Program Development : and Actualization
. Hypothesis two deals with reviewing and evaluating

the department's instructional px’ogram and hnplemen!:in{i»

where' y. * Hy 1 s three is concerned

with condnctinq de)nonstration teaching to ‘help teachexs, .

an& hypothesis four is concerned with maintaining a
department 1:Lbrary and resource center for- teachers’ to use

when planning lessqns which agtualize the department's

.pro'qram. ‘Hypotheses .- five and six are concerned with.

- orienting new teachers and substitutes.

Hypothesis II: There will be a difference between
the amount of importance which each of the three reference
;oups feel is "presently" being placed on the function of
reviewing and evaluating the department's instructional
program and implementing changes where necessary, and the
‘amount™ of importance -which each-of the three. reference

groups feel "should be" placed on- this function. . The

principals, the department chai. » 'and the ta

will all feel that this supervisory function should be
considered & more important part of the department
chairperson's :ole.

Smith condagted a study to detemine E_lne perceptions'-

of . principals, department chai and ' cl

. ! : “

teachers concerning the functions department chairpersons
presently. perform ™~ and the functions they should, perform.

S6genneth Easterday, "Department Chairman: = ‘What are
His Duties and Qualificationg?" BulletTn of the National

iation of Secondary School Principals,.

49, No. 303.
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A questionnaire was devalopéd by the investigator and

administered to 17 principals, 119 depgr\:naﬁt chalzpa‘r-on-

“and 199 ¢l revealed that there
was a significane. difference between what was perceived as
actually being done-as opposed to‘ what \shuuld be done for
each of ‘the three groups studied. Thé princ‘ipulq,‘ the-
departmant chairpersons, ®and tha teac’h‘ers all felt that:.
3 the function of coordinating the avaluation, ravllion And
e 1mp1amem:ation of the department’s - inst:ructional program
should be considered a more essential pnrt of _.the
department chairperson's role than it presently was. 57
é Enstetday, xspurted{ that 75%. .of, both the department. .
" chai er and the admini in his study fnl.t that

department chairpersons were expected to evaluate the
department’s instructional program.58

Pedicone 'qu.ucted a study to au;arta*n the role
expectations held for department chairpersons in senior
. high schools. Q\.{estiénnairog were sent to 51 teachers, 51
department heads, and 51— principals. ‘The rasponsc rate
.was  92%. He found thn&‘principn;s, chairperaons and
‘taacherq could not be. idehtified as individua_l groups in

tenﬁé of differing 'actunl expectations for. the ;_oia ,o"t

. 57Barry o. smith, "Parceptions. of Department Chair-
persons, Principals and ing the

of Department Chairpersons in Selected Pennsylvania High
schools" (Ed D. diss., Tamplo Univorlity, 1979), p. 83.

¢
5\9Eusterday, p. 82. -
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/ .depnrtm‘ant c'haixpencns. —-—No gignificant differences
existed . betwezn the three reference groups. The

principals, the department chairpersons and the teachers

all held. ‘the actual expectation that department chair-

persons monitor .. the impl tion of the P 's
&» 1 ional and_ revisions _when -
! necessary. :

The fd.nding in Ritter s study was that apprax:l.mately

91% of . the principql_s surveyed felt that depar nt
chairpersons sho\uld provide 1eader§hip in-the development
of the department's program.so

In Aplin's study, ‘responses revealed at 95%°0f the
principdls, 78% of the . department héads, and 74% \f'the ‘
teachers . expected department chairpersons to deveIopment'
wnys of continucusly evuluatlng the dapartment‘s total

inatructsonal p:oqrum.u 3 (3

o . Hypothesis III: There will be a difference between
the amount of importance which each of the three reference
group® feel is "presently" being placed on the function of
conducting demonstration teaching for new - teachers or for
teachers ' launching something new; and - the amount of
importance which each of the three reference groups feel
“should be" placed on this function. The p:incipnls, the
department chal » and: the will - all feel <P

o

Sgdohn J. Pedicone, "Role Expectation‘s of Deparr_l;\ent
‘Chairpersons in Wisconsin Senior High Schools" (Ph.D.
diss., University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1981), p. 29.

60pitter, p. 61.

Spplin, p. 127. : ; )




that this vsupexvxéow function should be considered a more
important part of the department chairperson's role.

Smith found that grincipuls. department chairpersons
and teachers all felt that the. demonstration of an
effective teaching techniqué should be considered a more
eséential‘apa‘rt_cf» the d'e‘;;irtinent chairperson's role.62

_ Thomas conducted ‘an - investigation to examine. ‘the'

% \
relationship between the perceptions of principals and the

perceptions of u=p=5 1 chai: "__ regarding the
f\lnctions of department chairpersons as théy exist and
also a‘s they should be. Responses -from 30" principals and
270 department chairpersons revealed that t;h_exe was
agree'ment‘ betwt;en the principals and the depan‘:mem:Al
chairpersons as to the supervisory functions which 5hould
be considered more: essential. Responses revealed that

both  principals and - department chairpersons had

significantly di. © per ions ‘how. the

fur Ti.o‘n of ting ion téaching is actually
performed as ccm\pared to how it should be perfomed. The
principals and. the department chairpersons both felg that
“the demonstraciion of new teaching' strategies far the
depirtm’ent shou:!d be a more essen:tia.l part ) /054 .

department chairperson's role. 63

62smith, p. 84.

53Bzuce R. ThamAs, "The, Role of Dﬁpa:mené Chair-
persons in *Selected Class’' AA High Schools in Minnesota"
‘(P\h D. dlss., Univezaity of Nebrukn, 1984), pp. 43 and

v -




Girard condﬁctad a descriptive study to investigate
the rolel,’ responsibilities and ro}le conflicts of hiq;{\\
school English department chairpersons in the state of
Rhode .- Island. -  The responses from the 45 department
chairpersons who completed the questionnaire, reyealad'

that there were dis ies -in their of”what_

should 'be performed._and what was accuany being performed.
Responses Tevealed that while 62% of  the depurtment
chairpersons felt that thegﬁhould tﬂcn demonstration -
lesauns, unly 32% of the "department chairpetsons repnrted
that_they actually -perform this function.64

\J '{‘horng conducted a study to determine how secondary
séhool\ social studies -department chéirparsans in
Pennsylvania §erceived th‘eir role as department
chairperson, and_ to detamin.a how this compared or
Eontraq d wikh the duties and tespons.:lbniciea which théy

were' : to- - 3 The ge social studies

depn’rt.ment was composed of 5 or more nembers, and most of

the schools in the survey had ;wer than _1500_students.

Responses revealed _that only, 16% of the responding

department chai : vere ing 1 ion
~

5‘shl:10y S. Girard,  "The Roles, Responsibili\:ies,
and Role Conflicts of Secondary School English Department
Chairpersons in' Rhode Island" (Ed.D. diss., Boston
University, 1984), p. 116. !
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1 Sixty of the chai ‘reported that

they felt they should be performing this function.65
Brenner conducted a study to determine teacher
opinion in r"eqarﬁ'_ta the characteristics and functions of
the dcipartmantb chairpéréun position in ;aleétad small,
middlé and large size vpublic schools which utilize the
department chairperson .position. Respor;ses trum~ 609
teachers gevenled that 55& of the teachérs -felt dapax‘;:ment

chair should ion 1les for the

teachers 'of the department.. Only 8% of the tafact;ars
reported  that this function was actually being carried
out. 66

ciminillo conducted a study to detemine(tth

department chairpersons’- perceptions of fungtions

somet imes i to the dep. chai n position.
Small, middle- and large size schools were sélected to
bartic&pate 1\1 the study.. Responses from 332 ;epa:tment .
chairpersons mevealed that 52%‘ of the department
chairpersons !eli:‘ that they should conduct demonstration
legsons for teachers -of‘ the depart’ment. The peréentage'o!

657ames ‘Thorne, "A Survey .to ‘Determine Self
Perceptions of the Role and P of the y
Social Studies Repartment Chairmen in Pennsylvania"

(Ph.D. diss., University of Pittsburgh, 1973), pp. 58 and

61.

66Kkenneth W. Brenner, ';t;ufmtiﬁm and Characteristics

* of Department Heads as- Percéived by Public High School

Teachers" (Ed.D. diss., Indiana University, 1966), p. 63.

) - .
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department’ chairpersons who reported actually carrying out
this function was less than 25%.67
] "
Ritter’s study indicated®that 83% of-the principals

surveyed felt the department chai should

for and/or co:nduct demonstration lessons for teachers in

the department.58 ) o
Buser conducted a -study to -determine principa].ﬁ'

perceptions of the functions vhlch were, or .should - be,

assigned to department chuirpnnonl. Small, medium and’

. \hrqa hit';li schools were included in‘.‘thil study. Responses

from 273 principals who had department chairpersons

" revealed that 78% of the principals felt that department

chai should on lessons. ° Only

35& of the prim:ipals reported that‘theh- department.
chairpersons were actually _performing thi.l "function. 69
Berry conducted a study tpdnumina the role of
department mimrsons in the public 4A sncnndary schools
in the state of Alubama. The opﬂnlo‘m of 246 prinqipalls
and department chai s were 2 the’ use

of a questionnaire. Secondary schools with ‘a student

67Lewis M. cCiminillo, "The Department Heads’

Perception of the Functions and Characteristics of their

Position" (Ed.D. diss., Indiana University, 1966), p. 71.
,

Gﬂgitta:, p. 83. -

G’Rnb-rt L. Buser, "The Functions and Characteristics
of Department Heads as Perceived by High School
P;‘incipn].‘l" (Ed.D. diss., Indiana univaulty, 1966), p.
75. \ . ~ L] 14
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enrollment of seven hundred or more were included in.this
study. Responses revealed that 78% of thg principals and
61% of the department chairpersons felt that the

?@eparmyer_xt chairperson  should perform demonstration

lessor}s ~in cl ssr of other { belangin.‘g to Fhe
department. Fifty-two pexc\eng ‘of the principals and 33%
of the department chairpersons ieporteé that this was-a

function carried out by department chahpezsans.?o

Cheng a study to _k ne a;ld. Vthe
ideal and real role of the sécondaxy xschool.deparun;nt
chairperson. Thirty-five_ catholic secondary schools with
a student enrollment of 800 or more svtude'nts located in
New York City wei'; selected for t\;e study. F
principals, 194 department heads,- and 195 .teAche:s
participated in the investigation. Responses revealed
that 95% of the principals, 79% of the department chair-
perso;as, a'nd' 76% of ‘the teachers. - felt that_\ department
chairperéons sh‘ould arrange for demonstration lessons. to
be conducted by himself or _oéhers. Only 30% of the
principals, 26% of the department chairpersons, and 16% of
the teachers reported that this:function was being curried
out by department ¢:hair:1:\er:sc>ns."1 5 -

703anmes R. Berry, "A Study of the Current Role of the
Department Chairman in Selected Secondary Schools in the

State of Alabama" (Ph. D. diss., ‘University of Alabama,
1976), pp. 215 and 216. . ,
v . o

71p3ther Matthew J.S.- Cheng, “A Comparison of the
Department Head's Ideal Role and Real Role as Perceived by
Principals, Dapnrtment Heads and Teachers of Catholic High
Schools . in York . city" (Ph. D. diu., Fordham
University, 1912), Pp. 185, 193 and 201/




_"Hypothesis IV: There will be a difference between
€he amount of importance which egch of the three reference
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the function of
maintaining a department library and resource 'center for
department members use, and the amount of importance which
each of the three reference groups feel "should be" placed
on this function. The principals, the department chair-
'‘persons and the teachers will all feel -that this
supervisory. function should be considered a more impeztant
part of the department chairpezson s role.

Smith found that px‘incipals and d:part:mem: chair-

'parsons and’ teachers, had | v aiqni.ﬂcuntly different

perceptions as to what they felt was, actually being done

* as opposed to what. should be “done regatding the duty of

t:hg ‘ department chairperson -to develop and maintain a

professicnal library for the department's use. All three

groups fglt that this should be .‘a more essfutial part of.

the role of cha'depument chutpeilon.72 .
Girard discovered that 85% of the department
chnh‘penonr- lu’rveyed felt that the department chairperson
should develop a professional library or resukce center
for the department. In fact, 23\ of the department
Ehﬂirﬁatluns u_poxjted having to perform this function.”3
Ritter reported in his study that -82% of the
pti'ncj.pall felt' that department chairpersons should

72snith, p. 91,

73girard, p. 118.
iirard, !

N




maintain a profes’sienal reference shelf on’- the
department . 74
aplin found “that while 70% 6_5 ‘tfe principals

surveyed expected their department chairpersons to develop

H

and maintain a departmental library and materials center,
only 52\. cf the department chairperééns and' 55% ct"\ the'
teachers felt that the departmsnt chairperson was expeeté;l
to carry out this responsibilitg 75 .

1

Responses given ‘in',/B:(&. r's study indicated that

while 79% of the teachers. felt that the depan@munt

chairperson should develop and maintain a professional

library, only Ad\ +of the teac‘herQ reported th‘at this
fynction was being car;ied out in their depu:tmenﬂt,s.“ .

Ciminillo's. study revealed that 76% of the

.responding .departmeqt Cchairpersons \felt should

; 2n1y 49% of

the department chairpersons reported . that wis was a

develop and maintain a professional library.

function which they actually pe:tft::m.-77
Buser . found that 81% of the prihcipals who had

department ch‘ai‘i‘persons felt that department chairpersons

should develop and maintain a professional department

" pitter, p. 84. ey

TSaplin, p. 152.

T6prenter, p. 62. =

)

TTciminillo, p. 69.

a
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library. only 53% “of the principals’ repbrt:ed that their
department chai ns were this function.78

Kennedy conductdd a study to investigate the role of )
the department chairperson in-public secondary schc:o!.u in

‘ the sState of Maryland. 'I'hé opinions of 68 principals and

sol department ¢ mitpurmnu in selected schbols were
gat.h-red through f.he use of a ti ire.

revealed that 87% of vt.he principnlu u;id 77% of the
dapa‘rtnent‘ chairpersons felt that * maintaining a
protulionul library should be 'a ra-ponlxhinty of the
department chairperson po-itiun. Sixty percent of the
principals and 56% of the d:partment ch:n&rpersons' reported
that department chairpersons were carrying "out this
r:npcmibiuty 19 . . i

Acc?rdlng to Berry’s study,. while 68% of the
principals and the d;partnent chairpersons felt t!_xat the
maintenance of a préluuioﬁal departmental lihnr.y should
be a responsibility of the department chairperson, only
20% of the prim:ipauls and the department chairpersons

78Buger, . 75.

. 197ames M. "An I igation of the Current
Role of &he D.plmoht Chairman in the Public Secondary
Schools in the State of Kaz*;nnd as Perceived by Selected
Professional Personnel Within Each System" (Ed.D. di
The George Nuhlngton University, 1971), P 60.
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indicated that this reuponsihi‘ncy was nutuan} being
carried ra‘ut:.8 o - .
In Cheng study, all the principals, 55& of the
department chairpersons, and 96‘2 of the teachers felt that
Qapartme‘nt chal_rger_sons should develop and maintuix; a
profess!npa“l departmental ll:l;rnry _1ith up-to-date!
educational publicatgms. Eighty-three percent ar» the
ﬁ:tnc@g,/,,u% of the department chairpersons, and 72% of_
the teachers indicated that department chairpérsons were
act\‘:ally perforning this function.81 ' @ 7
' McNelis conducted‘a.stddy to determine the functions
and ‘role of department chairpersons 'aé perceived by '71
principals’ in six selecta_.d school systéms_. Responses

revealed that while 75% of the responding principals felt

}he de;;artment chairperson. should develop and maintain a

professional 1library, only 56% of the principals reported ’

this function as one'which was being performed by depart-

ment chairpersons .82

. Hypothesis V: There will be a difference between
the amount.of importance which each of the three reference

qroug feel is "presently" being placed on the function of

80perry, pp. 209 and 210.

81cheng, pp. 191, 199 and 207.
-

‘8230hn  J. McNelis, "An Investigation of the
Functions, Role and Characteristics of Department Chairmen
in Selected School Systems” Throughout United States as
Perceived by Secondary School Principals" (EAd.D. diss.,
The_Gegyge Washington }Inivurlity, 1969), p. 90.
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g * . .

or!.encinq new teachers in the department, ahd the amount

f importance which each of the three reference groups

feel "should be" placed on this function. The principals,

the department thirpersons, and the teachers will all

feel that this supervisory function ‘should be considered a
more important part of the depattment chairperson's role.

