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ABSTRACT 
 
 

This study was an investigation into participant perceptions of principal appraisal 

in Australian Lutheran schools where a national, systematic appraisal process for 

principals, entitled Principal Appraisal for Development (PAD), has been in place 

since 2000.  The study group for the investigation consisted of fifteen principals, 

ten chairpersons of school councils and two district directors, all of whom had been 

involved in the process.  The literature review indicated that whilst there was 

substantive scholarly writing on the purpose and methods of principal appraisal, 

there was a lack of recorded research on the experience and longer term outcomes 

of appraisal.  Accordingly, the focus of the study was an examination of participant 

perceptions of the experience and impact of appraisal.   

 

The study’s theoretical underpinning was symbolic interactionism and it adopted a 

qualitative approach to answer the central research question:  What are principal 

and governing council chairperson perceptions of the efficacy of principal 

appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran schools?  Data for the study were 

gathered through focus group and individual qualitative interviews.  In addition, 

documents associated with the appraisal process were obtained for analysis.  The 

data were then analysed using grounded theory methods, leading to the generation 

of three theoretical propositions. 

 

The first proposition was that the efficacy of principal appraisal depended on the 

completion of an explicit process that followed six clearly defined and understood 

steps; the second: that five perceptions of the efficacy of the appraisal process 

could be identified amongst participants; and the third: that the role played by key 

players in a spirit of trust in the process and in one another facilitated perceptions 

of efficacy in the appraisal process.  Furthermore, the context in which the process 

took place, the actual purpose of the process and the nature of responses by 

participants emerged as key factors in each proposition.  In particular, these factors 

determined whether the appraisal process advanced through the six defined stages 

required to ensure meaningful, long-term development for the principal, which of 

the perceptions of efficacy of the process for development was held by participants, 

and the extent to which trust in one another and in the process was evident. 
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From these propositions eight statements that describe the experience of study 

participants were identified.  These comprised: their belief that a development 

purpose must have priority in appraisal for perceptions of efficacy of the process; 

credible messages needed to emerge from the appraisal process for perceptions of 

its efficacy; appraisal needed to be perceived as a complex process of change 

involving meaning-making; principal as agent and initiator in the appraisal process 

facilitated perceptions of efficacy; a supportive and improvement-oriented 

environment for professional development was associated with perceptions of 

efficacy of the process; professional development of the principal needed to be 

perceived as a complex process; trust in the process and in one another was 

necessary for perceptions of appraisal’s efficacy; and appraisal was recognised as 

having outcomes that may distract from development.   

 

These findings have specific implications for the policy and practice of principal 

appraisal in Lutheran schools, especially as PAD is reviewed.  The findings also 

have application to other appraisal settings and generated key questions to assist in 

developing, implementing and evaluating principal appraisal systems.  The study 

also indicated that those involved in the appraisal process need to think through 

how appraisal, development and accountability are related.  These concepts are 

important and legitimate, and are to be both separated and recognised in any 

employment context.   

 

The study found that appraisal that resulted in development was a complex process 

of change involving shifts to meaning and behaviour.  Such a process needed to be 

supported through an environment of trust with an improvement focus.  The study 

has indicated that appraisal for development needs to be informed more fully by an 

understanding of the professional development literature.  In summary, the study 

has contributed to an understanding of the place of appraisal in the learning and 

development of school principals. 
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ABBREVIATIONS AND GLOSSARY 
 

 
 
BLEA Board for Lutheran Education Australia 

A Board of the Lutheran Church of Australia that has responsibility 
for the national oversight of Lutheran schools and systems. 
 

BLS Board for Lutheran Schools 
This Board of the Lutheran Church of Australia was replaced by the 
Board for Lutheran Education Australia in 2002 when the title 
Lutheran Education Australia was adopted as the national corporate 
identity for Lutheran schools and systems. 
 

Church Lutheran Church of Australia 
 

CLME Centre for Leadership and Management in Education 
CLME facilitated and acted as a consultant for the development and 
implementation of Principal Appraisal for Development.  It has 
acted as the external agency for processing the data gathered in 
Principal Appraisal for Development. 
 

District 
director 

There are three district directors for Lutheran schools in Australia.  
They are responsible for the management and oversight of schools 
and systems in their jurisdiction.  
 

District A technical term used to describe administrative units of the 
Lutheran Church of Australia.  There are six districts:  South 
Australia/Northern Territory, Victoria/Tasmania, New South Wales, 
Queensland, Western Australia and New Zealand.   
In relation to Church administration of schools, administration is via  
three regions:  the South Australian/Northern Territory and Western 
Australian Districts; Queensland District; and, the South Eastern 
Region comprising Victorian/Tasmanian and New South Wales 
Districts. 
 

Executive 
Director 

The Executive Director is the executive officer for Lutheran 
Education Australia.  The Executive Director has national oversight 
of Lutheran schools and systems.  Before 2002 the position was 
know as National Director for Lutheran Schools. 
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LCA Lutheran Church of Australia 

 
LEA Lutheran Education Australia 

This term describes the national corporate identity for the network of 
Lutheran schools in Australia.  It was adopted in 2002. 
 

Manual A manual for school councils   
The Manual is the policy and procedures guide for principals and 
school councils in using Principal Appraisal for Development. 
 

PAD Principal Appraisal for Development 
An appraisal process for principals in Australian Lutheran schools 
was introduced in 2000 after trialling in 1999. 
 

360-degree 
survey 

The type of appraisal instrument used for gathering data from 
respondents in Principal Appraisal for Development. 
 

 

 

Notes on writing protocols used in the dissertation 

1. In this dissertation the terms ‘principal’, ‘school’, ‘council’ are written 

without capitals.  However, in some of the documents cited in the 

dissertation, these words are capitalised.  Accordingly, when these words 

are cited, they appear as found in the original document. 

2. In the analysis of the transcripts, principals, chairpersons and directors are 

coded numerically, eg, principal #1, chairperson #1, director #1.  Appendix 

L provides details of the date and type of interview for each participant.   

3. The underlining of a word located in quotations from the interview 

transcripts, indicates that the word was emphasised or stressed by the 

speaker during the interview. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Society has high expectations of schools and of those who lead them.  Thus a 

former Australian Commonwealth Minister for Education, Training and Youth 

Affairs stated that “the quality of our education is the surest guarantee that 

Australia will meet the challenges of competition in the global economy” 

(DETYA, 2000: 1).  Likewise, the President of the World Bank has claimed that 

education is the “key to sustaining growth and reducing poverty” (cited in 

Anderson, 2000).  To this support for formal education’s central role in society, 

Power (2000), speaking from a UNESCO perspective, has added that “when it 

comes to the crunch, governments and other powerful stakeholders exert pressure 

to assure the needs of the state are given the highest priority” (p. 2).  With these 

imperatives, Western governments in the final two decades of the twentieth century 

have adopted policies to achieve greater efficiency and increased effectiveness in 

education, with an emphasis on competition and choice, accountability, and quality 

outcomes (Apple, 1993; Caldwell, 2000b; Knight, Lingard, & Porter, 1993) . 

 

Accordingly, as Australian schools and their principals, from both the government 

and non-government sectors, go about their work of preparing students for a 

fulfilling and productive life in the future, they now do so in an environment of 

choice, with government concern for school performance as measured against 

national goals and benchmarks.  In this context, performance appraisal of educators 

and administrators has emerged as one strategy for employing authorities to 

exercise quality assurance and achieve school improvement.  The study that is 

reported in this dissertation focused on the effect of appraisal on the life and work 

of principals in Australian Lutheran schools.  In particular, it investigated what 

meaning appraisal had for those involved in the process. 

 

This chapter describes the policy context for the study on principal appraisal by 

discussing global issues that have affected the delivery of education in the final two 

decades of the twentieth century.  The consequences of these issues for the practice 
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of education in Australia, and in Lutheran schools in particular, are then 

considered.  Next, the chapter describes the research focus of the study and the 

research question, before signalling the study’s findings.  Finally, it summarises the 

significance of the study for the theory, policy and practice of principal appraisal in 

both government and non-government schools.  The chapter concludes with an 

outline of the remaining chapters of this dissertation.   

 

CONTEXT OF THE STUDY 
 

This section explores some key global issues that have affected the delivery of 

education in the final two decades of the twentieth century.  Four consequences of 

these global issues for the practice of education in Australia are then discussed.  

Finally, the significance of these global issues and their consequences for the 

Lutheran school context are examined.  The focus of this section is on broad 

contextual issues and the kinds of conditions that they create for education, with a 

more detailed consideration of performance appraisal in Lutheran schools being 

provided in Chapter Three.  

 

Key global issues that have affected the delivery of education 

Three global issues that have affected the delivery of education in the Western 

world are now discussed.  They are the emergence of the notion of global 

competitiveness, the changing role of government and increased government 

expectations of education.  It may be argued that these global issues have created a 

context within the education sector that has resulted in an increased emphasis on 

performance management, including principal appraisal. 

 

The emergence of the notion of global competitiveness 

Over the final two decades of the twentieth century Western nations came to terms 

with the reality of globalisation, and whilst this notion has had political, cultural, 

social and environmental dimensions, the “clearest manifestation” of globalisation 

was its economic dimension (Henry & Taylor, 1997: 46).  The global economy is, 

in the words of Hobsbawn, “a system of economic activities for which state 

territories and state frontiers are not the basic framework, but merely complicating 

factors” (cited in Henry & Taylor, 1997: 47).  Transnational companies, therefore, 
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came to consider the globe as a whole as their source of labour and raw materials, 

as well as the extent of their market.  Consequently, nation states responded to this 

change by adopting policies to integrate their economies into the global economy 

so that they could be as competitive as possible.  

 

Furthermore, the development of new information technologies and global 

communication networks were at the heart of globalisation (Beare, 1999; Power, 

2000).  Indeed, it has been argued that the globalisation of the world economy was 

“energised by the ‘Knowledge Revolution’ as much as by any other factor” 

(Caldwell, 1996: 6).  Thus, for MacBeath, Moos and Riley (1997) the information 

society is “in the centre of the economy” (p. 224) and the economic success of 

countries depends on how successfully countries “invest in knowledge and how 

efficiently that investment pays off in productivity of knowledge” (p. 225). 

 

As a consequence, it was not so much raw materials and labour that were critical 

for economic success, but access to information.  Nations, therefore, were required 

to have technologically literate citizens, an emphasis on lifelong learning, and new 

ways of looking at work and how it was organised.  In the post-Fordist 

environment the workforce operated in teams, was globally-oriented, worked with 

information, was adaptable and flexible, and often worked from home (Beare, 

1999; Caldwell, 1996).  Western nations, therefore, had to ensure that they were 

globally competitive by putting in place policies that enabled them to be productive 

in an age of information, and education was at the heart of their response to these 

challenges. 

 

The changing role of government 

Western governments have also responded to the challenge of globalisation and the 

information society by adopting a range of policies that have seen governments 

move away from economic strategies that emphasised the welfare of citizens and 

an active role for government.  In order to be economically competitive these 

governments now became more strategic in the delivery of their services.  In 

particular, policies associated with an economic rationalist approach to government 

aimed to institute a competitive orientation for all government strategies and 

activities (Harrold, 2000).  As an example, to ensure that the national economy was 
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more attractive to potential investors, there were reductions in taxation rates, as 

well as an emphasis on eliminating national budget deficits.  There was a belief that 

market forces, rather than government activity, produced better outcomes with 

fewer resources (Marginson, 1993). Whilst such strategies may have enhanced 

international competitiveness, governments no longer had the money to be as 

welfare-oriented as previously.  

 

In a variety of ways governments introduced private enterprise methods into their 

operations and attempted to privatise as many functions of government as possible.  

In general, these policies led Western governments to ensure that: 

… services offered to the public are outcomes oriented, agency costs are 
minimised, consumers are afforded maximum choice, competition in the 
delivery of services is mandated, accountability for the quality of services is 
controlled by government and consumer, and where appropriate, there is a 
separation of funding and delivery  (Ethell & Dempster, 2000: 28).  
 

Thus, services required by government were seen as products, there was an 

emphasis on outcomes rather than inputs, citizens were regarded as consumers and 

ministers of state had a hands-on approach to their portfolios to ensure that these 

services reflected the national goals (Knight & Lingard, 1997).  Efficiency of 

provision and effectiveness in achieving national policy became important and the 

foundation of outcomes-based accountability (Knight & Lingard, 1997; Marginson, 

1993).  In this way government more closely monitored the performance of 

services in all portfolios.   

 

Education, as a significant function of government, was particularly influenced by 

this changing role.  More would now be expected of education, and its delivery 

would be affected by these new policies, particularly in the area of accountability, 

including performance appraisal. 

 

Increased government expectations of education 

The imperative to be competitive in the global economy led Western governments 

to look at education from the perspective of ‘human capital theory’, believing that 

“national investment in education had a direct pay-off in terms of economic 

growth” (Marginson, 1995: 15).  This investment in education was also one “in 

which students are both a value-added product and the means by which the 
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economy is to be improved” (Knight et al., 1993: 7).  Schools were thus criticised 

for their perceived failure to meet the economic needs of the country (Kenway, 

1990), as government argued that there had to be public confidence in education 

that was now central to a nation’s competitiveness in the new global economy.  

What was expected from education, and how it was delivered, was now a subject of 

public debate.  In this respect, it was no different from other government services, 

such as welfare, health, industrial relations and trade. 

 

In Australia, this significant change for education is exemplified through an 

examination of its national goals for schooling, which were originally adopted in 

1989 in what is known as the Hobart Declaration.  These goals were subsequently 

rewritten in 1999, and known as the Adelaide Declaration.  A comparison of these 

Declarations (Collard, 2002) demonstrates the growing impact of economic 

considerations on education since “instrumental and vocational goals have 

displaced personal [goals]” (Collard, 2002: 6).  Collard’s analysis concluded that 

Australian schooling had been “drawn into a matrix of globalising market forces 

where economic imperatives exert increasing influence” (p. 1).   

 

In addition, there were other ways in which government policy demonstrated 

increased interest in education.  Thus OECD research and annual reports on a 

country’s educational performance in a range of areas became highly regarded 

(Henry & Taylor, 1997), because through such international comparisons 

governments could monitor performance in education to ensure high quality 

outcomes.  Furthermore, the emphasis on benchmarking achievements in literacy 

and numeracy in Australia reflected the need to have a qualified workforce 

(DETYA, 2000).   Similarly, a belief that the economic crisis of the 1970s was 

caused by the failure of education to deliver quality outcomes relevant to the needs 

of the nation led to a vocational emphasis in education in the 1990s (Collard, 

2002).   

 

It has been argued that the agenda of government was that schools had: 

… to be harnessed ‘in the national interest’ to the cause of economic 
recovery and the internationalisation of the economy … [and] to operate 
more efficiently in achieving more precisely specified outcomes (Knight & 
Lingard, 1997, 31). 
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In summary, more was being expected of schools and their agenda was being set by 

government, not by the educational professionals.  Schools were seen as a key 

element in the national response to the demands of a global economy. 

 

The imperative for countries to be globally competitive, the changing role of 

government to achieve such a competitive position and increased government 

expectations from education provide the context for this study of principal 

appraisal.  In general, there are now enhanced expectations on schools and those 

who lead them for quality performance outcomes.  

 

Consequences of key global issues for the practice of education in Australia 

The key global issues identified above have had significant consequences for the 

practice of education in Australia, particularly relating to the role of the principal.  

These consequences are discussed under the headings of choice and site-based 

management of schools, the importance of accountability of schools, the changing 

role of the principal, and an emphasis by education employers on performance 

management of staff.   

 

Choice and site-based management of schools 

It has been argued that governments have sought efficiencies in their operations, 

including education, through the introduction of concepts from private enterprise, 

such as choice, to “make schools more like the idealised free market economy” 

(Apple, 1993: 50) and to be internationally competitive.  In the context of US 

public schools, the market was seen as a remedy for an education system deemed 

to be “monolithic, rigid, unaccountable, and failing America’s children” (Rentoul 

& Rosanowski, 2000: 60), and the market’s ability to respond quickly to the needs 

of its community was an argument in the United Kingdom for choice-oriented 

reforms in education (Ball, 1990).  The Australian government also argued that 

“choice of school has positive effects on the quality [of schooling]” (Kemp, 2000: 

2).  It was believed that the market would ensure that criticisms of schools would 

be dealt with and quality education would ensue.  National and state governments 

in Australia have given expression to the issue of consumer choice through the 

encouragement of open enrolments, private schools, home schooling and site-based 

management of schools.  Consequently, a justification given by the Australian 
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government for an increase in funding to non-government schools in the 1990s was 

to ensure “that parents at all income levels will now have a realistic capacity to 

choose the most appropriate schooling for their child” (Kemp, 2000: 3). 

 

Site-based management of schools followed naturally from the affirmation of 

choice in education, since local management was seen to be the mechanism by 

which the local school responded to the needs of its consumers.  Indeed, the 

concept of the self-managing school has been embraced to such an extent that 

Caldwell (1999) has commented that he was “hard pressed to identify any nation 

that is not moving in this direction” (p. 268).  The self-management of public 

schools was widely seen to be “a more efficient and effective approach to the 

management of resources” (p. 264) and stood in contrast to “the enduring memory 

of unresponsive centralisation” (p. 259).  This change was an integral part of 

policies of government to establish national goals and then leave the delivery of 

services to others. 

 

Thus government through site-based management, whilst giving authority to 

managers at the local level, nevertheless had in place a series of accountability 

measures to ensure that centrally defined and imposed policies were being 

implemented.  This environment of choice establishes the context for this study of 

principal appraisal in Lutheran schools that were now in competition with other 

schools, both government and non-government.  Since parents now make 

deliberate choices on where to enrol, and when to withdraw the enrolment of their 

children, employing bodies needed to ensure that their schools were led by 

effective principals.  An emphasis on performance management was one strategy to 

achieve this outcome. 

 

Importance of accountability of schools to government and community 

When the Australian government introduced legislation for school recurrent 

funding for the quadrennium 2001-2004 enhanced accountability requirements for 

schools and systems were justified as follows: “We have come to view agreed 

national performance standards and national reporting as vital tools in delivering 

better outcomes for our students and schools” (DETYA, 2000: 2).  Consequently, a 

regime of reporting has been established so that at the school level there is a feeling 
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of “increasing accountability, more visible procedures and greater emphasis on 

outcomes, and quantification” (Naidu, 2001: 2).  Whilst decisions relating to 

curriculum, allocation of resources and basic operational matters were made 

locally, they were made according to national guidelines with “more efficient 

monitoring of results, often by the use of performance indicators” (Knight et al., 

1993: 4).  

 

Furthermore, if parents were to exercise choice in education, it was argued that 

they needed to have adequate information on school performance (Kemp, 2000).  

The emphasis on outcomes in education, with national testing and public reporting 

of school results, was justified on the grounds of both accountability and the 

enabling of meaningful parental choice (DETYA, 2000).  Accordingly, schools 

faced greater accountability through a wide range of quality assurance measures 

with an emphasis on outcomes rather than inputs.  Experience in the United 

Kingdom, where appraisal meetings, annual reviews, promotion applications, 

inspections and peer reviews became commonplace in schools and resulted in 

teachers and school administrators being confronted with a “baffling array of 

figures, performance indicators, comparisons and competitions” (Ball, 2000: 3), 

was replicated in Australia . 

 

Non-government schools were also obliged to participate in the accountability 

requirements, and this prominence given to accountability defines further the 

context for an increased interest in the appraisal of teachers and administrators.  

Indeed, Principal Appraisal for Development (PAD), which is the subject of this 

study, was implemented in Lutheran schools in 1999 at a time of increased national 

accountability requirements.  

 

Changing role of the principal 

The movement towards site-based management and increased accountability 

requirements in education has significantly affected the role of the principal.  

Traditionally, the Australian school principal has been a person with significant 

power and authority (Coulter, 1992).  However, during the first half of the 

twentieth century the power of the principal was moderated through inspectors who 

had responsibility for principal supervision and promotion.  Later in the 1950s and 
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1960s schools grew in terms of complexity and diversity, and principals developed 

a more inclusive and participatory style of leadership (Coulter, 1992; Smyth, 

1997).  Teachers were involved in school decision-making, whilst the principal was 

seen as an instructional and educational leader.  The effective schools literature of 

the 1970s and early 1980s reinforced this view (Sergiovanni, 1987).  School 

leaders were responsive to concepts of leadership that gave prominence to the 

mission and values of the school rather than to rules and regulations (Duignan, 

1997; Sergiovanni, 1996), and to empowering others by building up their 

motivation and capacity for action (Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999).  

Education was in the hands of the educators and they were motivated by a liberal 

humanist view of education that focused on the development of the individual to 

achieve potential (Barth, 1990; Wildy, Louden, Dempster, & Freakley, 2001). 

 

However, in the final two decades of the twentieth century, educational reforms 

saw the introduction of site-based management to schools, devolving more 

authority to the local community, but with heightened accountability requirements.  

As discussed above, government saw business methods and market forces as the 

way for education to achieve quality outcomes, whilst using scarce resources more 

efficiently.  This approach meant that principals were now managers and chief 

executive officers to local school boards, rather than primarily educational leaders 

(Craven, 1998).  They were encouraged by government to see themselves as 

“managers of a small business” (Kenway, 1995: 13). 

 

There was thus a movement away from participatory and collaborative forms of 

administration to an emphasis on the managerial (Smyth, 1997).  From being 

concerned predominantly with equality of opportunity and achieving student 

potential through leading fellow professionals, the principal now received policy 

guidelines, together with benchmarks and performance indicators, and defined and 

limited resources, from outside the school.  Principals were to strive for efficiency 

and quality outcomes, whilst ensuring that the school retained its share of a 

competitive market environment. 

 

A study of Canadian principals (Wallace, 2001) is indicative of issues faced by 

principals working in this new environment.  The study cites an elementary 
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principal who lamented that “the principal’s role used to be to nurture, mentor and 

educate.  Now it’s just to manage” (p. 6).  The study concluded that “the 

intensification of work for teachers and administrators was substantial” (p. 3).  

These findings are replicated in Australia (Clarke, Wildy, & Louden, 2000; 

Cranston, Ehrich, & Billot, 2003; Wildy et al., 2001).  Hence, it can be argued that 

the new approach to school management with an emphasis on “efficiency, 

effectiveness, performance and productivity” (Gewirtz, 1997: 220) also added to 

the stress of the work situation (Solondz, 1995). 

 

The role of the principal had clearly changed.  Time was required to meet 

accountability requirements for national and state governments, whilst at the same 

time promoting the school in the community so that it could compete in a market 

environment.  One critic of this new environment called for a move away from 

“missioning, controlling, commanding, operational and strategic planning and 

surveillance” (Smyth, 1997: 1122) to a view of school leadership that saw 

principals as leaders of learning communities, a view also explored by others 

(Crowther, Kaagan, Ferguson, & Hann, 2002).   

 

In summary, the role of the principal, both in the government and non-government 

sectors, had become more complex with greater responsibilities, including also a 

range of increased accountability requirements.  In this context employing bodies 

had a need to ensure that schools had effective leadership.  Formal appraisal of 

performance was one response to this need. 

 

Emphasis by education employers on performance management of staff 

As part of increased accountability emphases and the introduction of best practice 

business strategies into the delivery of public services, including education 

(Considine, 1988), performance management systems were implemented for 

schools (MoE, 1997; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  Markets, target setting, 

performance monitoring and management, performance indicators and 

benchmarked standards were seen as legitimate ways in which to bring about 

improved educational outcomes (Gewirtz, 1997).  Performance management with 

its background in management involved setting goals and then reviewing 

performance to determine the extent to which these had been achieved (Shiels, 
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1999).  It incorporated benchmarking and formed part of the quality control 

process.   

 

This interest by government and the community in improving the quality of 

education was evident in an emphasis on performance outcomes, and measuring the 

performance of administrators and teachers was an important part of this focus.  

The need to survive in a globalised society was reflected in an emphasis on 

performance to the extent that the age has been referred to as ‘the age of 

performativity’ (Blackmore, 1997; Naidu, 2001).  Thus principals in both 

government and non-government schools in the final two decades of the twentieth 

century experienced increased performance appraisal (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999). 

 

Appraisal was not altogether new in education, since its history can be traced back 

to England in the mid 1800s when a system of “payment by results” was 

introduced (Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995).  Attendance of students, school 

results and inspectors’ reports were used as the basis for paying government grants 

and hence teacher stipends.  Inspectors’ reports were the standard appraisal for 

principal promotion during the first half of the twentieth century.  These reports 

were based on observations during one-off visits and on principals’ attention to 

bureaucratic requirements.  During the 1970s there was a new emphasis with 

appraisal being for personal and professional development (Gitlin & Smyth, 1989; 

Scriven, 1989).  Appraisal in education became very much formative and 

developmental. 

 

However, when appraisal was used as part of performance management for 

accountability purposes, and for such management purposes as promotion, contract 

renewal, salary adjustment and general control, this use became an issue for 

educators.  Data gathered as part of these appraisals tended to focus on the 

performance of the school and the achievement of strategic goals.  The core 

learning processes of education were often ignored (Brown, 1998; Kleinhenz, 

Ingvarson, & Chadbourne, 2001), an assumption was made that educational goals 

were uncontested (Blackmore, 1997) and the moral and values dimensions of the 

work of the principal were often neglected (Groves, Wallace, & Louden, 2001).  

The literature review in Chapter Two indicates that appraisal in the educational 
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context has tended to have a developmental focus.  However, appraisal as part of 

performance management has a managerial focus, reflecting an accountability 

emphasis.  Consequently, the introduction of appraisals and performance 

management for educators and their administrators has at times created tensions 

and confusion. 

 

Performance management of educators and administrators changed the culture of 

the school in that professional discipline was no longer the major source of 

motivation and the basis of decision-making.  Data from reviews became a “new 

mode of regulation” and the culture was one of control (Ball, 2000: 2).  

Relationships tended to be less collegial and collaborative, and more rational and 

calculated (Ball, 2000; Naidu, 2001).  It may be argued that they were also more 

stressful (Solondz, 1995).   

 

Hence, it is contended that the consequences of the key global issues for the 

practice of education in Australia have been profound.  These consequences have 

included an emphasis on choice and the introduction of site-based management, 

increased prominence given to accountability, the changing role of the principal 

and the implementation of performance management systems for principals.  In this 

way, issues at the macro level have interfaced with the work of the school 

principal.  Whilst the impact of these developments was most readily felt in 

government schools, the next section will demonstrate the relevance of their 

consequences for Lutheran schooling and the appraisal of its principals. 

 

Significance for Lutheran schools of key global issues and their consequences 

The impact of a range of key global issues on Australian education has been 

discussed above.  In general, it will be recalled, that schools now operate in an 

environment of choice with a demand for outcomes that are both more explicit and 

related to national goals.  There are also significant accountability requirements and 

an expectation of performance management of staff.  Lutheran schools have not 

been exempt from these changes.  Whilst Chapter Three describes the history and 

context of performance management in Lutheran schools, three aspects of the local 

school environment that have been affected by these global issues are discussed 
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here.  These aspects are the impact of a market environment, the implications of 

national accountability requirements and an enhanced role for the school council. 

 

Lutheran schools now operate in an environment driven by choice.  As with 

Catholic schools  (Duncan & Riley, 2002), Lutheran schools can no longer rely on 

denominational loyalty for enrolments.  In order to both gain and maintain 

enrolments they must now meet the educational needs of discerning parents and 

market their schools.  This change has impacted on the role of the principal, who 

now needs to build community relationships, ensure high quality outcomes and 

develop curriculum that meets the needs of parents, whilst satisfying national and 

state requirements.  The educational environment has also meant that schools need 

to be more open, accessible and responsive to their communities. 

 

Furthermore, Lutheran schools are required to meet the accountability requirements 

demanded by government from recipients of its funding (DETYA, 2000).  In 

addition, this requirement has involved commitment to the government national 

goals and priorities (Collard, 2002).  Again, there has been an impact upon the role 

of the principal, who needs to be aware of these government demands and manage 

efficiently these additional requirements. 

 

As part of the introduction of corporate management practices to public services, 

government schools have had a range of governance and management functions 

devolved to the local level to varying extents.  Whilst Lutheran schools have 

traditionally operated with site-based management, the roles of school council, the 

Church and the principal have at times been ambiguous and poorly articulated 

(Kahl, 1997; Kloeden, 1999).  However, one result of increased accountability has 

been clarification of governance and management responsibilities.  Thus principals 

have been more clearly delegated responsibility for management functions, rather 

than sharing these functions with school councils.  Similarly, school councils have 

been more clearly delegated responsibility for governance functions, rather than 

sharing these functions with the Church. 

 

Consequently, the school council’s role has been to represent the interests of the 

ownership body, set the strategic direction of the school, appoint and support the 
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principal as chief executive, and monitor the performance of both the school and 

the principal (Carver, 1990).  School governors have increasingly taken more 

seriously their responsibilities, of which accountability was one.  In this context, 

performance management, including principal appraisal, emerged as an issue for 

school councils.  Indeed, the Australian Association of Independent Schools of 

South Australia indicates in its Handbook for School Councillors that “reviewing 

the performance of the principal is a key ongoing function of the Council” (ISB, 

1997).  This statement reflects both the need for accountability and an 

acknowledgement that appraisal is an effective way to support and nurture the 

principal, and thus the school.   

 

In summary, the new market environment, increased national accountability 

requirements and an enhanced role for school councils are now important features 

of the context in which Lutheran schools operate.  These features reflect the impact 

of global issues and their consequence for Australian education, since this 

accountability-driven context of higher expectations of schools and those who lead 

them applies to all schools, whether government or non-government.  In particular, 

appraisal as part of performance management is illustrative of the use of corporate 

strategies in education to respond to these challenges. 

 

THE RESEARCH FOCUS 
 

The study reported in this dissertation was located in the context of performance 

management and its concern for organisational and personal development through 

goal setting, establishment of performance indicators, appraisal processes and staff 

development.  The focus was on the appraisal of principals and, in particular, it 

investigated the impact of the performance appraisal of principals in Lutheran 

Education Australia (LEA).   

 

This study investigated principal and council chairperson perceptions of the 

efficacy of principal appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran schools; what 

changes, if any, the principal experienced personally and professionally during and 

as a result of the process; and what the principal and chairperson individually 

understand by an effective appraisal process.  This understanding of the experience 
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of the process and its meaning to participants has been used to generate theoretical 

propositions that identify and describe the factors perceived as facilitating effective 

appraisal of principals and those factors perceived as inhibiting.  In this study an 

effective appraisal was defined as one that contributed to the personal and 

professional growth of the principal.  The purpose of appraisal was seen to be 

limited to this development outcome.  Perceptions of efficacy represent the extent 

to which a principal felt that such development had resulted from the appraisal 

process.  Efficacy, therefore, refers to the extent of the realisation of personal and 

professional development for the principal, and it thus describes perceptions of the 

effectiveness of the appraisal process.  In general, the study sought to understand 

what difference, if any, appraisal has made for the principal and the impact of any 

such changes on the school. 

 

Accordingly, the central research question of the study reported in this dissertation 

was: 

What are principal and governing council chairperson perceptions of the efficacy 
of principal appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran schools? 
 

The exploration of this research question through the experiences of principals and 

governing chairpersons has been informed by the following guiding questions: 

• What meanings did the principal and chairperson individually attach to the 

appraisal process as they embarked on it? 

• Did the meaning that principal and chairperson had about principal appraisal 

change during the process?  If so, how did it change? 

• What were the effects of any changes on the meaning attached to the appraisal 

process? 

• What actions, consequent on the completion of the appraisal process, did the 

principal experience personally and professionally?  Why were there these 

experiences? 

• What do the principal and chairperson individually understand by an effective 

appraisal process? 

 

This study adopted a qualitative approach to investigate the experience of 

principals and chairpersons of the principal appraisal process and the meaning that 

they ascribed to it.  In accordance with the qualitative approach, symbolic 
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interactionism with its focus on meaning-making in social situations provided the 

theoretical underpinning for the research.  Data were gathered from twenty five 

principals and chairpersons of school councils, as well as two district directors (see 

glossary for role of the director), through focus group and individual qualitative 

interviews.  In addition, documents associated with the appraisal process were 

obtained for analysis.  The data were then analysed using grounded theory modes 

of analysis to develop three theoretical propositions.   

 

The theoretical propositions, comprising the findings of the study, were that the 

efficacy of principal appraisal depended on the completion of an explicit process 

that followed six clearly defined and understood steps; there were five perceptions 

of the efficacy of the appraisal process amongst participants; and, the role played 

by key players in a spirit of trust facilitated perceptions of efficacy in the appraisal 

process.  Furthermore, the context in which the process took place, the stated and 

actual purpose of the process and certain responses by participants emerged as key 

factors in each proposition.  In particular, the three key factors determined whether 

the appraisal process advanced through the six defined stages required to provide 

meaningful, long-term development for the principal, which of the perceptions of 

efficacy of the process for development was held by participants, and the extent to 

which trust in one another and in the process was evident. 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF A STUDY OF PRINCIPAL APPRAISAL 
 

This study, which has investigated perceptions of the efficacy of principal 

appraisal and the meaning that it has for participants, has identified factors that are 

likely to lead to more effective appraisal of principals.  In this section five reasons 

are advanced for the significance of this study.  These reasons are the pivotal role 

of the principal in school improvement, the changing role of the principal in a 

decentralised environment, the critical shortage of applicants for principals, 

principal appraisal as an important responsibility of school governance, and the 

problematic developmental impact of principal appraisal.  Each of these reasons is 

now discussed in turn.   
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The pivotal role of the principal in school improvement 

The appraisal of principals is a significant area of study since, as has been 

discussed, community and governments are now expecting more from schools.  In 

particular, national governments regard education as the basis for global 

competitiveness (DETYA, 2000) and an avenue for addressing social concerns 

(Knight et al., 1993).  Furthermore, in information economies schools are called 

upon to both develop the potential of students more effectively and consistently, 

and also provide them with satisfactory foundations for entry into a world of 

changing job opportunities (Anderson, 2000).  Consequently, as more is expected 

of schools, more has been expected of their principals. 

 

In the same way, the effective schools literature (Brown, Irby, & Neumeyer, 1998; 

Sammons, Thomas, & Mortimore, 1997) has identified the critical role of the 

principal in ensuring that schools achieve high quality educational outcomes.  In 

addition, school improvement writers have also highlighted the pivotal role of the 

principal in providing instructional leadership for improved learning outcomes 

through supporting, empowering and increasing the capacity of staff (Barth, 2001; 

Fullan, 1991; Leithwood et al., 1999; Sergiovanni, 1996; Wallace, 2001). 

 

In summary, appraisal for development has the goal of assisting the principal to 

attain greater leadership effectiveness and thus improved school performance.  

Since school improvement is an imperative for the community, and the role of the 

principal is critical to the achievement of this outcome, principal appraisal for 

development is a significant issue for study.  

 

The changing role of the principal in a decentralised environment 

As part of the increased importance attached to education by government, 

schooling has been restructured in a way that places management at the local site 

level to ensure that the school responds more directly to the needs of its community 

(Caldwell, 1999; Rentoul & Rosanowski, 2000).  At the same time, government 

exerts greater control on the school through specific accountability requirements 

that aim to ensure that its desired outcomes are achieved.  Consequently, new 

demands have been placed on principals since “there are no standard procedures for 

dealing with unremitting government initiatives and increasing pressures from the 
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community” (Clarke et al., 2000: 1).  This move to site-based management means 

that both government and non-government school principals increasingly operate 

with similar responsibilities. 

 

One of the additional responsibilities for principals in this new environment is 

performance management of staff (MoE, 1997), in the same way as they 

themselves are appraised as part of such systems (Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  

Reasons advanced for this increased emphasis on appraisal as part of performance 

management include professional development, as well as accountability.  This 

study sought to understand what appraisal has meant for the principals who 

participated in the research, in terms of their personal and professional 

development.  It has explored whether they have found appraisal of assistance in 

identifying their professional needs, enabling them to be more effective in their 

work in the new educational environment, and hence validating the increased 

emphasis on appraisal.  

 

Critical shortage of applicants for principal 

One result of the increased expectations on schools, and those who lead them, has 

been to make the position of principal more complex and demanding (Glasman & 

Heck, 1996), resulting in fewer people applying for the position worldwide 

(Fenwick, 2000).  The work of the principal has been seen as “undesirable and the 

work undo-able” (Fenwick, 2000: 37).  Other reasons for this shortage include 

perceived inadequacy of compensation, the stressful nature of the job, unrealistic 

demands on time and family, and lack of support (ACU, 2001; Caldwell, 2000a; 

Fenwick, 2000; Thomson, Blackmore, Sachs, & Tregenza, 2003).   

 

Developing new principals and retaining existing principals is now an important 

issue for employing authorities, and providing them with ongoing support is an 

imperative (ACU, 2001; Edwards, 2001).  Appraisal for development purports to 

provide an opportunity to identify the professional needs of principals so that 

strategies for nurture and growth can be implemented.  Consequently, if this study 

indicated that appraisal, as part of performance management, was seen as either a 

principal management strategy by employing authorities or a threatening 

experience, then professional development would not be likely to ensue from the 
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process.  However, if the position of principal was seen as one that is supported, 

and where professional needs are addressed, then the concerns of those eschewing 

the position may be alleviated.   

 

Is appraisal a means for personal and professional growth of principals or is it but 

another one of the relentless demands on already busy people?  The findings of this 

study will enhance understanding of appraisal so that judgments can be made on 

the extent to which, and under what conditions, it can be a means of assistance for a 

position which is perceived to be unsupported.  In this way appraisal may become a 

helpful and positive strategy for principal development, and thus contribute 

towards moderating the problem of shortage of applicants for the position of 

principal. 

 

Principal appraisal as an important responsibility of school governance 

One of the important roles of school governance in the non-government sector is 

the performance appraisal of the principal (ISB, 1997), which is part of the ongoing 

support and care by governors of the principal.  As government schools move in 

the direction of site-based management, local school councils in some jurisdictions 

(Piggot-Irvine, 2003a) are also responsible for appraisal.  This study has the 

potential to assist governors in a role that involves significant time and resources 

and, therefore, it will be of interest to all schools where the school council has this 

responsibility. 

 

In addition, issues of dispute invariably emerge between principal and the school 

council.  When these issues are not thoroughly resolved, the consequence has 

sometimes been termination of the principal’s contract on unpleasant terms, and a 

destabilisation of the school and its community (Karaolis, 1999).  Over the past 

decade, Lutheran schools have also experienced a number of cases of such 

breakdown of relationships between school council and principal (Dempster & 

Jericho, 1998).  Appraisal offers a more formal and structured way for feedback to 

be gathered, and legitimate issues and concerns to be addressed.  Hence, this study 

will be of assistance to school governors in both fulfilling an important 

responsibility and working with their principals. 
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The problematic developmental impact of principal appraisal 

Although there is significant literature on performance appraisal of principals, its 

justification and rationale, there is little evidence of its effect or impact (Dempster 

& Lindsay, 1999).  Another review of the literature added that there was “little 

empirical support for the effectiveness of one approach over another” (Glasman & 

Heck, 1996: 376).  The literature review in Chapter Two indicates further that the 

experience of principal appraisal and its long-term outcome is an area requiring 

further study.  What findings there are in the literature suggest that the impact of 

principal appraisal on professional improvement is problematic.  More attention is 

given to this issue in Chapter Two. 

 

This study of appraisal of Lutheran principals, with its emphasis on outcomes, 

experience and an identification of the meaning ascribed to the process by key 

participants, contributes to an understanding of aspects of appraisal that have been 

neglected in the literature.  In providing insights into the experience of the process, 

the study’s findings add to a theoretical understanding of appraisal, particularly 

where it has a development focus.  Accordingly, this study adds to the literature on 

principal appraisal by providing an understanding of the experience of principal 

appraisal and how it relates to the professional and personal development of the 

principal. 

 

Summary of the significance of the study 

In summary, this study is significant for the LEA and education generally since the 

identification of factors that enhance appraisal for development may enable the 

personal and professional needs of principals to be better understood.  Responding 

to these needs with appropriate developmental programs is likely to provide the 

capacity to strengthen the leadership that principals can provide for school 

improvement.  The study also addresses the needs of principals working in a 

decentralised environment.  Furthermore, the study is particularly relevant at a time 

of shortage of applicants for the position of principal, and, in addition, its findings 

may provide support for school governors in one of their important roles.  Finally, 

the study investigates an area of principal appraisal, its potential to enhance 

professional and personal development, that the literature has identified as not well 

understood.  
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CONCLUSION 

Chapter One has provided background to a study of principal appraisal in Lutheran 

schools.  The context of the study was considered in the light of key global issues 

that have had significant consequences for the practice of education, including that 

in Lutheran schools.  The research focus and the research question for this study 

have been stated.  Finally, the significance of the study was outlined.   

Chapter Two reviews the literature on principal appraisal and identifies key themes 

that are important in the appraisal of principals.  The literature indicates that the 

impact of appraisal on principals is not well understood and, indeed, that its impact 

has been problematic.  Chapter Three provides a background to the history and 

development of performance management in Lutheran schools, and then outlines 

the establishment of PAD and its implementation in Lutheran schools.  The chapter 

links the issues raised in the general context for, and literature review of, principal 

appraisal with the situation in Lutheran schools.  It thus provides specific 

background for the study. 

The research design and methodology for the study are outlined in Chapter Four.  

This chapter describes and justifies symbolic interactionism as the theoretical 

underpinning of the research.  Next, the data gathering methods and sampling 

procedures are described.  The use of grounded theory methods to analyse the data 

to develop theoretical propositions is then explained.  Finally, methods used for 

ensuring that the data are credible are discussed. 

Chapters Five, Six and Seven discuss three theoretical propositions generated 

during the data analysis.  The overall findings of the study are discussed in Chapter 

Eight.  Implications of these findings for the theory, policy and practice of principal 

appraisal are then considered.  These include implications for the principal and 

school governors, as well as their mutual partnership, as together they go about the 

task of providing leadership for the school. 
 

 21



 

CHAPTER TWO 

  LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

This chapter discusses the literature relating to the appraisal experience of school 

principals.  However, whilst principal appraisal is its focus, there is also reference 

to both teacher appraisal and appraisal in the commercial world, since in both 

contexts there has been a longer and more extensive experience of appraisal than of 

principals (Fontana, 1994; Shiels, 1999).  Furthermore, since this study is of the 

experience of appraisal in Lutheran schools, where appraisal has a development 

purpose, scholarly writings on the professional development of principals, 

particularly in relation to appraisal, are also highlighted.  

 

Whilst there is significant apparent interest in the literature in the appraisal of 

principals (Clarke, 1994; Coulter, 1992; Glasman & Heck, 1996), specific research 

into its effectiveness or long-term impact has been meagre (Dempster & Lindsay, 

1999; Ginsberg & Thompson, 1993).  Consequently, there is limited literature on 

the experience of the appraisal process and the meaning participants attribute to it.  

Almost two decades ago principal appraisal was described as “non-existent, 

perfunctory, episodic and non-substantive” (Murphy, Hallinger, & Peterson, 1985: 

81).  Although it is now very much part of the life of the principal across the 

Western world, the impact of appraisal remains problematic and is a “fertile area 

for further study” (Jennings & Lomas, 2003: 380).  Furthermore, there are a 

number of contested issues within the field which have been described as “fuzzy” 

(Heck & Marcoulides, 1992: 125).  These issues include the purpose of appraisal, 

how appraisal relates to the authentic work of the principal, who has an interest in 

the process, the basis on which appraisal judgments are made, how appraisal data 

are gathered, the desired outcomes from the appraisal process and its overall 

effectiveness. 

 

Using these issues as a guide, this review of the literature is organised, first by 

classifying appraisal nomenclature and then by addressing the topics of purpose of 
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appraisal, control and the appraisal process, collecting data in principal appraisal, 

the experience of, and outcomes from, the appraisal process, and appraisal and 

principal professional development.  The conclusion to this chapter highlights 

significant themes that have emerged from the literature review relating to principal 

appraisal as a catalyst for development.  These themes have been used to articulate 

a conceptual foundation for the study reported in this dissertation. 

 

NOMENCLATURE AND APPRAISAL 
 

Care needs to be exercised when using the word appraisal, since it has different 

meanings in the literature, depending on context and country.  In this section, the 

origin of appraisal is identified, different concepts that describe appraisal are 

examined and an understanding of how the term is used in this literature review is 

provided.  

 

Appraisal emerged as a strategy in the early 1900s as part of attempts in industry to 

increase production (Coulter, 1992).  By the end of the twentieth century, across 

both government and non-government enterprises, appraisal was a fundamental 

component of performance management, which included detailing role 

descriptions, establishing performance objectives, measuring performance, skills 

training and development, coaching and performance related pay (Neale, 1991).  In 

this context, appraisal was not seen as a one-off event, but part of an integrated 

process and system of human resource management.  Appraisal enabled industry to 

maximise the potential of its human resources in the interest of efficiency and 

enhanced performance (Shiels, 1999; Weller & Weller, 2000). 

 

In the final two decades of the twentieth century, in such countries as New Zealand, 

Australia, the United Kingdom and the USA, appraisal became an issue in 

education in response to accountability demands, the desire for improved school 

achievement outcomes and the demise of quality assurance personnel such as 

inspectors (Clayton-Jones et al., 1993; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Ingvarson & 

Chadbourne, 1997; McMahon, 1994; Murphy et al., 1985; Piggot-Irvine, 2000).  

The initial emphasis was on appraising teachers, but soon there were moves to 

implement appraisal for principals, and jurisdictions legislated accordingly (Brown 

et al., 1998; Craven, 1998; Piggot-Irvine, 2000; West-Burnham, 2001).  This 
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emphasis on principal appraisal was part of the accountability movement that 

sought to hold site-based management accountable for either centrally imposed or 

agreed performance objectives (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999).  As such, 

performance appraisal was part of enhanced performance management and 

reflected very much what was regarded as best practice in private enterprise. 

