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ntroduot

The nmost formidable obstasls to decigning and implementing a workable plan for éifferone
tiating the cempensation of administrators snd supervizors is an inadequate evaluation procoes.
More nurit psy plans have failed hecause of this deficiency than any other sinele factor,.

Yet, the search for better evaluation procedures goes on., The clemor mounts for absndonment
of traditional, lock-step salary schedules for admiristrators and supervisors, Preasure:
dncreesos to wake pay and productivity more complemontary, The key to a workable plsn for
holding menegerial personrel more precisely asccuntabla for good performence and peyirg them
acoordingly iles in finding a botter way to evalucte that performence,

The thrust of this presentation and the commontaries of my eolluarues will be to probe the
dirensions of this problem. But, we must do more than probe, Defining a dilemna i3 not erourh,
We must prorose some solutions, While we may not egree in cur solutions, we hops we may be ’;
able tc stinulate your thinking ond encourage you to reect during the discussion pericd that -
will follow,

Vhy _evaluate at_8ll? With eveluation's poor track record, vhy evalusts at ell? ‘l‘he reasens
are varied, It's uncomfortable and embarrassing to adnmit that no formalised procedures are
used to escese the effectiveness of the work of rrinecipnls, directors, supervisors, acsistant .

superlntenden’oa, &nd others doing sdministrative end supervisory works So, to avoid the
;implicat ion of executive derelietion, managerial persormel are evaluated one way or nnother.

: Hanagement by objectives (MBO), gradually gaining ground as a pronising mensgement lyatem,.
obviously requires an evaluation component. MBO, thus, is a cutalytic egent to iuduce batte
evaluation procedurea. :

" Prosrsm, plenning, budgeting systems (PPES) l4ikewise make svaluation a necessary sten in
.. suecessfml opcraticn of that system of menepement, Techniques used in PPES have carry-over A
R value in the assessme.it of educational maagement practitioners,

- tvaluative date are needed to improve the quelity of many maonagement decisions, Inl ormat '
elping to determine the direction end suhbatance of leadership development progrems moy be
btained from assessment of leadership performance, Evaluative dats are useful in nakinc
tions, They are necesscry in making recommendations and in the deplorment of udmini

tors and supervisors 1nto poni.tiona more nearly matching their aaaota and liebilities,

8 ',Obvlons], Ty the purpose ror which this progran vee planned, 1.... uhting mlu-ti ¢ da
o ) mpenution, 13 other and an Mmaaingly ‘oritical need. _ L
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Before exumining gossible ways to desiyn a plen to tie evaluation and mora clossly to-
gother, it is well to consider some of the possible incompatibilities ween the two,

Eveluantion for develovment and_vpay.There are some ceutions to consider in usine evaluas-
tion both for development and pay purposes in e sinrle oneration, In faet, confliets esn
oocur 806 that neithor objective is fully and satisfactorily acoomplished,

In a develorment progran, evaluation is primarily a tool used to improve the performancs of
the individual, Needs ere diAgnosed cooperatively by practitioner and supervisor, a plsn
of improvemeni is agrocd upen, efforts aere expended for its attainnent, end results are
asseansed, The amount of improvement may be minimal, moderate, or maximum, The cbileative,
however, is to promote professional growth, If results fall below exoectations, obisctives
are changed or modified, additional efforts sre expended, and re-assezsments are made, Ate
taching a dollsr value to the results of evaluation, in the context of development, may put
pressure upon the individual to suchh a degree that motivaticn for iaprovement muy be sharply
lessencd, In fact, entdoty about a raise in pay may over=ride every cther aspect of the ‘otal
process, 80 thot neither inproved performance nor en increase in compensatisn resull, Thuas,
one caution 1z to recognize that the desire to improve can be nsutralized by apprehension
that an inore.se in pay may be put in jeopardy by the evaluation process itself,

A sccond caution is that traditional rating procedures ere often very imprecise end unreli-
able measures to deternine relative levels of ccmponsation, It may be relatively easy to idene
tify and rata the bYest and pcorest practitioners, It's difficult, however, to ssress scuralely
the comparative performance of the middle fifty percent of the group., Performance eriteria
ney be unclear, Biazes of tha evaluator often weigh as much or more than the sctusl perfore
nance of the individual, Too much guess work and over-relisnce upon evaluator opinion ecn=

taminate the aceuracy of the assessment, Insufficient performance deta also reduce its reliad
bility,