E . P
Smith's study revealed that there was no significant
difference between what  the principals perceived ' as
actually being done and _what t!\ey felt - shaquld _l;e doné
vxeanding. 7 the - d;apgxgnent ’t’:hai:pex‘son's function 'uf
p:ovidinf; assistancé in the'-nriem:ati'on of new teachers.
Both departmem: chairpersons and . teachers on the. other '
hand, felt that* this supervisory function should be a moxy
euantial part cf the dhpartment chairpetson s role than
it présently was.83 s 8 * . .
* Thomas found that both the principals and . the

department chairpersons felt that the responsibllity of

.-usistinq in the orientation - of teachers ngy to the

" department chairperson's ‘role.84

department s‘hould. be a more essential part of the
>

N Pedicone found. thav\: there was - no sign}ficént
difference: between the principals, the department chair-
persoﬂsv-va;u:f‘ ,1e ‘teachers 'regardi;xg the supervisory

function of orienting department persa‘nnel.l All three .

‘83smith, p. 8b.

. B4Thomas,) pp. 43 and 53.




chairpersons carry out this fuﬁctiun.ss . - \ -
In ' Girard's study, 80% of the department chalr-
persons who responded felt that’, they should have the

responsibility of oriénting new -teachers. seventy-’three

percent of the department ch.ail:p.ersansv reporéed that they

/' presently perform this supervisory.functi,on.“

Ritter reported that 75% of the ptin‘cipnls’s‘u»tveyed
in his stuﬁ] felt t‘hat. deparr_n\efn: chiizperuéns should
prepare and conduct o:ientation programs for new teuche:s
in the depaz:ment 87 -
Aplin’ found that there was‘ no signiﬂcant difference

in perception between the principa]ts, department ch_air-

persons and the 4€achers regarding the actual expectation

that department chairpersons orient new teachers in the
depaxment. Eighty-seven percent of the principals, 87%

of the department chalr:persans and 84%°*of the teachers

" felt that department chai;perscns were actually expected

to carry ol_xt' this :supérvisqi:y responsib!.].’it:y.,88

In Buser's ihvestiqa:ion, over 90% of the principals

felt that the orlentai:ion of new teachers into the system

@ 55Pediccne, p. 129.
86girard, p. 115.
87Ritter, p. 97.. ,

-88aplin, p. .160. ' E R T ¢

 groups heqld the .actual exp‘_ectatlnn that the department

s
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should be a function assigned to department chairpetsons.
Bighty-eight percent of the principals reported thag their
department chairpersons do pexfom this function.89

) Berrier's survey revealéd that all of the department
chairpersons o:’ented newly enpl‘uyed teachers. Thirty-
nine percent of the department chairpersons reported that
they begin orientation immediately. following the con;éac:
signing, whlla- 18% report?d begin orientation i.n the

:prl.n;; or summer, and Aj\ wait until the f£a1l.90

Responses to Easterday's investiéado’n indicated'»

that 75%. of both the department chairpersons and the
% Ad:ninis:ritoza felt the department ' chairpersons were
expected to orient Ana"w teachers in the departn;eml:.’l
According to Thorne's study, 75% of the department
i chairpersons do_ aid in the orientation of new teachersg
and 98% of the' department chairpersons felt they should be
perfozﬂ.ug this function.92

In. Brenner's study, 94% -of the teachers who

responded indicated thag: department chairpersons should

i orieént new teachers into the syst; 'Approxi.mately 68% of

“Buser, p. 74.

Operrier, P. 433..

91pasterday, p. 82:

. 92Tnorne, pp. 58" and 61.
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the teac};ers reported " that .‘thls function was actugl}y
being performed in their departments.93

Ciminiilo found ~ that., 95% of the responding
department  chairpersons reﬁatted that they te‘_lt they
should be responsible for orienting new teachers into the
si(sten\. Appﬂ:ximately 84% of the department chairpersons
reported that they were cartying out t}ﬁs supe:viso:y
.flu-u:t:icm.94

McNeilis' study revealed that 97% of the xespondan
principals felt’ that department chairpersons should orient
"new teachers.‘ Ninety-three ‘percent -of the p:incipals
reported that this function was being pe:fomed‘. by
clepamtlr\en':~ chairpersons. 95 . .

In Cheng's investigation responses revealed that 98%
of the principals, 97% of the department chairxperséns, and
98% of the teachers felt that department chairpersoné
should orilent new teachers to the school policies.
Ninety-eight ‘percent of the prinoipals, 91% ©of the
department chairperson, and 87% of the tgachera reported
that department chairpersons were 'ectuaily _cu;yinq out

this responsil:;:l.li_ty.95 ’ = ¥

93Brenner, ‘p. 62.
94ciminillo, p. 68.
95McNe1:Ls, p. 82,

"96cheng, pp. 190, 198 and 206.
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Price conducted a study to examine the role of the'
éapartment chairperson in selected Oregon secondary )
schools with an'uvaraqe daily membership -of 1000 or more
students. ' Responses revealed that 97% of the principals
‘and 91% of the ‘department chairpersons felt that

lersons should have moderate to maximum

department cha;
responuibility for Ybdrienting new teachers Ninety-one
porcent of the principals and 84% of the department
chairpersons reported that department chairpersons did

have - i to bility for carrying out

this function.97’ ’ E -

Hypothesis VI: There will be a difference between
the amount of - imﬁortam:e which each of the three reference
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the function of
orienting and assisting substitute teachers assigned to
the department, and the ‘amount of importance which each:of
the three reference groups feel "should be" placed on this
function. The principals, the department chairpersons,
and the teachers will all feel that this, supervisory
function should be considered a more impnrtant part of the
department chairperson's role.

* Smith found no significant difference between what
principals perceived as actually being done and what they
felt should be done the dep: chai n’s

ralpohsibnity to assist substitute ‘teachers” who are
assigned to classes when' a department member is absent.
? . ‘ 5

Contrary to this, both the department chairpersons and the '

97‘h’¢1by L. Price, "A Study of the Role of the
* Department Head in Selected Oregon Secondary -Schools"
. (Bd.D. diss., Univ-rnu:y of Indiana, 1959), P. 99. ' .
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teachers felt that this function should be t:ai}fn’d a

more essential- part of :he“depaxtment chairperson's

role.%8 o

In’ Thomas' stiddy, both principals and department
chairpersons felt that aésistiné substitute teachers
assigned' to \j.he department, should.be a more eqsenthl

part of the department chairperson's role.9?

fac? Ritter repox:r.ed that 86% of the principals aurveyedv

in his ‘study felt that department-chairpersons should
assist substitute teache:s 100 - L

Aplin found no signlficant difference in perception
betweey the principals, department chairpersons and the
\teachers regarding the actual ekpectation that department
chairpersons orient substitute teachers to the school 'aqd
to the day's assignment. Forty percent of the principals,
40% of the department chairpersons and 38% ;:f the -teachers
felt .that department chairperso! s were actually }xpected
to perform this function.l0l .

Easterday's study revealed that 75% of both ‘the
department chairpersons _and the ad‘.minlstxaco'ts felt that
_— " o

98snith, p. 76. ; Y
99Thomas, pp. 43 and 53.

100gi tter, p. 97.

101pp1in, p. 159.

R
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department _chai were ible for assisting
substitute teachers.102
N ng to the re given in Thorne's study,

" 67% of the department chairpersons surveyed indicated that

¥

they _do assist the spbstitute tegch;r, and 88% felt they
should carry out-this function.lo:’,
In Price's study, res] onses revealed that 92% of the

principals and 80% of t;.he 'de‘éarment chairpersons felt

that depattment chal’tpersons should. have ' moderate to

maxi.mum respcnsibility for assisting ,substitute teachers.

_Fifty-four. percent of the .principals and. 62% cf the !

déparunent vchaitp'ersons felt that  department chai{:pgxsons

did huve‘ moderate to maximum responsibility for 'assisti_ng
substiﬁt’e— teachers,104 . . B

Cheng's study revealed that 88% of the principals, 83\,

. of the departmengghairpsrscns, and 89% of the teathers

felt that the department chairperson'should ekpl\a;l.n‘duties

and, responsibilities to new substitute teachers.’ Only 63%

of tl’\e_ principals, 50% of, the. department chlai:pe}:sun_s, and

55% of the teachers reported that this function was. -

actual],y'beiqq conducted by department chairpersons.105

1°2E'astax_'day, p. 82,
‘1°3Thq:ne; pp. 58 and 61.
N ) . "
104price, p. 98,

\ L :
‘1\°5Chen9} pb. 190, 198 and 206.




Problem Solving -

Hypothesis seven is concerned  with iﬁfomany
observing teachers’ in the department for the purpo’s‘es of
improving instruction and . to help the teachér grow

professionally. B *

-Hypothesis VII: " There will be a difference he%
the amount of importance which each of the three reference
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the function®of
informally observing teachers in the department for
improvement of instruction and for teacher growth, and the

. amount of importance which each ‘of .the three reference
groyps— feel "should be" placed on this function. The
principals, the department chair; and the
will all, feel that this supervisory function should be
considered a more important. part of the department
chairperson's role. -

. s—

smith found that _principals, depgrﬁ;nt chair-
persons, and teachers all felt that the supervisory
function of monitoxlnq the instructional program by making
regular classroom abservatlons, should be a more essentlul
part of the deparm\ent chairperson's role.l06 %

In Thomas' study, principals and department chaix-
persons both revealed z. significant difference in their
perceptions as ' to the "present" and "should be" status of
the funct.\.sn of ub_servinq vteacherslin the department‘ for
improvement of instruction and. for teacher growth.  Both
the ﬁrincipals and the deparﬂﬁent'chairpersonl felt thn‘

.‘

106gmien, p. 89. 2




this supervisory function should be a more ‘essential part
of the department chairperson's role.107

- Girard's study produced the finding that 98% of the
deimtﬂnent chairpersons felt they should observe teachers

in the department on a regular bull, but only 76% of, them

. were actullly carrying out this supervisory fudction.108

Responses given in Ritter's study indicated that
only 61% of the principals felt that department chai.r:
persons shou;d visit . cladsrooms regularly for
instructional merovement asr directed by their
princlPal.ms % ' g

Aplin reported that 59% of his respondinq principals

 felt department chai. were to supervise

i ion gh cl visits and observations.

Forty-three percent of the department chairpersons and
ogly 30% of the teachers felt that the department chair-

person was expected to carry out this function.110 2

Thorne's study revealed that while 81% of the

department chairpersons felt they should visit classes to

1077homas, pp. 51 and 61.
108girard, p. 117.
“109pitter, p. 84.

‘110pp14n, p. 130.
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hélp teachers improve thei; instruction, only 41% of them
indicated that they actually perform t;is function.11l

King and Moon reported a survey.which'was conducted

by the Rochester, Minnesota public schqol system. . This

survey was carried out in order to determine what wﬁa

&)ainq done in relation to department chairpersons in

publ.ic secondary schools. . Approximately 65% of - the

' . -. respondinq schools indicated thnt supervision of. classas

was not an activity of the departmant chairperson' King

‘and Moon suggested that department chairpersons, working

with each other and.with department me&!}ars, could provide

the needed leadership to ‘improve instruction in the

secondary school.112 i

Responses from 609 teachers in -Brenner’s

investigation revaalt;d that 73% of the teachers felt that

__the department chaﬁirparson should supéﬂise teachers of

the _department through classroon, vi!itatiqns and

observations. Only 45% of the teachers repnrted that this

function was being carried out in their departmenta.113

’ . . .
,Responses from 332 department chairpersons ‘in

5 Ciminillo’s investigation revealed that 77% of them felt

11llrhorne, pp. 58 and 61.

112pred M.. King and James V. Moon, "The Department
Head in ‘the Public' Secondary School,!

(R National Association of Secondary Schdol Principals 44,

No. 254 (1960): 23-24.

113grenner, p. 63. . - \
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the}\ Qhoﬁld be :esponsible for supervising teachers bf the
depaxmnt through classmom visitations and observations.
only 48\ of the depnn:ment chairpersons reported that they
were actuully performing this function:l¥4 xaﬁ B

’ In Buhe;{s study, 60% of the princi s felt that‘:
dep_artmem: chairpersons; should supervise the teachers of
the dé}é;;:ﬁe;ch t;ilx:cugh (class:aom visitations and

observations. Thirty-seven percent of) the principals"

:epé'rted that department ’ch‘airpersens " were)actuallg_
performing this function. 118 . ~

Acco:ding to Kennedy s study, 94% of the principals
am;l'77\ of the dep:\xtment chaizpersons felt that the
department chairperson should informally observe classes
of’ all teachers within the departme,gt.‘ Sixty percent of
the principals and 52% of the department chairpersons
reported 'that departmen: ' chairpersons were carrying out
this responslbility.lls ’

Responses . provided in Berry's study revealed that
90% of the pringipals and '82% -of’ the departitent chair-
persons felt that departmemi chalrpetéons should observe '
the classroom teaching of 'ceachérs in ltheir department.

six}:y percent of the principals and_56% of thé department

" 14ciminillo, p. 69.  °
ussusex, p 75.

nsl(enr;edy, p. 51.
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chairpersons indicated that this was a, function performed

by the department chaitperéon.u7

The study conducted by McNelis revealed' that 73% of
. - .

the principals felt that department chairpersons should .

supervise h, cl \ observation. Less

than 50% of the&princlpals reported that th#& function was

being pe:fomed by department <:ha:lrpersm'ls.118

In Cheng's study responses ' revealed that nll‘ the
principals, 93% of tl:ua department chairperson and 97‘_uf
the teachers felt that depé}tmehi: chaixp;i‘sens should
schedule a planned program of classroom visitations.
Ninety percent of the principals, 81% of the department
chairi:ersans and ' 66% of the teachers regorted that
department chairperscnsi were actually carrying out this
function.119

Price's study nevealed that 91% of the principals,
Eelt that department chairpersons. should have mdderate to
maxim\m\ responsibillty ﬁr conducting _classroom
vi‘sitations for the purpose of supervision. » only 63% of
the prim;ipals' reported that their department chairpérs‘ons

did have moderate to maximum responsibility for this

function. Seventy-eight percent of the 242 department

117Berry, ppl 137 and ‘13.9.
118ycNelis, p. 95.

119cheng, pp. 185, 193 and 201.
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chairpersons felt that they should have moderate to

maximum résponsibility for making classroom visitations
for ti;e purpose of supervision. only 51% of the
department chairpersons ‘reported having moderate to

maximum resp:nesibility for this supervisory function.120

Coordination

' .
Hypothesis eight is concerned ‘with coordination

.
within the department, while hypothesis nine deals with |

coordinating g?e, departmeni‘s instructional program with

3 e,
other departmental programs in the school. Hypothesis ten
is concerned with ccordi?:atinq—{he\use of resource people

by teachers within the department.

Hypothesis VIII: There will be a difference between
the amount of -importance which each of the three peference
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the ction .of
coordinating the work of teachers within the department,
and the amount of importance which each! of the three
refefence groups feel "should be" placed this function.
The . principals, the department chairpersons, and the
teachers will all feel that this supervisory function
should be considered a more important part of the
department chairpetson's role. ' _ - -

Aplixi's study revealed tﬂhat 87%. of the principals,
85% of the department chairpersons and 71% of the teachers
surveyed éxp'ectad the department chairperson to coordinate

the work of teachers within the department.l12l
-

120price, p. 94. )
. 121apiin, p. 137. s
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Hypothesis IX: There will be a difference between
the amount of importance which each of the three reference
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the function of
coordinating the department's instructional program with
other departments in the' school, and "the amount’ of
importance which each of the three reference groups feel
"should be" placed on this function. - The principals, the
department chaifpersons, and the teachers will all feel
that this supervisory function should be considered a more
,important part of the department. chairperson's rolei

& smith found that all three groups, the principals,

_che department chairpersons and _the teachers - displayed a
&3 . significant difference between what they. perc-eg.ved as
actually being done as ppposed to What should be dchie with
respdct to the coordination of  the department's
instructional program with other departments within the
building. All three refersnce groups felt that this
function should be considered a more essential part of the
4 department chairperson's role.122
Thomas also found that both the principals and the
department chairpersons felt that the coordination~ of the
department's instructional program with other departments
in the school should be a- more essential function of the
- role of the department chairperson.123
; ) In Aplin's study, responses revealed “hat 71% of the

LS
principals’ and the department. chairpersons ‘felt that

department chai were to the
a 4

122gmitn, p. 88.

123pnomas, pp. 47 and 57.
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department's instructional program with other departments -

in the school... Sixty-five percent of the teachers felt
that department chai. _were to pe: this
function.124

.

Thorne's study revealeéd that while 93% of the
department chaixpeuons felt they sﬁould be responsible
for ooozdj.natinq theiz department's curriculum with thnt
of athar school depntments, only "51% réjr:w that they

were, perfcmi’r_xq‘ this function. 125

thesi.s x- ‘There will ,ba a difference between
the amount of importance which each of the three reference
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the function of
promoting and coordinating the use of resource people from

:‘outside the school,. and the amount of importance which

each of the three reference groups feel "should be" placed

on this ‘function. The pr: clglls, the depu-tment chair-
: the

persons, and teachers 11 all feel _tha€ this
supervisory function should be considered a more “impoktant
part of the dapaxhnent chairperson's role.