 

In the Australian education context the concept of appraisal has generally been 

differentiated from the concept of evaluation (Moses, 1989; Scriven, 1989).  The 

concept of appraisal, on the one hand, has had a development and improvement 

emphasis.  Evaluation, on the other hand, has been seen as a process for gathering 

data to facilitate decisions relating to an educator’s future, whether for tenure, 

salary or promotional purposes.  This distinction was reflected in appraisal being 

regarded as formative, being for development, and evaluation as summative, being 

for personnel decision-making (Moses, 1989).   However, literature from the 

United States (Milman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 

1995) generally uses the term evaluation to describe any process that gathers data 

on performance, whether the data are used for decisions relating to professional 

development, accountability, merit pay, promotion or tenure.  Another related 

concept is assessment, which is used to describe the measuring of a person’s ability 

for a position (Lokan & McKenzie, 1989), as occurs in US assessment centres for 

principals and teachers (Tobin, 1989).  In addition, some government education 

authorities have used the term performance management to describe a range of 

human resource management processes that include appraisal as one aspect (Down, 

Chadbourne, & Hogan, 2000; Grealy, 1997; Piggot-Irvine, 2003b). 

 

Accordingly, appraisal is a concept from beyond education that has different 

functions attributed to it in different contexts.  Furthermore, some literature will 

use other terms such as evaluation to describe the process known in Australia as 

appraisal.  This literature review uses the term appraisal as a generic descriptor to 

mean “the judgement or rating of a person’s performance usually by a 

superordinate at a regular time” (Coulter, 1992: 1).  Appraisal in this definition is 

intentional, regular and part of a person’s employment conditions.  Although the 

purpose of appraisal alone does not define the concept, the following section 

indicates that purpose does affect the meaning that people attribute to the process. 
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PURPOSE OF APPRAISAL 
 

The literature indicates that there are three main purposes for principal appraisal, 

including personnel decision-making, development and accountability.  These 

purposes are discussed in this section and then the implications of combining them 

in one appraisal process are considered. 

 

Personnel decision-making purpose 

The determination of promotion, salary increase and contract renewal are examples 

of appraisal being used for personnel decision-making purposes.  Personnel 

purposes for appraisal were clearly evident in principal appraisal systems during 

the 1980s and the 1990s throughout the United Kingdom, the USA and Australia, 

reflecting political influences with a desire to incorporate business strategies into 

the process of government and to exercise increased accountability (Coulter, 1992; 

Glasman & Heck, 1996; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  

 

Principal appraisal systems in Victoria (Craven, 1998) and some states in the USA 

(Garrett & Flanigan, 1991; Murphy & Pimpentel, 1996) have clearly sought to hold 

the principal accountable for the performance of the school, with employment 

consequences for the principal.  In this way principal appraisal has been used to 

extend contracts and to determine pay levels, thus reflecting a belief that education 

“must join the modern corporate world and move to a well conceived, results based 

evaluation and profit-sharing system” (Murphy & Pimpentel, 1996: 74).  The 

Victorian principal appraisal system also assessed achievement of outcomes to 

determine salary increases and appraisal was strongly oriented to performance 

management of the principal (Craven, 1998).  Any improvement outcomes for the 

principal’s professional development were seen as secondary to improved school 

performance and employment related decisions. 

 

Development purpose 

The effective schools literature has affirmed the pivotal role of the principal in 

school improvement (Fredericks & Brown, 1993).  Descriptions such as  “the key 

to the school” (Thomas & Vornberg, 1991: 60) and a “linchpin to improve [the] 

curricular and instructional” (Murphy et al., 1985: 79) were contiguous with 
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significant interest in principal appraisal (Ginsberg & Thompson, 1993; Glasman & 

Heck, 1992, 1996; Heck & Glasman, 1993).  From this perspective it was argued 

(Danielson, 2001; Manatt, 1997) that appraisal for principals’ personal and 

professional development would be reflected in school improvement.  Principal 

appraisal was also seen as part of a process of identifying, preparing and 

developing principals (Stufflebeam & Nevo, 1993). 

 

However, Ingvarson and Chadbourne have argued (1994a) that appraisal for 

development will not be effective unless there is a tangible consequence for the 

participant, such as career progression.  This finding was replicated in Australian 

higher education where a system of appraisal for development was found to be 

ineffective, since no development for staff beyond that which would have occurred 

without appraisal eventuated (Lonsdale, 1998). 

 

Accountability purpose 

Although accountability is frequently given as a reason for principal appraisal, it is 

not always clear what this concept means.  In New Zealand where appraisal has the 

twin focus of development and accountability (MoE, 1997), any issue relating to 

discipline of the principal is ruled out of the process.  However, in Victoria 

(Craven, 1998) accountability implied that appraisal could impact upon the 

principal’s contract.  The accountability of the principal in New Zealand is seen as 

arising from both being a professional and also being accountable to the school 

board through appraisal, amongst other means (Middlewood & Cardno, 2001).  

Some writers (Kleinhenz et al., 2001), therefore, differentiate between public 

accountability for the achievement levels of students in a principal’s care and 

professional accountability, which is a responsibility to improve professionally. 

 

Accountability had a more direct meaning in effective schools discourse, since 

principals were “held accountable for achieving objectives” (Ginsberg & 

Thompson, 1993: 66) which in some cases included the achievement results of 

students in national tests.  Hence, accountability as a purpose for principal appraisal 

has diverse meanings, and often includes elements of the personnel decision-

making purpose. 
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Appraisal with multiple purposes 

The literature, therefore, attributes a range of purposes for principal appraisal, 

including personnel decision-making, development and accountability purposes.  

Some appraisal systems, such as those in New Zealand and various states in the 

USA (Brown et al., 1998; Dempster & Lindsay, 1999; Piggot-Irvine, 2000), have 

combined these purposes with varying emphases.  However, the literature differs 

on whether an appraisal system can provide for these different functions at the one 

time.  On the one hand, performance management models from industry (Neale, 

1991) regard appraisal resulting in development as an integral part of an 

employer’s total management of employee relationships.  On the other hand, some 

writers (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999; Duke & Stiggins, 1990; Ramirez, 2001) argue 

that appraisal for development should be kept separate from personnel management 

issues.  Indeed, in New Zealand (Edwards, 2001; Piggot-Irvine, 2000), with both 

development and accountability purposes for principal appraisal, experience has 

shown that accountability has tended to dominate the development purpose in the 

appraisal process. 

 

Accordingly, some writers (Timperley & Robinson, 1997) highlight the need for 

both clarity of purpose and a shared understanding of the appraisal process.  Shared 

understanding of appraisal is an issue for non-government schools, since school 

governors with a private enterprise background are likely to come to the appraisal 

process with different understandings and expectations regarding its purpose than 

educators who tend to see appraisal as being for development (Timperley, 1998).  

The literature cited above indicates that care is required if principal appraisal has 

more than one purpose.  Indeed, the thrust of the evidence is that appraisal should 

have only one purpose to be effective. 

 

CONTROL AND THE APPRAISAL PROCESS 
 

The notion of control in appraisal can be considered using concepts developed by 

Goldharmer in the 1960s (Gitlin & Smyth, 1989) to categorise appraisal processes 

along a continuum, based on the extent to which the appraisee feels in control of 

the process, with the poles of the continuum designated as dominant and 

emancipatory.  The dominant pole reflects employer-controlled processes that are 
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accountability and personnel decision-making driven.  At the emancipatory pole 

the employee has control of the process, and the appraisal has a strong personal and 

professional growth emphasis.  In this section examples of dominant and 

emancipatory control in appraisal are provided, and implications for the appraisal 

of principals arising from different levels of control are outlined. 

 

Dominant control in the appraisal process 

Traditionally, in the USA setting it was the superintendent who appraised 

principals based on impressions gained from a “process that was almost totally oral 

and visual” (Murphy et al., 1985: 80).  Such visits could be little more than “a few 

personal snapshots” (Murphy & Pimpentel, 1996: 75) resulting in the principal 

often feeling excluded from the appraisal process and seeing it as something done 

to them rather than with them (Brown et al., 1998).  This approach to appraisal is at 

the dominant end of the control continuum, reflecting the origin of appraisal from 

the business model of performance management (Neale, 1991).  In these 

circumstances appraisal is perceived to be something that has been imposed by the 

employer.   

 

Some performance management systems recently introduced for teachers and 

principals, such as those in Victoria (Craven, 1998), South Australia (Naidu, 2001) 

and Western Australia (Down et al., 2000) are further examples of dominant 

control.  These imposed, multi-purpose appraisal systems have outcomes that affect 

employment conditions.  Consequently, participants have expressed a sense of 

disempowerment because of them.   

 

Emancipatory control in the appraisal process 

The concept of clinical supervision developed by Goldharmer (Gitlin & Smyth, 

1989) is an example of emancipatory appraisal with the individual taking full 

responsibility for the appraisal process.  This approach may consist of self-

appraisal or working with a peer to reflect on performance.  The assumption is that 

participants best know their own development needs, and using feedback from an 

appraisal process that they have managed, can generate an improvement strategy 

(Lovett & Verstappen, 2003).  In relation to teachers, it has been argued (Ingvarson 

& Chadbourne, 1994a) that the profession, like other professions, needs to take 
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responsibility for appraisal, as has happened in the USA with the National Board 

for Professional Standards for teachers (Ingvarson, 1999a, 1999b).  Similar 

frameworks and standards are emerging for educational leaders (Caldwell, Calnin, 

& Cahill, 2003; Clarke et al., 2000; Creissen, 1997).  

 

Guidelines (AHISA, 1999) developed for the appraisal of principals in non-

government schools in Australia provide an example of a principals’ association 

taking the initiative in promoting and facilitating appraisal. In the next section the 

implications of a sense of control in the appraisal process are identified.  

 

Implications of a sense of participant control in the appraisal process 

Employing authorities, whether government systems or councils of non-

government schools, have the ultimate responsibility for both the educational 

outcomes of their schools and the allocation of resources for professional 

development and will, therefore, have a keen interest in the appraisal process.  

Furthermore, the appraisal of the chief executive officer, who is the principal in a 

non-government school, is a key responsibility of the governing body of such non-

profit organisations (Carver, 1990).  It follows that there needs to be a balance 

between the dominant interests of the employer and the emancipatory interests of 

the employee through consultation and agreement as, for instance, is outlined in the 

New Zealand principal performance guidelines (MoE, 1997).  Conversely, in 

Victoria, where there was a perception by principals of an imposed appraisal 

process, strident opposition forced the government to withdraw the process 

(Craven, 1998). 

 

Balance in control of the process is important if appraisal is to achieve its 

developmental goals of personal and professional growth (Fontana, 1994).  If the 

process reflects the adult learning principles of self-directed and experiential 

learning, “positive change, improved performance, productivity, professional 

growth, and commitment may be expected” (Fontana, 1994: 98).  Professional 

learning requires intrinsic motivation (West-Burnham, 2001) and is constructivist 

by nature (Day, 1993; Densten & Gray, 2001).  Thus the literature (Darling-

Hammond, 1990; Fontana, 1994) indicates that where appraisal provides the 
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appraisee with a sense of control in the process, participants have a sense of 

ownership and the process is more likely to be seen by them as effective.   

 

Invariably, a sense of control in the process will be a matter of perception and will 

be influenced by the principal’s view of whether the process is transparent and 

objective, and whether there has been meaningful consultation.  Accordingly all 

involved need to have trust in the process and in one another (Analoui & Fell, 

2002; Edwards, 2001; Middlewood, 2001; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  Others 

have also stressed the importance of trust in school relationships for meaningful 

development to ensue (Bottery, 2003; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991; Hargreaves, 

1994).  Trust is also reflected in appraisal processes and procedures that are clearly 

outlined in advance and then adhered to (Codd, 1999; Duke & Stiggins, 1990; 

Jennings & Lomas, 2003; Murphy et al., 1985). 

 

The literature has indicated that a sense of control for the appraisee is especially 

important if development is to result from appraisal.  Hence, if the needs of both 

employer and employee are to be met, there needs to be meaningful consultation 

over the process, clarity of purpose and a shared trust in the process.  In these ways 

a sense of control can be enhanced. 

 

COLLECTING DATA IN PRINCIPAL APPRAISAL 
 

In this section the nature of the type of data collected in principal appraisal and 

methods of collecting such data are discussed.  The Personnel Evaluation Standards 

(cited in Stufflebeam & Nevo, 1993) that have been developed in the USA for 

evaluation and appraisal of personnel highlight four attributes of sound data 

gathering processes.  They are: propriety (affording the appraisee ethical and legal 

rights), utility (providing informative, credible and timely appraisal data), 

feasibility (easy to use and efficient instruments and procedures) and accuracy 

(validity and reliability of appraisal data).  In general, these four standards are 

instructive in considering the data to be collected and the means by which they are 

collected.  The Standards are particularly challenging for those involved in 

appraising the complex and changing role of the principal (Glasman & Heck, 1996; 

Leithwood, 2001).   

 30



Identifying data to be collected 

Since principal appraisal has emerged from a performance management model used 

in business (Coulter, 1992), it is appropriate to look initially at the corporate world 

to determine the data to be collected.  Business appraisals collect data that relate to 

a person’s general performance and, particularly, the achievement of mutually 

agreed personal goals, usually over the previous twelve months (Neale, 1991).  

There is generally a focus on measurable achievements, which may be sales 

volume or the profitability of the business or particular department.  Other data 

collected may relate to personal traits, desired behaviours, and competencies 

pertaining to those skills and behaviours identified for the position (Grote, 1996).  

The emphasis, however, is on the achievement of measurable goals.  

 

Similarly, achievement in student test scores and staff/parent satisfaction surveys 

has been used in the USA as part of the appraisal of many principals (Garrett & 

Flanigan, 1991; Murphy et al., 1985; Murphy & Pimpentel, 1996).  However, 

concern has been expressed over the validity of appraising principals using student 

test scores, since it is problematic how much influence the principal has on these 

results (Ginsberg & Thompson, 1993; Glasman & Heck, 1996). It is an indirect 

influence at best.  The Victorian appraisal of principals (Craven, 1998) included 

regular accreditation of key skills and competencies of the principal, as well as the 

assessment of the achievement of agreed performance targets.  However, Victorian 

principals felt that much of what a principal does can neither be described in 

measurable terms nor indeed fully taken into consideration in an appraisal survey 

(Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001). 

 

The complex and changing role of the modern principal (Glasman & Heck, 1992, 

1996; Leithwood, 2001; West-Burnham, 2001) influences how an appraisal 

processes might be pursued.  The diverse workload of the school principal is not 

“standardised, and involves much spontaneity and great individual autonomy” 

(Ginsberg & Thompson, 1993:61).  At a time of incessant change that requires the 

principal to be flexible and responsive, standard principal appraisal processes have 

been seen as “fragmented, decontextualised and open to judgments based on false 

dichotomies” (Clarke et al., 2000: 2).   
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In response to such concerns, NSW principals reported a need for the appraisal 

process to be individualised to more fully provide feedback on the actual work of 

the principal in the local context (Clayton-Jones et al., 1993).  Other writers have 

also stressed the need for principal appraisal to reflect the local context in which 

the principal works and to gather data that are related to his or her actual role 

(Dempster & Lindsay, 1999; Heck & Marcoulides, 1992; Middlewood & Cardno, 

2001).  Appraisal of the principal may also need to reflect leadership competencies 

identified and required by particular education jurisdictions or professional bodies 

(Bush, 1998; Caldwell et al., 2003).   

 

The literature further notes that the contemporary school is characterised by 

“collaborative, collegial, professional interaction between teachers and 

administrators” (Marshall, 1995: 158) and such relationships will have implications 

for appraisal processes, challenging the validity of data gathering that focuses 

simply on the appraisee as an individual.  Such was the commitment to 

collaboration in Victoria that some principals spoke against “gaining a reward for 

the efforts of other members of the school community (Craven, 1998: 9).  Similar 

criticisms (Cutler & Waine, 2000) have been proffered against merit pay being a 

consequence of an appraisal.  The necessity for appraisal processes to recognise the 

organisational unit in which the leader operates has also been noted in performance 

management in Australian higher education (Lonsdale, 1998), where the need for 

appraisal that is team-oriented, future-oriented and organisationally-oriented was 

highlighted.  Consequently, appraisal will need to consider the fact that principal 

leadership involves working in collaborative situations. 

 

In summary, the literature suggests that the appraisal data gathering process needs 

to reflect the reality of the modern principalship, take local context and teams into 

consideration, measure agreed performance goals, whilst acknowledging that 

principals exercise a range of means and styles to fulfil their role (AHISA, 1999).  

It follows that there should be flexibility in the type of data gathered (Dempster & 

Lindsay, 1999; Piggot-Irvine, 2003b) so that the appraisal data reflect the work that 

the principal is actually doing.  Without this assurance principals will be reluctant 

to listen to messages arising from appraisal (Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  An 

appraisal system that gathers credible and meaningful data for the principal has 
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been seen as a requirement if it is to lead to personal and professional development 

(Duke & Stiggins, 1990).  

 

Methods of collecting data in the appraisal process 

In light of the complexity of the role of the modern principal, as described above, it 

is somewhat surprising to note that a little over two decades ago one person, 

generally the inspector in Australia (Clayton-Jones et al., 1993) or the 

superintendent in the USA (Murphy & Pimpentel, 1996), was the major source of 

data for an appraisal report.  There was significant variation in how widely these 

sole appraisers consulted to gather data – for some it was simply personal 

observation.  Accordingly, principals felt vulnerable with such a restricted data 

gathering method (Grier, Reep, & Trenta, 1994).  In this section a range of methods 

used to gather data in principal appraisal, including clinical supervision and 

portfolio, peer appraisal, surveys, and ‘in-baskets’ are examined. 

 

In clinical supervision (Gitlin & Smyth, 1989) the individual engages in self-

appraisal, collecting data from whatever source is deemed relevant.  The appraisee 

is very much in control of the process and focuses on professional and personal 

data analysis and development (Lovett & Verstappen, 2003).  Developing a 

portfolio (Garrett & Flanigan, 1991) in which the principal documents performance 

against some standard or framework is a specific example of such an approach.  In 

a Western Australian study (Wildy & Wallace, 1998) principals were able to use 

the portfolio to demonstrate evidence of professional improvement by reflecting on 

and documenting actual performance.  Where authorities and principals use self-

appraisal, it is generally only one of a range of methods used in gathering data 

(Brown et al., 1998) for principal appraisal.   

 

Peer appraisal involves a professional colleague observing and providing appraisal 

commentary.  Peer and appraisee are able to reflect together on the peer’s 

observation.  This method has been found (Hellawell & Hancock, 1998) to be 

valuable for both the peer and the principal receiving the feedback.  Another 

example of this method is Peer Assisted Leadership (Bowman, 1991; Brady, 1993) 

in which two principals are trained so that they can work together through 

shadowing, and then analyse professional practice in subsequent reflective 
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interviews.  In light of the unique nature of the work of the principal, a peer brings 

special insights to the appraisal process. 

 

Surveys that collect data from both those who work with the principal and those 

who come into contact with the principal reflect the fact that the principal works in 

teams and in relationships.  Such surveys, known as 360-degree surveys, enable the 

principal to compare the perceptions that others have of performance with his or 

her own perception.  This 360-degree approach is seen to “motivate meaningful 

behaviour changes among all who participate” (Santeusanio, 1998: 32).  Where 

360-degree feedback has been used by principals, superintendents and teachers in 

one US school district, there have been significant gains in student achievement 

and morale (Manatt, 1997).   

 

The 360-degree survey originated from industry where the intention was to canvass 

the perceptions of a range of people.  Experience of 360-degree surveys (Fleenor & 

Prince, 1997; Hazucha, Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993; Vinson, 1996; Yukl & 

Lepsinger, 1995) indicates they have been effective and efficient in providing 

feedback on key relationships.  However, there are concerns that these surveys 

simply reflect recent encounters and that the role of the person being appraised is 

not fully understood by all respondents (Fleenor & Prince, 1997). 

 

Another source of appraisal data is derived from analysing a principal’s reaction to 

‘in-basket’ case activities of leadership dilemmas or situational tests.  It has been 

argued (Clarke et al., 2000) that such case work provides the best way of assessing 

the principal’s tacit knowledge, which is at the heart of decision-making.  This data 

collection method also attests to the importance of interpersonal skills and ethical 

perspectives in the day-to-day work of the principal, and thus moves appraisal 

away from a list of duties to capturing the authentic work of the principal. 

 

This section has examined a range of principal appraisal methods, including 

clinical supervision and portfolio, peer appraisal, surveys, and ‘in-basket’ 

assessments.  The literature (Brown et al., 1998; Glasman & Heck, 1996; Piggot-

Irvine, 2003b) suggests that it is now common, and indeed necessary, to utilise a 

variety of methods of data collection in principal appraisal to provide fuller and 
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more accurate appraisal  findings.  Although the purpose of the appraisal process 

may also determine the appraisal method, a broad selection of data sources 

accessed through a range of instruments will provide more complete appraisal 

feedback, reflecting both the Personnel Evaluation Standards noted above and the 

reality of the principal’s workload.   

 

THE EXPERIENCE OF, AND OUTCOMES FROM, THE 

APPRAISAL PROCESS 
 

On the one hand, a review of the literature on principal appraisal indicates an 

emphasis on rationale, purpose, and policies for credible and valid appraisal data 

gathering processes.  On the other hand, less attention has been given to 

participants’ feelings about their experience of the appraisal process and its long-

term impact.  Hence, the literature has identified a need to investigate what action 

has been generated by principal appraisal (Ginsberg & Thompson, 1993), as it has 

also with teacher appraisal where research projects on direct effects of appraisal on 

performance are sorely neglected (Dempster, 2000). 

 

Natriello (1990: 39) reminds us that “improvement, of course, is in the eye of the 

beholder” and the experiences and perceived outcomes of an appraisal process will 

thus be a matter of subjective judgment.  Not surprisingly then, what literature 

there is on the outcomes and experience of appraisal is divided.  In the following 

section both positive and negative views on the experience of appraisal are 

examined.  Because of the scarcity of literature on the experience of principal 

appraisal, the experience of teacher appraisal is also considered. 

 

Appraisal as a negative experience 

Despite heightened expectations of principals, and an increasing desire by 

employers for appraisal of principals, there is limited evidence in the literature that 

appraisals have been effective in achieving either principal or school improvement 

(Coulter, 1992; Dempster & Lindsay, 1999).  Accordingly, it is not surprising that 

criticisms about the value of appraisal have emerged.  One US superintendent, 

reflecting on both his and the feelings of others about appraisal, noted: 
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I have heard educators use many words and phrases to describe the 
evaluation process in their schools: cynical, useless, ritual, suspicious, 
fearful, waste of time.  I, too, have used this language” (Santeusanio, 1998: 
30).   
 

Similar criticisms of the effectiveness of, and a resistance to, performance appraisal 

are also found in the business context (Coens & Jenkins, 2000).  Since appraisals 

are demanding of time and resources, their value is now being questioned, 

especially considering the “complexity of variables being assessed [and] the 

subjective elements that confuse the assessment” (Grint, 1993: 64).  In addition, a 

critique of 360-degree surveys (Yukl & Lepsinger, 1995) has emphasised the 

failure of appraisers to follow up with development activities. 

 

A study of teachers’ experience of appraisal in the context of performance 

management in Western Australia found “considerable evidence of alienation, 

mistrust and anxiety” (Down et al., 2000: 221).  Teachers in the study generally did 

not find the experience relevant to their work of teaching children.  Teachers in 

South Australia reported similar negative experiences of an appraisal system that 

was part of performance management (Brown, 1998; Grealy, 1997).  Another 

review of teacher appraisal in South Australia found that teachers regarded 

appraisal as merely measuring performance for measurement’s sake and distracting 

them from their work of facilitating student learning (Naidu, 2001).  Furthermore, 

these teachers engaged in ‘fabrications’ to satisfy the requirements of performance 

management, as they went through what was regarded as the ritual of appraisal.  

Others have also seen the experience of appraisal as a ritual with little lasting 

impact (Analoui & Fell, 2002), and not achieving meaningful professional and 

personal development (Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997).  A review of teacher 

appraisal in the United Kingdom concluded that schools had found “appraisal had 

not made a significant difference to their core work” (Middlewood, 2001: 126). 

 

These negative experiences of appraisal were replicated amongst Victorian 

principals (Craven, 1998; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001) who felt that appraisal did 

not reflect their real work and that the experience was not one of personal and 

professional growth.  Principals sought appraisal instruments that were 

“appropriate, accurate, valid, and reliable for the purpose of measuring principals’ 

performance” (Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001: 197).  Principals also wanted to be part 
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of any negotiations leading to the implementation of an appraisal process so that it 

was not something imposed upon them. 

 

In summary, these negative experiences of appraisal reflect a dominant employer 

emphasis on the accountability function of appraisal, with the development 

outcomes of appraisal consequently tending to be minimal.  Criticisms of appraisal 

outcomes have resulted from perceptions that the process has been ineffective for 

development, has not reflected the real workload of principals and has been 

imposed. 

 

Appraisal as a positive experience 

Notwithstanding these negative perceptions of the appraisal experience, there is 

evidence of principal appraisal being a positive experience for some as, for 

example, principals in New South Wales in the early 1990s who reported 

significant benefits from the process (Clayton-Jones et al., 1993).  These principals 

were involved in negotiating the appraisal process and felt supported by cluster 

directors, who played a positive and collegial role during the process.  Two English 

studies (Hellawell & Hancock, 1998; Jennings & Lomas, 2003) have also noted 

benefits resulting from performance appraisal.  In the former study appraisal 

involved a peer, and respondents reported that “much of positive value had indeed 

emerged from the process” (Hellawell & Hancock, 1998: 216).  In the latter study 

there was a feeling that processes were relatively well designed and the purposes 

were achieved (Jennings & Lomas, 2003).  Furthermore, a review of teacher 

appraisal in the United Kingdom (McMahon, 1994) highlighted a number of 

benefits for schools and teachers, including greater confidence and improved 

morale for individuals, and better professional relations and communication within 

schools.  Consequently, teachers felt that professional development had become 

more relevant to their needs.  

 

A generally positive review of the implementation of appraisal for teachers and 

principals in New Zealand cautioned that effective appraisal needs not only “initial 

preparation, planning and documented processes, but also committed and sustained 

follow through” (Piggot-Irvine, 2000: 342).  Another New Zealand study 

(Edwards, 2001) noted mixed feelings about the efficacy of appraisal and 
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concluded that ethically sound appraisal processes and a commitment by all to act 

on appraisal results were important for effective appraisal.  The need for training 

school governors so that they can effectively fulfil their role in principal appraisal 

has been identified as an issue in New Zealand (Piggot-Irvine, 2003b; Robinson, 

Ward, & Timperley, 2003).  An emphasis on empowering and supporting 

principals during the process was a factor in the positive experience of principal 

appraisal in the Judson Independent School District in Texas, USA (Brown et al., 

1998). 

 

Natriello (1990) has identified a number of effects of appraisal on the school as an 

organisation, beyond the impact on the individual appraisee.  These benefits 

include “goal consensus, communication, and leadership supportive of professional 

growth for teachers” (p. 41).  Appraisals identify issues that the whole school needs 

to address, since experience has shown that it was often difficult to disentangle 

individual and school organisational needs in principal appraisal (West-Burnham, 

2001). 

 

These positive experiences of principal appraisal represent situations where 

principals have been in control of the process, there has been a focus on 

development as the outcome of the process and there has been a supportive 

environment.  Benefits for the school from the process have also been noted. 

 

Overview of the appraisal experience 

The literature on outcomes and the experience of principal appraisal is generally 

sparse.  Accordingly, besides referring to the few reports of outcomes of principal 

appraisal this review has drawn on the experience of teacher appraisal.  Evidence 

from the above contrasting views indicates that the experience of appraisal has 

been mixed for participants.  

 

Important factors in determining whether the appraisal experience is perceived to 

have delivered benefits for the participants relate to the extent to which there is a 

feeling of ownership of the process, there is a belief that the authentic work of the 

principal has been appraised, key participants have been trained for their role in the 

process, the participants have felt supported and there has been intentional follow-
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up to the appraisal.  There is also evidence to suggest that accountability and 

professional development purposes cannot be easily achieved through the same 

appraisal process. 

 

APPRAISAL AND PRINCIPALS’ PROFESSIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT 
 

In this section attention is given to professional learning and development in the 

context of appraisal.  It has been argued (Duke & Stiggins, 1990: 119) from the 

view point of teachers, that “evaluation of some kind is extremely important for 

ongoing professional development”.  In this situation appraisal feedback is 

regarded as the external impetus and challenge to bring about change, since it 

identifies professional development needs (Stufflebeam & Nevo, 1993).  However, 

it has been noted that such development can be retarded as a result of appraisal that 

is “overtly threatening, poorly conducted, or inadequately communicated” (Duke & 

Stiggins, 1990: 119).   

 

Duke and Stiggins (1990) have identified three factors as being important for 

appraisal to bring about personal and professional development and improvement.  

These factors include the characteristics of the individual, the appraisal system 

itself and the context in which the appraisal takes place.  In the first place, the 

authors argue that the individual needs to be motivated and committed to 

development.  Secondly, the appraisal system needs to utilise valid data collection 

instruments and to provide feedback messages that are credible.  Finally, the 

general context and environment in which appraisal takes place needs to promote 

development by providing adequate resources and support for the appraisee.  

Furthermore, Duke and Stiggins (1990) differentiate between appraisal for 

accountability and appraisal for development.  The former process is about 

guaranteeing basic competence and the latter is a process beyond that.  Thus, they 

distinguish between “the achievement of professional adequacy and the pursuit of 

professional excellence” (Duke & Stiggins, 1990: 117), with the latter being the 

contribution of appraisal for development.   
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Others, however, are critical of an assumption that “teacher development needs to 

be supervised, appraised, and recognised by an appointed line manager” (Ingvarson 

& Chadbourne, 1997: 48).  They argue on the basis of the experience of 

performance management by teachers in Victoria and Western Australia that 

professional development requires the profession to take responsibility for its own 

improvement, as seen in moves to establish professional standards (Bush, 1998; 

Caldwell et al., 2003). 

 

Consequently, the concept of performance management has been seen as 

“problematic, almost an oxymoron; management implies control and structure 

rather than motivation and inspiration” (West-Burnham, 2001: 20).  West-Burnham 

argues that the competencies required of modern principals, including challenging 

authority, risk-taking, moral confidence, creativity, the ability to cope with 

ambiguity, are more likely to be learnt through experience in collaboration with 

others.  Such a view of professional learning highlights the importance of 

continuous improvement, teamwork, and reflection on practice (Dempster, 2001; 

Fullan, 1995).  The benefits to be derived from intentional and critical reflection on 

practice have also been emphasised by others (Butler, 1996; Day, 1993; Densten & 

Gray, 2001).   

 

Accordingly, development being generated from appraisal is seen in this literature 

review as a contested concept.  What is apparent is that professional development 

of principals is an important challenge for the profession and employers, and is a 

complex process (Assor & Oplatka, 2003; Dempster, 2001; Ruohotie, 1996).  

Consequently, it seems that a range of activities is required to support and develop 

principals for the challenges that they confront.  It is also clear from the literature 

that appraisal alone does not provide this support. 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

The review of literature has highlighted the paucity of writing about outcomes from 

appraisal, and particularly the experience of appraisal and the meaning principals 

and others attribute to it.  There is contested evidence for personal and professional 

improvement resulting from appraisal in the literature.  However, this review has 
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identified six factors that seem to be necessary for appraisal of principals to be a 

catalyst for professional development.  These factors are now summarised. 

 

The purpose of appraisal   

The evidence indicates that an appraisal process cannot achieve more than one 

purpose at the one time.  The literature suggests that the functions of accountability 

and personnel decision-making need to be separated from the development 

function. 

 

Control in the appraisal process 

Where there is a notion of participant ownership of the appraisal process there is 

more likely to be ownership of the development process.  Such ownership is 

facilitated by a negotiated implementation of the appraisal process, rather than one 

that is perceived to have been imposed. 

 

Data collection for appraisal 

Appraisal data need to be gathered from a wide range of sources with instruments 

reflecting the individual nature of each principal’s role and context.  There is a 

limit to the extent to which generic questionnaires can be used, and it is important 

that participants have trust in the evidence arising from the appraisal processes. 

 

Appraisal follow-up 

Intentional follow-up in appraisal is a critical factor in distinguishing positive and 

negative perceptions of the process.  Appraisal needs to be seen as part of an 

ongoing process and not a one-off event, and there needs to be planned follow-up 

and application. 

 

A climate committed to professional growth 

Appraisal needs to be part of an organisational environment that is committed to 

quality outcomes, and ongoing development and improvement.  Evidence of such a 

climate includes adequate resources and time being made available for professional 

development.   
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Performance as part of professional development  

If principal appraisal is to be perceived as being effective it needs to relate to the 

ongoing professional development of the individual.  As such, it needs to include 

career planning and a wide range of other development strategies.  

 

In summary, this chapter has reviewed the relevant literature and concluded by 

identifying a number of factors that are important for the effective appraisal of 

principals.  These factors relate to the concepts of purpose, control, evidence, 

application, climate and development.  This literature review has thus provided a 

conceptual foundation to the study reported in this dissertation.  In the next chapter 

principal appraisal in Lutheran schools is discussed to provide the specific context 

for the study.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

PRINCIPAL APPRAISAL IN AUSTRALIAN 

LUTHERAN SCHOOLS 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

Chapter One identified key features of the context for this study, including the 

impact of a market environment on education, the implications of national 

accountability requirements on schools, and an enhanced role for the school council 

in school leadership.  These issues were also among the reasons given for the 

introduction in 1999 of PAD (Jericho, 2000a; Kahl, 1997) in Australian Lutheran 

schools.  Furthermore, an understanding of the key themes relevant to the impact of 

appraisal, identified in the literature review in Chapter Two, provides further 

background for the study.  These themes include clarity of purpose, appraisee 

ownership of the process, credible data collection processes, importance of 

intentional follow-up, an improvement-oriented climate and a link with an 

individual’s ongoing professional development.  
 

Accordingly, this chapter places principal appraisal in Lutheran schools in the 

context of events in the wider societal and educational environment in relation to 

performance management.  In particular, the chapter outlines the specific Lutheran 

context for this study, which purposes to investigate and record the meaning that 

principals and council chairpersons attributed to their experience of the PAD 

process.  The first section provides a profile of Lutheran schooling in Australia.  

Secondly, the chapter discusses the background to performance management in 

Lutheran schools.  Thirdly, an overview of the development and implementation of 

PAD is given.  The final section outlines policies and procedures for managing the 

PAD process at the local school level.   

 

PROFILE OF LUTHERAN SCHOOLING IN AUSTRALIA 
 

Lutheran schools have existed in Australia from the earliest phases of European 

settlement.  The first German settlers in South Australia established a school in 
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1838 within six months of arriving in the colony, and by 1844 there were four 

schools.  The goals for these schools were the transmission and preservation of 

their faith and the German culture, as well as providing their children with 

education, which they valued highly (Bartsch, 2001).  As German settlement 

spread out regionally across Australia from South Australia, the establishment of 

Lutheran schools showed a similar pattern, as schools invariably appeared 

alongside the local church building (Zweck, 1988).  Further German migrations to 

Queensland (Hauser, 1990) and Victoria (Meyer, 1996) resulted in the 

establishment of Lutheran schools in those areas.  Again, a common rationale for 

the Lutheran school was evident – valuing of education and valuing of the faith, 

with the emphasis varying from area to area.  Although there were no official 

school statistical collections at the time, it has been estimated (Jericho, 2000a) that 

by the turn of the last century there were about 120 Lutheran schools in Australia.  

There are currently 82. 

 

World War One, however, was disastrous for many Lutheran schools (Bartsch, 

2001; Hayes, 1978).  With much of the Lutheran culture and activities, including 

worship, church publications and the schooling, still in the German language, 

Lutheran schools in South Australia were closed by an Act of Parliament.  In other 

states less severe legislative restrictions were placed upon Lutheran schools, such 

as a mandate that all instruction be in the English language and school inspections 

by government officials (Hayes, 1978; Meyer, 1996).  World War One effectively 

spelt the end of Lutheran schools in Queensland, since there was no longer the will 

nor the resources to fund provision, especially as public schooling developed 

(Hauser, 1990).  In post-war South Australia there was still the interest, but limited 

resources retarded progress in re-establishing Lutheran schools (Hayes, 1978). 

 

With a growing public school system and no financial assistance from government 

for non-public schools in the first half of the twentieth century, interest in 

maintaining and developing Lutheran schools was limited.  In these circumstances 

the parochial school was often beyond the means of congregations.  Thus, in 1967 

there were 29 schools (23 primary and six secondary) educating 3,592 students 

(LCA, 1968), with all but six of these schools in rural areas.  Furthermore, the 

secondary schools, four of which were located in metropolitan areas, were boarding 
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schools serving the Church’s rural constituency and they were often evaluated by 

the number of their graduates who proceeded to full-time Church work (Hauser, 

1990).  These Australian Lutheran schools were still primarily about nurturing the 

faithful, and preparing children for service in Church and family. 

 

However, there was significant rapid growth of Lutheran schools in Australia from 

the early 1970s to the extent that in 2002 there were 82 schools educating 27,550 

students, with a majority of schools in urban areas (LEA, 2003).  In addition, there 

were 27 early childhood institutions providing care and education to an estimated 

2,000 children.  Twenty six per cent of total enrolments were Lutheran, with only 

21 per cent of the secondary school enrolment being Lutheran.  Significantly, this 

recent expansion of Lutheran schooling began, and has been most evident in 

Queensland – away from the traditional Lutheran heartland in South Australia 

(Hauser, 1990).  The face of Lutheran schooling in Australia was changing from 

nurturing the faithful to offering quality Christian education to the Australian 

community (LCA, 1999).   

 

A number of reasons have led to this changing profile of Lutheran schooling 

(Jericho, 2000a).  Firstly, it occurred in the context of general interest by many 

families in alternatives to public schooling.  This reflected both their perception 

that the fabric of Australian society was weakening and also their desire for an 

overtly values-based education.  Secondly, increased government funding of non-

government schools, with an encouragement of choice in education, made this 

growth possible.  Thirdly, there was an increasing desire by Lutheran 

congregations to be relevant in ministry to the needs of their local communities, 

and the tradition of Lutheran schooling afforded one way of serving those 

communities (Hauser, 1990). 

 

Lutheran schools continue to grow, and with a total enrolment of almost 30,000 

students in 2003, they are now a significant part of the Australian education scene.  

Accordingly, a noted Australian educator, Hedley Beare (1999), has said of this 

system “You are big enough and small enough to influence the practice of others 

and what is world’s best practice” (p. 1).  In this way, the findings of this study of 
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performance management in this moderately sized network of schools are likely to 

be of interest to other similar systems, and indeed beyond. 

 

BACKGROUND TO PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT IN 

LUTHERAN SCHOOLS 
 

In this section the roles and responsibilities of key participants and the various 

authorities of the Church in relation to education, and performance management in 

particular, are identified and described.  A background to past practice in 

performance management within Lutheran schools is then provided.   

 

Roles and responsibilities in Lutheran schools 

Whilst each of the educational institutions of the Lutheran Church of Australia 

(LCA) is governed independently at the local level, they are linked by a common 

ethos (LCA, 1999) that commits them to the mission of the Church.  Thus The 

Model Constitution for a Lutheran School (LCA, 2000a: 1) describes the school as 

“an integral part of the ministry of the Church … established to offer Christian 

education to children in the Church and in the community, and serve as an arm of 

mission outreach for the Church”.  It is this common ethos that creates a desire for 

Lutheran schools to work together, rather than function as a group of independent 

schools. 

 

Furthermore, individual Lutheran schools are supported by district educational 

authorities, whose executive officer is a district director.  The director provides 

support and exercises oversight of the schools on behalf of the Church.  In 

Australia there are three district directors, with the term “district” being a Church 

term for an administrative unit that consists of either a state or group of states.  

There is also a national Church board, named the Board for Lutheran Education 

Australia (BLEA), that develops and implements national policy, and provides a 

coordinating function for Lutheran schools.  Before 2002, this Board was known as 

the Board for Lutheran Schools (BLS).  Hence, in the study reported in this 

dissertation, the Board is generally referred to as BLS before 2002 and as BLEA 

after that time.  The Executive Director for LEA is the executive officer for BLEA.   
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Each Lutheran school has a school council that is responsible for its governance, 

and the council especially functions to ensure that the school is what the Church 

requires (LCA, 1999).  The council appoints a principal to act “as educational 

leader in the school … responsible to the school council for the total program of the 

school” (LCA, 1999: 2).  The school council monitors and generally supports the 

principal, but in particular, it is to “encourage and assist in the academic and 

theological professional development of the Principal” (LCA, 2000a: 7).  The 

responsibility of supporting the principal implies the need for a process to ensure 

that there is an awareness of the principal’s development needs. 

 

Accordingly, the model contract for principals specifies that the school council 

“shall arrange for an assessment of the Principal to be undertaken” (LEA, 2000: 3) 

in the third year of the contract.  In addition, there is to be ongoing appraisal “on a 

regular basis to ensure the Principal and school function at the most effective level” 

(LEA, 2000: 3).  The procedures relating to staffing in Lutheran schools statement 

(LCA, 2000b: 3) indicates that “appraisal of Principals will be carried out under the 

auspices of the Executive Director in consultation with the appropriate Council and 

District Director”.  School councils are thus assisted in carrying out principal 

appraisal through a variety of resources.  Overall, policy and procedures for 

principal appraisal are developed nationally and district directors work with the 

school to manage the process locally. 

 

In summary, the documents of both the Church and its national school board 

indicate a clear expectation of principal appraisal with a development focus.  

Appraisal is seen as the responsibility of the local school council, which receives 

support in this task from both district and national level authorities.   

 

Past practices of performance management in Lutheran schools  

Past practices of performance management, including principal appraisal, are now 

considered with reference to two research projects.  One was an exploratory and 

descriptive study (Kloeden, 1999) of Lutheran secondary school governance, whilst 

the other (Kahl, 1997) was an action research project undertaken with Lutheran 

primary principals.   
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An exploratory governance study – a secondary perspective 

Kloeden's (1999) exploratory study of sixteen secondary schools in relation to 

governance, investigating such issues as membership, responsibilities, roles and 

relationships, provided the first genuine portrait of governing bodies of Lutheran 

secondary schools in Australia.  The study indicated little concern or activity with 

appraisal.  Thus, when council chairpersons were asked to indicate how often a 

performance appraisal of the principal had been conducted in their schools, no clear 

pattern emerged and an idiosyncratic approach to appraisal appeared to prevail 

(Kloeden, 1999).  Overall, this study highlighted the paucity of literature and 

research into governance in Lutheran schools, and although it identified a number 

of important and basic issues for research, principal appraisal was not amongst 

them.   

 

This limited view of the importance of principal appraisal was also reflected in an 

examination of principal responses to what they considered to be the ideal role of 

the council.  In these responses there is no reference to appraisal of principals, but 

rather comments such as: 

“To make policy and support the Head”; 
“Appoint/call key school leaders (principal, deputy, bursar, chaplain) and 
support them”; and,  
“To support the principal, encourage, guide and affirm his/her leadership” 
(Kloeden, 1999:  58).  
 

Principals were thus more interested in emphasising the need for support than for 

appraisal.  Furthermore, the responses of chairpersons to a question seeking a 

description of their role also did not identify the need to ensure that the principal 

was appraised.  Rather, they identified other more pressing concerns, such as acting 

as “Head's confidant”, being “the primary link with Headmaster”, and “liaise with 

sponsoring body” (Kloeden, 1999:  58). 

 

In summary, Kloeden’s exploratory work does not mention appraisal in a list of 

issues to be further investigated, since the author felt that there were more 

fundamental questions to be addressed and these matters were “issues of concern 

which should be considered immediately” (1999:84) by appropriate Lutheran 

authorities.  These issues included consideration of a more inclusive membership, 

the need for training and orientation of members, the need for more appropriate 

 48



role descriptions, clarification of the role of council consultants, and also the need 

to explore and initiate council self-appraisal.  Accordingly, appraisal of principals 

was spasmodic in Lutheran secondary schools up until the late 1990s, despite LEA 

policy noted above.  

 

Action research project on Lutheran principals – a primary perspective 

Kahl's (1997) detailed action research with eleven South Australian Lutheran 

primary principals critically examined a number of areas of concern to them – their 

role and status in the Church, the appointment process, contract, terms of reference, 

remuneration, appraisal and professional development.  In relation to appraisal, 

principals expressed particular concern about their previous experience of the 

process and their council's current lack of interest, and urged Lutheran school 

authorities to undertake action in this area. 

 

The research traced trends in the appraisal of primary principals in Lutheran 

schools and noted that the traditional Church culture of Lutheran schools had not 

encouraged appraisal.  As a result, some school councils in the past have been 

reluctant to appraise formally their principals, “because this action may be seen as 

judging those who serve God” (Kahl, 1997: 100).  For example, in a 1952 letter of 

appointment a principal was asked to “do all things in such a way that you may be 

able to give a good account on the Last Day before the Lord Jesus Christ, the Arch 

Shepherd of the children and you” (Kahl, 1997: 94).  Kahl reflected that the above 

statement “was a foreboding warning that, in the end, God would be the one who 

reviewed the effectiveness of the principal’s work” (1997: 93). 

