Section IV�Principles of Evaluation
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his section expands upon several themes highlighting some important principles to be kept in mind when setting up a process for evaluating Ignatian leadership in a Jesuit school:


What’s in a Name? ( An appreciation of the fears and concerns that surround evaluation processes.


But Why Do It? ( An argument for regular, systematic evaluation of Ignatian leadership in Jesuit schools.


Concern for Persons ( Observations on one of the essential characteristics of Jesuit education and its significance in the evalua�tion process.


Realms and Reams of Expectations ( A dis�cussion of the impact of expectations upon people in leadership positions.


Understanding Leadership’s Context ( Some thoughts on a major principle of Ignatian Pedagogy as it applies to leadership evalua�tion in Jesuit schools.


Learning from Experience ( An explana�tion of how the norms of objectivity, validity and unity can help people to reflect upon their experience in evaluating leadership, princi�ples that are very much in line with Ignatian Pedagogy.


The Role of Reflection ( A discussion of the importance of reflection, particularly in light of Ignatian Pedagogy.


Moving to Action ( A description of how the dynamic of evaluation moves toward deci�sion and action and the importance of action planning flowing from the evaluation, another major principle of the Ignatian Pedagogical Paradigm.


What’s in a Name?


	Evaluation. What does the term con�jure up? A “great-job!” pat on the back from an administrator when least expected and needed most? Red hatch marks across the canvas of a brilliantly written essay? Rolling eyes and sagging shoulders from the coach? Shy thumbs up by one of the more trying math students? Maybe other words—such as assessment, review, appraisal—seem far less threatening if not more appeal�ing. Much of the current research on student evaluation favors the term “assessment.” As is often pointed out, “assessment” is derived from the Latin assidere, to sit beside as an assistant judge. The connotation is that in the assessment process one should “sit beside” the learner in order to provide authentic and meaning�ful feedback for im�proving his or her learn�ing. Such an atti�tude and approach fit well with what we are talking about here. Still synonyms like assessment do not enjoy quite the full bod�ied flavor of evaluation.


	In education, regular and systematic evaluation of students and their perform�ance is the norm. Students are constantly under scrutiny. Is Ken doing his homework as carefully as he should? Has Mary Ann improved her writing skills since her last composition? Is Carlos working at his full potential? Does Kim understand what en�tropy means? All of these are evaluative questions and a legitimate concern, for the progress of students underlies them. But then we expect or at least hope that our students will improve! How these questions are answered may ultimately have powerful implications for the students involved. Quiz�zes, tests, projects and assignments usually receive some sort of evaluative grade, mark or comment. Evaluation, then, appears to be a normal part of the educational process. Whether it is an appraisal of what needs to be learned, an assessment of how it might best be taught, or an estimation of how much has been learned, evaluation plays a crucial role in teachers’ decision making.� Why, then, do we feel a certain reluctance when the desks are turned around and evaluation is applied to us as teachers and administrators? Are we so good at every�thing we do as to be beyond all hope of en�couragement, much less improvement?


	First of all, it may be fairer to say that what some of us feel when we think of being personally and professionally evaluated could be described more accurately as in�timidation, if not absolute terror, than reluc�tance. Psychologically there are natural reasons for our feeling so. Powerful emotions often accompany certain human experi�ences. It is not unusual to feel a certain amount of anxiety when we are less than clear about what is expected of us. Fear is common enough in the face of the unknown, especially when we are wondering what will become of us when this is over and done with. Sometimes, there may be appre�hen�sion or dread about what we sus�pect will result. We can experience frustration, anger or hopelessness if we sense we are powerless to do anything about what is happening to us. We may feel some�thing akin to shame at our incompetence when we think of our�selves as inefficient or ineffective in areas where we want to be skilled and proficient. We may suffer a little guilt now and then about our failures to do and accomplish what we felt others might or should expect of us. 


	In addition, some of our reluctance about evaluation as teachers and leaders is reasonably grounded in reality. First of all, many of us have grown up relishing the en�trepreneurial business of teaching. We have come to appreciate having almost abso�lute authority in the work of the classroom. We have learned to earn the regard and respect of our students who are, after all, our raison d’être, and to cherish the privacy that en�ables us to establish genuine rapport and build authentic relationships with them. If schools are citadels of learning, then class�rooms must be preserves of teaching, to be resolutely protected from external threats of academic invasion, administrative in�fringement and bureaucratic encroachment.


	The exclusive province of the teacher can be a particularly touchy subject in the matter of academic supervision. Supervisors are expected to exercise their responsibility, including classroom visitation, for ensuring the quality of the school’s educational pro�gram. Faculty, it can be anticipated, will claim some degree of independence as the prerogative of professional educators. Over the years, there have been sensitive attempts to deal with the distinct yet related issues of teacher supervision and faculty development. Clinical supervision, for ex�ample, carefully distinguishes summative evaluation, which looks at teacher perform�ance in terms of certain norms and expecta�tions about what is satisfactory teaching, from formative evaluation, which assesses with teachers their progress in achieving specific objectives they have set for them�selves. Formative evaluation, which is the approach of clinical and peer supervision, focuses on the personal and professional development of the teacher. 


