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PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT: FROM RESISTENCE TO IQMS -

FROM POLICY TO PRACTICE

K. M. Mathula

THESE ARE COMPLEX AND EXCITING TIMES FOR EDUCATIONAL REFORMIST

1. INTRODUCTION

We are in the midst of the fifth serious attempt at large-scale Performance Management and Evaluations reform in the past decade.  Society needs its public service organisations to perform – to create policies and deliver services that are effective in meeting societal needs.  Because the performance of our public service organisations has been the subject of so much criticism, Performance Management and Evaluations have occupied a central position in the radical large-scale reforms that have swept through the public sector during the past decade.  The South African experience of evaluations within the schooling system has not been a positive one.  Among the most important factors that contributed to the “defiance campaign” of 1989 was the ways in which the evaluation and inspection of educators in mainly black schools was perceived and experienced.  Educators felt that they were being policed and victimised through inspections.  In addition, educators had no access to the reports that were written about their performances and did not know how and why the judgements that were made about them were arrived at.  Finally, educators were not given any developmental support that was linked to these inspections.  Generally evaluations and inspections of educators were experienced as policing, negative and faultfinding.  Phele (199?) identified the following aspects of educator perceptions as some of the limitations of the system of inspection that was used: prevalence of political bias; the unchecked power which inspectors wielded; the victimisation of educators based on their organisational affiliation; the secrecy which surrounded the system; and the difficulty of challenging the inspector’s report.  Between 1989 and 1990 it became impossible for inspectors and subject advisors to go into schools and this led to a breakdown of the inspectorate and the subject advisory services.

Within the organized teaching profession the need was felt to develop an appraisal instrument that would be acceptable to all stakeholders and would enhance the development of competency of educators and the quality of public education in South Africa.  Through negotiations, research and piloting of the various proposals in which educator unions participated, a document which represented the good faith which existed between various stakeholders, and embraces the democratisation that is prevalent in education in South Africa was finalised.  The need to restore an appraisal system for educators was, thus, a concern shared by all educator formations and ex-departments of education.  By 1993, all educator organizations and unions and all ex-departments of education were involved in these negotiations that sought to address the principles, processes and procedures for the new appraisal system.  Various consultative workshops were held at a national level by each of the organizations/departments that were involved.  These led to formulation of the “guiding principles” that were to inform the new appraisal system and the “appraisal instrument” to be used.  By 1994, a general agreement on both of these was reached (GDE; 2002).

The purpose of this paper is to provide a historical account of the large-scale reform efforts in Performance Management and Evaluations within the South African Schooling system.  In this article I will start with the first large-scale reform effort – The Developmental Appraisal System (DAS) what it is and why it failed.  Then, I will provide a description of subsequent large-scale reform efforts – Whole School Evaluation (WSE), Performance Management and Development Scheme (PMDS), Evaluations Procedures, Processes and Standards, and The Protocol and Instrument for Observing educators; what they are, why they arose and the lessons learned from implementation attempts.  Then, I will describe the current large –scale reform initiative – The Integrated Quality Management System (IQMS); what it is and why it arose.  Then, I will describe the policy attributes theory.  Finally, I will identify key issues that must be addressed if we are to make substantial progress in the implementation of this system.

2. POLICY PROCESSES AND THE LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT

2.1. The National Education Policy Act Process (NEPA)

The National Education Policy Act, 1996 was designed to inscribe in law the policy, legislative and monitoring responsibilities of the Minister of Education, and to formalise relations between National and Provincial Authorities.  It provides for the determination of National policies in General and Further Education and Training for, among others, curriculum, assessment and quality assurance.  The act embodies the principle of co-operative governance, elaborated in Schedule 3 of the Constitution (The S.A.Yearbook; 2002).  In terms of this act the minister shall within 21 days after determining policy, give notice of such determination in the Gazette and indicate in such notice where the policy instrument may be obtained.  Examples of such policies are:

· Government notice 695 National Education Policy Act (27/1996): Policy on Whole-School Evaluation.  Gazette No. 22512;

· Government notice 82 National Education Policy Act (27/1996): Norms and Standards for Educators.  Gazette No. 20844; and 

· Government notice 710 National Education Policy Act (27/1996): C2005 - Revised National; Curriculum Statements.  Gazette No. 23406.

2.2. The Education Labour Relations Council Process (ELRC)

The ELRC is a bargaining council for the education sector.  The council consists of equal representation of the employer (national and provincial departments of education) and the employees (trade unions representing educators).  The ELRC aims to create effective and constructive labour relations and to ensure the promotion and transformation of education at all levels within society (The S.A. Yearbook; 2002).  One of the objectives of the ELRC is to conclude and enforce collective agreements.  Examples of such agreements are:

· Resolution 4 of 1998 – Developmental Appraisal System;

· Resolution 7 of 1998 – Workloads of School-based Educators;

· Resolution 8 of 1998 – Duties and Responsibilities of Educators;

· Resolution 2 of 2002 – Performance management and Development Scheme for Office –based educators;

· Resolution 1 of 2003 – Evaluations procedures for institution-based educators;

· Resolution 3 of 2003 – The protocol process; and 

· Resolution 8 of 2003 – The Integrated Quality Management System.

