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Preface

The following text was made possible by support from the Mershon Center
for Research and Ecucation in National Sescurity and Policy Sciences, The Ohio
State University ard the Department of Educational Administration, College
of Education, The Ohio State University; while the thoughts and opinions
expressed in the text are the sole responsibility of its author and do not
necessarily reflect the policies of either supporting agency, this author
would like to express specific thanks for the encéuragement and help of
Vern Cunningham, Margaret Hermann, Charles Hermaznn and Lonnie Wagstaff. This
paper reflects in part the on-going efforts of both agencies with regard to
research and development about leaders™ip in the policy sciences. The purpose
of the paper is to sketch out an idea that may nave applicafion in the
development of leadership Eersonnei. The presentation does not present a

definitive operatinonal product, but 2 guide to be creatively adapted in the

field to improve ieadership in education ard other arenas.
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Systemic Appraisal of Educational
Leadership Personnel

In educational organizations the process of professional appraisal can
be conceptually defined to include the generation of data for the development
and evaluation of performance. Appraisal can produce diagnostic data fer
persoral and professional development and evaluative data for tle organization's
evaltuation of personnef. Operationally, the process‘of appraisal in educational
organizations is often much less than this conceptual definition. Evaluations
of professional performance, resulting in an annual conference between super-
visor and educator, have been characterized by some as no more than ritual or

“ceremonial congratulétion“.1

Professional development, without a definitive
and on-going diagnostic data base, is often confined to brief ''suggestions fcr
improvement' by the supervisor and "tone-shot,"! in-servicé meetings at the

end of the work day to fatigued professiona1§ concentrating more on the clock
than the speaker, In many quarters, these processes have such tarnished
reputations that many professionals doubt the possibility that they can ever
be successfully implemented in educational organizations.

Rather than abandoning professional appraical and segmenting the key
processes of professional development and evaluation, there is a need to
organize appraisal in ways that systemically relate data collection for
development tq data collection for evaluation, {f we define development as &
way of helping professicral educators accomplist their organ’'zational role
expectations and evaluation as a way of detérﬁihing the extent to which role

expectations have been met - to.-which goals have been attained, then professional

appraisal makes sense only when it is organized and operationalized to provide




for systemic integration of these two dimensions. In other words, appraisal
helps relate organizational members to organizational processes and goals as

a means toward enhanced organizational gecal attainment.

.. Appraising Educational Leadership

As defined, the processes of appraisal can be viewed in terms of evalu-
ation and development of professional performance. |In a contemporary ;ense,
these dimensions of appraisal in educational organizations are Erimarily
operationalized in terms of the systematic observation and development of
teaching performance. lronically; while educational administrators are
usually responsible for the appraisal of teaching,rthey rarely receive such
feedback themselves, Administering an educational organization can be a
challenging undertcking, yet little is being done to appraise and develop
the professional performance of these educational.leaders. In a recent |
national survey of secohdary school principals, while most principals reported
having forma{ly orcanized evaluation programs for their teachers, few reported
such programs in operation relevant to their own evaluation or development.2

When it does occui, the appraisalvof educational leadership personnel
usually focuses on the evaluation of their professional performance for the
purpose of making personnel decisions relating to salary, tenure, promotions,

3

and in rare cases, demotion or dismissal. With some exceptions,” the use o¥
appraisal processes to guide the professional development of educational
administrators has been rare, viewed as a possibfe serendipitous residual of
an occasional evaluation conference. While new appraisal patterns in the

professional development and evaluation of teaching stimulate on-going inquiry

and experimentation,h there is clearly a need to consider such experimentation




in expanding the operational meaning of appraisal for educational leadership
personnel. -

The purpose of this text is to present a model rtor the appraisal of
educational leadership personnel which systemically relates professional
development and evaluation. The model primarily features the use of systematic
data collection and analysis as a means by which rational decisions can be
made with respect to professionai development and evaluation. While the
model will be speéifiea to school administrators for the purpose of giving
specific examples in description, there is no intent to suggest its exclusive
use with these professionals only. Certainly,'educational leadership personrel
in various organizctions may wish to experiment with the model in improving
their systems of professional appraisal!. |[n presenting suchk a model, called
here "systemic appraisal,'' the intent is to stimulate its field testing as
an alternative patzern of using appraisal to accomplish improved professional

development and eveluation.

Need for Systemic Appraisal

Tensions érising from an apparent incongruence between evaluaticn and
professional development processes have often teen unwanted and unintended
outcomes of appraisal patterns in education. While both appraisal for
evaluation and provessional development have much in common with respect to
desired outcomes, it is often difficult 2o accomplish both without threatening
the secuiity or autonomy of the préfessional. For instance, let's consider an
annual evaluation conference between a superintendent of schecols and a school
principal. Both participants know that the purpose of the conference is to

articulate or develop a general valuing of the principal's professional
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performance on a good-bad continuum and to use that valuing in making a
relevant personnel decision, e.g., salary changes, organizational assignments
or tenure. The su»erintendent may attempt to play down this emphasis by
suggesting that ar, important purpose of the conference is to provide feedback
to the principal vhich might be helpful in self-development, Obviously,
both purposes are important ones for the individuals involved and the
organizations they administer. Yet just as obvious is the difficulty the
superintendent has in developing a helping reiationship with that principal
given the inherent threatening nature of the evaluation, Even a ''good"
evaluation carries an implicit threat, as Carl Rogers has noted,5

eees.in almost evéry phase of our lives - at home, at school, at work -

we find ourselves under the reward and punishments of external

judgments. "That's good''; ''that's naughty.'" *'That's worth an

A"; '""that's 2 failure," 'That's good counseling'; ''that‘s poor

counseling,! Such judgements are a part of our lives from infancy

to old age. | believe they have a certain social usefulness to

institutions and organizations such as schools and professions.

Like everyone else | find myself all too often making such evalu-

ations., But, in my experience, they do not make for personal growth

and hence | do not believe that they are part of a helping relation-

ship. Curiously enough 2 positive evaluation is as threatening in

the long run as a negative one, since to inform someone that he is

good implies that you also have the right to tell him he is bad.

As Rogers suggests, ven though evaluations are necessary and "exhibit
a certain social usefulness'', the superintendert and principal in the example
above may well experience anxiety or forms of tole conflict, e.g., the
inherent conflicts in being a helper and an evaluator simultaneously in the
"superintendent's case or being helped and evaluated in the case of the principal.
Roie expectations in a helping relationship seem to conflict with those of
an evaluative relztionship, sometimes producing feelings of uneasiness.

Principals and teachers have often felt this same tension in conferences

focusing on the evaluation of instruction. In order for evaluation and
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development to become more compatible, it is necessary for them to be
"employed in wuays to reduce the tensions anocigted with this apparent
incongruence or role confiict.
In addition to the anxiety that often eme.res from an inability to

the integré&e professional development and evaliLation processes, tensions
often arise because the process is perceived as threatening to the norms

and sentiments of professional autonomy in educational organizations., For
instance, teacher fee]}ngs or sentiments against external interference in
their classroom operations6 and administrators!' beliefs and sentiments that
support a high degree of autoﬁomy in the operation of thei. institutions

have often been sources of tension in supervisory relationships. Certainly
there are many functional aspects with respect "o autonomy feelings among
teachers or administrators. Teacher autonomy norms allow teachers to make
daily decisions that would be difficult to orchestrate from a central office:
the same is probably true of decisions administrators make in their own
organizations and the difficulty a central office would have in making or
coordinating these decisions. Further, how long could administrators maintain
the confidence of their teaching faculties, if cach time a decision needed

to be made, the admihisfratorS\Nereseen running off to call the central office
for advice? Given these sentiments about autonomy, it is not difficult to
understand possible tensions administrators feel when their immediate super-
visor offers 'advice'' in a supervisory conference.