	On the other hand we should also be open to experiencing a concatenation of the positive feelings that can come from person�al and professional evaluation: grati�tude for the gifts and talents we have been able to use, satisfaction that we are doing a good job, happiness about what we have been able to achieve, contentment that we have performed well in demanding situa�tions, reassurance that what we are doing is worthwhile, gratification that others appre�ciate who we are and what we contribute, joy over our successes, solace from knowing how to work realistically with our strengths and limitations, delight in our own ability to grow and develop, and enthusiasm for the challenges that lie ahead. Ideally, of course, all of us would hope that the end result of the evaluation process will leave us reaf�firmed, renewed and revitalized in our voca�tion as Ignatian leaders and educators.


But Why Do It?


	Few of us, if we had our preference, would ask, much less want, to be evaluated. Teachers at heart, we have had enough poor experiences to know that evaluations, among other things, can confine, confound and ultimately condemn. How, then, do we say charitably not only that another person is “good,” but even more, that he or she is capable of becoming “better,” and that we will support and assist him or her in doing so in whatever practical ways and with whatever concrete means are reasonable and possible. Not to be serious in this regard is to lose sight of the fact that, companions in the ministry of teaching, we are called to work with our God and with one another, in faith, love and service, to bring about the fullness of life that was promised in Jesus Christ. Ignatius stressed “excellence,” not as differentiating “good” from “evil” but as dis�cerning the “greater good.” He proposed that every human deci�sion when divinely in�spired is one that always addresses “the more.” Not just what is predictable, reason�able, justifiable and acceptable, but what is the greater good that can be done here and now, in this situation? Modern organiza�tional theory advocates a “proactive” or “proponent” stance in plan�ning and decis�ion making. Nearly 500 years ago, Ignatius advocated a position stronger than any con�temporary philosophy of “quality improve�ment” when he asked, as the measure of all human activity, “What will be for the greater honor and glory of God?” It is a stance that requires not only great humility, but also a ready willingness to be open and vulnerable to the creative power of reflection and evaluation.


	Certainly regular evaluation of Ignatian leadership in Jesuit schools is a good and desirable thing to do. As with teachers and staff, so too administrative leaders should benefit from systematic professional review. There are many persuasive arguments for engaging the school community in reflective processes of evaluation.


	First, reflection and evaluation are im�portant for human learning and growth. Think of the root meaning of evaluate. “To ascertain or fix the value or worth of” implies considered judgment in doing so. To “value” means to hold dear, to regard highly, to esteem, to appreciate. Value, worth and meaning are relative terms; they are people dependent; they require human reflection and application. What did you or I find worthwhile as the result of our evaluation that we want to keep and nourish? What meaning have we uncovered through our evaluation that we want to expand upon and do more with? What values stand out from our evaluation that we want to promote? What should be the mix and priorities of those values? We learn not simply from doing but by reflecting upon and thinking about what we are doing, why we are doing it, and how well we are doing it. Reflective evaluation helps us better understand and appreciate the meaning, worth and quality of our activity. It gives us an opportunity to bring a calming objectivity and contempla�tive dimension to the rhythm of our daily life and work. It allows us, moreover, to mark our own progress, to tell our personal his�tory of growth and achievement, to cele�brate our accomplishments and successes, to recognize our failures and limitations and to set new goals and direct our energies toward meeting them. Evaluation should be a creative as well as constructive tool for personal growth and renewal.�


	Secondly, there is the argument of “professionalism.” By our very vocation in education, we proclaim our belief in certain values and principles of education and we commit ourselves to seeing those values and principles carried out. People are hired to leadership positions with the expectation that they will contribute to the smooth and efficient running of the school. Teachers claim a level of knowledge and skill about what should be taught and how it ought to be taught. It seems logical, then, that we should expect to be held accountable to the standards of education, learning and growth that we profess. One way of being held accountable is through periodic evaluation and scrutiny of what we do, how we do things and even why we do them, especially from the viewpoint of established expecta�tions and in the face of ever-changing needs.