The ltudy_ conducted by Smith producéd the finding

that principals, departmel;t chairpersons and teachers all
had siqniﬂcnntly diffexent perceptions as to the "actual"
and "should be" statuses of the qeparune’nt chairpers'on s

function of coordlnutidq the use of outside instructioral

ials and’ ou ‘ce, Each. group felt that. this

124pp14n, p. 140:

‘."1251'ho:r:e. pp.. 59 and .62. ;

\




supervisory function shou}d be a more easenti_al part of
the depnrmeng chairperson's role.126
Thomas also found that principals and deplrtmen’t
chalrpereolns. were agreed that the responsibility ‘of
coordlnating the use of outsid.e instructional ‘materials -
and resource peuons should bb a more essentul pan'. of
the depazement chairpe:son s role 127 A
X ‘Girard's study indicated that 84% 'ofl.the degartm‘ent'
: cha{rpersons sueveyed felt they shé’gld _ have' the
: .responsibility of engnﬁini;' outside 'lpecia:lista. .Se'V(ent':y-_ X

five percent of the deparment chairpauons reported tha'g. "

the‘y presently per,form this fum:i::lcm.128

Hotlvation ‘

Bypa'hesis elAven is concerned with :eporting the.
a_ctlvities a_nd u_chievements of . departmenul memberl. )

- Hypothesis “twelve | is ¢ r with ‘7 raging

inng 7nn= and e; ion .Hithin the depagcufen:

J Hypothesis XI: 'I’here will be a difference be:ween 3
_the. amount of importance which each of the three reference .
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the function of -
preparing -written’ reports of the activities and -achieve-..
ments of the department, and. the, amount of importance"
which ‘each of the three reference groups.feel "should be""
placed on“thie tunctinn.. rhe pk‘incipnl the depntuunt

Z'Z‘Ssmich , p. 97,

.:l,i"_'l'hoinu," pp. 47 and 57 °

';12561': \rﬁ/) p. 118
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chaifpernons, and the teachers will all feel tiiat this

supervisory function should be considered a more important s

parb of the department chnrperson s role.

Brenner's stud revealed that 87% of the responding

teachers felt that department chai should
written evaluations of the achievement and activities of

the depprtment. >Eighty'-four percent of the teadhéxs

:repct!:ed that this function was beinq carried out by t‘meir .

depu:unent chairperson.n’
. *In; iCiminillc's !tudy, responses revealed that 85% of
the depaxr.ment chairpersons who participated felt that the

N praparatlon of . wrltten evaluationk of.. the Achievement and

uctivities of the depa:tment should be a responsihility of

the depart.ment ch irperson position. Orniy 58%  of 'the

depaztment chuirpe:sons repartgd that . they actually‘

periom this fun::ticn.13°
Buser's study indlcated that "93% of the principals

who had dspar:mem: cyairpenans !.n their school felt that

. _depucmeqé chaimérsuns sheulq p:e;;are wiiéten’ evaluations-

of . the achievement and activities of the department.

Se}ienty-two pe:ee'ﬁt of the principals zepoxcgd that their.

i
department. chairpersons perform this function.131 |

129Bzenne:, p. 62. P #* \
| ;
130cininillo, p. 68. \ : 4

131pyger, p. 74.
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61

Kennedy found that all of the principals "and ®ver

90% of the déparunent chairpersons felt that chairpersons

sﬁouid keep the @rinclpal informed ureand!.ng the
cantribution made by individual teachers to, the improva-

ment of ' lnstruction in ‘the detmrupem:. Only 66% of the

principals and 61% of the department chairpersons reported
that  this ' function .was performed by depagtment
chaixpersons.132

According to the responses given in- Berry's study,
2 ? - d 5

76% . of  the principals and &7% of 'the;depurtx!\e'nt“
chairpersons ielt - that the dépaxtmem: chatrperso_n should

supply the principal with 1niomtian concerning the -

contribution of: - individual teachex‘s to ' the department.
Only 45% of the principals and the department chairpersons
indicated that department chairpersons were- actually
performing this function.133

Hypothesis XII: There will be a difference between
the.amount of importance which éach of the three reference
groups feel is "presently" being placed on the function of
promoting ~innovations and ‘experimentation within the
department, and the amount of importance which each of the

“three reference groups feel '“should be" placed on, this
:function. The principals, the department chairpersons,
, and the teachers. will all feel that this supervisory

function should be considered a more important part of the
departmem: chairperson's role.

133perry, pp. 117 and 118: .
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‘Smith found that the significant differences in the -

) x&vaalod that principals, department chairpersons -and

teachers all felt that the provision of leadership for

" experimentation by dcpum{em:' members should be a more
essential . function of the department chairperson's

¢ ;01&-13‘ .
In Rittgr‘l '1nvest1gnt_1m approximately 79% of ghe
| brlncipal’_ who responded to the questionnaire fel.t tltut

department chair should and
experimental and 'ktnnovative practices wi\;hin th‘e

depu:t:mem-..:'-';"5 i .
Ay_un‘a‘ltudy revealed that 84% of the principals,
72% of tl':e department chairpersons and 673 of the teachers
felt that the department chxupex-'son is expected to
promote ewrhnsnntion \and innovation within ch;

depnrhunt.135 5

In Price's étu@, :espons‘es revealed that all of the
_pxincipllx and 91% of the del;artmant cﬁairpersons felt
that department ‘chnirpernns 'shauld have moderate to
" maximum respot th"ll.ty for encouraging and' assisting
with e: 3 on only' .BG\ of the principals

" 13gpien,(p. 93.
135Rittet, pu- 66.

¢ 13plin, p. 134.

mean scores for the "actual" and "“should be" categorie:‘
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and 74% of . the department chairpersons irndicated that

department Ch&ix. had | to i

respcnsibi@y for this function.l:”

Cheng's scudy indicated that 98% of the px‘incipals,
99% of the department chairpersons, and 99% of the
teachers  felt that ' dcpartment ‘chairpersons should
encourage 'teache:s ~(:c éontrihute to currlcul‘umv improvement
by experhnentg:ion and innovation. Ninety percent of the
princ’ipals’, 94% of Ehe <}épargment c_halirpérsahs ¥ and 84% of
the teachers indicated that this funci:ion was nctualiy
being pe:fufmed by d)epartment chairpersons.ns
Professional Development

H‘y-pothesis thirteen deals with a‘ssessing the needs

of deputmené_ members for inservice. Hypothesis fourteen

is concerned with keeping department members updated witﬁ

respect to new developments :in subject matter and in

instructional methodology.
\

Hypothesis XIIT: There will be a difference between.
the amount of importance which each of the three reference
groups. feel is "presently" being placed- on the function of
assessing the needs of departmental members for ‘inservice
programs, and the amount of importance which each of the
three . reference groups feel "should be" placed on this
function. ‘The principals, .the department chairpersons,
and _the . teachers, 'will all .feel .tHat this supervisory

function should be considered a more impcrnnt part oi the .
depatment chairperson's role.

137price, p. 100. ’

,
138cheng, pp. 187, 195 and 203,




smith. found gignificant differences in the mean
scores associated with -the "actual” and "should be" status

of th_e tum':tion which involved recommending inservice

_ activities naeded by department members to the principal.
These significant differences indicated that principals,

dcpnrment chl!.rpezwns and ‘teachérs all felt that this

function nhoulv,l be idered a more al part of the

dspn:tyént chairperson's role.139

' Thomas' study alse.revealed that there was agreement

‘bbet:ween the principals. and. the dupaif.mant chairpe;sons

xugarcfing ‘the lupe:visezy © function of recommending
innervica Activitleg needed- by depnxcment members. _Both
groups felt that this function should be considered more
eksential than it presently was. 140

Girard's n:udy indicated that.78% of the departmem:
heads survéyed felt that they should be :espons!.hle fcr
developing and assisting with staff inservice programs.
Sixty percent reported -that they_ were actual_ly performing

“this function,  while 18% reported that they had not been

assigned this responsibility.l4l

. 139gmith, p. 93.
1407ngmas, pp. 51 and 61.

ulzeirud, p. 116.




Ritter reported that 81% of the principals of his
study were of the opinion that departmerit chairpersons
should assist the px:incipal, as requested, in.developing
and, conducting inservice mz:g_x:anxs.l“2 R

Accofding ta’ Xpiin‘s study, department chairpe}scns
-seemed to feel that they were . not responsihle for
providing inservice for their departmencal membera Onlv
28% of the department chairpersons felc they were axpscted~
" to develop inservice activities designed to meet the necda
‘of the department. Forty-four percent of the teachers, and
63% of the principals ‘felt that this was a sup’.e‘rvlsory
* function of the.department chairperson pcsition.143

Thorne's study revealed that- a§\ of the department
chairpersons felt they should be responsible for inserwvice
train‘ing programs, while 65% . of " the departmenv; chair-
persons reported. that they had been performing this
function,144

‘The study by the finding

_that while 71% of the teachers, who responded, felt that
the dipixtment chaitper_sun shoul be responsible for
developing: and impflementing in;ervlce tsalnin; programs .
for the- members of .the department, only 221{ of the

142pj eter, p. 97.
14371pin, p. 147.

l44thorne, pp. 58 and 61.




teachers reported that this function was -actually being
carried out by their department |:1‘.aix-person.1"5 . .
Responses given in Ciminillo's study revealed thatl
while 72% of the department chairpersons felt tha/: they
CO ' ) should be responsible for developing and implementing
inservice training programs for the members. of . the A

department, only 39% of them reported that they were
146

actually carrying. out this responsibility.

Buser 's study revealed that approximately 90% of the °

princi.palb - whal had department chairpersons, felt that
dg’;:&xénent chAiipe:sons should develop and implement

3 nservice training programs for ‘the members of t;he \
dep-;}tment. Oniy 60% of the principals reported that * v

department chai were per: 1ing this function.147

! « Responses given in Price's study indicated that 94%
of the ptincil;als and 84% of the department chairpersons
felt that department chairpersons should have moderate to
maximum responsib!.‘llty / for decidin‘g on  inservice

activities for the department. Only 71%‘ of the principals

x, and 55% of the départment chairpersons reported that the

¢ .

145prenner, p. 63.

‘146ciminillo, p. 70. L

% 1478\;59:, p. 74,




- v
department chairperson did have " moderate ° to maximurm

<

_responsibility for this supervisory funcion.148

According to Cheng's study, 90% of the px';im:‘iplls,

g .
82% of the department chairpersons, and 85% of the
teachers who responded, felt that department chairpersons
should conduct inservice training programs for members of

the department. D—nly 30% of the principals, 23% of the

department chairpersons, and 19% of the teachers reported
that this. function was actually being conducted by

department chairpersons. 149

: Hypothesis XIV: .There will be a diffefence between
the amount of importance which each of tite three reference
groups feel is "p:esently" being placed on-the function of °*
keeping dej of »
information regaxdl g subject matter and LnscS:inLanal_

methods, and the amount of importance which ea of thi
three reference groups) feel ‘'should be" placed this*
function. The principals, the department chairpersons,
and the teachers will all feel that this supervisory
function should be considered a more impo:tant part of the
department chairpetso;&‘s role.

.
Girard found that almost all the department chair—
% o persons surveyed felt'that they should inform _d'epartmenx:

members'i:egarding new developmgnt:s‘in résearch and in the

teaching of English. only 13% . of the department chair- :

——————

148price, p. 87. ’ : el

WScheng, pp. 191, 199 and 207.
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persons reported that they had not been assigned this
responsibility.150 : ’
Over 90% of the principals surveye' in Buser's study
-xeported that department chairpersons should be
’ responsible for calling the department's attention to new
o i:iens ‘and developments within the £ield. Approximately
—\ha sn'me‘ percentage of principals ,reported that their

) deyl'rtment chairpersons were assiqned ¥ his

) respoﬁsihill‘cy.15]5, '

Aplin £qund that while 94% of the teachers in his
study felt that department chairper?cns were ' expected to
keep the ngembers of the department infomed u.bouc the
latest developments in the teaching field, only 55% of the

- depurtmeﬁt chairpersons felt they were actually expected
to perform this’fu.\jxctj,o{.\"-\ Seventy-nine percent of the
. principals reported hat department c'hair.p'erson were
expected to perform thi_.s supervisory function.152
A:Lthnari.ccnd\xc:ed a study to determine the rolé of
éi’.e department chaixpe;san in high schools enro].lir;g 500
pupils or more who were accredite‘d « by the North Central
Association. A questibnngire was sent to a random sample

af department chairpersons; as well as to 30 professional
15°Gl.urd,jp‘ 120.
151pyger, p. 74.

152pp14n, p. 146.
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educators in the field of educational supervision.
Responses were received from 442 department chairpersons
and 10 professional educators.- As a result of this study,
Altimari recommended that the department chairperson's
role " should be clarified in written form and that it

should include the réspohsihili.ty of keeping curfent on

such 'things as: the subject-matter field of his ~
\ -
% depatanent, the curriculum Qevelopments within his £ield

_._‘~/ and related, subject-matter fields, instructional-methods,

j and supervisory. techniques. 153

Thorne''s study rgvealed that 93% of ‘the department

chairpersons did keep department membeérs informed of the

new methods, materials and pregrams, while -99% of .the

‘department chairpersons felt they * should perform this’

function,154
Brepner found that 97% of the -teachers who, responded

,to his questionnairé felt .that department chairpersons

should call teachers' attention to new ideas and develop-

ments within - the "fleld. Seventy-five 'pércent of the

teacherg‘.reported that this function w;s being performed
. - - o
by their department chairpéxsén.us

153yi113am  G. Altimari Jr., “The - Department

Chairmanship in Large High Schools in the North Central ..

Association,™ North Central Association Quarterly . 42
(1968) : 311.

15dmnorne, pp. 59 and 62:

155prenner, p. 62. T . o
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ety Ciminillo's study indicated. that 96% of the
departmer‘nt chairpersons who responded, felt that they
should call teachers' attention to new ideas and
developments ylithin the"ﬁeld. Eighty-nine percent ‘'of the
d’epa‘rtmam:— chairi:gfsons' repérted that they were actually

carrying.out (:‘h:l.s'fum:t:icm.15'6

Cheng found- that all the principals, 97% of the

department ‘chair , and 99% of the teachers felt that-

dapatﬁmeﬁt c}?&; S should i 3 to new :
* techniques ‘of l.nstiuction. only 73% -Qf the érincipals,

81% -of} the department chuirperson, and 65% of* the teacher‘sb

¢ ,teported\b§at department chaixpersons‘ were cartying out

’ this respo sibs.l:.ty.157

Evaluation of Equcational Outcomes

v

Hypothesis fifteen .is concerned with workmg with

f co ’ dqpaxtmental teachers to lmprdve procedures for student

. evaluation . i e . N gt

‘ ‘Hypotheais XV:- .There will be a difference between
the amount of importanceé which each of the -thrée reference
groups- feel is "preésent being placed on :th¢ function of

* s working' with teachers -.in mment to improyve
sy ‘procedures for student evaluatia?r and~ the amount of -
importance which each of the three eference groups feel

Nshould ‘be" placed on thls funbtlcn. The principals,' the
3 .. department- chair 4 . the, hy will all feel®

.® s, that this supervi.sory fu.nction should be considered a 'more °
i hnportant part’ of the department chairperson's role. _ .
L -

. 15>_6c;m1ns‘u‘ov, p.68

157cheng, pp. 187, 195 and 203.° - .




smith found that all three reference groups

displayed a ‘significant difference between what‘ the}’r
perceived as‘actu.ally'heing done. as opposeé to what Eﬁoule
be done w‘itvh respect to department chairperson's Eunct_lon
of ‘providing, guidance t3 department menbers concerning

evaluation .of student - progréés . The principals, the

departnent chairp and “the hers felt. that this ,
2 supepvisory function should' be a mo‘re' essenti'a. part o’f
the role of the department c.:)-mh-pex:son.lsB = g

Thomas found that the s).qni.ficnm: difference in ghe
méan scores. of the "actual' and ‘kshculd. be" categories
indicated that both the principals and the department
chairpersons felt that assisting deparmént members with

ks the evaluation of student progress . ‘should be 'a more
essex?tial pa_\rt of the‘department chair}:ersen's }oie.»lsg =
‘s Girard found that énly 40% of the d_epaximent heads”
surveyed felt that t:l-iey should assist teachers in gradi'ng -
> pupils. sixty percent reported that ‘chius”'w;s nu!:'g
function which they had been expected to perfnfm n 160
Breﬁer s study revealed that 78% of thg responding

» teachers felt that the department chairyers'or} should work

158gmith, p. 100,
159nonas, pp. 47 and 37. ) . o

" ' 160Girard, p. 117, e o, 0 .
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with ;:;ncherl in  the _depz;r'yunt to u(p}'qve their
- 'psocedur_el- .tot student’ evaiultion. 4 Onlf 37% of the
te_lchnn reported that this- Eunf:tion was ae}:ually being
* ‘performed by ;he‘ir department chnsrpeuén.}ﬂ
I c.!.mi'nino' 's study, 84% of the department chair-
persons felt thn: thcy should work with Jenche:s to help
merave their procedures for student evaluation.  Only 55%
’ of the depnrthent chairpeuon: reported . that -they wex-.e
'accully performing this functlon.“z
: Buaer‘n survey~ indicated that 90\ of the prino!.pals
that hud dapnxr.mem:‘ ‘chairpersons, felt that department
chairperlonq~ ‘should . work with teachers to help improve
their proceduxcl for stu;lentb evaluntion.‘ Only ,7Di of

" thele principals. reported that theix'depnxtmenc chair-

. .persons were ‘carrying o\:r.rchls're;ponsihuity.“:’

The tallowlnq thxee \najor hypotheses are concerned
w}.th the adount of lmpottnnce that is "presently" placed
on as cnnparea to thc amourit of - importance which "should
be" pl:tgd on the ‘upetvisoryvfmccions of the depa:u_nsnt

chairperson's role.