A t%ird caution is that, undeor the most faverable conditions, eveluation tends to prodnee !
tenoions baotuweon eveluator end practitioner, Indlviduals, facing the prospecta of evaliation,
may reflect varying dezrecs of arprehension, upetichiness, fear, and sometimes hoatility, ]
A recent srticle in the KHarverd bBusiness Review outlines scme of the mingled reactions which
evaluation can produce, One of these resctions is related to the rward/punishment asyect
in the traditionsl evaluation process. Praise, extravagantly riven, especially if it ic more
cosmetic than substantive, may bte intended as a reward, Praise superficlslly extended, how-
ever, is a tamporery rovard st best, If, on the other hand, praise is piven sincerely and it
. 4t 138 re-inforecd with incidents of work well done, it cen be = and usually is = a panuine notf
vator, In that sense, it i3 usually a contributor to improvediperformance and preater efi'actived
ness,

Praise nust be vsed prudently, however. It cen be mistaken as implylng things notl intended,
GeLey & possible advencement, a raise in pay, or some other typs of extrinsie reward,

The opposité' of praiss is criticism, Fault=findineg, over=stressing deficienciesn, snd dovm=
grading an individual's performence often are considered by the recipient as being manifestas -
tions of punishment,

Evaluaticn should not be conducted in either extreme, 1,0,, 83 reward or punishment, Both
research and experience dictate othervise, L

Ancther gaution hes to do with resctive bshavior, One of the inherent problems in making
evaluative judgments is that assessments are usually over-=laden with absolutes, Meny evaluss
~tion forms require lebeling of the individual as beine outstanding, above average, below everap
unsatisfectory, etes These are threatening labels, They leave little leeway for intenzible
. and inprecise factors which are atundsntly inherent in ell performance, : ;

. then evaluators "lay it on the line,” practitioners usuelly react defensively, They ses
evaluation s being something done to rather than with them. This is a significant difference.
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The point in citing those cautions is not to generate a scnse of defeat defore berinnine
the tnk of designing an evaluation process vhich may promote greater produstivity and commene
surate conpensation. Instead, the purpose is to stress the need to understand that delicete
balances must be maintained in pursuing both objectives,

Incidenge of differentiated pay vlens, How widespread are differentiated pay plans for
adninistrative and supervisory personnel? This is not an essy question to anaver, It is
complicated by inability to determine precisely how msnagement decisions are mede with re-
ference to sranting differcntials in pay to administrative and supervisory personnel, Up=
to-date data ere not recdily accesasible,

Three years ngo, Educational Research Service published e report which indicated the
"purposes of ovaluationz! of administrative and supervisory versonnel, The number of systems
using evaluation to fix pay was smalli‘ gs the following data show,

able I

Purposes of Eveluations

Purpose No, of Systoms Percent_of svatnr
Identify aress needing inprovement m 20
Assoss present performance in accordance with prescribed 70 18
standards
Establish evidence for dismissal 60 16
Help ovaluatee establish relsvant performance goals 60 16
Have records to dotornine qualificitions for promotion 55 14
Deternine qualifications for rermanent status 3 9
Deternine qualifications for salery increments (reguler) 9 2
Comply with board policy 8 2
Doternine qualifiecations for merit pay 3 1l
Comply with state lew/regulation I | 1
Point out strengths 2 p

Twelve school systems out of 382, or only 3 percent, are so much in the minorit s, smong
those surveyed, that it i1s curious that so few use evaluation as onv of the means for fixing
saleries of leadership versonnal. This appeered to be the sltuation in 1971, Perhowns the
picture has changed in 1974 In that connection a recent publication has been issued by
Educational Research Service, Inc. that provides somo data on salaries of administirative
and supervisory personnel,

~ The ERS Study is a survey of salaries scheduled for administrative snd supervisory personnel. :

in public schools, 1973=74, It sheds some additicnal 1light on the incidence of differentiate
pay plans for lsadership psrsonnol, While thers is no way to tell from the data that evalu-
~ation 48 used to help determine the amounts of conmpensation, the study does rive some indie
cation of the nunber of school systems which make reference to some form of merit pay,
 Thouzh fregmertery, insofer as tha concerns of our ‘opic, the data revesl that:

~=Approximatcly one half of all administrative/supervisory salary echedules are still tied
to en indox, i.e., some base reference to schedules for teachers,

w=Only 55 school districts cut of 526, reported in the study, meke any reference to merit
pay in their salary schedules, This is about 10 percent,

It wvonld thus appear, from these inconclusive data, that the numher and percent of systems
- using some form of differentiated pay plans for administrators and supervisors is graduauy
B increning. ‘

i .’.’,l‘ho purpose in reporting these facts, is to emphssise that most school systems are not us
alnution as a tool to help nake determinations about aahr:lec for their adminiatratou and
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So much for preliminary considerations, HNow 4t i~ time to turn to the main thrust of this
iresentation} nancly, to consider ways to use evaluation as a means of determining differen=
tials in pay for adminintraters end supervisors,

Evalvetion models. Perhaps the best wey to consider the facets of the problem is to surpest
some 6valiurtion models and discuss the sti~engths end weaskmesses of each,

It should be emphasized that with each medel thera is the assumption that one of the oute
comes of the evalvation process is the ylelding eof information which will faeilitate the de=
ternineticn ol levela of conpensation commensurate with effectivoness of performaice,