 

Kahl’s research revealed that “little formal appraisal has been conducted and … 

principals see their appraisal as subjective and inadequate” (1997: 93).  Even when 

the BLS advocated the need for such appraisals in the early 1990s it did not occur 

at the local level.  Councils did not see the need for appraisal and where they did, 

they “generally have not thought themselves competent to appraise formally the 

principal’s performance” (p. 101).  Invariably principal appraisal had only been 

implemented when a school council perceived that there were problems with their 

principal’s performance, a fact that led to general negative feelings towards the 

process. 
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Historically, however, the principal has been seen as occupying “an office 

conferred not only by the church, but also by the state” (Kahl, 1997: 13).  Thus, in 

matters relating to performance management and the principal’s contract there was 

a tension between the traditional Church attitude, and a more secular industrial 

approach.  For these principals there was an urgent need for such contractual and 

employment issues to be clarified.  In particular, their suggestion for action by 

Church authorities in relation to appraisal was: 

… to require local governing bodies to conduct regular, major, external 
appraisal of the principal’s role in a school according to a procedure and 
time schedule that is acceptable to principals, councils and the Lutheran 
Education Council (p. 136). 

 

Hence, these principals advocated appraisal processes that were conducted on a 

regular basis by respected professionals, external to the school, as well as an annual 

appraisal undertaken locally and collaboratively (Kahl, 1997).  They believed that: 

… the change in the nature of the Lutheran school, from basically nurturing 
the members of the Lutheran Church to service of an ever expanding and 
diverse community, had created a greater requirement for accountability of 
schools as quality education providers and therefore for principals as 
efficient administrators (p.  98). 

 

These principals, therefore, saw the need for a credible, formal and regular 

appraisal process for Lutheran primary principals that became part of the culture of 

Lutheran schools (Kahl, 1997).  The successful implementation of such appraisal 

processes would, therefore, require a significant change of thinking by Lutheran 

school councils and Church authorities, if they were to be accepted by Lutheran 

principals.  The need for such a change was also identified by one of the principals 

in Jericho’s review of the pilot phase of PAD who argued that “there has been a 

church worker mentality, that we serve, we do our best ... and that’s good enough” 

(2000b: 12).  This principal emphasised that the schools of the twenty first century 

require quality leadership and there is a “need to build up a culture that we expect 

our leaders to perform and to be appraised according to their performance” (p. 12). 

 

In summary, Kahl’s (1997) action research clearly identified both the need for 

appraisal and also the significant work required to achieve this goal.  Thus despite 

the clear policy intent identified above, actual practice until 1999 was spasmodic, 

with most principals not being appraised. 
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Taken together, the Kloeden and Kahl research projects indicate that despite the 

policy rhetoric and expectations, principal appraisal was inconsistent and was not a 

significant feature of performance management in Lutheran schools.  Kahl’s 

research, furthermore, indicated that principals saw the need for appraisal and 

wanted the issue addressed. 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 

PRINCIPAL APPRAISAL FOR DEVELOPMENT 
 

Although Church policy documents indicate that performance appraisal of the 

principal is an important function of the school council, it had too often been either 

neglected, haphazardly applied or even destructively administered (Kahl, 1997).  It 

was in response to this identified need, and also requests from both principals and 

school councils, that the BLS introduced PAD.  In this section of the chapter the 

development and implementation of this appraisal process are discussed. 

 

Developing an appraisal system 

During the 1990s the BLS continued to promote principal appraisal as a strategy 

for the development of its principals.  Its 1995-1997 strategic plan, therefore, had 

as a key objective “to develop and promote resources for the performance review 

of principals” (BLS, 1994).  When the plan was reviewed again in 1997 and 

extended to 1999 the importance of this objective was reaffirmed and given priority 

status.  The objective was rewritten “to review and revise the principals’ role 

statement from the BLS Handbook and develop an appropriate model for regular 

professional review of principals” (BLS, 1997).  Clearly, the call for action was 

becoming imperative, as both principals and school council members felt the need 

to achieve quality performance and deal with accountability issues. 

 

At its March 1998 meeting the BLS considered a discussion paper Principals’ 

performance assessment (Dempster & Jericho, 1998).  This paper reviewed 

performance management in Lutheran schools, noting that there were no systemic 

procedures for principal appraisal in place, and that it had only occurred 

spasmodically and idiosyncratically.  Some appraisals were conducted from time to 

time by the Executive Director (then known as the National Director for Lutheran 
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Schools) and also by district directors.  Other governing bodies engaged 

independent consultants to review the principal.  Thus the paper estimated that less 

than a quarter of the principals in Lutheran schools had had a formal appraisal in 

the previous five years.  Moreover, the paper noted that failure to put in place 

consistent appraisal policies and procedures was also manifesting itself in other 

ways.  In particular, it referred to the “considerable hurt and anguish arising from 

the breakdown of the working relationship between principal and governing body, 

often leading to termination of the principal’s contract” (Dempster & Jericho, 1998: 

2).  There was, therefore, a need to put in place procedures to ensure that any 

legitimate concerns that councils held about principals’ performance could be dealt 

with constructively.  The paper identified best practice principles for appraisal and 

suggested a range of options to advance the issue.  To this end, the meeting 

resolved to plan for a national approach in principal appraisal through a workshop 

involving key participants in the process, including principals, council chairpersons 

and directors. 

 

Accordingly, Griffith University’s Centre for Leadership and Management in 

Education (CLME) was engaged to facilitate a workshop to develop both criteria 

for the principal position and a process for principal appraisal in Lutheran schools.  

The workshop, held in July 1998, initially examined both Church documentation 

and also the scholarly literature on different ways in which the role of the principal 

has been conceptualised.  Consequently, categories for leadership performance in 

Lutheran schools were developed and these categories became the criteria against 

which information would be gathered to comment on the performance of the 

principal.  

 

The workshop then considered possible processes and procedures for best practice 

principal performance review.  It was agreed to develop a formative process in 

which the primary purpose was “to facilitate the continuous improvement of the 

Principal and the school” (Dempster, 1998: 4).  Such a process would involve the 

local school council and principal working with a third party to collect 360-degree 

data from the school community and then produce an appraisal report.  A 360-

degree survey process was selected because it gathers information from a cross-

section of the community rather than simply one reviewer (Ward, 1997).  
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Furthermore, this process provides principals with feedback from representatives of 

personnel with whom they have daily contact.  The third party, responsible for 

processing the data, could be either a reviewer coming into the school or an 

external agency which would collect and review the data to produce an appraisal 

report.  The workshop expressed a preference for using an external agency.  Thus, 

the school council would receive the appraisal report, which would be used as the 

basis for the formulation of a professional development plan for the principal. 

 

Documentation from the workshop became the subject of national consultations 

with principals and school councils.  These consultations refined and further 

developed both the proposed process and the principal leadership categories used in 

gathering performance information.  In this way ownership of the implementation 

process was also developed (Fullan, 1991).  As a result of positive feedback from 

these well attended consultations, a decision was made to pilot the process in the 

first half of 1999 with three principals, followed by a trial of the process with ten 

principals in the second half of 1999.  Full implementation was planned for 2000. 

 

Implementing an appraisal system 

During the pilot and trial stages of PAD there were many positive appraisal 

experiences, including the ease of the process, meaningful feedback and productive 

development activities.  However, it became clear that the process had been a 

matter of concern for some principals and school governors (Jericho, 2000b).  

Some principals found the process hurtful, whilst others were noticeably defensive, 

even anxious, in dealing with issues raised.  In addition, some governors acted 

inappropriately, breaching confidentiality and confusing appraisal for development 

of the principal with review for contract renewal.  Some council chairpersons did 

not fully understand what was expected of them in their role.   

 

The pilot phase highlighted the need to ensure that there was clarity on the part of 

council and principal as to the purpose of appraisal, that the results were dealt with 

professionally and that a professional development plan was generated (Jericho, 

2000b).  To emphasise this point, the process was renamed “Principal Appraisal for 

Development” rather than “Principals’ Performance Review”.  The principal 

leadership categories were further clarified and criteria for each were developed.  
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As a result of the 1998 consultations and also a review of the pilot and trial 

appraisals in 1999, documentation for the implementation of PAD was finalised 

and a manual (to be called “the Manual” in this study) was produced (Dempster & 

Lindsay, 2000). 

 

There was widespread commitment by principals and school council members to 

this national approach and also satisfaction that, finally, action had been taken on 

an issue that had previously not been handled well in Lutheran schools.  By 

working together on this issue, it was hoped that there would be a number of 

additional benefits (Dempster & Jericho, 1998).  These potential benefits included 

consistent, best practice review procedures, and opportunities for focused and 

systemic professional growth of principals arising from a fuller understanding by 

the LEA of its principals’ strengths and areas for improvement.  In general, the 

appraisal reports, using a standard format, would generate significant information 

about the Lutheran principal and assist in career planning.  The system could then 

become more pro-active and strategic in the development of potential principals. 

 

POLICY AND PROCEDURES FOR PRINCIPAL APPRAISAL 

FOR DEVELOPMENT 
 

The introduction of performance appraisal for all principals in Lutheran schools 

was a significant step for the LEA.  By the end of 2002 some fifty principal 

appraisals had been completed.  For the majority of principals, it was their first 

experience of a formal appraisal process.  This section of the chapter outlines key 

features of the PAD process and then discusses roles and responsibilities in, firstly, 

the gathering of the appraisal data and, then, responding to the appraisal report.  

Finally, an initial evaluation of the process is considered. 

 

Features of the PAD process 

The Manual contains guidelines for principals and council chairs in managing the 

appraisal process.  There is a clear outline of the steps to be followed from the 

initiation of the process to the generation of a professional development plan based 

on the results.  It also includes the BLS statement Principals’ Performance 

Appraisal: Policy and Procedures (BLS, 1999), which was developed to inform all 
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principal appraisals in Lutheran schools, whether the 360-degree preferred model 

was used or not.  In addition, there is a statement on contract renewal to indicate 

the clear differentiation between PAD for principal growth and any review that 

may be used to determine whether a contract should be renewed.   

 

The process, which has a developmental focus, involves the principal and council 

chairperson working collaboratively at the local school level in managing the 

appraisal process with an external agency to collect 360-degree data from the 

school community about the principal’s performance against agreed criteria.  It is 

recommended that such appraisals are undertaken in the third year of appointment 

and then every five years.  The process is seen:  

… as a vehicle to provide opportunity for Councils and Principals to engage 
in ongoing reflection in order to improve the performance of Principals so 
that they might better carry out their ministry in schools” (BLS, 1999: 4).   
 

It is also to be a regular part of the activities of the governing body (BLS, 1999).  

 

Gathering the appraisal data 

The process begins with the district director briefing the council to ensure that there 

is an understanding of the processes outlined in the Manual.  A local steering 

committee of principal and members of council then manages the process in 

conjunction with the external agency, Griffith University’s CLME.  A survey 

questionnaire is developed using generic and school specific questions.  The 

questionnaire also provides opportunities for free-ranging responses to open 

questions under the headings of “What are the principal’s strengths?” and “What do 

you see could be areas of development for the principal?”   

 

The steering committee next decides how the sample of respondents will be 

selected.  The Manual recommends that between 50 and 150 questionnaires be 

completed.  The committee is also responsible for deciding from which sections of 

the school community information will be collected.  Whilst the committee may 

select respondents from council, school staff, parents, students and the wider 

community, it is expected that council and staff be included in the survey and that 

one other section be involved.  The principal is also required to complete a self-

appraisal.  The committee also ensures that the school community is appropriately 
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informed of the process and that there is a clear procedure for the questionnaires to 

be returned centrally for forwarding to CLME.  

 

Responding to the appraisal report 

The survey data are processed by CLME, which then prepares a full interpretative 

appraisal report, together with summary tables and graphs, and an executive 

summary.  The report details the principal’s strengths and areas for development 

based on the messages that emerge from the data.  Three copies of the full report 

and a copy of the executive summary are sent to the respective district director.  A 

meeting is then arranged with the principal and council chairperson for the report to 

be received, and its findings discussed and understood.  On the basis of this 

discussion a professional development plan for the principal is generated.  The 

findings of the report and suggested responses by council in terms of support for 

the personal and professional development of the principal are then prepared for 

discussion at a full council meeting.  The importance of this response in PAD 

reflects an assumption that “the identification of particular development needs for 

knowledge, skills and attitudes is fundamental to the leadership growth and 

personal development of Principals” (Dempster & Lindsay, 2000: 2).  

 

The Manual outlines specific roles for the principal, members of council and the 

district director.  The principal and council initiate and manage the process at the 

local level.  The role of the council, in particular, is to ensure that professional and 

personal development are integral to the process and the outcome of the appraisal 

of the principal does not stop when the report is received.  It is LEA policy that the 

district director is required “to prompt Councils about the timing of appraisal … 

and to support the implementation of the appraisal outcomes” (BLS, 1999: 5).  In 

relation to the latter point, directors play an important role in helping principal and 

council understand the messages conveyed by the report.  In addition, they are 

involved in training councils on the nature and extent of their responsibilities in 

working through the PAD process.   

 

An initial review of PAD data 

The BLS committed itself to keep the process under review by receiving evaluation 

forms from each school after an appraisal (Appendix A).  It also undertook a 
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review of all data that had been collected in the first 44 PAD appraisals.  Statistical 

analyses were used to ascertain the reliability and validity of the survey 

instruments.  The means and standard deviations for all principal ratings were also 

calculated to produce an aggregated picture of principals of Lutheran schools. 

 

This evaluation found that “the questionnaire instrument is highly reliable and 

consistent” (Lindsay & Simons, 2002: 4).  It identified areas where respondents 

perceived principals to be performing well and areas where further development 

was expected.  It also identified those areas of performance which were regarded 

most highly desirable in principals of Lutheran schools.  This report contained 

significant messages about principal strengths and areas for development for LEA, 

resulting from three years of full implementation of PAD. 

 

This section of the chapter has outlined the main elements of the processes 

involved in appraisal using PAD.  It has highlighted the roles and responsibilities 

of key participants, both when the data are gathered and the appraisal report is 

received.  Finally, the findings of an initial review of PAD were described.   

 

CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter has provided a background to Lutheran schooling in Australia.  It has 

outlined systemic and Church performance management expectations and 

compared these to actual practice.  The reasons for, and steps leading to, the 

introduction of PAD have been described.  Finally, the main features of PAD have 

been discussed.  In particular, this appraisal initiative was one of the strategies used 

by Lutheran school authorities to ensure that highly effective principals lead their 

schools. 

 

Context and natural setting are important in a qualitative study (Bogdan & Knopp 

Biklen, 1992) and the descriptive nature of this chapter has contributed to the 

potential depth of interpretation of the data in the study.  The study’s ability to 

discern the meaning of participants’ experiences has been enhanced by a 

comprehensive descriptive foundation, as advocated by Peshkin (1993).  In Chapter 

Four the design and methodology of the study are explained in detail. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

The research problem for this study is located in the context of performance 

management and its concern for organisational and personnel development through 

appraisal.  The study relates to the performance appraisal of principals and, 

specifically, appraisal of principals in Australian Lutheran schools, where PAD 

was introduced in 1999.  This study has sought to understand the experiences of, 

and the meaning that these experiences had for, the principals and the school 

council chairpersons involved in the appraisal process by investigating the central 

research question: 

What are principal and governing council chairperson perceptions of the efficacy 
of principal appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran schools? 
 

This chapter discusses the research design and methodology used in the study and 

comprises six sections.  The first section describes and justifies the theoretical 

underpinning used in the study.  The second section considers the methods used for 

data collection, including the sampling strategy.  The third section details the 

procedures that were used in analysing the data.  The fourth section examines 

ethical issues relating to the study.  In particular, comment is made about the role 

of the investigator who has an executive role in LEA.  The fifth section discusses 

the credibility of the study and the final section provides a summary of the overall 

research design and methodology used. 

 

THEORETICAL UNDERPINNING OF THE STUDY 
 

In this section the theoretical underpinning of the study is examined.  Firstly, a 

rationale for selecting a qualitative approach is provided.  Secondly, justification 

for the use of symbolic interactionism as a theoretical perspective in the study is 

given.  Finally, the implications of using a symbolic interactionist perspective for 

the research agenda are discussed. 
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A qualitative approach 

This study sought to understand the subjective experiences of principals and 

council chairpersons who have been involved in the Lutheran appraisal process.  

As they look back on the process what are their feelings and what does the 

experience mean to them?  What view of the experience have they constructed?  

What changes have been experienced as a result of the process?  What do they 

understand by an effective appraisal process? 

 

A decade ago it was reported that “the systematic study of principal appraisal has 

been slow to develop” (Glasman & Heck, 1992:  5) and the literature review for 

this study has indicated little significant change to this situation.  Furthermore, 

studies of principal appraisal have tended to be quantitative (Clayton-Jones et al., 

1993; Duke & Stiggins, 1985; Weller, Buttery, & Bland, 1994).  However, there 

have been recent studies of the experience and impact of teacher appraisal (Brown, 

1998; Calabrese, Sherwood, Fast, & Womack, 2004; Down et al., 2000; Down, 

Hogan, & Chadbourne, 1999; Naidu, 2001) that have been qualitative in approach.  

Since this study has responded to a need identified in the literature to understand 

the experience of principal appraisal from the perspective of participants and to 

identify the meaning they have attributed to the process, a qualitative approach has 

also been adopted in the research reported in this dissertation.   

 

Qualitative research is concerned with process rather than objective outcomes, is 

descriptive, focuses on the natural setting of the participant and seeks to understand 

the meaning of an experience from the participant’s perspective (Bogdan & Knopp 

Biklen, 1992).  Given that the focus of this study was an investigation of the 

experiences of participants involved in an appraisal process, a qualitative approach 

was considered the most suitable. 

 

Symbolic interactionism as a theoretical underpinning 

A range of qualitative perspectives, providing different theoretical underpinnings, 

are available for the study of meaning and human experiences (Potter, 1996).  

Symbolic interactionism, with its focus on meaning-making in social situations 

(Charon, 1979; Potter, 1996; Woods, 1992), provided the most appropriate 

theoretical underpinning for this research study.  Blumer (1969) has described 
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symbolic interactionism as being based on three premises.  In the first place, 

individuals act “towards things on the basis of the meaning that things have for 

them” (p.3).  Secondly, this meaning “is derived from, or arises out of, the social 

interaction one has with one’s fellows” (p. 3).  The third premise is that this 

meaning is not static, but is changing as one acts and modifies it as a result of 

ongoing interactions. 

 

This theoretical approach emphasises the individual constructing meaning as a 

personal version of reality through the experience of social interactions.  The 

individual then acts on the basis of the meaning that is assumed of, or attributed to, 

others in the interaction.  Furthermore, meaning is continually modified through 

experience.  This approach to understanding an individual’s construction of reality 

is constructivist and interpretative.  Thus the meaning that a process like appraisal 

has for an individual would be “constitutive, not accidental or secondary to the 

experience” (Bogdan & Knopp Biklen, 1992: 36).  Meaning for the individual is 

intentionally constructed, is dynamic and will change as a result of ongoing 

interactions. 

 

Thus, symbolic interactionism views individuals as “constantly undergoing change 

in interaction … [and] … interaction implies human beings acting in relation to 

each other, taking each other into account, acting, perceiving, interpreting [and] 

acting again” (Charon, 1979:  23).  The individual is an active agent and not simply 

a passive respondent to an action.  In the context of this study, for instance, if 

principals see themselves as victims of a performance management system that has 

been imposed as part of a wider process over which they have no control, then they 

have intentionally constructed this view.  Defining and interpreting meaning in 

such interactions is an essential part of being human (Bogdan & Knopp Biklen, 

1992).  Furthermore, principals are continually interacting within relationships and 

these relationships are brought to the fore in the 360-degree surveys described 

earlier that were used to gather data in the PAD appraisal process.  Consequently, 

the meaning that these relationships have for the principal may affect the 

principal’s experience of the appraisal process.  Since symbolic interactionism 

“regard[s] the human as so thoroughly social and symbolic” (Charon, 1979:  184), 

it is a fitting theoretical basis for this research, reflecting the fact that the role of 
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principal is very social in orientation and requires the constant use of a variety of 

symbols in communication. 

 

The literature review has indicated that there is a lack of commonly agreed 

meaning of principal appraisal with varying expectations and emphases relating to 

accountability, professional development and performance management emerging 

from the process (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999; Glasman & Heck, 1996).  With its 

focus on the participant’s point of view and the concept of perspective (Charon, 

1979), symbolic interactionism is useful in developing an understanding of 

different meanings from a variety of perspectives. Thus, symbolic interactionism 

has been productively used to understand enterprise bargaining in a school setting 

where there was little shared meaning of the concept (Clarke, 2000).  This 

underpinning is most appropriate, therefore, for understanding the meaning of the 

concept of appraisal from both the viewpoints of principal and chairperson.  

 

Implications of symbolic interactionism for the research design and 

methodology 

Symbolic interactionism focuses on behaviour and the meaning that is attached to it 

in a social setting.  Since change resulting from appraisal manifests itself in 

behaviours, the theoretical underpinning chosen for the study provides a basis for 

exploring this aspect of the appraisal experience for participants.  According to 

symbolic interactionism the concept of self is seen as a social object constructed by 

the individual, after reflecting on experiences of interaction with others (Woods, 

1992).  In the case of appraisal, this approach means that the principal’s view of the 

process is an interpretation of the responses of others in the process.  What official 

PAD policy states about the status and role of the process is secondary to what is 

heard about self.  The extent to which meanings formed about the process influence 

perceptions of efficacy of the appraisal process will also become apparent.  

Accordingly, symbolic interactionism was used to help develop initial guiding 

questions that have informed the research process.  These questions were 

formulated as follows: 

• What meanings did the principal and chairperson individually attach to the 

appraisal process as they embarked on it? 
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• Did the meaning that principal and chairperson had about principal appraisal 

change during the process?  If so, how did it change? 

• What were the effects of any changes on the meaning attached to the appraisal 

process? 

• What actions consequent on the completion of the appraisal process did the 

principal experience personally and professionally?  Why were there these 

experiences? 

• What do the principal and chairperson individually understand by an effective 

appraisal process? 

 

These questions were not designed to be answered specifically, but as a means to 

generate data, since this approach to research is premised on the belief that there 

are multiple interpretations of the observed phenomenon.  Consequently, it is not 

possible to know in advance what all the questions would be, and since study 

participants see appraisal in “lived experience in real situations” (Woods, 1992: 

349) the research has  placed emphasis on listening to the voice of principals.  

Woods also summons researchers “to put ourselves in their position and look at the 

world with them.  Their reality may not be our reality, or what we think theirs is” 

(p. 351).  The emphasis has thus been to understand not only the meaning that the 

process has had for participants, but also how they have arrived at these meanings.  

Qualitative interviews for gathering data and grounded theory methods for 

analysing the data, therefore, were selected as the means to gain an understanding 

of the meaning that study participants had constructed for appraisal.  

 

In this section, symbolic interactionism has been described and justified as a 

suitable theoretical basis for the study, and implications of this basis for the 

research methodology have been noted.  The next two sections of the chapter 

discuss the data gathering and data analysis methods that have been used in the 

study, and demonstrate the impact of symbolic interactionism on the research 

design. 
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DATA COLLECTION METHODS 
 

In keeping with symbolic interactionism, qualitative methods of data gathering 

have been used to identify the meanings, beliefs and values the participants have 

about the appraisal process (Bogdan & Knopp Biklen, 1992).  These methods 

enable the investigator “to assume the perspective of his or her subjects and view 

their world through their eyes” (Potter, 1996: 60).  In this study three main methods 

have been used to gather data on the perceptions that principals and governing 

chairpersons have of the efficacy of principal appraisal in Lutheran schools.  These 

methods were focus group interviews, semi-structured individual interviews and 

document analysis.  In this way, participants’ experience of and the meanings they 

attach to the appraisal process were elucidated.  

 

Since the focus group and individual interviews are both qualitative interviews this 

section begins with a general discussion of qualitative interviews.  Then focus 

group interviews and the semi-structured individual interviews are explained. 

Qualitative interviews 

Qualitative interviewing was deemed an appropriate approach for understanding 

the meaning that the appraisal process has had for participants, since this approach 

adopts a “posture of indwelling” (Maykutt & Morehouse, 1994).  In this approach 

the interviewer is required to understand “the person’s point of view from an 

empathetic rather than a sympathetic position” (Maykutt & Morehouse, 1994: 25).  

Moreover, the qualitative interview seeks to capture the complexities of the 

individual experiences and perceptions of the participant (Patton, 1990).  Thus the 

interview “obtain[s] descriptions of the lived world of the interviewees with respect 

to interpretations of the meaning of the described phenomena” (Kvale, 1996: 30), 

which in this case was principal appraisal. 

 

Furthermore, the qualitative interview is an active process with the interview being 

an encounter between interviewer and interviewee (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997).  

An interview relationship characterised by trust and rapport was, therefore, 

required since genuine knowledge of another comes from “intersubjective depth 

and mutual understanding” (Miller & Glassner, 1997: 106).  The interview also 
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becomes “a construction site of knowledge” (Kvale, 1996: 42) and is part of the 

meaning-making process for the participant (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997).  Since a 

symbolic interactionist approach takes the perspective of the individual in 

attributing and making meaning in interactions, qualitative interviewing was an 

appropriate and powerful way of gathering the data required for this study. 

 

Patton (1990) differentiates three approaches to qualitative interviewing: informal 

conversational, general interview guide approach and standardised open-ended.  

The informal conversational approach relies on a free flowing conversation with no 

pre-determined questions.  This approach was not appropriate for this study, which 

sought to understand some defined areas of the principal appraisal process that had 

been experienced by the participants.  Similarly, standardised open-ended 

interviews would have restricted the gaining of a full understanding of the unique 

experiences of participants.  As a consequence, the general interview guide 

approach was adopted.   

 

This approach to qualitative interviewing is also referred to as the semi-structured 

interview (Kvale, 1996; Punch, 1998), because: 

… it has a sequence of themes to be covered, as well as suggested questions 
… yet at the same time there is an openness to changes of sequence and 
forms of questions in order to follow up the answers given and the stories 
told by the subjects (Kvale, 1996: 124). 
 

Thus an interview guide, to be explained later in this chapter, was used to focus on 

the participants’ experiences of principal appraisal, whilst allowing individual 

experiences to emerge and the meaning that they held for participants to be fully 

explored.  In this way the conduct of both the group and individual interviews 

reflected a belief that “the more spontaneous the interview procedure, the more 

likely one is to obtain spontaneous, lively, and unexpected answers from the 

interviewees” (Kvale, 1996: 129).   

Focus group interviews 

The first strategy used for data gathering was focus group interviews.  Focus 

groups originate from a marketing background (Patton, 1990), but have been 

increasingly used in education and psychology to “elicit a greater, more in-depth 

understanding of perceptions, beliefs, attitudes, and experiences from multiple 
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points of view” (Vaughn, Shay-Schumm, & Sinagub, 1996: 16).  Whilst focus 

groups are a form of group interviewing, the term group interviews and focus 

group interviews are used interchangeably (Punch, 1998).  Group interviews are 

not simply a number of interviews conducted at the one time with interaction 

simply between interviewer and participant.  Rather, it is the interaction between 

participants that is the important part of the dynamics of these interviews (Watts & 

Ebbutt, 1987).  Focus interviews are, therefore, in keeping with this study’s 

symbolic interactionist approach that presumes meaning arising from and within 

social interactions. 

 

The dynamic interaction of group interviewing becomes a catalyst and stimulant 

for participant discussion and contribution (Lewis, 1992; Powney & Watts, 1987; 

Vaughn et al., 1996).  The group experience can have a “floodgate” (Vaughn et al., 

1996: 19) effect as it generates “spontaneous feelings, reasons and explanations of 

attitudes and behaviors” (Sarantakos, 1998: 182).  In this way the social interaction 

of the focus group shapes and directs the discussion.  One aspect of this group 

dynamic is that there is also immediate reaction to one another’s contributions.  

Such feedback provides instant verification and interpretation of individual 

responses, as comments and attitudes are “subjected to peer scrutiny and 

evaluation” (Denscombe, 1995: 137).  There is thus a measure of quality control of 

the facts presented (Patton, 1990), whilst honouring individual experiences. 

 

Other benefits of group interviews include the ability to gain information in a short 

period of time about the breadth and variation of opinions held by participants 

(Sarantakos, 1998).  Thus an appreciation of the range of meaning that participants 

in this study attributed to the appraisal process quickly became evident.  

Furthermore, this method allowed data to be efficiently collected from a wider 

sample of people involved in the appraisal process than was possible using 

individual interviews exclusively. 

 

However, a disadvantage of focus groups is that it may be difficult to probe fully 

an individual’s particular comment without interrupting the flow of the group 

conversation.  Participants may also find it awkward to raise some relevant and 

important personal issues (Watts & Ebbutt, 1987).  Care also needs to be taken to 
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ensure that one person does not dominate the process and that all participants 

become involved in the discussion.  Hence, the role of the interviewer becomes that 

of a facilitator or moderator so that the process is a “steered conversation” (Hedges, 

1985:  78).  The moderator seeks the involvement of all members of the group so 

that through mutual stimulation the significant points of view and meanings of all 

are articulated (Sarantakos, 1998). 

The themes that emerged from the group interviews were also used to inform the 

interview guide for the more in-depth individual semi-structured interviews.  The 

focus group interviews as the first data gathering method provided a rich source of 

data to inform the study. 

 

Focus group interview procedures  

In this study of the experience of appraisal in Lutheran schools three focus groups 

were convened: a group of principals (five participants), a group of chairpersons 

(four participants), and a combined group of principals and chairpersons (six 

participants, including two council chairpersons and four principals).  It was 

important to gather data from council chairpersons because of their key role in the 

process.  In addition, the combined group enabled first-hand observation of the 

different perceptions and meanings that chairpersons and principals had developed.   

  

Because of his role as Executive Director of LEA, and his involvement in the 

implementation of PAD, it was decided that the investigator not moderate the 

group discussion.  This decision meant that he could not be perceived to be asking 

the group leading questions.  He did, however, conduct the individual interviews 

and a rationale for this decision is provided later in the chapter.  It was felt that if 

significant differences in responses between the group and the individual 

interviews emerged, then how these differences might be accommodated would 

need to be addressed.  An examination of interview transcripts indicates no 

significant differences in the content of the responses between the two types of 

interviews.  

 

An independent moderator was, therefore, engaged to facilitate the group 

discussions.  This person was a former Lutheran school principal, who was 

experienced in leading such group discussions.  Furthermore, a district director for 
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Lutheran schools recommended him as a person with credibility amongst his 

former peers.  Two hours were allowed for the group interviews, including time for 

hospitality and orientation to procedures.  The interviews were held in a seminar 

room at the Lutheran Church of Australia’s tertiary institution and conducted in 

November 2002. 

 

The investigator fully briefed the moderator to ensure that he was clear on the 

nature of the research and the themes that the investigator considered important for 

the group interview agenda.  An agreed understanding of the nature of qualitative 

interviewing, as outlined in this chapter, was reached.  An interview guide 

(Appendix B.1) was developed, outlining the major issues to be addressed.  

Examples of some of the initial probing questions were: 

• What was your experience of the process? 

• Did your feelings change throughout the process?  If so, in what way? 

• Identify the interactions that were important in determining the appraisal 

outcomes? 

• What difference has the process made in the personal and professional life of 

the principal? 

• How do you feel about the appraisal process? 

The moderator was free to frame questions as he felt appropriate and to allow 

group interaction to determine the sequencing of themes and questions.   

 

The investigator observed the discussion, taking notes for use later during the 

transcription of the discussion.  Body language and the general disposition of the 

group were also noted.  Therefore, by being an observer, the investigator was able 

to gather other data and the richness of the group experience was more fully 

exploited.  The investigator also attended to all practical arrangements for the 

group interviews, thus ensuring that the time allocated for the interviews was 

maximised.  Furthermore, he attended to the taping and later transcription of the 

discussion.  An example of a focus group transcript is provided in Appendix C.1. 

 

Individual interviews 

The semi-structured individual interview was chosen to complement the focus 

group interviews to allow meanings and perceptions that participants had about the 
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appraisal process to be explored in greater depth in a one-to-one situation.  

Moreover, individual interviews provided for those participants who may have 

been reluctant to express fully their feelings in the focus group situation.  Such 

interviews, where the emphasis is on reflecting on the meaning of the process and 

any resultant changes experienced, “generate data which give an authentic insight 

into people’s experiences” (Silverman, 1993: 91).  Consequently, the context of 

each interview generates further questions (Maykutt & Morehouse, 1994) as unique 

experiences are shared and the participants talk about experiences, feelings, 

opinions and knowledge (Patton, 1990).  In this study these interviews were also 

used to explore some themes and issues that were identified in the group 

interviews.  The grounded theory methods of data analysis also generated 

categories of explanation of the meaning of the initial data for further exploration 

in these individual interviews. 

 

In qualitative individual interviews the role of the interviewer is critical in 

obtaining data (Kvale, 1996; Patton, 1990).  This role involves developing rapport 

and trust with the participant (Miller & Glassner, 1997).  It means demonstrating 

clearly that what the participant has to say is important (Patton, 1990).  In the 

investigator’s case, his position in LEA was acknowledged and the documents 

developed as part of the ethical clearance process, particularly the Information 

Sheet located in Appendix F.2, were important in ensuring participants were clear 

about the nature of the study.  This acknowledgement helped the investigator “to 

define a mutually acceptable research role” (Rubin & Rubin, 1995: 116).  A fuller 

description of the investigator’s role in this study is given later in this chapter. 

 

The investigator also kept a diary during the interview phase as a means to reflect 

on each interview and note initial interpretations.  Issues and themes to be explored 

further were recorded.  In light of the investigator’s role in LEA, this diary allowed 

him to “step back from the conversational relationships and obtain a necessary 

distance” (Rubin & Rubin, 1995: 121). 

 

Individual interview procedures 

Originally it was planned to conduct eight individual interviews, including four 

principals and four chairpersons.  Whist eight interviews were scheduled it was 
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noted that the final number of interviews would vary depending on the nature of 

the data that emerged.  There was an awareness that since theory emerges from the 

interview data (Rubin & Rubin, 1995), there may be saturation of data with no new 

theory emerging, and it would then not be necessary to complete the full schedule 

of interviews.  Conversely, it may have become necessary to interview more than 

the designated eight, although there were resource and time limitations to the study.  

In this study the emergence of a range of views amongst the principals in the focus 

groups led to a decision to expand the individual sample of principals by two.  In 

addition, the focus group interviews identified the important role in the process that 

both principals and council chairpersons attributed to district directors, and it was 

thus decided to interview two of the three directors.  Expanding the original sample 

in this way to collect data that would assist in analysing further the emerging 

themes and patterns is known as theoretical sampling (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 

 

An interview guide was developed to provide the agenda for the interview and is 

included as Appendix B.2.  The interview guide enabled the investigator to probe 

the experience of those involved in principal appraisal to understand their 

experiences and what these experiences had meant for them in terms of personal 

and professional development.  In general, the same probing questions were used 

as were used in the focus group interviews.  As a result of themes emerging from 

the groups, special attention was given to understanding factors impacting on the 

principal’s professional learning, and this focus is illustrated in the notes prepared 

for the individual interviews, included as Appendix K.1. 

 

Each interview was of one hour duration and was conducted by the investigator at a 

place nominated by the participants, usually at their schools.  These interviews 

were held in South Australia, Victoria and Queensland during February 2003.  All 

interviews were recorded and transcribed.  An example of an individual interview 

transcript is provided at Appendix C.2. 

 

Sampling procedures 

Principals and council chairpersons in the study were selected through purposive 

sampling (Sarantakos, 1998; Vaughn et al., 1996) from those who had experienced 

the appraisal process in Lutheran schools.  In consultation with the district directors 
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for Lutheran schools in Australia, participants were chosen to reflect a balance in 

gender, primary/secondary schools, years of experience and those identified by the 

district directors as being either positively disposed to or somewhat negative 

towards the appraisal process.  Anyone who participated in a focus group was not 

selected for an individual interview. 

 

In relation to the focus group interviews, since the selected moderator was based in 

Adelaide, and so that each group had the same moderator, it was necessary for the 

interviews be held in that location.  Accordingly, all participants in the focus group 

interviews were from South Australia.  The sample for the individual interviews 

included participants from the three states in which there are most Lutheran 

schools, and the selection of participants was such that the investigator did not have 

to drive more than three hours from a capital city. 

 

The selected participants received a letter from the state director (Appendix D) 

indicating that they had been selected to participate in the research, that the 

research had his approval and that he encouraged their participation in the study.  

One week after receiving that letter each participant received a letter (Appendix E.1 

for group interviews and E.2 for individual interviews) from the investigator with 

further details and an information sheet (Appendix F.1 for group interviews and F.2 

for individual interviews).  A follow-up phone call was made to gain their consent 

to participate and to negotiate a suitable time for the interview.  

 

After agreeing to take part in the interviews the participants were asked to sign a 

Consent Form (Appendix G.1 for group interviews and G.2 for individual 

interviews).  Focus group participants were required, as part of the consent process, 

to give an additional undertaking to keep the group discussions confidential.  All 

participants were given the opportunity to review the interview transcript and make 

amendments if they felt so inclined.  Participants were assured of confidentiality 

and that pseudonyms would be used in the discussion of the findings in the written 

report or in any subsequent papers.  Moreover, participants were given an 

opportunity to withdraw from the process at any time.  No participant took 

advantage of this option and all participated willingly. 
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Document analysis 

In addition to the data collected through focus and individual interviews, the 

investigator obtained a range of PAD documents to gain a fuller understanding of 

the experience of the principal appraisal process in the life of the participants.  In 

particular, principal participants were invited to share their appraisal reports and the 

investigator requested council minutes of the eight schools represented in the 

individual interview sample.  These documents were only collected from these 

schools, since the individual interviews provided a more detailed account of the 

appraisal process.  Council minutes record decisions on the follow-up to the 

appraisal process.  In particular, the allocation of time and resources to the 

outcomes of the process by council was one indication of the value placed on it.  

Participants for whom the investigator had access to written documents are noted in 

the Study Participant Profile in Appendix L. 

 

Furthermore, other documents and reports relating to principal appraisal and 

performance management in Lutheran schools were examined.  This written 

material included the Manual and the LEA evaluation forms, which are completed 

by a school after a principal appraisal (Appendix A).  In addition, an evaluation 

(Lindsay & Simons, 2002) of the aggregated data, gathered through PAD, to 

provide system wide feedback on principal strengths and areas for development 

was consulted.   

 

These written sources were valuable in understanding meaning and experience 

because they are “a vital way in which organisations constitute reality” (Atkinson 

& Coffey, 1997: 47).  They were also used to check and expand the theoretical 

propositions that emerged from the data analysis. 

 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 

Grounded theory methods were used to analyse the data generated from this study.  

This section provides an introduction to these methods and a justification for their 

use.  Next, procedures for the analysis of data in this study are explained.  Finally, 

the three theoretical propositions that emerged from the data analysis are 

introduced. 
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Grounded theory methods and the rationale for their use in this study 

Grounded theory is both an approach to research and a strategy to analyse 

qualitative data (Punch, 1998).  In this study grounded theory methods were used to 

analyse the data for the purpose of generating theoretical propositions that explain 

the experience of principal appraisal.  The data for the analysis were located in the 

transcripts of both the group and individual interviews, as well as the documents 

dealing with appraisal that have been identified above.   

 

The use of grounded theory methods was in keeping with the study’s symbolic 

interactionist perspective and was also appropriate for analysis of topics where 

there has been little theory development (Merriam & Simpson, 1995; Punch, 1998).  

These methods have generally also been seen as appropriate for investigating 

educational practice because of their capacity to study “the richness and diversity 

of human experience and to generate relevant, plausible theory which can be used 

to understand the contextual reality of social behavior” (Hutchinson, 1988:  127). 

 

Procedures for data analysis 

The analysis of data using grounded theory methods commences before all the data 

have been collected and in this case it began after the three group interviews were 

completed, but before the individual interviews.  Thus the themes that emerged in 

the group interviews informed the agenda for the individual interviews.  This 

strategy, as a form of theoretical sampling (Strauss & Corbin, 1990), enabled new 

data to be used to develop and delineate more fully the concepts and categories 

identified in the initial analysis.  Accordingly, the emerging theoretical 

propositions became more complete and abstract.  The strategy also determined the 

exact number of interviews that were conducted, since no further data were 

collected when there was evidence of no further theory development.  This 

approach is called theoretical saturation (Punch, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 

 

This description of the procedures used to analyse the data focuses on the grounded 

theory methods of open coding and axial coding, and then the use of theoretical 

memos in the study is discussed. 
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Open coding 

Open coding is a grounded theory process for analysing data by breaking the data 

into discrete parts to facilitate closer examination of it, looking for similarities and 

differences (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  In this study the analysis of the data began 

with a rigorous reading of the transcripts during which concepts were highlighted 

in the margin to identify feelings and action.  The data were considered line by line, 

and concepts were identified and labelled.  Data were compared and a number of 

questions were asked as follows: 

First, what is this piece of data an example of?  Or, second, what does this 
piece of data stand for, or represent?  Or, third, what category or property of 
a category does this piece of data indicate? (Punch, 1998:  212). 
 

Appendix H provides an example of open coding of an interview transcript from 

the study and demonstrates how feelings and actions were labelled using concepts.  

Open coding represents a breaking up of the data to represent units of meaning. 

 

These concepts were then examined and compared with one another so that they 

could be grouped to generate even greater abstraction of the data.  These groupings 

of concepts were designated as substantive concepts.  The 22 substantive concepts 

identified are listed with definitions that emerged during initial coding as Appendix 

I.1.  Each substantive concept was further developed by looking at its properties 

and then also defining it in terms of causes, properties, actions and interactions 

under which it is managed or maintained, and consequences of these actions, using 

the Strauss and Corbin (1990) coding paradigm methodology.  An example of the 

development of one substantive concept is located at Appendix I.2.  

 

Substantive concepts are either concepts that occurred regularly in the data or else 

those that linked a number of concepts.  The aim of open coding was not to 

summarise themes or issues, but to identify concepts and move from phenomenon 

to abstraction. 

 

Axial coding 

Axial coding was then used to explore the substantive concepts and condense them 

into categories, particularly by identifying the relationship between the concepts.  

Axial coding resulted in the identification of three key categories emerging from 

consideration of the substantive concepts – appraisal as a process, perceptions of 
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development and roles of participants.  The substantive concepts are linked 

according to the three identified categories and listed in Appendix I.1.  The coding 

paradigm employed in open coding was then used to explore relationships between 

and within categories.  Appendix J provides an example of how the coding 

paradigm was used in axial coding to develop and provide density to one of the 

categories.  During this process greater abstraction and detail were attributed to the 

categories.   

 

These categories became the basis of the three theoretical propositions that 

emerged from the study.  Hence, the categories represent the outcome of a process 

that began with breaking up the data through open coding to identify units of 

meaning, and then “put it back together in new ways” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990: 96) 

through axial coding which identified how the concepts were related. 

 

During the coding process the data gathered from the documentary analysis were 

used to check the emerging theoretical propositions using a number of probing 

questions, such as the following:  How is the experience of the appraisal process 

reflected in such documents as council minutes and evaluation forms?  Is there 

congruence between the verbal expression of the experience upon reflection, and 

that which was recorded in the documents of the time?  If not, what does this 

difference mean?   

 

In addition to open coding and axial coding, selective coding is also used by 

grounded theorists as a final stage in data analysis.  However, selective coding was 

not used in this study, because there was no attempt to identify a core category.  

Here, grounded theory methods were used specifically to generate three theoretical 

propositions relating to the central research question (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 

 

Theoretical memos 

Both in the process of generating greater abstraction and exploring relationships 

between substantive concepts and categories a number of theoretical memos were 

written.  Memos assist the investigator “to move away from the data to abstract 

thinking, then in returning to the data to ground these abstractions” (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990: 199).  Three types of memos were used: operational, coding and 
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theoretical (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  Operational memos contained directions on 

processes to be followed in the research as a result of the analysis, and an example 

is found in Appendix K.1.  Coding memos were reflections on concepts and 

relationships as a result of either open or axial coding, and an example is found in 

Appendix K.2.  Theoretical memos reflected thinking on emerging categories and 

their relationship, and became the basis of the theoretical propositions that were 

consequently generated from the data.  An example of a theoretical memo is found 

in Appendix K.3. 

 

The use of memos was an important strategy during the data analysis as they 

assisted in the abstracting of data, and the progress towards developing theory.  

Thus the memos became more abstract as the analysis progressed.  In particular, 

they enabled the researcher to keep an ongoing and organised record of the data 

analysis. 

 

Emergence of three theoretical propositions 

As relationships between the substantive concepts and the categories were explored 

through open coding and writing memos, three theoretical propositions emerged 

from the data.  These three propositions became the findings of the study, since the 

propositions explained the experience of appraisal from the perspective of key 

participants.  

 

Theoretical propositions describe relationships between and within the identified 

categories (Chenitz & Swanson, 1986).  Moreover, since theory functions to 

explain, understand, clarify, organise and interpret events or phenomenon in the 

data (Chenitz & Swanson, 1986), theoretical propositions act as tentative 

hypotheses (Bowers, 1988) that predict further relationships.  As theoretical 

propositions emerged during the process of data analysis, therefore, the data were 

continually rechecked for validation and further development of the propositions 

(Charmaz, 2000).  Through this iterative process (Wildy, 1999) theory was 

developed that explained the data.  In this way, the use of grounded theory methods 

for analysis led to greater abstraction of the data.   
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Themes from the literature were also used as a tool in the analysis of the data.  