	If the logic of the argument of “profes�sionalism” is less than sufficient to convince us of the need for systematic and regular evaluative procedures, we need only be reminded of the reality that we live in an extraordinarily litigious society. More and more, schools, and professionals within them, will be challenged to demonstrate capable management, responsible super�vision, and satisfactory performance in areas of the educational enterprise for which they are accountable. Evaluation that is carefully constructed, conscientiously conducted,  consistently employed and well docu�mented—showing due regard for the rights and duties of persons and the institution—can become a significant resource when matters of justice and law come into ques�tion. All personnel evaluation should cer�tainly (1) include some systematic form of periodic summative evaluation (2) by a per�son with supervisory authority (3) that results: (a) in a written agreement to a plan or contract for action (b) toward the achievement of definite goals (c) over a specified period of time (d) with respect to the individual’s job description and perform�ance, and (4) that records what follow up steps are taken, as well as keeps a check on progress that is made.�


	From an organizational perspective, evaluation is a means of ensuring the con�tinued quality of the services that we offer in schools. It is a procedure for looking rou�tinely at personnel, programs and resources in order to assess how effectively they are contributing to the achievement of the school’s desired outcomes for its students. The expression “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it!” has become a popular axiom among many management savants. When said in such a way as to imply “don’t improve it either!”—suggesting that we shouldn’t look too closely at things to see whether they are in good working order—then it defies even the com�monsense wisdom of preventive main�ten�ance. Routine inspection, looking over oper�ations with a critical eye, is a rea�sonable way of ensuring that things are running as they should. Where organiza�tions lack regular, systematic procedures of evaluation that are proactive rather than reactive, they often fall into patterns of crisis management, with managers running over each other’s hoses trying to put out fires. It is bad news when personnel and programs are evaluated solely in reaction to problems. Periodic evaluation encourages responsibility and accountabil�ity. It affords the parties involved a formal opportunity to clarify ex�pectations, correct deficiencies, redirect en�ergies and plan for the future.


Concern for Persons


	Who are the people involved in the evaluation of Ignatian leadership in Jesuit schools? What should our concerns for them be? First and foremost are the persons whose leadership roles in the school have been selected for evaluation. From the start, we must be extraordinarily generous in the love and care we show them as human beings. For Ignatius, that would extend to assuming an internal attitude of mind that assumes the best of motives on their part, no matter what one’s personal opinions might be about their performance in the job. We need to communicate, moreover, a real appreciation that openness to growth, definitely a prerequisite for undergoing professional evaluation, can also mean pain�ful vulnerability. After all, certain funda�mental life and vocation issues—a person’s goals and ambitions, an individual’s self-esteem and credibility with others, a col�league’s job and career—are being touched, even as the evaluation aims at renewed value, worth and meaning for the individual and the institution.


	Evaluation should be concerned with encouraging people in positions of leader�ship in the school to reflect on and take pride in their accomplishments, to celebrate what they have done, to acknowledge what they enjoy doing most, to appreciate what they do best. It means inviting them to dis�cern, too, where they may feel less than adequate to the challenges of the position, where they would hope to improve their per�formance, and where they might seek further assistance and support in carrying out their responsibilities. It should help them to set fulfilling yet realistic directions for the use of their time, energy and talent in the future. Finally, the evaluation should be lavish in commending people for their con�tributions to the leadership of the insti�tu�tion. When recommendations for the future are presented, they should be done with sensitivity, always balancing whatever risks are asked of persons with the support necessary to take them.


	Similarly, there should be concern for the people who have been invited to partici�pate in evaluating leadership. Given what we have said already about people’s fears and misgivings when it comes to evaluation, the process should aim to put people at ease as much as possible. This means communicat�ing sincerely and graciously how much their participation means to the institution and that their views will be a valued contribution to the evaluation process. The process should afford people a good experience of evaluation, one in which they feel appropri�ately involved, suitably listened to, and re�spectfully treated. 


	Participants should be confident, moreover, that the extent and level of their knowledge and experience of the person in the leadership have been duly taken into account. It is important, as well, to assure participants that their views—positive and negative—will be held in confidence and even edited, if necessary, to protect their identity. “User friendly” would be a fair and reasonable criterion to have for forms and instruments that participants are asked to complete. Attention to details—including such things as appealing formats, clear in�struc�tions, and convenient time savers—will do much toward communicating genu�ine professional concern and true care for the person. 


	Once the process is over, there should be plans to thank all those who participated in and contributed to the evaluation. It would be an excellent idea, as well, to com�municate—perhaps in some summary form—what the major conclusions of the evaluation were. School people who often find themselves participating voluntarily in a research project rarely get to know the re�sults that they contributed to producing. Such need not be the case for members of Jesuit school constituencies who commit generously of their time and energy to an evaluation that is intended to enhance the Ignatian leadership of their institution.


Realms and Reams of Expectations


	People have expectations of the person whose leadership is being evaluated. Expec�tations are goals or criteria people have about what one should do and how one should behave. There is a certain power or significance in expectations. Expectations may be “significant” for several reasons. They may be significant expectations be�cause they come from people in the school whose lives and work are touched by the one in the leadership role. They may be signifi�cant expectations because they are held by people with authority and influence. They may be significant expectations because they belong to people who enjoy the confi�dence and favor of others. But they become significant expectations, ultimately, because they make a difference in how the person in leadership acts.