These anxieties, associated with the organization of professional

development and evaluation in educational organizations, often lead to
resistance which makes both data collection and analysis difficult. This

resistance takes many forms: cynicism, antagonism, defensiveness or apathy
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about professional development and evaluation, For instance, an educational
leader's subordinates or colleagues may be reluctant to give information
during appraisal which might “hgrt” that leader's evaluation, This woulid
often be so even though these same sources felt such information might be
helpful for that leader's professional growth. Those giving information,
even those responsible for giving feedback about professional performance
of that leader, may also be inhibited by feelings that such input might be

(8]

perceived as an intrusion with respect to norms about professional autonomy.
often data coliection‘méchanisms or instruments avoid asking substantive
questions as a way of avoiding conflict. In the end, the data are often
compromised and neither professional development nor eva{uation are success-
fully accomplished, To avoid these problems, there is a need to reorganize
profess}onal appraisal so that accurate data are available to support

professional and crganizational growth. In a word, that is what this text

is all about.

Systemic Relationships
Appraisal-can be viewed as a system relevant to the :levelopment and
evaluation of professional performance. Indecd, the processes of appraisal
in evaluation and appraisal in development can be viewed as two basic

subsystems of an zppraisal system, each systemically related tc the other.

For instance, in the human body, the cardio-respiratory system is composed

of two major subsystems: the cardio-vascular systém and the respiratory
system. Each subsystem provides a different function. The cardio-vaécular
systern, the heart and blood vessels, moves blocd containing oxygen to various
parts of the body and carriecs away carbon dioxide and other waste products.

The respiratory system, the lungs and airways, conducts an exchange consisting
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primarily of oxygen going into the blood stream and carbon dioxide moving

out of the blnod stream., They are both systemically related and functionally
di%fcrentiated subsystems within a larger system to maintain life. 1In fact,
they are systemically related and functionally differentiated subsystems
with respect to virtually all subsystems or systems of the human body. At

least in part, this anafogy may be useful in describing systemic appraisal

relationships.

©

Not to carry the analogy too far, but for illustration, educational
organizations might consider the possibility of organizing appraisal for
evaluation and development as functionally differentiated but systemically
related subsystems of a larger system of professional appraisal which exists
to promote individual and organizational growth. Systemic appraisal patternc
would be related by a common concern ¥or improving the performance of
leadership personnel in the organization. The more congruent the definitian
of leadership perfcrmance held by each subsystem, the more systemically
related would be those subsystems. For example, an appraisal system miéht
be set up to focus on certain leadership behaviors relevant to particular
organizational roles, these behaviors then would be the focus of professional
development and evaluation., |In essence, the systemically related appraisal
system would provide diagnostic data to help professionals develop the same
]eadersﬁip behaviors that evaluation would address. Or to put ft another
way; it would also provide evaiuative data on those behaviors that leaders
were working to improve. Further, since the system of appraisal directly
addresses goal-oriented leadership, this system and its subsystems could be

viewed as vitally relevant to virtually all other organizational systems and

subsystems.




-0

As such, systemic appraisal in educational administration is not a new
‘set of assessment instruments (instruments are Probab]y already available)
or a new set of supervisory skills (adequate sup;;vision skills are frequ=ntiy
and éffective]y described in contemporary literature), Systemic apprais;ﬂ
is a way o%-organizing appraisal in the evaluation ;nd develcpment of
educational leaders. Specifically, it features and emphasizes integrated
appraisal of performance as a means for srofessional and organizational
growth, i

Systemic appraisal views the processes of evaluation and development
as forms of rational thinking or decision making. In a developmental sense,
appraisal is presented as a diagnostic, relatively nonjudgemental system
by which educational administrators gather data about their prcfessional
performance so that they can make rational decisions about their own professional
growth. In an evaluative sense, appraisal! is presented as a data gathering

system by which ths organization can make rational and necessarily judgemental

decisions about its educational leadership personnel.

A Comparison

As a means of further explaining the conceptual dimensions of systemic
appraisal patterns, it might be helpful to compare and contrast itis charac-
teristics with more familiar, contemporary appraisal practice. Contemporary
appraisal, here called ''serendipitous" appraisal, typically emphasizes the
evaluation précess in the hopes that the professional's involvement in the
process will resuit in serendipitous changes in performance. The refationship
between evaluation and development is often an appraisal objective rather than
an operational appraisal plan. Contemporary educational organizations run

workshops, in-service training or cooperative relationships with colleges




and universities. These development activities rarely are in direct response
or relationship to the appraisal process, Resulting positive changes in
professional perfoirmance are more often than not credited to serendipity
rather than any irteractive or systemic relationship between evaluation

and development. Certainly there are innovative attempts at appraisal

that may be more systematic, less serendipitous in attaining goals, but

for purposes of ccmparison, contemporary routine is emphasized at the

expense of the innovative exceptions to the rule.

Table 1 attempts to compare and contrast the characteristics of seren-
dipitous and systemic appraisal relationships between evaluation and devel-
opment. Serendipitous relationships are characterized by: a relatively
loosely structured relationship between evaluation and development; a single
data base for both processes (recall the evaluation conference and suggestions
for improvement); the predominance of the evaltuation process; infrequent and
époratic ordering »f evaluation and development events; definiti@ﬁ'éf
professional performance that is of ten vague and coercively imposed; appraisal
processes that are almost élways initiated by the organization; and because
evaluation and devslopment are rarely definitivzs, organizatfonal incentives
and rewards are generall; applied. Systemic appraisal relationships on the
other hand feature: evaluation and development in a deliberztetly planned
relationship; a clear and consensual definition of professional performance;
each process uses its own data base; the individual or the organizetion can
initiate the processes which are continuously implemented; individual
ownership of develspmental or diagnostic data; equél weighting of both
processes; and since evaluation and development are definitive, incentives
are particularistically applied {cutstanding performancé is verified and

rewarded and incentives are applied to improve performance deficiencies).

ERIC
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Organization

Performance
Definition

Data Base

Initiative

——————na

Data Qunership

Subsystem Equality

Continuity

- -

Motivation

Serendipitous Relationships

Development and evaluation are
related through serendipity rather
than planning,

Vaque and often coercively imposed,

Development and evaluation use the
same data base,

Supervisor or organization initiates
the processes,

The supervisor or organization
ouns the data,

Evaluation is the predominant process;
development is second.

Eva'uation wnd development are often
sporatic and infrequent events,

Orqanizational rewards and incentives
are often generally applied and only
indirectly related to the development
process and performance,

Systenmic Relationships

oL-

Development and eval vation are
related through deliberate planning,

Clear dzfinition built on consensus,

Development and evaluation use
separate and mutually exciusive data
bases,

Individual and organization can
initiate the processes,

The professional owns developmental
data; the organization owns evaluative
data,

The processes of evaluation and
development are of equal importance,

fvaluation and deveiopment cre fre-
quently and continuously implenented,

* Organizational incentives are particu-

laristically applied and directly
related to the development process and

performance,

Table 1, A Comparison of the Characteristics of Serendipitous and Systemic Appraisal Relationships,




Comparisons can only go so far in describing systems, it is now appro-
‘priate in our discussion to focus on the operational dimensions of systemic
appraisal, Three major areas of descript?én: 1) the developmental appraisal
subsystem, 2) the evaluative appraisal subsystem, and 3) the point of
systemic li;kage are the foci of discussion. As an example of how this
system of éppraisal could be applied to a particular group of educational

leaders, the author focuses on possible systemic appraisal for school

administrators or principals, Again, this specific example by no means is
meant to suggest that systemic appraisal is relevant exclusively to principals,
but only that principals are one of many groups of educational leaders,

ranging from teachers to university prcsidents, that might wish to implement

this model in some way to improve themselves or their organizations.