"
—_—
I 1515nnner, . 62%

lﬁzcmxnino, p. 69,

. s N .

\i * e o
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Hypothesis XVI: ‘rhere will he a diffetence between
amoun! of. “importance.: which 'principals’ feel is
"pre:éntly“ being pYaced. on- the supervisory --functions of
the' department chalrperso: role, . and the . amount of
importance which they feel "should be" placed on these
functions.. ° Principals 'will.: Eeal that the supervisory
functions ‘should ‘be considered & more important part of
the department chairperson’ s ntole.

Hypothesis XVII: There will be a difference. between
the amount of importance which department chairpersons
feel 1is '"presently! being placed on the “supervisory
functions of the department chairperson's role, and the
amount of importance which they feel "should be" placed on

. these functions. Department = chairpersons will £feel that

»

the supervisory functions should . be considered a more
important.part of the department chairperson's role.

Hypothesis XVIII:, There will' be a differonce
between the amount of importance which teachers feel is
"presently" being placed on the supervisory functions of

‘the depar! nt chairperson's role, and the amount of

importance which they feel "should be" placed  on these
functions. - Teachers will feel that the ’‘supervisory
functions should .be considered . a more, important part of
the deparr.ment chairperson s role. 3




CHAPTER 3
¢, -
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

- .

This chapter presents details of the steps which

were taken to test the . The for the
selection -;;i subjects are outlired. The instrumentation
and the techniéues of gathering information * are
dellne\‘a-téd. The chapter concludés with a descxip'tlon of
the statistical procedures which were used - to-analyze the
data and test the hypotheses. % ’ s

|
Definition of Terms

- Department Chairperson A teacher in a school who has
e been & assigned the zespo;xsl.
v Lhi.iities of a depar:mn&,frm
hip/her pri pal, and who
receives an official departhent
head allocation as specified by
. The Séhoolu Act ) (Teachers'
s-lgxie.n Rgﬂ‘lhti&ﬂi 1979).

Principal : v A eehe_a]. board empio ee charged
: ' with the responsibility of one of

the board's -aco‘ndu:;{ schools.




Teacher

Seconddry 'School .
7

Supervisory Func‘tinn‘

A “teacher in the  school who
tgncheﬂs a subject belnﬁqlnq to a
department for which there has
been apSigned - a . department

chairpérson.

A school consisting of three or .

more grades of students from
grades six .to twelve, With
students in grade ten, gra

eleven and grade twelve.

A function which involves working
with teachers, both individually

and collectively, to improve the

instructional prcceis and

environment for learning, so to

i the 1ity of

students® ' achieving certain

‘desired learning outcomes. “

A function whiq}u involves working

_with the school's administration

to help organize and operate the

school in brder to accomplish its.

goals.
A 2




" Teacher Sample

" pescription of Populatiol

Principal Population
*The popuhtioq of principals should have consisted

of all principals belonging to secondary schools which
have.. department  chairpersons - in .éhe province of
land. and L lor. = Thé, number ~of _principals

) involved in this ltudy should have been 65. ~The number of

puncipaln who re:pom-.lad was 61.

Dau‘ rtment chairgnon Pogulation

'l‘he populatiun of department chai:persons should
have consisted of all department chairpersons belonging to.
secondary sch:aoll in the province of Newfoundland and
Labrador. The number of depa:mnt chairpersons involved
1n this ltudy lhould huve been 222.- The number of

dcpnrment chai ‘who was 182.

Description of Sample ‘

The sample of teachers used in thys study should
have consisted of 222 teachers. A random sample of
teachers wsu selected by the principals !uch chnc there

was one deplrﬂuqnl teacler for each' dspucment

' chairperson. For each department Mrnn, the
_prinulpall were asked t:c make a 1list of ¢t achers. who

tnuh “the qﬁbjout of that pntl.culn d}puﬂnent to at

I




least one class in ébe school. The prin¢ipals were then
' askeql to. randomly select one teacher. from each list for
each department chairperson position in their school. The

number of responding teachers Eus 170. 1

Collection of the Data

g

The following 1; a basic c{\t_line»of the steps whic‘h
were followed during this investigation. -

‘1. 2. letter was sent to ‘all of the school board

: sui)exintendents in Newfouridland and Labrador whe® had*

secondary schools with department chairperson poéltions;

ThHis letter sought .the approval of the superintendents to

carty-out this study - in secox;daiy scho‘ols belonging, to

their school hoa?d. All of the superintendents qrahte‘d
t:heir approval to carry out the investigation..

2. A letter was then sent to all of the p:inci‘ya}s
of secondary schools who - had department chaizpefacn‘s, to
inform them éhat their su}:‘erintendents had gtdnted their
approval to cgi;y out this in'xlgstiq'acion_, and to seek the
cooperation of the principals in relation to this study. .-
l_\ package of the Supervisory Role of the Department
Chairperson questionnaires, and a lurqe‘ pre:stamped 'y

envelope‘were included with the 1etter. Each principal
was 4ske to complete <a, quutiannnire, to have each
department *airpancn complete a questionnaire, and to

have one . departmental teacher, for each depuzgmahc
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" study,

who had not yet participated in éhg investigation.

78

complete a questionnaire. " The pi:lncipa‘ls were’ asked to
collect and return .all of the questionnaires ten days

after chsy had been distributed. All quéstiormaixes were

.to be retu:ned in the large pre-stamped envelope provided.

¥l 88 Appzexinmtely two weeks after the questionnaires

‘had been sent out, a_ letter was sent to all of the

principnls thanki.ng them for their ccope:aticn and usking
N i,

them to dlstxibute the enclosed follw-up letters to the

department chairpersons and teachers involved in the °

4. The follow-up letters thankéd each of the
department chairpe‘rscna and teachers for their.cooperation
in éhe study. Thes letters .also requested those
Lndividuala who had- nbt yet returned their. questionnaite
to take 10 minut:es to do :so, and to return the question--
naire to their principal.

5. -Principals were asked to sénd any questionnaires
which were .returned late, to the’ address provided on the
thanik-you letter. ’

6. Approximtely three weeks after the ques\:ion-

* naires had been aent out, a second letter was selnt ‘to. the

_prinuipala of schools from which no questionnaires had

been returned. | Additional copies of the questionnaire
were enclcsed along: with 'a large pre-stamped,envelope.
Principals were asked :to 'distribute thé additional

questionnaires to the department chairpersons and ‘teachers




7. A letter was attached to each of the additional

‘uestior;naixes "askj.ng - those department chairﬁeuona vnnd
- ! ‘teachers who had not yet ‘returned their questionnaire, to
' take a few m{nutes to complete tk‘xe_ radditional copy and
then retux;n it to théir principal. ) ’ .
8. The principals were asked to return these
questionnaires, in bulk, in the pre-stamped envelﬁpe.
provided. “
9. One week after t}ie additiqnnl c;xpies of the
—Questionnaires had been sent out, principals who had not
% L4 yet returned most of their questionnaires w;!fe co}x:acted
) ° by phone. Principals were asked whether they had received -
i " ahy copies of‘ the Supervisory Role of the Degartme}m
Chairperson questionnaire, and whether members of their
school ‘were ex;;erlencing any prohlems in cu';npletinq the
questionnaire. . ”
" 10. Approximately 10 days after the initial phone
call, school.s who had nvot yet:. returned questionnaires were °
once tngain congacted by, phone and px:incipals were asked

whether they would be sending along any questionnaires.

'reatment of the Data.

The information kollected from the Supervisory Role

of the Department Chafirperson questionnaire was used to

ne the lons .of principals, of department

- ,
chairp ) and of h ng ‘the amount of




o . r -
importance which each group felt was being "presentli"

plncad‘-on -t’hé aupervisbty E_uncv.ions of the depax;tment
chairperson's ro‘ie and the amount of importance whi;:h e‘nchr
_ group felt "shouid be" placed on 'the supervisory functions
of the department chairperson's role. . .

The data was. studied tS determine whether the

" principals have differing perceptions as to the "present" .

and "should = be" status of each of the supervisory -

functions co‘ntaiﬁe\i in the questionnaire. This involved
' calculatlng the mean scores for the "present" perception
apd the . "should be" perception for each supervisory
. function. Following this, lthe one-tailed t-test for
dependent samples,was used to test the significance of the
differenge betwe2 the means. The level of significance
used for this study was 0.01.
The ’da@'.'n was then’ s!:‘l;\died to' determine whether the
department chairpersons have. differing pexcepci‘ens as to
tﬁg’ "present" ax;d "'should be" status of each of the

supervisory functions. Again, the méan scores for the

"present" perception and the “sh&uld he" percep\:ion was.

calculated for each su‘pervisory function, and then the

ena-tuiled t-test” Ear'dependene samples was used to test

 the liqnlﬂcance of Fhs diffetence between the menns. The

1evel of siqnlﬂcunce used fer this st;udy wu 0 01

huve ai nhmaa to the "pres
and "ihbuld be" status of  each - I

80"

gm é“n was A].sc :tudied to detemine whether the

\ .
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functions. ‘The mean scores for the "present" perception

"

and the "should be" !'-percep‘tion'v‘ler‘a calculated, for each' *

supervisory function, -and ihen the oneftailail t-test for

3

dependént samples was used to,test t;he’ significance of the

difference betwéen " the means. The level of slgni_ficnr{cc

L used £6r this 'study was 0.01.

Finally the data wQs studied to deterﬁine ;:hree»
things: (1) ‘the nux\nber of s’chcols in thé investigation,
which ‘have written school board regulations or Quidelines
regarding the role of the ‘department chairperson, (Zf the *
“number of schools which have written school ggegulations or .
guidelines . regarding the role .of the department

chairperson, and (3) the number of schools which have no’

written regulations or guidelines to define the role of \

& those who oeccupy the depattmeni: chairperson position.
i ’ B

i




CHAPTER 4 "
~  starisTicar ‘ANALYSIS AND DISCYSSION OF
" FINDINGS OF Qussncmunz,#

/

ff\is chapter presents and analyxes the findings

associated with the 15 minor hypotheses of the study The

data 1is "analyzed and discussed in three sections The

first section deals Awil:h the perceptiqi\s of the

. prinéigals, the seccnd section deals with the perceptions

of the. department chairpersons, and the final section

deals with the ions of the s.

) The data for esch of the three major hypotheses is
presented in a table which follows ' the statement of the
ms'jor findi‘ng for that set_:giorg. ., Table 1, 3 and'5
summarize the means, the mean dj.fig:ences, and the levels
of significance for each of the xefere}mce groups exam;ned.
Tables 2, 4 and 6 indicate the percentage of each of the
reference groups giving each of the "present" and the
"should be" Lmi:oxtance ratings to the 15 department

chairperson functions considered in this investigation.
i

N Peraegtions of Prlgcigsls

';;his secéien deals wn:h the perceptions of. the

\‘prlnul.pals as to the amount. of ' importance "presently"

placed on and ylhich i"should be" placed on the supervisory

\!un'ut:innl of t;he department Juha:l;parson's role. - The
research data is . presented ‘in’ Table 1 ‘£ollow£{|g the
\ . b T %W L

\ S .
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statement of the major finding for this section.. .. Further

fihdings regaréinq the- princ’ipn‘ls' ‘percepticxvqu: -‘;:e
provided in this section fe}lcwihg Table 1. o
. » 4
Major Finding . ' s, & PR 5
Hypothesis XVI' stated: there will bé & difference
between the amount of importance which principals feel is
"presently" being placed on the 3upervisory functions of

the department chairperson's role, and the amount of
importance which they feel "should be" placed on these

functions. Principals will feel that supesvisory
functions should be considered a more dmportant part of
the department chairperson's role. N e .

Hypothesls‘xVI was confirmed. As indlcateé in Table
1, responses from principals revealed that there was a
‘ statistically significant diéfe:ence in the "present" and
"should be" mean scores,-at the .01 level, for each of the
15 supezvisc:y functions contalned in the Supervisory Role
of the Degartment Chairgerson ﬂestiunnaire. Principals
inglicated that they felt more importance should be placed
on all.15 of the supe:viso;y functions c.ontsinqd in the -
queét{icnnairg. Thus, for p_rlncipals, all fifteen minor
hypotheses were confirmed. * '

JIn sc;ne cases, a small number of ‘the principals,

department chairp or ng, qmitted
completing either the "present" or "should be" scoring for
a function - arnd therefore had- to be’ dropped when

calculating the "‘presen’t‘" or "should be" mean scores.

' Thus, the . means displayed in tables 1, 3 ‘and ‘5 sometimes

di{ﬁ"ar by one to , three h'undredchs‘ £rom -those calcuiated




‘182

Informally cbserving teachers é 1.78 3.60 .01
Inproving student evaluation 351 4.3 0.88 .01
Evaluate lrd change rhpan:mnt s 3.52 4.59 107 .01
program
oordinating use of rescurce pecple 2.6 3.59 0.90 o1
Developing t's goals and 2.53 .18 0.86 . .01
cbjectives
Assesaing need for teacher inservice 2.90 4.07. 117 .01
mwumg innovations aid 2.95 4.6 L21 .01
r-pn.ur; department's- activities 2.67 370 103 .01
and achisvenents L -
Ortenting new teachers 3.4 4.20 077 .01
Maintaining department library 2.85 4.00 115 .01
ma;d.tmwnq work of dupnmunt 374 4.43 069 .01
cmmq sebonatration toaching 1.93 353 1.60 .01
Orienting substitutes 2.3 3.8 122 .01
Coordinating departnent's progran 2.57 3.55 0.98, a0l
with other scficol departments: . PO
Keeping degartmental members informed 3.52 . 438 0.86 .01
| '
| % \
N wl g
-~




through the 'use of -tables 10, 11 &nd 12 contained in the .

appendix. RV

- Further F.ﬁxdiml 7

The scale melnl.ng’s of

a ™" indicates a functiod is.con deted/"not lmpo:cmgj

a tig" indicates a function is conlidered' "lmevhn. not
‘important”, a "3" indicntes a tsnction ‘15 cona:ufand 3
"somewhnt iu\pottunt" a “4" i.nd'i::atn a £npction 1!
L. conslderad “hnpon.\ant" and a "5“ indicates a function ié
considered "very important®. - A i
The‘p‘rinc‘ipnla' mean. scores :e;repai\tinq the amourlt

of importance "prelentiy" élnce& on , each - of the 1
auf_e/rvli‘ry functions tended to be hlqher than 2, but lui
- than '4} This 1nd1ca§pd that principaln perceive these
“supervisory fum:tions aa( : 1y baing as

"somewhat not hupox.gnt" (&s) or "somewhat !ancrtant" (3)

" Eunctionk . The Tuncuons of Lnformally aburvinq

, and ing ion teachinq, were the
" < s @
only two functions perceived to,be "not Lm:po:nnt" (17.

3 —
None \of thp supervisory ons were considefed to be

'hnpnrtant" (4) or "ve:y .Llylpo:;ﬁnt" (5) functions 9{ _E);Ié Ve
department dhairpe:son'n e.
S All of t:ha func!:gonu hnd "shduld be" mean score of-

higher than 3, but, 1eu thiﬂ\s indicuunq thhc punui nil
felt the -uparviﬁny £unc‘t1qnl 7hnu1d $e éomlﬂéred a!.thn O
? ——“yemeuhnt !.lupo:t_um\" (3), or "mpo\'cant" (4). M-thlxu
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N

of_.the furictions were regardéd, bY.Princ:lpals: as
\functions which should be considered important. Of the

three reference groups .éxamined, principals tended to have

‘the: highest "shoild be" mean score for each. of the
; e

supervisory’ functions.