2.3.
The Legislative Context For Performance Management and Evaluations
The education policy and legislative context for Performance Management include:

· The Employment of Educators Act (Act No. 76 of 1998);

· Government notice 82 National Education Policy Act (27/1996): Norms and Standards for Educators.  Gazette No. 20844;

· Resolution 4 of 1998 – Developmental Appraisal System;

· Resolution 7 of 1998 – Workloads of School-based Educators; and

· Resolution 8 of 1998 – Duties and Responsibilities of Educators;

The education policy and legislative context for evaluation of schools include:

· Education White Paper, 1995; 

· The National Education Policy Act (No.27 of 1996);

· Assessment Policy, gazette in December 1998;

· Further Education and Training (FET) Act (No.98 of 1998); and 

· The South African Qualifications Authority (SAQA) Act of 1995, requires that Education and Training Quality Assurance (ETQA) bodies be established.

3.
CONCEPT CLARIFICATION

3.1
Performance Appraisal and Performance Management

Performance Appraisal is a process of systematically evaluating performance and providing feedback on which performance adjustments can be made.  Grobler, Warnich, Carrell, Elbert & Hatfield (2000: 260) define Performance Appraisal as “an on-going process of evaluating and managing both the behaviour and outcomes in the workplace.  Byers and Rue (1994: 288) define Performance Appraisal as a process that involves determining and communicating to an employee how he or she is performing on the job and, ideally, establishing a plan of improvement”.  Properly conducted Performance Appraisals not only indicate the level of employee performance but also influence future level of effort and task direction.  Organisations use various terms to describe this process and some of the terms used include: performance reviews; annual appraisal; performance evaluation; employee evaluation; and merit evaluation.  An analysis of the definitions of Performance Appraisal emphasise the following important aspects:

· It is an on- going process;

· It is an evaluation of performance;

· It includes feedback and communication;

· It allows for performance adjustment or plan of improvement.

According to Byers and Rue (1994) performance refers to the degree of accomplishment of the tasks that make up an employee’s job.  It reflects how well an employee is fulfilling the requirements of a job.  Unlike effort, performance is measured in terms of results, end products or outcomes.  Performance is thus, the net effect of an employee’s effort as modified by abilities and role (or task) perceptions.  This implies that in a given situation performance can be viewed as resulting from the interrelationships among effort, abilities, and role perception.

3.1.1.
PerformanceManagement

Performance management is a means of getting better results from the organisation, its teams and individuals, by understanding and managing performance within an agreed framework of planned goals, objectives and standards (GSSE, 2003).  According to Bussing (1992) Performance management is “a Systematic approach to managing people, goals, measurement, feedback and recognition as a way of motivating employees to achieve their full potential, in line with the organisation’s objectives”.  Grobler et al (2000) maintains that performance management is a broader term than performance appraisal, emphasizing the use of all the management tools, including performance appraisal.  Tools such as reward systems, job design, leadership and training should be part of a comprehensive approach to managing performance.  Performance management plays a vital role in helping the organisation achieve its goals by providing a link between strategic planning and performance appraisal.  The White Paper on Human Resource Management in the Public service (1997) highlights the importance of performance management in the Public Sector and states that “the success of the Public Service in delivering its operational and developmental goals depends primarily on the efficiency and effectiveness with which employees carry out their duties.  Managing performance is therefore a key Human Resource Management tool to ensure that”:

· Employees know what is expected of them;

· Managers know whether the employee’s performance is delivering the required objectives;

· Poor performance is identified and improved; and

· Good performance is recognised and rewarded.

The Paper further suggests the following principles to be applied in the implementation of a performance management system in the Public sector:

· Results orientation;

· Training and development;

· Rewarding good performance;

· Managing poor performance; and 

· Openness, fairness and objectivity.

Performance Management is therefore an integral part of an effective Human Resource Management and Development strategy.  It is an on-going process, in which the employee and employer, together, strive constantly to improve the employee’s productivity and his /her contribution to the organisation’s wider objectives. 

3.2.
Evaluation

Evaluation is the collection, analysis and interpretation of information about any aspect of a programme of education, as part of a recognised process of judging its effective ness, its efficiency and any other outcomes it may have (Thorpe; 1993).  This inclusive definition of evaluation has the following characteristics:

· Inclusiveness:  Activities not normally thought of as evaluation can be part of one if so planned;

· Not synonymous with assessment:  Evaluation is not synonymous with assessment, which is a procedure of assigning value to the learning achieved during to the learning achieved during and at the end of a course;

· Component activities:  Evaluation has three components - data collection, analysis, and interpretation;

· A planned activity capable of being made public:  The methods used must be deliberate and recorded if they are to count as part of evaluation; and

· Both intended and unintended effects:  The scope of evaluation is not limited to checks of the overt goals of the programme, but can encompass any of its aspects and their effects.  It can also be focused on only a narrow selection of the possible issues provided this is made clear in the reporting and use of findings.

3.3.
Implementation

Implementation is the process of putting into practice an idea, or set of activities, which is new to the people attempting to bring about a change (Taylor, 1988), whether or not these activities are initiated external to the school, by the school or by individual educators (Fullan, 1983 and 1986).