Development

Figure 1 presents a diagram of the appraisal subsystem for professional
development. In ttis presentation, it is specified to the appraisal of
school principals., Principals initiate and conduct their own appraisal and
development activities, Further, the principals own the data they generate
and are primarily responsible for using the data for developing and implementing
professicnal growth activities, Data froﬁ the developmental subsystem can
never be used as part of the evaluation process.

The appraisal subsystem for development emphasizes the principals!
complete ownefship and control of the process as a means of reducing threat
to professional security and autocnomy. Since data collected for professional
development can never be used in the evaluation process, participants in

appraisal have little reason to distort or inflate assessments of performance.

N
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Figure 1. Profess.onal Development Subsystem for School Administrators.
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The data is simply used by the principal to improve both strengths and
weaknesses based on diagnosis. To give inaccurate data or for the principal
to cause data inaccuracies would only open up th: possibility of a somewhat

traumatic evaluation subsystem experience.

1.1 Teacher Assessments

The professional development appraisal 5u£system or cycle begins with a
diagnostic scanning of the principal's performance based on subordinate or
teacher ratings. The assessments would be conducted at regular intervals,
quarterly, biannually or annually by the principals themselves or by a
central data gathering source in the school district with the trust of all
involved. For instance, principals could select ia data collector in their
schools to distribute and collect the assessment instruments. The data
collector would be someone that teachers know will maintain their anonymfty
and that principals know will keep the assessments confidential. Once all
instruments are completed, the data collector returns them to the principal
unscored. The prin:ipal scores the instruments and builds the diagnostic
profile. 1In this way, only the principal knows the findings and only the
principal owns the data.

‘The data could also be collected by a central agency, e.g., principals'
association, a leacdership academy, a special central office unit, a regional
services center like BOCES in Ne.s York. While this organizational pattern
has some advanfages such as a centralized data base and reduced paperwork for
principals, the principals wuld have to be assu~ed that the data on specific
principals would never be shared with their supe-iors or the public at large.

Whether teacher data is coilected in a centralized fashion or by principals




themselves, the point is that such data collection can be organized to provide
" accurate, helpful and confidential diagno;tic profiles for professional
development,

Yes, the gathering of teacher data may be init{ally threatening, perhap,
even contréversial. Many principals would argue that teachers are not an
accurate source of information about administrative performance. Some .would
argue that the administration of organizational sanctions inevitably causes
certain hostility that"might negatively bias these data., In fact, it may
well be that those principals that are just in the administration of sanctions,
sooner or later will disappoint or anger everyone in their organization
rather than a select group. While there is evidence to suggest that teacher
assessments of the principals' performance do relate significantly to school
climate and certain school outcomes,9 many principals and supervisors of
principals may always doubt the legitimacy of these assessments. For this
reason, the teacher data is considered tentative. Anything suggested by
teacher assessments of their principal is always subordinate to direct obser-
vations of the principal’'s performance by selected observers with administrat®ve

or leadership expertise,

1.2 Self~Assessment of Teacher Nata

The diagnostic profile produced by teacher ratings of the principsal's
performance would include comparison of various dimensions of performance or
comparison of individual performance with the average performance of all

principals in the district.10

After completing a personal profile, each
principal coulu send an anonymous copy of his or her profile scores to each
principal in the district. Identities .-ould be hidden, yet averages could

be determined, |If a central agency were collecting the data, the agency could
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easily compute these averages and supply them as part of the entire profile
package. From these comparisons, principals can make tentative decisions
about areas of strength or weakness upon which they wish to focus appraisal
and development ac:ivities. For instance, a principal noting weak ratings
on instructional lzadership skills as compared to other performance areas
and average ratings of principals in the district, might wish to set up

observation and subsequent development in this area.

.
[y

1.3 Self-Initiated External Observation

in a recent study of the principaiship, principals tended to interact
informally with other principals they thought had specific expertise about

the principalship as well as demonstrated ability to maintain the confidentiality

of the interaction.l1 This set of findings may be relevant tc the means by

which a principal initiates external observation, Two issues appear to

become important in such a step: ''Who shall.do the observation?' or

'"What are the necessary characteristics of the observers?' and ''What

observation tocls 1w/ill be employed by the observers?'' While possible instruments
for the entire Systemic appraisal system will be discussed later in this

text, it may be helpful to focus on the essential characteristics of observers

as a way of descrining the principals? responsibilities in initiating external

observation. Towar-d this general purpose, let's consider some theoretical

propositions:12

P{: As an external observer's understanding of the contextual idio-
syncracy of a leader's system increases, so does the leaders
confidence in the accuracy of the observer's appraisals of the
leaders performance,

Py: The more an external observer'!s status characteristics (exper-
tise) render him/her more capable of appraising the perfor-
mance of the leader than the leader him/herself; the more
confidence the leader is likely to have in the accuracy of
the observer's appraisals,




In other words, in order for outside opinions about the principal's
performance to have an impact on that principal's velf perceptions and
future behavior, the observers must be‘viewed by that principal as under-
standing his/her pirticular work context or role and be seen as being better
qualified to appra’se that principal's performance than the principal him/
herself. For example, a principal who as a result of teacher assessments and
pefsona] perceptions feels the need to appraise his/her pupil personnel skills
might try to organize ;.three-person observation team composed of the following
types of individuals: (1) another principal in the system with a thorough
understanding of what it is like to be a principal in that district and a
reputation of exemplary performance with respect to puﬁi] personnel services,
(2) a university p-ofessor familiar with that perticu]a} type of work context
and expert in pupil personnel services, and (3) the principal being observed.13
P3: There is'an inverse re1ationship between the number of prior
expectations held by the external observer for the leader's
performarce and the amount of confiderice the leader has in the

accuracy of the observer's appraisals of the leader's perfor-
mance,

The principal must select observers, as P3 notes, that have relatively
few expectations (pcsitive or negative? for the principal's behavior., To
select a person who knows and in the past has either positively or negatively
evaluated that principal's performance, may present the principal with
doubts about the ol.jectivity and accuracy of the observers' appraisals. While
it may be impossible to always recruit total strangers, the principal's
avoidance of those individuals who have a reputation for an inability to
control prejudgemer:ts about performance is probably a wise strategy.

Py: As the leader's trust in the observer's ability to keep his/

her appraisals of the leader's performance confidential in-

creases, so does the leader's willingness to accept the
observer as part of the appraisal prccess.,

o
(-
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The characteristic of confidentiaiity in the relationship between
‘principal and observer is crucial to maintqining the ncnthreatening dimensions
of this part of the appraisal system. As noted :arlier, principals routinely
interact with peers they trust to maintain confidentiality.1 In organizing
the observaéions, the principal should emphasize the need for confidentiality,

Further, in organizing the external observation process, the princjpal
should necessarily advise observers about times, places, areas of concern to
which they can give intense consideration. This could probably be accomplished
over the phone or in an initial meeting of the observation team. |If necessary,
training in the use of the observation instruments can be arranged. Recall,
throughout this process, the principal is the initiator and organizer of the

external observations,

1.4 External Observation

The actual observation of the principal's performance or the products of
performance constitute the next step in the deve lopmental appraisal subsyster.
The observers should observe independently of each other; observers and
observations can be spread over a week, or a month. The important aspect
of these observations is the need to access multiple sources of data, e.g.,
interviews with various groups, documents, student achievement and at.  ~dance
records. In gaining access to this information, the observers might cor_ider
the following propositions:

PS: As fhe leader's (and significant other's) trust in the observers!

ability to keep his/her appraisals of the leader's performance

confidential increases, so does the observers' access to infor-
mation essential to accurate appraisa. of the leader's performance.




Pg: As the observers' access to information increases, so does the
quantity and quality of the data available in the appraisal of
the leader's performance. .