	Obviously a person in a leadership position deals with multiple realms of expec�tations. First among them is the realm of expectations that comes from people who, at times, may seem farthest removed from day-to-day administration and teaching yet their expectations—demanding as they can and legitimately should be—deserve serious attention since as parents they are the pri�mary educators of their children. Next there is the realm of expectations (some�times widely disparate) that comes from people for whom we may be the chosen or appointed leaders, namely, the other members of the faculty, staff and admini�stration of the school. Here an early task of leadership in�volves eliciting those expecta�tions (preferably in the process of being invited to consider the position), talking to their legitimacy in light of the school’s mission and philosophy, and then attempt�ing to meet those expectations that seem appropri�ate given one’s style and abilities, as well as the realities of the situation. Responding favorably to people’s shared expectations by matching them through behavior and per�formance is an important avenue for establishing trust and credibility as a leader. Thirdly, there is the realm of expectations that rests with those to whom we are ac�countable in terms of our perform�ance—usually, but not always, the people who brought us into the leadership position but very definitely the people who make deci�sions about our continued tenure in the position.


	People’s expectations, then, are power�ful factors that an evaluation process must address. Expectations that are significant in their impact may be strongly yet not com�monly held. They may differ considera�bly among persons within the same group (e.g., teachers) and across constituencies (e.g., students, parents, alumni/ae, benefac�tors). In addition, expectations are not always articulated, much less clearly understood, by the very people who have them. Expecta�tions can be negative in nature, meaning that sometimes people are surer about what they do not want than they are about what they do want leadership to do. Then, too, there are expectations that operate on the principle of elimination: “No, that’s not what I’m looking for! I can’t say exactly, but I’ll know it when I see it.” These are often the most frustrating type to deal with. There can also be mistaken or “wrong” expectations. These are criteria that people hold up as a measure of leadership which are inappropri�ate or simply do not fit the position.


	An easy example of tensions existing in differing expectations is the community ver�sus corporation dichotomy that can be found sometimes in Jesuit schools. The religious and apostolic mission of Jesuit sponsored schools calls people to commit�ment and collaboration as communities of Ignatian educators (illustrated, for example, in the ideal that, no matter what our roles may be within the institution, we are meant to come together fundamentally and profoundly as “companions in the ministry of teaching”). Not surprisingly, such a belief evokes expec�tations of the president, for example, that focus first and foremost on the “pastoral” role of leadership with respect to both the internal and external school communities. At the same time, Jesuit schools also derive their mission from charters of public trust that empower them to function as not-for-profit organizations within a governmental jurisdiction for the purposes of education. The board of trustees and the officers of the corporation are responsible for seeing that the institution fulfills its legal and profes�sional responsi�bilities. In this context, people’s expectations are likely to center on the business or financial, legal and mana�gerial dimensions of organizational leader�ship that are very much a part of a president’s responsibility as the chief execu�tive officer. What is considered desirable and appropriate behav�ior when looking at one aspect of the position, therefore, might not be perceived so strongly when viewed from an altogether different angle. “If you care about people (‘pastorally’) how could you dare fire any�body?” “If you care about people (‘managerially’) how could you dare not fire somebody?” Where does the stress fall but on the one who attempts to be both pastor and manager?


	Expectations can be static and pre�dictable; they can be dynamic and surpris�ing. Static expectations tend to be consistent even in their inconsistency. What one indi�vidual or group looks for from leadership may vary with the issues but there is still a pattern of predictability in what will be ex�pected. On the other hand, dynamic expec�tations are forever moving and thus hard to nail down with any precision. Just when you are confident that you know what will be asked of you next, you are surprised by a wholly different set of expectations.


	Lastly, there are new or emerging ex�pectations. This is an important area for consideration because here is where reflec�tive evaluation can be particularly helpful. Naturally, circumstances and conditions change as individuals continue in leadership positions. It is almost a truism that the reason people are brought into leadership be�comes the rationale for which they are let go from it. They were hired or appointed to do the jobs or tasks as conceived of then, in a special time of need, with a particular set of circumstances. As times change and cir�cumstances alter, new expectations emerge. Unless there are periodic points of review for redefining people’s expectations of leader�ship, reevaluating the competencies of the leaders, and re-negotiating organiza�tional structures and position descriptions to suit, more than likely there will be an ever increasing disparity between what leader�ship does and what others think that leader�ship ought to be doing.


	It should be pointed out that organiza�tional structures deserve periodic evaluation too. Structures are highly rationalized statements of organizational policy. They speak loudly and forcefully of “how we do things around here” and what, therefore, is expected of people within the organization. Structures can also represent outmoded thinking and inefficient doing on the part of the organization. Sometimes they should be adapted in order to accommodate the abili�ties and talents of skilled administrative leadership. Sometimes they need to be changed in order to deal more effectively with complexities confronting the organiza�tion. Too often the fault lies not with our�selves but with the structures we have created. Overextending people and mis�matching jobs are common errors when we fail to look periodically at the structures we have in place purportedly to aid and abet people in accomplishing the aims of the organization.


