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Abstract \

The Republlc of South Africa can be regarded as.a developlng
country. No university in this country has thus far offered
a -formal training program for its departmentc heads on whcse
roles as leaders in and mahagers of departments the success
of a university largely seems to depend. Management at
departmental level is an integral and important part of the
uaniversity system, but manaQerial principles and practices
implemented successfully in other spheres, do not
necessarlly lead to success in an academic fLamework This
project has been undertaken to determine the 1eadersh1p and
managerial role of a head of an academic department and to
gather data with a view to establishing a developmental
program by means of which leadership and menagement can be

prometed and impfoved.



UNIVERSITY EDUCATION IN A DEVELOPING COUNTRY : THE

REVOLUTION IN THE ROLE OF A DEPARTMENT HEAD

Introduction

In the title of this paper the revolution in the role
of department heads in a developing country is emphasized.

It is therefore important first of all, +to explain which

factors will influcnce the role of a department head in a

developing country in a different way than in a developed
country.

Universities in Africa, and particularly in Southern

‘Africa, to a great extent bear a Western European (British

included) hallmark as a result of the cdionial era. After

political indepenaence had been gained, the vuniversities

mainly kept to the Western European model. A gradual shift

of emphasis came about during the 1970s.
During the'past two decades special attention was given
at various conferences on education to the univérsity in the

context of Africa, for example the Conference of African

States on the Development of Education in Africa (Addis

‘Ababa, 1961), the Conference on " the Development of Higher

BEducation in Africa (Tanararive, 1952), the Conference on

Education and Scientific and Pechnical Training Zin Rela-

tion to Development in Africa (Nairobi, 1968), the Conferen-

cé’of Ministers of "African Member States Responsible for

£y

"Application of Science _ and Technology to Development

(Dékar, 1974), the Commiftee of Ekperts.on the RéCognition

in the African States tAccra, 1975), and the Conference of

Ministers of Educdtion of African Member States (Lagos,
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1976). The highest priority of many different conferences
in African states through the 60's and 70's was the creation

¢ .

or strengthering of national universities (Unesco, 1976, p.
22). | ’

At the beginning ¢f the 1970s criticism against the
traditional had been buifding up; and the irrelevancy of all
the aspeéts of the tyéical African university wiﬁh respect

to the needs of the countries had been pointed out directly

and clearly. An important discussion about Creating the

african University: Emerging'lssues of the 1970s was held

in Accra ifh 1972 under the auspices of the Association of

African Universities, during which a new phiiosophy was

sought for the African university, in which the inspiration,
ideals and aspirations of Africa quld be voiced.

A working group that met in Accra in 1972 held the
following six main fuﬁctions as ideal for -~the African

university:-

1. Purguit, promotion and dissemination of kn9w1edge

2. Research _ .

3. Provision of intellectual leaderShipl

4, Manpower develdpment

5. Promoting social and ecénémic modernization

6. Promoting inter;cdntinental unity and international
understanding.

fpgether ~with this the 1eadershipw role - and the
facilitation of leadership in the community were emphasized
strongly.

Department- heads  as leaders and managers at

universities in . Southern Africa should be judged against

this background.
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Universities in Southern Africa are fine cxamples of
what happens in a developing country where some older

unlver81t1es are strohgly developed whilc others are still

in a phase of gettlng established. The following unique
charactepistics however c¢za be found in most of the
ﬁnivérsif;e~ in Southern Africa.

1. Uraiversities receive government aid (subsidies of
75 lper cent to 100 per  cent). Therefore, bureaucratic
pressure (1eqislative restrictions) is a problem which’

-onstantly 1ra2ceives attention‘of the Government and univer-
si+ties, espe ally during the phase of establishment of a
u-wversity.

2.  strongly centralized manf"emenf systems area
functioning at universitieé, ahd witﬁ a very few exceptions,

department heads have only limited decentralized authority

.ocver  issues sucr  as the admission of students, policy

regarding staff,‘and finances. The department head has more

academic freedom regarding curriculum and research design

and development, .ot it still cannot be compared with the
academic freedor, for examp;e,‘giQen to department heads at
mo§£ universities in 1ighly devéloped éouﬁtries.