As noted previously, the ability of an observer to maintain confidentiality
and thg subsequent trust of the principal may be a crucial observer character.stic,
crucial not only to initial selection but also for access to data. Not only is
it important that this be true of the observer - principal relationship, but
it must be true with respect to the relationship between observers and members
of the principal's\org;gization, Nothing will increase the intensity of
social defense mechanisms among teachers and others in the school more than
the presénce of a stranger asking questions. |If observers are to be effective,
the principal must prepare his/her organizational members for the visitors,
tescify to the observers' trustworthiness, inform organization members of

the visits, and assure organizational members that their cooperation is needed

and appreciated,

1.5 Developmental .onference

Once observations are completed and the obs:2rvers have summarized the
data and their-thoughts, a developmental conference should be scheduled.
Each observer must be present and the meeting should be heid in a place that
provides for a lack of interruption. The purposes of the conference are to
give feedback and make recommendations for personal and professional developmznt
of the principal based on this feedback. The interaction might best be
explained in terms of the following propositions:

P7: As the quality and quantity of the data used in the appraisal

of tte leader's performance increases, so does the leaders

confidence in the observers' appraisals of the leader's perfor-
mance:.




Pg: The more the observers' appraisals of the leader tend to focus
on status characteristics (expertise) which favorably differen-
tiate the observers from the leader, the more confidence the
leader is likely to have in the accuracy'of the observers'
appraisals of the leader's performances.

The conference involves the principal and two external observers both
of whom are perceived by the principal as having more expertise than the
principal him/herself with respect to the targeted areas of observation.

The principal has the responsibility of determining the nature of the data and
data sources the observers used to complete their appraisals, and to keep

the observers comments focused on those topics about which the observers can
give expzrt advise and feedback. If these conditions are met, the following
predictions or propositions might be helpful in understanding the subsequent

interaction:

P9: In the ccnference, if both observers nake a similar or congruent
appraisal of the leader's performance, the leader will tend to
agree with that appraisal and respond appropriately in terms of
personal and professional develcpment.

Pyo: In +he ccnference, if the observers make different appraisals of
the leader's performance, the leader will tend to distribute
agreemen* betwsen the observers and value these appraisals less
than appraisals that have unanimous agreement (particularly in
planning for personal and professional development).

Triad social interaction and the tendency toward coalition development is

" S X 15 . . .
well known in the social sciences; 5 interacticn patterns in the deveinpmental
conference would probably be similar. Given two observers or interactors that
the principal believes are better able to appraisec his performance than the
principal him/hersc1f, on those occasions in which both observers agrce on
a particular appra‘sal, the principal is likely to agree also. Even in the
face of disagrecment between the observers, the principal's agreement with

either would produce appraisal decision, Clearly, in terms of the latter, the

disagreement of ''experts'' may well diminish the value and impact of that
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appraisal for development programming. These tendencies produce definitive
"decisions as well as dec{sions aSOut needs that- allow for the development of
priorities.
in the developmental conference, the princ.pal should take the leadership

role, askiéé each observer to share assessments of pesrformance, item by item.
Once each observer has shared his/her perceptior, the principal would share
his personal assessment and compare and contrast it to those of the observers,
The process of developing generalizations about needs should be inductive in
nature. Attempts at generalization should be reserved until all specific
appraisals have been discussed., Discussion should be noncritical, allowing
participants to express their opinions openly and without threat of rebuttal.
Critical analysis of the data should take place at the end of the meeting.

At this time, a general diagnostic profile serves as the central product of

the meeting and the basis for personal and professional development.

1.6 Developmental Frogram

The principal would apply diagnostic data generated by the external
observers to the creation of a development plan. The plan might best be
articulated in terms of performance objectives.16 These objectives would
state conditions or learning alternatives, expected outcomes and criteria fo-
successful coﬁpletion. The school district mia)it consider the development of an
access capability to identify various relevant learning alternatives,

This catalog 6r resource center might include a listing of alternatives,
;ritiques by previous users, and prograrmed learning systems, Ideally, if
a central data bank was available, cumulative duta from diagnostic profiles

could be used to evaluate resources listed or held in the center,
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Over a specific time perjod, the principal would implement this development
plan by taking courses, reading, counseling with others or whatever activi&ies
the plan specifies. The broken line in figure 1 moving from 1.2 to 1.6 notes
the possibility that teacher assessment data m ght be available during the
duration of the develosment plan. If this is the case, the principal might
simply use these data as a partial feedback mechanism and modify or continue
the plan accordingly. The principal always has the option of moving to exteranal

observation (1.2 to 1.3) or developmental programming after teacher assessment

(1.2 to 1.6).

Evaluation

Since there is almost always an inherent threat involved in evaluation, the
propositions (P1-P10) relevant to development might not initially appear
applicable to the evaluation process. Certainly, during'eva}uatfon, the
evaluator would be subject to a degree of defensiveness and data access would
be limited to a greater extent than it would be as part of the development
process, Often, the evaluator would hold prior expectations for a principal's
behavior,

Keeping these considerations in mind, it would probably be a mistake to
abandon the propositions just because they may “e harder to apply in evaluation.
Those doing evaluation appraisal must possess the same kinds of characteristics
noted in the propositions presented above, i.e., contextual knowledge, specific
expertise, a reduced number of prior expectatiors and the trust of those being
observed. Those doing evaluations must work to establish this credibility
among those being evaluated. With systemic appiraiszl, organizations that place
people with questionable credibility in evaluator positions can no longer afford

such luxury, Hopefully, systemic apprzisal will provide an organizational

b}
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mechanism to hinder the ''"Peter Principle' circumstance that sometimes allows

—the leart able to move in evaluation or supervisory positions,

With systemic appréisal patterns, development concentrates on those same
dimensions of professional performance that evaluation addresses., Since the
principal!s immediate superior or supervisor knows that appraisal for
development is being empioyed in the development subsystem, evaluation is
the central issue. The sucervisor makes ''no bones about it,'" the supervisor
evaluates performance and distributes rewards and incentives accordingly.
There is no need to experience the development - evaluation role conflict.

if the principal chooses to use the evaluation as 3 cross-check of the
development appraisal results he/she owns, fine, but the purpose of the
evaluation subsystem remains solely in the realm of producing data by which
the oryanization czn make personnel decisions. While this may seem rather
harsh and final, participants would soon note the absence of development-
evaluation tension. Further, the system would also be systemically related to
a grievance subsystem to resolve possible disputss between supervisor and
principal through due process.

figure 2 presents a diagram of the evaluation subsystem. It mirrors the
developmert subsys:em configuration and uses the same teacher assessment date
employed in the development subsystem. In essence, 1.1 in the development
cycle is in part 2.1 in the evaluation cycle. This is the point of systemic

linkage between the two subsystems which will be discussed later.

2.1 Teacher Assessments

Instead of receiving specific teacher assessment data cn each principal
or @ copy of each principal's diagnostic profile, the principals’ immediate

supervisor receives a district-wide profile based on principal ''averages.'
2 p g
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A

2.1 Teacher
Assessments

2.2 Supervisor Assess <
Teacher Data

2.3 Supervisor initiates
Evaluations )

2.6 Recommendations
and Recognition

2.5 Evaluation
Conference

2.4 Observation of
Performance

&

Figure 2. Professional Evaluation Subsystem for School Administrators,
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The diagnostic profile would tell the supervisor about teachers' perceptions
of the ''average! principal in the district, To ‘compute such a profile,
principals would have to anonymously send the supervisor the numerical
information used i) computing scores for the individual profiles (an averaging
of averages would not be sufficient). Ideally, this district-wide diagnostic
profile would include various measures of central tendency and comparisons
with assessments done at other times, |[f a central data bank existed in the
system, the paperwcrk for the supervisor could be decreased. The purpose

of this diagnostic profiie is to graphically depict district-wide trends that

need to be addressed and emphasized in evaluation.