Understanding Leadership’s Context


	When it comes to gathering and inter�preting the data of the evaluation, naturally context is a significant factor. Just as understanding the context of learning is basic to Ignatian Pedagogy,� so too appre�ciating the context within which an evaluation of Ignatian leadership in a Jesuit school takes place is fundamental. It is diffi�cult to prescind from the institutional health and vitality of the school, much less from one’s own involvement in and concern about its organizational state, in evaluating Ignatian leadership. It is important, there�fore, to understand something of the organ�izational context in which the person in leader�ship is operating. Helpful back�ground information for those conducting the evaluation might include such things as the results of a recent institutional review, the self-study and visiting committee report for accreditation, a public relations review or feasibility study for fund-raising, the needs assessment portion of a long-range plan, a comprehensive evaluation of the school’s curriculum, or a search committee’s evalua�tion of the school’s leadership needs. 


	Out of a sincere Trumanesque belief that the buck has to stop somewhere, we naturally look for whom to blame when the buck does get passed. It sometimes comes as a surprise that not all the variables relat�ing to an institution’s effectiveness and effi�ciency in accomplishing its mission are under the total control and purview of one person. Like most institutions today, Jesuit schools are complex organizations requiring sophisticated patterns of collaboration, communication and decision making. It takes many discerning people, working co�operatively together in a variety of roles, to ensure that the institution fulfills its mission with distinction. It is a mistake, therefore, to confuse leadership evaluation with organ�izational evaluation. In fact, steps should be taken to sort out as much as possible organ�izational issues that arise during a school leadership evaluation so that they can be studied carefully and fed back appropriately into the cycle of institutional evaluation and planning. Sometimes, too, it is desirable to design leadership evaluations to include a separate section that looks at particular dimensions of the organizational context of the school. In the long run, however, there is no substitute for periodic institutional reviews whether they are comprehensive in nature or with a specific focus such as finance, curriculum, personnel policy, role structures, etc.


	Without getting into an elaborate treatment of organizational evaluation, it can be pointed out that three basic ques�tions are always relevant: Who are we? What are we trying to do? How are we going about it? The first question looks at the identity and mission of the institution; the second raises the question of institutional vision and goals; the third examines organ�iza�tional ways and means of making things happen to carry out the institution’s mission and vision. The mix and intensity of the three questions will vary depending upon the nature and focus of the assessment that is being made. A comprehensive review should require the organization to look sys�tematically at everything: values and goals; policies and procedures; structures and roles; programs and resources.


Learning from Experience


	People’s lived experience is the only legitimate starting point of an authentic evaluation process. More than anything else, an evaluation process should help people—those evaluating as well as the person being evaluated—reflect on and learn from experi�ence. For that to happen, evaluation cannot afford to end up as a collection of undiffer�entiated impressions, untested perceptions and unsubstantiated conclusions. Perhaps the major task of an evaluation process is to search for meaning in the multiplicity and variety of people’s experiences and view�points. To do so, it must be concerned with objectivity, validity and unity.


	First and foremost, the evaluation process should encourage and facilitate people’s efforts to objectify their experience. Anyone who has worked with written evaluations (e.g., letters of recommendation) is well aware of how revealing they can be, often more so of the people who wrote them than of the person about whom they were written. We are naturally subjective, involved and affective people. It is not easy to assume the role of a detached, dispas�sionate observer when I am prejudiced about the person in leadership, embroiled in con�troversy with the leader, or more than ordi�narily invested in the results of the evaluation. From an Ignatian perspective, the ideal would be a stance of “indifference” or impartiality, meaning that I put forth my perceptions as honestly and forthrightly as I can, based on the datum of my own experi�ence, without desiring to direct the outcome of the evaluation one way or another. I should be willing to contribute construc�tively to the conversation that is the evalua�tion process, intending only what will be for the greater good.


	Objectivity means relating my experi�ence, externalizing it, putting it out there in such a way that others can comprehend its significance and judge its relevancy. There are some “helps” toward objectivity. One is to invite people to reflect on the totality of their experience; in other words, to be inclusive rather than selective in what is reflected upon. Sometimes that also means seeing things in proportion in terms of fre�quency, duration and intensity. Second is to encourage people to consider the context of circumstances as they interpret personal experiences. Third is to suggest that people offer perceptions they feel confident they can verify with specific examples or concrete illustrations.


	It may be unrealistic to expect com�plete objectivity, but it is reasonable to ask that participants in an evaluation process assume responsibility for the content of their observations and the way in which they offer them. Accountability should be a built-in ingredient of the evaluation process. Admit�tedly there are arguments for anonymity on surveys, questionnaires and the like (people may, indeed, be fearful for their jobs), still ways can be found to protect people’s iden�tity while at the same time enabling them to take ownership for what they say.