3. Concributions in the form of donafions, grants, and
the funding of prOje”Lo from the private sector for instruc-
tion and research, ~ve limited. "Soft money" to a certain
extent, implies more room for manoeuvring, but also brings
more responsibilities for department heads. |

4. The offic. (post) of a depariment‘ head at most

universities ,is a permanent one (department heads are

tenured) “without formal evaluation; or a department head
, — , 4
i
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chairs an academic department for three to five Yyears
without formal evaluation.

5. Students have little say in the management struc-
ture of an academic department.

6. Junior lecturers, researchers, academic assistants
and administratiye.staff have a limited say in matters con-
cerning 1eadership and management in a department.

7. .The departmental structures do not differentiate
cleerly between education, research, community service and
administrative tasks.

8. All the full-time members c¢f departments are
appointed permanently, with extremely limited formal evalua-
tion of their activities.

9. The salaries of department heads do not exeeed
those.of ordinary profeseors despite additional administra-

tive responsibilities.

10. All university posts have fixed salary scales
according to which the minimum and maximum salaries of
personnel are determined. Incentives for the achievements

¢

of faculty are 1imited, inter alia because of limited

external funding, and because government subsidies do not,

at this stage, meke pfeVision for incentives of this kind in
a personnel development‘ eystem: Provision.is made £for
remunerations only within the‘framework of salary scales and
the general budget or formulae for’research and facilities.
11. Due to the eerious'ieek of high lavel manpower in
all sectors, including'academic staff and especially depart-
ment heads, the latter in general have less knowledge and
experience than their. counterparts in wuniversities in

a9 N
- ——— .
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developed countries and a far less developed infrastructure
to lead and manage in.

Except for the above-mentioned problems department
heads at universities in Southern Africa also have to deal
with typical changes in the organizational structures, as

mentioned a decade ago 1in  a Report for the Carnegie

Commission on Higher Educetion on the University as an

Organization (1973).

From this report the change of the last decade can be
summarizea thus:

Strengthening of central administrations

Declining professorial power

Growing student influence

Emerging systems of higher education

Broadening of higher education

(Perkins, 1973).

Bearing the above-mentioned background in mind, and
knowing that no university has thus far offered a formal
training program for its department heads on whose roles in
ine very importéht operating core of the universities  the
success of a univefsity_largely seems to depend, the BUE
(Bureau .ﬁor Univérsity Education) decided *o launch a
develoément research project in this field. Managerial
- principles aﬁé practices implemented successfully in other
'spheres, however do not necessarily lead to success in an
academic framework, therefdre a literature study on
management in higher education had to be done and‘a research

'project had to be undertaken that would specifically consi-
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der the unique circumstances of the University of the Orange
Free State (UOFS) in Southern Africa.

The TFormulation of Goals

The Goals of the Prcject

» The goals of the project were: (a) to encourage and
support a group of department heads in analysing and
restructuring their posts as department heads at the
University of the Orange Free State (herecafter Uors) ; (b)
to encourage and support this group of department heads to
decide on and participate in a structured development
program; and (c) to determine the results of such an

)

Orientation to and perspectives on the goals of the

project. Leadership and management have been described as

.

the utilization of physical and human resources through co-.

ordinative efforts, and it is accomplished by performing the
functions of planning, organizing, staffing, delegating,
directing and controlling. .This méy seem ~n,easy task, but
academic heads of departments are appointed by virtue of

their academic performance and achievements, and, very often

theyb fir “dmsélves> in a role for which they have no
training, role which very often is not even described

clearly.
Leadership and management have become crucial elements

in effective higher education. " Today the emphasis,

. especially in developing countries, is on fewer, but better

leaders and managers. In these turbulent and- finanCially

hard-pressed times, people occupying these positions cannot

‘afford uncertainty about what they should do, why they

|0

0
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should do it, when they should do i, where they shoubd do
it and how they should go about. doing it,

A group of department. heads at the UORS exproessed I
agreement about this concern and were prepared Lo part ake in
a three-ycar project in this respect.