2.2 Supervisor Assesses Teacher Data

Suppose the iumediate supervisor notes on the district;gide profiie
that teachers in the district are relatively disvsatisfied with supervisory
relationships with respect to school discipline. This variable has the lowest
average teacher rating as compared to other variables in the profile, Further,
this variable rating appears to be declining over the past five years. On
the other hand,.instructional leadership skills received re{atively positive
ratings and these same kinds of ratings have been apparent over the past five
‘years, Based on such information, the iémediatc supervisor might develop an
evaluation stratea’ to determine whether or not these results could be verified.
These areas of interest might be ripe for supervisor use of organizational

rewards for excellent performance and incentives to improve questionable

performance.

2.3 Supervisor Initiates Evaluations

Once the supervisor develops an evaluation strategy, the supervisor

should arrange observations of the principals. These observations would employ

O




the same external observation instruéents used in the developmental cycle.
The most preferabie type of external observation instrumentation would
probably focus on products or formal physical évidence of performance.17
Since the people in the organization may inst'nctively attempt

to defend their principal in the face of a superior's evaluztior, data based
on testimony may not be as valuable as data based on products. It is this
author's experience that teachers will tend to defend a principal ayainst
any outside evaluationﬂ- even if they personally dislike that principal or
feel that the principal needs help. This tendency appears to be almost
instinctive in nature, simply a cultural reaction to outsiders. Although,
the principal should let teachers and others kncw of the supervisor's visit

in advance and ask their cooperation in the evaluation process, one cannot

assume such cooperation would necessarily be forthcoming.

2.4 Observation of Performance

Because of the resistance predicted above and in propositions It and 5,
let's take a closer look at product evaluationw;ﬁphasis. For instance,
examination of a principal's documented pian for teacher supervision, the
principal's written evaluations of teacher performance, the documentation of
inservice afforts planned for teachers may be better measures of the principal's
supervisory skills than teacher or principal testimony., Such instrumentation
is available and will be discussed later,

The evalﬁation process would involve the principal being observed, the
principal's imnediate supervisor and a third pérty whose selection and
presence would be agreeable to both the principal and the supervisor, This
third party would necessarily possess relevant status characteristics, but

could not be someone involved in the principal's development appraisal

activities, |If the supervisor wished to emphasize instructional skills,

O
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people with a high degree of expertise in this area might be nominated as

' possible third-party observers. While this writer can easily think of a
rationale fov and .against the use of a third-party, for field-test purposes,
it might be wortn experimenting with this form rather than the more traditional
one on one;fsupervisor—principaI interacti on. The advantage of the third-
party presence might be the reduction of problems inherent in an appraisal
based on insider perceptions oniy.

Since the emphasis is on products, it might be helpful for the supervisor
to advise each principal in advance of the products needed. This would not
necessari{y result in principals scrambling around &t the last minute to develop
products. Recall, these same products are part of the consensual definition
of performance thet the entire appraisal system addresses, It is quite
likely that these products have been part éf thz principals development programs

in the past and are in place,

2.5 Evaluation Cecnference

While the introduction of this work seemed to malign evaluation conferences
and much of the description to follow will seem similar to those in serendipitous
patterns, there 1c a difference. This conference is based on data about
specific performaice, performance which is continually in the process of develop-
ment. The conference is not a lone act of supervision, but part of a system
which relates developmznt to =valuation. In efFect, principals are evaluated
on those thinés they have been working to improve. Reduced to a degree is the role
conflict of traditional evaluation conferences.

l The supervisor should ask the principal to complete a self evaluation

[}
on the same product evaluation instrument employed in observation. While the

30
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principal cannot share the develcpmental appraisal data he/she owns, this self-
evaluation might be an indirect representation of such a data base. The
interaction between supervisor and principal should focus on a comparison of
the pfincipal's self-evaluation with the supervisor's and the third-party’'s
evaluations, item by item. This process is inductive and generalizations

about -performance or improved performance should be reserved until all the
data is on the table, “These generalizations are made solely by the supervisor
based on an evaluation profile completed as a result of the conference.
Recommendations about subsequent rewards and/or incentives for performance

would be made later in the absence of the third party.

2.6 Recommendations and Recogmition ’ .

One of the main features of systemic appraisal is its ;bility to distribute
organizational rewards and incentives particularistically. In somz schogl
districts, regardless of evaluation results, everyone receives the same
privileges, pay increase and recognition. With systemic appraisal, the
supervisor now has a data base by which excellent performance can be rewarded
and less effecfive performance can be identified. What rewards? These are
limited only by the organization's resources and its leaders’ creativity,
e.g., special operating autonomy, funds for innovative'programs, recognition
or promotion. Necemssarily, when all else has failed, the supervisor may need
to make a personnel decision to dismiss én individual., However, in doing so,
the supervisor and the individual knew in advance what was expected, specified
development activities were continuousiy provided and time to correct probfens

was made available. As the last arrow in figure 2 shows, the cycle begins

again with new teacher assessments (2.1).

Cis
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Systemic" Linkage
As noted above, the development and evaluation subsystems are systemically
related through teacher assessment of thé priEZipals' performance. The linkage
is more than this operational procedure. Required for such linkage is (1) a
consensual definition of effective performance for principals and (2) instrumen-

tation to operationally measure that definition. The two are necessarily

interrelated,.

]

Developing Consensus About Performance

As a precondition to systemic appraisal, system participants must develop
consensus about a definition of effective practice, The definition necessarily
would focus on'perFormance descriptors that could be operationalized in terms
of subordinate or teacher perceptions and products of performance, The definition
should focus on those things principals do in operating an effective schéol.
Operational definitions like, '"Works with teachers to identify student needs'
are preferable to statements like ''Shows enthusiasm for the job.'' With the
former, teacher ratings and a documented needs assessment relevant to students
could be employed to substantiate this performance. In the latter, teacher
rating might be relevant, but it might be difficult to find a product for
Yenthusiasm.'

There are prohably several ways to develop consensus, the delphi teéhnique,
the nominal group process and other organizational development processes would
seem to be applicalble to the taska;Everyone involved in appraisal, principals
and their immediate supervisors, should be ihvblved in the selection or
development of the consensual definition of effective practicejg'There are
three ways to proceed. First, the participants could develop consensus on a
general definition of performance such as the one presented in figure 3. Note
the relative simplicity and generality of this sample definition. From this .

Q ,
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Principals in this district must effectively and frequently
perform the following as a means of operating an effective

school:

«

1. Principals must provide leadership with respect to
curriculum and instruction in their schools, .

2. Principals must administer the staff personnel
procram in their schocls.

3. Principals must administer the pupil pergonnel
program in their schools.

L., Principals must implement system-wide policies and
procedures in their schools,

5. Principals must administer the fiscal management
of their schools.

Figure 3.' Sample Consensus Definition




general definition, a committee of participants and/or consultants would then
need to develop more specific, behavior descriptors of what a principal would
do to accomplish those things noted in the consensual de%inition. So that
these could be rated and scored in the development of diagnostic profiles,
these behavioral descriptors would be linked with scoring scales, i.e,, rating

each performance on a 1 - 5 continuum, the highcr the score, the better the

performance. Because of the number of developmental tasks, this is probably

°
Y]

the most complex and diffi;ult means to an operational definition of effective
performance,

The second possibility, would simply be to tentatively adopt both a
conceptual and operational definition that has been previously developed.
These definitions right be already in place in the organization or school
district adopting systémic appraisal, There may be an instrument already
being used to assess the performance of school principals., |If it employs
behavioral descriptors and has a sound theoretical base, why not use it or
adapt it.

