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Abstract
The client organization for this project was Northwest Technical College which offers career training, basic literacy skill training, and personal and professional enrichment courses.  The project involved using an action research approach to assess the effectiveness of a department chair model of organization in the college’s instruction division.  Initially, the goal for the project was, “Provide the most effective organizational structure for instruction to support excellence.”  Data was collected by way of interviews with the instruction division deans.  The data was sorted into themes and shared with the client group.  Following the data feedback meetings, the project goal was revised to read, “Identify the most effective organizational structure for instruction to support excellence” and a faculty survey was approved.  The survey measured faculty satisfaction with the department chair model.  The data from the survey indicated that faculty with an acting department chair were less satisfied than those who reported to a dean.  The survey results were analyzed using a Chi-Square statistical test which indicated that there was no significant difference between the responses from faculty with an acting department chair and faculty with a dean.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

This chapter is an introduction to my master’s thesis field project (MTFP), including a description of the client system, how I came to be involved with this client, and the project goals and measurements.
Client System
The client system is Northwest Technical College (NTC) located in Western Washington.
  The college offers adult basic education, adult high school completion, career development, core academics, and part-time extended learning for personal enrichment.  There are approximately 3,500 students enrolled in training programs this year and another 18,000 engaged in extended learning courses.  The college boasts  a number of state of the art facilities including an Aviation Training Complex, an Automotive Education Training Center, and a Media Communications Center (Northwest Technical College, 2003).
Client System History
The college has its roots in technical training for civilians to assist in maintaining military equipment during World War II.  Expansion occurred after the war was over when returning veterans and high school students were seeking vocational training in areas such as aircraft maintenance and electronics.  By the mid 1950s, the school had evolved into Northwest Vocational Technical Institute (Northwest Technical College, 2003).
In 1991, Northwest Vocational Technical Institute became Northwest Technical College after the state legislature moved the state’s vocational technical institutes out of the Office of Public Instruction and merged them under the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges.  This allowed NTC to begin offering Associate of Applied Technology degrees, in addition to its many vocational certificate programs (Northwest Technical College, 2003).

The college’s current president, Susan, has been in her position since 1997.  She has a Doctorate in Education.  I experienced Susan as a visionary leader who values inclusion and involvement of employees.  Reporting directly to Susan are six vice presidents who form her leadership cabinet.  Two of the vice-presidents, Jack and Rick, are relatively new to the organization having been hired in mid-2003.  The others have tenure ranging from three to 30 years.

The Client Group


Susan agreed to sponsor a master’s thesis field project and directed me to work out the specifics with Bob, Vice President for Human Resources.  I later met with Bob and he suggested I consider assisting Jack, the Vice President for Instruction, in assessing an organizational structure model he was planning to test.  I agreed and Jack became my sustaining sponsor for the project.  The four deans in the instruction division included Linda, Dean of Institutional Effectiveness, Core Academics, and Library Services; Dan, Dean for Aviation and Technical Trades; Abby, Dean for Health and Human Services, Environmental Sciences, and Personal Care Services; and Jeannette, Dean for Business and Computer Technology.  Well before the end of my project, Jack, Abby, and Dan had left the college.  This resulted in a significant event in my project that I will discuss in detail in chapter 3.  Figure 1 depicts the organization structure of NTC.
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Figure 1.  Chart Indicating the NTC Client Group’s Position in the Organization
How I Came to Be Involved With This Client System
My professional background consists of over 24 years of transportation management experience, mostly in the public sector.  When I left my last position, Vice President of Operations for the Regional Transit Authority (RTA) in New Orleans, Louisiana, I knew I wanted a career change.  I decided to found a consulting and training business.  Organizational development, training, and process improvement had all been passions of mine over the course of my career.  I believed that my experience, coupled with the knowledge gained from earning a Master’s Degree through the Leadership Institute of Seattle (LIOS) at Bastyr University, would enable me to transition to this new role.

I was formally introduced to NTC when I was hired by Edge Learning Institute to fulfill an engagement by Susan, the college president, to facilitate four two-day seminars for college administrators and classified staff.  Susan and her cabinet members attended the first session of the seminar, demonstrating commitment from the top to the principles in the seminar.  The experience constituted the first time I had been paid to facilitate training and I loved it.  At the end of the first session, Susan presented me with a bouquet of flowers and thanked me in front of the group for my contribution to their development.  
I chose to conduct my thesis project at NTC because I had experienced the organization as fundamentally sound, with strong, effective leadership.  I appreciated the presence of a Master Strategic Leadership Plan (Northwest Technical College, 2002) that was adopted by the college’s Board of Trustees in 2002.  The plan outlined the college’s vision, mission, critical performance areas, and strategic leadership goals with probable courses of action for each.  I was transparent with myself and my client in my desire to have a manageable project that would meet a business need of the college, the thesis project guidelines of LIOS, and my commitment to graduate in December 2004.  I later concluded that the appearance of stability in the client system lulled me into a state where I was not prepared for the consequences of losing my sustaining sponsor before the project’s end.  I will discuss this more in chapter 5.
Project Goal and Measurements
In June 2003, Jack and the four instruction department deans presented a proposal for restructuring the instruction division to Susan and the rest of her cabinet.  The proposal’s purpose was described as recommending a more effective organization structure to position the department for the future and included four elements:  program and division realignment, a department chair model, an instructional council, and a revised annual calendar.  Jack was authorized to test the department chair model for one quarter and to report the effectiveness of this demonstration to the cabinet.  My role became to assist in assessing the effectiveness of the department chair model as demonstrated at NTC.

The college’s Strategic Leadership Goals and Probable Courses of Action 2002–2007 included the issue of testing a revised organization structure.  The tentative goal for this project came directly from that document, “Provide the most effective organizational structure to instruction to support excellence.”  I was delighted that the project I was involved in was incorporated in the college’s strategic plan and, thus, accepted as important to the college’s future.
We agreed upon the following measurements of the project goal:  (a) improved span of control by deans; (b) increased support for faculty in their ability to manage college required activities; (c) increased involvement by faculty in college issues; (d) provide faculty with the opportunity to develop and practice leadership skills; (e) improve communication between faculty and administration to assist in achieving goals; (f) deans will be able to reallocate some of their time to activities that will support growth, the development of partnerships, and the long term goals of the college; and (g) improved cost effectiveness as compared to hiring an additional dean.  Both the project goal and the measures were revised following the data feedback phase of the project.  This is discussed in detail in chapter 3.

Summary

In this chapter, I described the client system and history, how I became involved with the client system, and a description of the project goal and measurements.  In chapter 2, I describe the major theories that guided my consulting intervention and helped me understand the project outcome.
CHAPTER 2

Literature Review


This chapter consists of a discussion of the theories that informed my work with NTC and guided the project intervention.  This chapter addresses three areas of inquiry: (a) client system, (b) content, and (c) methodology.

Client System

Macro-level:  Technical College Sector of Higher Education, the Department Chair Model, and Organization Roles

Technical college sector of higher education.  Educational institutions are established to provide educational and vocational training opportunities for students, and to advance scholarship and instruction.  In Washington State, the legislature in 1991 dictated a system of community and technical colleges distinct from four year institutions.  The law requires college districts to:

Offer thoroughly comprehensive educational, training, and service programs to meet the needs of both the communities and students served by combining, with equal emphasis, high standards of excellence in academic transfer courses; realistic and practical courses in occupation education, both graded and ungraded; community services of an educational, cultural and recreational nature; and adult education.  (The Community and Technical College Act of 1991)
Technical colleges, including NTC, have a distinct mission within the overall context of higher education: To prepare students for careers that do not require baccalaureate degrees; to provide basic literacy skills for adults, including high school completion, general equivalency degrees, and English as a second language instruction; and to offer personal and professional enrichment courses (NTC 2003-2004 Catalog).  This mission differs from those of Baccalaureate, Master’s, and Doctorate institutions which focus on the granting of advanced degrees (McCormick, 2001).

The department chair model.  Seagren (1993) wrote about the roles, responsibilities, and challenges facing department chairs in colleges and universities.  He stated, “The concept of faculty ownership is basic to academic institutions; thus, departmental leadership requires greater emphasis on empowering activities than in many other types of organizations” (p. 2).  Department chairs are faculty members with additional responsibility for leadership of other faculty within their department.  This presents a challenge for those individuals filling this role.  Seagren stated:

Numerous studies have been conducted on the tasks, activities, roles, and responsibilities of departmental chairs, but despite researchers’ ability to identify tasks and job-related duties, the chair’s role continues to be ambiguous, unclear in terms of authority, and unable to be classified as faculty or administrator—all of which contribute to a high level of stress.  Thus, the chair must learn to cope readily with the demands of being in the middle, with responsibilities to both faculty and administration.  (p. 1)

Organization roles.  Oshry (1992) described a model of organizations in which there are Tops, Bottoms, Middles, and Customers.  He wrote:

In the organization, there are the Tops, who have overall responsibility for the organization; there are the Bottoms, who do the work of the organization, producing its products or rendering its services; and there are the Middles, who administer, manage, or supervise the work of others.  And in the environment, there are the Customers who look to the organization to provide them with products and services when they want them, to the quality they want them, and at a price they are willing to pay.  (p. 10)

Oshry (1992) described each of these roles existing in different worlds, often out of touch with the perspectives of the other roles.  For Tops, their world is very complicated, stressful, and demanding.  “Tops may create buffers between themselves and others as a way of protecting themselves against complexity.  And as a consequence, Tops become isolated, out of touch” (p. 43).  Bottoms are the organization’s victims, seeing themselves as targets of others who are seen as out to get them.  Middles are torn between pleasing the Tops and the Bottoms.  “You please one, you displease the other; and you often end up pleasing no one” (p. 69).  Customers often see themselves as ignored or mistreated by the organization.  In hindsight, Oshry’s work provided a useful lens for examining what I determined to be a disconnect between the client group (Middles) and their leaders (Tops) and subordinates (Bottoms).

Micro-level:  Stages of Group Development, Absence of Shared Pain, and Elements Necessary for Successful Change Efforts

Stages of group development.  My MTFP was conducted with NTC’s Vice President for Instruction and four deans in the instruction department.  My meeting with all five, as well as meetings with each individual, revealed a group that appeared to be cohesive and effective.  Tuckman (1965) and later Tuckman and Jensen (1977) described five phases of group development:  Forming, where a collection of individuals is establishing the structure necessary to become a group; Storming, where conflict over roles and identities emerges; Norming, where the group becomes cohesive and roles and goals are clear; Performing, where the group is able to focus on the task at hand; and Adjourning, where the group’s work is done and the group disbands.