Methodol ogy
Approach

A controlled, experimental research design was  not
possible in this project for obvious reasons. In planning
the project preference was givcn to a development approach.
In view of the exceptional nature of the situational factors
and the extent of the variables, process aims were strived
after rather than product aims, with the emphasis on:

uniqueness of the situation;

qualitative data;

internal validity;

implementation possibilities; and

operational value to the UOFS.

Consultants and occasional researchers specializing in.

management were used to a limited extent in the planning and
pilot phases of the projéct, and the author and co-author
made study tours in the Republic of South Africa (RSA) as
well as overseas to ensure that the background survey was
done as completely as possible.

Participants

The part1c1pat1ng group of 43 department heads repre-

sented 36 per cent of the department heads at the UOFS The

participants were not selected at random, but were invited

to take part in the pro;ect The following criteria were

applied: ’ ‘ H -

(
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I Thee  department head shoulbd previoosly T wot b
wilh the Burean for University Bducation (RUK) 1n some way

or other,

2. All schoots hiad o he represented.

3. Participation wag voluntary.

4. No additional support wasn given to  participating
department heads - neither financial nor in terms ol Ulwe,

The  reasons  why department heads  withdrew during thoe
course of the project were checked out carcfully. The most
important reasons were: (a) lack of time/staff/funds, (b)
non-availability due to overseas studies, extended absence

from the campus, termination of cmployment at the UOFS, and

(c) lack of interest in the project.
Mecthod
Objectives of the investigation. In conducting this

developmental research project the following objectives were
pursued:

1. Sensitizing or "defrosting" of the participants, in
order to emphasize the importance of and the need for the
development of leadership and managemeht skills;

2. to satisfy the identified needs of the participants
through the implementation of structured interventions; and

3. to evaluate the effects of the total process on the
functioning/behaviour of the participants.

Implementation. The objectives of the investigation

were achieved by taking the following steps of action over a
period of 3 years:
1. The implementation of an unstfﬁctured questionnaire

to determine what the role and functions of the participa-

|
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ting department heads were. This questionnaire was com-
pleted by 58 of the 43 participants.

2. The completion of a strqctdreq Questionnaire by
department heads “in order to clarify the data elicited by
means of the unstructured questiongaire. This structured
questionnairé .was based on the one Lonsdale (1982) uéed to
identify: the administrative tasks and professional needs of
heads of academic départments inlcolleges for advanced.edu—
cation in Australia,land was adapted for purposes of the lo-
cal 'sdrvey. Apart'from the biographical information that
was thus gathered, seven categories of functions were - useq
to clarify the roles énd tasks of 31 ﬂépaitment heads.

3. The researchers paid visits to South African univer-

sities, and the content of the identified roles and the

functions of department heads were tested during interviews

with administrators. The interviews were conducted on the
basis of questions that were put to them beforehand. The
two basic questibhs were: (a) Do you have a clearly-

structured task bescfiptibn for department heads »at_ your
university? (b) fDoés a definite need " for profesgional
development of départment heads exist at your university?

4, Developmen£a1 needs as seen by{ the -UOFS top-
structure (rector, vice-rectors, déang) we;e_determined by
using thé Delphi technique.

5. Theiimblemehtation of a pré;}ntér?ention énd post- -
intervenfion questfqnnaire. The instrument (adapted from

Rasmusen, 1978) that was used was designed and tested and

refined through-.trial runs. Pesponses were Obtained on
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partment heads themselves, and from the members .of the
various departments.

6. Two structured interventions took place: one on
planning at departmental level and the other on professional
development in = an académic department. The latter was
coupledﬁ with the implementation of a sensitizing question-
naire (Litwin & Stringer, 1968, as adapted) about organiza-
tion and management atmosphere in a department. |

7. Follow-up sessidns for individuals during which the
'vice—éﬁéncellor of the UOFS and the researchers provided
assistance and éuidanbé.

8. A consolidation meeting at which examples of
progress in various departments were discussed.

Implementation problems. During the implementation

process the following serious problems came to light:

1. fThe .duration of the project (three years), the

additionalA“’bﬁrden caused by:'participatiOn (shortage of

staff and funds), and the ‘fact that the benefits of taking

part were not perceivable on the short term, caused the par-

tiecipants to bécomé éiscouragedﬂand unmotivafed.