However, care was taken in case the analysis was “captive” (Strauss & Corbin, 

1990: 56) to the literature.  The literature was helpful in the labelling of concepts 

and categories.  Indeed, the literature was “checked out against the real primary 

data” (p. 56).  To this end, grounded theory methods were used to ground the data 

into the themes emerging from the literature to produce theoretical propositions 

arising from the meaning attributed to the experience of principal appraisal by the 

participants.  The theoretical propositions were also given to participants as part of 

‘member checking’ for feedback and confirmation.  In this way the focus of the 

research, to discover authentic feelings and meanings of participants, was 

honoured.   

 

The first theoretical proposition is that the efficacy of principal appraisal depended 

on the completion of an explicit process that followed six clearly defined and 

understood steps.  The second theoretical proposition is that there were five 

perceptions of the efficacy of the appraisal process amongst participants.  Finally, 

the third theoretical proposition is that the role played by key players in a spirit of 

trust facilitated perceptions of efficacy in the appraisal process.  Each of these 

propositions is considered in detail in Chapters Five, Six and Seven of this 

dissertation. 

 

ETHICAL ISSUES  
 

In this section ethical issues pertinent to the study are discussed.  The investigator 

holds the position of Executive Director of LEA and as such has played a 

significant role in the implementation of PAD in Lutheran schools.  However, it 

should be noted that whilst he was involved in the development and the 

implementation of the appraisal process, he is not directly involved in the day-to-

day management of appraisals, which is a responsibility of district directors.  The 

investigator’s responsibility is at an overall policy level.   

 

Whilst the investigator did not moderate the focus group interviews, he did conduct 

the individual interviews.  The Consent Form and the Information Sheet made 

available to participants, and discussed above in the data collection methods 
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section, outlined the nature of the study.  Accordingly, the investigator was a 

participant observer (Punch, 1998) in the data gathering phase and, based on an 

examination of the interview transcripts, his role had no obvious impact on the 

integrity of the process.  Indeed, his familiarity with the appraisal policy and 

procedures enabled him readily to gather and interpret the data.  As a consequence, 

he was able to quickly become “immersed in the world of the research subjects … 

to discover what that world is like, how it is constructed and experienced” (Bowers, 

1988: 43).  In this way his knowledge of the appraisal processes has further enabled 

the study to have focus, without compromising its integrity. 

 

Furthermore, an important responsibility of the investigator is the development of 

leadership for Lutheran schools.  This responsibility involves initiating professional 

development activities for both those already in leadership positions and those 

aspiring to such positions in Lutheran schools.  His role, therefore, is to foster 

activities that are developmental in nature, and his hope is that PAD achieves its 

developmental goal, as reflected in the professional and personal development of 

principals.  The investigator is, therefore, partisan to developing and growing 

leadership for Lutheran schools.  There are examples in the research literature of a 

partisan approach on the part of an investigator, such as the promotion of dance in 

secondary schools (Denscombe, 1995) and a socially critical approach to 

performance management (Brown, 1998).  

 

Permission to conduct the research was obtained from the Board of LEA and the 

resolution of support is found in Appendix O.  In addition, a letter of support was 

obtained from each district director, before approaching any participants.  Hence, 

participants first heard about their involvement in the study through a formal letter 

from their state director.  Finally, in terms of proper process, this research met the 

requirements of the University’s ethical clearance policy. 

 

In analysing and writing up the results in this dissertation, the anonymity of all 

study participants and schools involved in the research has been guaranteed 

through the use of pseudonyms.  Thus, each participant has been coded according 

to his or her position.  They were then given a number, for example, principal #1, 

chairperson #1 and director #1.  An index of study participants is found at 
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Appendix L, where the profile of study participants is provided as follows: code, 

position, type of interview, date of interview, interview ID reference, whether 

written documentation was supplied, gender, type of school and year the principal 

involved commenced in a principal position. 

 

CREDIBILITY OF THE STUDY 
 

An outcome of the research was a series of theoretical propositions that explain the 

experience of principal appraisal from the perspective of key participants.  These 

findings identify and explain those factors that participants believe contribute 

towards effective appraisal of the principal.  These propositions do not simply 

reflect the literature, but have been grounded in the experiences and perceptions of 

the principals and council chairpersons who have participated in an appraisal 

process.  These propositions are true, therefore, for the participants of this study.  

In this section, specific strategies for ensuring the credibility of the research 

process are examined.  These strategies include multiple sources of data, the use of 

an audit trial and member checking of the data. 

 

The use of three methods to gather data provided multiple sources of evidence 

(Yin, 1994) and was important in achieving credibility for the study.  The focus 

group interviews generated an agenda for the individual interviews, which explored 

and tested themes that emerged in the former.  Interviewing both principal and 

council chairperson also strengthened the credibility of the study, since this 

approach presented the viewpoints of the two types of participants in the appraisal 

process.  The external perspective of the district directors provided a further check.  

Multiplicity of data sources, as well as investigating the perspectives of principal, 

council chairperson and director provided the study with robust triangulation 

(Merriam, 2002) to increase credibility in a study of the appraisal experience where 

there were divergent views. 

 

Furthermore, the data have been organised in such a way that the relationship 

between interview transcripts, data analysis and the final report can be 

demonstrated through an audit trail (Maykutt & Morehouse, 1994).  Thus the 

interview transcripts have been notated with concepts which formed the basis of 
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the substantive concepts.  The processes used in gathering and analysing data have 

been clearly spelt out, and relationships between substantive concepts described in 

a series of theoretical memos, and validated by reference to the transcripts.  As a 

result, the writer is able to take others through the process of analysis from 

transcripts to theoretical propositions and allow them to make their own 

judgements about the data (Clarke, 2000). 

 

In addition, the results of the analysis were checked with participants.  Each 

participant was e-mailed sections of the dissertation and invited to comment.  The 

investigator also followed up with telephone conversations with participants.  In 

their responses participants indicated that their experiences were reflected in the 

three theoretical propositions.  In particular, there was agreement with the 

implications of the findings for modifications of PAD procedures.  In this way 

‘member checking’ has enhanced the credibility of the study, since its findings 

were verified by the participants. 

 

Accordingly, the use of multiple sources of evidence, an audit trail and ‘member 

checking’ lend a strong degree of credibility and trustworthiness to the research 

process.  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter has explained the research design and methodology adopted in the 

study that is reported in this dissertation.  In particular, the chapter has described 

the theoretical underpinning of the research.  Symbolic interactionism was 

discussed as an appropriate qualitative approach to help understand and interpret 

the meaning that appraisal had for those who had participated in the process.  The 

three data gathering methods were examined and the specific procedures for data 

gathering used in this study were explained.  Next, the grounded theory methods 

used to analyse the data that led to the development of three theoretical 

propositions were described.  Several ethical issues were considered and techniques 

for giving credibility for the findings of the study were noted. 
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The next three chapters comprise an exposition of each of the theoretical 

propositions by an examination of their basis in the data.  The relevance of each 

proposition to the literature and the theoretical implications of each proposition are 

discussed.  The significance of these propositions in explaining the experience of 

principal appraisal and the identification of key factors in its perceived efficacy for 

development are then considered.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

FIRST THEORETICAL PROPOSITION: EFFICACY 

OF APPRAISAL AS PROGRESSION THROUGH 

STAGES 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

It will be recalled that the central research question of the study reported in this 

dissertation was as follows: what are principal and governing council chairperson 

perceptions of the efficacy of principal appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran 

schools?  Three theoretical propositions were developed in relation to the question.  

The first theoretical proposition is captured in the following statement: 

The efficacy of principal appraisal depended on the completion of an explicit 

process that followed six clearly defined and understood stages: 

1. initiating the process of principal appraisal,  

2. implementing the data gathering process,  

3. principal making sense of the data,  

4. school council responding developmentally to the data,  

5. principal implementing development strategies, and, 

6. institutionalising the process and the outcomes.  

Furthermore, the successful completion of the six stages of the process was 

dependent on factors of context, purpose and response. 

 

There were six stages through which the appraisal process proceeded before 

participants regarded it as being effective and resulting in personal and professional 

development for the principal.  Furthermore, each of these stages was divided into 

sub-stages, which participants also believed had to be concluded for achieving the 

efficacy of the process.  The appraisal process was considered incomplete, 

therefore, if it did not progress through all the stages and sub-stages.  These stages 

are summarised in Table 1.  In addition, a number of factors, including the context 

of the appraisal, the purpose of the appraisal and the nature of the responses to the 

appraisal report, acted to either impede or facilitate the process progressing through 

these stages. 
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Table 1: Listing of appraisal process stages with sub-stages 
 

This table provides a summary of the six stages through which an effective principal 
appraisal process was seen by participants to advance 

 
STAGE ONE: 
INITIATING THE PROCESS OF PRINCIPAL APPRAISAL 

Stage one sub-stage one: initial administration  
Stage one sub-stage two: articulation of the purpose of the appraisal 
Stage one sub-stage three: gaining full acceptance of the purpose 

STAGE TWO:  
IMPLEMENTING THE DATA GATHERING PROCESS 

Stage two sub-stage one: administration for an efficient process 
Stage two sub-stage two: keeping the community informed  

STAGE THREE:  
PRINCIPAL MAKING SENSE OF THE DATA 

Stage three sub-stage one: making sense of the appraisal messages 
Stage three sub-stage two: generating a development agenda 

STAGE FOUR:  
SCHOOL COUNCIL RESPONDING DEVELOPMENTALLY TO THE DATA 

Stage four sub-stage one: presentation of report 
Stage four sub-stage two: development decision-making 
Stage four sub-stage three: documenting development  

STAGE FIVE:  
PRINCIPAL IMPLEMENTING DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES 

Stage five sub-stage one: getting started 
Stage five sub-stage two: implementing development activities 
Stage five sub-stage three: being supported 

STAGE SIX:  
INSTITUTIONALISING THE PROCESS AND THE OUTCOMES 

Stage six sub-stage one: integrating outcomes into school processes 
Stage six sub-stage two: appraisal becoming an ongoing process 

 

This chapter contains an exposition of this first theoretical proposition by detailing 

its basis in the data.  It describes the six stages of the appraisal process and their 

sub-stages, and then the factors that influence whether the tasks associated with 

each stage are achieved.  The relevance of these findings to the literature is also 

discussed.  The chapter concludes with observations on this theoretical proposition 

as it relates to the process of principal appraisal. 

 

STAGE ONE: INITIATING THE PROCESS OF PRINCIPAL 

APPRAISAL 
 

The first stage may be depicted as ‘initiating the process of principal appraisal’ and 

it lasted for approximately two months.  The three sub-stages of this stage were 

initial administration, articulation of the purpose of the appraisal and gaining full 

acceptance of the purpose. 
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Stage one sub-stage one: initial administration 

The initial administration sub-stage involved the establishment of the process in the 

local school context.  Principals and their councils were generally aware of the 

process through the general publicity and in-service activity associated with the 

implementation of PAD in 1999.  They understood that LEA policy (LEA, 2000) 

recommended that there be an appraisal in the third year of a principal’s contract 

and most principals would have had this requirement stated in their own contracts 

(principal #15).  Accordingly, district directors, who oversee the appraisal process 

in their region, annually generate a list of principals who are due for appraisal.  

Thus the process generally began with contact from a director to a principal or a 

council chairperson, informing them that there was to be an appraisal.  “[Director’s 

name] said, ‘It’s your time’” is how principal #9 recalled the beginning of the 

process.  (In the discussion of the theoretical propositions respondents are 

identified according to the code described in the previous chapter.  Information on 

the date and type of interview for each respondent is provided in Appendix L.)  

However, there were occasions, in the third year of a principal’s contract or as 

agreed at the school level, when the process began with either the chairperson or 

principal contacting the director (chairperson #8).   

 

As part of this initial administration sub-stage the director briefed the council and 

principal on procedures for the appraisal, as outlined in the Manual.  Another key 

initial administrative task was the establishment of a steering committee, 

comprising council chairperson or representative, another council member and the 

principal.  This committee managed the process, promoting a sense of ownership at 

the local level.  At the same time, the director facilitated contact between the 

committee and the external agency, which had been appointed by LEA to gather 

and process the appraisal data.  In these ways the initial administration sub-stage 

established the process locally. 

 

Stage one sub-stage two: articulation of the purpose of the appraisal 

In the second sub-stage the purpose of the appraisal was articulated in general 

communication by the steering committee to develop a common understanding of 

appraisal by the school community.  The literature reflects the importance of this 

phase because in relation to principal appraisal “purposes have often been poorly 
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articulated” (Glasman & Heck, 1996: 376).  Whilst the Manual describes this 

process as being appraisal for development, the fact that PAD was the first 

systematic appraisal process for most principals in Lutheran schools meant that 

council members and principals approached the process with different 

understandings of the purpose.  These understandings included notions of appraisal 

as being for accountability, performance management and affirmation of the 

principal’s work.  Consequently, particular attention was given at this stage of the 

process to ensure consensus in the understanding by all of the development purpose 

of principal appraisal.  Articulation of the development purpose of the process 

began within the steering committee.  The council and the school community were 

then informed of the purpose, since clarity of purpose was a factor, as will be 

discussed later in this chapter, that influenced the process progressing through the 

various stages.  

 

Principal #15, whose appraisal experience was generally positive, recalled its 

purpose as being for “self-improvement, self-development, maximising the 

effectiveness of myself in the position”, and provides an example of a situation 

where there was consensus on the purpose.  However, where a council sought to 

use appraisal for other purposes, such as assisting them in contract renewal 

negotiations, no development plan emerged for the principal.  In such a situation 

with confusion over purpose, chairperson #8 reflected that the process “was just a 

complete waste of time”.  

 

In summary, articulating clearly and consistently the purpose was important in 

facilitating development outcomes and feelings of efficacy with the process.  

Furthermore, achieving a common understanding of the purpose was also a 

necessary task, since a development focus to the appraisal process could not be 

assumed. 

 

Stage one sub-stage three: gaining full acceptance of the purpose 

In this sub-stage the reality of the process became clear to the principal, who 

worked through issues involved to accept fully its purpose.  Here the principal’s 

emotional investment was often evident, because appraisal does impact upon 

perceptions of self (principal #9).  Thus principal #11 approached appraisal with “a 
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few tummy rumbles”.  Principal #15 also reflected in some detail about this 

personal and emotional nature of appraisal: 

… you very much do open yourself up … to those people who are being 
surveyed.  You do very much put yourself right before them completely 
open and you are inviting people to comment about you personally and 
professionally, which even if you are fairly confident in how you are being 
perceived, can be confronting. 
 

These perceptions seem to be reflected in teacher appraisal generally.  For example, 

Middlewood and Carno have commented that: 

… teachers are persons with emotions, aspirations, and need for self-
esteem; and their success in their jobs will depend upon the extent to which 
these are successfully channelled.  This is … particularly so in jobs such as 
teaching where relationships with others are at the core of effectiveness 
(2001: 4) 
 

This first experience of principal appraisal, because of its sense of the unknown, 

also contributed to a degree of anxiety for most study participants.  Indeed, the two 

study principals (# 3 and # 12) who had undertaken earlier appraisals approached 

the PAD process more confidently, with principal #12 feeling that he “was a lot 

calmer this time … what will be, will be”.  Generally, principals indicated that their 

next appraisal would be easier, with one commenting that he would be “more 

interested to listen than I was last time” (principal #11).  Therefore, acceptance of 

the development purpose of appraisal enabled emotional issues to be worked 

through. 

 

Another reason for principals to accept fully the development purpose of the 

process was that invariably principals questioned whether a developmental 

outcome would be likely if the results of the appraisal were not positive.  Yet on 

this matter principal #10 recalled that even though he accepted that appraisal was 

developmental “you know in your own heart, yes, it is to see if you are fit to do the 

job”.  Moreover, since in most cases the director initiated the process, some 

principals felt that appraisal was something being done to them, as indicated in the 

comment “My number was up” (principal #6).  Thus it was necessary for 

participants, especially the principal, to accept intellectually and emotionally that 

the purpose of the appraisal was developmental, if the process was to be perceived 

as having efficacy. 
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In summary, in ‘initiating the process of principal appraisal’ there were three sub-

stages: initial administration, articulating the purpose of the appraisal and gaining 

full acceptance of the purpose.  Where full agreement on the purpose of the 

appraisal process was not evident, lack of clarity emerged in later stages to disrupt 

completion of the process.  This outcome illustrates the importance of the first 

stage in promoting the efficacy of the appraisal process as a whole. 

 

STAGE TWO: IMPLEMENTING THE DATA GATHERING 

PROCESS 
 

The second stage of the appraisal process has been labelled ‘implementing the data 

gathering process’ and it consisted of two sub-stages: administration for an 

efficient process and keeping the community informed.  When the tasks associated 

with this stage were well managed this stage was completed within two months.  

However, when there was a delay in making contact with the external agency this 

stage extended up to six months (chairperson #7). 

 

Stage two sub-stage one: administration for an efficient process 

The Manual clearly described the tasks to be undertaken at this stage of the process 

and chairman #1 recalled that “we followed it to the letter”.  At this time the 

appraisal survey instrument, including the school generated questions, was 

finalised.  Decisions were then made regarding the community sections to be 

included as respondents in the 360-degree survey and the sampling process to be 

used.  The expertise of the external agency facilitated decision-making on these 

issues.  Hence, chairperson #10, who “was dreading how this appraisal thing would 

happen”, reflected that “it was pretty slick really … it was easy to work within the 

structure”.  

 

Next, appropriate processes for distributing and collecting the survey forms at the 

school level were established.  These forms were then returned to the agency, 

where the data were analysed and an appraisal report generated.  With clarity of 

process and procedures, no ‘glitches’ emerged during this sub-stage, as testified by 

principal #13, who recalled that there was “nothing out of the ordinary or unusual 

at all.  It went very, very smoothly”.  Furthermore, chairperson #4’s satisfaction 
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was reflected in caution against the system making too many changes to the 

process because “principals trust the process”.  

 

This trust resulted from efficient processes that were followed.  The council 

chairperson played a key role in this regard by managing the process at the local 

level and keeping the principal informed.  Hence, for principal #15 “a lot really 

hangs on the quality and competence of the person who’s managing it for you”.  

For some less experienced chairpersons effective management of the process was 

an issue and the process tended to take a longer time to be activated.  For principal 

#12 “a long period of time” to complete the process became frustrating, and 

lessened confidence in the process.  It also affected perceptions of efficacy of the 

appraisal process in generating development for the principal.  The importance of 

awareness of the time being taken was also reflected in this advice from 

chairperson #6: “Just follow the paperwork and do it … as quickly as possible to 

get it out of the way.  OK.  Don’t drag it out”.   

 

In summary, a smooth administrative procedure facilitated trust in the process.  The 

importance of trust for the efficacy of the process has been underlined by Fullan 

and Hargreaves (1991: 74) who observed that “trust in people remains important, 

but trust in expertise and process supersedes it”. 

 

Stage two sub-stage two: keeping the community informed 

Keeping the key participants in the process informed of appraisal events also 

enhanced trust in the process and thus communication was the task associated with 

the second sub-stage.  Those members of the community who were selected to be 

respondents in the appraisal survey were specifically informed of the process and 

its purpose.  Chairperson #2 highlighted the emphasis that he placed on the 

communication sub-stage: 

One of the things we really made a strong point of was to advertise very, 
very widely through the school newsletter and let people know what was 
happening, and how it was going to happen, and really push the process and 
make people aware of what the whole process was about.  
 

At the same time the steering committee ensured that the full council was still 

focused on the development purpose of the process.  Chairperson #7 recalled that if 

any member thought that the process had an accountability function “I let them 
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know that wasn’t the reason, and there were never any embarrassing questions 

from members”. 

 

Principals who were fully informed of the process had a sense of control.  

Chairperson #7, who recalled that “I controlled, I drove the appraisal process”, 

worked diligently and intentionally to keep the principal informed.  Consequently, 

his principal, who was also in the study, felt so involved that he reflected that in 

terms of the decisions made to establish the process that “it was very much in my 

court” (principal #10).  A sense of control and involvement by the principal in the 

process emerged as an important determinant of its credibility, reflecting the policy 

advice of the Association of Heads of Independent Schools of Australia that 

schools “should not embark on the task of the appraisal of the head unless the 

purpose is clearly understood by all involved, and the process and procedures are 

clearly appropriate to the purpose” (AHISA, 1999: 3).  In this sub-stage 

community, council and principal were fully informed of what was being 

implemented. 

 

In summary, the ‘implementing the data gathering process’ stage had two sub-

stages: administration for an efficient process and keeping the community 

informed.  Clear system documentation enabled the tasks associated with this stage 

to be worked through efficiently.  Where outcomes of the process were seen to be 

positive there was invariably a capable chairperson who managed the process well, 

keeping all involved in the process informed.  The data indicate that when this 

stage was well managed, it was easier for the principal to make sense of the final 

appraisal results and generate a development plan, which were key tasks of the next 

stage.   

 

STAGE THREE: PRINCIPAL MAKING SENSE OF THE DATA 
 

The third stage, in which the principal sought to understand, accept and generally 

own the appraisal report, is entitled ‘principal making sense of the data’, because in 

the process of gathering data and making judgment for principal appraisal “the 

merit of the information becomes highly subjective” (Glasman & Heck, 1996: 

378).  In this study two sub-stages, making sense of the appraisal messages and 
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generating a development agenda, were identified as key elements of this stage.  

Whilst this stage, which concluded with the full council receiving the appraisal 

report, was completed in some schools within a month, in other schools, where the 

principal struggled to understand, accept and find meaning in the report, it took 

significantly longer. 

 

Stage three sub-stage one: making sense of the appraisal messages 

This sub-stage began when three copies of the appraisal report were sent to the 

district director for sharing with the principal and the council members on the 

steering committee.  The report contained the results of the 360-degree appraisal 

survey, tabulated and presented graphically, indicating responses from the various 

sectors, including the principal’s self-appraisal.  Comments made by survey 

respondents on both areas of strength and areas for development appeared exactly 

as they were written, except for minor amendments where it was deemed that their 

nature might have a counterproductive impact.  An executive summary provided an 

overview of the messages of affirmation and the possible areas for development.   

 

When results reflected expectations or particularly when they were “far more 

complimentary than I would ever make myself” (principal # 11) it was easier for 

the principal to make sense of the data.  However, when a principal “was confused 

with [the data] ... thought, wow, where did that come from” (principal #14) and felt 

after the event that “I still haven’t come to terms” (principal #14) with the appraisal 

messages, then the process did not move onto the development stages.  In fact, for 

principal #14 there was a tendency to “go back and look over it time and time 

again”.  This case emphasises the importance of completing the tasks associated 

with this sub-stage of the process by working through, and understanding the issues 

identified in the appraisal report.  Principal #14 was unable to think 

developmentally whilst perplexing feelings remained unresolved.  A full debriefing 

for the principal enabled such feelings to be talked through so that they did not 

become distractions in later stages of the appraisal process. 

 

In making sense of the data there tended to be a natural human tendency for both 

chairpersons and principals to be attracted to the negative comments (chairpersons 

#2 and #4).  However, if they were to make sense of the findings, principals saw 
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the need to be “as objective as you can, or as dispassionate as you can” (principal 

#6) and to “look at the data and concentrate on the data, not on those negative 

comments” (principal #7.  Some principals saw the data as perceptions, and 

although “perception, for the person seeing it, is reality” (chairperson #4), it was 

only a perception and “gave one scope to say: ‘It doesn’t matter, it does matter’” 

(principal #6).  It was also possible that one respondent “would see you as 

overbearing and another would see you as showing initiative” (principal #1).  A 

chairperson reflected that problems emerged when a person “dwelt too much on 

responses to a given question, when really the appraisal had to be taken in its whole 

context rather than singling out one question” (chairperson #3).  There was also a 

tendency to try to identify the source of negative responses and attribute a 

particular reason for them, such as seeing a comment as a reaction to an isolated 

event (principal #14) or “a personal attack” (chairperson #8).  In some situations 

this response was a process of rationalisation (director #2) to avoid confronting the 

issues. 

 

The personal and often confronting nature of 360-degree feedback (Yukl & 

Lepsinger, 1995) meant that there was often a need for either the chairperson or the 

director to take time to “sit with the principal when they are going through the 

emotion of this [experience] (director #2).  Such support facilitated the process of 

the principal making sense of the data, and acknowledged the importance of 

emotions  in leadership development (Beatty, 2000).  Directors were in a position 

to provide encouragement and affirmation, and steer the principal to the positive 

messages, whilst at the same time assisting in the identification of areas for 

improvement.  In this way their role shifted from a traditional one of “judge and 

jury to coach and mentor” (Santeusanio, 1998: 31).  Principal #11 acknowledged 

the key role of a director who had a “controlled and measured way of actually 

delivering the results from the appraisal … it was quite sensitive … allowed for 

reflection on the way through and no jumping to conclusions”. 

 

This sub-stage was important because an agenda for principal professional 

development activities needed to emerge from appropriate interpretation of the 

appraisal report.  Hence, if the principal was either dissatisfied with the report or 

did not accept its findings, then such feelings tended to interfere with thinking 
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about development.  Director #2 saw the importance of working with the principal 

at this sub-stage, because:  

… if the principal doesn’t accept those issues you won’t get anywhere, and 
I can think of those [times] where I’ve walked away from the joint meeting, 
knowing that the principal has not accepted the things that have been 
suggested, and felt quite empty in my stomach that nothing’s going to come 
of it.  
 

In summary, since change is to be an outcome of the appraisal process, it is 

important for those involved “to work out their own meaning … [noting that] … 

significant change involves a certain amount of ambiguity, ambivalence and 

uncertainty for the individual about the meaning of change” (Fullan, 1991: 106). 

 

Stage three sub-stage two: generating a development agenda 

When the principal understood the key messages from the appraisal report, the 

focus moved on to the second sub-stage, which involved generating an agenda for 

the principal’s personal and professional development.  This future orientation 

meant that principals did not “wallow in their weaknesses” (director #1), but 

moved forward.  The challenge was to relate the messages to the performance of 

the principal, rather than focus on personality issues which are “much harder” 

(principal #11) to address.  Whilst a professional development plan was usually 

generated during discussions with the steering committee, in two cases the 

principal was invited to develop independently a plan in response to the messages 

of the 360-degree survey (chairperson #6 and principal #15).   

 

The recommended areas of development for the principal and a summary of the 

appraisal report, usually the executive summary, comprised the documentation 

generally presented to the school council meeting.  A recommendation was also 

made on the information to be given to community members to thank them for 

their participation.  The completion of these tasks brought this sub-stage to a 

conclusion.  However, where no clear direction for the principal’s professional 

development emerged from the appraisal report disappointment was evident 

(principal #12) and no genuine development resulted.  The data also indicate that 

significantly more effort went into making sense of the appraisal report than 

generating a development agenda. 
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In summary, the sub-stages in this stage of the appraisal process included making 

sense of the appraisal messages and the generation of a development agenda.  

Because this process was “value laden and, therefore, interpretive” (Glasman & 

Heck, 1996: 390), tasks within both sub-stages were accomplished most effectively 

when the principal was receptive and objective, and assisted by an encouraging 

steering committee.  This stage was important if the process was to move 

successfully into the next stages of the appraisal process. 

 

STAGE FOUR: SCHOOL COUNCIL RESPONDING 

DEVELOPMENTALLY TO THE DATA 
 

In the fourth stage of the process, which has been labelled ‘council responding 

developmentally to the data’, the full school council received the appraisal report 

and the development documents generated in the third stage, and formally 

responded.  Two sub-stages were identified within this stage as follows: 

presentation of the report and development decision-making.  In most cases, the 

tasks associated with these sub-stages occurred at the first council meeting after 

stage three was completed and were usually dealt with at one meeting.  As a result, 

this one meeting was critical for the whole process 

 

Stage four sub-stage one: presentation of report 

The director was generally present at this sub-stage to assist the council in 

understanding the main messages from the appraisal report, and then in endorsing 

an adequately resourced professional development plan for the principal.  

Following discussion and clarification of the appraisal report, focus was directed to 

implications for the principal’s development.  Director #2 recalled a meeting when 

he: 

… found it necessary to continually bring the council back to the strengths 
… [as] … there is this tendency to just go down the track, aware the 
weaknesses exist, and forget about the strengths. 
 

However, he reported on other occasions where there were real issues to address 

that “they went to water.  They saw the distress of the principal, I guess, and they 

smoothed things over” (director #2). 
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The tasks associated with this stage of the process were best fulfilled when the 

chairperson presented a brief report on the appraisal findings and then the principal 

provided a reflective response that “identified certain aspects that I would like 

personally to work on … some objectives and some strategies that I would put into 

place and a bit of a time frame” (principal # 15).  An understanding of the 

development messages in the appraisal report enabled meaningful decisions to be 

made for the ongoing support of the principal.  However, this outcome did not 

eventuate in all cases and one council did not even discuss the appraisal report of 

its principal, who was “pretty frustrated for about a year with the fact that this 

never happened” (principal #4).  In addition, when no development plan followed 

the appraisal report, principal #2 reflected that the process “just died”.  Similarly, 

principal #14, who was disappointed that the process did not deliver opportunities 

for professional development, reflected “that it basically ended when they said ‘this 

is the report!’”.  

 

Stage four sub-stage two: development decision-making 

This sub-stage was significant for the whole process because this was the most 

likely point for the process to come to a halt.  “Over and done with on the night of 

[name of director] coming” was how principal #6 saw the end of any hopes for 

development.  Likewise, principal #9 recalled that “they basically looked at it, and 

said, ‘Ahh, it’s pretty good, so let’s get on with life now’”.  Principal #6 bluntly 

expressed his frustration at a lack of action as the council lost sight of the 

development aspect.  For him councillors simply “want to know whether anybody 

thinks you’re a dud ... and when the results come out ... Ah, so you’re not a dud, so 

let’s move on”.   

 

After the anxiety of an appraisal there was also a tendency to want to congratulate 

and celebrate a positive report, and not consider issues for the professional 

development of the principal.  However, this approach was also detrimental to the 

ongoing nature of the process, and movement into its final stages (principal #12).  

Another school council was generous in its statement of support and affirmation, 

resolving to:  

… express our appreciation of the efforts of our principal.  We encourage 
him to continue his leadership and Christian witness at [name of school] 
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and confirm our continued prayerful support (written documentation 
principal #12).   
 

However, an examination of the council’s minutes two months later, which was the 

last minuted reference to the appraisal, indicated that no development plan had 

been undertaken. 

 

Decisions taken in support of the development of the principal were reflected in 

appropriate council documentation, including the agenda and minutes.  Where the 

appraisal process moved on to the next stage the council minutes outlined what had 

been decided and what was planned (written documentation from principal #13).  

Likewise, where the process stalled at this stage, as they did for principal #14, the 

council minutes, under the heading of ‘principal appraisal’, recorded issues 

mentioned in the appraisal report, but these issues were unrelated to the principal’s 

professional development (written documentation from principal #14).   

 

Successful completion of tasks associated with this stage of the process was clearly 

documented and evidenced by an ongoing professional development plan for the 

principal.  The documents also indicated the school council’s support for the 

principal and his or her professional development.  Furthermore, these documents 

acted as a catalyst for a council’s ongoing interest in the next stage. 

 

There was a perception amongst participants that the efficacy of the process was 

dependent upon council members fully understanding their role and being equipped 

to fulfil their responsibilities (principal #3).  Principals #1 and #6 felt that a lack of 

understanding by council members of their role had impacted on the efficacy of 

this stage of the process.  The need for council members to have this understanding 

has been addressed in New Zealand, where school boards are also responsible for 

the performance appraisal of their principals.  They are assisted in fulfilling these 

responsibilities by a wide range of government advice on principles and procedures 

(Edwards, 2001), and training opportunities (Piggot-Irvine, 2003a) which reflect 

the importance of the role of the board in this matter.  Such an emphasis is also a 

reminder that “there should be an open partnership between employers and 

employees over appraisal which is designed around the needs of the individual and 

the organisation” (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999: 25).  This partnership required both 
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principal and council to fulfil their specific responsibilities and was expressed in 

appropriate decision-making. 

 

In summary, this stage was divided into two sub-stages which were identified as 

presentation of the report and development decision-making.  Action by the school 

council at this stage affected perceptions of efficacy of the whole process.  Hence, 

the data indicate that the school council has a key role in ensuring that meaningful 

development occurred.  Thus principal #4 reflected that “appraisal ceases to be 

effective, if once that report hits the school, it ends there.  That should be the 

beginning rather than the ending”.  Where councils took advantage of the 

opportunity to state their affirmation of the principal, noted areas for improvement, 

and supported a professional development plan, participants indicated perceptions 

of efficacy of the process.  Such affirmation and the provision of resources were 

important in advancing the appraisal process to achieve development outcomes for 

the principal.   

 

STAGE FIVE: PRINCIPAL IMPLEMENTING DEVELOPMENT 

STRATEGIES 
 

Those principals, whose appraisal process moved into this fifth stage, entitled 

‘principal implementing development strategies’, experienced some very positive 

development outcomes.  For those who experienced this stage there were three sub-

stages: getting started, implementing development activities and being supported.  

This stage generally occurred during the twelve months following stage four. 

 

Stage five sub-stage one: getting started 

This sub-stage began after the school council had agreed to a written development 

plan and had made available adequate resources for its implementation.  It was also 

advantageous for the process to begin immediately after that agreement, for as 

director #2 reflected: “if it’s not done straight away I think you’re in strife … and it 

has to be keenly supported by both the chairperson and the principal”.  Completion 

of this sub-stage of the process was most likely to occur when the principal was 

able to allocate time to reflect on the messages for development, having put aside 

any unhelpful and negative comments from the appraisal report.  The six week 
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release time to deal with appraisal issues, which has been included in the South 

Australian Primary Principals’ Agreement (LSA, 2002), facilitated the process of 

“getting started” (principal #6). 

 

It was also necessary for the principal to take the initiative in this process, as 

evidenced by chairperson #7, who recalled that the report “really galvanised him 

into actually doing something”.  In this situation the chairperson (#12) perceived 

that the principal genuinely became aware of particular issues, and intentionally 

and decisively took action.  Affirmation from the appraisal report was an important 

factor influencing the principal to make a beginning in undertaking development 

activities.  Thus director #1 recalled that when a person was “affirmed very 

explicitly and at a very high level ... I think I can see a difference in his sense of 

well being and the way he proceeds”.  For others, the affirmation confirmed “the 

paradigm” (principal #1) in which the principal operated, “confirming also my own 

opinions of myself” (principal #15).  Such affirmation and confirmation provided 

confidence and motivation to address any identified areas or issues.  This 

observation is similar to a British study on principal appraisal which commented 

that “heads are just as much in need of encouragement and recognition as any other 

person at work” (Hellawell & Hancock, 1998: 8), reflecting the solitary nature of 

the principal’s position.  That study’s highlighting of the benefits of receiving 

praise was also mirrored in the study reported here. 

 

Stage five sub-stage two: implementing development activities 

In general, the appraisal, in the words of principal #11, “focused the agenda and it 

focused the things that I was going to look for in the professional development that 

I wanted to do”.  There was also a view that development was achieved more 

readily when the focus was on strengths rather than on weaknesses (director #1).  

Moreover, professional development planning needed to be orientated to the actual 

performance of the principal.  Accordingly, director #2 expressed some reservation 

about credible development messages emerging from the 360-degree appraisal 

format, since it tended to highlight personality issues. 

 

Principals pursued development through a variety of strategies, including formal 

study, informal one or two day workshops or simply being more aware (principal 
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#7), and having a meta-cognitive awareness to possibilities (principal #11) for 

personal and professional growth.  Principal #3 engaged in ongoing self-reflection 

on his performance improvement agenda.  Other responses to the appraisal 

messages related to increased visibility about the school, increased delegation to 

free the principal up to consider such issues as improved communication or simply 

rewriting a policy document that the community had highlighted as an issue of 

concern (principal #10).   

 

Stage five sub-stage three: being supported 

The council, and particularly the chairperson, supported the principal’s ongoing 

professional development with regular words of encouragement to ensure that 

progress was being made.  Accordingly, a reason given by principals for limited 

progress in development was the failure by their council to either demonstrate 

interest in, or revisit, the development plan.  Thus principal #11 recalled “that’s 

where we have come unstuck”.    

 

The director also had an ongoing role in suggesting activities (principal #1).  In 

addition, support often came from professional colleagues (principal #11) or 

mentors (principal #13).  Hence, professional and personal development was most 

likely to occur in a supportive professional environment, notwithstanding the fact 

that the principal had to own the process. 

 

In summary, this stage comprised three sub-stages, which were getting started, 

implementing development activities and being supported.  The principal acted to 

implement development strategies following the appraisal and, in effective cases, 

principals were very pro-active in taking control of their own professional 

development.  With appropriate support, the consequence of such action was the 

realisation of valuable professional and personal development outcomes.  However, 

an absence of either a clear direction for a development agenda, or of support from 

the council, resulted in frustration and tardiness in responding to the appraisal 

messages.  
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STAGE SIX: INSTITUTIONALISING THE PROCESS AND 

THE OUTCOMES 
 

In this stage of ‘institutionalising the process and the outcomes’ the outcomes of 

the appraisal were integrated, over a period of one to two years, into the ongoing 

development and management culture, and into the day-to-day life of the school, 

rather than being marginal and of limited significance.  This stage consisted of two 

sub-stages: integrating outcomes into school processes and appraisal becoming an 

ongoing process.  

 

Stage six sub-stage one: integrating outcomes into school processes 

One school council’s minutes reflected the integration of outcomes by noting the 

long-term impact of the appraisal process.  The minutes recorded that the appraisal 

process had been “an interesting exercise, extremely useful and of benefit in the 

long-term to [principal’s name] and the School” (written documentation principal 

#15).  In this respect, Ingvarson and Chadbourne (1994a) advocate “appraisal and 

evaluation schemes that encourage feedback and critique, in a context of support, 

as a way of life in schools” (31).  Not all of the participants, however, believed that 

their appraisal process achieved this stage and for them the efficacy of the process 

was problematic.  Conversely, those who were convinced of the efficacy of the 

process believed that significant outcomes had occurred and that these outcomes 

had been integrated into the life of the school. 

 

There was a range of ways in which the outcomes of the appraisal process were 

incorporated into existing documents and activities of the school.  For example, 

principal #15, who annually prepared performance objectives and reported on them 

at the end of the year, added activities arising from the appraisal outcomes to this 

process.  Similarly, chairperson #5 placed the follow-up to, and monitoring of, the 

appraisal process in the strategic plan.  A school that budgeted generously for the 

professional development of its principal saw the implementation of outcomes 

being resourced naturally through this allocation (chairperson #7).  Finally, 

principal #6 believed that the achievement of the professional development plan 

was more effective when principals “utilise what’s in our employment agreement” 

by using the time release for study and other available resources.  
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Furthermore, whenever difficult relational tensions and issues emerged in the 

appraisal report, then time, sensitivity and wisdom were needed to work through 

them.  One such situation resulted in an outcome, which “highlighted the 

managerial role of the principal and reduced council interference” (director #1), as 

well as providing an opportunity to clarify communication between council and 

principal.  Here is an example of a very significant, long-term change in the 

managerial culture of the school directly attributable to the appraisal process.  

 

For principal #11 “the outcomes of professional development from appraisal 

needed to become integrated into the working life of the person who has been 

appraised” if there was to be efficacy of appraisal for development.  Growth 

resulted from reflective practice and the appraisal results needed to be factored into 

this ongoing practice.  For him “appraisal is an ongoing process, which is 

embedded in a person’s normal professional life”.  When appraisal became “an 

ongoing practice whereby you reflect on what you are doing in a formal way” 

(principal #13) it had been integrated into an ongoing culture of improvement at the 

school.  Another key sign of the achievement of this sub-stage of the process was 

general ongoing awareness of the appraisal messages.  For principal #3 this 

outcome meant that issues from the appraisal “are in the back of your mind and 

they are there all the time”.  In these ways the appraisal outcomes were integrated 

into a diverse range of school processes. 

 

Stage six sub-stage two: appraisal becoming an ongoing process 

Appraisal was perceived as being institutionalised into the life of the school when it 

was regarded as an ongoing process and not a single, one-off event.  Hence, 

answers to the question “When did appraisal end for you?” invariably demonstrated 

whether this stage had been achieved.  On the one hand, the following response 

indicates that appraisal had become an ongoing process: 

Well it hasn’t, has it? It is ongoing.  That’s how I think of it. The board 
wanted to have this process ended.  But it continues on.  It is used to discuss 
with the principal.  So it never ends – it is an ongoing process (chairperson 
#1). 
 

On the other hand, principal #2’s response that “when the executive summary was 

given to council … that was absolutely the end” indicates the reality of the process 
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not advancing through all stages.  In the final section of this chapter the factors that 

either inhibited or facilitated the process being fully completed are discussed. 

 

An experienced principal provided a specific example of this stage by generating 

the school-based questions for the appraisal survey instrument from the previous 

appraisal outcomes and also from the school strategic plan (chairperson #10).  A 

desire to regard appraisal as a process to be repeated was another indication that the 

process was ongoing.  This second appraisal may not necessarily be with the same 

instrument (principal #11), since the intention was to “actually revisit the 

recommendations” (principal #9) and “to monitor the changes” (chairperson #5).    

 

In summary, the two sub-stages associated with this final stage of the appraisal 

process incorporated the whole process and its outcomes into the ongoing 

management and development culture of school.  Success here required particularly 

the professional self-motivation of the principal, an agreed development plan and 

the ongoing support of the council chairperson.  The efficacy of the whole process 

was demonstrated and achieved when this sixth stage was completed, and this 

outcome was dependent upon tasks identified in earlier stages of the appraisal 

process having been completed.  

 

FACTORS INFLUENCING THE ADVANCEMENT OF THE 

PROCESS THROUGH THE STAGES 
 

It is apparent that not all participants attributed efficacy to the appraisal process.  

Whilst there was a general desire to “get the next step happening” (chairperson #5), 

there were three factors that determined whether the process progressed through the 

six identified stages to achieve the professional and personal development of the 

principal, and they are discussed in this section.  These factors related to the 

context in which the appraisal took place, the degree of clarity and commitment to 

the development purposes of the process and the nature of responses from either 

principal or school council that either inhibited or enhanced progression through 

the stages.  
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Context 

Context is an important consideration in the appraisal process since “evaluation 

systems do not exist in vacuums” (Duke & Stiggins, 1990: 117).  This study 

identified three contextual factors, namely council, community and the nature of 

the appraisal messages that affected the successful completion of the tasks 

associated with each stage of the appraisal process.   

 

A school council that understood its role and was willing to resource development 

was an important factor for progression through all stages of the process.  Principal 

#6 commented on the relevance of the “huge cross section of people on our school 

councils.  It’s just not their thing”, leading him to argue that there was a need to 

better equip councils for their important role.  When there was a change of 

significant leadership on the council the process could also be stalled (principal 

#11).  A council, committed to school improvement and development, facilitated 

progression through the stages.  Thus principal #2 suggested that such an 

environment would be nurtured if “following a principal’s appraisal the process 

continues with some kind of appraisal of the full governance team”. 

  

Secondly, the school community could also be a factor that influenced the process.  

Such was the case when the school was either undergoing or had undergone 

change, such as double streaming (chairperson #7) or significant growth.  For 

example, when “it’s no longer that little community school” (principal #14), 

coming to terms with that change created different perceptions and expectations of 

the role of the principal within the school community.  If an appraisal occurred 

during a time of enrolment loss through market competition (chairperson #8), the 

heightened tension could also distort the appraisal messages.   

 

Finally, principal personal and professional development was more likely to follow 

appraisal when credible appraisal messages for the principal to address were 

evident.  Incidents, similar to those recalled by chairperson #2, where there were 

“some negative responses that came back, and to me they really weren’t 

appropriate responses, but it was just somebody trying get the principal, and yeah 

just get up him”, acted to destroy the credibility and impact of the messages.  

Rather, it was helpful when appraisal messages were related to the performance of 
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the principal and not personality type issues which were “much harder” (principal 

#11) to address. 

  

In summary, factors relating to the council, the school community and the nature of 

the messages emerging from the process created a context, which affected the 

appraisal process advancing through the six identified stages.  However, if there 

was clarity of purpose, some of the contextual factors mentioned were mitigated.  

The importance of a development purpose for this progression is now discussed. 

 

Purpose 

A review of principal appraisal literature indicates that there is “tension created in 

organisations when there is ambivalence about the purpose of appraisal” (Dempster 

& Lindsay, 1999: 25).  The fact that principal appraisal was relatively new to most 

Lutheran schools meant that there was no established culture of appraisal for 

professional development and, therefore, other non-development purposes for the 

process tended to intrude, despite the documentation being very clear on the issue 

of purpose.  In particular, when affirmation, accountability, and contract renewal 

were present as possible purposes, progression of the process through the six stages 

was impeded.   

 

Hence, chairperson #7 was determined to ensure that the development purpose was 

kept in mind, as he recalled: “I never let it be in any doubt that it is anything but a 

development tool”.  In contrast, accountability was very much on the minds of 

some council members in a school, whose chairperson (#10) had to deal with 

“some pretty focused business people on council, who very much thought that your 

CEO had to be appraised”.  Thus the purpose of the appraisal process was often 

contested. 

 

There were cases where the appraisal occurred at a time of contract renewal 

considerations.  In one situation the council embarked on the appraisal to determine 

whether, and under what conditions, the principal’s contract should be renewed and 

they were informed by the district director that PAD could not be used for this 

purpose.  Nevertheless, contract renewal was the issue they wanted to address and 

consequently the process never got beyond the stage of the council receiving the 
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report (chairperson #8).  There needed to be unequivocal commitment to 

development for there to be perceptions of efficacy. 