3.3.1.
Factors Affecting Implementation

Fullan (1982) is of the opinion that while more research is needed to unravel the complexities of the implementation process, existing evidence consistently emphasise the following factors as especially critical to changing practice.  These factors include:

· Characteristics of the innovation or revision - the nature of the change

These include the need for change, the complexity of the change and the quality and availability of materials.

· Characteristics at the school level

These include the principals’ and educators’ actions and relations.

· Factors external to the school system.

These include the role of government departments of education, and other education agencies.

· Characteristics of the local education authority

These include the history of innovative attempts or track record built, capacity of the education department, expectations and training of principals, educator input and their technical assistance, community support, time line, monitoring and evaluation.

Fullan (1982) further maintains that the factors that affect implementation operate in a changing way as a progression over time, and form a network of “variables” which interact.  If any one, two, or three factors are working against implementation, the process will be less effective.  The more factors supporting implementation, the more effective it will be. 

4.
THE FIRST LARGE –SCALE REFORM EFFORT IN PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND EVALUATIONS – THE DEVELOPMENTAL APPRAISAL SYSTEM (DAS)

4.1. What is DAS?

The Developmental Appraisal System (DAS) forms Chapter C of the Terms and Conditions of Employment of Educators determined in terms of Section 4 of the Employment of Educators Act of 1998.  This policy is also Resolution 4/1998 of the ELRC.  The aim of DAS is to facilitate the personal and professional development of educators in order to improve the quality of teaching practice and education management.  It is based on the fundamental principle of Life-Long learning and development.  This implies that one has to prioritise areas for development and growth throughout one’s career in Education.

To ensure that the process of appraisal was in line with key job functions, a list of criteria were drawn up for the following levels: (Criterion-based Appraisal)

· Core criteria: These are criteria that are seen as primary elements of the responsibility of the person’s job on which the person has no choice but to be appraised on.  They cover the essential elements of the job descriptions of the educator;

· Optional criteria: These are criteria that are listed as core criteria, some of which may be made optional by the appraisal panel because of the contextual factors at institutions.  The panel has to provide a motivation for this reclassification; and

· Additional criteria: These are criteria that may be added depending on the needs of an institution and/or individual educator.  These should be discussed with the Panel, supported by staff and agreed to in the Staff Development Team.  A motivation for the inclusion of additional criteria has to be given (ELRC; 1998).

4.2. Why DAS failed?

Combined inputs from The National Synopsis (June 1999), Review Workshop Report (May 2000), and Provincial progress reports, indicate that the implementation of DAS has not been very successful.  The problem analysis session conducted as part of the Gauteng Department of Education (GDE) hosted strategic planning workshop that was held in 2001 was used to clarify, analyse and add to the list of constraints.  Constraints that were identified were grouped as operational, policy, training or attitudinal issues. 

(Policy Constraints 

Policy Constraints involve inhibiting factors relevant to the DAS policy itself.  The following challenges were highlighted as policy constraints:

· Lack of user-friendly format and language:  The policy documentation is pitched at a level that is too high for the end-user to understand clearly; 

· Complicated Core criteria:  The core criteria are too complicated and cannot be understood easily.  They need to be unpacked into user-friendly parts that can be scored in a practical and non-intimidating way; 

· Poor linking of DAS to other policies (e.g. Curriculum 2005 and whole school evaluation):  DAS was not viewed as being linked to other policies that were in the process of, or have already been, implemented.  This has compromised the objective of systemic policy implementation; and 

· Lack of ownership and unclear roles and responsibilities: There has been insufficient ownership and levels of accountability for the policy, by all stakeholders.  This has erupted into a blaming culture whereby each stakeholder was able to attribute lack of policy success to another. (Unclear roles)

(Training Constraints 

Issues regarding training can be defined through the identification of trainers and the successful training of all relevant stakeholders in the use and implementation of DAS.  Constraints relevant to training include: 

· The cascade model of training.  This model of training is perceived as ineffective and inhibits the smooth running of the process.  This model is categorized by the top-down transfer of knowledge where-by information becomes delineated as it cascades.  This process tends to be tedious and also takes more time than is necessary; 

· Lack of resources to purchase training materials: Lack of training material such as manuals, overhead projectors and flips charts inhibit the successful running of training sessions;

· Small workshop venues: Insufficient venue capacity has resulted in the exclusion of some participants who have had to sit outside.  This situation has resulted in basic knowledge transfer as opposed to interactive training; and 

· Training pools: There is no training pool from which trainers can be drawn. 

(Operational Constraints 

Operational constraints have to do with the challenges realised in implementing DAS.  The following challenges were identified:

· Competing departmental priorities (e.g. Curriculum 2005, Whole school development and systemic evaluation).  The competing priorities of the department drew energies and attention from the task of implementing DAS effectively because they encourage high levels of role ambiguity.  In an attempt to balance these competing priorities DAS has often been the first project to be abandoned. 

· Lack of common understanding: Stakeholders in school and offices were not sure about the actual purpose of DAS.  A stream of thought existed that maintained that DAS was a means of monitoring performance of educators and not means of educator development; 

· Lack of communication: Communication lines between managers and educators were closed and inconsistent as a result of the inhibiting attitudes that were at play for both stakeholders; 

· Delays in implementation: As a result of the system being too cumbersome, there have been detrimental delays in the implementation of DAS: 

· Dormant appraisal structures:  Structures were set up according to policy, but were not operationalised; 

· Unrealistic implementation plans:  It has been realized and acknowledged that the national, full scale implementation of DAS was over-ambitious and unrealistic; 

· Lack of capacity:  Lack of human resources resulted in inadequate capacity for the successful implementation of DAS;

· Insufficient lines of accountability:  The implementation-specific responsibilities have not been allocated clearly among all stakeholders. 