2. - The 1arge ‘number of variables involved (for
’e#amble, the pressure from the top-structure for meaningful
cﬁange, the identification of priorities regarding planning
in schoOIS‘bf deans, the development opportdnities oﬁtside

the project with other consultants and associations,

pressure from scientific and professional fields, develop—-

. ments in the management core of’ the university, "and so

. /' . .
forth) had an influence on: the outcomes of the project.

10
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3. Serious problews that had to be coped with, had to
do with the collection of completed questionnaires, suituble

times. for intervention (a particular intervention sometimes

-

"had to be repeated twice ‘or even three tlmes .Eerﬂwvarlous
groups- of participants), .changes in the department staff
(due to resignations, new appointments, and so forth) and

'the withdrawal of department heads from the project.

4.. The divergent views department heads had of thelr
roles and functlons,' caused meaningful problems with the
interpretation of the data (especially those elicited from
thevunstructnredﬂqneetionnaire),‘ and the total absence of a

common frame:of reference on leadership and management was

u

noticeable.
5. Th connection with the group of department heads

from -the - Medical School it ‘was obvions that:(a)V the

interests of the Scheol' rather than those of the different

departments enjoyed preference in the dec1srons to take part
in the project, (b) a number of the part1c1pants took part

as result of preSsure, and not because they themselves felt

a need for development, and (c) the spectrum of progress was

extensive within . one school (some of the departments have

already made - good progress with issues 1like departmental .

planning and staff development, while others have not even

~

started working in those fields).

6. The delicate balance between an approach based

‘ purely on -needs and a scientific management structUre and

>
oSS

research de81gn had to be retalned throughout to prevent a

situation of mere reactlonary conduct.

—r S

11
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7. No consultants specializing in the field of manage-

ment and leadership in the university context are available

in the RSA. The consultants that were involved in the pre—

ject, ' were approached on the grounds of subject‘ related

backgrounds and successes as consultants in the private

sector.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

With the information gathered by means of the evaluation in-

struments as basis, the following conclusions were reached

(the .fbllow—up sess.. with individual department heads

were considered as process-evaluation used to give direction”

to the survey process, and were not taken into account
in the terminal evaluation).

Biographical data. From the biographical data obtained

from the partlclpants in the project it could be derived

that the partaklng department heads were re1at1ve1y young,

had . 11tt1e admlnlstratlve experience, had many other tasks

except those re1ated to leadership and management and that
their departments were relatively small - an average of five

faculty and six non-academic positions.

_ Unstructured questionnaire. ' From this questionnaire it

was concluded that many differences occurred ~concerning’
the views of department heads of their ljpbs. Indistinct
descriptions were common. It was c¢bvious that the -

questlonnalre ' had the effect vof facilitating second

 thoughts w1th department heads as to their exact jobs.

Structured questlonnalre Thls questlonnalre increased

the awareness of the partaklng department "heads to the scope'

12
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of their jobs. Additionally it had the effect of department
heads discovering "n.w" job-related tasks which generated
developmental needs like, for instance, communication
skills, staff development skills, problemsolving skills and
knowledge of delegafion.
| Compared to. the results 'of tﬁe unstructured
questionnaire, the'following'discrepancies and congruencies
were obviéus: |
1. étaff ~managément became more important as a 5ob—

reiated task.

2. - Teaching and research were still rated very
important.
3. Representing the department, departmental plan-

ning and control gained in emphasis.

- Interviews at seven South African universitijes. 1In-

terviews with members of the top-structures, deans and

department © heads of seven (out of 19) South African’

universities emphasized mich indistinctness and uncertainty
concerning the job of the aépartment head. General

conclusions were: (a) The role of the head of a+department

involves, inter alia, the management of teaching and re-'

search activities, (b) the management of teaching- and

research activities is also.referred to as "academic leader-

ship", and (¢ the professional development of staff as an

administrative task does not céfry the emphasis at- most

other universities that it does-at the UOFS.

"Identification of development priorities. . One of the
aims of the structured questionnaire~was'to identify the

development needs of the partaking 'department' heads. - At

(7
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least fiva2 areas were identified as priorities, with the two
most prominent those of skills relating to planning and
skills regarding staff development.