Absence of shared pain.  Connor (1992) described two prerequisites for organizational change, “1.  Pain:  a critical mass of information that justifies breaking from the status quo.  2.  Remedy:  desirable, accessible actions that would solve the problem or take advantage of the opportunity afforded by the current situation” (p. 97). And finally, as the project progressed and an Acting VPI was appointed, it was learned for the first time by Susan that the instruction department had essentially been using a faculty member in the Aviation program to serve as a de facto department chair for well over a year.  I concluded from these factors that the dynamics of this larger group were “stormy” and it is not surprising that three members of the president’s cabinet and two deans in the instruction department left the college (two vice-presidents were terminated and the other vice-president and deans resigned) mid-way through my project.

Elements necessary for successful change efforts.  Connor (1992) wrote about the importance of clear roles in any change process.  Connor described four specific change roles:  (a) sponsor, (b) agents, (c) targets, and (d) advocates.  In this model, referred to as S-A-T-A, Connor described the sponsor as someone with the authority to make decisions and to authorize others to act.  This element of authority is critical and distinguishes true sponsors from advocates:  those who are interested in the change, even strongly committed, but who lack the power to implement.  Connor also wrote about “cascading sponsorship” wherein the sponsor of a change effort enlists the support and commitment of others below them in the organization who then take the same steps with others below them.  The role of agent is described by Connor as:
An agent is the individual or group who is responsible for actually making the change.  Agent success depends on the ability to diagnose potential problems, develop a plan to deal with these issues, and execute the change effectively.  The participation of change agents who possess these skills is a crucial factor in the success of any change project. (p. 106)

Connor described the fourth role in a change process as that of target, “The individual or group who must actually change” (p. 106).
Another necessary element is the client’s readiness to change.  Beckhard and Harris (1987) developed a formula, C = (ABD) > X, to gauge resistance to change as a means of assessing readiness to proceed with a change effort.  In this formula, C = change, A = level of dissatisfaction with the status quo, B = desirability of the proposed change or end state, D = the practicality of the change (minimal risk and disruption), and X = “cost” of changing (p. 98).  According to Beckhard and Harris: 

Factors A, B, and D must outweigh the perceived costs (X) for change to occur.  If any person or group whose commitment is needed is not sufficiently dissatisfied with the present state of affairs (A), eager to achieve the proposed end state (B), and convinced of the feasibility of the change (D), then the cost (X) of changing is too high, and that person or group will resist the change.  (pp. 98-99)

Kotter (1996) wrote about the importance of a clear vision of the desired state and described the characteristics of an effective vision as:

Focused:  It is clear enough to provide guidance in decision making

Flexible:  It is general enough to allow individual initiatives and alternative response in light of changing conditions

Imaginable:  Conveys a picture of what the future will look like

Desirable:  Appeals to the long term interests of employees, customers, stockholders, and others who have a stake in the enterprise

Feasible:  Comprised of realistic, attainable goals

Communicable:  Is easy to communicate; can be successfully described in five minutes (p. 72)


Human beings are drawn to maintain what is familiar and comfortable.  People often resist what appears to threaten their equilibrium.  Even change that is deemed positive, such as a promotion, marriage, or birth of a child, disrupts equilibrium and threatens peoples’ sense of control over their lives (Beckhard & Harris, 1987; Connor, 1992; Kotter, 1996; Senge, 1990).  It is, therefore, imperative that people share the picture of the desired future state in order for change efforts to succeed.

Another element essential to successful change is consideration of stakeholders and their interests.  It is necessary to know who the stakeholders in a change process are and what their interests are (Kotter, 1996).  This enables the anticipation of the impact of decisions and actions and in surfacing conflicting interests so that they may be addressed strategically.  Connor (1992) wrote, “Managing effective transitions does not allow for dealing with a single reality; it involves managing multiple realities as seen through various people’s fears, hopes, and aspirations – their frames of reference” (p. 101).


Once the stakeholders and their interests are known, strategies for obtaining their buy-in can be developed.  Key to this effort is being able to answer this question from employees:  “What’s in it for me?”  It is likely that genuine commitment is possible only when individuals believe the change will make them better off and will be worth the pain it will take to get there (Beckhard & Harris, 1987).  An important step in creating commitment is involving employees in designing the change effort.  Weisbord (1987), in his discussion about participative management, wrote, “Lewin had found a core principle:  We are likely to modify our own behavior when we participate in problem analysis and solution and likely to carry out decisions which we have helped make” (p. 89).  Strategies for change, even the best designed, will not engender the commitment necessary for success if they are developed in isolation by leaders and imposed on workers.


The final element in successful change efforts is the importance of applying knowledge of human reactions to change.  Bridges (1980) wrote about normalizing the anxiety that accompanies change by recognizing that the discomfort and resistance that may accompany the change effort is, indeed, normal and not permanent.  In a change effort, people need to know why the change is needed, how they will be affected, how they will be better off, and what they will have to let go of (Kotter, 1996; Connor, 1992; Beckhard & Harris, 1987).
Content

Organization Design Considerations


The sustaining sponsor’s initial goal for this MTFP was, “To identify the most important organizational structure for instruction to support excellence.”  The client group members stated their belief that issues of reducing workload for deans and improving satisfaction for faculty could be addressed through a redesign of the instruction department’s structure to include a department chair.  

Ensign (1998) cited Galbraith (1973, out of print) who stated, “1.  There is no single best way to design the structure of an organization.  2. Any way of organizing is not equally effective” (p. 18).  Scholtes, Joiner and Streibel (2003) recommended that once a solution to a problem has been identified, “consider whether each solution is aimed at a quick fix or if it is a lasting remedy; whether it has any side effects, either positive or negative; and how well it really addresses the original focused problem” (p. 5.22).  Thus, it follows that testing a new organizations structure prior to formal implementation has merit.  


While there is no single right way to structure an organization, there are important considerations that must be taken into account when creating a new organization structure or modifying an existing one.  Ensign (1998) wrote, “Managers today understand that the way an organization is structured does make a difference” (p. 7).  He also wrote:
In the traditional organization, units are constructed of people performing similar tasks and using similar expertise (to achieve economies of scale, etc.) in order to create a critical mass and make units easily supervised and evaluated.  Differentiated jobs and units are divided into hierarchical layers.  A middle layer of managers is generally used to provide direction and coordination among specialized subunits and individuals.  In the traditional organization, grouping is a means of exercising control over task activities.  (p. 10)

Span of Control


The term span of control refers to the number of subordinates who report directly to a single manager, supervisor, or lead.  A general correlation exists between the span of control and the number of management layers in an organization (Richardson, McDaniel, & Tomsen, 1994).  At NTC, reducing the deans’ span of control was seen by the initial client group as reducing their workload, and thereby improving the performance of the deans.  In my research, I was unable to find any universal norms regarding span of control.  Gulick (1937), a pioneer in the field of recognizing the role of structural design on organization performance, advocated a narrow span of control.  He believed that supervision is difficult when the subordinate employee group is large.  This point of view was challenged by Simon (1946) who viewed the work of Gulick and other scientific management theorists as vague and full of contradictions.

There are two considerations regarding span of control that are relevant to this MTFP:  In general, the more homogeneous the work (educating students) and the more experienced and qualified the workers (faculty), the greater the span of control can be while remaining effective (Meier & Bohte, 1996; Richardson, McDaniel & Thomsen, 1994; Simon, 1946).  It follows that modern management theory does not support the addition of an additional layer of management (department chair) in an organization that has a homogeneous purpose, experienced and qualified staff, and already consists of four layers of management (president, vice president, dean, faculty).


A study of organization design in U.S. community colleges was conducted in 1999 (Underwood) to obtain information about how community colleges were organized five years prior to 1991, in 1991, and expected by college presidents to be organized in the future.  The study grouped colleges by enrollment, calling those with enrollments under 2,500 small, 2,501 to 5,000 mid-size, and over 5,000 large.  NTC is considered mid-size, according to the standard used in the study.


A review of this study revealed that NTC shares the organizational structure used by 75 percent of community colleges.  In response to the question “How many administrative levels are there between the faculty and the president?”,  53 percent of the presidents reported a faculty to division chair to vice president to president (four level) structure.  The current structure at NTC is faculty to dean to vice president to president (four levels) (Underwood, 1999).

Problem Solving Process


The decision to test a department chair model of organization structure was framed as a solution to a problem, essentially that deans are overworked and not as effective as they could be.  In their presentation to the Susan and her cabinet, Jack and the deans presented a proposal describing several concerns within the instruction department related to increased workload of faculty, increased workload for deans, increased workload for program assistants, and a decreasing ability for faculty to participate more in college activities outside the classroom.  They included a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of a department chair model, estimated the cost of implementing the model, and proposed that the cost could be recovered by not filling an authorized faculty position.


Huitt (1992) stated that:

Most models of problem solving and decision making include at least four phases (e.g., Bransford & Stein, 1984; Dewey, 1933; Polya, 1971): 1) an Input phase in which a problem is perceived and an attempt is made to understand the situation or the problem; 2) a Processing phase in which alternatives are generated and evaluated and a solution is selected; 3) an Output phase which includes planning for and implementing the solution; and 4) a Review phases in which the solution is evaluated and modifications are made if necessary.  (p. 34)
Similarly, Scholtes, Joiner, and Streibel (2003) described seven steps in developing appropriate solutions to a problem:  
1.  Describe the need.

2.  Define the goals.

3.  Generate alternatives.

4.  Identify constraints.

5.  Evaluate alternatives.

6.  Select the best solution.

7.  Follow up.  (p. 5.36)
Methodology

Macro-level:  Action Research and Decision Making Authority in Systems


Action research.  French and Bell (1999) described action research as both a process and an approach to behavioral science.  
Action research is the process of systematically collecting research data about an on-going system relative to some objective, goal, or need of that system; feeding these data back into the system; taking action by altering selected variables within the system based both on the data an on hypotheses; and evaluating the results of actions by collecting more data.  (p. 130)
They described action research as also being, “an approach to problem solving, thus suggesting its usefulness as a model, guide, or paradigm” (p. 131).  They described action research used as an approach to problem solving: “Action research is the application of the scientific method of fact-finding and experimentation to practical problems requiring action solutions and involving the collaboration and cooperation of scientists, practitioners, and laypersons” (p. 131).

Action research was founded by two men, John Collier, who was U.S. Commissioner of Indian Affairs from 1935 to 1945, and Kurt Lewin (1890-1947), an applied social scientist (Weisbord, 1987; French & Bell, 1999).  “Collier found that effecting changes in ethnic relations was extremely difficult and required joint effort on the part of the scientist (researcher), the administrator (practitioner), and the layperson (client)” (French & Bell, p. 135).  Lewin, widely quoted as having said, “There’s nothing so practical as a good theory” (Weisbord, p. 70), took the concept of action research to the behavioral science and psychological communities.  He saw the process of action research as “never-ending based on trial, error, feedback, and learning” (Weisbord, p. 191).  While they did not know one another, Collier and Lewin shared a passion for applying scientific principles to social problems (French & Bell, 1999; Weisbord, 1987).