Often such definition and instrumentation is not available, particularly
for school administrators. |If this is the case, the participants should
consider the possikility of tentatively adopting or adapting a definition anag
set of instruments that have already been developzd elsewhere. As an example
of such instrumentation, the Principal Performance Description Survey (PPDS)
provides such a possibility.zo These instruments measure the principal's
performance in terms of teacher perceptions and external observer ratings of
the products of performance, The items in the inséruments are conceptually
based on an extensive review of the literature, time-motion studies of

practicing principals and verification by hundreds of practicing professionals.
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These behaviors or items are known to be related significantly to teacher and
student perceptions of school climate and to student achievement and attendance.21
While these instruments may not be totally corgruent with the nature of
practice in the p-incipalship from one district to another, this author would
argue that there i1s more in common bétween these measures and differential
practice in the principalship than there is different, Further, these instruments
would prov%de at leasgqa starting point for field-testing and adaption to a
specific district. Iltems might need to be modified, some eliminated, some
added, but at least the instrumentation is in hand and consensus can be built
through practical trial and error rather than extended theoretical and
philosophical discussions that often lead nowhere.

One other issue needs to be noted relative to consensus building. While
consznsus should ve based on the input of all system participants, there
probably needs to be an external cross-check on the consensus building process,
Without such a cross-check or devil's advocate role in the process, those
involved may overlook new ideas in favor of the status quo. An external
consultant or an organizational member whose job it would be to play the
devil's advocate could provide input to avoid "'watered-down'' or inadequate

definition of effective performance,

Instrumentation

In place, the consensual definition of effactive performance would provide
a focus for tﬁe deselopment and evaluation subsystems, Principals could employ
appraisal and development activities to the same ‘performance definition that
evaluation would address., To do this, two operational definitions would be
needed to provide measures for the consensual definition of performence.

With principals, an instrument to measure teacher perceptions of their

¢
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principal's performance and an external observation tool to assess the products
" of principals' performance would need to be developed or identified.

As noted above, the Principals! Performance Description Survey, particularly
the teacher form and the external observer fcri are examples of possible
operationaf definitions, These instruments astess a princjpal% performance
through teacher perceptions of the principal and external observer ratings of

the products of the principal's performance, This battery of instruments
addresses several functionaIAareas of responsibility, i.e., curriculum and
instruction, staff personnel, pupil personnel, svstem-wide policies and proce-
dures and fiscal management (fiscal management is on .the external observer form
only). Also, as a way of showing how a consensﬁs definition could be specified
operaticnaliy, these PPDS measures cculd be possible examples of the operational
measures of the definition noted in figure 3.
ltems on the teacher form of the PPDS ask the respondents to rate both
the ""effectiveness'' and ''frequency'" with which the principal performs certain
tasks in the school. Each item is scored on al - 5 continuum. The higher
the score, the more effective or more frequent the performance is rated by
respondents. Since high effectiveness and frecuency ratings are known to be
related to meaningful school outcome measures,22 the higher the scores, the
better the performance rating. All item scores under each functional area,
e.g., curriculum and instruction, are totaled to produce a general measure
for that area. Figure 4t presents a sample part of the teacher form of PPDS,
specifically from the section on curriculum and instruction responsibilities,23
Recall, the teacher form would be used to >resent a diagnostic profile to

each principal to initiate the development cycl:, The profile would graphically

compare teacher ratings of different functional areas of responsibility with

i
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PERFORMANCE STATEMENT SHEET

RATING SCALE

Frequency With Which Principal Effectiveness With Which
Performs Task Principal Performs Task
1 2 c 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
NEVER VERY INEFFECTIVE - VERY
: OFTEN . EFFECTIVE

pd

CUSRRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

1Y

. Evaluates the instructional climate by observing in the classroom.

Works with teacters in formulating grading practices and procedures.

3. Encourages teachers to consider individual differences when evaluatlng

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

student performance and progress.

. Discusses changss in the educational program with teachers. "~ )

Encourages teachers to work together- in ;:lannmg and modifying the
curriculum. .

Informs teacher< of general teaching practices and skills for which they are
responsible.

Encourages teachers to try new and innovative teaching methods in helping

. the consistently ‘ailing student

Discusses problems of consistently failing students with teachers.
Discusses classroom goals and procedures with teachers.

Works with teachers in understanding and usir.g results of the school testing
program.

Plans a variety of instructional programs to meet individual learner needs.

W'c:rks with curriculum committees to' establish educational goals of the
school

Works with facuity commnttees to review curriculum content and organization.
Works with teachers in establishing student performance standards.

Works with teachers in evaluating the classroom instructional climate.

Figure 4, Sample part of the PPDS teacher form.




one anotner or with average scores for all principals in the school district.
Figure 5 presents an example of such a diagnostic profile, As part of the
evaluation cycle, average teacher ratings for th: entire school district

on the various functional areas could be compaied to one another or average
teacher ratings from the most recent assessment can be compared to assessments
done at other times. Figure 6 presents an example of a district-wide profile
which the principal's immediate supervisor can use in planniné an evaluation
strategy. These profiles would serve as the systemic linkage between develop-
ment and evaluation subsystems. In essence, principals will be working on

the very same thing that their immediate supervisor will be observing during
evaluation,

The external observer form of the PPDS focuses on observed evidence or
products of a principal's performance. Each pe-formance descriptor or item
on this form must be substantiated in terms of a scale ranging from ''informat"
to ‘'product (formal)'' evidence of performance, Again, items measure a
principal's performance in terms of the same five functional areas of responsi-
bility that are addressed in the teacher form of the PPDS. A sample item
and response scale that an external observer or evaluator might employ during
appraiéal is presented below:

1. Yeeps information about new research and methods in education on-hand for
personal and staff use.

Source NA Informal Input Process Product

1 2 3 L

. Product Description

Ty
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Figure 5, Sample dizgnostic profile based teacher ratihgs.
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Let's assume a principal is being .interviewed by one of the external
observers he/she has selected for the development cycle or the principal's
immediate supervisor during the evaluation cycle {each using this external
observer instrument). Once rapport is establisted and a general explanation
of the procedure and how it is to be administered has taken place, the
interview and observations may begin., While there are specific interview or
observation questions on the form, the observer is not festricted to only
questions on the form ;n trying to determine the meaning of the principal's
response,

Scoring of each item or question involves the following procedure. |If
the respondent_identifies another individual in the schol who has responsibilit*
for a given performance {e.g. secretary, an ass’stant, a department chairman,
etc.), this person is to be noted in the spaée provided undei' ''source.' .These
persons are to be interviewed later. |If the respondent understands the
questioh but states that it is not applicable to principal's job description
in that district, the observer checks the space under NA and proceeds to the
next question or item.

Recall that in the process of producing a product score, the scale
varies from 1 - INFORMAL to &4 - PRODUCT. |If the respondent agreed that he
performs a particular behavior, but could not provide the external observer
with direct observatle evidence, but claims it is done informaliy, he/she is
given a score of 1 for the INFORMAL category., |7 he/she had on hand materials
relevant to a particular performance, but had done nothing with them, e.g.,
personality profiles for students that had never been used in assessing student

needs, the observer scores a 2 for INPUT. If, in the observer's judgment the

respondent was in the process of carrying out a particular performance beyond




the fnput stage, e.g., asking teachers to critique personality profiles before

“use in policy making he/she is given a score of- 3 for PROCESS. The highest

'

score of It for PRODUCT is given for only directly observable evidence relevant
to a specific criterion or procedure beyond the process stage,25

Underfkhe preduct scale is an open-ended section entitled ''Product
Description.' The observer is to use this section to note any and all .informal
or subjective information derived from the interview., For instance, if the
respondent produces a list of advisory committee members and minutes of their
last meeting, thése products would be noted in this section as well as any
informal comments that might be used in making qualification judgments., If,
when asked about identification of qualified minority group candidates for
teaching positions, the respondent reports that this is. a 'word of mouth'' or
informal process, a description of this informal process would go under Product
Description. In this way the observer is able to get both verification of
formal procedures in practice and specific information relative to informal
processes, Figure 7 presents a sample part of an external observer form of
the PPDS, specifically from the section on staf? personnel responsibi]ities.26

This particular or external observer instrument would be completed by
the principal him/hefseif prior to the observers' visits or at least prior to
the deveiopmental conference and the observers selected by the principal to
participate in the deve!opméntal cycle. This instrument would be completed by
the principal him/herself and evalustors during the evaluation cycle. While
the PPDS does feature a self-rating instrument that can be used with both the
teacher and externil observer forms, this author's suggestion would be that in
systemic appraisél the external observer instrument would provide the best

vehicle for interaction and comparison during devel opment or eval uation conferences.