 

Moreover, principals may have their doubts about the level of their own 

performance as a principal, even if only “for two seconds” (principal #1), and such 

anxiety was overcome when councils maintained an unwavering commitment to 

the agreed development purpose of appraisal.  A commitment to this purpose 

allowed the process to progress.  Clarity of and commitment to the development 

purpose of appraisal were vital and were tested when the report turned up 

something unexpected (chairperson #5).  Councils whose responses were in 

alignment with the development purpose also facilitated the process advancing 

through the stages.  

 

Response 

Both school councils and principals responded in ways that either inhibited or 

enhanced the process advancing through a series of stages.  Chairperson #5 

exemplified an enhancing response by stressing the importance that “the board was 

in full support of whatever the council could do to support” the professional 

development of its principal.  A council’s commitment to all stages of the process 

was also clearly seen in the implementation of a strategy for monitoring the 

development plan.  However, director #2 noted that for some councils “too often 

the appraisal is the full stop”.  He was clear that it was meant to be the prelude to a 

program of development for the principal.   

 

A council was distracted from such a development focus when it understood 

appraisal to be like a report, which indicated whether the principal had passed or 

not.  In this view a positive appraisal outcome led to a response of congratulations, 

which became the climax and the process came to a halt.  A principal for whom the 

process concluded with the receiving of such a report at the council meeting 

recalled: 

… my whole understanding from day one was, what is this going to lead to?  
What is this going to highlight as an area, that all of these people are then 
going to say, ‘We’ll support you in developing this area?’  And it didn’t 
happen.  And really from the time that word, or those words ‘great report’ 
came out of two people’s mouths, it just died (principal #2).  
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Seeking contract renewal through the process was another response that impeded 

the process from advancing.  In fact, it was be terminal for the process (chairperson 

#8) since it shifted the focus from development to performance management. 

 

The responses of principals to the process were also influential in whether it 

proceeded through all the identified stages, since some principals were better able 

to receive a broad range of appraisal responses than others.  They accepted that 

there would be negative responses because “someone obviously had an axe to grind 

over some particular issue, and you’ve got to roll with those things and take note of 

them, but not dwell on them” (principal #13).  However, other principals saw it “as 

a personal attack” and attempted to rationalise by saying, for example, “I know 

who’s put this in, because I know what the situation was at the time” (chairperson 

#8).  Principals who were able to accept a range of responses were more likely to 

experience a process that that they felt moved through the identified stages.  

Furthermore, when the principal was pro-active in responding to the issues raised 

and “when the initiative came from him” (chairperson #7) development ensued.  In 

fact, the initiative of this principal accelerated the process from stage three 

(‘principal making sense of the data’) into the next two stages involving 

professional development activities, reflecting findings in the literature that a 

person must own professional development and take the initiative (Duke & 

Stiggins, 1990; Starratt, 1993b; West-Burnham, 2001).  In general, it has been 

observed in relation to teacher appraisal that some “may be challenged by 

evaluations, others may experience extreme stress and anxiety which is never 

converted to improved performance” (Natriello, 1990: 40).   

 

Whilst appraisal reports had both positive and negative messages, it was the former 

that advanced the process, since they provided a future orientation, and mitigated 

discussion which “ended up talking more about the weaknesses, because that’s 

where you get tracked into” (director #2).  Accordingly, helpful responses in 

moving forward for both principal and school council involved celebrating and 

building on strengths (director #1).  Such responses were possible when the report 

was seen in its total context rather than addressing and focusing on individual 

questions or issues.  This view was highlighted in a review of principal appraisal in 

New Zealand which concluded that responses should enable the “principal to 
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function with greater effect and influence as the key professional leader in his or 

her school’s journey towards greater school improvement” (Edwards, 2001: 71).   

 

There were a number of factors which, in the perception of study participants, 

affected the appraisal process advancing through the various stages and sub-stages.  

These factors were the context in which the appraisal occurred, the consistency of 

the development purpose and the nature of the responses during the process.   

 

CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter has presented the first theoretical proposition of the study, which is 

captured in the following statement: 

The efficacy of principal appraisal depended on the completion of an explicit 

process that followed six clearly defined and understood stages: 

1. initiating the process of principal appraisal,  

2. implementing the data gathering process,  

3. principal making sense of the data,  

4. school council responding developmentally to the data,  

5. principal implementing development strategies, and, 

6. institutionalising the process and the outcomes.  

Furthermore, the successful completion of the six stages of the process was 

dependent on factors of context, purpose and response. 

 

A number of observations are now made about this finding, and whilst these 

observations are discussed in detail in Chapter Eight as part of the consideration of 

the outcomes of the study, they are considered here in relation to the first 

theoretical proposition.  These observations are that perceptions of efficacy of 

appraisal for development are evident when appraisal is perceived as a staged 

process of change involving meaning-making, when the principal takes the 

initiative and is the agent during the development process, when there is a 

supportive and improvement-oriented environment for professional development, 

when the development purpose underlying appraisal has priority, and when 

principal professional development is seen as a complex process.   
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In the first place, this proposition depicts development as involving change, which 

has been described by Fullan (1991) as having three distinct stages: initiating, 

implementation and institutionalising.  In this study a process with six stages was 

identified for the appraisal process to have efficacy.  These stages broadly follow 

the three identified by Fullan.  In stressing the importance of working through a 

number of stages as part of the appraisal process, this study has, therefore, added to 

an understanding of the complexity of the process.  Moreover, change is a process 

“of coming to grips with the multiple realities of people” (Fullan, 1991: 95).  

Similarly, the process here was about understanding the feedback from appraisal 

respondents.  Such a process was not “coldly calculative” (Hargreaves, 1998: 559), 

but one which engaged the emotions.  Throughout the appraisal process there was 

evidence of significant emotional investment on the part of some principals, 

particularly when they made sense of the data and determined meaning for personal 

and professional development. 

 

Secondly, the data support the significance of the principal being a person who is 

willing to take opportunities for growth and have an openness for change (Duke & 

Stiggins, 1990).  Hence, when the principal acted both as agent and initiator in the 

appraisal process, this situation facilitated perceptions of development efficacy.  

The importance of the principal having a sense of control during the process, rather 

than having appraisal imposed, is also highlighted. 

 

Thirdly, this proposition adds to the theoretical understanding of appraisal by 

stressing the importance of the principal having adequate support in the form of a 

school council, chairperson or director to work through the process.  The data 

highlight the need for a general culture of improvement, which is underpinned by 

adequate resources.  Furthermore, the professional development of the principal is 

seen to be a responsibility of the system and the school, as well as being a 

professional responsibility.  

 

Fourthly, it is noted that appraisal needs to have just one function, namely 

development, if perceptions of efficacy of development are to emerge.  

Accordingly, accountability and performance management responsibilities of 

school councils need to be met through other means and at other times. 
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Finally, the need for principal development to build on strengths rather than simply 

deal with weaknesses is another finding that has emerged from the data.  Such 

development is also associated with ongoing reflection on practice and integrating 

the outcomes of the process into the working life of the principal.  In this way the 

first theoretical proposition has depicted principal professional development 

resulting from appraisal as a complex process. 

 

Perceptions of professional development of the principal arising from the appraisal 

process were required in this study for the process to be regarded as having 

efficacy.  As such, this study has contributed particularly to an understanding of 

what happens after the appraisal event, which is an area that others have identified 

as requiring further investigation (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999; Duke & Stiggins, 

1990).   The second and third theoretical propositions that emerged from the study 

are described in the following two chapters.  The second theoretical proposition 

examines varying perceptions of development that resulted from the appraisal 

process and the third proposition explores how the tasks associated with each stage 

of the process were dependent upon key participants fulfilling designated role 

responsibilities in an environment of trust.  Through these propositions the 

experiences of participants in principal appraisal in Lutheran schools are described 

and factors that lead to perceptions of efficacy of appraisal for development are 

explained. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

SECOND THEORETICAL PROPOSITION: 

PERCEPTIONS OF DEVELOPMENT 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

In the exposition of the first theoretical proposition it was argued that the appraisal 

process had to advance through six clearly identified stages to be perceived by 

participants as having efficacy.  The second theoretical proposition that was 

developed in relation to the research question describes a range of views of efficacy 

of the appraisal process.  This proposition is captured in the following statement: 

The efficacy of the process of principal appraisal was associated with five different 

perceptions of personal and professional development.  According to these 

perceptions the appraisal process was viewed by principals and council 

chairpersons as: 

1. a focus for meaningful development (the view that the appraisal 

process was fundamentally concerned with, and resulted in, genuine 

long-term development), 

2. a catalyst for episodic development (the view that the appraisal process 

prompted a series of one-off development activities), 

3. a part of the development experience (the view that whilst the appraisal 

outcome was instructive, it was only one contributor to development), 

4. a means of pursuing positive non-development outcomes (the view that 

there were positive outcomes emerging from the appraisal process, but 

these resulted from the school or principal adopting non-development 

strategies in response to appraisal messages), and, 

5. a diversion from meaningful development (the view that the appraisal 

process engendered no meaningful development). 

Furthermore, the perceptions of efficacy of the process of appraisal in bringing 

about personal and professional development were dependent on factors of 

context, purpose and response. 
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As principals and school council chairpersons reflected on their experience of 

principal appraisal in Lutheran schools, five different perceptions of the 

development achieved through the process emerged and these are summarised in 

Table 2.  The first three perceptions each portrayed positive development 

outcomes, but in different ways – genuine long-term development, episodic 

development through one-off workshops or activities, and those activities that 

contributed in some way to an individual’s development experience.  Although the 

fourth perception also reflected positive outcomes, these outcomes were primarily 

non-developmental consequences of appraisal messages.  In the fifth perception 

there was a view that the appraisal process had no development impact and was 

even a negative experience for some.  In terms of the first theoretical proposition, 

those who felt that some form of meaningful development had occurred 

experienced a process that reflected a progression through the six stages.  

Conversely, for those holding the fifth perception of efficacy, the process was seen 

to have not completed all of these stages.  
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Table 2:  Perceptions of efficacy of appraisal 
 

s a summary of the five identified perceptions of the efficacy of the appraisal 
process for principal development 

US FOR MEANINGFUL DEVELOPMENT 

s fundamentally concerned with, and resulted in, genuine long-term development: 
ment related to performance, and, 
ment as an ongoing process of professional learning 

TALYST FOR EPISODIC DEVELOPMENT  

mpted a series of one-off development activities: 
l as a catalyst for development of specific activities, 
l as a stepping stone in development, and, 
ment with a personal focus 

ART OF THE DEVELOPMENT EXPERIENCE  

s instructive, but it was only one contributor to principal professional development: 
ment from appraisal as part of a complex process, and 
e appraisal feedback being valuable for ongoing development 

EANS OF PURSUING POSITIVE NON-DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES 

ositive outcomes emerging from the appraisal process, but these resulted from the 
cipal adopting strategies in response to appraisal messages: 
n school community relationships and confidence building through positive feedback, 
ng-term non-development benefits from action taken as a result of appraisal, and, 
l disappointment at lack of professional development 

ERSION FROM MEANINGFUL DEVELOPMENT 

endered no meaningful development: 

rgence of other than development purposes for the appraisal process, 
 experiences from the appraisal process, and, 
tion that appraisal is of limited value in generating messages for development 
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Since an effective appraisal was one that was seen to achieve meaningful 

professional and personal development for the principal, the study investigated 

perceptions of the nature and extent of development that the appraisal process had 

generated for the principal.  A summary of the profile and overall perception of the 

efficacy of the appraisal process for meaningful development for each of the 15 

study principals is presented in Appendix M.  The study noted that the experiences 

of each principal and council chairperson often incorporated different aspects of the 

five identified views of efficacy.  In general, a number of factors, including the 

context of the appraisal, the purpose of the appraisal and the nature of responses to 

the appraisal report, were seen to either encourage or lessen the likelihood of a 

perception of efficacy in bringing about development for the principal. 

 

This chapter provides an exposition of the second theoretical proposition by 

detailing its basis in the data.  It describes each of the five perceptions of the 

efficacy of the appraisal process in bringing about development by examining the 

experiences of principals and chairpersons whose perceptions depicted a particular 

view.  The relevance of these findings to the literature is also considered.  The 

chapter concludes with observations on this theoretical proposition as it relates to 

understanding principal appraisal as a basis for development.    

 

VIEW ONE: APPRAISAL AS A FOCUS FOR MEANINGFUL 

DEVELOPMENT 
 

Those holding this first view of the impact of the appraisal process were convinced 

that the process was fundamentally concerned with, and resulted in, long-term and 

meaningful development for the principal.  Principal #11 is representative of this 

view and he reflected that his experience of the process was that it “was 

significant” in terms of professional development.  He had undertaken the appraisal 

process believing that its purpose was “for my professional growth and 

development”.  The view is characterised by notions of development being related 

to the actual performance of the principal and to an ongoing process of professional 

learning. 
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Development related to performance 

Whilst principal #11’s appraisal report was very affirming, to the extent that he was 

“overwhelmed by the positiveness of it”, it identified three particular areas for 

development.  These areas were the need to adapt his leadership style to the 

changing needs of a growing school, to involve staff in budgeting and to develop 

further skills in conflict resolution.  These messages were closely associated with 

his performance as principal in the school rather than personality issues.  The 

principal, therefore, was able to generate a plan that was performance focused, built 

on his strengths and had a future orientation.   

 

Principal #11 believed that “the outcomes of professional development from 

appraisal need to become integrated into the working life of the person who has 

been appraised”. This notion that appraisal outcomes needed to be related to one’s 

professional life concurs with a British study suggesting that a benefit of appraisal 

was that principals “were able to reflect retrospectively and productively on their 

own managerial actions” (Hellawell & Hancock, 1998: 17).  

 

Development as an ongoing process of professional learning 

Principal #11’s response to his appraisal report was not simply to attend one-off 

workshop activities, but to use it to focus the agenda for “the things that I was 

going to look for in the professional development that I wanted to do”.  In short, he 

already had his own professional development agenda and the appraisal report was 

used to focus it.  The messages that emerged also became the object of his ongoing 

professional reflection on practice. This process has significant benefit for 

principals since Butler (1996: 281) has argued that “to remain an expert performer 

requires the constant input of energy to do the work of reflection and learning”.  

Principal # 11 was committed to such ongoing reflection. 

 

Furthermore, this principal had a commitment to personal and professional 

development, which for him had involved post-graduate study, positive collegial 

relationships and reflection on experience.  The outcomes of the appraisal process 

built on, and added to, this base and, hence, he felt that “it was a good process to go 

through”.  This principal clearly owned the outcomes of the appraisal process and 

was pro-active in working on the identified issues.   
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Participants in the study who shared this positive view of the efficacy of the 

appraisal process saw its outcomes as something that “guided” and “directed” 

(chairperson #2) meaningful development for the principal.  The process was also 

not seen as a one-off event, with a report that was subsequently filed away, but in 

the words of principal #7 was “still an ongoing document.  The PD plan is still in 

place – still ongoing”.  Furthermore, for chairperson #5, some two years after the 

appraisal, there was still an awareness of the responsibility “to monitor the 

changes”.  Thus there was a desire to participate in ongoing appraisals where 

development could be measured (principal #3 and #11).  This process could use the 

same instrument (principal #3), involve a different type of appraisal (director #2) or 

incorporate general benchmarking of performance (chairperson #9).  Participants 

holding this first view had both a positive feeling that meaningful development had 

ensued from the appraisal process and also a commitment to pursue ongoing 

improvement. 

 

In summary, this first view of the efficacy of principal appraisal in bringing about 

professional and personal development was very positive.  The appraisal process 

was perceived by participants to have generated development that was related to 

performance and was part of an ongoing process.  Accordingly, chairperson #3, 

who had observed the significant development of a principal as a result of the 

appraisal, reflected that in terms of developing leadership for Lutheran schools “I 

actually think, probably the best process is the appraisal process”.  Nevertheless, it 

is important to reiterate that for this positive outcome of the appraisal process to be 

achieved, it would be necessary to accomplish what was identified as stage six 

(‘institutionalising the process and the outcomes’) in the first theoretical 

proposition. 

 

VIEW TWO: APPRAISAL AS A CATALYST FOR EPISODIC 

DEVELOPMENT 
 

Participants who held this second view of the efficacy of the appraisal attributed 

three main features to it.  Firstly, they saw it as a catalyst for a series of one-off, 

episodic development activities.  Secondly, the impact of this development tended 

to be short-term and seen as a stage in the development of the principal.  Finally, 
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the development activities tended to have a personal rather than a performance 

focus.  These three features are now examined in turn. 

 

Appraisal as a catalyst for development of specific activities 

Principal #10, who was nearing retirement, participated in this study along with his 

chairperson (#7) and both perceived the efficacy of the appraisal process as a 

catalyst for specific development.  The chairperson saw the process as one which 

“really galvanised him into actually doing something”.  A dictionary definition of 

“galvanise”, namely “to startle into sudden activity” (Macquarie, 1990: 380), 

reflects the nature of this view of development, as being a response to the appraisal 

catalyst.  This chairperson went further, arguing that he saw development arising 

from appraisal as analogous to getting a speeding ticket.  In his view there were 

two aspects to the process, and chairperson and principal had distinct roles as 

follows – “I drove the appraisal process, and then [name of principal] drove the 

remedial process” (chairperson #7).  His use of the word “remedial” is also 

indicative of this view of development.  It is generally seen as a one-off response to 

a particular need. 

 

Principal #10 identified three clear messages in the appraisal report that required 

his attention – improve communication, ensure effective conflict management and 

deal with negative attitudes amongst staff.  The first issue was attended to by being 

“aware and tuning up his listening skills” (chairperson #7).  The other two issues 

were dealt with by attending workshops.  Thus both chairperson (#7) and principal 

(#10) were able to identify when the appraisal process was completed.  They both 

had a positive view of the experience, with the principal seeing it as “a good mirror 

to see what you are doing” and then respond appropriately. 

 

Appraisal as a stepping stone in development 

Principal #13 was in his second year in the position and approached his first 

principal appraisal with “a bit of trepidation”, but knowing “that I would have a lot 

to learn and it was a learning process”.  Besides the very positive affirmation, 

which was important to him, the process identified two areas for attention.  These 

areas were handling difficult people and having a better understanding of 

educational issues.  Accordingly, he attended two one-day workshops on the first 
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issue and took out subscriptions for two educational journals in response to the 

latter.  Whilst he found these useful responses, he regretted that there had not been 

more ongoing development activities.  He also experienced difficulty in 

implementing the concepts and skills from the workshops back in the school 

setting. 

 

This novice principal saw his appraisal as “a stepping stone, or … if the principal’s 

role is a staircase, then it is certainly a few steps along the way that took me up 

another couple of levels” (principal #13).  Once he had attended to these matters, 

appraisal outcomes left the council agenda, and this principal was thus also able to 

put a time on when the process was completed.  Although he benefited from the 

appraisal process developmentally, on reflection, he now felt the need for more 

than the development provided by one-off workshops.  Here he reflects a concern 

that has been expressed about such forms of professional development, namely, 

when development is seen as a “discrete entity outside the regular job, its 

effectiveness has been severely limited” (Fullan, 1995: 264) and it is an 

“appendage outside of the normal workday” (p. 253). 

 

The observation was made above that the episodic view of development was 

attributed to both a novice and also a principal nearing retirement.  For the former, 

this view may have emerged because other development networks and strategies 

had not yet been implemented.  In contrast, principal #10, as a principal nearing 

retirement, indicated that he saw the process as providing him with information to 

consider seriously whether he should remain as a principal or seek other work.  The 

professional development activities here were then incidental to other personal 

concerns.  In this context, he may also have been tapering off on development and 

the appraisal process then acted as a catalyst for some professional growth 

activities. 

 

Development with a personal focus 

Principals #1 and #3 found that most of the issues identified in their appraisal 

report were personal in focus, rather than performance-based, and that these issues 

were best addressed through one-off workshop activities.  It was suggested 

(principal #3) that it was the nature of 360-degree surveys to highlight personality 

 114



type areas for improvement.  Furthermore, chairperson #4 felt that such surveys 

were superficial in identifying educational and curriculum issues.  There was also a 

perceived need for the survey instrument to be less general “with a sharper focus” 

(chairperson #9) on the actual work of the principal. 

 

An evaluation of the aggregated data from PAD (Lindsay & Simons, 2002) 

identified three areas in which principals in Lutheran schools were most in need of 

development.  These were dealing constructively with interpersonal conflicts, 

solving problems effectively, and showing consistency in dealing with problems.  

These findings confirm the perceptions above that the 360-degree survey tended to 

focus on, and identify, personality type issues, for which short one-off courses were 

generally ready solutions.  Thus the presence of this episodic view amongst 

participants may have reflected the nature of the appraisal survey instrument. 

 

This focus on personality issues became problematic when a principal was 

appraised a second time.  On the one hand, principal #3 found that despite his best 

efforts, and even though he felt that there had been development, the same personal 

areas for growth were identified in a second appraisal.  On the other hand, principal 

#1 simply acknowledged the reality of these personality areas and worked around 

them through such strategies as delegation.   

 

In summary, this view regards the appraisal process as a catalyst for a series of one-

off, isolated development activities, which at best were seen to have had a short-

term benefit and were but a stepping stone in the principal’s professional and 

personal development.  Furthermore, these activities generally focused on personal 

development, reflecting what some participants regarded as a limitation of the 

survey instrument.  Nevertheless, because such activities addressed specific issues 

identified in the appraisal process, there was generally a positive feeling about the 

outcome and for most participants holding this view there was a sense of 

achievement.   
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VIEW THREE: APPRAISAL AS A PART OF THE 

DEVELOPMENT EXPERIENCE 
 

In this third view, the impact of the appraisal process was seen to be limited to that 

of being instructive to a much broader process of a principal’s development.  The 

appraisal experience, therefore, was regarded as just one of many contributors to 

the complex process that contributes to the personal and professional development 

of the principal.  A second feature of this view of the efficacy of the process was 

that it provided valuable, objective feedback for the principal.  Those holding this 

view saw principal professional development as a complex and individual process. 

 

Development from appraisal as part of a complex process 

Principal #15, who was an exemplar of this particular view, approached the 

appraisal process believing that it was “focused on self-improvement, self-

development, maximising the effectiveness of myself in the position”.  The 

management and support of his chairperson ensured that the process completed all 

six stages identified in the first theoretical proposition.  Thus he reflected positively 

on the outcome of the experience in that it: 

… gave me … direction of areas, that … I would like to focus on a little 
more … Certainly it affirmed me in various aspects of my … role and how I 
am performing, and I don’t think that principals tend to be affirmed greatly 
within their school communities. 
 

In the report to council his chairperson identified specific areas for discussion and 

development – time management, delegation, strategic planning and personnel/staff 

management (written documentation principal #15).  The council adopted a 

supportive development plan to deal with these issues and followed up on the plan.  

However, when this principal reflected on his 14 years as a principal, with this 

appraisal his only one in that role, he concluded that “principal appraisal … has had 

little impact upon my development as a principal”.  There were other more 

important contributors to his development, including changing schools, his 

principal experiences, wise counsel and a greater level of self-confidence.   

 

Participants generally identified a varied mosaic of activities and experiences that 

have contributed to their growth as principals.  These activities included 

experience, formal study, reflection, feedback, mentors and the example of others.  
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They talked of their growth in terms of management to leadership, becoming more 

vision directed, being more efficient decision makers, having an increased 

confidence in staff relationships and involving others more in decision-making.  

Appraisal alone was seen to be too limiting an instrument to facilitate the 

understandings and skills required by contemporary principals (principal #5).  Both 

the nature of professional development (Fullan, 1995) and the changing external 

and internal demands on principals (Duignan & Collins, 2003) highlight the 

complexity of the process and qualities required to become an effective principal.  

Likewise, international trends and strategies in preparing leaders for today’s 

schools include establishing a National College for School Leadership in the 

United Kingdom, articulating professional standards for educational leaders in a 

range of jurisdictions and an increasing diversity of leadership training activities 

(Caldwell et al., 2003; Dempster, 2001; Hart & Weindling, 1996).  Thus in this 

third view, whilst appraisal was instructive for development, it was seen as only 

one contributor to the professional and personal development of the principal in an 

increasingly complex environment. 

 

Objective appraisal feedback being valuable for ongoing development 

This view also highlighted the importance of feedback and affirmation, and so 

principal #15 would value another appraisal to test whether he had “become a little 

comfortable in my role and maybe not as energetic at ensuring that I am meeting all 

the needs of the school community”.  Objective feedback on performance was seen 

as one important factor in the process of professional development, since it guarded 

against “a certain amount of complacency” (chairperson #3), and provided “a 

reality check” (chairperson #5).  Because appraisal “affirmed what I was doing, 

made me feel more confident with the direction I was heading”, principal #6 had a 

strong basis from which to respond to development needs.  The benefits of such 

positive feelings reflect a finding elsewhere that appraisees can find the process a 

“rewarding and encouraging experience that has enhanced their motivation at 

work” (Analoui & Fell, 2002: 285).  

 

Principal #3 questioned whether “the appraisal [was] affirming what you’re doing, 

or guiding what you’re doing?”  In this third view of the efficacy of appraisal, the 

emphasis was on affirmation, whilst the first two views emphasised appraisal as a 
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“guiding” factor.  This affirming feedback was then instructive for development 

(principal #15).  The extent to which appraisal influenced development outcomes 

depended on the needs of each individual in their setting.  In this view the appraisal 

process was seen as one contributor, albeit limited, to the principal’s development 

experience.  Since the process produced objective feedback it provided affirmation 

and encouragement, which principals valued.   

 

VIEW FOUR: APPRAISAL AS A MEANS OF PURSUING 

POSITIVE NON-DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES 
 

This view of the efficacy of the appraisal process postulated that although there 

were positive outcomes that emerged from the appraisal process, these outcomes 

were not directly related to the professional and personal development of the 

principal.  There were three key features of this view of the efficacy of the 

appraisal process.  Firstly, participants believed that the appraisal process had 

engendered relational benefits for the school community.  Secondly, specific non-

development outcomes emerged from the school or principal adopting strategies in 

response to appraisal messages.  Finally, since these outcomes were not strictly 

developmental for the principal, in some cases participants felt disappointed with 

the process. 

 

Growth in school community relationships and confidence building through 

positive feedback 

The first focus group interview, which involved only chairpersons, especially 

highlighted how the appraisal process spawned positive working relationships 

between chairperson and principal, as indicated by these chairpersons: 

I think it certainly gave us a forum … to discuss how we were working … 
because we had a common basis to start from (chairperson #4); and 
[It] gave me the opportunity perhaps to get closer to our principal on some 
issues, that perhaps were very real issues that had to be worked on, and 
perhaps wouldn’t have come out, had it not been for the appraisal process 
(chairperson #3). 
 

In addition to strengthening relationships with principals, these chairpersons 

indicated that the process also had a positive impact on their community.  In one 

school: 
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… there has been a perception prior to this that non-Lutherans don’t get 
much of a say and they were asked to comment on the principal … and 
some of them almost feel empowered in some ways … so it will be an 
interesting path over the next year … to the point of someone asking, well, 
how can I get on the school council if I am not a Lutheran (chairperson #4). 
 

The other chairpersons also reported enthusiastic involvement from the community 

and thus, by seeking the views of all, the process challenged a perception that these 

schools were closed communities.  Thus chairperson #2 reflected that “the school 

has become a lot more transparent and open”.  This non-development outcome will 

have significant long-term impact. 

 

Some chairpersons and principals reported that appraisal had been beneficial for 

their personal confidence as evidenced by the following comments: 

That was good for me ... my perception of the principal was validated by 
everyone else in the community (chairperson #2); 
I’m somehow different because it gave me a level of confidence (principal 
#2); and  
… it affirmed what I was doing, made me feel more confident with the 
direction I was heading (principal #6). 
 

Hence significant personal and social outcomes emerging from the appraisal 

process developed confidence, enhanced relationships and built community within 

the school. 

 

Some long-term non-development benefits from action taken as a result of 

appraisal 

Principal #12 identified three non-development issues from the appraisal process 

that he felt should be addressed.  These issues were monitoring the performance 

and work of staff, dealing with interpersonal conflicts and being more visibly 

present around the school.  He was already aware of the first two issues and the 

appraisal provided the catalyst to address them, which by their nature had to be 

dealt with through the school’s consultative process.  In addition, the principal 

dealt with the third issue by intentionally taking steps to be more visible around the 

school. 

 

Another example of such non-development outcomes occurred when appraisal led 

to principal and council establishing proper lines of communication, which then 

“highlighted the managerial role of the principal and reduced council interference 
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in … some of that” (director #1).  Furthermore, chairperson #2 reported that a 

general reflection on the principal’s appraisal led to a promotion of both 

professional development and appraisal for staff, as well as addressing concerns 

identified in relation to the special education program.  In the same way, a 

generally negative assessment of performance management of principals in 

Victoria (Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001) noted that principal review had resulted in 

new administrative structures being put in place and more effective team planning.  

Significant non-development outcomes were thus spawned by the appraisal 

process, having a positive impact on school improvement. 

 

Principal disappointment at lack of professional development 

Whilst principal #12 quickly responded to some difficult non-development issues 

that were identified in the appraisal process, and described in the previous section, 

he was particularly looking for the process to provide him with opportunities to 

enhance his understanding of, and skills for, leadership in the next stage of the 

school’s growth.  However, whilst the appraisal report encouraged the principal to 

pursue professional development it “didn’t give any indication in what and that I 

really found ... sad”.  His disappointment at the lack of direction for development 

was clearly evident.  

 

Similarly principals #2 and # 4, who were able to identify non-development 

outcomes, were disappointed that they themselves had not experienced any 

professional and personal development outcomes.  This disappointment reflects 

what has been described as a “fine balance” between learning what the system 

requires of individual leaders and what practising professionals require of 

themselves (Dempster, 2001: 32).  For these principals, this balance had tilted 

against their needs in favour of the needs of the school.  

 

Thus in this view there was a range of positive outcomes that had been spawned by 

the appraisal process, many of which were unintended.  These outcomes were 

primarily non-developmental, but were often of significant long-term benefit to the 

school and the principal, especially as they affected relationships and levels of 

confidence.  However, because of the absence of professional and personal 

development for the principal, those holding this view of the efficacy of appraisal 
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were often disappointed in the process.  The next section discusses the view that 

the whole appraisal process did not deliver hoped-for goals of development. 

  

VIEW FIVE: APPRAISAL AS A DIVERSION FROM 

MEANINGFUL DEVELOPMENT 
 

Principals and chairpersons were able to identify consistently and clearly the 

developmental purpose of the appraisal process.  Yet this fifth view highlighted a 

perception that the appraisal process was a diversion from meaningful 

development.   Principal #9 described his understanding of the development 

purpose as “about helping you, assisting you in the development of you as a 

principal, and appraisal [was] all about, and connected very closely to, an ongoing 

professional development plan.”  However, he summed up his experience of the 

process as “not insignificant, but not very significant”.  Similarly, principal #5 

reflected “I think when I got the result it occurred to me that I don’t believe the 

purpose was achieved”.  Six of the fifteen principals and one of the ten 

chairpersons in the study had this view of the efficacy of the appraisal process.  As 

a result, there was a perception for a significant number of participants that no 

meaningful professional and personal development had resulted. 

 

These perceptions arose from the emergence of other purposes for the appraisal 

process, negative experiences during the process and a belief that the 360-degree 

survey could not deliver meaningful development messages.  Each of these aspects 

of the fifth view of the efficacy of the process is now discussed. 

 

The emergence of other than development purposes for the appraisal process 

For principals holding this fifth view of the efficacy of appraisal, the process 

ended, using the framework of the first theoretical proposition, in the stage of either 

‘principal making sense of the data’ or ‘school council responding developmentally 

to the data’.  Thus principal #14 recalled “I’d say it basically ended when they said, 

‘this is the report’”.  Furthermore, on some occasions when the appraisal report was 

very positive, as was the case for principals #2 and #6, the process also stalled.  For 

principal #6 it was rather something of “a celebration when [director’s name] 

reported back to council ... ‘Yeah, good on you [principal’s name]!’”.  For principal 
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# 2 it was also a celebration of a positive report.  However, his recollection of his 

feelings is significant: 

… it was there, and then it was gone, never to be looked at or worked on.  
There was perhaps a sense of no commitment from the governing body to 
actually support what ... you’re doing, and want to be a part of that and see 
that grow.  And, that’s where it kind of just chips away a little bit at the 
heart stuff. 
 

So, whilst council members were celebrating, the principal had a sense of being 

deprived of the outcome established for the whole process.  At that time the council 

members had in fact another purpose in mind for the process, and this was a form 

of accountability. 

 

To understand the reasons for development not being followed through, it is 

instructive to revisit LEA policy.  Here the purpose of principal appraisal in 

Lutheran schools is defined as follows: “The primary purpose of the appraisal is to 

facilitate the ongoing improvement of the Principal and the school” (BLS, 1999: 4).  

The word “primary” suggests that there may be purposes other than development, 

and the responses of council chairpersons to the question of what they saw as the 

purpose of appraisal confirms this notion, as these answers indicate: 

… we see him, but how do the wider school communities see the principal 
(chairperson #1); and 
… we saw it as a great way of determining what the wider community 
thought of our school [and] …  a tool to assist our principal to become a 
better principal as well, so we saw two outcomes from this (chairperson 
#2). 
 

With these understandings of the purpose in mind it is not surprising that when 

compared to the principals, who clearly articulated a development purpose, only 

one of the ten chairpersons in the study had adopted this fifth view of the efficacy 

of the appraisal process. 

 

These understandings of the purpose may thus indicate that for certain councils 

accountability emerged as a diversion which, in the view of their principals, 

fettered the pursuit of development.  This observation reflects New Zealand 

experience where twin development and accountability functions of principal 

appraisal have resulted in a view that the development purpose has often been 

marginalised (Piggot-Irvine, 2000).   
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Furthermore, one school council (chairperson #8) had wanted to finalise contract 

renewal arrangements with their principal based on PAD, even though it had been 

told that such was not the purpose of this particular appraisal.  However, in 

undertaking the appraisal, the school council still had contract renewal on its 

agenda.  As a result, chairperson #8 believed that neither principal development nor 

contract renewal were successfully achieved.  It is apparent, therefore, that 

development was not the primary purpose of the appraisal process in all cases.  

Accountability emerged as a purpose in a variety of ways as a diversion from 

meaningful development. 

 

Negative experiences from the appraisal process  

For some participants the process was not only unsuccessful in delivering personal 

and professional development, but also resulted in personal hurt, generally through 

the comments made about principals in the appraisal survey.  Thus for principal #9 

“some of them [appraisal comments] were totally unwarranted … and it is not 

really that objective … that hurts”.  In fact, this principal thought that the process 

had “the potential for doing much more harm than good”.  Another (principal #5) 

who had been hurt by the written comments in the appraisal survey argued that “it 

was a wonderful opportunity for some people” to respond with anonymity knowing 

that “they don’t have to be responsible for what they write”.  The significance of 

these feelings for appraisal lies in the observation by Natriello (1990: 41) that, in 

such circumstances, some may “experience extreme stress which is never 

converted to improved performance”.  Here, no messages for improvement are 

consequently heard.  In summary, for some participants the outcome from the 

process was not simply an absence of development, but a negative experience.   

 

A perception that appraisal is of limited value in generating messages for 

development 

Principal #9 saw the appraisal process itself as the diversion, since there was a 

feeling that the emphasis in the survey was on weaknesses and deficits, rather than 

“the possibility of the future”, reflecting a “Deficit Perspective” as opposed to a 

“Developmental Perspective” (Starratt, 1993b)  towards professional development.  

For principal #5 the issue was put this way: “appraisal – the word conjures up: this 

is a test or a mark or something and people don’t relate that to PD”.  For others 
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(principal #5, director #2) the problem lay with the perceived limited nature of 360-

degree surveys.  It was felt that there was a need to get more in-depth data on actual 

performance from fewer people, and from people who really understood the 

complexity of the principal’s role (chairperson #9).  However, these criticisms of 

the appraisal instrument were not reflected in an evaluation of the aggregated PAD 

data which found that “the questionnaire instrument is highly reliable and 

consistent, and measures one central concept” (Lindsay & Simons, 2002: 4) which 

was the desirable characteristics of the Lutheran principal. 

 

This fifth view of the appraisal process perceived that it was a diversion from 

bringing about professional and personal development for the principal.  Those 

principals holding this view tended to be associated with councils that were more 

interested in accountability outcomes, and being assured that performance was 

satisfactory.  In addition, some had negative appraisal experiences, were critical of 

the appraisal instrument or were sceptical about the ability of the appraisal process 

to generate development.  

 

There was a wide range of views from participants of the efficacy of the process in 

bringing about development for the principal.  Whilst some experienced genuine 

development others were disappointed with the outcomes.  The five identified 

views have been described and in the next section the factors that affected 

perceptions of effective development for the principal resulting from appraisal are 

discussed. 

 

FACTORS INFLUENCING PERCEPTIONS OF EFFICACY OF 

APPRAISAL 
 

The exposition above of five views of the efficacy of the appraisal process in 

bringing about the professional and personal development of the principal indicates 

that the process produced significantly different outcomes for the participants.  In 

this section the factors that tended to either promote or hinder a positive perception 

of development outcomes being achieved are discussed.  As with the first 

theoretical proposition these factors are considered using the headings of context, 

purpose and response.  This approach reflects an understanding that perceptions of 
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meaningful development also resulted from the appraisal process progressing 

through the six stages identified in the first proposition. 

 

Context 

There were two specific aspects of the context, in which the appraisal process was 

conducted, that affected perceptions of personal and professional development for 

the principal.  These aspects were the principal career cycle and the nature of the 

appraisal message. 

 

A novice principal (principal #13) was eager to learn from the findings of the 

appraisal process and he quickly identified development activities.  He perceived 

the process as a catalyst for episodic development.  However, he indicated a desire 

that his next appraisal be completed in association with a mentor and he was 

already using a principal network to further his professional development.  For 

him, appraisal was not sufficient to provide for ongoing professional development.  

Furthermore, an experienced principal (#15) affirmed the role of appraisal for the 

novice by indicating that he would have found the process more beneficial earlier 

in his career as a principal.  Similarly, principal #10, who was within five years of 

retirement, was able to find messages for development activity and had an episodic 

view of development resulting from the process.  This principal saw appraisal as a 

mirror to check on performance and make adjustments.   

 

However, those principals who had a more negative view of the efficacy of the 

process in providing meaningful development were neither novices nor nearing 

retirement.  Thus the data indicate that the career cycle of the principal may have 

influenced perceptions of efficacy, since the needs of the novice, the experienced 

and the principal nearing retirement are different.  This notion reflects views on the 

professional development of teachers, in that they have different development 

needs at different stages in the professional life cycle and that this cycle is a 

“process filled with plateaus, discontinuities, regressions, spurs and dead ends” 

(Huberman, 1995: 196).  

 

The nature of the appraisal messages was another factor impacting upon how the 

process was viewed by participants.  On the one hand, those who perceived the 
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process as effective in generating development for the principal were able to find 

development messages.  On the other hand, those who saw the process as diverting 

from meaningful development were more critical than others of the nature of the 

appraisal messages.  They were sceptical of the ability of certain community 

sectors in the 360-degree survey to provide meaningful data for the principal’s 

professional development.  For them, parents “who really should not have 

answered” (principal #5) some of the responses and students, who might give an 

“unbalanced sort of response” (principal #1), lacked credibility to provide relevant 

data.  They saw the need for a sharper survey focus on the actual work of the 

principal (principal #5) and more emphasis being given to staff responses 

(chairperson #4).  Principal #6 felt “judged by amateurs”, and believed the 

messages would have had more credibility if the director were “more involved in 

the process … so that some moderation takes place … [and] … your performance 

is judged by some professional standards”.  Indeed, experience elsewhere indicates 

that appraisal criteria “need to be credible, appropriate, valid, capable of generating 

objective data and widely accepted” (West-Burnham, 2001: 21) for meaningful 

development to ensue. 

 

Others were concerned about the written comments in the survey, particularly those 

that related to areas for improvement and chairperson #4 indicated that in the next 

appraisal “I’d rip out that negative comment page or perhaps let him read it once 

and then I’d throw it away.”  Such harsh and critical written comments created a 

defensive context for receiving messages for development.  These perceptions of 

the actual appraisal system influenced perceptions of the efficacy of the process.  

 

The context in which the appraisal occurred, therefore, impacted upon the view that 

participants formed of the efficacy of the process in generating development for the 

principal.  In particular, the career life cycle of the principal and the nature of the 

messages received in the appraisal report were both important and influential 

elements of the context. 

 

Purpose 

In the same way as clarity and consistency of a development purpose were seen as 

being important for the appraisal process to progress through the six stages 
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identified in the first theoretical proposition, so also here purpose emerged as one 

of the factors affecting the perceptions of its efficacy for development.  Principal 

#9 did not experience development from the appraisal process, recalling that a 

reason for this outcome related to purpose: 

I think there is a misunderstanding about what it is about and there is 
confusion about appraisal as ongoing PD, as opposed to a review.  People at 
the school out there are unclear as to what this really is all about.  It is not 
as effective because it can be misused. 
 

He felt that since some saw appraisal being used for other than development 

purposes, it could not fully and effectively deliver development outcomes.  

 

Similarly principal #6, who also did not experience meaningful development 

outcomes, recalled the purpose of appraisal as a “sort of a checking up process.  

Although it was not spoken to me that way, I read it as such”.  Clearly he had 

received mixed messages regarding the purpose of the appraisal process.  

Reference has already been made to LEA principal appraisal policy (BLS, 1999) 

where development is described as the “primary” purpose.  The implication was 

that other purposes may have contributed to a lack of consistency and coherence in 

the understanding of its purpose.  Similarly in New Zealand, Edwards (2001) has 

noted that accountability of the principal requirements have reduced the 

effectiveness of principal appraisal for development.  Edwards (2001: 67) further 

cites Chester's comments about similar tendencies in England: 

Since the headteacher is held accountable … it is tempting to turn to the 
appraisal to provide input into that accountability process.  To do so is to 
make a fundamental error about the nature and purpose of headteacher 
appraisal.  

 

Accordingly, the data in this study indicate that chairpersons, who were generally 

more satisfied with the appraisal outcomes than principals, often regarded the 

process having more than one purpose.  Thus, chairperson #10 mentioned 

development and accountability for purposes for principal appraisal with an 

emphasis on the latter. For this chairperson this response was because “in our 

councils these days there is a lot of … weighing of this responsibility issue that we 

have”. This council saw the appraisal as a way of fulfilling its liability 

responsibilities.  Using the process for contract renewal also deflected attention 

from professional development (chairperson #8).   
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Purpose emerged in the data as a key factor in determining how participants viewed 

the efficacy of the process.  On the one hand, when principal and council were 

clear that the focus was development, the process was generally perceived to be 

effective.  On the other hand, where some form of accountability was also seen as a 

purpose, perceptions of development were less likely to emerge, particularly from 

the principals.  

 

Response 

There were three responses to the receipt and consideration of the appraisal report 

which affected the view that participants had of the efficacy of the process.  These 

responses were initiative taking by the principal, responsibility follow-up by the 

council, and a general development focus among key participants. 

 

In the first place, the principal needed to respond quickly to the messages if there 

was to be a development outcome (director #2).  The principal’s positive response 

to issues generated support and encouragement.  Thus chairperson #10 recalled that 

when her principal was considering a challenging issue, he had said “’Oh yes, I 

know that’s true’ and he was already thinking of ways … he could address that”.  

“Really the initiatives came from him” was how chairperson #7 described what 

happened.  To facilitate such responses and encourage principal ownership of the 

development process generally, director #1 argued that it was necessary to get the 

principal’s agenda onto the table when development plans were being considered.  

This approach reflects an important leadership learning principle that “learning is 

an individual, unique and subjective process … [and] … is most effective when the 

motivation is intrinsic” (West-Burnham, 2001: 26).  Principals who integrated the 

appraisal outcomes into a professional development plan (principal #7) or engaged 

in reflective practice (principal #11) provided evidence of this response. 

 

A second response that facilitated perceptions of efficacy of development involved 

not only school council commitment and support, but also regular monitoring of 

progress (principal #9).  Thus councils provided resources and time for 

development with an approach that reflected chairperson #5’s belief that councils 

“must be prepared to follow areas for improvement”.  This role of the school 

council was seen as vital in providing ongoing support for the principal. 
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The final response that facilitated perceptions of efficacy was that of principal and 

council, supported by the director where necessary, working intentionally with a 

development focus.  This commitment to development was not always evident 

when the appraisal survey results became the focal point.  Director (#2) observed 

that “I think we’re giving lip service to the professional development bit” and 

principal #2 felt that, if developing leaders was valued by the system, it was 

necessary for this process to be given enhanced priority of time and resources.  

Director #1 felt “a lot of pressure on us to make this work” and noted that a 

commitment of time was required by directors to assist councils and principals to 

move from appraisal data to professional development experiences.  These 

particular responses related to the sub-stage of ‘integrating outcomes into school 

processes’, which was identified in the first theoretical proposition.  It also closely 

reflects Fullan’s (1995: 257) contention that “professional development must be 

reconceptualised as continuous learning”. 

 

Feelings of efficacy of development were dependent upon the principal taking the 

initiative, the council committing resources and providing ongoing support and 

encouragement, and the whole process having a development focus.  However, 

when these responses were not present, perceptions of efficacy of the appraisal 

process tended to be less positive and a number of principals felt that the process 

had not delivered development outcomes. 

 

In summary, appropriate responses to the appraisal messages, together with a 

context that favoured development and a focused development purpose were 

important for perceptions of efficacy.  In the next section the theoretical 

implications of this proposition for an understanding of principal appraisal are 

discussed. 