Decision making authority in systems.  In this MTFP, I used the five phases of consulting described by Block (1999).  The first phase, Entry and Contracting, is critical to the success of any consulting project.  This is the opportunity for both the client and the consultant clarify what they want from the project and from each other.  Project goals and specific measures of success are agreed upon in this phase and concerns on the part of the client should be surfaced (Block).

Phase 2 of Block’s (1999) process, Discovery and Data Collection, begins with moving from the “presenting problem” (p. 180) to the actual problem to be addressed in the consulting project.  Information about the client group and its impact on the change effort is gathered and assessed.  Data about the specific issue to be addressed is also gathered.  Block emphasized that data collection is not aimed at simple understanding of an issue.  “The purpose, then, of discovery is to mobilize action on a problem.  Action that will improve the organization’s functioning” (p. 176).

The next phase Block (1999) described is Feedback and the Decision to Act.  Connor (1992) viewed giving feedback, following the data collection phase, as the essence of the consultant’s role.  “The consultant’s primary task is to present the picture – that is 70 percent of the contribution you have to make” (p. 217).  In my MTFP, I presented feedback to the sponsor and targets following data collection in the form of raw data sorted into themes.  This led to the decision to proceed with a faculty survey.

Engagement and Implementation is Block’s (1999) fourth phase of consulting (p. 44).  This is where the action decided upon in Phase 3 actually occurs.  In the case of this MTFP, I conducted a survey of faculty to discover whether the department chair model of organization that was tested did or did not improve satisfaction on the part of faculty.

The final phase is Extension, Recycle, or Termination.  Here, the work of the project to date is reviewed and a determination of next steps is considered.  “Sometimes, it is not until after some implementation occurs that a clear picture of the real problem emerges.  In this case the process recycles and a new contract needs to be discussed” (Block, 1999, p. 7).  At the conclusion of the project at NTC, the sponsor indicated satisfaction with the results of my work and the project was terminated.

Micro-Level:  Technostructural Activities and Survey Feedback


Technostructural activities.  My primary organization development intervention in this project was survey feedback.  However, the survey feedback activity was based on the demonstration of a department chair model at NTC which constitutes a technostructural activity.  French and Bell (1999) defined technostructural activities as, “Activities designed to improve the effectiveness of organizational structure and job designs.  The activities may take the form of . . . experimenting with new organization structures and evaluating their effectiveness in terms of specific goals” (p. 151).  They expanded this definition as follows:

This class of interventions includes changes in how the overall work of the organization is divided into units, who reports to whom, methods of control, the spatial arrangements of equipment and people, work flow arrangements, and changes in communication and authority.  (p. 220)


The demonstration of a department chair model at NTC involved changes in who reported to whom, methods of control, and changes in communication and authority.  I then used a survey feedback intervention to evaluate the effectiveness of the demonstration in terms of the project goals that were set.


Survey feedback.  Survey feedback was invented by Floyd Mann in the 1950s when he was at the University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research (Weisbord, 1987).  During the course of surveying 8,000 Detroit Edison employees, Mann discovered that, “Face-to-face discussions, not the survey technique, was the key to constructive change” (p. 192).  Weisbord stated that Mann’s discovery “became the benchmark for effective surveys” (p. 192).  


Bunker and Alban (1997) described this intervention as:

 . . . an action research method that collects data about how the people in an organization view the organization and the functioning of their unit and other units.  It is also used to identify sources of ineffectiveness so attention can be paid to remedying the situation.  Consultants collect and analyze data and feed these data back to units that then take action to deal with the issues.  (p. 16)


Scholtes, Joiner, and Streibel (2003) wrote, “The use of data is a powerful problem solving tool” (p. 4.9).  Developing, administering, and analyzing the data from the faculty survey, followed by feedback to my sponsor, was the heart of this MTFP.  Scholtes, Joiner, and Streibel cited the importance of systematic problem solving that “involves collecting data and testing theories” (p. 4.30).  They also recommended, “When coming up with a solution, first try it on a small scale and analyze the results” (p. 4.30).   In this MTFP, the department chair model was tested with four instruction clusters after which the client group and I developed and administered a survey of faculty.


An organization called Creative Research Systems (2003) described seven steps in a survey project as:

1.  Establish the goals of the project – What you want to learn.
2.  Determine your sample – whom you will interview.
3.  Choose interviewing methodology – How you will interview.
4.  Create your questionnaire – What you will ask.
5.  Pre-test the questionnaire, if practical – Test the questions.
6.  Conduct interviews and enter data – Ask questions.
7.  Analyze the data – Produce the reports.  (p. 1)

I followed six of the seven steps recommended by Creative Research Systems (2004).  The step I did not follow was pre-testing the questionnaire.  This is a step I will include in future survey work as I can see the value of administering a questionnaire to a small number of people and then checking with them to see how they experienced the questions, meaning they made, and so forth.
Summary
In this chapter, I described the theories that informed my work with the client group and guided my intervention.  In chapter 3, I describe the project intervention.
CHAPTER 3
Intervention
Introduction

In this chapter, I describe each phase of action research as it applies to this project.  These phases include entry and contracting; discovery and dialogue; feedback and decision to act; engagement and implementation; and extension, recycle, or termination (Block, 1999).  The results of the intervention are discussed in chapter 4.  This chapter is organized around the phases of action research.
Entry and Contracting
In November 2003, I met with NTC President, Susan, and Vice President for Human Resources, Bob, regarding my interest in conducting my master’s thesis field project (MTFP) at NTC.  I provided each of them with a detailed letter outlining the requirements of the project (see Appendix A).  Susan agreed to this request and directed me to work out a specific project with Bob.  I scheduled another meeting with Bob to discuss possible projects.  The first he suggested was a project to collaborate with Jack, Vice President of Instruction, in his efforts to test the benefits of implementing a department chair model of governance at the college.  I stated my interest in the project and Bob said he would check with Jack to gauge his interest.  He phoned me a few days later and said Jack was interested.

I phoned Jack and we made an appointment to meet.  I e-mailed him a copy of the project description letter I had given to Susan and Bob.  Based on Bob’s brief explanation of the project, I wrote a very preliminary MTFP proposal which I brought with me to our meeting on December 22, 2003.  We discussed the project in more detail, including the action research model I would be using, as required by the Leadership Institute of Seattle (LIOS).  I stressed that this was his project and I was a collaborator.  I did this because, as he suggested specific steps, he would preface his comments with phrases such as, “If you want to” or “If that works for you.”
The project was intended to fulfill an element of the college’s Master Strategic Leadership Plan for 2002–2007 which called for establishing criteria for assessing the current and alternate organization structures, performing an assessment, and adopting the best model.   Further, Jack and the deans expected the department chair model to address a number of areas of dissatisfaction expressed by faculty in an employee satisfaction survey conducted in May 2003. Jack stated that the four deans are overworked and do not have time to do some of the essential work they are supposed to do, such as improving course design and interacting with business and industry stakeholders.  They were authorized by Susan and her cabinet to demonstrate the model during the Winter 2004 quarter.  My role was to facilitate the assessment of the demonstration which Jack didn’t believe he had time to do adequately.  
Following my initial meeting with Jack, I finalized my MTFP proposal.  I then met with Jack and the four deans to review my proposal as an overview of the project and my role.  Again, I was told that the deans need assistance with some administrative and supervisory duties in order to increase their effectiveness, a primary reason they were interested in a department chair model.  My agenda for that meeting included verifying Susan’s (sponsor) buy-in for the project.  I later learned first hand what Block (1999) meant when he wrote:

One of the ground rules of consulting is that you cannot contract with someone who is out of the room.  If there are major actors not present as you are setting up a project, you can’t assume that they support the project until you actually meet with them. (p. 70)

While I had Susan’s support to engage in a project, I learned much later that she was not supportive of this project.
Discovery and Dialogue
For the first phase of data collection, I interviewed each of the four instruction division deans individually.  I reviewed the results of these interviews for themes.  A review of my interview notes revealed an emphasis on considering the potential impact of the department chair model on the college’s key stakeholders.  Also present were what the deans believe to be the key factors for evaluation of the department chair model.  I prepared a summary of the data for interpretation and consideration by the project sponsors (see Appendix B).

This information was presented to the sponsor and sustaining sponsors in data feedback meetings described later in this chapter.  I believe that the project was structured to address the presenting problem, “Deans have too much work to do to be effective.”  I was inducted into this approach for the first several months of the project.  I contend that the problem solving process used by the client group had a glaring weakness in the area of generating and evaluating alternatives.  The proposal to Susan and her cabinet, prepared by Jack and the deans, cites information gathered from other technical colleges in the state which indicate varying degrees of faculty involvement in administrative functions but no department chair model.  Rather than identifying a variety of options for improving the organization structure, the department chair model was chosen and tested.

I considered the initial client group to be in the “performing” stage as described by Tuckman and Jensen (1977).  Jack and the deans, Abby, Dan, Jeannette, and Linda subscribed to the college’s mission, vision, and values as evidenced in their development of the organizational redesign and demonstration of a department chair model around the college’s Strategic Leadership Plan, 2002 – 2007.  They were task focused and appeared to work well together.  As an example, Abby did not have a role in the actual demonstration of the department chair model, yet she participated fully in preparation of the project proposal and in meetings with me.  

The demonstration.  The demonstration consisted of three acting department chairs, two from the Industrial Trades Program and one from the Academics Program.  One of the acting department chairs, Ken from the Aviation Maintenance program, had been serving as a department chair since December 2002, albeit informally.  Ken was fully released from instruction duties in order to handle overseeing of the college’s satellite campus which has no other administrative presence, maintenance of the flight school, and administrative (department chair) duties.  I do not know the extent to which his role was formalized with faculty for the demonstration period.

The other two acting department chairs began their duties at the beginning of the Winter Quarter 2004.  Dwight, an instructor in the industrial trades program, was intended to be released from instruction duties for two hours per day but the nature of his duties as a lab instructor didn’t require any specific release time.  Dwight indicated he was able to accomplish the department chair duties throughout the day.  Dennis was the acting department chair in the Academics Program during the one quarter demonstration of the department chair model and was given one day per week (20%) release time.  

Significant event.  On a Friday afternoon in February, a week and a half before LIOS’ Module 2, I received a phone call from the assistant to the VP of Human Resources canceling a meeting I had scheduled with him to plan a focus group project (unrelated to my MTFP).  I was told the President wanted to hold off at this time.  Later that evening, when I got home, I had a message from the assistant to my MTFP sustaining sponsor canceling my meeting with him and directing me to call the college president.  I was dumbfounded.  What did this mean?  Was my project cancelled?  Had I done something wrong?  Had I offended some one?  Was this about me, about my project, or neither?  My anxiety shot sky high.  I was a week and a half away from the final deadline for an approved thesis proposal and mine appeared to be in jeopardy.