These priarities were confirmed by the participating
department heads _during a session at which 4possible
interventions were discussedl

Development priorities as indicated by the top-struc-—

ture and deans of the UOFS. Priorities indicated by this
group differed considerably from’tnose identified by the de-
partment heads. These differenoes, which usually occur
between supervisors and subordinates, were . expected. | The

priorities expressed by the department heads were, however,

“not ignored by-the top-structure and deans - it appeared ’

only as lesser priorities.

Pre- and post-implementation results. The results of .

the questionnaire used as a pre—-.and post-evaluation instru-

ment indicated (a) that there was a meaningful rise (0,61 on

a 7-point scale) “in the level of what was expected from de—

.partment heads by both their deans and the members of their

departments, and (b) that there was only a dest rise
(0,013 -on a 7—point scale) in the level of the actual
functioning of :department heads as observed by their deans
and subordinates. |

Summary based on the'results. This project stimulated

. thinking ané initiatives on various levels and in - various

E}

fields at the UOFS._ The direct involvement of a number of’

department heads, and indirect involvement of staff members

ofa departments, deans and.‘members of the top- structure

resulted inter alia, in various other pr03ects on leadership

g

14
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and management at the UOFS. Examples of such projects are:

1. The members of the top-structure have begun to view '
their ieadership and management positions with a moxe

‘_critical eye than before, and began motivating a new

approach t.o leadership~and management at the UOFS.

i Deans evaiuated their positions more critically,
and initiated extensive planning actions in their schoole.

3. Department heads who were not involved in the

project, start d to ehperlment with management 1ssues on

an individual basis.

Recommendations
ih view. of the resulte. of the .reeearch project, the
foliowing recommendationsvcan be made:

1. The Univereity of'the Orande Free . State (UOFS)
should consider to ’inclnde in its. policy a stipulation
accordlng to whlch it will be a condition of employment of
the Unlverslty Counc11,_ that every newly- app01nted depart—
ment- head will underfake to partlclpate in a selected and
1nd1v1dua117ed development program. The content of this
-program w111 be determlned in accordance WLth the results of
this progece,and will be adapted to the knowledge,
experience and needs of " 1nd1v1dua1 department .heads.
Department heads - who are in those positions already, shonld
be motivated by all p0881b1e .means to part1c1pate ~in the
program on'a.,voluntary basis. The successful completron of

. the'program Will,c firetly, be.consideredvas a criterion for
a permanent app01ntment 'Secondly;'incentives will have to
be provrded if a departnent head -and hls departmental staff

Q perform successfully as result of the department head's
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efficiency‘ and effectiveness inhhis role as leader and
manager.

2. The -UOFS should consider to include in its policy
guide—lines’ for leadershiﬁ .and management on strategic,
functionaljand operational'levels, in order to ensure the
‘maintenance of a systematic and cmmprehensive leadership and
management process (the linking-elements process).

3. The‘ introduction of an eparational management
structure (cf. Table 1), coupled with a developmenﬁ program
(Table 2), should be considered not only at the UOFS, - but
also at other South- A’r:can' .universities,' ‘and : the
implemenfatiom, of such:a Orogram should be investigated 1in
collaboration with the Human 801ences Research Council
(HSRC) and the Committee of Unlversaty Pr1n01pals (cupP). In
view of this, financial and other support is seeked (full
?articularsvavailable from‘authors). |

4. There’ should constantly be active cooperatlon w1th
established 1nst1tutlons llke the Centero for Leadership
Developmemt and Academic ’dmlnletratlon (American CounC11 on
Education,m UsA) and otaer Slmllar 1nst1tutlons in order to
censtantly strive after 1mprovement'of-the quallty of a

development program.

16
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operational the nature of  ment iapor- important, but (strategic] ‘
panagesent the department  tant. final deciston: planning. .
process. {disctplines rests with'des
directed or . partaent head .

" profession-

directed).