This would allow the teacher data to be kept separate from the observation process,

Q




Staff Personnel

8. Matches employee qualifications and job descriptions in selecting new
employees.

Source NA Informal input Process Product

1 2 3 4
Product Description :

-

-

9. Maintains written job desbriptions for employees.
Source NA Informal In;\aut Process Product

1 2 3 ' 4
Product Description

10. Informs teachers of guidelines to be followed in reporting student disciplinary

problems.

Source NA, Informal Input Process Product

- 1 2 3 4
Product Description

11. Evaluates staff participation in formulating school policies and procedures.
Source NA Informal Input Process Product

- 1 2 3 4
Product Description

12. Maintains written policies concerning school rules and regulations for
students and teachers.

Source NA Informal Input Process Product

1 2 : 3 4
Product Description '

' Figure 7, Sample part of the PPDS external observer form.
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Figure 8 presents a sample profile that might be the resuit of external obser-

vation in either the development or evaluation -subsystem,

The Entire System
The entire ssstemic appraisal system is presented in figure 9 as it
applies to school principals. This graphic presentation illustrates the
systemic relationship between the two functionally dife}entiated appraisal
subsystems of development and evaluation., As noted above, teacher assessments
of the principal (1.1 in development; 2.1 in evaluation) serve as the systemic
point of iinkage between the two subsystems. Recall, the system applies to

principals in this example, but it could be applied to other leadership roles.

Teaching Faculty

if we can view classroom teachers as instructional leaders of students,'
the systemic appraisal system could be employerd as a professional support
system for teachers at the school building level, Certainly, with many
available measures of teaching effectiveness, a consensus definition of per-
formance is possible. A systemic appraisal system for teachers is presentec
in figure 10, in this application, the departrnent chairperson or the building
principal would be the evaluator, student assessments of teaching are the

systemic linkage point.

Deans of Colleges

Moving go a higher education context, the system might be applied to the
academic leadership of a college or university. For instance, figure 11
presents such an application for college deans in a large university. |If
a consensus definition of a2ffective performance could be identified and

measured, professional faculty assessments would probably serve as the point
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1.4 External Observation

I R :

1.3 Self-Initiated 1.5 Developmental
External Observation Conference
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Teacher Data
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Program

1.1 Teacher

l 2.1 Assessments : -

2.2 Supervisor Assesses

2.6 Recommendations
Teacher Data

and Recognition

L . |

2.3 Supervisor Initiates ‘ "~ 2,5 Evaluation
Evaluations Conference
A
. 2.4 oObservation of
- Performance
Figure 9.

Systemic appraisal for school principals.




1.4 Classroom.
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Student Data

|
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.1

1
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D Figure 10. Systemic appraisal for teachers,
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oL, 2,5 Evaluation
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Dean's Evaluation

2.4 External Observation
of Dean's Performance

Figure 11, Systemit appraisal for college deans,




of systemic linkage. The university officer such as the provost might serve

in the evaluation role, ‘ .

Division Heads in Government or !ndustry

The system might be applicable to leadership in government or industry;
division heads might be examples. Suppése a lérge corporation employed a
number of division heads to provide leadership with respect to various spe-
cialized corporate functions, Systemic appraisal might be employed using
division employee ratings as the systemic link between development and
evaluatioh. While functions of each division head might require specialized
expertise, a consensus definition of generic leadership behaviors applicable
across the board probably could be developed. The division heads' direct
superior, perhaps a corporate vice president would serve iﬁ-the role of

evaluator, Figure 12 presents this adaptation,

Executives

The systemic appraisal approach is most easily applied to leadership
positions in an organization that has several role incumbents. When there
exists only one individuzl in a leadership role, subordinate assessment data
would always idertify the subject of assessmert. No longer would the evaluator
receive averages of subordinate ratings, but tpecific ratings for a single
individual. This probably would increase the_potential threat of such data
as well as increase doubts and objections about the reliability and validity
of the data. Executives like university president, school superintendents,
or coorporation gresidents may confront such a préblem in adapting systemic
appraisal to their positions,

Does this mean that systemic appraisal is applicable to every leadership




1.4 External
> Observation

Y

1.5 Developmental

1.3 Self-Initiated
Conference

External Observation

1.2 Self-Assessment of — _— e, e — > 1.6 Development Plan
Staff Data
1.1 Division Head's -
l 2.1 Assessment by Scaff - ]

2.6 Recommendations

2.2 Superior Assesses
and Recognition

Staff Data

U —

2.5 Evaluation

2.3 Superior Initiates
Conference

Head's Evaluation

2.4 External Observation
of Head!'s Perfo.m-
ance o L

Figure 12, Systemic appraisal for division heads in government or industry.




position but the highest in aufhority? Are only subordinate leaders ac-
,c0untablé for their performance? Are there leadership positions so elite that
they defy appraisal and professional érowth possibilities? Perhaps, The Pope
or the President of the United States might be such examples (although both
are accountable for their behavior). This writer recognizes the existence of
such excepﬁfons, but rejects, for the most part the notion that systeuic
appraisal is not applicable to executives. HMost are subordinate_to some
governing.body, few are absolute or ''god-1ike' authorities and ﬁost need to
address professional groth as a way to meet the challenges of their positions.

Adaption of the systemic appraisal approach to executives might include
use of subordinate assessments as part of the evaluators data base with those
executives who are not threatened by such infqrmation and procedures. Here,
special care would be taken to maintain the confidentiality of the data base.
in the case of an executive who reports to 3 governing board, 2 5ubcommi£tee
might handle evaluztion. Where subordinate ratings could not be used in the
evaluation subsystem, the systemic link would be the consensus definition of
performance rather than consensus definition and subordinate.ratings; In
this case, the executive would still receive a diagnostic profile of sub-
ordinate ratings from the development subsystems, but no subordinate data
would be available to the evaluator(s). External observation or product
data would be ;he -en-ral source of data for evaluation,

Another approach to systemic appraisal for executives might be the
development o% executive conscrtiums in which the state or nation (rather
than the organization) is the unit anaiysis. While this is probably a
controversial suggestion, superintendents of schools and/or college presiden®s
28

within a state would constitute a consort ium for professional growth.

In order to successfully deveiop such 2 structure, a statewide consensus

cn
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about the definition of executive performance would be a challenging under-
taking. Using the state as the unit of analysis and the goal of impraoving
executive leadership within the state as its central purpose, systemic
appraisal could be implemented with a state-wide data base, Each execut ive
would receive and own a private diagnostic profile of subordinate ratings
comparing and contrasting individual performance with state-wide averages.
Evaluators, perhaps a team composed of local and state officials, would
receive a profile of regionél or state-wide subordinate ratings to help
develop an evaluation strategy. External observation in development and
evaluation would not only provide data on individual executives, but another

on-going data source about executive leadership in the state.