	It should be cautioned that the process of evaluation with which we are concerned, as is true with all organizational processes, relies for its effectiveness upon a certain de�gree of psychological health and maturity on the part of those participating in it. Willing�ness on the part of participants to accept ownership for what they choose to say in the evaluation process is an impor�tant compo�nent of objectivity. To the degree that people can put things out publicly for analysis and comparison, the more likely it is that the evaluation process will reach a healthy as well as helpful state of objectivity.


	Obviously, objectivity is a precondition for validity. A way to ensure greater validity is to build in reality checks. Ask people to measure what they say over and against the same criteria applied to themselves under similar conditions. Provide ways for parti�cipants to test out their perceptions with others. Is there a pattern and consistency in what people observe? Look for ways of using verifiable facts, observable situations, and specific actions that people point to as justi�fication for their conclusions to use as examples and illustrations in the final report. Remember, concreteness and speci�ficity can be as powerful in substantiating the validity of an overwhelmingly favorable evaluation as they can be in strengthening the reality of a severely critical one.


	Unity should be a paramount concern in the evaluation process. We are not talking about a cynical unity along the lines of Kurt Masur’s facetious remark that a musical director can be a resounding source of unity for a hopelessly divided orchestra if its members are joined together in harmonious opposition to being under his baton. What we are saying, however, is that the results of an evaluation should not present a scatter�gram of diverse and idiosyncratic viewpoints. If there is no obvious convergence to be found in the results of the evaluation, then admit to the fact. (Such a confession may well say more about what leadership needs to do than anything else.) In any case, the important thing is to look for useful patterns that appear throughout the evaluation. Where do constituencies come together in their perceptions? What does the school community as a whole seem to be saying? What consistent threads appear in the ob�servations made about the leader’s perform�ance? What can we agree upon as priority issues—positive and negative—that should be communicated to the one who has been evaluated? What items deserve little or no attention? Does any one thing stand out that deserves to be the organizing principle of the final report? Serious attention to such matters as objectivity, validity and unity in the evaluation process gives further assur�ance to the belief that there is much we can learn from experience. 


The Role of Reflection


	What is particularly challenging about evaluation is the dynamic role of reflection in the process. The writings of Donald Schön and his contemporaries underscore for edu�cators like ourselves and other professionals the critical importance of reflective thinking in our work.� Schön talks about reflection on action as stepping back and thoughtfully examining what has happened, in much the same way we have talked about evaluation thus far. He speaks about reflection in action, though, as something more. It is a habitual frame of mind that informs and shapes every present action; it continually studies what is going on now with a view to deciding what best might be done next.


	Interestingly, reflection in action has a very familiar ring about it. In the middle of the 16th century, with the blessing of Pope Paul III, Ignatius of Loyola and his compan�ions founded an apostolic company whose fundamental way of life was to be one of contemplation in action, where work would so inform their prayer, and contemplation would so infuse their work that their lives would become prayer, and they would enjoy the grace of finding God in all things and in every action. Jerome Nadal wrote of Ignatius that “he was a contemplative in the midst of work (simul in actione contemplativus), or to use his favorite expression: he was able to find God in all things.”�


	Ignatian Pedagogy: A Practical Approach is the companion volume to The Character�istics of Jesuit Education.� Picking up where the latter document leaves off, it elaborates a model of teaching for Jesuit schools that stresses the dynamic interplay of experience, reflection, and action and that emphasizes the roles of context and evalua�tion in the teaching-learning process. Cen�tral to the paradigm is the introduction from Ignatius’ Spiritual Exercises of the role of reflection:


A fundamental dynamic of the Spiritual Exercises of Ignatius is the continual call to reflect upon the entirety of one’s experi�ence in prayer in order to discern where the Spirit of God is leading. Ignatius urges reflection on human experi�ence as an essential means of validating its authentic�ity, be�cause without prudent reflection delusion readily becomes possible and without care�ful reflection the signifi�cance of one’s expe�rience may be neglected or trivialized. Only after adequate reflection on experience and interior appropriation of the meaning and implications of what one studies can one proceed freely and confi�dently toward choosing appropriate courses of action that foster the inte�gral growth of oneself as a human being. Hence, reflec�tion becomes a pivotal point for Ignatius in the movement from experi�ence to action, so much so that he con�signs to the director or guide of per�sons engaged in the Spiritual Exercises pri�mary responsibility for facilitating their progress in reflection. (#25)