· Composition of panels:  Each educator is required to select his/her own panel.  This has resulted in unnecessary time delays as well as the selection of peers that are personal friends of educators; (cumbersome)

· No existing database:  There is no database (e.g. H.R.I.S) in place to provide information as to the number of educators that have been appraised as well as a list of required programmes based on developmental needs; and 

· No tangible rewards for DAS implementation at grassroots level:  There were no perceived incentives (be they intrinsic or extrinsic) for the successful implementation and ongoing use of DAS.  The link between the incentive of development and the policy was clarified to users. 

(Attitude Constraints 

The term, “attitude constraints” refers to observations regarding stakeholder morale, motivation, commitment and mindsets that may be inhibiting the successful implementation of DAS.  Challenges that were identified are as follows: 

· Myths and inaccurate perceptions:  There were inconsistencies regarding the purpose of DAS that are not in line with the intended vision of the policy; 
· Fear of victimization: Educators, who were identified through the DAS process, had a fear of being compared to and judged against fellow educators; 
· Apathy: Senior Management had attitudes of indifference regarding the implementation of DAS as a result of other non-standardised appraisal system being in place or the existence of negative attitudes derived from the ineffectiveness of past systems;
· Lack of advocacy:  There have been insufficient steps taken to advocate DAS to its relevant stakeholders.  This has resulted in a lack of common understanding and support for the implementation of DAS. 
· Resistance to change:  All stakeholders, aware of the operational and policy constraints of DAS, were not willing to accept accountability for this change initiative for fear that any failure would reflect upon themselves in a negative manner; 
· User frustration:  As a result of the complexity of the instrument the intended users were not comfortable, in terms of self-perceived competence, in using DAS; 
· Lack of participation:  As a result of organizational politics and power-control, a closed organizational culture resulted in attitudes of competition as opposed to those of openness and participation towards a common goal;
· Non-priotisation of office-based educators:  Office-based educators felt that they were an after-though in the process of DAS implementation; and 
· Victim mindsets:  Reactive mindsets that inhibit personal development, among educators, existed as opposed to those of ownership and proactive development. 
5. SUBSEQUENT LARGE-SCALE REFORM EFFORTS

5.1. Whole School Evaluation (WSE)

5.1.1. What is WSE?

The policy on Whole-School Evaluation is a notice in terms of Section 3(4)(l) of the National Education Policy Act, 1996 (Act no.27 of 1996).  This Policy is aimed at improving the overall quality of education in schools.  It seeks to ensure that all learners are given an equal opportunity to make the best use of their capabilities.  As a process, whole-school evaluation is meant to be supportive and developmental rather than punitive and judgmental.  This policy maintains that it will not be used as a coercive measure, though part of its responsibility will be to ensure that national and local policies are complied with.  The policy also contains a built-in mechanism for reporting findings and providing feedback to the school and to various stakeholders – the National and Provincial Education Departments, parents and society generally– on the level of performance achieved by schools.

The aims of the policy have been identified as follows:

· External moderation of schools;

· Identification and evaluation of school effectiveness;

· Increase the level of accountability;

· Strengthen the support given to schools; 

· Provide feedback to all stakeholders;

· Identify aspects of excellence within the system; and

5.1.2. Implementation Problems Experienced

Some of the problems experienced in the implementation process include:

· Flawed consultation process;

· Flawed advocacy process;

· Level of readiness not established before implementation;

· Flawed Implementation management process;

· Inconsistent intervention strategies;

· Myths and inaccurate perceptions about the use and intentions of WSE;

· Fear of victimisation by schools;

· Apathy and resistance to change;

· Perceived hidden agenda; and 

· Perceived bad-faith negotiations(Lack of trust).

5.2. Performance Management and Development Scheme for Office Based Educators (PMDS)

5.2.1. What is PMDS?

The Performance Management and Development Scheme (PMDS) is Collective Agreement Number 2 Of 2002 of the ELRC.  The Performance Management and Development Scheme (PMDS), links the need for effective staff performance with the corporate planning cycle. The PMDS operates on an annual cycle that runs from 1 April to 31 March and is directly linked with the corporate planning cycle.  The policy emphasises the importance of integrating the various processes in the scheme into the normal work of supervisors and staff and not view them as some additional administrative requirement.  

The aim of the Performance Management and Development Scheme is to: 

· Improve performance against corporate goals by establishing a performance culture;

· Improve individual’s awareness and understanding of their work objectives and the performance standards expected of them;

· Ensure that individuals know how their performance against these standards is perceived;

· Improve communication between supervisors and their staff;

· Evaluate performance fairly and objectively; 

· Provide opportunities to identify individual’s development needs and to devise, with their supervisors, plans to address those needs;

· Facilitate the effective management of unsatisfactory performance; and 

· Provide a possible future basis for decision on rewards

5.3. Evaluations Procedures

5.3.1. What are Evaluation Procedures?

Evaluation procedures, processes and performance standards for institution-based educators are the ELRC Collective agreement number 1 of 2003.  The purpose of this agreement is to identify the evaluation procedures, processes and performance standards for institution based educators.  The aim of the evaluation system is to:

· To provide a basis for decisions on salary progression, rewards and other measures that require a certain level of performance that may be agreed to; 

· Evaluate performance fairly and objectively;

· To improve the quality of teaching practice and education management.