  

CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter has presented the second theoretical proposition of the study, which is 

captured in the following statement: 
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The efficacy of principal appraisal was associated with five different perceptions of 

personal and professional development.  According to these perceptions appraisal 

was viewed by principals and council chairpersons as: 

1. a focus for meaningful development (the view that the appraisal 

process was fundamentally concerned with, and resulted in, genuine 

long-term development), 

2. a catalyst for episodic development (the view that the appraisal process 

prompted a series of one-off development activities), 

3. a part of the development experience (the view that whilst the appraisal 

outcome was instructive, it was only one contributor to development), 

4. a means of pursuing positive non-development outcomes (the view that 

there were positive outcomes emerging from the appraisal process, but 

these resulted from the school or principal adopting non-development 

strategies in response to appraisal messages), and, 

5. a diversion from meaningful development (the view that the appraisal 

process engendered no meaningful development). 

Furthermore, the perceptions of efficacy of appraisal in bringing about personal 

and professional development were dependent on factors of context, purpose and 

response. 

 

A number of observations are now made about this finding, with implications for 

principal appraisal.  These observations are that perceptions of development 

efficacy are attributed to principal appraisal when principal professional 

development is regarded as a complex process, when credible messages have 

emerged from the appraisal process, and when it is recognised that the appraisal 

process can have unintended consequences.  This proposition has also supported 

observations generated by the first proposition, namely that perceptions of efficacy 

are associated with priority for the development purpose, a supportive and 

improvement-oriented environment and the principal acting as agent and initiator in 

the appraisal process.   

 

In the first place, the personal and professional development of the principal is seen 

in this proposition as a complex and individual process.  Many factors have 

contributed to this development and it was difficult to establish the precise role of 
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the appraisal process.  This concept is an affirmation that learning underpinning 

leadership development activities needs to reflect different learning styles, multiple 

intelligences and the fact that the “outcomes of learning are complex, diffuse and 

unpredictable” (West-Burnham, 2001: 26).  The data indicated that experience is a 

significant factor in a principal’s professional development mosaic generally, and 

growth as a principal specifically.  These findings suggest that there is a need to 

identify ways to encourage and assist principals make sense of their experiences by 

“challenging them to think critically and creatively about their practices, by 

building a collaborative culture” (Leithwood, 2001: 54) both with other principals 

and at the school level. 

 

Secondly, principal development can be an outcome of appraisal if the latter 

delivers meaningful and credible messages.  In particular, these appraisal messages 

need to relate to the actual performance of the principal if they are to be perceived 

as credible and able to generate a development agenda for the principal.  

Furthermore, the contribution of appraisal to the development of principals was 

most apparent through the provision of objective data that brought affirmation and 

increased confidence since, for the majority of principals, data could be trusted.  

Development followed from the positive feelings and motivation that were 

generated from the appraisal process.  

 

The third observation from this proposition indicates that appraisal may generate a 

range of general issues, which are separate from the professional needs of the 

principal, for the school community to consider.  However, although these 

outcomes, which have been described as unintended, are “just as real in their 

impact as those that are intended” (Natriello, 1990: 44) and must be dealt with, 

they should not deflect attention from principal professional and personal 

development.  These outcomes impacted on such issues as policy, communication, 

management and governance. 

 

Clarity and consistency of the development purpose, which the first theoretical 

proposition indicated was necessary for the appraisal process to proceed through 

the six stages, was also important here for perceptions of efficacy.  In addition to 

clarity of purpose, the appraisal process generated positive views of efficacy when 
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it was seen as one aspect of the professional development of principals and was 

conducted in a context that was focused on improvement.  Further, the data 

particularly emphasise the need for time and resources to facilitate meaningful 

development, and demonstrate that where these were not available development 

floundered.  The second proposition has also affirmed the need for the principal to 

be in control of the process and to take the initiative in matters pertaining to 

professional development.   

 

This chapter has discussed the second theoretical proposition that has emerged 

from the study, namely that the efficacy of principal appraisal was associated with 

five different perceptions of personal and professional development.  This 

proposition is related to the first proposition which posited that perceptions of 

efficacy resulted from a process that advanced through the six identified stages.  

Where there were limited perceptions of efficacy the process had stalled in earlier 

stages of the appraisal process.  Chapter Seven reports on the third theoretical 

proposition that identified the importance of trust in facilitating perceptions of 

efficacy in the appraisal process.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

THIRD THEORETICAL PROPOSITION:  TRUST IN 

ROLES AND PROCESS 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

The first two theoretical propositions that were generated from the data in relation 

to the research question have been discussed in Chapters Five and Six.  These 

propositions were that the efficacy of principal appraisal depended on the 

completion of an explicit process that followed six clearly defined and understood 

steps, and that there were five perceptions of the efficacy of the appraisal process 

amongst the study participants.  The third proposition posits that roles played by 

key participants in a spirit of trust facilitated perceptions of efficacy.  This 

proposition is captured in the following statement:   

The efficacy of principal appraisal was closely associated with the role undertaken 

by each of the four key players in the process.  These roles were enhanced by 

parties maintaining trust both in each other and the process throughout, to bring 

about the personal and professional growth of the principal.  The roles of the key 

players were seen to be: 

1. the principal as expectant actor,  

2. the council chairperson as counselling manager,  

3. the school council as resourceful patron, and, 

4. the district director as diplomatic facilitator.  

Furthermore, this maintenance of trust was dependent on factors of context, 

purpose and response. 

 

For perceptions of efficacy of principal appraisal the key players, namely the 

principal, the chairperson of council, the council itself and the district director, not 

only undertook particular tasks associated with their role, but also maintained trust 

both in each other and the process itself.  In this way the appraisal process 

proceeded through the six stages identified in the first theoretical proposition.  A 

number of factors, including the context of the appraisal, the purpose of the 

appraisal and the nature of the responses to the appraisal report either increased or 
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lessened the level of trust evident.  Appendix N describes the 15 study principals’ 

perceptions of trust in their appraisal relationships and the process itself, as well as 

their perception of the efficacy of the process for development. 

 

In the first theoretical proposition efficient administrative appraisal procedures 

were identified as being important in encouraging trust in the appraisal process and 

advancing the process through the six stages.  Elsewhere, lack of trust in appraisal 

purposes and procedures has been seen as one reason for critical and negative 

views of appraisal (Down et al., 2000; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  Trust in this 

study is seen as “an attitude or a disposition from which people will act towards 

each other” (Codd, 1999: 49) in a way that reflects social responsibility and values-

based decision-making, reflecting the level of ‘social capital’ (Bottery, 2003) 

present in the school community.  Trust in this appraisal process was manifested 

through a spirit of collaboration, adherence to procedures, fulfilment of tasks 

assigned to roles and acceptance that the word of another could be relied upon. 

 

This chapter provides an exposition of the third theoretical proposition by detailing 

its basis in the data.  The tasks associated with the role played by each player are 

here encapsulated in a metaphor and, in addition, the way in which the role was 

undertaken is described by an adjective.  A summary of the metaphor and adjective 

used to describe, and the tasks attributed to, each role is provided in Table 3.  

Accordingly, each role is discussed in this chapter under the following four 

headings: (a) a general description of the context of the role, (b) disposition, being 

the way in which the role was undertaken, (c) tasks associated with the role, and (d) 

the importance of trust in fulfilling the role.  The relevance of these findings to the 

literature is also discussed.  The chapter concludes with observations on this 

theoretical proposition as it relates to understanding appraisal as a basis for 

professional development for the principal.   
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Table 3:  Participant perceptions of tasks associated with roles in efficacy of 
appraisal 

 
This table provides a summary of participant perceptions of task and dispositions associated with 

each role for there to be efficacy of the appraisal process for principal development 
 

Role Metaphor 
describing 
key tasks 

Adjective 
describing 
disposition 

for 
undertaking 

roles 

Key tasks associated with the role 

Principal Actor Expectant • receiving the appraisal messages, 
• generating a development plan, and,  
• committing to the development plan 

Council 
chairperson 

Manager Counselling • managing the data gathering stage,  
• assisting the principal to make sense of the 

data and generating a development agenda,  
• ensuring that the council dealt constructively 

with the appraisal report and development 
plan, and, 

• providing ongoing support for the 
development of the principal 

Council Patron Resourceful • responding positively to the appraisal report,  
• providing ongoing support for the 

development plan, and, 
• institutionalising the process into the culture 

of the school 
Director Facilitator Diplomatic • initiating the appraisal process,  

• assisting the principal in receiving the report, 
• focusing the council to respond 

developmentally, and supporting the ongoing 
implementation of the development plan, and, 

• acting as an advocate for the principal  
 

ROLE ONE: THE PRINCIPAL AS EXPECTANT ACTOR 
 

Actor’s role: the context 

The active engagement of the principal in the appraisal process was a key factor in 

the process being perceived as having efficacy.  However, PAD in Lutheran 

schools had features that tended to distance the principal somewhat from the 

process, as evident in the involvement of an external agency to establish the 

appraisal survey and process the appraisal data.  Furthermore, at the local school 

level the process was managed by the chairperson of council, who ensured that 

efficient processes were put in place for the collection of the data and then its 

despatch to the external agency.  Thus principal #14 recalled the role of her 
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chairperson: “yeah, she spearheaded the whole lot”.  As a result, the locus of 

appraisal activity was initially in the hands of the council chairperson. 

 

However, when it came to formulating and committing to a professional 

development plan, it was necessary for the principal to take a more pro-active role, 

because “ultimately the responsibility is a professional responsibility” (principal 

#11).  This reflected the “criticality of the individual’s efforts in his or her own 

improvement” (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999: 28).  In this way principals were 

regarded as “adult learners responsible for self-directed and experiential learning” 

(Fontana, 1994: 98).  When ownership of the process continued to lie with the 

council and it was not resolute in its planning for the development of the principal, 

inevitably there was an absence of perceptions of development efficacy (principals 

#4 and #14).  Accordingly, it was important for the principal to take the initiative 

and exercise ownership of the process. 

 

The first theoretical proposition identified six stages through which the appraisal 

process progressed if there was to be a sense of efficacy, and it was particularly 

necessary for the principal to be very much the actor in the final three stages of that 

process.  Consequently, chairperson #7 recalled that he handled the appraisal 

process, and the principal the development planning.  Moreover, director #2 

worked to ensure “the participation of the principal in [the process] as much as 

possible”.  If PAD was to be a productive activity, generating issues for future 

development, then the principal had to be the initiator and not have the process 

imposed (principal #4).  Thus the principal, as a pro-active actor in the process and 

expectant of development, contributed to the efficacy of the process for 

development. 

 

Actor’s disposition 

Principals who were prepared to take the initiative for their own professional 

development approached the process with an attitude expecting development to 

ensue, as indicated by an awareness that being a professional was more “a state of 

mind than … a responsibility” (principal #11).  There was also commitment to a 

belief that “any appraisal process is successful when it causes ongoing reflection” 
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(principal #11).  In addition, when the principal had a personal agenda to add to the 

appraisal messages, development was also enhanced. 

 

This disposition of expectation of development necessitated the principal listening 

carefully to the emerging messages and being “as objective as you can be, or as 

dispassionate as you can be” (principal #6).  For another principal (#8), it was 

necessary for the person to “be honest with yourself”, with an awareness that others 

could have views on performance that were different from those of the principal.  

An ability to see the bigger picture and not be trapped by one-off criticisms 

(principal #7) also enhanced the fulfilling of the tasks attributed to the expectant 

actor.  Accordingly, principals needed to approach the process expecting 

development and actively looking for strategies to achieve it. 

 

Actor’s tasks 

The data indicate that there were three main tasks for the principal to undertake in 

fulfilling the role of expectant actor.  These were receiving the appraisal messages, 

generating a development plan, and then committing to it.  

 

Task One: Receiving the appraisal messages  

The first task corresponded to stage three sub-stage one of the first theoretical 

proposition, which was ‘making sense of the appraisal messages’.  Here the 

principal listened to the appraisal messages, attempted to understand them, and 

began identifying both affirmations and areas for development in them.  When 

messages were denied or explained away this task was not completed.  Generating 

a development agenda was dependent upon understanding appraisal messages. 

 

Task Two: Generating a development plan  

The second task was “to take advantage of the opportunity to develop a really 

significant professional development plan” (principal #9) by identifying 

developmental needs and determining appropriate professional development 

activities.  Issues for development needed to be generated if the process was to 

result in positive outcomes.  This task corresponded to stage three sub-stage two of 

the first proposition with the same title. 
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Task Three: Committing to the development plan 

Finally, the principal committed to the plan and proceeded with its implementation.  

For some principals, development resulted simply from an awareness of, and 

reflection on, certain issues (principals #7 and #11), whilst for others it involved 

undertaking particular activities (principals #10 and #13).  This commitment 

ensured that the development plan resulted in growth for the principal and not mere 

attendance at a workshop.  The three tasks identified in the data for the role of 

principal were important in generating feelings of efficacy of personal and 

professional development. 

 

Actor’s trust 

Principals played the role of expectant actor, whilst having trust in both those 

around them and the process.  They trusted that even if the appraisal results 

indicated that the principal was underperforming, the council would still use the 

process for development, and that issues such as contract renewal would be dealt 

with by other means.  They also trusted council to provide resources to support 

whatever development plan emerged.  Furthermore, there was trust that the 

community would respond to the appraisal survey honestly and in a manner that 

was neither vindictive nor hurtful.  Finally they trusted the process to deliver 

relevant messages that would assist them in generating the development plan.  

Principal #14 demonstrated this trust in people and the process by reflecting that “if 

you are doing the best that you can do, then you trust in the people that you’re 

working with”. 

 

Principals contributed to a climate of trust generally, and a positive 

principal/council relationship specifically, through sharing information 

(chairperson #7).  Listening carefully to the appraisal messages, particularly those 

that were of a critical nature, also enhanced trust.  In summary, when the tasks 

associated with the principal’s role, which was seen to be that of an expectant actor, 

were undertaken in an environment of trust, then there were likely to be perceptions 

of meaningful development.   
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ROLE TWO: THE COUNCIL CHAIRPERSON AS 

COUNSELLING MANAGER 
 

Manager’s role: the context 

When the chairperson of the school council effectively fulfilled a defined role in 

the appraisal process, professional and personal development for the principal was 

more likely to result.  The role was one of managing a process, whilst ensuring that 

the principal understood, and was satisfied with, procedures as they unfolded.  It 

was undertaken both through the normal chairperson/principal relationship and the 

appraisal steering committee, with the chairperson acting as an “encouragement 

person” (chairperson #10).  This approach was important because having ‘shared 

objectives’ and operating with ‘mutual trust’ has been seen as essential in the 

appraisal process (Analoui & Fell, 2002; Timperley & Robinson, 1997). 

 

Chairperson #9 found this role challenging because chairpersons “do this on a 

voluntary basis”, whilst director #2 felt that some chairpersons “don’t have the 

professional expertise to work through” all that was required.  Such chairpersons 

needed to have the confidence to seek the assistance of either the director or the 

external agency in undertaking the tasks associated with the role. 

 

In essence, the chairperson managed the process, whilst at the same time providing 

the principal with a sense of control.  The role was thus one of balance between 

directing and managing, whilst at the same time involving and promoting 

ownership of the process by the principal.  This role, with both a management and 

counselling focus, was seen as “vital” (chairperson #7) to the efficacy of the 

principal appraisal process.  In the same way, the Ministry of Education in New 

Zealand holds the chairperson responsible for overseeing the principal appraisal 

process (MoE, 1997). 

 

Finally, it was necessary for chairpersons to approach their role totally committed 

to achieving a development outcome from the appraisal process, since there were 

invariably some members of council who were interested in also using it as a tool 

for accountability.  Accordingly, it was necessary for the chairperson to ensure that 

it was “never left … in any doubt that it’s anything but a development tool” 
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(chairperson #7).  Director #1 saw development as an attitude, which the 

chairperson would need to model and continually affirm, especially since the 

“context for leadership in modern organisations is turbulent, uncertain, 

unpredictable, and full of paradox and tension” (Duignan, 1997: 33). 

 

Manager’s disposition 

The data indicate that chairpersons generally approached their tasks with sensitivity 

and compassion.  Thus, chairperson #2 felt keenly for his principal because in that 

position “you are alone, you are the person that’s the fall guy for everything”.  

Such empathy was particularly evident as the chairperson stood alongside the 

principal when respondent comments from the appraisal survey were considered.  

Chairperson #2 reflected on one such occasion, when he “felt hurt for him that such 

a negative response came back”. 

 

Chairperson #10, whose relationship with the principal was characterised by 

genuine sharing of information and a good rapport, was confident that he would not 

“get any major surprises” from the appraisal process.  Such a relationship was 

based on an understanding of the different roles of principal and chairperson so that 

“the buck stops with him and he has got to fix up the problems” (chairperson #10).  

In other words, the role of counselling manager did not bring the chairperson into 

micromanagement of the school, but created a supportive atmosphere of trust.  The 

data suggest that chairpersons who demonstrated care and sensitivity and acted as 

counsellors successfully fulfilled the management tasks identified for this role.  

 

Manager’s tasks 

The data indicate that there were four tasks that the chairperson fulfilled if 

appraisal was perceived as being effective in bringing about growth outcomes for 

the principal.  These tasks were managing the data gathering stage, assisting the 

principal to make sense of the data and generating a development agenda, ensuring 

that the council dealt constructively with the appraisal report and development 

plan, and providing ongoing support for the development of the principal.  
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Task One: Managing the data gathering stage 

The first task was to ensure that a survey instrument was generated, and then 

efficient data gathering processes were put in place.  In the case of principal #15 

the chairperson “took the initiative, but also ran everything past me to see that I 

was comfortable with where we going”.  Not only did this approach reassure the 

principal, but it also meant that the process was completed in a timely fashion.  

When processes appeared to be drawn out, the length of time involved caused 

concern (principal #12). 

 

Task Two: Assisting the principal to make sense of the data and generating a 

development agenda 

The chairperson worked with the principal in receiving the appraisal report and 

making sense of the data so that an agenda for development could be generated.  

The role was to focus on the positive messages (directors #1 and # 2) and to look at 

the whole picture (chairperson #3).  The first theoretical proposition indicated that 

receiving the report was a key stage in the appraisal process for progression into 

later stages.  In some cases it was necessary for the chairperson to confront areas 

for improvement ensuring that they were addressed in the development plan.  Thus 

director #2 recalled an occasion where “they went to water” and an important issue 

was not faced by the council.  

 

Task Three: Ensuring that the council dealt constructively with the appraisal 

report and development plan 

The third task was to ensure that the council received the appraisal report, 

considered it in a positive manner and then supported a professional development 

plan with appropriate resources.  Accordingly, this council meeting was another 

key stage in the appraisal process, and the role of the chairperson was significant in 

ensuring that the issues associated with this task were properly addressed.  In one 

situation where a number of critical messages in the appraisal report were evident, 

the chairperson (#5) ensured that the council approached it as “terrific feedback for 

our principal in this message”.  In contrast, another chairperson, who said “this is a 

great report, we have nothing to worry about” (principal #2) and simply focused on 

affirmations, established a context in which no development ensued. 
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Task Four: Providing ongoing support for the development of the principal  

The sustainability of the development plan was facilitated by the chairperson 

providing ongoing support and monitoring progress.  Chairperson #5 asserted that 

people in his position “must be prepared to follow through areas for improvement” 

and principal #9 suggested that the chairperson should meet annually with the 

principal to review progress on the plan.  This task was best done in a counselling, 

rather than judgmental spirit.  Overall, these four managerial tasks associated with 

the role of chairperson were critical for the efficacy of the process.  

 

Manager’s trust 

The chairperson was able to complete successfully the tasks associated with this 

role when there was trust in both the participants involved and the process.  A 

relationship of trust between principal and chairperson, together with a shared 

commitment to the development agenda, enabled difficult issues from the appraisal 

report to be confronted.  The chairperson also had to work in a spirit of trust with 

the district director, whose involvement included briefing the council on the 

process and assisting with receiving the appraisal report.  In this relationship, a 

balance was established between local ownership of the process, and the valuable 

input from an experienced district director.  

 

In addition, the chairperson had to trust that in the event that issues emerged that 

required the school council to consider the performance of the principal in terms of 

its accountability responsibilities, proper procedures were in place to do so.  Whilst 

chairpersons #9 and #10 were confident that such was the case, chairperson #8 did 

not believe the system had such procedures in place, and consequently, the 

appraisal process in this situation was perceived to have delivered neither 

accountability nor development outcomes. 

 

The role of council chairperson was important for the appraisal process to advance 

past the receipt of the report by the school council to achieve development for the 

principal.  When the chairperson’s role, with its management-designated tasks, was 

fulfilled with a counselling spirit, development was perceived to have been 

achieved.  However, where tasks associated with this role were not fulfilled, 
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development did not ensue and the principal invariably was dissatisfied with 

process outcomes (principals #2 and #4).  

 

ROLE THREE: THE SCHOOL COUNCIL AS RESOURCEFUL 

PATRON 
 

Patron’s role: the context 

The school council has the twin responsibilities of monitoring the performance, and 

supporting the professional development, of the principal (LCA, 2000a; LEA, 

2000).  Whilst appraisal can be used to fulfil both responsibilities, the second 

theoretical proposition has posited that development was more likely to ensue when 

appraisal had only one purpose.  In some cases what one chairperson termed “the 

dual nature of it” (#10) was successfully distinguished, whilst in others the same 

dual aspects were confused (chairperson #8).  The reality of this tension was 

highlighted in the previous chapter and was the context in which the school council 

undertook the tasks attributed to it by the data. 

 

Although the school council is the employer of the principal, its role is described 

here as that of patron, because of the supportive actions attributed to it.  Whilst the 

steering committee, which generally consisted of the chairperson, one other council 

member and the principal, played a key role in overseeing the appraisal process and 

monitoring the implementation of the development plan, the full council was kept 

fully informed.  Furthermore, chairperson #7 believed that for principals members 

of council were “the people that matter and the people that you’re dealing with all 

the time” (chairperson #7).  Accordingly, the period when “the council officially 

made a report on it” (principal #12) proved to be a significant time for some 

principals.   

 

Patron’s disposition 

The efficacy of the appraisal process for principal growth was dependent upon the 

school council being focused on, and providing adequate resources for, 

development.  Thus principal #2, who was disappointed with the outcomes from 

his appraisal and who had since moved on to another school, had already made it 

clear that “I’m looking for support from the council to further my development”.  
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The commitment to development by council members needed to be such that no 

matter what was contained in the appraisal report, the outcome would lead to 

development (principal #13 and chairperson #10).  Where the nature of the 

response from the school council was resourceful, personal and professional 

growth of the principal resulted. 

 

The council was responsible for supporting the principal’s professional 

development plan.  It needed to be generously resourceful in its response to 

identified needs by supporting development strategies.  Furthermore, councils 

needed to have a realistic view of their principal, accepting strengths and areas for 

improvement, noting that “at the end of the day you were that sort of personality” 

(principal #1).  Indeed, director # 1 noted that “we’re not about trying to make any 

principal, any person perfect in all ways” and council members, therefore, needed 

to have a realistic development focus and disposition. 

  

Patron’s tasks 

When development resulted from the appraisal process, three major tasks were 

identified in the data for the school council.  These tasks were responding 

positively to the appraisal report, providing ongoing support for the development 

plan and institutionalising the process into the culture of the school. 

 

Task One: Responding positively to the appraisal report  

In undertaking the first task the council received the appraisal report, noted its 

messages, affirmed the principal and then adopted the professional development 

plan.  This important task corresponded to stage four identified in the first 

theoretical proposition, namely ‘school council responding developmentally to the 

data’.  The completion of the task was reflected in such written documentation as 

council minutes and the development plan. 

 

Task Two: Providing ongoing support for the development plan 

The second task required the council to monitor the principal’s progress in 

achieving the professional development plan, ensuring that necessary resources 

were available.  Thus the council heard regular progress reports.  However, an 

examination of the council minutes indicated that often the development process 
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was not mentioned after the initial council meeting (written documentation 

principal #10).  A frustrated principal (#5) also reported that “nobody seems to 

know what I’m doing” and director #2 observed that for some councils “the initial 

enthusiasm, and the promise to do something, fades all too quickly”.   

 

Task Three: Institutionalising the process into the professional development 

culture of the school 

The third task required the council to embed the process into the various 

managerial and development processes of the school.  This task was undertaken by 

relating the outcomes to the strategic plan (chairperson #10) and ensuring that 

ongoing budgetary support for the principal was in place (chairperson #7).  For 

other councils, planning to make appraisal a regular strategy in working with the 

principal, because “we want to track improvement” (chairperson #5), indicated that 

the process was being institutionalised.    

 

Principal #3 and #13 felt that council members needed ongoing training to assist 

them in fulfilling these “patron” responsibilities.  The intentional fulfilment of 

these tasks emerged from the data as important in facilitating meaningful 

development for the principal and this was also substantiated in the literature, 

where it has been observed that “continuous improvement requires institutional 

commitment, support and involvement” (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999).  When such 

support did not eventuate and plans were not followed through, the process was 

seen as “an empty ritual” (Analoui & Fell, 2002: 281), without perceptions of 

efficacy of development. 

 

Patron’s trust 

Since the council worked through the chairperson and the steering committee, it 

had to trust them.  An example of such trust was that this small group saw all of the 

appraisal report, whilst the full council was only given a summary, since the report 

contained “sensitive information about performance” (principal #9).  

 

The process was also facilitated when a positive trusting relationship prevailed 

between members of the council and the principal.  Principal #11 acknowledged 

that “the confidence of the council assisted” in the process being worthwhile.  
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Principal #13 had positive expectations from the process because “I had a lot of 

confidence in [name] as chairman and in the council” and was not worried about 

the outcome.  He was confident that whatever issues emerged in the appraisal they 

would be dealt with in a developmental manner. 

 

In summary, the council’s role was that of a patron working in support of the 

principal’s professional and personal development.  It fulfilled this role by ensuring 

that a professional development plan emerged from the appraisal process and was 

supported on an ongoing basis.  When the school council confused these 

development tasks with its accountability responsibilities, such action militated 

against professional and personal growth for the principal.  A generous and 

resourceful approach by council produced perceptions of efficacy in the appraisal 

process.   

 

ROLE FOUR: THE DISTRICT DIRECTOR AS DIPLOMATIC 

FACILITATOR 
 

Facilitator’s role: the context 

In Lutheran schools the role of district director is more relational and advisory than 

hierarchical and bureaucratic, and “leadership is something that is attributed” 

(Jericho, 2001: 11) to the person in the position.  Thus, principals and councils tend 

to follow the advice of the director out of trust in the person and commitment to the 

system, and this orientation was also reflected in the data.  The nature of the 

position, therefore, ensured that participants’ perceptions of the director’s role 

varied.  For one chairperson (#10) “it was fantastic to have that support”, whilst for 

another (#9) the director was to “stand in the background” (chairperson #9) and be 

available as a resource when needed.  Hence, the facilitating role of the district 

director in this process was played out with diplomacy.  This consideration of the 

tasks attributed to the director highlights the significance of the role of the director 

if the appraisal process was to be perceived by participants as having efficacy. 

 

Facilitator’s disposition 

The tasks that participants attributed to the district director required that person to 

be sensitive in relation to the timing of intervention and the degree of involvement, 
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as well as the need for tact when working with both principal and chairperson.  

Thus principal #11 recalled “I believe the way he guided the process was 

important.  I think another person guiding the process, it could have been quite 

different”.  Principal #3 was positive about the role played by the director at the 

time of receiving the appraisal report, since the director was “there to affirm you no 

matter what”.  The perception here was that council members may have been more 

concerned about the messages that emerged from the report, whilst the director was 

there to support the principal personally. 

 

In one difficult situation where the director (#1) had to make a judgment about the 

extent of involvement he recalled that:  

… the circumstances forced me, invited me, required me to play a role.  
This sense of conflict was so high … I wanted ... to do the best we can for 
the College … it was vital that an outside person work through that.   
 

It was a judgment to intervene and facilitate a process to address the issues 

involved.  There were no regulations requiring it, but it needed to happen and to 

happen diplomatically.  This role was akin to that of a district school 

superintendent in North America who is “an enabler, a catalyst who makes good 

things happen” (Murphy, 1991: 512), working behind the scenes in support of both 

school governance and management. 

 

Facilitator’s tasks 

The participants attributed four tasks to the district director in undertaking the role 

as a facilitator in the appraisal process.  These tasks were initiating the appraisal 

process, assisting the principal in receiving the report, focusing the council to 

respond developmentally to the report and supporting the ongoing implementation 

of the development plan, and acting as an advocate for the principal when 

appropriate.  In these tasks the director intervened, as was necessary, to facilitate 

the process advancing through the stages that were identified in the first theoretical 

proposition.  The result of undertaking these tasks was a perception of efficacy of 

development by participants. 

 

Task One: Initiating the appraisal process 

In initiating the process the director ensured that council was briefed on 

procedures, its members understood the development purpose of the process and 
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contact was made with the external agency.  Thus chairperson #2 recalled that “we 

were led through it as a board … and told exactly what was happening, what was 

going to happen … it was very clearly laid out”.  Such a briefing developed trust in 

the process by ensuring that all participants were familiar with the appraisal 

procedures.  Furthermore, the briefing enabled the process to be managed at the 

local level. 

 

Task Two: Assisting the principal in receiving the report 

The second task required the director to assist the principal and the local steering 

committee when the appraisal report was received.  This task corresponded to stage 

three of the appraisal process as identified in the first theoretical proposition, 

namely ‘principal making sense of the data’.  At this time messages from the report 

were identified and the principal made sense of them so that an agenda for 

development could be generated for presentation to the council.  For director #2 

providing assistance in this process was an important and rewarding task, as he sat 

with the principal: 

… when they are going through the emotion of this, and there is definitely 
emotion, about acceptance or otherwise, and to be able to try and steer them 
away from always looking at the negatives, and to steer them away from 
trying to rationalise away the problems.   
 

The undertaking of this task required diplomacy, especially when a report was 

confronting. 

 

Task Three: Focusing the council to respond developmentally, and supporting 

the ongoing implementation of the development plan 

The third task was undertaken when the council met to consider the appraisal report 

and agree to the professional development plan.  Here the director generally 

assisted the council’s consideration of these matters, making a special effort to 

focus the meeting on development, and not on the weaknesses of the principal 

(director #2).  This particular assistance was appreciated (chairperson #3), because 

the meeting was vital in making decisions that advanced the process into the 

development phases.  Furthermore, the director provided ongoing support to both 

the principal and council as the appraisal outcomes were progressed.  This support 

included suggestions for professional development activities for the principal 
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(principals #3 and #12) and annual discussion of the development plan (principal 

#9). 

 

Task Four: Acting as an advocate for the principal 

The final task was one of being an advocate for the principal.  This advocacy role 

occurred in one case when council members used commentary in the appraisal 

inappropriately (principal #14) and it became necessary for the director to clarify 

roles and responsibilities of governance and management.  In this situation 

development for the principal was agreed to, only after the director raised the 

matter with the council.  In summary, these four tasks were undertaken 

diplomatically and consequently advanced the appraisal process through the 

identified stages in theoretical proposition one. 

 

Facilitator’s trust 

In fulfilling the role of facilitator the director acted with trust in the players 

involved and in the process itself.  There was faith that participants at the local 

level would follow up on agreements and in one situation, where there was a 

feeling that this would not occur, the director (#2) went away feeling “quite empty 

in my stomach that nothing’s going to come of this”.  This general trust was a 

reflection of an approach to administration in Lutheran systems that was cultural 

and relational, rather than imposed (Jericho, 2001). 

 

Furthermore, directors at times felt vulnerable because the process provided them 

with significant knowledge about principals, when at other times they assisted on 

interview panels for principal positions. They had to trust that they would not be 

compromised as a consequence (director #2).  There was also a concern that this 

role in the appraisal process might affect their working relationships with principals 

and director #2 indicated that it had both strengthened and weakened relationships. 

 

Although the director had a key role in the appraisal process, the process was best 

administered at the local school level, with the director’s role being simply to 

facilitate such local management.  This role required tact and diplomacy, with trust 

in other participants and the process, as the attributed tasks were undertaken.  

However, a result of these tasks being undertaken was that appraisal was more 
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likely to deliver positive development outcomes for the principal.  Accordingly, 

director #1 felt keenly that “there is a lot of pressure on us to make this work” for 

the sake of the professional and personal growth of the principal. 

 

FACTORS INFLUENCING MAINTENANCE OF TRUST 
 

Perceptions of efficacy of principal appraisal were closely associated with the 

management of roles undertaken by the four key players, namely the principal, the 

council chairperson, the school council and the district director.  In the appraisal 

process these players interacted closely with one another, and when they 

maintained trust in one another and in the process, the completion of the tasks 

associated with each role was facilitated.  This outcome reflects a more general 

finding that trust is “essential to the creation of effective and meaningful work 

relationships” (Hargreaves, 1994: 251).   Appendix N demonstrates the relationship 

between participants’ perceptions of efficacy of the process for development, and 

trust in both relationships and the process.  

 

In the following section the factors that either strengthened or diminished trust in 

one another and in the process are discussed.  These factors, namely context, 

purpose and response, are the same factors that were identified in both the first and 

second theoretical propositions as influencing the process advancing through the 

stages and the perceptions of efficacy of the appraisal process respectively.  In this 

way the propositions that explain the study participants’ perceptions of efficacy of 

principal appraisal are linked. 

 

Context 

The nature of both the school community and the school council, the career cycle 

of the principal and the appraisal messages were identified as significant elements 

of the context in discussion of the first two propositions.  In this proposition the 

element of the context that impacted most significantly upon the level of trust 

evident in the relationships of the key players in the appraisal process was the 

nature of the appraisal messages.   
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The nature of the appraisal messages was important to the level of trust that 

participants had in the process.  Principal #5 found that “the comments were very 

judgmental.  And areas that I had felt were there … [were not] picked up.”  

Similarly, principal #14 was surprised that she was praised for areas in which she 

felt she needed to grow, whilst some self-assessed areas of personal strength were 

strongly criticised.  Such feedback affected trust in the process.  However, 

appraisal messages that “hit the mark” (director #2) added to the credibility of the 

process.  In relation to teachers it has been argued that if appraisal is to result in 

improvement then “it needs to provide teachers with a clear idea of what they have 

to get better at in teaching their subject” (Ingvarson & Chadbourne, 1997: 61).  

Similarly for these study participants, when appraisal did not deliver clear and 

credible messages, less trust in the process was evident. 

 

A close examination of the study data indicates that it was not so much the 

tabulated appraisal data, but rather the general written comments on areas for 

development of the principal that participants consistently criticised.  These 

comments were seen to reflect the feelings of people with long memories (principal 

#14), council members who had not achieved their own agenda (principal #3) and 

people who wanted to destabilise the principal (director #1).    If respondents were 

not intentional in their attempt to hurt the principal, then they made their comments 

either not knowing that the principal would read them word for word (chairperson 

#4) or they were not judicious in the way they wrote.  These negative comments 

precipitated feelings of defensiveness that affected the trust participants were 

willing to place in the process. 

 

Another issue that emerged related to the nature of 360-degree surveys, which 

reflect the perceptions of respondents (Santeusanio, 1998).  Thus one respondent 

“sees you as overbearing and another would see you as showing initiative” 

(principal #1) and a principal can be praised for handling one incident, but be 

criticised for the same incident by another respondent (principal #7).  Director #2 

observed that “the response by a student will be as good as the last encounter the 

student has had with the principal” and this qualification was also applied to 

respondents from other sections of the community.  This notion of responding on 

the basis of short term evidence has been referred to as ‘recency effects’ in the 360-
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degree survey literature (Fleenor & Prince, 1997).   Furthermore, in the discussion 

of the second theoretical proposition it was observed that some participants felt that 

the survey instrument was more likely to reflect personality type areas, rather than 

those associated with the actual performance of the principal.  Others queried who 

was best placed to provide meaningful feedback on the performance of the 

principal.  Consequently, the validity of feedback from students (principals #1 and 

#10) and parents (principals #5 and #6) was questioned.  For principal #6 there was 

a perception of being “judged by amateurs”.  Thus, principal #5 and chairperson #9 

would prefer a process that in fact gathered more appraisal data, but from fewer 

respondents and only from those who had a detailed knowledge of the actual 

performance of the principal.  This view reflected a criticism made about principal 

appraisal in Victoria where “the inappropriateness of the current process in relation 

to the total role of the principal was highlighted” (Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001: 

195).  These observations are significant since it is important that appraisal is based 

on fair and reasonable standards, as has also been highlighted for appraisal in the 

tertiary setting (Dilts, Haber, & Bialik, 1994). 

 

In summary, if there is to be trust in the process, it is necessary that appraisals are 

“appropriate, accurate, valid and reliable for the purpose of measuring principals’ 

performances” (Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001: 197).  However, as PAD created an 

appraisal context in which some participants were critical of the appraisal 

messages, and where there was qualified trust in the appraisal system and its 

messages, there was consequent impact upon perceptions of efficacy. 

  

Purpose 

The purpose of the appraisal emerged as a key factor in discussion of both the first 

theoretical proposition for the process to advance through the six identified stages 

and, similarly, the second theoretical proposition for there to be perceptions of 

efficacy of the process in bringing about professional and personal development.  

In the same way, adherence to the stated purpose of the process increased the level 

of trust in one another and in the process. 

 

When principal #5 saw the results, he felt “I don’t believe the purpose was 

achieved”, resulting in increased frustration about the process.  On the other hand, 
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chairperson #5 maintained the focus of the council on the development purpose 

even though the appraisal report had surprisingly indicated significant areas for 

development.  Likewise, chairperson#7 reflected “I never let it be in any doubt that 

it’s anything but a development tool”.   

 

Principals inevitably contemplated whether a development outcome was likely in 

the event of a negative report.  Chairpersons #5 and #10 were clear that such an 

eventuality still meant development with contract renewal being seen as a separate 

issue.  Principal #13 was confident that no matter what the appraisal messages 

were, the process was not “about my future”.   

 

Accordingly, the data indicate a relationship between levels of trust in one another 

and the process, and perceived commitment to a development purpose for the 

process.  As with the other theoretical propositions clarity and commitment to a 

development purpose for appraisal was needed to maintain trust in one another and 

the process. 

 

Response 

The nature of the responses during the process by both principal and school council 

had the effect of either increasing or decreasing trust in one another and in the 

process.  Principals enhanced levels of trust in their community, and especially in 

their relationship with school council, when they shared information generously 

(chairperson #7).  Furthermore, principals going “into it with an open mind … as a 

learning experience …  accept[ing] the fact that you won’t please everybody all the 

time” (principal #10) fostered high levels of trust.  Principals who took the 

initiative to identify both the areas for development and then appropriate 

professional development activities also illustrated responses that increased levels 

of trust.  Chairpersons #7 and #10 described such responses as pro-active and 

assisting all in undertaking their roles.  Thus principal #11’s advice to principals 

was that “the name of the process says what it is about and just truly take that on 

board” and intentionally seek development.  

 

In contrast, principals who attempted to rationalise away the appraisal report 

(director #2) or deny its messages (chairperson #8) decreased trust in the process.  
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When principal #14 was overwhelmed by the negative comments and was not able 

to balance them with the positive comments, trust in the process was inhibited.  

However, these reactions of the principal also reflect experience elsewhere in that 

“openness to change, risk-taking and feedback on performance do not come easily 

to many adults” (Duke & Stiggins, 1990).  Accordingly, there were a number of 

ways in which the response of the principal could impact upon trust levels.  

 

The response of school councils to the process was also important since those 

councils that were generous in support of the principal increased trust levels.  

Principal #10 recalled how his chairperson and treasurer were continually ensuring 

that he was aware of the financial support of the council for professional 

development.  Principal #15 noted his council’s total commitment to development 

through the professional way in which it handled the process, and was strongly 

encouraged by it. 

 

However, when councils did not look at the appraisal report as a whole, but 

focused on individual comments (#3) or kept coming back to the areas for 

improvement (director #2) they tended to lower trust in one another and the 

process.  Director #2 recalled how he often “found it necessary to continually bring 

the council back to the strengths of the principal” to focus the response of a council 

towards positive development actions. 

 

In summary, there was a range of responses that affected feelings of trust in one 

another and in the process.  These responses, taken together with the context in 

which the appraisal process was carried out, and the commitment of participants to 

the development purpose, led to varying levels of trust in both one another and the 

process.  Those factors which maintained and enhanced trust were, therefore, 

important in enabling and encouraging all players to undertake the tasks that were 

attributed to their roles.   

 

CONCLUSION 
 

The third theoretical proposition developed in relation to the research question is 

captured in the following statement: 
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The efficacy of principal appraisal was closely associated with the role undertaken 

by each of the four key players in the process.  These roles were enhanced by 

parties maintaining trust both in each other and the process throughout, to bring 

about the personal and professional growth of the principal.  The roles of the key 

players were seen to be: 

1. the principal as expectant actor,  

2. the council chairperson as counselling manager,  

3. the school council as resourceful patron, and, 

4. the district director as diplomatic facilitator. 

Furthermore, this maintenance of trust was dependent on factors of context, 

purpose and response. 

 

The third theoretical proposition highlights the roles played by the key players and 

the tasks attributed to them.  Furthermore, trust in both each other and in the 

process was essential for perceptions of the process generating professional and 

personal development for the principal.  Specific observations are now made about 

this finding: perceptions of efficacy are evident when the principal acts as agent 

and initiator, when the appraisal process is part of a supportive and improvement-

oriented environment and when there is evidence of trust in the appraisal process 

and in one another.  Furthermore, this third theoretical proposition also emphasises 

the need for a credible appraisal system and the importance of a focus on the 

development purpose of appraisal, which were observations also made about the 

first and second theoretical propositions.   

 

Firstly, the importance of principals taking responsibility for their own personal 

and professional development emerged as a key factor in the discussion of the third 

proposition.  Principals needed to be engaged and to take the initiative in pursuit of 

their own growth, regardless of the processes that were in place for managing the 

appraisal process.  Similarly HEADLAMP, the headteacher training program in 

England, placed “control of the processes with the practitioners, encouraging auto-

practice rather than dependency” (Busher & Paxton, 1997: 122).  An approach by 

the principal to development that reflected “a thirst for learning, a holy curiosity, a 

commitment to the dance of learning” (Duignan, 1997: 10) enabled the appraisal 

messages to be used productively for development. 
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The second observation is that during all stages of the appraisal process, including 

the gathering of appraisal data, reflecting on appraisal messages and generating 

areas for development, principals received significant support.  There was a need 

for further support in identifying appropriate professional development activities 

and this support came primarily from the director.  In addition, employing bodies 

felt a responsibility to provide adequate resources for personal and professional 

development, as well as to maintain an ongoing monitoring and encouraging role 

that was in keeping with their governance responsibilities (Carver, 1990).  Such 

support assisted the principal respond to feedback messages and then find 

appropriate development activities.  A balance of individual ownership by the 

principal and support from other players was important in the efficacy of the 

process for development.  

 

Thirdly, both the principal and school council needed to have trust in the process as 

a valid and accurate measure of the principal’s performance if appraisal was to be 

seen as leading to development.  They also needed to have trust in one another in 

fulfilling their various responsibilities if development was to follow from the 

appraisal.  Trust in process was given higher priority by participants than trust in 

one another, as indicated in Appendix N.  When trust was not maintained, 

problems were evident in either accepting the appraisal messages or generating and 

following through with a development agenda, since trust creates a security that 

encourages “raising questions, challenging assumptions, asking for another 

opinion, looking beyond tomorrow’s solutions to the larger challenge” (Starratt, 

1993a: 148). Trust emerged as vital for facilitating perceptions of efficacy and this 

reflected an increasing emphasis in the literature (Bottery, 2003; Codd, 1999; 

Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991) 

 

Other observations are that the appraisal process was effective in bringing about 

development when it had both a clear development purpose and generated credible 

messages, which were based on the principal’s actual performance rather than 

personality type issues.  Appraisal systems which produced messages that were 

either unduly critical or negative did not have credibility and resulted in an 

environment of defensiveness that acted against an openness to change.  This 

conclusion reflects other findings from the first and second theoretical proposition 
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and the literature that development is inhibited by “overly threatening, poorly 

conducted, or inadequately conducted [appraisals]” (Duke & Stiggins, 1990: 119). 

 

This proposition relates to the first proposition in that, when all players completed 

the tasks attributed to them, the appraisal process advanced through the six stages.  

Furthermore, when the appraisal roles were fulfilled in a spirit of trust, the positive 

views of development identified in the second theoretical proposition were seen to 

emerge.  In these ways the three theoretical propositions are interrelated, and 

describe those factors that participants regarded as necessary for professional and 

personal development for the principal to be generated from an appraisal process.  

As a consequence, the appraisal process is able to contribute to the development of 

the “leadership skills and qualities that will sustain the kind of deep learning and 

sophisticated teaching” (Hargreaves, 2003: 700) which are required of leaders in 

contemporary schools. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT   

CONCLUSION 
 

This study has investigated the experience of participants in a principal appraisal 

process in Australian Lutheran schools, and has identified factors that participants 

perceived as necessary for appraisal to be a catalyst for effective personal and 

professional development for the principal.  The first section of this chapter 

contains an overview of the study.  Secondly, the chapter provides a summary and 

discussion of the key outcomes of the study.  Thirdly, the chapter discusses the 

matter of the generalisability of these findings.  Fourthly, the implications of the 

research findings for the theoretical literature are evaluated.  Fifthly, the chapter 

considers the implications of the study for future research.  Sixthly, implications of 

the study for policy and practice in principal appraisal in Lutheran schools and 

applications for other settings are discussed.  The conclusion to this chapter 

considers how the study may be used to develop effective principal appraisal that 

contributes to the professional and personal development of principals. 

 

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
 

The central research question for the study reported in this dissertation was: 

What are principal and governing council chairperson perceptions of the efficacy 
of principal appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran schools? 