Implementation

The history of innovation in education, particularly the implementaéion
of innovation in educational organizations, has been characterized by less
than successful efiorts in many circumstances.29 Certainly, the literature
about possible pitfalls as well as strategie< abound.30 It is not the
purpose of this work to discuss implementation strategies at length with
respect to systemib appraisal applications in educational organizations.
This author would recommand works like those by Havelock31 or Bennis, Banne
and Chin32 to the reader to address this problem. instead, this author will
simply sketch out the vasic functions or outcomes that might be essential
in a successful irplementation effort. These functions are presented in a
flow chart in figure 13.33

A successful implementation effort would need to accomplish at least

five basic functions or outcomes: (1.0) & decision by system participants
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to develop the appraisal approach in their organization; (2.0) a consensus
definition of performance; (3.0) the training of system participants with
respect to the knowledge and skills necessary to run the system; (4.0) an
actual field test »f the system; and (5.0) an evaluation of the field test
results as a means to system improvement. These functions will be described
in more detail in the following paragraphs.

L3

(1.0) Decide to Implement the System

If one were to consider the implementation of this system in a particular
organization, a study of both the informal and formal organization would he
necessary to identify opinion leaders and organizational needs (1.1). when
implementation preccesses exclude influential organizational members or fail
to address the expressed needs of possible system participants, success would
be doubtful. Once the opinion leaders are known, 2 commi ttee or committees
could be developed to consider the appraisal system as an alternative (1.2),
particularly in terms of identified needs (1.3) and the consequences of
systemic appraisal in addressing those needs (1.4). Given sufficient time
to examine systemic appraisal as an alternative, the committee would ascertain
the level of interest among possible participants and organizational leader-
ship (1.5) as a means of making a decision about whether (1.6) or not (1.7)
to try to implemert. The broken line or feedback loop suggests that regard-
less of the decision, continued examination of needs and structure is needed.
Unless the alternztive has the wide—Spreaa support of organizational
leadership and merbership, a decision to implement would be unwise. Figure

14 presents a flow chart of these functiors.
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(2.0) Deveiop a Consensus Definition

Figure 15 presents a flow chart of pqssibfe functions necessary in
consensus building with respect to performance definition. As noted previously,
nominal group processes or the delphi seem appropriate to this task. Using
the commit;ee or committees of organizational cpinion leaders, consensus about
a conceptual (2.1) and operational definition (2.2) of performance nceds to |

" be accomplished. .Operational definition would necessarily include specifi-
cation of data sources (2.21), identification or construction of appropriate
instrumentation (2.22) and the organization of an operational information
system to manage effective storage and flow of data {2.23). No definition

“should be ''set in concrete”;{a}ways considered tentative based on field testing

and evaluation (2.3). As the broken line or feedback loop nofes, evaluaticn

leads to new consensus.

(3.0) Train System Participants

Every system, in order to survive, must be understood by its participants
and taught to new participants, A training program would need to be set up,
perhaps in the form of a manuai or in-service education (3.1). This training
program would explain the procedures of data gathering (3.11); identify a
pool of external observers and necessary obseiver characteristics (5.12); and
identify resources that can be employed in recponding to diagnosed needs (3.13).
The training of participants in analysis of data, building profiles and
generalizing ébout needs would constitute another component of training (3.2).
A component that would evaiuate the effectivencss of these training procedures
(3.3) could be employed as a way of improving ihe program (see feedback loop).

Figure 16 describes the flow chart for these functions.

€1



2,0 Develop
Consensus
Definition of
Performance

2.1 Develop

o> Consensus

Conceptual ly

2,2 Develop
Consensus
Operationally

/

Figure 15, "Develop Consensus” flow chart,

ERICA/

IToxt Provided by ERI

D ——

2,3 Evaluate the
Definition

2,20 Identify

Data
Source

5

2,20 identify or
Construct
Instruments

2,23 Organize an
Information

System

L

£3

€S-



3.0 Train
System
Participants

_

3.3 Evaluate
this Tralning
Effort

13,1 Orlent 3.2 Traln
Syst?m . farticlpants
Participants in Data

Analysis
3.11 Explain
s Data
Gathering
3,12 Identify
N Possible
Observers
3,13 Identify
. Possible
—>1  Developnent
Resources

Flgure 16, "Train System Particizants" flow chart,

ERIC

1Text Provided by Eic [l

HS-



-55

(bL.0) Fieid-Test Svstemic Appraisal

As figure 17 cemonstrates, it would be necessary to field-test the
entlre systemic appraisal system by gathering subordinate data as a point of
systemic linkage (k.1); producing developmenta: or diagnostic profiles (4,2)
and evalua;ion profiles (4.3); and running the participants through both
cycles (k.3 and 4.4), During implementation in some organizations, it-might
be advisable to phase in the cycles one at a time. While this author leans
toward the development cycle as phase one of such a plan, arguments could be
drawn either way as to whether evaluation or development would be first.

The important thing to remember is that sooner or later both subsystems must

be tested together for a true field test of the system.

(5.0) Evaluate the Field Test

Every systemc approach features an evaluation component and this one
is ﬁot an excepticn to that rulé. Figure 18 presents a flow chart of functions
associated with the evaluation of field test results. |In order to accomplish
system evaluation, this author would like to suggest the development of a
"tissue committee'' to replace implementation committees and monitor system
operations. In hospj;al organizations, tissue committees examine organs
removed in surgery as a way of monitoring surgical operations, This cross-
check mechanism would question surgeons who exiract healthy organs and suggest
modification in the decision making process regarding decisions about
initiating shrgery. Such committees made up of members representing
various points of view could monitor the systenic appraisal process. A
tissue committee for development might examine developmental programs and

their effectiveness, selection patterns relevant tc external observers and
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new resources for development., The evaluation tissue committee would

" examine evaluation profiles from subordinate ratings, external observations, and

patterns appropriating organizational sanctions. These committees would
necessarily operate in ways that protect the privacf of individual system
participan{s. These committees would be responsible for aggregating the
necessary data (5.1); analyzing the subsystems and the system as a whole

(5.2, 5.21 and 5.22). Perhaps, meeting together annually or biannually in
congress, these committees would make recommendations for the modification and
improvement of the system (5.3). As the feedback loop notes, this process

is repeated continually.

Conclusion

in beginning this project, the writer started with the straightforward
notion that professional evaluation and development are.functionally differ-
entiated subsystems that have the potential for systemic intergration, i.e,,
professionals should work to improve in themselves that which the organization
evaluates or organizations should help professionals develop those behaviors
which the organization expects them to perform effectively, Appraisal was
seen as the central vehicle by which professional leadership personnel can be
developed and evaluated. The author's efforts were spurred bx some encouraging
past experiences linking the appraisal and development of school leadership
personnel35 and an invitation from the Mershon Lenter, The Ohio State
University to'study assessment and appraisal of leadership personnel in
preparation for certain efforts related to the _enter's on-going interest in
leadership. After writing this paper, it bacam: apparent that the nétion,
howvever simple in premise, would be a challenging one to operatiorialize in

educational organizations.
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The presentation of systemic appraisal was necessarily a sketch rather
than a complete operational plan, There are two reasons for this type of
presentation. First, the idea has little field test data to recommend its

36

effectiveness. Second, it is the feeling of this writer that such a

system is best operationalized with the characteristics of a specific organ-
izational setting in mind, Each organization can adapt and adopt this systein
in ways that make it v}able given a particular situation. There is no way
this model could be operationalized in this paper to meet the specific
idiosyncrasies of particular educational organizations. Instead, an oper-
ational outline was presented along with a challenge to field test, evaluate
and modify it in specific organizations., The operational details are probably
best developed by system participants to meet organizatioral requirements,

Not only is this paper an outline of an idea and a challenge to experiient
in various and differential organizational settings, but also a challenge to
creatively adapt and modify system components and constructs. For instance,
even though this paper emphasized subordinate ratings as part of the systemic
link between development and evaluation subsyst2ms, why not consider expanding
the data base to include other reference groups like community members,
organizational clients, or peers? Why should the system only focus on a
leader's role expuctations? Could the system provide for general, personal
and préfessional enrichment? Of course, the possibilities are numerous and

limited only by imagination,
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