As 'i:‘.d‘ica\tet.i in ’l‘able 1, responses frnm pxincipals
revealed a ‘number of supervisory functxons which had- a
comparatively large difference in their ‘"present" and

"shBuld be" mean, scozes, ‘where mean : 'Si-ff_ei"enc‘es ranged‘ "

“from 1. to ,1.‘82' These. functions iniudedainformally
cbse:‘/(; B _teac}\er's N (1 82Y).y: = conduétingr demr:nst;ation
teachiné (i 60), orienting substicutes (1.:22),, assessing
thekneed for teacher inservice (‘1 i, yand e&cayraginq
innovations and expenmem:ation (1 21)., . -
- The_ functions of infermally observi teachers
11.82): G conducting den\onstratinn teachkng (1.60), and

P \ - .
orienting \sub\stitutes (1.22) E\ach had - a large "'mean

différence, but principals did ¥ nci:, ‘on the nverage’{ eel
that these sho;xld be "i‘mpnrtant“ or l";very important“
“functions of departlnent cnaifperson‘.s role. The ia;ge N
mean ' difference in each. case wns due to principals
ptesently perceiving each of these functions as being "not
important", but feeling that each af these functions

should be considered "somewhat ir‘np'ortant" functions of the

deparément' chairperson's role.. According to Table 2, 60%

-~~~ or more of the principals reported that thege functions

were ' presently regarded as, either "not important" or
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Smble 2 s .
" Perceritage of Principals Giving Each of thd "Présent" and "Should Be"
v e * Importance Ratings to the 15 Department Chairperson Functions \
’ ¢ % ’ §..5
. - [] supervisory Function-™" "\ T percentage of p}x.ncxpals Percentage of Principaid .
- / giving each P giving each Should Be \
s ——— | Importance PA!‘-I_!fq _Importance fating ™
~ . . 1o Jaoos 120 3 5 -
| o L e
Informally cbserving teachers 54 23 15 (8.0 |10 3 2 47\ 18
Inprdving student evaluation . 8 8 2 (3 .21 0 10, 41 'S0
. Evaluate and change department's 17 2 xn ’zs v (o 0 2 3. el
proxran,. 2 .
e |coordinating use of resource people 13 33 3 " 2 8-l 3 5 ¥ 3w 18
2 Developing epartment's goals and s:15 23912 2 |00 3 10 3n 56
. gbjectiven = | 5
o I? N o= =
i Assessing need for teacher inservice | 8 25 39 “ 2 s |o 15 48 32
Bm.\rl;uxg innovations and : 8 31 30, 20 =12 2 15 48 36 -
. experimentation | & -
Reporting department's activities 2~ 1020 7 [s. s o2 o2
_ |and achievements. =, - 0T
* " |orienting new teachers 8 16 25.2% N2 | 20 2 16 36 44
. 1
3 Maintaining department. library 2 v o273 122 5 1w o4 u
Coordinating vork of departmént 2 12 025 % 2% |0 2 7 3 53
r ¢ teachers .
’ E Conducting denonstration teaching (44 .28 20 8 0 | 3 5 31 45 10
LI Oriénting substitutes a8 2 B 2[5 130N Nyl
. Qoordinating departrent's program 2 25 3.5 5 (2 12 12 4 15
vith other school departments ) . B
Keeping &pﬂmul 3 13 31 B3 20 o 2 13 3 54 A
informed ~ L . -
y\
; ~ y ‘
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. "somewhat not important", while 70% or more ‘of' the -
B ; . R
C M principals reported that these functions should 'be N

-9 . considered-either "éoﬁewhat Aimportant" or "imptxtant“.
The /fu.nctions’ of assessing the need for, :en‘cher

inservice and encouraging innovatidns and experimensation,, ’ ')
N\ . also had compiratively large mean differences (1.17 and @ e
. " et dwdl re§pectivély), vb’ut principals felt tlese functions ' -
i should be vrega‘rc»led» as , impor‘tant 'functio{ls of t}}e :
department chair;;erspﬂ's' yole.  As indicated £h Table 2,
approximately 60% of the ‘prihcipals reported that these

- two functions were presentlyrc‘onsidered to be. either 2

M'somewhat not important" or_."som'ewhat importdnt", yet over
~ . 80% -of the principals indicated that they felt those |
= . ; s
functions' should be considered either "important" or "verD N

imgortakt”. A . L

. Six other supervisory functions h;d a sma‘;ler mean
‘ 5 3 difference of appraximaiely 1.00. These functi‘ons were .
| . presently considered Lorbe “‘sor‘l\ewhat important", but
. . 'prin'cipal_'s felt they should be ‘considered "import-'mt';
res;pons'ihilities of the department chairperson's role.’

These functioqs included improving student evaluar_ién BEY

'

(.88), evalugting and  changing the department's

instructional program"(l.o‘i), developing department goais'
- '

“and objectives (,86), orienting new teachers, (.77)

¢
P coordinating the work of -départment teachers (.69), and
v,
keeﬁng departmental members infd'msd (.86). ‘Coordinating .

the work of . department teachers .haﬁ\ the smallest mean .

- - " &
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’d(L:fetence ( 69), but, th¢ second highest mean score for
thi

Tmoum: of imﬁortance\/which ﬁrincipalsA felt should be
placed on a function (4.43).

These six functmns had the hiqher “shauld be" means

scores because, as 'rable 2 pcints out, approiumately 50%

of the principals indicated that they sr’xould be considered

"very important" funcgigns. In aﬁdition, a-further | 30% to

40% of “;he - principals 1nd),cated that  ‘these functicns

should be considered™ " ":.mpoztnnt" Although ¢these
functions had the higher "shéuld he“ mean scores | the mean

differences were generally less than. 1.0_0 becaus’e they

-t;nded to .have the higher "present" mean scores as, well‘.A

Over 50% of the principals ‘indicated that each of these ..
~ g :

functions is presently consideréd to be: either ;'s\ox;!ewhaé

importgnt" or: "impox;tant". ! Approximately 20% | of the

N principals indic'atedwthac these fun}:tions were considered,
- o

-at present, to be "very important". ,These “functions did

not have the largér mean differences, implying that

principals do not' feel these functions need ‘to have.as
o

3 ) .
much ofs an igcrease in imporr.ance pliced on them as some

of the oth r supervisory functions. These functions did |

-have the highest "should be" mean. scores implying that

\

principals db feel these functions uld be ‘considered
| c . .

important functions o\f the dep: chairperson's role.
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‘Perceptions of Department Chairpersons

'i‘his_ section deals with the perceptions 1of the

déepartment chairgersons as to the afmount ;of importance

_"preséntly" placed: on and which-"should be'" placed on the

supervisory functicns of the department chairpetson s

rale. The research data ‘is presem:ed in Table 3 following '

. the statement of the majnr fi}{ding for this sgction.

"urthet findings regsrding the department chairperson‘s
perceptions are provided in. this section following Table

Al 2 ? P s

‘ Major Finding

~ between the —amount of ° importanc

Hypothesis XVIP stated: there lwill be a difference

chairper'sons feel is 'presently" being placed .on the
supervisoryr functions of the department chairperson's
role, and the amount ofrimporfance which; they feel.'"should
be" placed on these functions. , Department chairpersons
will feel that supervisory functions should-be considered
a more important part of -the department chairperson's
role.

‘iy{:othesis XVIT wa‘s confirmed. As indicated ‘in Table
3, :es'ponses from depastment chairpersons .revealed that
there . was a statistically sign‘ificant'diffgrence in the
"present" and “should be"' mean scores, at the .01 1eve;l,

for each cf the 15 supervisory functions contained in the

E Supervisory Role of the Department  Chairperson

Qhe stionnaire.

they felt more . importance ' should be placed on all 15 ofi

the superviscry functions contained in the questianmire.

Department. chairpersans indicated that .

which—department — ———=
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i TABLE 3 : P .
G 2 = \
o . oa of as to the -
Impoitance “Presently" gmad %:rd "Should Be" S i
L Placed on 15-bepartnent Chairberson Functions
- Supervisory Functions = + Importance Level of
Prespntly i
§ . Placed On Pl
g X . '
Informally cbserving teachers R 2.83° Las .01
5 Irproving Student evaluation 3.65 4.27 0.62 .01
Evaluate and department's * 3.52 4.3 0.85 01
/ . |erogran .4
rmxdxmunq,& 2 msuumf people 2.52 . 1.00 .01
= loping deparjments goals and 36 .| 4% | o7 {. .01
ﬁ:jecﬂven 71
[ : . : . i
/ . Assessing need for teacher inservice 2.89 3.90 100 w01
P Encouraging innovations and 300 4,01 101 .01
/ g ‘experimentation - . 4 ¢ ‘
Reporting degortment s activities . 2.58 XY 0.66 .01
and achievements . t )
Orienting new teachers ° . .60 | 4w 0.70 .01
| Maintaining department library 2.96 ¢ 3.93 1.07 oL -
5 . S . X ’
% S, W o o
| Coordinating work of department. Nemn | 443 0.59 .01
teachers . . .
conducting demonstration teaching 167 3.08 ° 141 .01 §
Orienting substitutes | ' .74 3.64 6.90 .01 v o
- (oordinating department's pmqram .73 an 0.98 Lol
with other school department « |
° Keeping departftental members V382 | a8 0.56 01
informed . )
5 ~ - oo
A\ ‘ ; .
\
{ . { :
¢ . N
v -
L £ - )




Thus, for department chairpersons, all-15 minor hypotheses

were confimed.
2 , ) N
Further Findings E )

Most of the department chairpersohs' mean scores
representing the amount of importance “presently" assigned 1)« '
to the if supervisor§ functions were higher i‘ﬁ,hanuz but (
(less than 4. ° Supervisory functioq.s were \\presently |
perceived by department cflai‘rpersons as functions wh;ch
are '!somewﬁac not important" (2), or "somewhat important"
_functions L(3). Informally observing x»-.eac’hers and ) ‘
conducting cemonstration teaching were ' the only two

functions presently perceived‘ by department chairpersons

to be ot J.my\u.\.nn\'.v ’(‘r).'* None of the supervisory .
Eunc‘tions were presently gonsfdered to be "important" (4)
or "very ihportant" (5)\ functions of the department
cllxairperson's role. ) :
- Most of the functions had{a "should be" mean score
higher than 3, but 1less than 5 indicating, 1like the
principals, that department ' chairpersons ' feel the
supexvisnry functions of their role shculd “Be—co sidexed
eithey "somewhat important”. (3) or "important“—“’ \Abcut . '
one half of the supervisory functions were, regarded by
departmént chairpersons as functions which should be
considered as important responsibilities of their xcle.
Informally observing teachexs was the only function which o
the department chai:persons felt should be regarded as a !




"somewhat 5ot important® tunction of the department

chairperson’s role. ’rhere was a tendency for department
4

chai to have and "should be" mean scores

which were sililar to those of the principals for each of
the 15 su%rvisory fupctions’ examined.
As Table 3 indicates, the dapatt‘nient chairperson

responsé_s revealed two functions l(ith a reasonabiy large

di in their and "should be" mean scores.

it’terence in each case, was a’pprnximatel‘y/ .40,
' ;
These o .functions were informally observing teachers

©(1.45)- and conducting demonstration bteaching (1.41).

\ese functions were percéived by department chairpersons
as presently. being "not important". Departiment chair-

persons felt that informally observing teachers should be

,a "somewhat not important"\function of the department

i:hgirperson role, but that conducting demonstration

teaching should be a "somewhat important® function of

their role. uvindicated in Table 4, a iarge ‘mean "

difference was produced in each case because 79% or more
)

of the department chairpersons felt these ‘functions were

presently considered either '"not impdrtant"’ or "somewhat -

not important", while approximately 60% of the depnrtpent
:hairpersuns felt these functions should be considered
either “somawhm: important" or "importam:" , i

B ‘l'he suparvisory function: of encouraging innovntions
and expgrimnntntiun had a.ml&mnn d}!terence of 1.01.

It is a function which department chgirpafsons !el;-S
N

/
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idered, at ,to be "8 wha 2 L.mp‘ortant", but
4mhich they feel should be considered "important".
Approximately 50% of the department 4churparsons_ indicated
that this ‘function is preséntly considered ?o’ibe either
“somewhat not important"> or "sun'.vq.nt important®, -and
about 20% 1ndicated that this function is considered
"i-portaﬁlt". In contrast, over 75% of the debartmant'
chairpersons felt that this fu‘nc.:tir;n should be considered
either an "1mp6rta'nt" or a !"very 'hnpnrta_n " function of

,their role. &) P "

Acdording to, Table 3, many s'npen‘liaory fixnctians had
a mean difference less than 1.00, but" qt'ul received high 4
ratings of .importance on the‘;'should he" dimension. These
* functions included improving student evaluation ' (.62),
evaluating and changing .the c;epartunc’s.instmctional'
program (.85), developing department goals and objectives
(.67), orienting ne eacherg (.70), coe_rdinatinq the wax):
’ of department teachers (.59), and k‘eeping departmental
nenher:s informed (.56). —qoordinntinq the work of
deparuenr: teachers was the ‘fnnctim'\l'with one of the
smallest mean differences,y but one wh%ch receiv the
hiqhes‘t mean score ‘for the amount of importance which
department chairpersons felt should, be assigned tO‘g
tunctior‘\ (4.49). o . "
These supervisory functions had.’ the highest mean
scores in the "should be" '_‘categun‘( }:scau‘se, as Table 4

indicates, eath function had approximatefy® 50% of the

. -
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depa'x.-tmen't chairperson; \reportxng that dt s};ould be
considered a very important . functxon. ! In addition to
this, approximately 40% of the department chnfrpersens
indicated that each of thesa functicns should * be .
considered iméércant. .. L
Although/ these functions had the highest" "sh;;uld be".-
mean scores, the mean differenca‘ for’ .each function. was

less than .1.00 hecause these functions %ended to have the

hﬁgher "present" mean scores as well. As Table 4 points

Anut, apﬁroxmately 60% of the  department chairpersons
indicated that eachL of }‘.hese functions was presently
considered to be/ either ‘"somewhat impprtant"‘ or
"important", and about zs* indicated that each was

cunsldered to be "very unportant" These functions aid

not have the larger mean differences, meaning\ﬁaparment ¢ °

chaxrpersons did not feel these functions needed as much
of an increase in importance plaged on them as some of the
other suge/m';isory functions. Dgpartmgg}t' chairpersons did
feel though, that’ these supervisory functions .should be
consid/eéed important functions of the de;aftment N
cnair/p’érson's role.

. £ Teat
This section deals with the - perceptions of the
teachers as to the amount of importance "presently" placed
‘on ag‘d which '"should be" placed ‘on the supervisory

functions of 'tlhe department éhairperson's role. The
' .




research data is presented '1\_1/ Table 5 following the
! statement of the major findxng for r_his sectxcn. Fuxther

N findings regarding the teachers' perceptions are provlded
“in this section followifig Table 5.

. 1
B . Major Finding & = .

Hypothesis XVIII stated: there will be a dlfference
between the amount of importance which teachers feel is
"presently" being placed on* the supervisoty functions of

o] the departmgpt chairperson's role, and. the amount of
. importance wilch they feel !should be" placed on these
functions. Teachers .wiXl feel that supervisory funcions
should be considered a more iffportant -part pf “the
department chairperson's role.

. r el
. Hypo;hésis XVIII was ccr}hrmed. As indicated in’

Table 5, respunses from teachers revealed that thexe was &
statistically significant difference in the “present" and
"should be" mean scqres, at the .01 level, for each of the

15 supervisory functions contained in the Supervisory Role

of the Department Chairperson .Questipnnaire. Teachers
indicated thét they' felt more importance sh‘ould I;e placed‘
".- on all 15 of the suj ervisory fpnctlons Eq,ntained ‘in ‘the
questionnaire. ds,‘ for teachers, all .fi'fte‘en minor

hypotheses were confirmed.
- ey

Further Findings T
~ "The teachers' mean scores representing the amount of

importance "“presently" assigned to each of the 15

supérvi:sox?' functions tended to be between 2 and 3. 'This

indica\;ed\/{hat teachers perceive most supervis‘qry.