  

The study sought to understand what changes the principal experienced personally 

and professionally during and after appraisal, and what the principal and council 

chairperson individually understood by an effective appraisal process.  This 

understanding of the experience of the appraisal process, and its meaning for 

participants, resulted in three theoretical propositions.  These theoretical 

propositions identify factors that contribute to principal appraisal being perceived 

as either having a positive improvement-oriented outcome or being an inhibitor to 

professional and personal development.  This section now considers the 

significance of the study and summarises the research design and methodology. 
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Significance of the study 

In this study an effective appraisal was defined as one that contributed to the 

personal and professional growth of the principal, and perceptions of efficacy 

represent the extent to which an appraisal was perceived to have reached the 

effectiveness that the process was designed to achieve.  The significance of the 

study, therefore, relates to school principals and, in particular, their appraisal and 

professional development.   

 

In Chapter One it was observed that government, and the community generally, 

expect more from schools if countries in the Western world are to compete globally 

and students are to take their place in an increasingly complex society.  

Consequently, special attention has focused on the role of the principal (Collard, 

2002; DETYA, 2000; Wallace, 2001). The principal is now seen to be pivotal in 

achieving school improvement and expected learning outcomes (Barth, 2001; 

Sammons et al., 1997; Sergiovanni, 1996).  In addition to this relationship between 

effective principals and school improvement, the emergence of school-based 

management has also highlighted the critical role of the principal with additional 

responsibilities being placed on principals of schools (Rentoul & Rosanowski, 

2000).   

  

At the same time as the role of principal is being regarded as increasingly 

important, fewer and fewer people are applying for the position (ACU, 2001; 

Fenwick, 2000), with the role being seen as too demanding and unsupported.  

Hence, in some jurisdictions appraisal has been regarded as a way in which the 

development needs of principals can be identified and appropriate support 

programs made available (Edwards, 2001).  Appraisal has also been seen by 

employers as a means of ensuring accountability in a decentralised environment 

(Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001). 

 

Moreover, the literature review has indicated that there has not been a clear 

understanding of both the experience, and influence on professional development, 

of appraisal (Coulter, 1992; Dempster, 2000; Dempster & Lindsay, 1999; Glasman 

& Heck, 1996).  Accordingly, the study investigated whether the implementation of 

PAD in Lutheran schools, using 360-degree appraisal questionnaires, has had a 
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significant influence on the development of principals so that they can more 

effectively fulfil their increasingly vital and widened responsibilities.  In summary, 

the study relates to important themes relating to principals in the broader 

educational community and its findings may inform decision-making in contexts 

both within and beyond Lutheran education in relation to the appraisal and 

professional development of principals. 

 

Research design and methodology 

Since this study sought to understand the experience of principal appraisal from the 

perspective of participants and to identify what meanings they have attributed to 

the process, a qualitative approach to the research was adopted.  Qualitative 

research is concerned with process rather than outcome, is descriptive, focuses on 

the natural setting of the participant and seeks to understand the meaning of an 

experience from the participant’s perspective (Bogdan & Knopp Biklen, 1992).   

The nature of the study was also consistent with symbolic interactionism, because 

of its focus on meaning-making in social situations (Charon, 1979; Potter, 1996; 

Woods, 1992).  This methodology enabled the identification and description of the 

meaning that the appraisal process had for participants, and how they arrived at that 

meaning. 

 

In accordance with symbolic interactionism, data for the study were collected 

primarily through qualitative semi-structured interviews.  There were three focus 

group interviews and twelve individual interviews to assist in generating an 

understanding of participants’ experiences.  Interviews were recorded and written 

transcripts prepared for use in data analysis.  The principals who were individually 

interviewed were also invited to provide written documentation associated with 

their appraisal experience.  The documents provided a fuller understanding of the 

experience of the appraisal process and an elaboration of comments made in the 

interviews.    

 

Also in accordance with symbolic interactionism, the data were analysed using 

grounded theory modes of analysis (Chenitz & Swanson, 1986; Strauss & Corbin, 

1990).  The interview transcripts were read rigorously with concepts highlighted.  

These concepts were further examined to identify substantive concepts to generate 
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a greater abstraction of the data.  The examination of relationships between 

substantive concepts then led to the identification of three key categories – 

appraisal as a process, perceptions of development and roles of participants.  

Finally, as relationships between the substantive concepts and the categories were 

explored three theoretical propositions emerged from the data.   

 

OUTCOMES OF THE STUDY 
 

The outcomes of the study are summarised in the form of three theoretical 

propositions generated from the data in relation to the research question.  The 

propositions explain the experience of principal appraisal from the perspective of 

key participants, namely principals and chairpersons of governing councils.  These 

propositions were as follows: the efficacy of principal appraisal depended on the 

completion of an explicit process that followed six clearly defined and understood 

steps; there were five perceptions of the efficacy of the appraisal process amongst 

participants; and, the role played by key players in a spirit of trust facilitated 

perceptions of efficacy in the appraisal process.  Furthermore, the context in which 

the process took place, the stated and actual purpose of the process, and the nature 

of the responses of participants emerged as key factors in each proposition.  In 

particular, these three key factors determined whether the appraisal process 

advanced through the six defined stages to provide meaningful, long-term 

development for the principal, which of the perceptions of efficacy of the process 

for development was held by participants, and the extent to which trust in one 

another and in the process was evident. 

 

In the exposition of each of the three theoretical propositions in Chapters Five, Six 

and Seven a number of observations were made about each proposition.  These 

observations are now integrated into eight statements as a basis to discuss the 

theoretical propositions.  Accordingly, it was the experience of study participants 

that: 

• a development purpose needed to have priority in appraisal for perceptions of 

efficacy to be evident, 

• credible messages needed to emerge from the appraisal process for perceptions 

of efficacy to be evident, 
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• appraisal was perceived as a complex process of change involving meaning-

making, 

• when the principal acted as agent and initiator in the appraisal process, this 

situation facilitated perceptions of efficacy, 

• a supportive and improvement-oriented environment for professional 

development was associated with perceptions of efficacy, 

• professional development of the principal was a complex process, 

• trust in process and in one another was necessary for perceptions of efficacy to 

be evident, and, 

• appraisal can have outcomes that may distract from principal professional 

development. 

These eight statements are now discussed in turn.  

 

The priority of the development purpose for perceptions of efficacy  

The study found that appraisal led to perceptions of efficacy when it had 

development as its sole purpose and all participants had a commitment to this 

purpose.  When other purposes were present, or responses did not reflect a 

development purpose, trust levels were affected and the process did not advance 

through each of the six stages identified in the first proposition.  In this study some 

school councils tended to view the process through an accountability lens, as they 

sought to have their perceptions of the performance of both the school and the 

principal confirmed.  However, where the development purpose was unclear or 

there was not a total commitment to it, the process did not generate meaningful 

change that was integrated into the life of the school or the development of the 

principal.  In such situations appraisal was perceived as a ritual or yet another 

requirement imposed on busy principals. 

 

The literature (Down et al., 2000; Down et al., 1999; Duke & Stiggins, 1990; 

Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001) indicates that where appraisal is part of overall 

performance management, appraisees have been disappointed with the 

development outcomes.  New Zealand experience indicates that where 

accountability and development functions are combined, there is a tendency for the 

latter functions to be marginalised (Edwards, 2001).  This study supports these 

 162



findings relating to the priority of the development purpose, if appraisal is to be a 

catalyst for meaningful personal and professional development. 

 

Credible messages emerge from the appraisal process for perceptions of 

efficacy 

A key task in appraisal is translating appraisal data into meaningful messages that 

become a catalyst for worthwhile professional development activity (Duke & 

Stiggins, 1990).  Similarly, this study found that appraisal messages needed to be 

credible for development to ensue.  The principal appraisal literature (Dempster & 

Lindsay, 1999; Glasman & Heck, 1996; Leithwood, 2001) has particularly stressed 

the need for appraisal feedback to reflect the actual role and local context of the 

principal if it is to be accepted.   

 

In this study, messages had credibility when those responding were seen to be in a 

position to comment on the appraisal questions.  Not all parents and students were 

seen by participants as being able to respond knowledgeably.  This finding supports 

a view that those who “interact with the principal on a daily basis” (Ginsberg & 

Thompson, 1993: 70) are best placed to provide such feedback.  Furthermore, 

credibility resulted from messages that related to the performance of the principal, 

rather than from those focussing on personality issues.  Thus messages that 

indicated the principal, for instance, needed to be more open, were either harder to 

understand or else unable to be readily dealt with.  The study found that the 360-

degree feedback surveys tended to focus more on these personality and relational 

issues, confirming a strength, but also a limitation of such surveys (Yukl & 

Lepsinger, 1995).   

 

The complexity of the role of the principal led participants in this study to advocate 

the collection of appraisal data from a range of sources, and not simply from the 

360-degree survey, to enhance the credibility of the process.  The study has 

highlighted the importance of appraisal messages being perceived as credible, 

which was best achieved through performance-related data gathered from a variety 

of sources and from those who had knowledge of the principal’s work.  Here, the 

study has added to the literature’s understanding of principal appraisal, because 

whilst there are examples of multiple sources of data (Brown et al., 1998; Clarke et 
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al., 2000; Garrett & Flanigan, 1991) being used in appraisal, this emphasis on the 

importance of using eclectic data gathering techniques to generate credible 

messages in the appraisal process has not been highlighted to such an extent in 

previous studies. 

 

Appraisal as a complex process of change involving meaning-making 

Participants saw appraisal leading to development as a complex process involving 

change, and one that advanced through defined stages.  Whilst receiving the 

appraisal data was an important stage, it was the next stage of making sense of the 

report and generating a development plan that was associated with participant 

perceptions of development efficacy for the process.  Overall, the appraisal process 

necessitated meaning-making on the part of the principal.  In the first place, 

appraisal respondents shared their perceptions of the performance of the principal, 

providing principals with different perceptions of the same event.  Principals then 

had to reflect on these perceptions to make sense of the appraisal report and 

determine what it meant for them personally.  The significance of appraisals 

revealing the social construction of reality for the appraisee has been noted in the 

literature (Grint, 1993; Hellawell & Hancock, 1998).  In this way principals are 

challenged to consider how others perceive them since the “individual is 

constructed very differently by different people” (Grint, 1993: 66).  This study has 

highlighted the task for principals to make sense of these different perspectives. 

 

Principals, whose role demands significant personal involvement and investment, 

sometimes found it difficult to receive and reflect on feedback on the meaning that 

their performance had for others.  The importance of a commitment to reflective 

practice (Assor & Oplatka, 2003; Butler, 1996) including a “process of solving 

problems and reconstructing meaning” (Day, 1993: 84) is highlighted in the 

literature if there is to be personal and professional development.  Appraisal for 

development led to personal change that had at its heart change to meanings and 

worldviews on the part of the principal, resulting from an understanding of how 

performance is perceived by others.  The findings of this study have emphasised 

the complexity of the appraisal process, in which the collection of appraisal data is 

but one stage, and meaning-making the essential task, if there are to be perceptions 

of efficacy.  In emphasising appraisal as a complex process of change involving 
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meaning-making, this study has contributed to the literature’s understanding of the 

nature of principal appraisal. 

 

Principal acting as agent and initiator for perceptions of efficacy 

The study concluded that it was necessary for the principal to be pro-active and 

take the initiative during the appraisal process for there to be perceptions of 

development efficacy.  Accordingly, the study found that where there was a 

perception that principal appraisal was a process done to the principal, rather than 

an ongoing process undertaken by the principal for professional growth, it lacked 

development efficacy.  Ownership and leadership by the principal in the appraisal 

process, consequently, led to more positive outcomes that reflected individual and 

authentic needs.  Since each principal learns and develops in different ways (West-

Burnham, 2001), the development plan also needed to take such individuality into 

consideration. 

 

In this way the study’s findings reflect the strong feelings of disempowerment 

identified in some imposed performance management-oriented appraisals (Brown, 

1998; Down et al., 2000; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  It supports the view that a 

“principal’s performance is improved through active reflection” (Brown et al., 

1998: 19) so that principals can “create coherent and personally meaningful 

visions, which then can inspire and move other people in their organisations” 

(Assor & Oplatka, 2003: 485).   Writers on professional development (Fullan, 

1995; Starratt, 1993b) reinforce this finding that the principal needs to be the agent 

and initiator in a process of appraisal that seeks to generate professional and 

personal development opportunities for the principal.  This finding, which is 

evident in professional development literature, has not had the same emphasis in 

scholarly writing on principal performance appraisals. 

 

A supportive and improvement-oriented environment for professional 

development 

A supportive and improvement-oriented environment has been identified as critical 

in facilitating development of the principal as an outcome of appraisal.  The need 

for the principal to have support in achieving development was also highlighted in 

 165



the study.  This support was important for understanding the appraisal messages, 

generating a development plan with appropriate strategies, engaging in ongoing 

reflection and following through with agreed development commitments.  Whilst 

local support in a range of ways from both the chairperson and the whole council 

was vital, outside assistance from either a system person or a professional 

colleague was also valuable.   

 

Such a supportive network was as necessary as the need for the individual to own 

the process.  These findings in relation to the necessity for support are reflected in 

other studies, such as in New South Wales where the role of cluster directors was 

highlighted (Clayton-Jones et al., 1993), in the United Kingdom through peers 

(Hellawell & Hancock, 1998), the intentional training of appraisers in New Zealand 

(Piggot-Irvine, 2003a, 2003b) and in the USA through the role played by the 

superintendent (Brown et al., 1998; Grier et al., 1994).  Furthermore, such support 

was reflected in roles attributed to the key players in the process, as discussed in 

the context of the third theoretical proposition reported in Chapter Seven.   

 

In general, development from appraisal flourished best in a culture of improvement 

where there was a commitment by all to quality student outcomes and the personal 

and professional growth of all, including the principal.  In such a context appraisal 

was seen as a tool for development and adequate resources were made available, 

thus confirming the literature’s emphasis on an environment that is improvement-

oriented (Duke & Stiggins, 1990), including particularly improvement in student 

learning outcomes (Manatt, 1997).  Hence, where emphasis was placed on the 

appraisal report, rather than on the development plan, there was disappointment 

and little perception by participants of efficacy of appraisal for the personal and 

professional development of the principal.  These findings strongly highlight the 

need to support the principal, as well as to provide an improvement-oriented 

environment, if meaningful professional development is to result from appraisal.  

Emphases in the literature, as indicated above, are reflected in these findings. 

 

The complexity of principal professional development 

The professional growth of principals has been described as multi-dimensional 

(Assor & Oplatka, 2003), “an individual, unique and subjective process … 
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complex, diffuse and unpredictable” (West-Burnham, 2001: 26) and about 

formation (Caldwell et al., 2003).  This study has added to the understanding of the 

complexity of principals’ professional development.  The development experiences 

of the study principals provide concrete examples of how principals respond to 

feedback on their performance and how they manage their professional 

development.  Some were able to identify messages from the appraisal report that 

became the basis of, and catalyst for, personal and professional growth.  These 

messages made them more aware of issues needing to be addressed and focused the 

development agenda.  For other principals, affirmation from appraisal was 

significant, since they felt that they did not receive regular endorsement of their 

performance.  The resultant increased confidence was both a motivating and 

galvanising factor for professional and personal growth. 

 

In contrast, some appraisals did not generate messages that led to development 

agendas and, therefore, not all principals experienced growth.  In these 

circumstances, appraisal did not relate to the professional needs of the principal, an 

aspect which has been identified as a requirement for development (Assor & 

Oplatka, 2003).   

 

The study has underlined the complexity of principal professional growth, already 

identified in the literature (Dempster, 2001; Ruohotie, 1996; West-Burnham, 

2001), and has contributed to a fuller understanding of it.  Development was 

depicted as incremental, primarily building on strengths, rather than addressing 

deficits, and thus reflecting a model of professional development (Starratt, 1993b) 

that cautions against focusing too much attention on identified weaknesses.  

Development was also related to the daily life of the principal in the mundane 

administration and learning activities of the school, and it was not always clear 

what factors became a catalyst for development.  Factors highlighted as important 

in professional and personal development included reflection on experience and 

practice, mentoring and formal study.  This finding reflects practice from a range of 

educational jurisdictions (Bush, 1998; Busher & Paxton, 1997; Caldwell et al., 

2003).  Therefore, development was seen by participants as a concept too complex 

to be solely dependent on appraisal, since meaningful professional and personal 

development requires a range of strategies to be effective. 
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Trust in process and in one another for perceptions of efficacy 

Whilst there is reference in the literature to the significance of trust for effective 

appraisals (Edwards, 2001; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001; Piggot-Irvine, 2003b), 

much more has been written about the impact of perceptions of mistrust in imposed 

performance management systems (Bottery, 2003; Codd, 1999; Naidu, 2001).  In 

the discussion of the third theoretical proposition trust was identified as vital for the 

achievement of principal development in the appraisal process, particularly since 

the process involves meaning-making and can be emotionally confronting. 

 

Principals needed to have confidence that the process would deliver meaningful 

development messages in a supportive context.  Principals also needed to be able to 

trust that the purpose of the appraisal was development and that any performance 

issues emerging from appraisal would not affect their contracts.  Moreover, there 

was trust in key players that they would follow through in their roles, according to 

the agreed procedures.  Trust has emerged as critical for effective schools 

(Hargreaves, 1994, 2003) and the findings of this study provide evidence that it is 

particularly important that there is trust both in the appraisal process and in the key 

players, if there are to be perceptions of efficacy in development outcomes. 

 

Appraisal can have outcomes that may distract from principal professional 

development 

This study found that appraisal can generate a number of non-development 

outcomes for schools.  Examples of such outcomes included improved school 

communication and better articulation of certain policies, improved procedures for 

dealing with conflict, and clarification of governance and management functions.  

Whilst these outcomes reflected issues that needed to be addressed, they did not 

necessarily result in professional development for the principal.  In dealing with 

these issues, key participants were in fact distracted at times from the principal 

development purpose of the appraisal.  In such circumstances the process tended to 

generate disappointment and frustration for principals. 

 

Such non-development outcomes have been referred to as “unintended 

consequences” of appraisal (Natriello, 1990) and reflect the fact that the process 
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takes place in an organisational context.  These outcomes are also a reminder that 

the principal works as part of a team (Marshall, 1995) and that appraisal needs to 

give “attention to a range of related institutional policies and processes” (Lonsdale, 

1998: 318).  This finding has provided greater awareness of an issue that has been 

mentioned, but not highlighted, in the literature. 

 

These eight statements explain some of the factors that led participants to have 

certain perceptions of efficacy of the appraisal process for principal development.  

The three theoretical propositions can, therefore, provide the basis for generating, 

implementing or evaluating a principal appraisal system so that it can lead to 

meaningful professional and personal development for the principal. 

 

GENERALISABILITY OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS 
 

The findings of the study reflect the experiences of 27 participants in Lutheran 

school principal appraisal, where principals have responsibility for schools through 

a local council and are part of a system.  Furthermore, these findings are based on 

an appraisal process using 360-degree survey methodology through an external 

agency to assist school councils and principals to achieve principal development.  

In addition, these findings represent the perceptions of principals and chairpersons, 

for whom this experience of appraisal was generally their first.   

 

As such, the findings are unique to these participants and in a traditional 

quantitative research sense they are not valid for other situations.  However, since 

theoretical propositions “function to interpret or explain and predict phenomena …. 

[and] … guide action in relation to phenomena” (Chenitz & Swanson, 1986: 4), 

these findings are likely to be of interest to others in a range of settings. 

 

The extent to which the findings of this study can be applied to other situations 

may be gauged by means of ‘user generalisability’, by which “readers themselves 

determine the extent to which the findings can be applied to their context” 

(Merriam, 2002: 29).  To assist the reader in making these generalisations and in 

constructing meaning for their own unique setting and situation, a ‘thick’ 

description of appraisal in Lutheran schools has been provided.  Furthermore, this 
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chapter provides a number of possible implications and applications of the 

findings.  In making comparisons with these findings, the reader could also regard 

them as possibilities (Perakyla, 1997) for practice in their context.  Consequently, 

although this study reports the experience of participants in a unique appraisal 

setting, its findings are of relevance for other educational jurisdictions and, indeed, 

other appraisal settings generally. 

 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS FOR THE 

THEORETICAL LITERATURE  
 

In the discussion of the findings of this study above, their relevance to the literature 

was noted.  Here, the specific contributions of the findings to the theoretical 

literature are emphasised.  These contributions are in developing a fuller 

understanding of the experience of principal appraisal and resultant outcomes, and 

the factors that influence principal development.  Moreover, these implications for 

the theoretical literature surrounding principal appraisal are also relevant for 

appraisal in other settings. 

 

Whilst there have been studies of the experience of teacher appraisal (Brown, 1998; 

Down et al., 2000; Down et al., 1999), the experience of principal appraisal has 

been identified as an area requiring further research (Dempster & Lindsay, 1999; 

Jennings & Lomas, 2003).  In addition, some principal appraisal studies have been 

in contexts where appraisal has been clearly part of performance management 

(Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001).  Participants in this study have been involved in a 

systematic appraisal process that had a development focus and have reflected on 

their experiences.  The sum of these experiences shows that there has been a wide 

variation of perceptions towards the efficacy of the process for development.  For 

these study participants, appraisal was a complex process of professional and 

personal evaluation that placed change in understanding of performance at the 

centre of the appraisal process.  In so doing, the importance of emotion, meaning-

making and trust during the appraisal process has been highlighted, as these 

concepts are also receiving increased attention in education generally (Beatty, 

2000; Bottery, 2003; Codd, 1999; Hargreaves, 1998).  Accordingly, the theoretical 

literature on appraisal may need to consider these concepts, for a more 
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comprehensive understanding of appraisal outcomes and the extent to which 

notions of efficacy of the process are affected by them. 

 

The findings from this study have also confirmed significant emphases in the 

literature in relation to professional development, especially the importance of 

individuals assuming responsibility for their own development (Starratt, 1993b; 

West-Burnham, 2001).  The consideration of the five perceptions of efficacy of the 

appraisal process contained in the second theoretical proposition indicated that the 

personal and professional development of each principal was an individual matter.  

In addition, it was evident that each principal learns in a unique way, building on 

personal strengths.  Accordingly, the findings suggest that no matter how good an 

appraisal process is, there should not be an expectation that it will deliver 

development to all principals on all occasions.  Appraisal was a catalyst for 

development when it facilitated ongoing reflection on experience and practice 

(Butler, 1996).  

 

Hence, it might be argued that if appraisal is to have a development function, then 

the literature on appraisal and professional development would benefit from greater 

synthesis.  An understanding of themes from the professional development 

literature could inform study of the development outcomes of the appraisal process.  

It is the linking of these two areas of the literature that represents a specific 

contribution of the study reported in this dissertation. 

 

In summary, this study has contributed to the theoretical literature by illuminating 

the experience of principal appraisal and its outcomes, particularly relating to the 

ongoing personal and professional development of principals.   

 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS FOR 

FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

In this section four areas for further research, identified from the findings of this 

study, are described.  These areas include exploring further the three theoretical 

propositions, investigating the implications of the principal career cycle for the 

appraisal process, identifying and understanding aspects of principal professional 
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development especially as it relates to reflection on experience, and probing 

differences in perception between council chairperson and principal. 

 

Firstly, the three theoretical propositions generated from the study provide a 

framework to explore more deeply the complexity of the appraisal process.  

Accordingly, research is required to investigate in more detail why some appraisal 

processes never go beyond receiving the report and why there is no supported 

development plan.  In this connection, a number of pertinent questions have been 

raised.  For example, what are the significant factors blocking the appraisal process 

advancing beyond a stage of receiving appraisal data to a stage of achieving 

development?  Were some of the four roles identified in the third theoretical 

proposition, namely principal, chairperson, school council and district director, 

more important than others in influencing perceptions of efficacy?  It would also be 

useful to map the perceptions of the efficacy of appraisal that were identified in the 

second proposition with participants’ progress through the various stages of the 

appraisal process and then relate these perceptions to the degree of effectiveness 

the key players demonstrated in their roles. 

 

Secondly, the findings indicated that the career cycle of the principal may have 

influenced perceptions of development efficacy.  Further research could, therefore, 

explore the extent to which the impact of appraisal is dependent on the stage that a 

principal is in the career cycle.  Are novice principals more likely to benefit from 

appraisal than experienced principals?  Furthermore, if novice principals benefit 

more from appraisal than experienced principals, how and in what ways do their 

respective development needs differ?   

 

Thirdly, there are issues relating to the nature of principal development that could 

be explored further.  As an example, principals in the study often identified 

reflection on practice as an important factor resulting in significant professional 

and personal development.  Further research could explore why it is that some 

principals are able to reflect on practice and use experience more productively for 

development than others.  Moreover, specific ways in which a principal’s 

development, as an outcome from appraisal, is evident in improved performance 

requires further investigation.  
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Finally, the study identified some differences in the perceptions of the principal and 

the council chairperson over the purpose of appraisal, with principals more 

consistently seeing it for development, whilst chairpersons are more inclined to 

highlight the accountability component.  It would be valuable to explore further, 

and understand more fully, reasons for this difference.  Indeed, do members of 

school councils and principals generally perceive educational and management 

issues differently?   

 

In summary, this study has generated a number of important questions relating to 

the appraisal process that warrant further research and consideration.   

 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS FOR 

POLICY AND PRACTICE 
 

The outcomes of this study of principal appraisal have direct implications for the 

policy for, and practice of, principal appraisal and development in Australian 

Lutheran schools.  A number of generalisations to other settings can also be made.  

These implications and generalisations are now discussed in turn. 

Implications for Lutheran Education Australia 

The study has four specific implications for LEA.  The implications include 

modifications that could be considered for PAD policy and procedures, challenges 

for Lutheran system authorities, responsibilities of schools councils and 

encouragement of principals to take the initiative for professional development. 

 

Modifications to PAD appraisal system 

These findings indicate that it would be valuable for LEA to review PAD policies 

and procedures in light of this study, and then rewrite the Manual so that the 

process can more fully achieve its development objectives.  Four areas have been 

identified for possible review, including the use of appraisal instruments beyond 

the PAD 360-degree survey, reflection on who is best placed to provide the data for 

the appraisal, consideration of the value and use of the open-ended written 

comments, and a more development-oriented approach during the appraisal 

process. 
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PAD’s use of 360-degree survey feedback as the only method for data gathering 

could be regarded as limiting the data available on which the principal can reflect.  

Other methods of data gathering that might be considered are self-appraisal, peer 

reflections, a portfolio and guided reflections with a small group.  In these ways, 

local context can be reflected more fully in the data gathering, and the data would 

be generated from multiple sources, thus enhancing the credibility of the appraisal 

messages.  Moreover, if the principal was involved more directly in the data 

gathering process, there would be much greater principal ownership of it.  

 

Secondly, the processes in PAD could also allow for the steering committee that 

manages the appraisal process at the local level to reflect more on who is best 

placed to provide meaningful and credible appraisal data for the principal.  The 

findings from this study indicate that principals found it difficult to accept data that 

had been generated from respondents who did not have an understanding of the 

actual role of the principal.  It was felt that only those who have frequent face to 

face contact with the principal are able to provide meaningful perceptions on 

performance.  Accordingly, these respondents will vary from school to school and 

in larger Lutheran schools, especially secondary schools, student and parent 

feedback on the performance of the principal may be problematic.  Greater 

attention could be given to identifying those who know best what the principal 

actually does and the findings of this study suggest that in the contemporary school 

there are few such people. 

 

Thirdly, consideration could be given to constructing the appraisal report so that it 

might focus more on areas of strength for the principal.  These areas not only build 

confidence for the principal to face confronting issues, but also become the basis on 

which to engage in a change process through development activities.  Appraisal’s 

contribution to development is in both providing affirmation that can be trusted, 

and in identifying development needs.  The open-ended written comments in PAD 

often contained critical and personal responses that tended to undermine the 

principal’s confidence and to detract from the more objective messages of the 

appraisal survey questions.  It is important then that respondents in an appraisal 

process know clearly through detailed instructions why the appraisal data are being 
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gathered and how they will be used.  Instructions for completing open-ended 

comment could also focus respondents on performance rather than personality or 

marginal issues. 

 

Finally, if the purpose of PAD is the professional and personal development of the 

principal, then consideration could be given to ensuring that procedures used in the 

process are more development-oriented.  Thus the steering committee could be 

reconstituted so that the principal convenes it and selects its membership.  The 

steps identified for the appraisal process could reflect the notion that appraisal for 

development needs to be seen as a complex process of change that is not completed 

until the development messages are integrated into the life of the principal and the 

school.  As a result, the emphasis in the process should be on the professional 

development plan to emerge from reflection on the appraisal data, rather than the 

appraisal report itself.  Furthermore, the appraisal process evaluation form might 

also reflect the development phases of the process, and not just simply the data 

gathering phase. 

 

In these four ways PAD processes in Lutheran schools could be modified to reflect 

the findings of this study that appraisal is a process with clearly defined stages and 

that key players have distinct roles that need to be fulfilled with trust in one another 

and in the process.  Consequently, PAD can more fully contribute towards the 

development of the principal by providing credible messages for personal and 

professional growth. 

 

Challenges for Lutheran system authorities 

This study also has implications for Lutheran system authorities, particularly for 

their responsibilities in supporting school governance, leadership development 

strategies and for the provision of principal professional development activities.  In 

the first place, school councils have a key role to play in Lutheran schools, being 

responsible for establishing mission and policy for the school, monitoring 

performance, and the appointment, support, development and monitoring of their 

chief executive, the principal.  This study suggests that not all councils are well 
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prepared for some of these responsibilities.  An implication of this study, therefore, 

is that system authorities need to give more attention to ensuring that school 

council members are more fully trained for their important responsibilities, 

particularly in working with their principals in support of development.   

 

Secondly, in fulfilling their responsibility for leadership development, the LEA and 

district Lutheran system authorities need to regard appraisal for development as 

only one strategy to develop leaders.  The findings of this study indicate that a 

principal’s ability to use experience is a critical factor in leadership development.  

Attention, therefore, could be given to assist principals use their professional 

experiences more productively through promoting strategies that encourage 

reflection on practice.  Mentoring was also identified as an effective way of 

promoting reflective practice, and it would also be prudent to encourage and 

develop mentoring arrangements amongst principals.  In these ways leadership 

development would receive its deserved emphasis and not simply be seen as 

appraisal-driven. 

 

Thirdly, as principals generate their professional development plans the system 

could determine areas of common professional development needs and provide 

appropriate development programs in response.  What are the areas where 

principals feel in most need of development?  How can the system ensure that 

principals have access to a wide range of professional development activities?  The 

data indicate that principals desired assistance in identifying appropriate 

development activities in response to identified needs.  In summary, these findings 

have significant implications for system authorities including their support for 

governance, and leadership development strategies and activities.  In these ways 

the appraisal process will more effectively advance through the six stages identified 

in the first theoretical proposition and perceptions of efficacy will be enhanced. 

 

Responsibilities of school councils 

Lutheran school councils have important responsibilities that include supporting 

the development of the principal, as well as being accountable for the school’s 
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performance.  The findings of this study have three implications for councils in 

carrying out both responsibilities.   

 

In the first place, councils could consider what policies they have in place to 

support the professional and personal development of the principal and how these 

policies are described in the governance handbook.  In addition, there is a need to 

consider budgeting appropriate resources for ongoing development of the principal.  

This important responsibility of school councils could figure more prominently on 

council agendas, especially in following up on agreed commitments arising from 

appraisal.  Trust also emerged in the study as a key factor in achieving perceptions 

of efficacy.  A supportive environment of trust is characterised by a culture of 

improvement where there is commitment to the personal and professional 

development of staff generally, and the principal in particular, with an overall focus 

on school improvement.  The school council has a responsibility to establish such a 

climate and maintain it. 

 

Secondly, school councils have significant legal, administrative and moral 

responsibilities to government, the Church, students, parents and the community.  

Moreover, operating in an environment of choice they need to be assured that the 

school is meeting the needs of its varied stakeholders.  Performance management 

and accountability are thus legitimate concerns of councils.  Consequently, school 

councils need access to appropriate instruments and strategies to evaluate school 

performance, review contracts, handle diminished performance and resolve 

conflict. 

 

Finally, this study has found that school councils tended to confuse these 

responsibilities of accountability and development when undertaking appraisal for 

development.  Therefore, whilst accountability is important and legitimate, it needs 

to be separated from support for the professional development of the principal 

through appraisal.  Whilst there may be an appraisal option to determine whether a 

contract should be renewed, it would need to be distinct from appraisal for 

development.  Since appraisal more likely leads to development when development 

is its sole purpose, there need to be other measures in place for these non-

development responsibilities.  The findings from this study indicate that the two 
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functions were easily confused, which thwarted the appraisal process from 

advancing into the development phase.  Development of the principal and 

accountability for the performance of the school represent important 

responsibilities for Lutheran school councils, and need to be both kept separate and 

attended to thoroughly. 

 

Encouragement of principals to take the initiative for their professional 

development 

The findings of this study have implications for principals in Lutheran schools, 

both individually and as a professional group.  Despite important roles to be played 

by other key participants, the study has found that each principal should take the 

initiative and be the active agent in the change process that is at the heart of the 

appraisal process.  Hence, the principal needs to be pro-active in working with 

either a support group or a mentor to use the appraisal process more productively 

for professional and personal development.  The study found that some principals 

did not achieve a positive development outcome because the council did not follow 

though with its responsibilities.  Principals could take more initiative to encourage 

councils to fulfil their responsibilities.  Principals could also consider ensuring that 

they have appropriate support in listening to appraisal messages, especially those 

that are confronting.  The findings indicate that their responses in such 

circumstances can determine their perceptions of the efficacy of the process. 

 

Secondly, these findings have implications for Lutheran school principals as a 

professional group.  In particular, since the principal needs to have greater 

ownership of the appraisal process if it is to achieve its development outcomes, 

appraisal should not be seen as something that the system is doing to its principals.  

Furthermore, the literature highlights the importance of professional accountability 

(Kleinhenz et al., 2001; Piggot-Irvine, 2003b).  Accordingly, an implication may be 

for Lutheran principals to form a professional association to take greater 

professional responsibility for PAD, rather than simply seeing it as a system 

strategy.  Such an association could also take the initiative in fostering peer support 

networks and mentoring amongst principals.  In these ways principals in Lutheran 

schools, both individually and as a profession, can ensure that PAD truly becomes 

appraisal for development with greater perceptions of efficacy of the process. 
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Implications of the research findings for other appraisal systems 

In this section, the applicability of the findings of this study for other educational 

jurisdictions and other appraisal settings is discussed.  Using the concept of ‘user 

generalisability’, as explained earlier in this chapter, many of the implications 

identified for Lutheran schools will also be applicable to practice in other settings.  

In general, these findings affirm the complexity of the appraisal process, no matter 

what setting, as a staged process of change involving meaning-making.  As a guide 

to using the findings from this study to evaluate appraisal systems in other settings 

the following key questions are posed as exemplars: 

• Does the development purpose have priority in the process?     

• Does the data gathering process reflect the role of the appraisee?   

• Are the appraisal respondents appropriately placed to provide meaningful data 

on the performance of the appraisee? 

• To what extent does the appraisee have ownership and management of the 

process? 

• When does the appraisal process conclude and who decides when it has 

concluded? 

• How does the appraisal process relate to the ongoing professional and personal 

learning of the appraisee? 

• What follow-up processes are in place to ensure that the appraisal findings 

become integrated into the working life of the appraisee? 

 

Furthermore, those involved in appraising need to think clearly through how the 

concepts of appraisal, development and accountability are related, and what these 

concepts mean in their situations.  These concepts are important and legitimate, and 

should be separated and recognised in any employment context. 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

This study, “Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran 

schools”, has sought to understand the experience of principal appraisal in Lutheran 

schools.  The perceptions that principals and council chairpersons have of the 

process have been used to identify a number of issues that need to be considered if 

principal appraisal is to lead to meaningful professional and personal development.  
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The factors that emerged as being influential for perceptions of principal appraisal 

efficacy include the importance of a development purpose, an appraisal process that 

generates credible messages, appraisal as a complex process of change involving 

meaning-making, the importance of the principal taking the initiative in the 

process, a supportive and improvement-oriented environment, an understanding of 

the nature of principal professional development and trust in one another and in the 

process being used. 

 

The literature review identified a gap in the understanding of the general 

experience and long-term influence of appraisal on principal development.  This 

study has made a particular contribution in these two areas.  As a result of what has 

been found in relation to the factors that lead to perceptions of development 

efficacy, a number of characteristics for a sound framework for principal appraisal 

have been identified.  These factors may be used to undergird any appraisal system 

that seeks to generate development of the principal. 

 

The findings of this study are instructive for principal appraisal to be a satisfying 

and worthwhile process that enables principals to develop the skills and capabilities 

needed to fulfil their important responsibilities as effectively as possible.  Appraisal 

needs to be a confidence building process so that the principal can look back and 

feel that the process “encouraged me to take a few more risks than before … to be 

my own person” (principal #4).  Such an outcome may provide support and 

encouragement for others to take up the opportunities that being a principal offers 

in making a difference in the lives of children and the community.  Since “feedback 

is the breakfast of champions” (Blanchard & Lorber, 1983: 59), the feedback that is 

at the heart of development appraisal can bring empowerment and fulfilment to 

principals and those whom they serve. 
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Appendix A – LEA Evaluation Form 
 

EVALUATION FORM 
 
Please copy this form, complete it and mail/fax it to:  The National Director for Lutheran Schools 
197 ARCHER STREET, NORTH ADELAIDE, SA 5006 
FAX: 08 8267 7320 
 
NAME OF SCHOOL…………………………………………………………………..……………… 
 
THE MANUAL 
  1.  Do you have any suggestions for improvements? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………….…………………………………………………………..… 
GETTING STARTED 
  2.  How helpful and timely was the information you received about the appraisal process? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
  3.  Was the School Council adequately prepared? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….….. 
  4.  How satisfactory were the initial discussions between the Chair/nominee and the 
Principal? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………….…….. 
IMPLEMENTATION 
  5.  How helpful was the CLME consultant? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….……
…………………………………………………………………………………………………….………
………………………………………………………………………………………………….………… 
  6.  How efficient was the conduct of the 360-degree survey? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
  7.  How effective was the report? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
FOLLOW-UP 
  8.  How useful was the development of the action plan? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………….……….. 
  9.  Was external support necessary (eg District Director) and how helpful was it? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………...… 
OVERALL RATING. 
  10.  Please rate the usefulness of the process overall on the five point scale below. 

     1          2               3                 4              5 
Very poor Poor Satisfactory Good Very good 

 
OTHER GENERAL COMMENTS 
  11.  Please include here any other general comments about the process that you would like 
to make. 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………..…….
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Appendix B.1 Interview Guide: GROUP 
 

INTERVIEW GUIDE: GROUP 
 

FOCUS OF INQUIRY 
The central research question is: 
 
What are principal and governing council chairperson perceptions of the efficacy of 
principal appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran schools? 
 
To explore this research question the experiences of principals and governing 
chairpersons are informed by the following guiding questions: 
• What meanings did the principal and chairperson individually attach to the 

appraisal process as they embarked on it? 
•  How did this meaning that principal and chairperson had about principal 

appraisal change during the process? 
• What were the effects of any changes to the meaning attached to the appraisal 

process? 
• What actions consequent on the completion of the appraisal process did the 

principal experience personally and professionally?  
• What do the principal and chairperson individually understand by an effective 

appraisal process? 
 
CONCEPTS 
Appraisal, change, development, process, anxiety, meaning, council, effects, effective 
 
SEQUENCE – with broad questions for each section – selection to be made as 
appropriate and as necessary 
 
1. Embarking on the process 

• What did you expect to be the outcomes of the appraisal process? 
• What was your understanding of the appraisal process as it began? 
• Did you sense that your understanding of the interview process was shared?  If 

not in what ways were there different meanings and understandings? 
• What does this understanding say about your assumptions and beliefs about 

appraisal? 
• How did the appraisal process begin for your school community? 
• What was the appraisal initialed? 
 

2. The process 
• Take me through some significant events or experiences which were part of the 

process 
• What feelings did you experience during the process? 
• What were the influences on your feelings during the appraisal process? 
• How did your understanding of appraisal change during the appraisal process? 
• How much control did you feel that you had over the process? 
• What were the results of these changes? 
 

3. Results 
• What personal changes have you experienced as a result of the appraisal? 
• What professional changes have you experienced as a result of the appraisal?  
• What kind of differences have you noticed around the school or in your 

relationship as a result of appraisal? 
• How could the appraisal process have been more effective? 
• In your view when did the process end? 
 

4. Meaning 
• What do you think about principal appraisal? 
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• How do you now feel about the process? 
• What advice would you give a principal colleague about to undergo appraisal? 
• What significance does it have for you in your personal development? 
• What significance does it have for you in your professional development? 
 

5. Effective appraisal 
• What would you tell another principal about how to get the most out of appraisal? 
• How do you understand an effective appraisal? 
• What factors do you think most facilitate an effective appraisal? 
• What factors most inhibit an effective appraisal? 
• In what ways do you think the appraisal process could be improved 

 
PROBES 

• Walk me through what happened during this experience 
• Could you explore that further 
• What do you think 
• How might 
• In what ways 
 

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 
• Welcome and thank you for your time 
• The purpose of the study and its importance 
• Permission to record with opportunity for you to have tape recorder turned off 
• Assurance of confidentiality and anonymity in the report 
 

CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
• Opportunity for participant to make final comment or add anything further 
• Restatement of participant’s right to withdraw any comments and reassurance of 

confidentiality 
• Arrangements for participant to check transcript 
• Thank you for participation 
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Appendix B.2 Interview Guide: INDIVIDUAL 
 

INTERVIEW GUIDE: INDIVIDUAL  
 

 
FOCUS OF INQUIRY 

The central research question is: 
 
What are principal and governing council chairperson perceptions of the efficacy of 
principal appraisal processes in Australian Lutheran schools? 
 
To explore this research question the experiences of principals and governing 
chairpersons are informed by the following guiding questions: 
• What meanings did the principal and chairperson individually attach to the 

appraisal process as they embarked on it? 
• How did this meaning that principal and chairperson had about principal appraisal 

change during the process? 
• What were the effects of any changes to the meaning attached to the appraisal 

process? 
• What actions consequent on the completion of the appraisal process did the 

principal experience personally and professionally?  
• What do the principal and chairperson individually understand by an effective 

appraisal process? 
 
CONCEPTS 
Appraisal, change, development, process, positive, anxiety, meaning, council, effects, 
effective 
 
SEQUENCE – with broad questions for each section 
 
1. Embarking on the process 

• What did you expect to be the outcomes of the appraisal process? 
• What was your understanding of the appraisal process as it began? 
• How did the appraisal process begin for your school community? 

 
2. The process 

• Take me through some significant events or experiences which were part of the 
process 

• What feelings did you experience during the process? 
• What were the influences on your feelings during the appraisal process? 
• How did your understanding of appraisal change during the appraisal process? 
• What were the results of these changes? 

 
3. Results 

• What personal changes have you experienced as a result of the appraisal? 
• What professional changes have you experienced as a result of the appraisal?  
• What kind of differences have you noticed around the school or in your 

relationship as a result of appraisal? 
• How could the appraisal process have been  more effective? 
• In your view when did the process end? 

 
4. Meaning 

• What do you think about principal appraisal? 
• How do you now feel about the process? 
• What significance does it have for you in your personal development? 
• What significance does it have for you in your professional development? 

 
5. Effective appraisal 
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• What would you tell another principal about how to get the most out of appraisal? 
• How do you understand an effective appraisal? 
• What factors do you think most facilitate an effective appraisal? 
• What factors most inhibit an effective appraisal? 
• In what ways do you think the appraisal process could be improved 
 

PROBES 
• Walk me through what happened during this experience 
• Could you explore that further 
• What do you think 
• How might 
• In what ways 
 

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 
• Welcome and thank you for your time 
• The purpose of the study and its importance 
• Permission to record with opportunity for you to have tape recorder turned off 
• Assurance of confidentiality and anonymity in the report 
 

CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
• Opportunity for participant to make final comment or add anything further 
• Restatement of participant’s right to withdraw any comments and reassurance of 

confidentiality 
• Arrangements for participant to check transcript 
• Thank you for participation 
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Appendix C.1 Example of Transcript : GROUP 
 
Focus Group Interview 2     
FAC = Facilitator;  RES #1 = Respondent #1; RES #2 = Respondent #2, etc  
[Edited to preserve confidentiality of interviewee] 
 
FAC:  I was just going to say, is it possible that you are making those changes, but that other 
people don’t pick it up that quickly? 
 
RES #1:  umm, no, other people have picked it up because they have told me. So, it comes 
from the appraisal because of the principles of the process  ??? 
 
FAC:  OK, when did the appraisal, [name], in your view, when did the appraisal, that’s, when 
was the appraisal over? 
 
RES #5:  It’s not, it’s an ongoing thing.  ????? 
 
RES #2:  Same with ours.  I’m. umm.  We did ours in November 2000 and umm, part of the 
strategic plan on the appraisal was I think in two years time, to do another appraisal with 
similar questions and monitor the changes. 
 
FAC:  That’s an interesting one, do you guys, when did your appraisals end? 
 
RES #3:  Yeah, umm, when.  Not when that was first said, but when the executive summary 
was given to the council, and those statements were made ,.. that was absolutely the end. 
 
RES #4:  That would have been the end for us too. 
 
RES #5:  Actually when, when it came to council. Council actually, I was that surprised, 
because it actually came from one of the council members and actually moved a motion. At 
the end the day they recognised the value of the principal, a very nice word of course???, and 
umm, and umm, and promised and reaffirmed their continued support in his further 
development and so I, I really felt that council did take ownership of the whole thing because 
sometimes you wonder ??? but they really did, and, err, they still do. 
 