The policy defines “Performance Standards” as “mutually agreed criteria used to describe how well work must be done”.  12 standards were identified and described as follows:

	Standard
	Short description

	STANDARD 1: lesson planning, preparation, presentation and management
	Competence in planning, preparation, presentation and management of learning programmes.

	STANDARD 2: Creation of a learning environment and classroom management
	Competence in creating a positive learning environment and maintaining effective discipline.

	STANDARD 3: Monitoring and assessment of learners
	Competence in monitoring and assessing learner progress and achievement.

	STANDARD 4: Professional Development in field of work/career and participation in professional bodies 
	The educator engages in professional development activities consistent with his own goals and objectives and that of the school 

	STANDARD 5: Human Relations and contribution to school development
	The educator engages in appropriate interpersonal relationships with learners, parents and staff and contributes to the development of the school

	STANDARD 6: Knowledge of curriculum and subject matter
	The educator is prepared and knowledgeable of the content and demonstrates appropriate preparation for teaching.



	STANDARD 7:Leadership, Communication and Servicing the Governing Body
	Provides an environment that creates and fosters commitment and confidence among colleagues, learners, the Governing Body and the community and communicates and interacts effectively with all stakeholders in order to ensure that all relevant information is both accessible and understood. 

	STANDARD 8: Extra-Curricular participation
	The educator participates in Extra-curricular and Co-curricular activities in such a way that it supplements the learning process and leads to the holistic development of the learners. 

	STANDARD 9: Administration
	Administers resources and records in an effective and efficient manner in order to ensure the smooth functioning of the institution

	STANDARD 10: Personnel
	Manages and develops personnel under his/her supervision in such a way that the vision and mission of the institution are accomplished.

	STANDARD 11: Decision making and accountability 
	Establishes procedures that ensure democratic decision-making and accountability within the institution.

	STANDARD 12: Strategic Planning, Financial Planning and Education Management Development 
	The educator displays competence in planning and education management development.


In terms of this policy, STANDARDS 1 to 8 are applicable to educators (Level 1); STANDARDS 1 to 11 are applicable to HODs (Level 2); and STANDARDS 1 to 12 are applicable to Deputy Principals and Principals 

5.4. The Protocol Process

5.4.1. What is the Protocol Process?

Protocol and instrument for use when observing educators in practice for the purpose of whole-school evaluation (WSE) and Developmental Appraisal System (DAS) is Collective agreement number 3 of 2003 of the ELRC.  The purpose of this agreement is to provide a protocol and instrument for use when observing educators in practice for the purpose of Whole-School Evaluation (WSE) and Developmental Appraisal System (DAS). 

The policy clarified the purpose of WSE and DAS as:

	WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF WSE
	WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF DAS

	To facilitate improvement of school performance through approaches characterized by partnership, collaboration, mentoring and guidance.


	An important aspect of educator development and support

	To provide an account of the school’s current performance 


	Identifies professional needs of educators in order to develop relevant programmes that will enhance professional competences and growth to improve the quality of teaching and learning 

	To show the extent to which the school is able to meet the national goats whilst able also to meet the needs of a community and public in general. 
	Involves self-appraisal and lesson observation of the appraisee by one or two members of the agreed upon panel. 

	Involves both internal and external evaluation processes.

	


The policy clarified the difference between WSE and DAS as: 

	WSE
	DAS

	· 9 areas for evaluation as contained in the policy.
	· Focuses on Educator appraisal for development and support

	· An external audit to evaluate the extent to which processes have been implemented
	· Equivalent to the Quality of Teaching and Educator Development area for evaluation 

	· All judgements are based on tangible evidence 
	· It is an internal peer evaluation to assist in appraisal for the development and support of an educator

	· Makes recommendations for implementation & improvement 
	· It develops a Professional Growth Plan for the educator 


This policy was developed as a result of the deadlock that arose around the implementation of the Whole School Evaluation policy and the Developmental Appraisal System that has existed since April 2002.

5.5.Implementation Problems Experienced

In most cases the provincial core training team was identified and trained, but further implementation of these policies was not visible.  The reasons for non-implementation are the same as those that have been discussed for DAS and WSE.  These include:

· Flawed consultation processes;

· Accountable unit not clarified;

· Communication breakdown;

· Unstable environment

· Flawed advocacy process;

· Level of readiness not established before implementation;

· Flawed Implementation management process;

· Myths and inaccurate perceptions about the use and intentions of these policies;

· Fear of victimisation by schools;

· Apathy and resistance to change;

· Perceived hidden agenda; and 

· Perceived bad-faith negotiations (Lack of trust).

5.6.Lessons Learned From These Reform Efforts
An analysis of the reasons for lack of implementation for all these policies indicates that the constraints are the same.  These constraints can be classified into four categories: operational, policy, training or attitudinal issues.  This indicates that for implementation to be successful these issues have to be addressed.  Policy mandates on their own are not enough to sustain organisational change.  Implementation has to be carefully managed and supported if policies are to live up to their envisaged promises.