	Careful not to demand what might be beyond the means of an individual, Ignatius specifies very early in the Spiritual Exercises that “a person who wants to get some instruction and reach a certain level of peace of soul can be given the Particular Examen, and then the General Examen.”(18)� Both examinations of conscience are rather strong ex�ercises of reflection in their own right. Ignatius himself called for an assessment twice daily of what one has done, is doing, and will do for Christ. Before he even lays out the first set of exercises, Ignatius spends nearly twenty paragraphs on the process of self-examination and reflection. While ad�mittedly the passages concentrate on sinful transgressions, they are not intentionally negative, but rather are meant to “purify the soul and aid us to improve our confessions.” (32) As might be expected, Ignatius asks us throughout the Spiritual Exercises to reflect on how our thoughts, words and actions conform to God’s incar�nate love for us. One way of understanding Ignatius’ special con�tribution to the devel�opment of Christian spirituality is to see him leading ordinary persons like ourselves, by means of the Spiritual Exercises, to ask God for the desire to live a better life, to see Jesus as a model of human life at its best, and to reflect upon our lives in terms of what is the greater good.


	Simply put, the role of the retreat director in the Spiritual Exercises is to pro�vide the encouragement and support that will enable persons making them to reflect prayerfully on their lives in light of what God has done for them and to listen for what God is calling them to do now. In the Spiritual Exercises, we are invited to leave no atti�tude, thought, feeling or action unexamined. Ignatius was keenly aware of and sensitive to the difficulties of worthwhile self-reflection and productive self-examination. He had a genius for calling people to face real�ity, especially as revealed through one’s multiple emotional and spiritual reactions to the present moment. Ignatius was quite capable of putting a soul’s feet to the fire, so to speak, and yet doing so with phenomenal understanding and compassion. He also created, for the benefit of the Jesuit Order and its governance, a systematic process and demanding pattern of personal, com�munity and institutional evaluation.


	There are many commentaries on the Spiritual Exercises and this is not the place to summarize and critique them. One point of view, though, which underscores our con�cern about developing a practice of reflection in evaluation, is that Ignatius sought to help others grow in the freedom to respond to God’s call, not just in the complex choice of lifelong commitments, but also through the ordinary decisions of daily life. How else does one understand magis or the “greater good” except as a constant reminder that God abides in our world and works through us to bring all of creation to ultimate full�ness? We are called, therefore, to find God in all things and in every action, to seek excel�lence in all that we do, and to find in and through that very striving the wholeness and holiness for which we were created.


Moving to Action


	There are a few other principles of evaluation that it might be helpful to review. Evaluation is a dynamic activity; it naturally tends to go somewhere, to move forward toward some further action. It is both the conclusion and the new start of the Synergy Cycle of organizational decision making that has four major activities: evaluation, recommendation, decision and action (see � REF _Ref283102098 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 1 – Synergy Cycle of Organizational Decision Making�, p. � PAGEREF _Ref283102098 �91�). Evaluation is the activity which an organization initiates as part of a decision making process to gener�ate, sustain and renew organizational energy and commitment to policies, programs and procedures that will further its mission. By initiating a formal evaluation of what may be an ongoing or completed action (or situa�tion), the organization introduces a dynamic that will naturally call for a judgment about what should happen with respect to that action (or situation). It opens up and gives impetus, therefore, to the activity of recom�mendation, a process concerned with devel�oping alternative possibilities about where to go and what to do as a result of the evalua�tion. Decision is the activity of attempting to coalesce organizational energy into a formal commitment to a course of action. Once the decision has been implemented and the re�sulting action is under way, the cycle of decision making is complete (see diagram below). Because it starts a momentum for decision making, evaluation is a pivotal activity. Saying “we’re going to look at this,” raises people’s enthusiasm or anxiety about where it will go and what will happen.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1� – Synergy Cycle of Organizational Decision Making


�
	It is helpful, therefore, to realize that there are three critical questions that should be asked in order to conclude the activity of evaluation itself and move on to recommen�dation. Each question should be addressed positively, forcefully and honestly: (1) “Is this the way we see it?” (2) “How do we feel about it?” and “Do we need to do anything more?” (3) “Do we want to do anything?” The first question—“Is this the way we see it?”—means looking at the data produced by the evaluation and reaching some conclusion about what it says. In the evaluation of leadership in Jesuit schools, it is the point where people reflect on the data that have been gathered in order to formulate a pic�ture that best describes the individual’s per�formance in the position. It is also the point in a feedback session with the individ�ual where discussion might take the form of a dialogue such as: “This is the way we see your performance in the position. Do you see it this way? If not, how do you see it? What has led us to seeing it the way we do? Can you understand how we might see it the way we do? To what extent can we appreciate how you might see it differently?”


	The second question—“How do we feel about it? Do we need to do anything more?”—deals with how people feel about the condition or situation as it has been de�scribed. Here it is a matter of affective as well as intellectual appreciation for what the results of the evaluation are saying. In the evaluation of Jesuit school leadership, it is the stage where people are called upon to assume moral as well as intellectual owner�ship of and responsibility for their evalua�tion. In the continuing dialogue with the individual in the leadership role, it involves questions such as: “How do you feel about our evaluation of your performance? How do we feel about the way you see it? Is it okay for things to continue as they are (if so, then nothing further needs to happen) or do we need to do make some changes?”