I got out the public phone directory and looked for phone numbers for anyone who might have an answer for me.  Waiting until Monday for an answer was too much for me to tolerate.  I was able to phone the home of the VP of Human Resources who was not there.  I left a message with his wife, explaining why I was calling and asking that he return my call.  I went through a roller coaster of emotions.  I rapidly moved to thinking of how I could get a new client, or write a new proposal for this client, and get it approved in time for module.  Then my thoughts would swing to the possibility that I might have to withdraw from school.  That would be terrible!  That would be a relief!

I reached the VP of HR on Saturday morning.  He explained that the VP of Instruction (my sustaining sponsor) had been let go the day before.  He said that the college president had never been all “warm and fuzzy” over the project this person was sponsoring and so the demonstration would be halted after the winter quarter and the model would not be implemented.  We talked about the impact on my project.  He said that if he could fill in, he would be happy to work with me to complete my project.  We discussed the implications briefly and agreed to meet the next week to figure out how to proceed.  When I hung up the phone, I was elated.  I really wanted to stay in the program and I wasn’t thrilled about the idea of trying to write a new proposal.

As I contemplated the situation, it occurred to me that the college president, my ultimate sponsor, may not be in favor of proceeding.  I could see a number of adverse consequences to her for continuing.  The more I thought about it, the more convinced I became that continuing the project was not a good idea.
Historically, I have been an impatient, action-oriented person.  The state of being in limbo has been torture for me and even bad news is preferred because it has some certainty.  My growth and personal development the past year or so made it possible for me to let go of the outcome of the situation.  I realized that there’s nothing I could do until I could speak to the college president.  I was genuinely able to set the issue aside until the time I could do something about it.  I sent an e-mail to my track lead, adjunct, and pro-consult leader describing the status of my project and asking what my options were.  I then set the issue aside until Monday.

On Monday, I spoke at length with the college president.  When the conversation began, she assured me that she was fine with my continuing.  She did state that she’s not in favor of the department chair model and did not intend to implement it.  It was then that I realized that a key element of any change effort, shared pain (Connor, 1992), was not present in this client system around the issue of adding department chairs to the instruction department of the college.  I told her that I had interviewed the four deans in the instruction department and that their collective view was that the department chair model would benefit them tremendously.  I asked her how they were responding to the termination of their boss and she said three were angry.  I shared my concern that going forward with the project to evaluate the demonstration of the department chair model might backfire on her.  If the deans think the model is better for them and they are angry that their supervisor, who championed the project on their behalf has been let go, it may exacerbate the situation if the results of the assessment of the department chair model indicate that the model is a good idea yet won’t be implemented.  We explored this at length and she stated her appreciation for my insights and concerns.  I told her that while I want to finish my project, I do not want to do so at her expense.

I then gave her an overview of the action research model, including the fact that my role is collaborative rather than expert.  I stated that all data collected would be shared with her and the acting VP of Instruction for joint diagnosis and action planning.  I stated that the data collection methodology, including specific survey questions, would be developed jointly.  My analysis would be based on an objective review of the data resulting from the survey, with a report on the outcome.  My role is not to recommend but rather to provide information for their decision making.  She told me she was very satisfied with this approach.  She said that while she is generally not in favor of the model, if the data shows that its implementation would be beneficial, then she would be open to considering it when their budget permitted.  She noted, at that point, that not completing my project could further antagonize the deans who may blame her for preventing an objective review of the demonstration.  We were both satisfied that I could proceed with the project.

It was at this juncture that I saw the storming phase of Tuckman and Jensen’s (1977) model in the larger group system consisting of the Instruction Department leaders as they interacted with the president and her cabinet.  While each group was cohesive and effective within themselves, I saw evidence of conflict, challenging of leadership, and perhaps even hidden agendas in the way they worked together.  I make this conclusion based on several factors.  

First is the fact that the VPI did not inform my project sponsor, Susan, as to the specific project I on which I would be working.  I discovered this later, after he had been fired, and after I also found out that Susan was never supportive of demonstrating the department chair model.  Next was the fact that the “pain” being addressed by the VPI and deans, that the deans were overworked and couldn’t perform effectively, wasn’t shared by Susan or her cabinet.  

I reported the outcome of our discussion to my track lead, adjunct, and pro-consult leader.  My adjunct and I spoke at length and she approved the revisions to my project (new sponsor, revised measures, revised analysis methodology).

Shortly after this conversation, I met with Susan and Debbie, the Acting Vice President for Instruction (VPI) who took over responsibility for the demonstration and the department chair model evaluation project.  We reviewed the project and revised its scope.  Susan had decided that the demonstration would be limited to one quarter, rather than two as had been desired by the instruction deans.  It was also agreed that Susan would re-sponsor the evaluation project with the deans and faculty in the instruction department.  She committed to considering the results of this project, including expected cost-effectiveness, in future decision making about the model.
Feedback and Decision to Act
Feedback to Sponsors


I met on March 17, 2004 with the Susan and Debbie (the sponsor and sustaining sponsor) to review the collated data.  I presented them with the results of my interviews with the four division deans.  I also updated them on my project status and next steps.  Susan reaffirmed the project’s goal and approved my moving forward with data feedback to the deans.  She indicated that she was skeptical about the deans’ claims of being overworked.  In addition, she said she does not believe that department chairs would be more cost effective than just hiring another dean, and she didn’t support adding another layer in the organization structure.  She approved my conducting a survey of faculty to gather data on the department chair model demonstration that would be complete at the end of March.  

I raised the possibility of an intervention with her and the deans to address any lingering issues resulting from the termination of the VP of Instruction.  She stated that because she will be hiring a new VP, and one of the deans had resigned and another was looking for work, she didn’t see the value in it.  

At the conclusion of the meeting, I asked for concurrence with presenting the same data to the deans.  The president said she agreed and I made arrangements with the Acting VPI to attend her staff meeting in mid-April.

Feedback to Client Group
I met with the acting vice president for instruction and the four deans I had interviewed.  I presented them with the same report I had shared with the college president.  I described the data themes that I had identified.  They expressed satisfaction with the accuracy of my feedback.  We then reviewed the project goal and agreed to change the word “provide” to “identify” so that the goal statement would now read, “To identify the most effective organizational structure for instruction to support excellence.”

We reviewed the original measures and they decided that the focus of these measures should be on faculty rather than on deans.  The revised measures were:  (a) increased faculty satisfaction with support and assistance by deans, (b) increased faculty participation in college required activities, (c) increased time for faculty to focus on quality instruction and program design, (d) improved communication between faculty and administration, (e) increased faculty satisfaction with level of participation in decision making, and (f) improved cost effectiveness as compared to hiring an additional dean.
I asked if they believe these factors could be assessed by way of a faculty survey and they stated that they could.  Originally, I had planned to survey two groups of faculty, one that had had a department chair and one that did not.  I suggested expanding that to three groups of faculty in the industrial trades division: one that had a department chair for about one year, one that had a department chair for one quarter, and one that did not have a department chair.  They concurred with my suggestion.  The target date for the survey was mid-May.  The college’s institutional researcher distributed the survey electronically which aided greatly in analyzing the results.  I was referred to staff in the college’s institutional research department to assist me.

The survey was intended to produce information about whether the department chair model is the most effective organizational model for the college, as measured by faculty satisfaction and cost-effectiveness.  It was agreed that the survey would use the term department chair on the questionnaire given to those who had one and dean for those who did not.  

Engagement and Implementation

Following the data feedback meetings with the project sponsor, sustaining sponsor, and the client group, I prepared for the implementation phase of the project.  In this project, the implementation falls into the technostructural or structural activities family of organization development interventions (French & Bell, 1999).

Prior to finalizing the survey questionnaire that would be the basis for assessing the effectiveness of the department chair model demonstration, I conducted two additional interviews.  I spoke with the two faculty members in the Industrial Trades Department who had served as acting department chairs.  In one case, Ken, the department chair in the aviation maintenance program, had been acting in that capacity since December 2002 without the knowledge of the college president, Susan.  Ken was released from all instruction duties and served full time managing facilities and security issues, flight school maintenance, and administrative (department chair) duties at the college’s southern branch campus.  He described his role as critical because there is no other administrative presence at the branch campus.  These interviews were revealing to me in relation to the absence of shared pain issue that I identified as impacting this project.  I noted that the decision by Jack to give Ken this assignment without concurrence from Susan resulted in a lost opportunity to gain her support, thus depriving her of any understanding of the need for Ken’s role.
The faculty survey.  The information gleaned from the deans, together with interview results from the two acting department chairs in the industrial trades program, were used by the client group and I to develop a survey for faculty.  There were actually two versions of the survey--one aimed at faculty in the Industrial Trades Program who had worked under the department chair model and one for Industrial Trades faculty who did not participate in the demonstration.  Since all of these faculty members report to the same instructional dean, it was agreed that comparing their degrees of satisfaction with their particular leadership model would be instructive.  The surveys, shown in Appendix C and Appendix D, were intended to assess the extent to which the demonstration of the department chair model met the agreed upon evaluation criteria.


The surveys were finalized by Frank, the college’s institutional researcher, and transmitted electronically to 32 faculty.  The survey was available on-line, through the college’s intranet, for 11 days and 15 faculty responded.  Of those, 9 faculty worked under the department chair model and 6 were under the traditional dean structure.  The survey results and analysis are described in chapter 4.
Extension, Recycle, or Termination


Once I concluded the analysis of the survey data, including statistical testing for validity, I prepared a final report for the project sponsors.  The report, numbering 15 pages, included a summary of the project’s purpose, goals, and measures; an overview of the department chair model demonstration; and the results and analysis of the faculty survey.  I was intentional about describing the survey results in non-valuing terms.  I wanted the results to speak for themselves.  

I presented the report to Susan and Debbie in August 2004.  We went over the introductory material rather quickly, spending the majority of our time on the survey results.  Both Susan and Debbie expressed surprise at the faculty responses which overwhelmingly indicated less satisfaction on the part of faculty members who had worked under the department chair model, as compared to faculty who worked under the traditional dean structure.  Based on the case for the department chair model that had been made originally by Jack and the four instruction department deans, they had assumed that faculty would prefer the department chair model.  
Here, again, was evidence that there was an absence of shared pain (Connor, 1992).  I was well aware of Susan’s position that the model would not improve performance and now the data indicated that the faculty agreed.  Left in the middle were the original proponents, consisting of Jack and the four deans.  By the end of the project, Jack and two of the four deans had left the college.  It was at this final project meeting that I realized, and shared with Susan and Debbie, the department chair model was a solution looking for a problem.
This situation also illustrates the model of organizations described by Oshry (1992).  At NTC, the president and her cabinet are what Oshry described as Tops, the deans are Middles, faculty and classified staff are Bottoms, and students are the organization’s Customers.  The mission of Middles is to please both Tops and Bottoms, often pleasing neither.  In this case, the deans, supported by Jack, were apparently responding to requests from faculty for additional assistance in fulfilling their instruction duties, while also responding to the administration’s desire to achieve instructional excellence.  Oshry described Middles as hard workers who are under pressure to meet the needs of Tops and Bottoms.  He stated, “They begin to doubt themselves.  Sometimes they burn out trying to be fair” (p. 71).  It’s not surprising then, that two of the four deans left the college and that Jack, a Top who aligned himself with the Middles, was fired.