RES #2:  and we had a similar situation, a, a long, a very long statement in our council 
meeting in support of the principal and, and through the ?? 
 
RES #1:  Can I just ask a question?  Your question was when did the appraisal process finish.  
Are you asking as a corporate body, are you asking personal, because I think I have different 
answers.  If things stick in your mind ???, like if [name] had said ??? there are some issue 
and they are in the back of your mind and they are there all the time, well has the appraisal 
finished or ended with the council.  What is the question? 
 
FAC:  The question was in your view, and so I guess I’m asking from the council’s point of 
view and ask you about your point of view, when did you feel the appraisal finished? And I 
guess what I’m hearing is umm, in a couple of cases (38.56) as far as my council is 
concerned, it ended at this point????? but from others no, council saw it as something 
that????? is ongoing ??????? 
 
RES #6:  Yeah, I, well as I mentioned we’ve tackled it at a couple of levels.  Mine is saying 
OK, rather than spend, you can only do so much, so rather than spend an inordinate amount 
of energy in trying to address a personality trait, perhaps that energy would be better off 
working to the strengths and therefore will commit to some other way of meeting the school’s 
deficit, or meeting the principal’s deficit by supporting the principal in the school in some other 
way.  But, so that’s an ongoing thing.  Umm, but then you know there were perhaps a couple 
of areas where I felt that I could work on, council asked me to report back on that.  And that’s 
probably, say, for the next twelve months, but that’s come and gone and there hasn’t really 
been a position, either council or myself to actually revisit and say let’s go, let’s go further.  
Not a priority... 
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Appendix C.2 Example of Transcript : INDIVIDUAL 
 
Individual Interview  #3   
INT = Interviewer;   RES = Respondent  
[Edited to preserve confidentiality of interviewee] 
 
INT:  Did the appraisal sort of put in your mind an agenda, [yeah] it sharpened or focussed 
the agenda?  
 
RES: Yes, it focussed the agenda and it focussed the things that I was, that I was going to 
look for in the professional development that I wanted to do.  
 
INT: Okay.  But council really has not said: ‘Look really this is, this is what we undertook to do 
and ..?’  
 
RES: No, no now there’s, there is I can give reasons why I think that has occurred.  
 
INT: Well you said the building? 
 
RES: One of them, one, one, one was the building [yeah] and that was big for us. There were 
two buildings.  We built 1.2 and a half million, so that was a big event, um and I guess the 
other thing simply is that our school council chair here has actually retired as chair at the 
December meeting. [okay] Um, he was the [state company] manager – he became over the 
last three years.  He took on Northern Territory and then he took on New South Wales. Then 
he really, I think got tired and it is, certainly the last six months of his council time, I was 
probably … holding him up. [yes] Um, and I think that he would admit that was fairer, rather 
than him really having his fingers on what was happening [okay]. 
 
INT: How do you feel about what has happened with that development?  
 
RES: I guess, as I said in this room with you, I think we should have been sharper with it and 
we should’ve probably held it on the agenda more.  Um, but having said that, I think, I guess 
and it is one thing I think about with doing appraisals with staff, is to my mind the outcomes of 
professional development from appraisal needs to become integrated into the working life of 
the person who has been appraised. [yes] I like the, the model that [person’s name] will talk 
about of [the Butler model] the, the Butler model [reflective] reflective practice in the two 
domains and the two aspects of within the two domains. I think that’s a, that’s a very good 
model and if we can, if any. I’ll start again, my belief is that any appraisal process is 
successful when it causes ongoing reflection similar to that model in an individual professional 
model. 
 
INT: And who has responsibility for doing that? 
 
RES: I guess there are multiple responsibilities, as there is no one responsibility. I think 
ultimately the responsibility is a professional responsibility, that an individual takes on [hmm] 
um and I guess I really see it as more of a state of mind than as a responsibility. [right] But 
having said that, um, with all the idealism that one can have, um, [yes] there comes the time 
when there has to be a responsibility which is at school council level, [hmm] and then there’s 
the district level, [hmm] then the national level, [hmm, hmm] if necessary um which is the 
current structure.  
 
INT: I do suggest that we explore that further in terms of, and  I liked the phrase ‘the state of 
mind’, [hmm] but then you write the idealist.  This idealism, [hmm, hmm] but in reality [hmm] 
and you mentioned the two that are closest at hand [hmm] the district and the council.  Ah, 
and I guess the jogging if you like, [hmm] the jogging, or that perhaps is a better word than 
monitoring, [hmm] um who, who do you think ought to do it?  Is in the best place to do that out 
of district and council? 
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Appendix D Letter of Support [from state director] 
 

[Edited to preserve confidentiality] 
 

LETTER OF SUPPORT 
 

 
EFFECTIVE APPRAISAL OF PRINCIPALS: TOWARDS A FRAMEWORK 

[now entitled Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools]

 
 
I give my approval for those principals and council chairpersons from our region/district, who 
are selected in the sampling process, to participate in the research being conducted by 
Adrienne Jericho under the supervision of  ... .  I understand that this study is being 
conducted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the researcher’s Ed.D. 
 
I am aware that the study will focus on principal appraisal in Australian Lutheran schools and 
that it will explore the experience of principals and chairpersons of governing councils of the 
appraisal process and how they define and interpret it. As such it will provide benefits to 
schools in Lutheran Education Australia and assist us in the development of performance 
management policy and practice. 
 
I also understand that the study has been reviewed and cleared by the Human Research 
Ethics Committee of Griffith University and that all participants may contact the University if 
they have any concerns or questions about their participation in this study. 
 
My decision to give this approval is based on the details provided in the information 
statement, a copy of which I have retained. I have had all questions answered to my 
satisfaction and I commend involvement in the study. 
 
Signature: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
…………………………………                                              .…………………….    
District Director                                                                                 Date 
 
 

 207



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
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Appendix E.1 Letter Inviting Participation : FOCUS GROUP 
 

[Edited to preserve confidentiality] 
 

[Contact details] 
 
Dear  
 

Research on principal appraisal 
 
I am a currently conducting research as part of a dissertation for an Education Doctorate 
through Griffith University in Brisbane.  I am investigating the experience of principal appraisal 
in Australian Lutheran schools.  My research has the approval of the Board for Lutheran 
Education Australia and ethical approval from the university.  I recently contacted the district 
director who has responsibility for your school to ascertain where appraisals have been 
conducted and this research also has his approval. 
 
My dissertation, entitled "Appraisal of principals : towards an effective framework” [now 
entitled Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools], will 
focus on how principals and chairpersons of governing councils of Australian Lutheran 
schools define and interpret effective principal appraisal. This research will form the basis for 
my doctoral dissertation and I would be happy to share the findings with you after the study is 
completed.  I would also like to report aspects of it in academic journals and particularly to the 
Board for Lutheran Education Australia so that appraisal can be more effective in Lutheran 
schools. 
 
I would like to invite you to be a participant in the research by being part of the focus group 
interview process.  It is expected that the focus group interviews will take about two hours.  All 
interviews will be held at a mutually agreed place and time.  The interview will provide you 
with an opportunity to share your experience of the appraisal process and what it has meant 
for you. If you agree, I would like to audiotape the interview.  A written transcript will be 
prepared for you to read, amend and approve. 
 
I must emphasise that your involvement in this research would be entirely voluntary and you 
would be free to withdraw at any point.  However, your participation would provide useful 
information about principal appraisal and how it can be more effective.  It would extend 
understanding of the impact of, and issues surrounding, principal appraisal. Furthermore, by 
participating in this research you would be contributing to a better understanding of leadership 
development in Australian Lutheran schools. 
 
If you are willing and available to participate in this research I will provide you with an 
information sheet detailing the nature of the research, the procedures involved and the areas 
we might cover in the interview.  In the meantime, if you have any questions or would like 
additional information to assist you in reaching a preliminary decision about participation, do 
not hesitate to email me at  … or contact my supervisor ...  
 
I will contact you in the next two weeks to determine whether you wish to be part of this 
project.  At that time I will inform you whether you have been selected for either the group or 
individual interview. 
 
Sincerely yours 
 
 
 
 
Adrienne Jericho 
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Appendix E.2 Letter Inviting Participation : INDIVIDUAL 
 

[Edited to preserve confidentiality] 
 

[Contact details] 
 

 
Dear  
 

Research on principal appraisal 
 
I am a presently conducting research as part of a dissertation for an Education Doctorate 
through Griffith University in Brisbane.  I am investigating the experience of principal appraisal 
in Australian Lutheran schools.  My research has the approval of the Board for Lutheran 
Education Australia and ethical approval from the university.  I recently contacted the district 
director who has responsibility for your school to ascertain where appraisals have been 
conducted and this research also has his approval. 
 
My dissertation, entitled "Appraisal of principals : towards an effective framework” [now 
entitled Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools], will 
focus on how principals and chairpersons of governing councils of Australian Lutheran 
schools define and interpret effective principal appraisal. This research will form the basis for 
my doctoral dissertation and I would be happy to share the findings with you after the 
research is completed.  I would also like to report aspects of it in academic journals and 
particularly to the Board for Lutheran Education Australia so that appraisal can be more 
effective in Lutheran schools. 
 
I would like to invite you to be a participant in the research by being part of the interview 
process. It is expected that the individual interviews will take about an hour.  All interviews will 
be held at a mutually agreed place and time.  The interview will provide you with an 
opportunity to share your experience of the appraisal process and what it has meant for you. 
If you agree, I would like to audiotape the interview.  A written transcript will be prepared for 
you to read, amend and approve.  In addition I would like to examine the appraisal report and 
minutes of the school council that pertain to the appraisal process. 
 
I must emphasise that your involvement in this research would be entirely voluntary and you 
would be free to withdraw at any point.  However, your participation would provide useful 
information about principal appraisal and how it can be more effective.  It would extend 
understanding of the impact of, and issues surrounding, principal appraisal. Furthermore, by 
participating in this research you would be contributing to a better understanding of leadership 
development in Australian Lutheran schools. 
 
If you are willing and available to participate in this research I will provide you with an 
information sheet detailing the nature of the research, the procedures involved and the areas 
we might cover in the interview.  In the meantime, if you have any questions or would like 
additional information to assist you in reaching a preliminary decision about participation, do 
not hesitate to email me at  … or contact my supervisor ...  
 
I will contact you in the next two weeks to determine whether you wish to be part of this 
project.  At that time I will inform you whether you have been selected for either the group or 
individual interview. 
 
Sincerely yours 
 
 
 
 
Adrienne Jericho 
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Appendix F.1 Information Sheet : FOCUS GROUP 
         

[Edited to preserve confidentiality] 
 
 

INFORMATION SHEET – Focus Group  
(To be retained by the participant) 

 

APPRAISAL OF PRINCIPALS : TOWARDS AN EFFECTIVE FRAMEWORK 
[now entitled Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools]
 

Chief Investigator:   … 
 
Researcher:           …  
 
 
Thank you for considering my request to participate in this research study.  This 
information sheet describes the nature and conduct of the study and should assist you 
in making an informed decision about your involvement. 
 
The proposed study will investigate principal and council chairperson perceptions of 
the efficacy of principal appraisal in Australian Lutheran schools.  It will seek to 
understand what changes the principal experienced personally and professionally 
during and after the process, and what the principal and council chairperson 
individually understand by an effective appraisal process.  It is being conducted in 
partial fulfilment of the researcher’s Education Doctorate at Griffith University, 
Queensland. 
 
As a participant you will be asked to take part in a focus group interview which will last 
about two hours. There will be five to seven others in the group, which will be 
facilitated by an independent moderator.  This will provide you with an opportunity to 
share your experience of the appraisal process and what it has meant for you, and to 
react to the responses of others. An assistant will also be present to audiotape the 
interview and to make notes to assist in the transcription of what is said.  A written 
transcript of what you said will be prepared for you to read, amend and approve.  A 
condition of your participation in the group discussion will be giving an undertaking to 
keep all group discussions confidential. 
 
Data from the interviews and document analysis will be analysed to develop theoretical 
propositions about principal appraisal as experienced in Australian Lutheran schools.  
These propositions will then be examined to understand their implications for the 
theory, policy and practice of principal appraisal. 
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Your participation will provide useful information about principal appraisal and how it 
can be more effective.  It would extend understanding of the impact of, and issues 
surrounding, principal appraisal. Furthermore, by participating in this research you 
would be contributing to a better understanding of leadership development in 
Australian Lutheran schools.   
 
There are no foreseeable risks associated with this study.  The principal benefit is in 
contributing to academic and practical knowledge about principal appraisal.  
Participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you may terminate your involvement 
at any time without penalty. Furthermore, although the questions are quite general, you 
may decline discussing any issues with which you are not comfortable. All information 
you provide will be treated confidentially and neither you nor the school will be 
identified by name in the dissertation or any other publication resulting from this 
study.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about any aspect of the study, you may contact 
the chief investigator or the researcher at the contact addresses provided. In addition, 
Griffith University requires that I inform all participants that if they have any complaints 
concerning the manner in which a research project is conducted they can contact …  
 
Thank you for your interest in and assistance with this research study.  As soon as the 
dissertation is completed I will provide you with a summary of the findings. 
 
 
 
Adrienne Jericho  

Researcher                                  

 

25th October 2002 
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Appendix F.2 Information Sheet : INDIVIDUAL 
 

[Edited to preserve confidentiality] 
 

 

INFORMATION SHEET – Individual 
(To be retained by the participant) 

 

APPRAISAL OF PRINCIPALS : TOWARDS AN EFFECTIVE FRAMEWORK 
[now entitled Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools]
 

Chief Investigator:   … 
 
Researcher:            …  
 
 
Thank you for considering my request to participate in this research study.  This 
information sheet describes the nature and conduct of the study and should assist you 
in making an informed decision about your involvement. 
 
The proposed study will investigate principal and council chairperson perceptions of 
the efficacy of principal appraisal in Australian Lutheran schools.  It will seek to 
understand what changes the principal experienced personally and professionally 
during and after the process, and what principal and council chairperson individually 
understand by an effective appraisal process.  It is being conducted in partial fulfilment 
of the researcher’s Education Doctorate at Griffith University, Queensland. 
 
As a participant you will be asked to take part in an interview which will last about an 
hour.  This will provide you with an opportunity to share your experience of the 
appraisal process and what it has meant for you.  If you agree, I would like to audiotape 
the interview.  A written transcript will be prepared for you to read, amend and approve.  
 
In addition I would like to examine the appraisal report and minutes of the school 
council that pertain to the appraisal process.  These written reports will be analysed to 
further understand the experience of the appraisal process.  
 
Data from the interviews and document analysis will be analysed to develop theoretical 
propositions about principal appraisal as experienced in Australian Lutheran schools.  
These propositions will then be examined to understand their implications for the 
theory, policy and practice of principal appraisal. 
 
Your participation will provide useful information about principal appraisal and how it 
can be more effective.  It would extend understanding of the impact of, and issues 
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surrounding, principal appraisal. Furthermore, by participating in this research you 
would be contributing to a better understanding of leadership development in 
Australian Lutheran schools.   
 
There are no foreseeable risks associated with this study.  The principal benefit is in 
contributing to academic and practical knowledge about principal appraisal.  
Participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you may terminate your involvement 
at any time without penalty. Furthermore, although the questions are quite general, you 
may decline discussing any issues with which you are not comfortable. All information 
you provide will be treated confidentially and neither you nor the school will be 
identified by name in the dissertation or any other publication resulting from this 
study.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about any aspect of the study, you may contact 
the chief investigator or the researcher at the contact addresses provided. In addition, 
Griffith University requires that I inform all participants that if they have any complaints 
concerning the manner in which a research project is conducted they can contact …  
 
Thank you for your interest in and assistance with this research study.  As soon as the 
dissertation is completed I will provide you with a summary of the findings. 
 
 
Adrienne Jericho 
Researcher                                     
 
 
14th January 2003 
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Appendix G.1 Consent Form : FOCUS GROUP 
 

[Edited to preserve confidentiality] 
 
 

CONSENT FORM – Focus Group 
(To be retained by the researcher) 

 
 

APPRAISAL OF PRINCIPALS : TOWARDS AN EFFECTIVE FRAMEWORK 
[now entitled Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools]

 
 
I agree to participate in the research being conducted by …   I understand that this study is 
being conducted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the researcher’s Ed.D. My 
decision to participate is based on the details provided in the information sheet, which was 
provided to me.   
 
I am aware that the study will focus on principal appraisal in Australian Lutheran schools and 
that it will explore the experience of principals and chairpersons of governing councils of the 
appraisal process and how they define and interpret it.  As a participant I realise that I will 
participate in a focus group interview, which will take approximately two hours.  A transcript of 
what I say in the interview will be returned to me for verification and I will be free to modify, 
delete or add to it as I wish.  I undertake to maintain the confidentiality of all that is said in the 
group interview and discussion. 
 
It is my understanding that the information I provide will be held in confidence and neither my 
school nor I will be identified in the dissertation nor any subsequent publication associated 
with it. I also understand that the study has been reviewed and cleared by the Human 
Research Ethics Committee of Griffith University and that I may contact the University if I 
have any concerns or questions about my participation in this study. 
 
I have read the information sheet and the consent form.  I agree to participate in the research 
study entitled, “Appraisal of principals : towards an effective framework” [now entitled 
Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools]. I understand 
that the study will be carried out as described in the information statement, a copy of which I 
have retained.  I realise that whether or not I decide to participate is my decision and that 
refusal to participate will involve no penalty.  I also realise that I can withdraw from the study 
at any time and that I do not have to give any reasons for withdrawing.  I have had all 
questions answered to my satisfaction. 
 
Signatures: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
…………………………………                                                    .…………………….    
Participant                                                                                 Date 
 
 
 
 
………………………………….                                                  ………………………. 
Investigator                                                                               Date 
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Appendix G.2 Consent Form : INDIVIDUAL 
 

[Edited to preserve confidentiality] 
 
 

CONSENT FORM – Individual 
(To be retained by the researcher) 

 
 

APPRAISAL OF PRINCIPALS : TOWARDS AN EFFECTIVE FRAMEWORK 
[now entitled Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools]

 
 
I agree to participate in the research being conducted by …  I understand that this study is 
being conducted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the researcher’s Ed.D. My 
decision to participate is based on the details provided in the information sheet, which was 
provided to me.   
 
I am aware that the study will focus on principal appraisal in Australian Lutheran schools and 
that it will explore the experience of principals and chairpersons of governing councils of the 
appraisal process and how they define and interpret it.  As a participant I realise that I will 
participate in an individual interview, which will take approximately one hour.  A transcript of 
the interview will be returned to me for verification and I will be free to modify, delete or add to 
it as I wish.  I will also make available to the researcher a copy of the appraisal report and 
minutes of the school council that pertain to the process.  I expect to receive a copy of the 
study’s summary of findings when it is completed. 
 
It is my understanding that the information I provide will be held in confidence and neither my 
school nor I will be identified in the dissertation nor any subsequent publication associated 
with it. I also understand that the study has been reviewed and cleared by the Human 
Research Ethics Committee of Griffith University and that I may contact the University if I 
have any concerns or questions about my participation in this study. 
 
I have read the information sheet and the consent form.  I agree to participate in the research 
study entitled, “Appraisal of principals : towards an effective framework” [now entitled 
Perceptions of principal appraisal: experience in Australian Lutheran schools]. I understand 
that the study will be carried out as described in the information statement, a copy of which I 
have retained.  I realise that whether or not I decide to participate is my decision and that 
refusal to participate will involve no penalty.  I also realise that I can withdraw from the study 
at any time and that I do not have to give any reasons for withdrawing.  I have had all 
questions answered to my satisfaction. 
 
Signatures: 
 
 
 
 
…………………………………                                               .…………………….    
Participant                                                                                  Date 
 
 
………………………………….                                             ………………………. 
Investigator                                                                                Date 
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220 Appendix H Example of Open Coding 
 
Individual Interview #3        INT = Interviewer     RES = Respondent       [Edited to preserve confidentiality of interview] 
 
 

RES:   … I can give reasons why I think that has occurred [development not followed through] 
 
INT: Well you said the building? 
 
RES: One of them, one, one, one was the building [yeah] and that was big for us. There were two buildings.  We 
built 1.2 and a half million so that was a big event um and I guess the other thing simply is that our school council chair 
here has actually retired as chair at the December meeting. [okay] Um, he was the [state company] manager - he 
became over the last three years.  He took on Northern Territory and then he took on New South Wales. Then he 
really, I think got tired and it is, certainly the last six months of his council time, I was probably …  holding him up. 
[yes] Um, and I think that he would admit that was fairer, rather than him really having his fingers on what was 
happening [okay]. 
 
INT: How do you feel about what has happened with that development?  
 
RES: I guess, as I said in this room with you, I think we should have been sharper with it and we should’ve probably 
held it on the agenda more.  Um, but having said that, I think, I guess and it is one thing I think about with doing 
appraisals with staff, is to my mind the outcomes of professional development from appraisal needs to become 
integrated into the working life of the person who has been appraised. [yes] I like the, the model that [person’s 
name] will talk about of [the Butler model] the, the Butler model [reflective] reflective practice in the two domains and 
the two aspects of within the two domains. I think that’s a, that’s a very good model and if we can, if any. I’ll start again, 
my belief is that any appraisal process is successful when it causes ongoing reflection similar to that model in an 
individual professional model. 
 
INT: And who has responsibility for doing that? 
 
RES: I guess there are multiple responsibilities, as there is no one responsibility. I think ultimately the 
responsibility is a professional responsibility, that an individual takes on [hmm] um and I guess I really see it as more of 
a state of mind than as a responsibility. [right] But having said that, um, with all the idealism that one can have, um, 
[yes] there comes the time when there has to be a responsibility which is at school council level, [hmm] and then 
there’s the district level, [hmm] then the national level, [hmm, hmm] if necessary um which is the current structure.  

 
follow- up to appraisal 
 
 
diversion 
 
 
council leadership 
 
 
 
 
 
focussed agenda 
 
integrating development 
 
reflective practice 
 
 
 
 
responsibilities for development 
 
awareness 
 
multiple responsibilities 

 
Bolded and underlined phrases represent underlining made in text during coding. Words in right-hand column represent initial concepts
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Appendix I.1 Substantive concepts – initial definitions 
 
 

SUBSTANTIVE CONCEPTS  (April 5 2003) 
 
The 22 substantive concepts have been classified according to the three identified categories. 
 

PART A   
APPRAISAL AS A CLEARLY DEFINED PROCESS WITH STAGES 

 
1. appraisal concepts:  the discourse of appraisal; what participants and others 

understand by the concept 
2. appraisal context:  the context in which appraisal takes place – vents and 

circumstances that have an impact upon the understanding of the appraisal process 
3. appraisal purpose:  what participants expected from the appraisal process and what 

others saw as the purpose  
4. initiating the appraisal process:  initiating the appraisal process, how does it begin, 

who initiates it 
5. managing the appraisal process:  gathering and reporting the data, who is making 

it happen 
6. principal making sense of the appraisal report:  feelings and meanings that the 

principal has which are associated with receiving the appraisal results 
7. council appraisal outcomes: feelings of, and meanings and decisions that are made 

by, council when it receives the appraisal report   
8. principal appraisal outcomes:  perceptions of the outcomes of the appraisal 

process in terms of what developmental activities for the principal eventuated and 
other responses by the principal 

9. institutionalising the appraisal process and outcomes:  perceptions of the longer 
term impact of the appraisal process and how it has impacted  on the culture of the 
schools 

10. effective appraisal:  perceptions of what makes an effective appraisal 
 
 

PART B 
THE ROLE OF KEY PARTICIPANTS IN AN ATMOSPHERE OF TRUST 

 
Appraisal in PAD involves a number of key participants acting together in the interest of the 
appraisal of the principal.  What are perceptions of the tasks and responsibilities of each?  Is 
their clarity and agreement on these? 
11. role of principal 
12. role of council chair 
13. role of council 
14. role of director 
15. role of agency 
16. levels of trust in the community:  perceptions of trust and confidence in 

relationships between participants; how do the varying levels of trust impact upon the 
process 

 
PART C 

 
PERCEPTIONS OF DEVELOPMENT WITH MANY MANIFESTATIONS 

 
17. development motivation and decision making:  what are motivating factors for 

development and how decisions on development are made 
18. development responsibilities:  perceptions of the nature of the responsibilities that 

participants and groups have for the development of the principal 
19. development strategies:  perceptions of ways in which principals develop  
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20. nature of personal and professional developmental outcomes  areas in which 
development has taken place and perceptions of importance of this 

21. efficacy of appraisal in bringing about development:  perceptions of the efficacy 
of appraisal in bringing about development – how, in what ways 

22. non-developmental outcomes of the appraisal process:  outcomes of the 
appraisal process which are not necessarily developmental 

 
 
 

 223



Appendix I.2 Example of development of substantive concept using the Strauss and 
Corbin methodology  

 
Substantive Concept #16 - Level of trust in the community 

 
 
Causal 
 

 
Context 
 

 
 an open relationship: open ………low 

 
 confidence in principal:  high……low 

 
 perceptions of principal’s 

performance:  high…….low 
 

 extent to which principal shares 
information: yes…………  no 

 
 extent to which council involves 

principal:  fully……………restricted 
 

 
 levels of trust 

 
 basis of trust 

 
 with whom is there trust 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Action/Interactional Strategies 
 

 
Consequences 
 

 
 doubting principal’s word 

 
 accepting principal’s word 

 
 accepting mistakes of principal 

 
 commitment to development of 

principal 
 

 following through with developmental 
agenda 

 
 feeling for principal over hurtful 

comments 
 

 risk taking 
 
 

 
 a happy community 

 
 confidence of principal 

 
 growth of personal and professional 

effectiveness of the principal 
 
 support for the principal 

 
 strengthened principal/council 

relationship 
 
 general bonding 

 
 trust begets trust 
 general bonding of participants 
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Appendix J Example of Axial Coding 
 

Category #2 Interaction of key participants in an environment of trust 
Here a category is explored using the Strauss and Corbin methodology 

 
 
Causal 
 

 
Context 
 

 
 

 competence of participants to fulfil 
their role:  
Yes…………………………..No 

 
 nature of role understood: 

Yes…………………………..No 
 

 council/principal trust levels: 
High………………………….Low 
 

 stability of community 
Stable………………..undergoing 
change 
 

 degree of commitment to 
developmental purpures by 
community 
Yes…………………………..No 
 

 openness of principal to change 
High…………………………….Low 

 

 
 

 each participant has a defined role to 
play 

 
 relationships based on trust 

encouraging risk taking and 
acceptance of mistakes 

 
 a supportive community 

 
 a development focused appraisal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Action/Interactional Strategies 
 

 
Consequences 
 

 
 

 fulfilling of tasks associated with each 
role by participants 

 
 council following through in support 

of development plan 
 

 council and principal dealing with al 
issues raised in the appraisal report 

 
 keeping issues such as contract 

renewal separate form the appraisal 
process 

 
 participant working in support of one 

another 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 positive experience of process 
 
 increased trust and bond between 

participants rather than ongoing hurt 
and suspicion 

 
 minimal unfinished business with 

issues being dealt with even though 
difficult 

 
 increased confidence by council and 

principal and willingness to take more 
risks 
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Appendix K.1 Example of Memo : Operational 
 

MEMO:  OPERATIONAL - #7 
 
DATE:  February 24, 2003 
 

TITLE:  SUMMARY OF NOTES FOR INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS 
 
 
The following represents the Aide Memoir prepared for individual interviews. 
 
Generally the individual interviews will follow the Interview Guide – Individual, for both 
chairperson and principal.  They will pursue the central focus question which is what are 
principal and governing council chairperson perceptions of the efficacy of principal appraisal 
processes in Australian Lutheran schools.  They will have the following sequence:  embarking 
on the process, the process, results, meaning, and effective appraisal.   
 
These interviews follow on from an initial open coding of the group interviews.  As a result of 
the open coding of the group interviews three possible themes have emerged.  These themes 
are: 
(1) appraisal is a potent process with a wide range of intended and unintended 

consequences 
(2) professional development occurs both naturally and intentionally through diverse 

strategies – appraisal is only one such strategy for personal and professional 
development of the principal 

(3) profession development will result from appraisal if the purpose is clear, if it is 
intention, if there is monitoring on what has been agreed to, and if the key participants 
fulfill their roles 

 
In the individual interviews I will explore these three themes using the question described 
above. 
 
(1) Appraisal  

It is important that I emphasise feelings, meanings, intended/unintended 
consequences, what changes.  Above all, what was perceptions of the purpose of 
appraisal were there? 
 

(2) Development 
What causes development, personal or professional?  What strategies have 
chairpersons seen or principals utilised?  I will probe what development this particular 
appraisal generated and I will ask them to reflect on where does appraisal fit into the 
scheme of things in terms of development. 
 

(3) What development resulted from appraisal? 
What was agreed to?  Why was that agreed to?  How was that followed through?  I 
will ask them to describe any ways in which they were disappointed about 
development, or in which they achieved development.  I will attempt then to reflect on 
how serious they were in following it through.  I will look for benchmarks of 
development, indicators.  How do you know you got better?  What objective data is 
there?   

 
 
After the individual interview I will ask them to reflect on written documentation in terms of 
what the school council minutes show about what happened. 
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Appendix K.2 Example of Memo : Coding 
 

MEMO:  CODING - #2 
 
DATE:  January 31, 2003 

 
TITLE:  REFLECTIONS AFTER OPEN CODING GROUP INTERVIEW TWO 
 
This group consisted of four principals and two chairpersons. The council chairpersons were 
generally more positive about their experience of principal appraisal than were the principals 
themselves. 
 
There were two significant examples of principals receiving positive appraisal reports and 
then there being no development.  This left the two principals very disappointed and 
frustrated.  They had expected development regardless of the report.  Principals were looking 
for professional development plans to emerge from the process.  With the process ceasing at 
the tabling of the appraisal report a message of appraisal for accountability was 
communicated. 
 
On the other hand there were incidents of reports revealing significant issues to be dealt with 
and the way in which councils and principals had responded enabled there to be significant 
development.  In these situations appraisal had been a very positive experience. 
 
There were a variety of views relating to appraisal and development.  One principal saw 
professional development and performance being self-driven and appraisal either affirming it 
or suggesting other directions.  Others saw appraisal providing guidance for development. 
 
This interview saw a difference identified between professional performance issues and 
personality issues.  It was suggested that nay change or improvement in the latter area would 
only come slowly.  On the other hand professional performance changes are more driven by 
professional motivation. 
 
Appraisal was seen as establishing benchmarks that could be monitored at the next 
appraisal.  There was a difference in the group between frequency of appraisal and the nature 
of subsequent appraisal instruments.  Those wanting to monitor changes sought the same 
appraisal instrument. Any professional development plans need also to be monitored. 
 
This group stressed the importance of councils putting time and resources into ensuring that 
development followed appraisal.  Council chairpersons stressed the need to develop the 
leadership of their principals and that this was one of their important roles. 
 
Principals commented on the positive benefit of having objective appraisal data.  It had 
resulted in building confidence and in one case encouraging risk taking.   
 
Whilst principals stressed the developmental nature of appraisal they indicated that staff 
appraisal should be more rigorous than it presently is and an element of performance 
management emerged in their discussion of the appraisal staff.  They saw their appraisal as 
providing a degree of accountability and this concept should be applied by widely. 
 
Compared to the first group there was a more considered view of appraisal.  Factors other 
than appraisal were seen to be impacting on development.  These included pride in ones job, 
professional responsibility as well as mentoring and modeling.  All saw potential for 
development of the principal in appraisal if principals, councils and system authorities fulfilled 
their responsibility. 
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Appendix K.3 Example of Memo : Theoretical 
 

MEMO:  THEORETICAL - #6 
 
DATE:  March 29th, 2003 (updated April 1st)  
 
TITLE:  Developing the first proposition 
 
Efficacy of appraisal depends on explicit processes that follow clearly defined and 
understood stages: 
a. to be effective the appraisal process needs to exhibit each stage 
b. there are factors that block the appraisal process going through each stage and thus 

limit its efficacy 
c. there are factors that facilitate the process going through each stage and thus 

enhance its efficacy 
 
1. Identified stages in the process 

a. initiating the appraisal process 
• who initiates – chair, director, principal 
• why initiated – time in cycle, in contract, appraisal part of culture of the 

school 
• clarification and understandings of the purpose – all need to know and be 

committed to the stated purpose.  When there is confusion over purpose 
the process will be derailed 

• acceptance of what would happen if the appraisal report turns up issues 
of concern 

b. managing the appraisal process – gathering and reporting the data 
• who is in control – sometimes principal and chair together, at other times 

the chair is leading the process or steering committee. Principals feel that 
they know what is happening   

• setting up data gathering process 
• a prudent timeframes ensures that the process which is anxiety 

provoking is completed in a known time 
• receiving the report 

c. principal making sense of the data 
• degree of acceptance of appraisal report messages – are they seen as a 

catalyst for development 
• open attitude and acceptance that there will be some comments that are 

negative and that participant can not understand or accept: the ability to 
be objective and stand back and reflect with perspective 

• relating the messages to the performance of the principal 
• feelings about the appraisal report – if too strong a feeling difficult to see 

messages for development 
• there is a need for principal to be debriefed over the messages - when 

principal cannot understand or make sense of the messages at this stage  
then at later stages the issues will be confronted 

d. council responds developmentally to the data 
• the decisions made here make or break the process.  It will stop here 

unless council makes decisions that facilitate development 
• non developmental responses - affirmation 
• developmental responses  - resources made available for training 
• decisions in support of the development of the principal 

e. principal outcomes 
• strategies to deal with the messages arising from the appraisal report 
• developmental activities arising from the appraisal report – particular 

courses and PD activities 
• general awareness of identified issues – some areas that the principal 

needs to grow in 
f. institutionalizing the outcomes 
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• monitoring – clear follow up on agreements made by and with council 
• alignment of outcomes to the ongoing life of the school 
• confidence and risk taking 
• commitment to a culture of school improvement of which appraisal is just 

one strategy 
• principal involved in reflective conversations and practice, including 

ongoing self appraisal 
• ongoing resources made available 
• general awareness of areas in which there needs to be growth 

 
 
2. Process blockers 

a. context 
• principal nearing retirement 
• age and experience creates a perception that little can change 
• other events and activities impact upon appraisal process e.g. major 

building projects 
b. purpose 

• not clear  
• not in alignment with what is happening – contract renewal  

c. response 
• emphasis on non - developmental outcomes i.e., congratulations 
• strong feelings emerge and these may destabilize the appraisal process 
• messages from appraisal report unclear 
• messages not clearly related to the performance of the principal 
• council does not deal fully with the issues identified and they come back 

lare to be dealt with 
• messages not understood 
• concern about contract renewal issues 

 
3. Process facilitators 

a. context 
• first time principal 
• council committed to a culture of improvement 
• culture of trust 
• all understand and fulfill their roles 

b. purpose 
• consensus on purpose 

c. response 
• focused emphasis on developmental outcomes 
• a strategy for monitoring development plans 

 
This proposition identifies six stages through which the appraisal process must go if it is to be 
regarded by participants as being effective and resulting in personal and professional 
development for the principal.  If the process does not go beyond the first four stages then it is 
regarded as being less effective.  There are also key tasks that participant believe must be 
achieved at each stage.  A number of factors are identifies in the data as either blocking the 
achievement of these stage tasks or facilitating them. 
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Appendix L Study Participant Profile 
 

STUDY PARTICIPANT PROFILE 
 
 

Code     Position Type of
interview 

 Date of interview 

 

Interview  ID 
reference 

Written 
documentatio

n Provided 

Gender Primary/
Secondary 

Year of first 
principalship 

Principal #1 Principal Focus Group 14 Nov 2002 Focus Group #2 No Male P 1988 

Principal #2 Principal Focus Group 14 Nov 2002 Focus Group #2 No Male P 1996 

Principal #3 Principal Focus Group 14 Nov 2002 Focus Group #2 No Male P 1989 

Principal #4 Principal Focus Group 14 Nov 2002 Focus Group #2 No Male P 1997 

Principal #5 Principal Focus Group 15 Nov 2002 Focus Group #3 No Female P 1998 

Principal #6 Principal Focus Group 15 Nov 2002 Focus Group #3 No Male P 1996 

Principal #7 Principal Focus Group 15 Nov 2002 Focus Group #3 No Male P 1998 

Principal #8 Principal Focus Group 15 Nov 2002 Focus Group #3 No Male P 1997 

Principal #9 Principal Focus Group 15 Nov 2002 Focus Group #3 No Male P 1992 

Principal #10 Principal Individual  12 Feb 2003 Individual #2 Yes Male P 1981 

Principal #11 Principal Individual  12 Feb 2003 Individual #3 No Male P 1988 

Principal #12 Principal Individual  17 Feb 2003 Individual #6 Yes Male S 1995 

Principal #13 Principal Individual  18 Feb 2003 Individual #7 Yes Male P 1999 

Principal #14 Principal Individual  18 Feb 2003 Individual #9 Yes Female P 2000 

Principal #15 Principal Individual  19 Feb 2003 Individual #10 Yes Male P 1989 

Chairperson #1 Council Chair Focus Group 13 Nov 2002 Focus Group #1 No Male P 1986 

Chairperson #2 Council Chair Focus Group 13 Nov 2002 Focus Group #1 No Male P 1990 233 
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Chairperson #3 Council Chair Focus Group 13 Nov 2002 Focus Group #1 No Male P 1989 

Chairperson #4 Council Chair Focus Group 13 Nov 2002 Focus Group #1 No Female P 1997 

Chairperson #5 Council Chair Focus Group 14 Nov 2002 Focus Group #2 No Male S 1985 

Chairperson #6 Council Chair Focus Group 14 Nov 2002 Focus Group #2 No Male S 1995 

Chairperson #7 Council Chair Individual  9 Feb 2003 Individual #1 No Male P 1981 

Chairperson #8 Council Chair Individual  13 Feb 2003 Individual #4 No Female P 1982 

Chairperson #9 Council Chair Individual  18 Feb 2003 Individual #8 No Male P 1999 

Chairperson #10 Council Chair Individual  20 Feb 2003 Individual #11 No Female S 1985 

Director #1 District 

Director 

Individual  13 Feb 2003 Individual #5 No Male N/A N/A 

Director #2 District 

Director 

Individual  21 Feb 2003 Individual #12 No Male N/A N/A 

234 

 
 
Note: 
In relation to chairpersons, the data on the year of first principalship refers to the principal of the school of the chairperson at the time of the appraisal 

 234 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX M 
 

PROFILE OF PRINCIPALS INCLUDING THEIR PERCEPTION OF EFFICACY OF 
APPRAISAL FOR DEVELOPMENT 

 235



Appendix M Profile of principals including their perception of efficacy of appraisal for development 
 

PROFILE OF PRINCIPALS INCLUDING THEIR PERCEPTION OF EFFICACY OF APPRAISAL FOR DEVELOPMENT 
 

Code 
 

Years in principalship in 
Lutheran school 

Perception of efficacy of the 
appraisal 

Development outcomes General comments 

Principal #1  
Focus 

10 years 
Experienced principal 
Two schools 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

Pursued a variety of 
development activities, but his 
council agreed that personality 
issues were to be dealt with 
through delegation 

Strong supporter of PAD 

Principal #2  
Focus 

5 years 
Novice principal 
First school 

A diversion from meaningful 
development 

Had an excellent appraisal 
report; no development follow-
up  

Feeling of disappointment 
arising from failure of appraisal 
to generate development 
outcomes 

Principal #3  
Focus 

10 years 
Experienced principal 
Two schools 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

Had experienced PAD twice 
and had grown professionally; 
wants to monitor growth 

Concern about addressing 
personality type issues 

Principal #4  
Focus 

4 years 
Experienced principal 
First school 

A diversion from meaningful 
development 

No follow up of appraisal report 
at either council or director 
levels 

20 years experience in state 
schools 

Principal #5  
Focus 

5 years 
Novice principal 
First school 

A diversion from meaningful 
development 

Professionally motivated; did 
not receive meaningful 
development messages from 
PAD 

Community feelings impacted 
upon appraisal report 

Principal #6  
Focus 

6 years 
Experienced principal 
Two schools 

A diversion from meaningful 
development 

Appraisal report led to 
celebration at council level with 
no development follow-up 

Council more concerned about 
accountability issues 

Principal #7  
Focus 

5 years 
Novice principal 
First school 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

Communication was a major 
issue 

Development seen as an 
ongoing process – appraisal 
therefore, has not ended 

236 
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Principal #8  
Focus 

6 years 
Experienced principal 
Two schools 

A focus for meaningful 
development, and elements of 
a means of pursuing positive 
non-development outcomes 

Was handling a major staff 
restructuring and appraisal 
report was influencing action 

Development was being 
resolved at time of interview 

Principal #9  
Focus 

11 years 
Experienced principal 
Two schools 

A diversion from meaningful 
development 

Saw appraisal as based on 
‘deficit’ model as opposed as 
principal’s needs for the future 

A critic of process 

Principal #10 
Individual 

21 years 
Nearing retirement 
First school 

A catalyst for episodic 
development 

Immediate action with 
restructuring, policy rewrite and 
then attending a couple of 
courses 

PAD did have significant impact 
in terms of actions undertaken 

Principal #11 
Individual 

12 years 
Experienced principal 
Two schools 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

Informal thinking about results 
has been ongoing;  principal 
considered styles of leadership; 
conflict management 

A reflective practitioner who 
incorporated appraisal 
outcomes into own 
development agenda 

Principal #12 
Individual 

7 years 
Experienced principal 
First school 

 

A means of pursuing positive 
non – development outcomes 

Study leave granted; other non 
– development issues take time 
to deal with and are only done 
so with and through others 

Disappointment at lack of 
direction from appraisal report 
for development activity 

Principal #13 
Individual 

2 years 
Novice principal 
First school 

A catalyst for episodic 
development 

Conflict resolution workshops 
and educational reading 

Has been involved with a 
strong principal support group 
in local community 

Principal #14 
Individual 

3 years 
Novice principal 
First school 

A diversion from meaningful 
development 

One day a fortnight relief for 
study, but only after advocacy 
from director 

Wide administrative experience 
before this principalship 

Principal #15  
Individual 

10 years 
Experienced principal 
Two schools 

A part of the development 
experience 

Processes put in place to deal 
with the issues raised; but 
issues were not substantive 

A very successful principal, who 
has grown through a wide 
range of experiences 

Note:  
(1) The writer arrived at these classifications and descriptions based on interview transcripts and written documentation. 
(2) Key for principal perception of efficacy of the appraisal process for development 

Categories here represent views of development as identified in the second theoretical proposition:  A focus for meaningful development; A catalyst for episodic development ; A part of 
the development experience; A means of pursuing positive non-development outcomes;  A diversion from meaningful development. 
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Appendix N Trust in relationships and in the process as perceived by study principals 
 
TRUST IN RELATIONSHIPS AND IN THE PROCESS AS PERCEIVED BY 

STUDY PRINCIPALS 
 

 
Principal code 

 

 
Perception of efficacy of 
the appraisal process for 

development 

 
Principal’s perception of 

trust amongst key 
players 

 

 
Trust attributed by principal 

to the appraisal process 

Principal #1  
Focus 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

Principal #2  
Focus 

A diversion from 
meaningful development 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

Principal #3  
Focus 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

High levels of trust Satisfactory levels of trust 

Principal #4  
Focus 

A diversion from 
meaningful development 

High levels of trust Satisfactory levels of trust 

Principal #5  
Focus 

A diversion from 
meaningful development 

Qualified levels of trust Critical of appraisal process 

Principal #6  
Focus 

A diversion from 
meaningful development 

High levels of trust Qualified levels of trust 

Principal #7  
Focus 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

Principal #8  
Focus 

A focus for meaningful 
development, and 
elements of a means of 
pursuing positive non-
development outcomes 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

Principal #9  
Focus 

A diversion from 
meaningful development 

Satisfactory levels of trust Critical of appraisal process 

Principal #10 
Individual 

A catalyst for episodic 
development 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

Principal #11 
Individual 

A focus for meaningful 
development 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

Principal #12 
Individual 

A means of pursuing 
positive non – development 
outcomes 

Satisfactory levels of trust Critical of appraisal process 

Principal #13 
Individual 

A catalyst for episodic 
development 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

Principal #14 
Individual 

A diversion from 
meaningful development 

Satisfactory levels of trust Critical of appraisal process 

Principal $15 
Individual 

A part of the development 
experience 

High levels of trust High levels of trust 

 
Key for perception categories: 
Principal’s perception of efficacy of the appraisal process for development 
Categories here represent views of development as identified in the second theoretical proposition:  A focus for 
meaningful development; A catalyst for episodic development ; A part of the development experience; A means of 
pursuing positive non-development outcomes;  A diversion from meaningful development.   
Principal’s perception of trust amongst key players  
Categories here represent perceived levels of trust amongst key players in the process:  High levels of trust;  
Satisfactory levels of trust;  Qualified levels of trust. 
Trust attributed by principal to the appraisal process 
Categories here represent perceived levels of trust by the principal in the appraisal process:  High levels of trust;  
Satisfactory levels of trust;  Qualified levels of trust;  Critical of appraisal process 
Note: The writer arrived at these classifications based on interview transcripts and written documentation.   
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Appendix O Approval for research in Lutheran schools 
 
 
 
 
 

Extract of minutes of Board for Lutheran Education Australia meeting held  14th-16th 
October 2002 

 
 
 
 

RESOLVED that the LEA Board notes the proposed study ‘Appraisal of 
principals: towards an effective framework’ and gives its approval for its 
conduct in Australian Lutheran schools. 
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