Take into con-
sideration

 historic Suce.
cosses, fresent
successes and
future unpre=
dictability.

or core group
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ﬂ | ~ Table 2 ,
r ‘ ‘
LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT DRVELOPMENT PROGRAME FOR HEADS OF DEPARTHENTS

YEAR GENEﬁAL PHASE DIFFERENTIATED PHASE:  PLANNING INSTRUCTION A¥D RESEARCH ON DEPARTHENTAL LEVEL

HODULE 1 HODULE 2 HODULE 3 MODULE & MODULE 5 HODULE 6 MODULE 7
Time: 12 hours {14 days) | Time: & hou, Time: 4 hours Time: 4 hours Time: 4 hours Time: 4 hours Tipe: & hours
<Credits: 3 Theme:  Sitvation Theme: Formulalion  Theme: Selection and  Theme: Methods and  Theme: Evalualion Theme: Lovels of
Theme:  Leadership and - analysis of goals structuring techniques ’ curriculun
1 sanagement at the ‘ of content/ developnent
UOFS subject . Graduate
Goal: Orientation and naterial ' Leaching and
sensitizing ' restarch
{ontints - Negotiating
¥ (0FS nission and policy " ‘ for research
¥ U0FS as organization : funds and
 UOFS management : report ing
strategy " ,
! Place, role and futc= | |, 4" wipe utilization 1.2 Financlal planning + | A3 Problem solving []{}; Decision naking
__LLZ_MIL___, .2 1) hour sessions 1 x Jhour ssion L1 3 hour session
REPEAT . i
~ ’ STAFF/FACULTY DEVELORIGNT

‘ MDLE 1 -
' HODILE 8 HODILE 9 1 wwe HODILE 1 ML 12

tions of department ‘ -
head Time: 4 hours Time: 4 hours Time: 4 hours Time: 4 hours Tine: 4 hours
- Method: Theme; Situation Thene: KPAs (Key per- Thene: Orlentation of de- Theme: Determining be- Themes Working arrangements,
"Retreat, Group .- leadership formance arcas) partmental staff Hayiour Pre-, process and
2 dynamics and perforgance to situgtion dimensions post-evaluation.
(ase studies ' - criteria leadership and B
Laboratory learning " KPhs
Evaluation: i , )
Aimed at attitudes of o~ 8. 3 Handling conflict and
participants T building faculty | B4 Departmental inage
, B.1 Interpersonal skills | |[B.2 Delegation - , norale butlding
1 x 3 hour session 1x 3 hour segsion 1% 3 Nour 5ession 2 1 2 hour sessions

wor) (" HOUES 2+ 12, b1 = b4 MO B.4 i REPEATED \
-, \ AS INDICATED ABOVE - J

uuoTrTaleonps A3 TsIaonTuUun .,

. Nl
EXPLANATORY NOTES i
1. The progran is presented in a cycle of 2 years. Hodule 1 is repeated at the beginnitg 5. Tine implications: For a department head' - a nininum of approximately 56 hours
of each year, Nodules 2 - 12.are repeated biennially, “ in two years' time (1 7 work days}; For the Burcau for University Fducation
2. Modules 8, 10 and 11 1aply contact sessiongol 4 hours each. The other modules, except (BUE) and consultants - approximately 232 hours in two years' Line 29 vork
‘ 1,take place on a basis of 2 hours' self-study and 2 hours' discussion, Follow-up days), Individual follow-up sessions nob included,
’ sessions can however, be planned according to the needs of individual participants. 6. TInvitations for Module | received by all department heads. Participalion in
1. Module ! is worth 3 credits, and the rest are worth | credlt each, Credits are allotted Modules 2 - 12 is limited to 10 department heads per cycle, with preference. to.
on the grounds of evaluation criterla Jike attendance, completion of activities, and the newly appointed departnent heads. : -
, level of knouleddle and expertise sastered, and attitute. 7. Department heads may participate in the progras or discontinue participation ®
4, Newly-appoirited department heads qualify for pernanent appointnents (tenure} when the  *  acconding to their needs and preferences. Accreditation will, however, be -,
14 basic credits have been obtained. Acknowledgenent in terms of incentives is given computer controlled, and the program is regarded as conpleted only when 14
for successful inplementation in departments. . : ¢redits have been obtained. | '

8. Modules A1 - A4 and B.1 = B4 are offered as optjonal developaent opportunitics '
during the course of the progran, and arc not worth any credits, but are regarded
as essentlal In the leadership and manageaent equipnent of a department head:

I 1 S
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