Susan and Debbie both expressed that the report would be enormously useful to them in two ways.  First, by sharing the survey results with the remaining deans and faculty, they could put to rest the notion that a department chair organization structure would add value at NTC.  Secondly, the report would be used in their accreditation process as evidence that they followed through on the element of the strategic plan calling for a review of the organization structure in the instruction department.

At the end of the meeting, I asked whether they were satisfied with the results of the project and my role as consultant and both Susan and Debbie said that they were.  Susan also stated that once I have completed my thesis paper, she would like to engage me to conduct the another project.  Based on the client’s expressed satisfaction and statement that she would hire me again, the project had come to a satisfactory end for both the client and me.

Summary

In this chapter, I describe the five phases of action research that I used in this project including entry and contracting, discovery and dialogue, feedback and decision to act, engagement and implementation, and extension, recycle or termination.  In chapter 4, I discuss the results of the survey and the statistical testing I conducted for validity.
CHAPTER 4

Results

Introduction


In this chapter, I discuss the results of the survey of faculty regarding satisfaction with the organization structures of a department chair or dean.  I also describe the statistical testing that I conducted to ensure the validity of the survey data that I had collected.
Project Goal and Measures


This action research project was organized around evaluating the effectiveness of a demonstration of a department chair (DC) model at NTC.  The project’s revised goal was “To identify the most effective organization structure for instruction to support excellence.”  In order to determine whether the project goal gets met, the following measures were agreed upon:  (a) increased faculty satisfaction with support and assistance by deans, (b) increased faculty participation in college required activities, (c) increased time for faculty to focus on quality instruction and program design, (d) improved communication between faculty and administration, (e) increased faculty satisfaction with level of participation in decision making, and (f) improved cost effectiveness as compared to hiring an additional dean.
Statistical Testing of the Data
A survey questionnaire was administered to two groups of faculty: those who worked under the department chair model and those who worked under the traditional dean structure.  The survey sample is considered random because all members of the instruction department faculty had an equal opportunity to participate.  In order to show the equivalency of the two samples, I conducted a Chi Square test of the null hypothesis.  In this project, the null hypothesis is that there is no difference between the two samples and that both are valid for inferring results for the entire population (all faculty in the instruction department) (Swanson, 2002).
The Chi Square test is a non-parametric test.  That is, it is a test based on probability relationships without regard for specifics about the underlying population.  It is often used to determine homogeneity of data, in this case the two samples of faculty (Swanson, 2002).  By using this test, I was able to verify that the two sets of data are the same, thus accepting the null hypothesis.  The detailed calculations for this test are shown in Appendix D.
Survey Results

Figure 2 shows the number of faculty who either agreed or strongly agreed with each question, separated by whether they worked under the department chair (DC) model or the traditional dean structure.  Analysis of the data follows the figure.

	Question #
	Question
	DC Model

# who agree or 

strongly agree
	DC Model

% who agree or
strongly agree
	Dean Model

# who agree or
strongly agree
	Dean Model

% who agree or
strongly disagree

	1.
	I receive adequate assistance from my department chair/dean in developing high quality educational programs.
	3 of 9
	33%
	5 of 6
	84%

	2.
	I have adequate access to my department chair/dean.
	2 of 9
	22%
	4 of 6
	67%

	3.
	My department chair/dean involves faculty in developing resource requests and corresponding budgets.
	1 of 9
	11%
	3 of 6
	50%

	4.
	I am satisfied with the level of participation I have in decision making within my department.
	2 of 9
	22%
	3 of 6
	50%

	5.
	My department chair/dean consistently communicates information regarding college matters.
	3 of 9
	33%
	4 of 6 
	66%

	6.
	Having a formal, permanent department chair would improve my ability to provide excellent classroom instruction.
	2 of 9
	22%
	2 of 6
	34%

	7.
	My department chair/dean effectively communicates faculty perspectives and concerns to the administrative team.
	1 of 9
	11%
	2 of 6
	34%

	8.
	Faculty members are appropriately involved in decision making.
	0 of 9
	0%
	3 of 6
	50%

	9.
	I am satisfied with my level of involvement in policy development.
	0 of 9
	0%
	3 of 6
	50%

	10.
	My department chair regularly reviews the programs I teach for effectiveness.
	2 of 9
	22%
	5 of 6
	84%

	11.
	My department chair/dean communicates the reasons for resource allocations.
	1 of 9
	11%
	3 of 6
	50%

	12.
	The timeliness of decision making in my department is FRUSTRATING to me.
	3 of 9
	33%
	3 of 6
	50%

	13.
	A formal, permanent department chair would be more effective in dealing with student concerns than a dean.
	3 of 9
	33%
	1 of 6
	17%

	14.
	The leadership structure in my department supports my participation in college required activities outside the classroom.
	2 of 9
	22%
	4 of 6
	67%

	15.
	I have adequate support with such things as program notebooks, book orders, and scheduling.
	1 of 9
	11%
	3 of 6
	50%


Figure 2.  Summary of Survey Results
Analysis of the Survey Results

While there are many ways the data could be analyzed, I chose to consider the extent to which the survey responses indicate agreement or strong agreement with the survey questions in light of the five evaluation criteria related to faculty satisfaction.  A discussion of cost effectiveness, the sixth evaluation criteria agreed upon, will follow.  No attempt is made to speculate about reasons for the responses as this is outside the scope of this project.

Increased faculty satisfaction with support and assistance by deans is the first measure for assessing the effectiveness of the DC model.  Survey questions 1, 2, 10, 12, and 13 were designed to elicit information about this measure.  

In question 1, one third of those with a DC agreed or strongly agreed that they have adequate assistance in developing programs, compared to 84% of those with a dean.   Similarly, 22% of respondents believe they have adequate access to their department chair, compared to 67% with a dean (question 2.).  This suggests that the demonstration did not result in improved assistance and access by a department chair.  

Question 10 also produced significantly lower satisfaction for the DC (22% agreed) than the dean (84% agreed) regarding program reviews.  Question 13 addresses timeliness of decision making and, in this case, faculty with a DC indicated less frustration with decision making than those with a dean (33% compared to 50%).  A direct question about the effectiveness of a DC in dealing with student concerns as compared to a dean resulted in disagreement, with four out of 15 respondents indicating agreement.  

Increased faculty participation in college required activities was the second agreed upon measure.  Only question 14 addressed this issue.  Two out of nine respondents (22%) with a DC agreed that the leadership structure in their department supported their participation in college related activities outside the classroom.  For those with a dean, the agreement rate was 67%.  
Increased time for faculty to focus on quality instruction and program design was measured through questions 6 and 15.  Question 6 is direct:  “Having a formal, permanent department chair would improve my ability to provide excellent classroom instruction.”  The response was “disagree” by both groups of faculty.  For those who had the experience of a DC, two of nine agreed and two of six agreed from those with a dean.

In question 15, respondents are asked whether respondents agree that they have adequate support with such things as program notebooks, book orders, and scheduling.  For those with a DC, one respondent out of nine agreed (11%) while 50% of those with a dean agreed.  

Improved communication between faculty and administration was addressed in four questions.  In question 5, respondents were asked the degree to which they agree that their DC or dean communicates information regarding college matters.  The results show one third of those with a department chair agreeing compared to two thirds of those with a dean.  

For question 7, regarding the extent their department chair or dean communicates faculty perspectives and concerns to the administrative team, one respondent in the DC model demonstration and one with a dean agreed.  Thirteen out of 15 faculty responding to this survey disagree that their perspectives are represented effectively by either the department chair or dean.  Satisfaction with the DC model was similarly low with regard to communicating reasons for resource allocations (Q. 11).  One respondent with a department chair agreed (11%) while half of those with a dean agreed.

Increased faculty satisfaction with level of participation in decision making is the final satisfaction measure for this demonstration.  The issue of participation by faculty was raised in the employee satisfaction survey, and addressing faculty concerns in this area was given as an advantage of the DC model.  It is in this area, however, that those with a DC give their lowest ratings.

Question 3 is, “My department chair/dean involves faculty in developing resource requests and corresponding budgets.”  Half of those with a dean agree with this while one of nine with a DC agreed.  In question 4,  22% of those with a DC indicate satisfaction with their level of participation in decision making while 50% of those with a dean are satisfied.  It could easily be argued that 50% agreement leaves 50% disagreement.  It is the purpose of this project to determine whether a DC model, as demonstrated in the winter of 2004, produces more satisfaction that a dean structure.  The question of whether the dean model itself is best is outside the scope of this project.

To the questions, “Faculty members are appropriately involved in decision making” and “I am satisfied with my level of involvement in policy development” no one under the DC model agreed.  This compares with half of those with a dean.

Cost Effectiveness

In their original proposal seeking approval of a DC model, instruction division staff indicated that the 12 total department chairs they were seeking would be compensated by way of release time from instructional duties.  They estimated that back filling for the 20% of each faculty members’ instruction time would cost $78,844 per year.  According to Valerie, Vice President of Finance, the cost incurred would be the essentially the same whether the faculty chose to be released, and therefore, have to be replaced, or whether they chose a stipend.  Her financial analysis, shown in Appendix E, indicates that this approach would cost over $133,000, rather than the $78,000 estimate in the proposal.

Conclusion
There were a number of factors that may have influenced the outcome of this evaluation.  Certainly the change in leadership mid-way through the demonstration is one.  The change included the departure of the Vice President of Instruction and two of the four deans, three of the five key players.  Perhaps the demonstration wasn’t long enough.  Faculty may not have had adequate direction, support, training, and authority to make a better impact.  None of these things is known for certain.  

It is certain that this demonstration did not result in increased satisfaction on the part of faculty with a DC and, in fact, this group was more often dissatisfied than those with a dean.

Summary


In this chapter, I described the results of the survey of faculty regarding satisfaction with the organization structures of a department chair or dean and the statistical testing I conducted.  In chapter 5, I describe the influence my, history, skills, and predispositions had on the project.
CHAPTER 5
Personal Impact

Introduction
In this chapter, I describe the influence my history, skills, and predisposition had on the outcome of my MTFP.  I focus on my family and culture of origin, my ABS practitioner learnings, issues of my personal authority, and my predisposed tendencies.  I will examine these issues through the lens of Goleman’s (1998) Emotional Competence Framework, the Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B) instrument, the Kolb Learning Style Inventory, and the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument.