6.
THE CURRENT LARGE SCALE INITIATIVE – THE INTEGRATED QUALITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

6.1. What is IQMS

Integrated quality management system is Collective Agreement Number 8 of 2003.  The purpose of this agreement is to align the different Quality Management programmes, which include Developmental Appraisal, Performance Measurement and Whole School Evaluation. The main objective is to ensure quality public education for all and to constantly improve the quality of learning and teaching.  The Department has the responsibility of providing facilities and resources to support learning and teaching, and empowering, motivating and training educators.  Quality Management seeks to monitor and support these processes. The philosophy underpinning the Integrated Quality Management System (IQMS) is based upon the fundamental belief that the purposes of QMS are fivefold:

· To determine competence;

· To assess strengths and areas for development;

· To provide support and opportunities for development to assure continued growth 

· To promote accountability; and 

· To monitor an institution’s overall effectiveness 

The main purposes of the alignment process are:

· To enable the different QMS programmes to inform and strengthen one another; 

· To define the relationship among the different programmes of an Integrated Quality Management System; 

· To avoid unnecessary duplication in order to optimize the use of Human Resources; 

· To assure that there is ongoing support and improvement; and

· To advocate accountability.

The IQMS policy defines the purposes of these three systems as:

	DAS
	PM
	WSE

	to appraise individual educators in a transparent manner with a view to determining areas of strength and weakness, and to draw up programmes for individual development.
	to evaluate individual educators for salary progression, grade progression, affirmation of appointments and rewards and incentives.
	to evaluate the overall effectiveness of a school – including the support provided by the District, school management, infrastructure and learning resources – as well as the quality of teaching and learning.


6.2. Important Implementation Issues to be Addressed

Performance Management and Evaluations changes on a large scale for example DAS and PPMS and WSE have failed to make an impact in the past largely because policy attributes and issues of managing implementation were ignored.  One reason for the failure in large-scale educational reform can be attributed to a failure to identify and uphold policy attributes that are related to successful policy implementation.  Porter et al in Desimone (2002) developed a policy attributes theory that relates five components to successful policy implementation: specificity; consistency; authority and; power and Stability.

· Specificity/prescriptiveness:  Refers to how extensive and detailed a policy is.  For example a policy is more specific when accompanied by guidelines to be followed.  According to the policy attributes theory, the more specific a policy in terms of materials, information, professional development, guidance and instructions provided, the more likely educators are to implement.  The factors that increase specificity make the policy message clearer so that it requires less interpretation, and also serve to reinforce policy.  The more specific the reform the higher the implementation fidelity.  Specificity is a powerful mechanism to make implementation more successful, but it must be balanced with concerns about educator professionalism; limited capacity in terms of time for professional development and reading and reacting to materials and information; and consideration of the appropriate line between implementation fidelity and necessary adaptation to local context.

· Consistency:  Refers to the extent to which policies within a school contradict or reinforce each other.  Implementation of a policy is easier if the policy is consistent with other reform efforts of the school, district, province and national levels; consistency mitigates tensions that might require educators to choose among reforms.  Reforms that build on and complement each other serve to reinforce each other.  Reform is more effectively implemented when the design is consistent with other school efforts and with district and provincial policy.  Inconsistencies cause tension that hinders implementation authority.  Reform implementation is more successful when the reform efforts are consistent.

· Authority:  Policies gain authority by becoming law, through their consistency with social norms, through knowledge or support from experts, or through promotion by the organisations’ leaders.  The authoritative aspects of reform implementation fall into three categories: normative authority, which includes educator participation in decision making, educator buy-in, participation in networks and collaborative activities; Individual authority, defined as principal leadership; institutional authority, which includes district leadership, resource support and community support. Reform implementation is more successful when the reform efforts have authority.  In particular, authority established through social norms and through institutional and individual support increases implementation success.  

· Power:  Educational policies have power through the rewards and sanctions that they offer to stakeholders.  Power operates through the force of the rewards and sanctions associated with the reform effort, while authority operates through the persuasive mechanisms of law, norms and individual and expert backing and support. 

· Stability:  Policies that are part of a stable environment, and are stable themselves, tend to achieve better implementation success.   There are a number of factors that affect the stability of school reform: mobility of learners, educators, management, and district leadership; organisational restructuring the stability of policy environment and the phase of reform.  As with most reforms educator, learner and administrator turnover is disruptive to implementation.  The higher the mobility the weaker the implementation. Reform implementation is more successful in a stable environment.

Furthermore Sarason (1990) in Fullan and Hargreaves (1996) argues that the failure of educational reform has been persistent and predictable – for the following reasons:

· Connectedness

First, education systems have tinkered with innovations one at a time.  Much of the rest of the system has been left untouched and this has systematically undermined reform efforts.  There is a need to tackle different parts of the problem simultaneously, to see the connectedness, and to appreciate and act on the big picture.  

· Empowerment

Second, reform has failed because educators are not good at sharing power with students, principals are not good at sharing power with educators, and school systems are not good at sharing power with their schools.  Power struggles are major problems at every level.  