	The third question—–“Do we want to do anything?”—talks to the need of getting people’s commitment to doing something as a result of the evaluation. It is the critical juncture between evaluation and the subse�quent activity of recommendation. If it is not answered in the affirmative there is little reason to expect much more to happen. This is the opportunity for people to describe a picture of how they would like the situation to be different in the future. Talking specifi�cally about an individual’s leadership role, it would involve working with the person to create a desirable image of his or her future performance in the position, for example: “What image would you like to have of your�self in the position? What would make the position more satisfying (productive, man�ageable, energizing, workable, interest�ing) for you?” and then translating the image of how we would like it to be into goals. The next step would be to reach agreement on the goals and the time frame for their ac�complishment (making sure the individual is committed to the goals) and then to lay out specific steps toward meeting the goals. It is important that the person develop defi�nite workable strategies for achieving the goal(s) committed to, either evolving the strategies alone, with whatever occasional assistance may be needed, or with direct coaching and help. Another factor is making sure to figure out what support mechanisms the person will need to assure progress on his or her part.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �2� – Synergy Cycle and Ignatian Pedagogical Paradigm


�
	Lastly, it is highly desirable to estab�lish a plan for follow up, a definite period in which to evaluate progress over and against the goals. The underlying principle here is that people should be given time and space to work on professional growth and im�provement without feeling that they are continually caught in an evaluation process. Hence the evaluation process itself needs to have a formal end so as to free people up to experiment with new work attitudes and changed patterns of behavior. Above all, the approaches used should be developmental, stressing values and goals for the future, emphasizing possibilities that are choice ori�ented. In other words, efforts should be directed toward keeping the evaluation process proactive rather than reactive.


	The Synergy Cycle itself can be viewed as a tool for facilitating the interplay of ex�peri�ence, reflection and action described already as a dynamic characteristic of Ignatian Pedagogy (see � REF _Ref283189742 \* MERGEFORMAT �Figure 2 – Synergy Cycle and Ignatian Pedagogical Paradigm�, p. � PAGEREF _Ref283189742 �92�). Bringing a past or present action under evaluative scrutiny at the start of decision making ensures that it will be grounded in the datum of lived experience. Not only do we learn by reflecting on our past and cur�rent actions, but we need to reflect, too, on the future we want to shape for ourselves and our organization. Developing recom�mendations about where to go and how to get there calls for forward looking reflection, reflection that is future as well as action ori�ented. As our reflection expands outward to the future it should continue to maintain, at the same time, an inward connection to the depth of meaning and value that has come from what past experience has taught us. Making the decision should be an impetus for action, resulting in an expansion of experience that, in turn, naturally leads to another reflective round in the continuing cycle of Evaluation, Recommendation, Decision and Action.


Summary of Principles


	In summary, then, there are several general principles that should be kept in mind in formulating a process for evaluating Ignatian leadership in a Jesuit school:


Every effort should be made to establish a positive, con�struc�tive environment for evaluation. People, in general, tend to approach any form of personnel evalua�tion with a degree of skepticism and more than an modicum of fear and trepidation. 


Sound, regular systems of evaluation should be the norm rather than the ex�cep�tion in Jesuit schools. Evaluation procedures should be such that they meet the institution’s obligation to help people grow personally, pro�fessionally and spiritually, in order that they may become even more effective in their roles of Ignatian leadership and teaching.


Genuine loving care and concern for the person—including the individual whose leadership is being evaluated and those who are assisting with the evaluation—should characterize the entire process from beginning to end. 


Evaluation should be an opportunity for people to clarify their expectations of leadership. It should also help to iden�tify new and emerging expectations that may require further ne�gotiation before they can be formally incorporated into a leader’s position description.


Evaluation should take into account the organizational context of leadership. The results of organizational reviews that look at basic questions touching the institution’s life (such as “Who are we called to be? What is our mission? How are we fulfilling it?”) are vital for properly understanding and interpreting the results of a leadership evaluation.


For evaluation to be useful as well as credible its findings must seem reasonably objective, valid and consis�tent. People should be accountable for the perceptions they offer, meaning that they should be willing to substan�tiate their view�points with concrete illus�tra�tions from their own lived experience.


Reflection on experience, a fundamental dynamic of Ignatius’ Spiritual Exercises, should be an integral dimension of the evaluation process.


Evaluation results should enable people to make intelligent recommendations and sound decisions about what future directions and courses of action to take. Evaluation should call persons to commit themselves to a plan of action that ulti�mate�ly looks to the greater good to be done in terms of the Jesuit school’s mission to form young men and women of compe�tence, conscience and compassion.
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