Family of Origin


As the child of a depressed and alcoholic mother and often absent father, I became hyper-responsible at a very early age.  I was the oldest child, with a younger sister, until a brother I had not known came to live with us when I was six and he was 12 years old.  He lived with us till he was 18, making me an oldest child until age six, a middle child from age 6 to age 12, and an oldest again from age 12 on.  I have little recollection of my brother being around.  I do remember being responsible for caring for my mother, my sister, our home, and myself.  Kerr and Bowen (1988) described “overfunctioning” as, “The overfunctioning person is typically one who feels responsible for the emotional well-being of others and who works to compensate for perceived (real or imagined) deficits in their functioning” (p. 56).  My overfunctioning as a child led to my overfunctioning as an adult.  I do not think this adversely affected my MTFP.  Rather, I think the positive dimensions, including confidence, competence, an action-orientation, and time management skills, contributed to the success of the project.

Another impact of my family of origin on my work as an ABS practitioner is my ability to present a calm, confident, and poised appearance.  I learned to disguise the effects on me of the violence, absence of effective parenting, and uncertainty that existed in my home.  This quality has been the source of much work on my part in the past year and a half at LIOS as I strive to increase congruence and authenticity between my inner state and my outward presentation.  This calm affect has generally served to give others the impression that I am serious and in control.  Unfortunately, it sometimes results in others finding me intimidating.  I have no information to suggest that this was an issue in my MTFP.  
Culture of Origin


My parents were raised on farms, my mother in Mississippi, my father in Missouri, by white parents.  I lived in various places in the U.S. and Okinawa where my military father was stationed until we settled in the Pacific Northwest when I was nine years old.  My father’s career in the U.S. Air Force was a strongly felt part of our culture.  The values of patriotism, duty, and service were paramount to my father.  My parents were raised with strong racial prejudices and racial slurs were common in my childhood, from my father in particular.  The other thing my father valued highly was education.  He was committed to my sister and me graduating from college.  He often told us we could do anything and be anything that we set our minds to and worked hard for.  


In spite of this upbringing, I chose to interact with people who were different from me at an early age and have spent my adult life living multi-culturally.  My children  are of White, Black, and Japanese ancestry and I have close friends of different races.  My client system consisted of all White people except the Vice President of Human Resources who is an Filipino.  I did not experience race, nationality, or culture issues in my MTFP but do believe that I have a large capacity to notice and act on those when they are present.

Personal Authority

Williamson (1991) described personal authority as being about “taking personal responsibility for all of life’s experiences and outcomes” (p. 268).  I learned, at too early an age, what Williamson described as, “A profound emotional acknowledgement that in the last resort there is no place to go but to the self” (p. 256).  I identified strongly with my father, who I saw as strong and capable, and resisted identifying with my mother, who I saw as weak and needy.  This identification, coupled with my upbringing, resulted in my growing toward self-reliance in most aspects of my life.
I am predisposed to expect to overcome obstacles and solve problems.  I am resilient and adaptable.  This showed up in my MTFP when I learned that my sustaining sponsor had been terminated, and I didn’t know whether my project would survive.  Initially, I was nearly panic-stricken.  My achievement needs were threatened.  I was temporarily fearful that I would fail, both the MTFP and graduate school.  Within a day, I turned my attention to how to proceed if this particular project fell through.  In my subsequent conversation with my sponsor, I explored what I thought might be negative consequences to her if I proceeded and was open to starting a different project.  I’m glad it wasn’t necessary to change projects but I was prepared to do so.

One adverse consequence of my self-confidence and self-reliance in my MTFP led to my thinking that I could proceed with the project outlined by the sustaining sponsor without checking back with Susan to verify sponsorship for the particular project.  This was a mistake and could well have undermined the project.  This is an area where I will need to be mindful of the need to work collaboratively with the client system and not try to do the work myself.  In terms of my personal development, I am committed to moving beyond personal authority which Williamson (1991) described as follows:
It is essential to go through the hard work of creating a self that one is able to experience as existing with some degree of continuity and independence from the rest of the universe.  Having achieved this sense of self, the next step may be to consider giving up or “losing” that self in the interest of the greater good.  This means giving up the self as the primary and controlling reference point in all choices and for all decisions.  (p. 265)

Letting go of my self-reliance is a challenge for me, especially because, in many ways, it serves me well.  I choose to regard this as a strength taken too far, and to expand my openness to support from others, while retaining the positive aspects of being capable, competent, professional, and action-oriented.

The Emotional Competence Framework


Goleman (1998) described three elements of personal competency:  self awareness, including emotional awareness; accurate self-assessment and self confidence; self regulation which includes self control, trustworthiness, conscientiousness, adaptability, and innovation; and motivation which includes achievement drive, commitment, initiative, and optimism.  I believe that my strengths lie in the qualities Goleman associated with motivation, and I think this quality served me well in my MTFP.  I was organized, prepared, articulate, and resilient when the project appeared to be in jeopardy, and I accomplished the task within the time recommended by LIOS.

My growing edges in Goleman’s (1998) Emotional Competence Framework lie in some aspects of the elements of self awareness and self regulation.  I have made great strides in the areas of emotional awareness, accurate self-assessment, and tempering self-confidence with openness to other perspectives.  And, while I have long been adaptable, conscientious, and innovative, I see myself as having greatly increased self control and trustworthiness.  By self control, I refer to reactivity, which was a serious barrier to my effectiveness prior to my attending LIOS.  Trustworthiness refers to my belief that my peers have come to trust my intentions when I speak and to be confident of my commitment to their health and well-being.  These factors are essential to my effectiveness as an ABS practitioner.  The only instance where I experienced myself as reactive in the course of my MTFP was when I feared the project would be ended.  I believe that telephoning the project sponsor and the Vice President for Human Resources at home on Friday evening and again on Saturday demonstrated a lack of self control, though neither of them suggested that they thought so.  I think it would have been more professional if I had contacted them on a regular work day and managed my own anxiety in the meantime.

Inventory of Interpersonal Needs
The Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B) instrument (Consulting Psychologists Press) is based on the work of Will Schutz, and it measures three interpersonal needs of human beings on a scale of 0 low to 9 high.  One axis is directed at the elements of inclusion, control, and affection.  The other measures the extent to which those elements are expressed and wanted.  My scores on this instrument are shown in Figure 3.
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	Control
	Affection
	

	expressed 

behavior
	eI
5
	eC

3
	eA

4
	Total Expressed

12

	wanted

behavior
	wI

0
	wC

3
	wA

5
	Total Wanted

8

	
	Total Inclusion

5
	Total Control

6
	Total Affection

9
	Overall

20


Figure 3.  FIRO-B Scores for Mary Ann Jackson

My results for total inclusion indicated a mid-range score of 5.  The expressed element, what I prefer to do and what others see me do, was 5, while the degree to which I indicated I wanted others to initiate was 0.  This latter element has changed and the change is related to the personal authority discussion earlier in this chapter.  I have become aware of, and open to, my need to be included at the initiation of others.  The element of total control showed my scores in both expressed and wanted behavior as 3 and for total affection my score was 9, 4 in expressed and 5 in wanted closeness, warmth, and sensitivity.  It’s been about a year and a half since I completed this assessment and I’m certain my score would be different today in the element of “wanted inclusion.”  I believe that this issue contributed to my failure to ensure sponsorship for the specific project I was going to do.  I simply didn’t have an interpersonal need to check back with Susan once she gave the go-ahead for me to conduct my project in her organization.  
Conflict Style

Thomas and Kilmann (1974) developed an instrument to determine how individuals may be expected to behave in conflict situations.  The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument (TKI) is a two-dimensional model, assessing assertiveness and cooperativeness.  Assessing expected behavior along these two dimensions resulted in Thomas and Kilmann describing five “conflict-handling modes” (p. 7).  These five modes are competing, collaborating, compromising, avoiding, and accommodating.  In my MTFP, there was a conflict in terms of support for the department chair model between my project sponsor and the sustaining sponsor and client group.  According to the TKI, my preferred style is “collaborating.”  I believe that I was effective in balancing the needs and interests of those on both sides of the issue and that, as a result of my intervention, even those who may not get the outcome they desired will feel that their voices were heard and considered in the decision-making process.
Feedback From Sponsors

I received feedback on several occasions during the course of this MTFP.  The first came when Susan indicated her willingness to allow me to conduct my project in her organization.  She expressed her confidence in me and said she was happy I had chosen to conduct my project at NTC.  Later, in the data feedback meetings, first to Susan and Debbie, then to the four deans, I was told that the work I had done was accurate and useful.  When I presented the results of my data analysis, both Susan and Debbie expressed their appreciation and stated that the report I prepared would be very useful for them.  Susan specifically said that she was very pleased with the work I had done and its value for her decision making.  

Next, in chapter 6, I will summarize the system, goals, nature of the intervention, and results from my MTFP; a summary of my learning; and the conclusions I reached about my success.
CHAPTER 6

Summary and Conclusions

Introduction

In this chapter, I provide a summary of the project, conclusions about the factors that moved the project toward success, and a summary of my learning.

Project Summary


The client organization was Northwest Technical College (NTC) located in Western Washington.  There are approximately 3,500 students enrolled in training programs and 18,000 participating in extended learning courses.  The technical college sector of higher education has a broad mission and must, by State law, offer career training, basic literacy skill training, and personal and professional enrichment courses.  My project sponsor was Susan, president of NTC, and my sustaining sponsor was, initially, Jack, the Vice President of Instruction and then later, Debbie, the acting Vice President of Instruction.


Jack and the four instruction division deans who report to him, Linda, Dan, Abby, and Jeannette, planned to test a department chair model of organization in the instruction department.  My project involved using an action research approach in order to assist in assessing the effectiveness of the model as demonstrated at NTC.  We jointly established a goal for the project, as well as specific measures to indicate whether or not the goal was achieved.  

I interviewed the four division deans in order to gather data on the issues they believed relevant to the assessment of the model’s effectiveness, as well as why they wanted a department chair model of organization implemented at the college.  I sorted the interview results into themes which I presented in writing, first to Susan and Debbie, and then later to Debbie, Linda, Dan, Abby, and Jeannette.  Following data collection, the project goal and measures were revised and a survey of faculty was agreed upon.

I conducted a survey of faculty satisfaction with the department chair model.  The survey was administered to two groups of faculty who worked for an acting department chair during the demonstration and one group who had the traditional dean structure.  All three groups reported to the same dean.  I summarized the survey and presented the results, in the form of a written report, to Susan and Debbie.  I deliberately used non-value words in my analysis of the survey results, preferring that the data speak for itself.  The data indicated that faculty with an acting department chair were less satisfied than those who reported to a dean.