These two principles of connectedness and empowerment should underpin the department’s guidelines on building the capacity of educators and schools to take the innumerable daily actions necessary to change.  There is a need for education systems to balance the bottom-up and top-down strategies in order to produce more fundamental and effective change.  Education systems that recognise the power of capacity-building strategies, along with frameworks for accountability, will achieve significantly more change on the ground than those that employ distant hierarchical (top-down) methods of compliance 

6.2.1.
Key roles in managing Performance Management and Evaluations implementation

The purpose of this section is to give an outline of the most important roles of education systems in managing Performance Management and Evaluations implementation based on reviewed literature.  While more research is needed to unravel the complexity of the roles of education systems in the management of the implementation of Performance Management and Evaluations change, existing evidence in the literature review consistently emphasises and point to a number of roles as being especially critical to education department interventions and support.  The key management roles identified are: Advocacy, needs analysis, identifying and operationalising appropriate intervention strategies and programmes, disseminating important documents to stakeholders, creating an atmosphere for change, putting networks and partnerships in place, operationalising intervention programmes, monitoring and evaluating, and supporting continued implementation.

a.
Advocacy

According to Hargreaves (1998) one of the reasons why educational change is difficult to bring about is that the change is poorly conceptualised or not clearly demonstrated, that is there is no clarity on who will benefit, how they will benefit, and what the change will achieve.  De Clercq (1999) argues that it is important for education departments to familiarise themselves with policy documents in order to identify gaps between the old and the new and to provide support in the form of guidelines where the department has the capacity to do so.  This may lead to greater ownership and commitment at provincial level. Advocacy also includes dissemination of information to all stakeholders.  According to Hall and Hord (1984) dissemination refers to actions taken to broadcast innovation information and materials to encourage others to adopt the innovation.  Education systems should pass on important information about Performance Management and Evaluations to educators.  For example important resolutions of council, namely. Resolution 3 of 2002 and Resolutions 1, 2, 3 and 4 of 2003.  Goals and expectations for the implementation of a new Performance Management and Evaluations should be shared with educators, parents, and other structures with a stake in the implementation of a Performance Management and Evaluations change.

b.
Needs Analysis

It is important for education systems to conduct an assessment of the needs of individual schools under their authority.  Educator attitudes, current practices, educator concerns, support materials used, and erroneous assumptions and interpretations need to be identified.  Thus, a base-line data on current practices is provided which will enable education systems to measure progress made.  A needs assessment will also serve to identify problem areas with respect to Performance Management and Evaluation implementation, enable education systems to identify gaps in Performance Management and Evaluations practices between different categories of schools, for example between historically advantaged and disadvantaged schools, and to align and prioritise intervention programmes.

c.
Identifying and operationalising appropriate intervention strategies and programmes.

Education systems should identify intervention strategies/projects with clear management plans, outcomes, and clear expectations.  These intervention strategies should take into account the nature of change and the context of specific schools, for example the ability of an education department to balance the tension between system expectations and school variability (Fullan, 1999).  It is important to note that these interventions should give a coherent meaning to national and provincial policy and directives, and that they should reflect a long-term sustainable perspective. An intervention is an action or event or set of actions that influence the use of an innovation (Hall and Hord, 1984).  The following interventions are viewed as important in the context of education department management of implementation: educator development and capacity building, provision of support materials, and developing and disseminating an education department Performance Management and Evaluations guide.  These interventions are described in more detail below.

d.
Creating an atmosphere for change

Education systems should create a desire in educators to change, and should sustain and motivate educators throughout the change.  Fullan & Hargreaves (1996) maintain that interactive professionalism is the key to achieve this.  Interactive professionalism involves redefining the role of educators and the conditions in which they work.  More specifically, this entails collaborative work cultures, norms of continuous improvement, discretionary judgement and greater mastery, and efficacy and satisfaction in the profession of teaching. 

e.
Conducting educator development and capacity building

Many implementation efforts fail because educators have not been trained in the new skills required.  Education systems should note that educator training and development demonstrate a commitment and support on the part of the district.  Education systems should invest time and resources on professional development and opportunities for collaboration.  Educator training and development should be an integral part of the implementation process.  These actions should be taken to develop positive attitudes, knowledge and skills in relation to implementing a new Performance Management and Evaluations, through formal, structured and/or pre-planned activities, that include but not limited to workshops, demonstrations and modelling

f.
Providing resources and support material

According to Hargreaves (1998) one of the reasons why educational change is difficult to achieve is that the change is poorly resourced or the resources are withdrawn once the first phase of innovation is over.  The result is that the change is built on the backs of educators, who cannot bear for long without support.  Hall (1995) alludes to an important resource, time and maintains that time is one of the necessary and expensive resources, and most frequently the scarcest.  Education systems should provide time for educators and schools to deal with implementation issues and concerns.

g.
Monitoring and evaluating 

Monitoring entails among other things collecting information periodically throughout the whole process of implementation about the appropriateness of implementation goals, the extent to which goals are being achieved, the extent to which obstacles are being overcome, the effectiveness of implementation activities and structures, the training needs of implementers, and the effectiveness of role-players in implementing the Performance Management and Evaluations.  Furthermore, it entails using the collected information to modify goals, actions and structures as warranted.  Evaluation is an act of collecting systematic information regarding the nature and quality of educational objects (Nevo, 1995).  Education systems should evaluate the value of and assist with on-going improvement of Performance Management and Evaluations implementation.  Through actions that include formal and informal assessment, analysis, interpretation and feedback.

h.
Supporting institutionalisation

An education department should have plans to support continued implementation so as to institutionalise a new Performance Management and Evaluations system.  Institutionalisation is the degree to which the innovation is “built in”, incorporated into the ordinary structures and procedures of the school and its surrounding district.  The important indicators of institutionalisation of a new Performance Management and Evaluations will be the presence of supporting conditions related to current operations, the completion of important passages and the survival of the innovation through several organisational cycles (Taylor, 1988).