»
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¢ ¥ . TABLE S B .
A Comparison of Teachers' Perceptions as to fhe Importance "Presently” e
. Biokca On et "Shela Ben Places On 15 bomerement: s =
% . Chairperson Functions o -
Supervisory Function [ zeortance | mportance [tean  ° | Level of
Presently Should Be Difference: | Significanced
Placed on | Placed On |,
= X X
e Informally cbserving teachers L4z o259 L .01
&~ ' |tmeroving student evaluatior 2.85, 400 | LS o S ;
X . |Pvatuate andichange departent’s 2.86 4.16 114 o f
. lprogram . . . . :
k Coordinating use of resource people 2.08 ‘I 3.49 14 .01 .
> i * {peveloping depﬂmmt s qmls and ! 2.96 " 4.08 1.12 .01
v . lobjectives % =
. i - | ® -~ o oy
; 7 msessh-q need for teacher inservice | .-¢2.37 ' 389 153 ol .
‘ Bwuuraqxng innovations and 25 4 e L - .01
B 1 Wm 3 e i *
Feporting depaxﬁnem:'s activities 225 . 32 .96 <o
\ and aghievenerits . J
lorienting new teachers * Jae a0 128
s . " |Maintaining department library - 271 -a0l- | L3
" |ocorainating work of departnent. .2 | a1 0.95 .01
teachers L - - )
. |Conducting dmmuadm teachi.ng “ 1.60 ! .13 1.53 .01 :
lorienting substitutes s 2.8 3.34° 1.24 - .01 o
|coorainating progran 2.29 3.50 Lk 5 .01
[with other school depu‘\:mnrj'
A [Keeping ‘departmental members informed 3.13 L a2l 108 01 "
S * Iy ¥ P
P ) .
< A
e
. . 1 - .
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. Eungtions as 1y being . as 1at not
. important" 12)' functi_qns. Informally observing teachers
» § N % and conducting demonscratien teaching wére the only two

s S “

functions perceived to be ‘nut'impcrtant" il) as, was the
case with the pzincipals and the depar\:ment chax{’perscns,

’ teachers percexVed that nore of. the superv;sory functions

. 'are consig\red,, at px%sent‘ to be "important" (4) or "very
% .’ impc:tant" (5) functinns of ' the department chairperscn s
) rcle. Thé teachers tended to have the 1uwest mean' score *
for the amount of impurtance "px‘esently" asslgned to aach
. " ! ’\Qf r.he . superv"sury functions fct the three. tefetence-
groups examined. v . .- !
s % , -Most of the -funa:ions had a "should be" mean score of
. » higher than '3 but . lower. than- 5 indicaiing, uke the
B LA princlpals and depnr\;ment ch,airpersons, that they felt the

¢ . supervisory. functions of the department chairpe:son s role

~"important” ™(4). _ About” one half of the supervisory °

. functions were regarded by teachers as fun::tions of the

T,  department chairperson position which should b’e. considered

<y - = felt that ini;mallf observing | teachers was the only

L function which should be rec as i re a

“somewhat not important" ‘#and a '"somewhat important"

_# function. Teachers tended to have the lowest fHiean, soore
P4

.. fcr the a.n\n\mt of importance which''shculd be" assiqned to

eneh of the supervisory function_s of the three reference

A shoﬁld be considered either "somewhat important" (3) or '

impoztan;: SLike . the department chairpersons, teaqllgx;,s'
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groups examined. Although the teachers tended to have the"

lowest "present" and "should be" mean scores, they also’

tended to have the largest mean differences for the 15
functions considered.. '

As indicated in Table 5, responses from‘teaéhers

differences in their "present" and "should be" mean scores

s 2 5 LP—Y
ranging from 1.21 to 1.53. The majority of these

fupgtions were "presently" considered to be "somewhat not |

~ important", but teachers felt these functions should be

considered e!ﬁher‘ "Somewhat - important" or "import:;nt“
functions of the department chairperson's\ role. - These

functions included conducting ¥ demonstration -teaching

(1.53), orienting substitutes (1.24), assessing the need g

for teacher inservice (1.52), encouraging’innovatlon and
experimentgtion (1.31), - coordinating the department’s
instructlional program ;aith other. school dépar't;nents
(:.21), c;rienting new ’tﬁachers (1.28), coordinating the
use of ‘reso.lirce people '(1.41), and maintaining a
d.epaftmant liprary (1.30). : . /\_. )

\The functions of conducting demunstrnk:ion teaching
(1.53) and assessing the need for teacher in_service (1.52)

had the largest mean differénces. Assessing the need for
: : : S

teacher in§erv1ce was regarded as a function which should .

be considered "important", while conducting demonstration

teaching was r‘eqaided. as a function which shoild be

" considered "somewhat important¥. ’conductinq,demanstratiun

_ revealed that eight supervisory functions had rather, large '



§E : .
o : X ’J 10

teaching had a large mean difference because, ‘as Table 6
points out, over 85% of the teachers indicated that this
function is presently regarded as being either ¥not

important" or "somewhat nat important", while 60% of the

teachers felt this function should be considered either

"gomewhat important" or "important". Fifty-five percent

of the teachers felt assessing the need for teacher . )
inservice was presen;:ly considered either "not impbrtant".

or "s_omew}_xat not important", whilé apprbximateiy 68%- of

the teachers felt‘ this function should be consi'dered v
N "important™ or "very impp\x‘tant'".

As indicated in Table's, the functions of encouraging
inr!ovatic;ls and experir;xent:at'mn ”(1.30)-, orientiﬁq new’
f:eachers 1.28), maintaining a department library (1.30), _‘
orienting substitutes (1.24), and coordinating the use of -
resource pe&ple (1.41) had the next highest mean
differences. :

Teachers indicated that the functions of orienting
new teachers and maintaingng % departnient library were
presently_perceivea to be les; than "somewhat iméqrtant",
but they felt these . functions ‘should. be considered’ T
"impoftant" functions of the department <‘r:l'Aa‘Li.rpersun's
role. As can be seen from Table 6, appruxima‘tely 40% of '
L . thé teachers indicated that these function; wer; pissently - 3
considered té be either "not imp;:ntant" or "somewhat not
. " important", u’hile ovér 70% of them felt these .functions

: § ' .

J Y t N . N " ,.. ...\




TABLE 6 ¢

| Percentage of Teachers Giving Each of the "Present" and "Should Be"
Ratings to the &} Functi

tions

102

Supervisory Function N Percentage of Texchers [rercentage of Teschers
giving each P; ‘giving each Should
Sreoriance Rating. Inportance Rating
102 03 4 s |1 2 3 4 5
Informally, cbserving teachers 7 0 8 2 2 B 15 % 1B 5
Inproving student evaluation 17 23 32 16 13 [3 5 20 i35 38
Evaluate and change department's 1 2 027 B 14 (4 2 4 B W
program
loordirating use of resourcepeople (40 25 24 7 4 |9 B 29 34 °20
{peveloping department's goals 6 17 32 2 12 |4 4 13 B 4
and. cbjectives .
Assessing need for teacher inservice (28 27 28 12 5 f4 4 25 3% 32
Ercfaging innovations f2nd 2% u 2 15 6 |6 225 M 28
experinentat
Reporting depamt's activities 37 u 21 2 6 (15 10 312 29 15
and achieverents .
Orienting new teachers 902 32 v 12 (3 4 6 W 4
Maintaining departrent Library 24 18 29 18 10 |5 2 2.2 4
|coordinating work of departnent 10 133 B 22 |3 2 6 2 47
teachers - »
conducting demonstration teaching 62 24 10 3 2 [12 15 35 2% 12
Orienting substitutes 45 18 25 8 5 (13 9 29 2 18
Coordinating dzpmnenc s prodFam n Y% 26 1 6 6 37 % 16
with other school departments!
Keeping departmental memberg informed {22 11 32 B 16 |3 2 13 Y a8

v
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should Dbe considered either “"important" or "“very '
: . important". .
[ 4 orienting substitutes and coordinating the use cf

. resource people were funcgions which t‘eache:jresently
N perceived to be "somewhat not important", but which they
felt should be reégarded as "scmewhat m\pcrtant" functxons. .
Approximately 65% of the te{chers reported that these
~ functions were p‘resently cansidered to be either "not
1n\p;:xtant" or "somewhat not important", but gpprcximately
56\ o'f‘ the teachezsh felc these functions should be

. consldered either "impartant" or "very ‘important".

Some of the functions' had a - smaller mean difference
3 ofi apprcximately 1.00. These funcf_@nns wer’:e presently :
cunsidered to be "samewh;at important", but teachers felt
they should be considered "1nipo:tant“ r’espong{i‘bil‘itries of
the department chairperson position. These functions
included impfoving student evaluation (1.15), evaluating -
and changing the department's instructicnal program
5 (1.14), developing depﬁrtment goals and objectxva‘s“rr‘.tzl, -
' coordinating the wcrk of department teacHers (.95), and
keeﬁinq deparémental membevrs informed ! (1.08).
Coordimating the work of -teachers .within the depafr_men
was again the ‘function which had the smallest  mean
difference, but which réceivéd the highest mean score for
A the amount of importance which sho‘uld be placed, on a

function. E




- These functions had very high "should be" mean scores
because each function had approximately 40% of the
teachers indica!ing’ that it should be considered "very
important"”, and over 30% of the remaining' teachers
indicating that vit should be considered an "important"
function. Alt;xouqh these functions had ,high (should be"
mean scores, t’he mean difference: for Jeach was
approximately 1.‘00 because t;lese functions’ tended to have
somevhat high "present"“mea.n scores as well. Between 45%
and 55% of the teachers indicated thif each of thdsé

functions was presently considered to be either "somewhat

‘impBlrtant“'Qr "important". Approximately 15% of the

teachers indicated. that these functions were considered,
at present, to be "very. important".
These functions did not have the larger mean

differences which implied that teachers dc not feel these

Eunctions needed to have as much of an’ an ease ia.»

|

impértance placed on}hem as some of the othér supervisory

fdnctions.n"l‘eachers did feel that these functiops shduld

be considered impoi:iént functions of the lepartment

chairperson’s role. The principals and the department
chairpersnns had similar "should be" mean scoref for these

r
functions, but the teachérs tended to have sljghtly lower

"should be" mean scores for each of these fundtions.

The function of informally observing teachers once

again had one of the larger differences in, the “present"

and "should be" mean scores for the reference group under
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stuéy. Teachers, like department chairpersons, felt that
more importance sbou‘ld be placed on this supervisory
function,; but both reg)e}ence groups‘:were reluctant to
indicate that this function should beﬁ considered as even a
"somewfa‘;\:. important" function. of‘ the department
éhafzperson's role. Unlike the department chairpersons
and &;.eachers, ‘the p'rinci‘pals. felt this supervisory
function should be considered a "somewhabimport\ant"

tion of the department chairperson's role. Principals

were rel\ictant,‘ however, to indicate that informally

obsérving teachers should be an “important" or "very
& = >

important” function of department chairpetsons. - .



T

- \\-‘/
5 106
\ CHAPTER 5

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF DEPARTMENT CAAIRPERSON
REGULATIONS OR GUIDELIBES

L4
This chapter deals with existing regqulations and

guidelines outlining the role of the department chair-
pitsoi,s Tt 48 AIVIASA RS LW HeStIGAE.. "THe Eirst
section present% data on the percentage of schools with or
vithout written regulations of ‘guidelines regarding the
role of the departmep‘t chairperson. The secsﬁd section
discusses the f_’unctions which appear in the written school

board and school regulations.

Comparison of the Percel Schools W.

the Percentage of Scngogg Wi thout w;xtteg
Requlations or s _Regar

Role of the Depgrtmant Chairperson

This section will reveal three important findings:
(1) Ithe percentage of schools operating with written
school board regulations or guidelix}es defining the role
of the department: chai}person, (2) lhe‘ percentage of
schools operating ‘with only school reqplatipns‘ or guide-
lines defining the rol.e of the department chairperson, and
(3) the percentage of schools with no wr‘itta;n regulations
or “guidelines defining the role of those who 'occupy the.
department chairperson position. - -

As indicated "in, Table 7,'50* of the schools have

written school board raijulatinns or guidelines defining
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the role of the department chairperson. ‘This means that
half of the schools do nqf have'wrltten sc!n'uol board ~
requlaticms or guidelines to clarify the role‘ of those
individuals who occupy this position. In general, these

school boa: regulations or guidelines have been adopted

as school polixy as well. only 7% of the sécondary

schools examined ‘havye devéloped a separate set of school

regulations : to ire the responsibilities of theix:‘

department chairpersons. .
s e y

Table 7

Percentage of Schools With Written Regulations
or Guidelines Regarding the ‘Role of
the Department Chairperson

W IS

Type of Regulations oxr Percentage of Schools
Guidelines Followed by

School %

Sghool Board . 50 o

School Regulations Only 26

Twenty-six percent of the schools hiye ou\tlined, in
writing, the funéiib;s of the department c}lairperson when
such regulations or guide’lines were not 'available from
their school board. This means that one quarter (24%) ot
the sécondary schools which have de;;artment chairperson

pcsiilans in this province, have been operating without
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any form of written regulations or' guidelines to clarify >
the role of .the indtviduals who occupy this important

position.

Analxsis,gf Written Regulations or Guidelines Regarding
the Role of the Department Chairperson

This section will deal with three thinqsl Fi xét, the
33 different regulations or guidelines will be cq pared to
determin/e what‘,\percent.‘aqe of * them are'. predominantly
5d.ministraf:ive in nature, predomindntly supervisory Iin
nature, or have the X samé nunber of supervisory functions
as ad-nixfistra;ive_ functions. Secondly; the regulations or
guidelines will be analyzed in terms of how many of them
contain functions  similar to those found in the
Supervisory Role of 'the Department Chairperson l1
questionnaire, and thirdly, a list'will be compiled of
other supervisory functions which were found in many of
the regulations Qr guidelines, but were not listed in the
guestionnaire .used for. this study.

For the purpose of this invesﬁxion, ‘an
'administrati\{e function is a function which involves
worling with the school's administration to help organize  *
and operate the school in éuch a way as to produce
'students who have achieved certain learning outcomes and —
déveloped standards of behaviour which are des‘h‘ed by
society.  Some such f_unctﬁms would include: attending

nal .

meetings with the administration to discuss operaryt‘/




problems, conducting inventories, helping with school
timetabling, submitting supply orders, managing a budget, Wi
and k_eeping important information_ regarding the b
department’s operation on file. ) = ¢ Gu
): cbp:)df the school board regulations and/or school
.raqulation regarding the role of department chairpersons, ,
was obtained from Bs% of the schools whmh reported having
such regulations. According to Table 8, 36% of the
/ : regulations or guiHelines -consisted of a list/ of
.departme_nt chairpersan functions which were p‘redomin;ntly.
- ad_min[x:strative _in nature. At lé;st 60% of the f;mctions
listed in these regulations or gu‘idelines were
administrative - functions, as’ opposed to 'supervisory %
functions. The majority of’ these regulations (83%) were s
deveyoped at “the school 1levdl rather than at the school
board level. ) ' "
Slightly less than 50% of the written regulations or
guidelines achieved a balance between the number of
administrative functions and thé number of superyisory
functions which they contained. There were over twice as
many school boarg regulatigns in this particular category
as thax‘e were school regulétions. ' Rrs
only 15% (of the regulations or g\udelmes contained/a
larger proporticn of supervisory functions, as opposed to
administrative functions. At least 60% of the functions
in these regulations were supervis: y in nature. ' Three of

these regulations were developed at the school board

=
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TABLE 8
' 3
| A Camparison of or g
N i Functions,
e Functions, and a Balance Between Administrative
5 and Supervisory Anctions -
- Frequency of Frequency of Combined frequency |- Percentage
school Board | School | of School Board of Subtted
s Regulations Requlations and School Requlations *
. or or i or or
Guidelines . Guidelines
£ 10 12 3%
~
B} [predominantly
|supervisory
' # lfunctions 3 2 5 15
[Balance
. [Between. @
' jAdministrative
jand
“sppervisory
- [Functions u s 16 ]
' ’
o
' N N
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level, w){ile two regulations were developed at the school.
level. . ‘

Both . 'school- board and school regulations fell into
all three categories. Some school board regulations were
predominantly supervisory in nature, but the vast majority
were balanced in their .number of supervisory and

administrative functions. oOnly a couple of school board

regulations were predominantly administrac‘ive’ in nature:
In conéras‘t, the' vast majority of the school regulations
were predominantly administrative ' in nature, whi}e'only
some had achieved a balance in their n T, of,supe‘x;visory
' and administrative functions. Only a couple of thie  school

A "
r tions were pr nantly supervisory in nature.

There is- a tendency fét mosi school board regulations
or guidelinés to be balanced in their number of

‘'supervisory and administrative functions, whereas mte is

a tendency .for most school regulations or guidelines to °
v

have a larger numbei of administrative functions than
supervisory functions.