Mid-way through my project, my sustaining sponsor was terminated from his position and Debbie became the acting VPI and the project’s new sustaining sponsor.  Before the end of the project, two of the instruction division deans had left the college.  Typically, in a survey feedback intervention, I would have been expected to provide feedback to the client group, following feedback to the sponsor.  Given the sensitivity of this issue, due to the termination and resignations of three of the five original client group, and the absence of support for the project by Susan, I did not do so.  Susan and Debbie stated that they would share the report with the two remaining deans, as well as the newly hired vice president for instruction when he came aboard.

Conclusions

I believe that there are a number of factors that moved this project to a successful conclusion and one that put the project in serious jeopardy.  In spite of the personnel turnover that occurred during my project, I still believe that NTC is a vibrant, high-functioning organization with a strong and capable leader.  The organization’s clear mission, vision, values, goals, and measures serve to provide a strong framework for decision making and strategic planning.  Had this not existed, the departure of three vice presidents and two instruction division deans could have seriously crippled the smooth functioning of the college’s administrative function.  Instead, personnel in acting positions had clear roadmaps to keep their programs on track.

The action research model served me extremely well and I believe that following it closely was a factor in the success of the project.  I was able to articulate the stages of the project in the initial sponsorship meeting, and later with the sustaining sponsor and targets.  This assured that all involved knew the steps I would follow and the role I would take.  The action research step of data feedback served to provide the sponsor and the client group with mid-project information and resulted in modifications to the project goals and measures.  A key element of action research is data feedback and one reason is providing an opportunity to revisit and, if needed, revise the project goals and measures.


The project included a significant event when the project’s sustaining sponsor was terminated and I feared that my project was in jeopardy.  I believe that the project was able to continue because of the frank discussion between Susan and me that occurred following Jack’s termination.  We talked openly about the pros and cons of continuing the project, considering potential impact on her, on me, and on the project targets.  Areas of concern were surfaced and discussed in detail.  As a result, Susan stated that she was very comfortable with my proceeding with the project and agreed to re-sponsor the project with the client group.  I chose to put the client’s needs ahead of my need for an approved project proposal, and the result was a win for both the client and me.


The termination of my sustaining sponsor could well have meant the end of my project, especially since I had failed to ensure support for this particular project with the sponsor.  Given that she was not intending to implement the department chair model, she could well have asked me to secure a different project.  I feel fortunate that this did not occur and the experience contributed greatly to my learning which I address in the next section of this paper.

My Learning
The Client Organization  
I have long believed in the benefits of organizational mission, vision, values, and strategic goals.  In this project, I was able to see how the presence of these factors, together with strong leadership, contributed to keeping the organization performing effectively through significant turnover.  Even though three of the college’s six vice presidents and two instruction division deans left the organization over a period of a few months, other staff were able to step in and continue the business of the college.
The Intervention Design  
Sponsorship. The most significant learning I have from this project is the importance of securing sponsorship from the person with the authority to sanction the change.  I mistook the support of the sustaining sponsor as evidence of real sponsorship.  I now know that he served as Advocate (Connor, 1992) which is a person who supports the change but lacks the authority to authorize its implementation.  I mistook Susan’s statements regarding her confidence in me and her desire to support my graduate school work as sponsorship of the particular project.  While I did specifically ask Jack if he had informed Susan about the specific work I would be doing, I failed to close that loop myself.  This will be invaluable to me in my future practice and I’m grateful that I got the learning without the adverse consequences that could have resulted.


Action research.  I learned a great deal about the effectiveness of action research as an approach to organization development.  I gained a deep appreciation for the cyclical, rather than linear, nature of action research.  While the model is necessarily divided into steps for understanding, the actual practice of action research is much more iterative.  I am satisfied with the way that the client group and I established a preliminary goal and corresponding measures and then modified both following data feedback.  
I was reminded of the value of being a collaborator rather than an expert.  I have such a strong background (24 years) in leadership positions within organizations that I have to resist the expert role.  I believe I was able to do this adequately in this project but I know that I must remain mindful of my predisposition for making decisions and taking action.   My experience in this project will serve as a reminder of the value of participation by the change Targets and the importance of leaving the job of meaning-making primarily to the client system.  This was most evident in this project in the data feedback stage when I shared with the deans what I heard them say in our interviews.  My role was to summarize the data into themes, but the words were theirs.  In the meeting, I did not say, “This is what I now know about your system.”  Rather, I said, “This is what I think you said.  Is it accurate?”  I believe this was effective and contributed to the project’s success.
Survey design.  The element of the project that I am least satisfied with is the actual design of the survey.  There is a lot about the survey design process that was effective, including basing it on information gleaned in interviews with the client group, tying the questions back to the project goal, and continually asking myself, “What will the response to this question tell me?”  The three areas where I believe I could have been more effective are the instructions to respondents, pre-testing the questionnaire, and including room for additional comments.  As I think back on the survey development, I am aware that I waited too long to develop and administer the survey and, in my rush to get it to the intended participants before they left campus for summer break, I didn’t give adequate attention to the phrasing of the instructions, testing the wording of the questions, and inviting participants to supply information to expand upon or clarify their responses.

If I were to do this project over again, I would craft a set of instructions that gave the respondents more detail about why the survey was being administered and be explicit about the fact that the demonstration period was over, but it was intended that they answer the questions about their experience during the demonstration.  It may have been confusing to faculty to answer questions about a department chair who was no longer acting in that capacity and a dean who had left the college.  I also would pre-test the questionnaire with faculty similar to those who were involved in the project.  Key to this step would be asking the test respondents to tell me their understanding of each question to ensure that the questions were perceived as intended.  And finally, I would invite the survey respondents to provide information that they deem relevant, regardless of whether the questionnaire addressed the area of their response.  I believe this was the most critical flaw in the process I used.  The college’s institutional researcher had suggested it to me and I had agreed but, in the rush to get the questionnaire to faculty, I missed this.
General measures.  An element of this project that was challenging for me was the difficulty in setting specific, operational goals.  The project did not lend itself to the kind of measures I am accustomed to in my professional experience.  My background is in public transit and, in that field, goals and measures are very specific and readily measured.  For example, a general goal to improve customer service would have operational measures such as customer complaints reduced by x percent and on-time performance increased to x percent.  I consulted with the sustaining sponsor to identify operational measures for the goal in this project but he was unable to identify any that I could actually measure and tie back to the project.  
Beginning with the end in mind.  This was advice from my pro-consult leader and it served me well in this project and, I expect, will in future ones.  He challenged our group to continually consider how each step in the process would be reflected in the end product of a change effort for the client and a thesis paper for us.  This benefited me in the design of my intervention as I repeatedly considered questions such as, “What does the client want to change?  How will we know?  What will it look like?  Can we measure the outcome?  Is it consistent with the client’s goals”?  Asking these questions over the course of the project helped ensure that I had a successful project that I am able to describe in this thesis paper.

Summary
In this chapter, I provided a summary of the project, conclusions about the factors that moved the project toward success, and a summary of my learning.

Closing Comments

The last two years, in the LIOS program, have been filled with hard work and hard-won learning, culminating in this Master’s Thesis.  I am deeply grateful to the LIOS faculty, my adjunct faculty, my pro-consult leader, my fellow students, my sponsor and client group, and those amazing theorists who inform our work.  I am proud of my accomplishments and intend to be an outstanding applied behavioral science practitioner.
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Appendix A
Letter to Potential Project Sponsor
November 19, 2003

Ms. Susan McClain, Ed.D.

President

Northwest Technical College

1000 Any Street.

Any City, WA

Dear Dr. McClain:

This letter outlines my request to conduct a Masters Thesis Project in collaboration with you and your staff.  I am currently a student at Bastyr University, earning candidacy towards an M.A. in Applied Behavioral Science with emphasis in Consulting and Coaching.  This thesis project is a planned and facilitated learning and change project.  I am offering to work in the practitioner role as a consultant to your organization to take action on some significant problem or issue to achieve goals identified by you as the thesis project sponsor.  Along with setting and working toward these goals, ways of qualitatively or quantitatively measuring progress toward the desired outcomes will be established.  A minimum of 40 hours contact with your organization is required for this project.

The purposes of the thesis project are:

· To provide real and meaningful service to your organization and,

· To provide a substantial learning opportunity for me as a practitioner to apply the knowledge and skills learned as an Applied Behavioral Scientist to your organization.

The specific phases and timing of the project are as follows:

November – December 2003
· Identify the sponsor (decision making authority) and client group.  Clarify relationships with the sponsor, client group and the practitioner.

· Entry and contracting:  Clarify the initial contract with the sponsor, including preliminary goals and ways of measuring achievement.  The precise goals or outcomes and methods emerge from a blending of sponsor’s goals, the practitioner’s talents, and staff concerns.

February  –  Mid-March 2004
· Data gathering and analysis:  Practitioner and sponsor establish method(s) of gathering information about the client group and their needs and specific change goals regarding the overall goals of the project and then factor those needs and goals into the work.

· Feedback and joint diagnosis:  The practitioner develops way to share information gathered with the sponsor and the client group and works with them to identify their interpretations of the data and to determine the priorities for this particular project.

· Joint goal setting and action planning:  The practitioner works with the sponsor to determine specific change goals and to review the approach to be used on working with the client group to meet the goals as established.  

Mid-March – April 2004

· Implementation:  The practitioner works with the client system in any number of ways to meet the identified goals; for example, process consultation, problem solving, conflict resolution, training, team building, coaching, and/or organizational transformation.
May – June 2004

· Evaluation of goal attainment:  Using the measurement schemes developed earlier, the practitioner must assess the changes accomplished, and not accomplished, during the project.

June – October 2004

· Thesis writing:  No action is required on the part of the sponsor organization at this point.  Practitioner writes, and rewrites, thesis for submission by mid-October 2004.

The following are the thesis project requirements of the sponsor/client:

· Provide the practitioner access to the key people who have a part in the problem the practitioner is being asked to address.

· An agreement that the practitioner will not be asked to evaluate the performance of the people who will be involved in the project.

· The commitment of the sponsor to proceed with the project.

· Willingness to collaborate.

The following are the thesis project requirements of the practitioner:

· Perform professional level work.

· Work collaboratively with the project team.

· Address problems to produce a substantial change.

· Assure attention is given both to the business/technical problem and the relationship.

· Maintain appropriate confidentiality and ethics.