7. CONCLUSION

The following summation was extracted from the ideas and actions of officials in the Gauteng Department of Education:  The key management roles focused on in this study, on the whole were performed satisfactorily, some very well.  However, specific aspects of some of the roles appear to have been less well executed, and highly important aspects of the management of implementation processes.

· Communicating with SGB’s and other important stakeholders (so-called inside-outside communication and collaboration), including developing large-scale awareness of the Performance Management and Evaluations system.  Neglect of this aspect may fuel negative perceptions about an innovation and compromise its successful implementation.  There should be follow-up on a needs assessment complementing shortcomings discovered with feedback, further guidelines and support.  There appeared to be some concern whether this was done. Communicating with educators who are also the prime implementers about basic issues and requirements are crucial.

· Educator concerns about an innovation need to be determined, monitored and support provided were needed.  Negative responses by officials in this regard may point to an aspect which district management did not address effectively;

· Management should exhibit flexibility in dealing with different cases for example differentiating between the unique requirements of schools.  Some reservations were expressed in this regard;

· The total management plan should be kept in mind and Performance Management and Evaluations implementation plans aligned with other management aspects that the department has to attend to; and

· Some reservations were expressed in some of the following aspects: support by senior management; lack of commitment and full participation by officials; resistance to change; hidden agenda and no punitive measures for non-compliance with policy.

Based on the conclusion above, a number of guidelines for education systems on managing the implementation of Performance Management and Evaluations change can be identified.  These are taken up and outlined below in the form of recommendations and may contribute to a more coherent policy on the scope and roles of education department management with respect to implementation of performance management and Evaluations change.

Recommendations

· Use more holistic approaches to manage policy implementation.

It is crucial for Education Departments to use more holistic approaches to managing policy implementation.  The approach that is recommended here advocates the analysis and emphasis of policy attributes that make policy implementation more successful, and managing the implementation process.





Figure 1:  Issues to be considered in managing when managing implementation.

· Centralise the co-ordination of policy implementation

The Policy Directorate should be the overall co-ordinator of all policy implementation processes.  This will enable the department to manage the attainment of broad policy implementation goals more efficiently while more specific operational objectives are attained through the appropriate line function.  The Policy Directorate must establish formal communication links with all policy-generating bodies for example the ELRC and the NEPA processes through the National Department of Education.  This Directorate must also establish a policy forum consisting of at least one representative from each Chief Directorate, that will among other things:

-
Mediate policies for the province;

-
This forum will also familiarise themselves with all policy documents in order to identify gaps between the old and the new and to provide support in the form of guidelines;

-
Identify the relevant line functions for operations planning;

-
Clarify roles;

-
Draw up broad management plans including broad timeframes for delivery.; and

-
Submit all recommendations and reports to the CEO and the relevant line function.

These structures and processes are illustrated in figure 2 below
























        










       

Fig 2:  Structures and processes for the centralisation of policy implementation.

· Strengthen Advocacy through effective communication; 

The Department should ensure that an effective communication system is in place which amongst others, disseminates important documents timeously and to all concerned, facilitates the sharing of information and expertise among users within the department, and collaborates with all stakeholders outside the schools, the district and the province.

· Training strategies;

The cascade method seems to be ineffective.  The department needs to develop coherent plans incorporating an improved and strengthened training strategy. Many implementation efforts fail because teachers have not been trained in the new skills required.  The department should note that teacher training and development demonstrates a commitment and support on the part of the district.  The department should invest time and resources in professional development and opportunities for collaboration so that, teachers are provided with the means to build their capacity over time.  The department should strive to train all teachers who will be implementing the new performance management in the next cycle.
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ENSURE AND ENABLING ENVIRONMENT FOR POLICY IMPLEMENTATION


RESOURCING, REPORTING AND ACCOUNTABILITY.





MEC





ENSURE AN ATMOSPHERE FOR CHANGE; DEAL WITH RESISTANCE, COMMITMENT AND BUY IN AT ALL LEVELS





IMPLEMENTATION MANAGEMENT: ADVOCACY; NEEDS ANALYSIS; PROVISION OF RESOURCES

















CAPACITY BUILDING, INTERVENTION STRATEGIES, INSTITUTE INSTITUTIONALISE





MONOTORING; EVALUATING





POLICY ATTRIBUTES: SPECIFICITY; CONSISTENCY; AUTHORITY; 


POWER; STABILITY.





Policy Unit – Overall Co-ordinator


To establish Policy Forum with  ± 12 members from all Chief Directorates





ELRC processes





NEPA processes





Work with line function & report to CEO + MEC





Communications





Develop initial Advocacy Develop further advocacy in conjunction with the line function
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