The written régulations or ‘guidelines were also
examined to determine which of them contained functions
similar to those listed in the Superyisory ’R‘cle of the

Department Chairperson questionnaire.
As  Table 9 ‘indicates, most of the regulations)or

guidelines (64%) contained a departr‘nent. cﬁairpetson
function which was concerned with suggesting or arranging

for inservice sessions.  Almost half of the regulations

& - }
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TABLE 9 -
Percentage of Regulations or Guidelines Containing Functions
\  Similar to Those Found in the 2t Fole
of the Department Chairperson Questionnaire
- Y "
Supervisory Function- & Percentage
of
Regulations
" or Guidelines
# Containing .
. Function
Informally observing_teache.rs 15
Improving student evaluation 45
Evaluate and change department's program 24 "
Coordinating use of, resource people Lol
Developiing department's goals and objectives 24
Assessing need for teacher inservice
Reporting departmenj's activities and achievements o
Orienting new teachers 33
Maintaining depaftment library 12
Coordinating work Of departient teachers s 15
Conducting demonstration teaching 18
orientating substitutes 21
muréinaﬁng department's program with other 9
school departments' " =
s

Keeping departnental members informed
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- g .
('ls%) conthined a function which was concerned with

nonitoring or improving student ava)uatian procedurou.
One third of the roqulations cofitained the supazvisory
function of orienting new teachers. £

& sSevaral functifns oppeared in approximately 25t of
the depatt-ent chai.rperson regulations. These i‘unctions
dealt Hith! such things as evaluatinq and changing the
depnrtment_' program (248), conductinq danonstratinn
taac’hinq" (18%), nriantim; and/or asnisting substitite
teachers  (21%), and’ datminq the depaztment's qnals, aimsv
and objectives (24&) _Nota that 'fivé cf the runctions

_mantinned thus far, 'happen»_to be fu‘nctzons which

principuls,, department " chai: 4 and‘ felt

should be hnportant tunﬁtzions of the department”
chairpezson's role. .

g As Table 9 pnihts out, slxgm:].y less than 20% of the

vriti;envregulat!.ons e: guidelines .containej the (’ouowu\g

de_part:nent: chair;iarsun functions. These functions were.
cz’:nc’qrncd with informally. visiting clas_siools to provide

help' to the teachers (15%), coordinating deparmeﬁtul. work

and activities (1s%), depar a1

upduted (15%), and maintaining a department library (12%) .

Only 9t of the raqulutﬁma contained the . depaxtmen\: :
chairperson tunction which 1nvolves coordinnting the wark

of one'’s department Hith that of other school depar:mants.

One set ot ‘school rsqulxh:inns recognized' thu departmlnf.

3 : ,»\"
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E ° @ chairperson's ibility to iﬁvaiiuns and
experihentatlon within his,or her department. "

sevetal other super'lsory funr:tiors aﬁﬂared 1n many

of the written ragulations or guxdelines. Approximately

% 40% of the regulations suggested that department

- rhl) are responsible. for supervising. .the

'constmcticn md distribution of departmental - exams.

Thirty percent of "the rggu;ations cdntglnédafunction

- ) whi:ch-i’ndicated.that department chal:ﬁeiscns are expected
.tg make ~ teachers aware of - the, availability of . special
t'.e.aching‘ and' 1aa’rning aids, and resource matérigls.
i . "’ Approximately 20%, of the régulatlons or guidelines
contained funchions whlch involved such things as helping

teachers to hnprove their instructional methods (21%),

. encouraging teachers tt; continie their professional

development ~(24%), establishing a good intradepartmental

and interdepartmental communication Tys"t}m (15%) .'

establishing a 1liaison with the hoard coordinator, or the’

Department of Educ;ti.on cunsultant,‘» $o to keep teachers
informed of pragrm',chanqes (21%), and working with' the
‘scheol ubrézi_&n to ‘better wutilize the schooi library

3 % (15%')7. ‘Note that many. regulations or guidelines contained

a function Which expected department’chairpersons» "to help
iy "' teachers improve’ their instruqtional‘methods.[dt did not
o

'go so far as ‘to .suggest that this be ne through

classroom observation. B N .




A couple of cbserv;ior;s\were made ‘regarding the way -
in which the supervisory . functions were written in the
regulations cutlining the r;)le of the department: chai‘r-
person. One observation was that many k4:>f the listed
supervisory functions tended to, ‘be vague in néture: In
con’trast’, the administrative functions were clear and
concise in their meaning. .Examples of vague supg‘xvisury
functions which were found in some of the written
requlations or quidelmes are: € )

To assist 'in unprav:mg " the quality of

“ingtruction .and to promote his department

wherever possible.
'

To assist in program develupment«cn a system-
basis as requested.

Sore examples of the” concise administrative fuﬁcticnsh
which appeared in many of the written reg&lations or
guidelines are: ) g
To call regular meetings of his defartment at
least two - per term, per- course, within

department. ¥

To be responsiblé for the inventory of
» department equipment. . .

Another observation was that some of the supervisory ‘
functicns“were w‘rittén in su;:h a manner as to give tt;e
impression that thé department chairperson was expecteéd to
work, in isolétion. * Some examples of this kind of
supervisary function which was found in a few wntten_
tegulations or guidelines are: N
To set specific aims and obje_ctlvés for his

subject area.
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To lay - down clear guidelines for student
evaluation.

To know hi-s subject, to kéep himself up-to-date

with developifents in that subject, and to define

its contribution to the education of pupils.

Thgse functions d‘o not s‘\lgge‘st that department ch.;ir—
persons need to work with their teachers in order to
improve. the provision and actualization of learning
opportunit‘ies for students.

A final point worth notlr;g is that many regulations
or guidelines contain a functio;x which indicates that
department chairpersons are . e)épected to ass'u‘me o‘ther
additional duties a;ld respBﬁslbilities, wr;en 'requested to

d@fso by the administration. ]




CHAPTER 6+

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

s This chapter summarizes the study, draws conclusions

from the findings, and makes recommendatigns based upv.-:’n-~
1 K the research.
~ ) -
Sumnary of Study
This; ;ecticn Hriegly oui:linea the A‘problem studie;l,
— ¢ the inst lon and ral design used, and the
stutiétical analysis carried out. A summary of the major
findings is alse included.in this gection. . .
# 4 *
—
The Problem .
The po‘siticn of department chaiiperson exists in m
high schools in e land and L , yét ::\

Department of Education and many school boards have failed
to.define the role an& responsibilities of the individuals
who hold this pu‘sltion. The respansibill\:y for doing this *
~. has often been left to the school pz‘incipal. This has
meant that in some cases schools do not have written
regulatit}ns or guidelines’ ‘to .define the rodle ur:{l
responsibilities of the department chdirperson, and in
cases vhere vritten requlaticns or quidelines do exist,
thay tand to vary signiticantly from school to school. In
addition to this, there is a growing concfrn that the role
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Qf the department chairperson is not bei\ﬁggtlllzed to its
fullest potential, especially h\ the area of\s‘upexvision.

The purpose 4F EhLE "study was to determine whether

principals, department chairpersons, and teachers felt the

supervisory functions, generally associated with the

‘ department chairperson role, should be considered more

.important than_what they were considered to be at t’he time’

of the investigation. o . L X
5 =
Experimental Design’
buescionnairés were sent to .all ' sécondary 'schoo‘l
principals in th;: ;;rovince of Newfoundland and Labrador’
which had department chairpe‘rsoﬁ posiq’ions in. vtheir-
’ school. The response rate was 94% which meant that 61 of
the 65 principals participated in the investigation.
Questionnaires were also sent to all of the 222 secondary
school department chairpersons. One hundreii eighty-two
department chair so‘ns returned a completed questionnaire
producing a res-‘ e rate of 82%., A random sample of
secondary school tea_chers were sent a guestionnaire. The
samp‘le: was selécted s}xch that there was one departmental
teacher for each department chairperson. The response
rate was 77%, meaning that 170 teachers participated in

the study.




Inst; ion and Statistical Analysis

The Supervisory Role of the Departmert Chairperson

questionnaire was the only instrument used in this‘f

investxgatlon. Each of the' three reference groups was
asked to respond to 15 upervisory funqtm)ls listed on the
questionnaire and to indicate their percepticn as 'to the
amount of importance "presently" placed on and thevamount
of i’fn'imttance which "should be" pl:ced on each of the
functions. . They indicated their perception of both
dimensions on a Likert-;:ype instrum‘ent. ’

The data'was then }a)r'lalyzed to determine whether the

principals, the department chai. , and ghe

had 'dif'fering perceptions as to the "éresent" and "should
be" status of each of the supervisory fuhctions. For each
of the 15 supervisory functions contained in the question-
naire, the one-tailed t-test for dependent samples was
used to test the signltic/nce 6F the difference between' -
@he "present" and "should be" mean scores. The level of
significance used was 0.01. This procedure was repeated

for each of the three reference groups stu.dled.

Summary of Findings

Thé ‘three major hypotheses and ths_ fifteen minor
hypotheses were all confirmed. Responses from principals,
department chairpersuns," and teachers: révealed 'a
statistically significant difference in the "present" and

"should be" mean scores for each of the 15 supervisory
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¥ functions studied. All three reference groups felt that
more , importance " should be placed on each of ‘ the 15
-super‘visory functions. o
. For all three reference groups studied, there were
' two particular functions which had a reasonably la'rge
difference in their "present" and "should ’be“ mean scores.
Yo These functions ‘were informally observing \:eachei’s and
coﬁducting demonstration teaching.
S § ’ FCQnducting demonstration teaching was a function

which al]/. -three reference groups presently regarded as
being "nfat 1,’mportant", but felt should be regarded as a
"somewhat ® important" function of the department
chairperson's role. - .

Informally observing teachers was another function
which all three reference groups felt was presently
considered to, K be '"not important". Although principals,
teachers and department chairpersons all felt more
importance .should  be placed on this supervisory function,
the three‘ groups were reluctant to suggest that this
department chairperson  function should be conslde).;ed
‘ "important" ot "vary important". Teachers and departr_nent
chairpex(suns were even reluctant to suggest that
informally observing teachers should be a, "somewhat
impcrtant"‘ function of the department chairpé:son's role.
Many~ supervisvory functions had smaller mean
differences, but we‘xe functions whlch each of the three

reference groups fe_‘lt should be considered important
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functions of the department chairperson position. These
- functions .included improving student ‘evaluation
pgccéaures‘/, ‘evaluating and changing  the department's
instructional program, developing department goals and
\objectives, orienting new teachers, courdina:i‘nq the work
‘cf depa;ment_ teachers, assessing the need for teacher
inservice, and keeping departmental members informed.
Principalé and department chairpersons felt
encouraging innovations and experimentation should be
regarded as an important function, while teachers feit it
- should be regarded as somewhat less than an important
function. Principals and teachers felt that maintaining a
department “library should be considered important, while
department chairpersons felt it should bé regarded as .
somewhat less than an/impo:tax?t function. *
- The :emaining‘ supervisory functions were functions
. ,\ which principals, department \hqirpersons, and teachers
_felt s_}uﬁld be éonsidered ‘as soméwhat important fur:ctions
- of the department chairperson's. role. These functions
included coordinating the use of resource people,

reporting the - department's activities, orienting

substitutes, and coordinating the department's program [
with other school departments.
With respect to the perceptage of schools which have -
written regulations or guidelin.es defining the role of the /
. department chairperson, this investigation revealed that

. . only half of the schools have school board regulations or
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»
guidelines outlining the responsibilities of this
position. An additional 26% of the schools have taken the
initiative to cutline,v_ in writing, the functions of their
department chairpersons, while 24% have decided to cée:ata
without any written regulations to define m;d clarify the
role of those who occupy this important position. - -
‘ Upon further examination of these regulations or
guidelines it was found that there is a tendan‘cy for mostQ
school Ibnard regulations or g\ndelines tu be balanced in
thexr number .of supexvisory and edmnistrauva functions,
whereas there is a tendency .formo@‘qc_h?ul‘ regulations or

guidelines to have a larger number of administrative <

functions as opposed to supervisox\/y funct®h

.

Conclusjon

Principals, department chairpersons, and teachers\
felt that more importance should -be placed on° the
supervisory fuhctions of the d_epartment,chai}fperson
position. All three reference groups felt thal;..
superviso:yrfunctions which are presently reqa’z‘ded as
being. "not importam‘:" or "somewhat not important", should
be regarded as "important" or "somewhat important"

functions of the department chairpersonis role.

Y




Recommendations

In view qf the findings of this study, the following
recommendations are proposed. :
Lo The Department of Education, school boards and school

administrators should examine the functions presently

performed by department chairpersons, and should

.attempt to define or redefine the minimum parameters

of the department chairperson position. This should

involve an  examinatién of the perceptions “of
principals, department chairpersons and teachers as
to functions they feel should be considered important
resp\onsibilities of the dep;rtment chairperson's

role. . B % .

2. -School ‘ boards and school administrators should
attempt to structure the department chairperson

position in such

way t!l;it the department chair-

person is given atgr responsibility and authority

to perform hi.s/or/ her ;functicns.
3. School boards\ and school administrators should take
' steps to eﬁsux:e ‘that the department chairperson's
\;eaching schedule .ls such that he/she has édequate
time available to "condict , supervigory ,functions.
throughout tﬁe school day. )
4. School  boards and school adﬁinistxators should
festabllsh an on-going ‘evaluation“ of the. role and

responsibilities of the department chairperson
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position to ensure that . effective use is being made
of this important position.

Educdtion courses at the university should give

attention to the prepargeion of : department
chairpersons in the rea of instructional
supervision.

Individuals gholding the pc;sition, and shose " dhie show
potential holding the position, should be given
the opportunity to receive instruction designed to
improve instructional supervisory skills. This could
be provided through the use of inservice programs and
university courses. ’

Further study should nX:\e conducted to ‘identify’ the
reasons why principals, department chairpersons and
teachers are reluctant to give a high rating of
importance to the department chairperson function of
visiting classrooms to informally observe teachers
for the purpose of improving insgruction.

Further study should be conducted to also éxamine the
role of the department chairperson in performing

administrative functions.

-
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR PRINCIPALS
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Supervisory Role of the Department
Chairperson Questionnaire

This questionnaire has been designed to determine whether
school personnel feel the supervisory functions, generally
associated with the department chairperson role, should be
considered moxe important than they are presently considered
to be. For the purpose of this questionnaire, a supervisory
function ‘will be one which involves working with teachers,
both individually and collectively, to stimilate, coordinate
and guide their efforts so to better ena‘ble'them to provide

. effective 1earx{ing opportunities for students. The formal
evaluation of teachers for the purpose of £ecomending tenure,
promotion, continued employment or dismissal, is not considered
to be a supervisory filicEich dnd EHEPELOTEWALT AOE be
included in this questionnaire. - A i
| The statements which follow describe certain functions
which are often cited as being the responsibility of the
department chairperson. They are not intended to be an all
inclusive description of the department chairperson rdle.

To complete the questionnaire, you are asked to examine
each function in the list and then indicate two things:
first,—your perception as to the amount of importaﬁce
“presently"” placed on this department chairperson function,
and second, your percepéion as to the amount of importance
which "should be" placed on this ‘department chairperson

function.




The number in each column corresponds to the number on

the scale below:

5 1 3 2 1
very important somewhat sorewhat % not
) important . important not important
N impor tant

Please return the guesti paire to'youz Principal, in the
- envelopé providéd, so‘t at all questionnaires can be
re'turnéd in bulk. It is suggested you seal the envélope.
Please try to complete the questionnaire within a 10 day
“pdiiod after Wtitas Been. dlstribiuted,
In no case will the responses of an individual, or a
school, be singled. out.. All responses will be kept in

strictest confidence.
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*Name . Department
Positidn ) School
Amount of i Amount of
Importance Importance
"Presently" Which "Should
Placed on the Supervi sory Be" Pliced on (e
Department Function the Department
Chairperson Chairperson
Function Function
54 3 2 1 1. Visiting classrooms °* 5 4 3 2 1

to informally observe

teachers in the L .
department 'for

improvement of o &
instruction and for

teacher growth.

5 4 3 2 1 2. working with teachers 5 4 3 21
in the department to
improve procedures for
student evaluation.

5 4 3 2 1 3. Constantly reviewing 5 4 3 21
and evaluating the
department's present
instructional program & .
and implementing &
changes where necessary.

5 4 3 2 1 4. Promoting and f 5 4 3 21
coordinating the use .
of resource people
from outside the

L * . schobdl. -

5 4 3 2 1 5. Working with teachers 5 4 3 21
“ to develop the
department's goals
and objectives.

5 4 3 2 1 6. Assessing the needs 5 4 3 2 1
of teachers for
inservice.

s

+* Please note that names will only be used for the purpose
of sending out follow—up cards later. Names will not be
recorded in the study itself.




Amount of ¥ —  Amount of 4

Impor tance . Importance ¥
"Presently" Which "Should
Placed on the Supervisory Be" Placed on
Depar tment Function the Department
Chairperson Chairperson

v Function . .8 Function
5 4 3 2 1 7. Encouraging innovation 5 4 3 2 1

- and experimentatdon
within the department.

5 4 3 2 1 8. Preparing written 5 4 3 2 1
reports of -the
achievement and *
activities of the
department. z 5

. 5\ 4 3 2°1 9. Orienting new teachers 5 4 3 2 1
\ in the department.