My experience to date with you and your organization makes me confident that this project would be beneficial to Northwest Technical College and to me as I pursue this degree.  Thank you for your consideration and I will be happy to address and questions or concerns you may have.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann Jackson

2715 Sylvan Drive West

University Place, WA 98466

(253) 460-9373
Appendix B

Summary of Data Collected in Interviews With NTC Deans

Anticipated Impact on Deans 

· Time to get work done and done on time

· Turn-around of information and decisions more timely

· Increased time for field research

· Able to provide adequate guidance to faculty

· Adequate time to support advisory committees

· Time for class room observation and feedback to faculty

· Increased accessibility to students

· Time to assist with program marketing

· Increased time for program review activities

· More time for accreditation activities

· More time for program development (networking in the community)

· Enable deans to lead rather than manage

· Decrease time spent on student problems

Anticipated Impact on Faculty

· Increased assistance with program notebooks, student concerns, outcomes assessments, advisory committee development, book orders, and so forth
· Availability of deans to respond to urgent needs
· Increased access to deans
· Increased access to information about college business
· Able to focus on teaching 
· Faculty who feel they are  well supported will pass this on to students
· Will address concerns raised in the employee satisfaction survey
· May reduce faculty turn-over
· Support faculty desire for consistency between deans and divisions
· Provide a platform for faculty to be heard
· Address current state where employees are tired, stressed, and dissatisfied
Anticipated Impact on Students 

· Increased access to administrators

· Increased contact with faculty

· Improved service from CPTC

Anticipated Impact on CPTC and its Critical Performance Areas

· Reduced workload for program assistants

· More cost effective than hiring another dean

· Positive impact on instructional delivery

· Strengthening business and industry partnerships

· Increased attention to industry trends

· Increased attention to evaluating instructors

· Increased time to market programs

· Will allow the college to adapt to enrollment and faculty growth

· Improved teaching and learning

· May increase student retention

· More efficient allocation of resources due to increased communication (vs. individual silos)

Key Factors for Evaluation of the Department Chair Model

· Economic impact is paramount (must have a cost benefit)

· Benefits to faculty are key

· Faculty satisfaction will be the compelling driver (weighed against cost)

· Verification that this structure will actually result in more time spent on instruction

· Impact on development and implementation of new programs to generate increased enrollment

· Verification that the change has actually allowed the deans to lead rather than manage
Appendix C
Faculty Survey (with department chair)
June 2004

Please complete the attached survey regarding issues associated with the effectiveness of the organizational structure that exists in your department.  This survey is one part of an assessment of the most effective organization structure to support instructional excellence here at NTC.

1.  I receive adequate assistance from my department chair in developing high quality educational programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

2.  I have adequate access to my department chair.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

3.  My department chair involves faculty in developing resource requests and corresponding budgets.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

4.  I am satisfied with the level of participation I have in decision making within my department.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

5.  My department chair consistently communicates information regarding college matters.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

6.  Having a formal, permanent department chair would improve my ability to provide excellent classroom instruction.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

7.  My department chair effectively communicates faculty perspectives and concerns to the administrative team.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

8.  Faculty members are appropriately involved in decision making.

  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

F-A

9.  I am satisfied with my level of involvement in policy development.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

10.  My department chair regularly reviews the programs I teach for effectiveness.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

11.  My department chair communicates the reasons for resource allocation decisions.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

12.  The timeliness of decision making in my department is frustrating to me.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

13.  A formal, permanent department chair would be more effective in dealing with student concerns than a dean.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

14.  The leadership structure in my department supports my participation in college required activities outside the classroom.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

15.  I have adequate support with such things as program notebooks, book orders, and scheduling.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

Thank you for your participation!

Appendix D

Faculty Survey (with dean)
June 2004

Please complete the attached survey regarding issues associated with the effectiveness of the organizational structure that exists in your department.  This survey is one part of an assessment of the most effective organization structure to support instructional excellence here at NTC.

1.  I receive adequate assistance from my dean in developing high quality    educational programs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral    FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

2.  I have adequate access to my dean.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

3.  My dean seldom involves faculty in developing resource requests and corresponding budgets.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

4.  I am satisfied with the level of participation I have in decision making within my department.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

5.  My dean consistently communicates information regarding college matters.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

6.  Having a formal, permanent department chair would improve my ability to provide excellent classroom instruction.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

7.  My dean effectively communicates faculty perspectives and concerns to other members of the administrative team.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

8.  Faculty members are appropriately involved in decision making.

  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

F-A

9.  I am satisfied with my level of involvement in policy development.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

10.  My dean regularly reviews the programs I teach for effectiveness.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

11.  My dean communicates the reasons for resource allocation decisions.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

12.  The timeliness of decision making in my department is frustrating to me.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

13.  A formal, permanent department chair would be more effective in dealing with student concerns than a dean.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

14.  The leadership structure in my department supports my participation in college required activities outside the classroom.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

15.  I have adequate support with such things as program notebooks, book orders, and scheduling.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Neutral   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disagree   FORMCHECKBOX 
 Strongly Disagree

Thank you for your participation!
Appendix E

Financial Worksheet for Cost of the Department Chair Model

	
	Northwest Technical College
	
	
	
	

	
	Department Chair Model Estimate of Cost
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Annual
	
	
	

	
	Proposed
	Cost Per
	Cost Per
	Cost
	
	
	

	Division 
	No. of 
	Quarter
	Quarter
	Four
	
	
	

	Dean
	Div. Chairs
	Fall, Wtr., Spr.
	Summer
	Quarters
	
	
	

	Division 1
	5
	$ 12,322
	$ 10,081
	$ 47,047
	
	
	

	Division 2
	3
	$   7,393
	$    6,049
	$ 28,288
	
	
	

	Division 3
	3
	$   7,393
	$    6,049
	$28,228
	
	
	

	Division 4
	1
	$   2,464
	$    2,016
	$   9,409
	
	
	

	
	12
	$ 29,572
	$ 24,195
	$112,912
	
	
	

	
	
	       Benefits at 18%:
	$ 20,324
	
	
	

	
	
	       Total Cost:
	
	$133,236
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proposed Number of Division Chairs from Dunlap Proposal
	
	

	
	Average Full-Time Faculty Day
	7.5 Hours
	
	
	

	
	Release Time in Hrs. - 20% of FT Day
	1.5
	
	
	

	
	Standard Quarter (Fall, Wtr, Spr)
	11 Weeks
	
	
	

	
	Number of Days in Standard Quarter
	55
	
	
	

	
	Summer Quarter
	
	9 Weeks
	
	
	

	
	Number of Days in Summer Quarter
	45
	
	
	

	
	Clock Hours per Credit
	
	16.5
	
	
	

	
	PT Faculty Per-Credit Rate FY 2004
	$492.87
	
	
	


Appendix F

Chi Square Test of Data

	Status (# agree)
	With a Dean (0.648)
	With a Dept. Chair (0.351)
	Total

	Q. 1      
	5
	3
	8    (0.10)

	Q. 2      
	4
	2
	6    (0.08)

	Q. 3      
	3
	1
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 4      
	3
	1
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 5      
	4
	3
	7    (0.09)

	Q. 6      
	2
	2
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 7      
	2
	1
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 8      
	3
	0
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 9      
	3
	0
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 10    
	5
	2
	7    (0.09)

	Q. 11    
	3
	1
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 12    
	3
	3
	6    (0.08)

	Q. 13    
	1
	3
	4    (0.05)

	Q.14     
	4
	2
	6    (0.08)

	Q.15     
	3
	1
	4    (0.05)

	Total
	48
	26
	74


Calculate expected proportions for each category (ex:  with a dean = 48 out of 74 = 0.648)  (ex: Agree w/ Q. 1 as a proportion of the total = 8 out of 74 = 0.108)

Calculations of expected counts:  The proportions calculated in column labeled “Status (# agree) are used to calculate the expected counts in each cell by multiplying the total (74) times the two proportions (from the row and column values) that affect each cell.  Ex:  for those faculty with a dean, the expected count for Q. 1 is (74) (.10) (.64) = 4.7.  

	Status (# agree)
	With a Dean (0.64)
	With a Dept. Chair (0.35)
	Total

	Q. 1      
	5  (4.7)
	3  (2.6)
	8    (0.10)

	Q. 2      
	4  (3.8)
	2  (2.1)
	6    (0.08)

	Q. 3      
	3  (2.4)
	1  (1.3)
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 4      
	3  (2.4)
	1  (1.3)
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 5      
	4  (4.2)
	3  (2.3)
	7    (0.09)

	Q. 6      
	2  (2.4)
	2  (1.3)
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 7      
	2  (1.9)
	1  (1.0)
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 8      
	3  (1.9)
	0  (1.0)
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 9      
	3  (1.9)
	0  (1.0)
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 10    
	5  (4.2)
	2  (2.3)
	7    (0.09)

	Q. 11    
	3  (2.4)
	1  (1.3)
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 12    
	3  (3.8)
	3  (2.1)
	6    (0.08)

	Q. 13    
	1  (2.4)
	3  (1.3)
	4    (0.05)

	Q.14     
	4  (3.8)
	2  (2.1)
	6    (0.08)

	Q.15     
	3  (2.4)
	1  (1.3)
	4    (0.05)

	Total
	48
	26
	74


Calculate Chi-square test value (X2) = sum of (observed – expected)2 divided by expected.  Ex:  5 – 4.7 = .3

       .3 x .3 = .09

       .09 / 4.7 = .019


Chi-square test value shown as [0.19]

	Status (# agree)
	With a Dean (0.64)
	With a Dept. Chair (0.35)
	Total

	Q. 1      
	5  (4.7)        [.019]
	3  (2.6)        [.061]
	8    (0.10)

	Q. 2      
	4  (3.8)        [.010]
	2  (2.1)        [.004]
	6    (0.08)

	Q. 3      
	3  (2.4)        [.15]
	1  (1.3)        [.069]
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 4      
	3  (2.4)        [.15]
	1  (1.3)        [.069]
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 5      
	4  (4.2)        [.009]
	3  (2.3)        [.213]
	7    (0.09)

	Q. 6      
	2  (2.4)        [.066]
	2  (1.3)        [.376]
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 7      
	2  (1.9)        [.005]
	1  (1.0)        [0]
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 8      
	3  (1.9)        [.636]
	0  (1.0)        [1]
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 9      
	3  (1.9)        [.636]
	0  (1.0)        [1]
	3    (0.04)

	Q. 10    
	5  (4.2)        [.152]
	2  (2.3)        [.039]
	7    (0.09)

	Q. 11    
	3  (2.4)        [.15]
	1  (1.3)        [.069]
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 12    
	3  (3.8)        [.168]
	3  (2.1)        [.385]
	6    (0.08)

	Q. 13    
	1  (2.4)        [.816]
	3  (1.3)        [2.22]
	4    (0.05)

	Q. 14     
	4  (3.8)        [.01]
	2  (2.1)        [.004]
	6    (0.08)

	Q. 15     
	3  (2.4)        [.15]
	1  (1.3)        [.0690
	4    (0.05)

	Total
	48              [3.127]
	26              [5.578]
	74


Total of all cells = 8.7

Degrees of freedom = # of rows – 1 (15 – 1 = 14) times the # of columns – 1 (2-1 = 1) = 14

Level of significance = .05

The critical value of the Chi-square test value is 23.68

Since the calculated Chi-square test value of 8.7 is less than the critical value of 23.68, the null hypothesis is accepted.  Thus, there is no statistically significant difference between the responses from faculty with a dean and faculty with a department chair.




























� All names are fictitious to ensure anonymity
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