5 4 3 2 1 10. Maintaininga - . 543 2 1
departmental library
. and a resource center
for teachers in the
department to use.

5 4 3 2 1 11. coordinating the work 5 4 3 21
. of teachers within L
the department. P

54 3 2 1 12. Conducting demSnstra— 5 4 3 2.1
tion teaching for new '
teachers or for
experienced teachers

welaunching something
new.

=)
w
~
-

5 4 3 2 1 13. Orienting and 5
assisting substitute E
teachers “assigned to
the department i

54 32 1 14. Coordinating the 5 4 3 2 1 - -
department's E 1
instructional program

. with other
departments within

=3 kK & the school. ~




4

Y
Amount of Amount of "
Importance Importance
"Presently” Which "Should
Placed on the Supervisory' Be" Placed on
Department Function the Department
Chairperson Chairperson
Function Function

574 3 2 1 15. Keeping departmental .5 4 3 2 1

members informed of

current information

regarding the subject

matter and instructional - :
methods. .

16.

17.

~

Does yodr school board have any written regulations, or
quidelines regarding the Role and Responsibilities of
the Department Chairperson Position?

Yes No If so, please forward a copy.

Does your school have any written regulations, or
guidelines outlining the Role and Responsibilities of
the Department Chairperson Position?

Yes No If so, please forward a copy.
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Supervisory Role Of the Department
Chairperson Questionnaire

This questionnaire has been designed to determine whe;:her
school personnel feel the supervisory functions, generally
Essociated with the department chairperson role, should be
considered more important than they are presently consi(&ered
to be. For thé purpose of this questionnaire, a supervisox;y

function will be one which involves working with teachers,

both lindi\;idually and collectively to stimulate, coordinate
1 .

and guide their efforts so t® better enable them to pxovi_de
effectiv,e"le\éming opportunities for students. The formal
avaluati(on of te_ﬁ_ éts for the purpose of recommending tenure,
promotion, continued 'empinyment or dismissal, is not considered
to be a supervisory function and therefore will not be included
in this questionnaire. )

" The statements which fol'low describe certain functions
whi? are often cited "as being the ui:pgnsibility of the
department chairperson. They are i6€ Intended to be an all
inclusive dt;scription of th;—éepartmné chairperson role.

To complete the’ questionnaire, you are asked to examine
each function in the list and then indicate two things:
first, your perception as to the amount of impo—r:ance
"presently" placed on this dipartment chairperson function,
and second, your perceptlon' as to the amount of importance
which "should be" placed o'n‘ this department chairperson

function. & = .
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'
The number in each column corresponds to t:he-nmbbe} on
7N

the scale below:

5 4 3 2 1
very important somewhat somewhat not
important . important not important
important
y
=

Please return the questionnaire to your lepcipal, in the
envelnp‘e. provided, so that all questionnaires can be
returned in bulk. It is suggested you‘nea! the envelope.
Please try to complete the questionnaire within a 10 day
perioq after it has been dist:;)uted.

In no case will the responses of an ir’ldividual, or a
school, be singled out. All responses will be kept in

.
strictest confidence.




*Name

Position

Amount of
Importance
"Pxesently"
Placed on the
Department
Chairpersen

‘Function

5 4 3 2 1 : 3

5 4 378 1 3.

54 3 2 1 4
/

5 4 3 2 1 5.

54 3 2 1 6

5 4 3 2 1 7.

*

Department

School

Supervisory
Function

Visiting classrooms
to informally
observe' teachers in
the department for
improvement of
instruction and for
teacher growth.

Working with teachers
in the department to
improve procedures
for student evaluation,

Constantly reviewing
and evaluating the
department's present
instructional program
and implementing
changes where necessary.

romoting and
coordinating the use

-.0F resource people from

outside the school.

Working with teachers '
to develop the
department's' goals

and objectives.

Assessing the needs of
teachers for ins‘e[vice‘

Encouraging innovation
and experimentation
within the department

recorded, in the study itself.

-

Amount of
Importance
Which "Should
Be" Placed on
the Department

-Chairperson

Function

5 4 3 21

Please note that names will only be used for the purpose

of sending out follow-up cards later. Names will not be




Amount of
Importance .
"Presently”
Placed on the
Department
Chairperson
Function

Supervisory
Function

8. Preparing written
geports of the
chievement and
lactivities of the
department.

9. Orientating new
teachers in the
department. .

10. Maintaining a
departméntal library
and a resource center

" for- teachers in’ the

* department to use.

Coordinating- the
work of teachers
within the department.

12. Conductxng demonstra-
tion teaching for new
teachers or for
experienced teachers
launching something
new.

13. ‘Orientating and
assisting substitute
teachers assigned to
the department.

14. cCoordinating the
department's
. instructional program
with other
departments within
the school.

15. Keeping departmental
members informed of
current information
regarding the' subject
matter and
instructional‘ methods.

Amount of
Importance
Which "Should
Be" Placed on
the Department
Chairperson
Function
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) MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND Al
St. John's, Newfoundland, Canada A 1B 3X8
Depariment of Educarional Adml;rulral:m . " Telex: 016-4101

Tel: (709) 737-7647/8

-
April 8, 1986

Dear Sir: "

I am a graduate student at Memorial University conducting,
for my thesis, a study of the supervisory role of the
department chairperson pasition in secondary schools in
Newfoundland and Labrador. This is in partial fulfillment
of a Master's Degree in Educational Administration.

I am writing to seek your approval to carry out this study
in secondary schools belonging to your school board.
letter will be sent to department chairpersons and their
principals seeking their cooperation in the study and
requesting the names of teachers belonging to the various
school departments. A questionnaire will then be sent to
the secondary school principals, the department
chairpersons, and a randomly selected group of
departmental teachers. This questionnaire will consist of
15 short questions which should take no more than ten
minutes to complete. Your approval to carry out this
study would be much. appreciated.

Please return the attached sheet in the pre-stamped
envelope provided, as soon as possible.

Sincerely yours, - %

Karen Fitzpatrick

Dr. G.L. Parsons




MEMORIAL UNlVEkSlTY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St John's, Newfoundland, Canada  A1B INK ’
Depariment of Erlurmmnal Admimistration Telex 016-4101
Tel (709) 7377647 &

TO: Karen Fitzpatrick'
» Dr. G.L. Parsons, M.U.N.

. With respect to the decision whether to grant -
the approval to ’c\?«rry out this 5cudy in secondary schools

belonging to this school board, I have decided

to grant my approval not to grant my -
for this study. approval for this
study.
Superintendent

"\ School Board

Date:
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APPENDIX D

, INTRODUCTORY LETTER TO PRINCIPALS




of

MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St. John's, Newfoundland. Canada AIB IXK

Telex 016-4101

Tel - (709) "37-7647:%

April 15, 1986

Dear Principal: i ot

I am a graduate student ateMemorial University conducting;

for my thesis, a study-of the supervisory role of the
department chairperson position in secondary schools in
Newfoundland and Labrador. This is in partial fulfillment
of a Master's Degree in Educational Administration. I
have written your superintendent and have received his
approval to carry out this study. I am writing you to
seek your cooperation in this investigation.

The purpose of this study is to determine whether
principals, department chairpersons and teachers feel the
supervisory functions, generally associated with the -
department chairperson role, should be considered more
important than they are presently considered to be.

During a time.of ‘economic constraints when the high school
curriculum is expanding while the availability of
teachers, resources, support staff and instructional
materials is being reduced, it is extremely important that
appropriate functionLhe carried out by the department
chairparscn. 2
This study will include all secondary school department.
chairpersons who receive the afficial department head
allocation as specified by The Schools Act (Teachers'
Salaries Regulations, 1979) and all secondary school
principals who have official department chairpersons in
their school. A random sample of secondary school
teachers, belonging to a department with an official
department chairperson, will also be included in this
study.

. ’ eeee2



- - a

. R e
It,will be necessary to ask for your cooperation in order
to randomly select the sample of departmental teachers to
be used. For each department chairperson, to whom a
questionnaire has been sent, you are being asked to hake a
1ist of the teachers'who teach the subject of that
particular department.’ Teachers who teach the subject to
only one or two classes in the school should also be
included in the 1ist. Then randomly select from each list
one Tor eacl chairperson position. It
is very infportant that t}ye selection process be unbiased,
so it is/gecommended that you draw the names from a hat.

In summaty,
1) Complete a questionnaire yourself.

2) Have each department chairperson complete a
questionnaire.

3) For.each department chairperson position, have a
teacher from each department (randomly selected)
complete a questicnnaxre. -

The questionnaires included should take no more than ten

minutes to complete and it is suggested that they be

returned to the principal in the envelopes provided. It .
.would be appreciated if you would collect all the‘

questionnaires ten days after they have been distributed.

All questionnaires should be returned, in bulk, in the

pre-stamped envelope provided. §
Recognizing the heavy demands made on a school

administrator's time, I would greatly appreclate your

cooperation in carrying out this study.

Sincerely yours,

Karen Fitzpatrick -

Encl. . 7
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St. John's, Newfoundland, Canada A 1B 3X8

of

Karen Fitzpatrick

April 28, 198§ ) "

Dear Principal:

About two weeks ago you were sent a p}ckage of

149 -

Telex: 016-410/
(709) 737764778

questionnaires pertaining to a study’of the supervisory
role of the department chairperson position in seccndary

schools in Newfoundland.and Labrador.,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for
your professional interest and cooperation in this study.

I am also requesting that you distribute the enclosed
follow-up letters to the department chairpersons and
teachers who have participated in this investigation.

If any questionnaires are returned to you in the next

couple of days, would you please return them to me in the

_pre-stamped envelope sent to you earlier. If this
envelope has already been mailed, would you be kind enough
to mail these questionnaires to me, in bulk, at the

following address: 1

Mrs. Karen Fitzpatrick
145 Empire Avenue

St. John's, Newfoundland
AlC 3G1

Your cooperation in this regard would be greatly
appreciated.

- Sincerely yours,

Encl.
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» .
MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
. St. John's, Neylo\mdland. Canada AIB3X8

Department of Educational Administraton Telex: 016-4101
. Tel - (709) 737-764718

April 28, 1986

Dear Colleague: e "

About two weeks ago you were sent a Questionnaire
pertaining to a study of the supervisory role of the
department chairperson in second{;’y schools in
Newfoundland and Labrador. -

" ,
I would like to take this opportunity to thank y{u for
your ional i and ion in this study.

- If you have not yet been able to £ind the time to complele

! your questionnaire, would you please take 10 minutes in

the next couple of days to do so, and then retura it to

your principal. .
I realize there are heavy demands made upon your time
especially at this point in the school year. It is hoped
that you will be willTing to take some time from your busy
schedule to provide this study with the benefit of your
experience. Your participation is very critical to the
success of this investigation.

\ Your cooperation in this regax;d 3ou].d be greatly /
appreciated. ¥

Sincerely yours, 3 .

! E
Karen Fitzpatrick
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St. John's, Newfoundland. Canada A 1B 3X8 '4

Department of Educational Administration - . - Telex. 016-4101

Tel (709) 737-7647(8

May 12, 1986

Dear Principal:

About three weeks or so ago you were sent a package of
questionnaires pertaining to a study of the supervisory
role of the department chairperson pesition in secondary
schools in Newfoundland and Labrador. Up to this point in
time, questionndires from your school have not been- -
received. i

If you haven't recently“returned all the questionnaires
which were sent to your schoél, would you please -
distribute the enclosed questionnaires to the department
chairpersons and teachers who possibly have not yet
participated in this investigation. These are additional
copies of the gquestionnaires which were seht to your"
school earlier.

It would be appreciateﬁ\if you would collect these
questionnaires in the next couple of days and then return
them to me, in bulk, in the pre-stamped envelope provided.

I would again like to thank you for your interest and
cooperation in this study. ,I realize the end of the
school year places many de{ands on your time, and gour
efforts concerning this study are most appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

aren Fitzpatrick
Encl.
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St Jnhns Newfoundland, Canada AIB 3X8

Telex: 0164101

DepaPiment of Educational A:lmmmrﬂlum .
Tel.: (709) 737-7647 |8

: < i “

May 12, 1986

Dear Colleaque.

About three weeks or ‘so agb you were sent a questionnaire
pertaining to a study of the supervisory role of the
- department chairperson position in secondary schools ‘in
. Newfoundland and Labrador. Up to this point in time, I A
. have not received the questionnaire which was:-sent fg you. -

If you haven't alréady.returned your questionnaire, would
you please take a few minutes today to answer the
questionnaire and return it to your principal. An
additional copy of the questionnaire.has been enclosed fcr
your conyenience. Your participation 1s very important to
the success of this ihvestigation.

v I realize the ehd of the school year places many demands
on your time, and your efforts concerning this study are”
most appreciated. &

Sincerely yours, - %

Karen Fitzpatrick
Encl. "
\
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TABLE 10 ; '
Frequency of Principals Giving Each of the “Present” and the
E “Should Be" Inportance Ratings to the Departrent 8
Chairperson Punctions
. ;
Supervisory Rnction Froquency of Principals| Frequency of princieald
6 » giving each Present gtuing each Should Be
Ingortance Rating Inportance Rating
Yoz 03 4 s [ 12 3-a s
Informally obberying teachers B w9 s o |6 2 13 28 1
trproving student evaluation s s 18 2 13| 0 0o 6 2 %
Evaluats and change departrent’s 4 7 187 16| 0 0 1 o2 »
program 3
|ccordinating use of resourcepeople | 8 20 20 7 s | 2 3 2w 2 1
peveloping departrent's goals and 3 09 15 19 4 | 0 2 6 18 33
objectives .

|Assessing need for teacher inservice | 5 15 24 M4 3 |0 3 9 2 19

[Encouraging innovations and 5 1918 12 7 1 0 9 2 2
. exparirentation .
. . Reparting departnent's activities 4 131w R 43 319 1 I
and achievements
] Orienting new teachers . |5 10 15 16 15 1 110 2 2
|Matntaining departnent library 13 10 16 u° 7 1 3 un u 22
Coordinating work of department. 17 o2 i |0 ) 4 ouow
teachérs

|Conducting demonstration teaching 27 1.2 5 0 2 3 2 271 6
Orienting substitutes 5 1 16 8 1 3 8 20 23 7
(Coordinating department's program W o15.20 9 3 17 19 a9
with other school departments’ X .
Keeping departmentl members informed | 2 8 19 20 12 [ 0 1 8 19 33
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TABLE 11

rportance Ratings co the
Chairpe; unctions:

Chairpersons Giving Each of the "Presen:” and
Departnent

Supervisory Function

Frequency of Department
Chairpersons giving
each Present Inportance
Rating

Frequency of Department|

12 3 4 s

Informally cbserving teachers
Improving student évaluation
Evaluate and change department's
progran
Coordinating use of resource people
Developing. departrent's goals and
bjectives
Assesaing need for teacher inservice

ouraging innovations and

on

Reporting departrent's activities
and achievements
Orienting new teachers
Maintaining departnent. library

Coordinating work of department
‘teachers
teaching

Orienting substitutes

Coordinating departmént's program
with other school departments,

Keeping Jppartmental menbers infomed

7 17 49 66 41
13 19 53 53 41

20 4 54 42 21

47 40 48 N 14

34, % 57 40 17
~
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TABLE 12 =

Frequency of Techers Giving gxch o of the “Prisent® ad the
" Importarce Ratings to the Department
Functions

- Supervisory Function Frequency of Teachers Frequency of Teachers
P giving each Present giving exch Should Be
Rating Inpo: ting
1273 4 s 12 34 s
Infarmally cbserving teachers 129 17 M 3 4 45 25 60 30 8
Inproving“stident evaluation 8 3B 53 27 22 5 8 1 s e
Evaluate and change department's 31 ¥ 44 0 23 7 323 5 7N
program : ) i
- Coordinating use ‘of resource people 67 42 40 2 6 15 14 e 58 33
- |Developing Gepartment's goals and 27 29 53 3 20 6 71 2 6 68
cbjedtives .

‘ Assessing need for teacher inservice | 47 45 47 20 8 6 7 42 & 4
[moouraging snnovations and  : 43 40 4 235 10 |10 4 42 6 48
lexperimentation
iReporting department's activities 61 40 34 19 10 |24 17 53.48 2
and achieverents
‘Orienting new teachers - 1 W 52 2 1o 5 6 27 6 66
‘Maintaining départnent library {39 2 4 30 16 9 435 4 72
i
Coordinating work of departnent 17 W sS4 3 36 s 4 2% 2078
teachers g
iconducting demonstration ‘teaching 9 ®» 1 4 3 |19 25 57 @ 1
lorienting substitutes 2 w40 12 2 1 @ 2 29
Coordinating departrent' s program 49 4 42 1 6 |10 10 61 5 2%
Iwith other school department

Keeping departmental members informed | 20 28 52 31 26 5 4 21 5179
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