HModcl A

One-wayw Rating

P o TS @

14 AR ST bty + $4 anl-0t @ise §
Yvaluater E
L
-,
Practitioner Pr.

_Lomments, Model A 13 a sinple onc-on-one arranpement, Rating 18 done by the immediate 5
supsrior, rarformence criteria may or may not be well stateds A written job deseription may - 3
or nmay not be us=d, The evalustor must ba thorourhly familiar with the practitioner's work sndi
maintaln 3 eloze working relationship with the evaluates, The flow of action is verticel, -
frem the top dowm, The practiticner must clearly understand the performence expsctations of
the evaluator,

Strenoiissg
= Lines of responsibility are clear=cut
= Red tape is reduced to a minimum
« The prectitioncr 1s clearly accountable to one person
« The line of communicaticn is direct
= Is adaptable to verying typss and sizes of systems
‘Yeslmessass
= « There i3 a po3sibility. for a high level of rater bias
«-Only one "drumbeat™ - fron the top down
<« If rapport is poor, the possibilities for tensions are enormous
‘= Informality end lack of structure may be the "achilles! heel" of the plan

> '*rtnerahip principlo is lacking - ovaluator is don:lnant
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Prepnesdng Wil tho model work? Can it produce rerformance data, sufficient in amount
and relisble in contrnt to cnable mansgement to corpaonsats the practitioner fuirly for work
performed? The ancucr 1a “yes," if:
e=Prectitionor and evaluator are counatible
—=Porfornanca exyrcteiions ere clearly defined
=<livaluator providv* tanlo suraervision
~=tonitored porforannce dela sre used as feedback to enable praciitioner to meke re-sdjustments
in porfornance
==Doliherate effort is mede to keop rater birs to 2 minimum
=efvaluative judgments are re-inferesd with speeifiie incidents of performance behavior
==fraluitor cbrives to be obleetive and falr
==Prractitioner trusts tie evaluator mnd has confidence in his eor her inteprity

.ulf inls Opeece s Rotine s
NS kb e e AR s A YA L8 At aane )k . weser
B D N
|
4 .
.’,:o-:-a—--..n-.---‘-
} Ll e e ee o em B e e e Em e s l'-z
“-.4 B i aa - D A - o b
Model B
/ ﬁ,
WA alpear B A A B s . -‘. P .
-.‘O-"'
E1 - Lvaluator 1 Pr., -~ Praciitioner
- Yyaluntor 2
he ety 4P T e € AP AT A aT Y e e o

roca, The only differonce bea

lz20 gn exnmple of n unocarliorted r
ch eenvletes copirace roseng-
. .

e

"o indorendent evalustors, Wolle e

LarT, tH dattad lines indicate thut the two wry be in contact wiii eeoh
MLe & thew have for the ndminictrators or suvorvisor, It in

ralicts dAn CLffcrent sroen,  For extrple, assure

5 & Trinnips Zyalucter 1 micht be sn opesistent superintondent fer

velor 2 0% ursicbont zancrintandont for Instruetien, Vhile they anve

Loy any strecs expicustiong in thelr erers of sreeclsllzotien,

obvicua tiv
t}‘\;‘t t'nn ;
oonintcte: :
separato ﬂ?uﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁnts,

' opendent evelveiions con provide a more tolonced sesessment
- The process is clnonecud - rrenchie to cesy imulemertaticn
= This plen is Jukeldx te be more asceptable te the practiticrer

1l
= The plon die rdoptrtle teo nest cituations
= Teads $o wnify monapemsntts porformence expecteations for the proctitioner

- Oeparcte evrluaticns cenn he contradiclory

= The process is nlso vni-letersl - frem the top doum

nere

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- Oppbrtunity for rater birs roemeins hich
= Posuibility of ypurformanee criteria beinm unclear 1s hich
= Twe evoluators mey preduce end put pressure on the cvaluatee

Prononis: Mode) B has all of the advantapes of Model A snd only one or two disadvintares,
Pertape, on unresoived difference of opinicn between the two evaluators will be the mont rerious
difficulty to surmount, If this should occur, it is tha responsibility of the superinterndente
or a delcrated rerrr'oniati‘e-tn review the diviged oriricns of the evaluators and unrsvel
their difrering poirts of view, The likelihood 18 sironpg thal, for the most vert, evaluntere
will be in concurrence snd the superintenﬂont will te &ble to decument more sdcanntely rcecm-
nendatd ors for sale p determinetions, Dual evalvations, thorcforo, strenpthen rether than
diminish recenrendaticons for selsary inercucnts based upon result ci' perforncnce as attested
by bettor evalunetive date,

fodel C

Yeer ] lons o Particiention

(‘- - - ol - ——— - —_— e d ———
]:l V0 @ 9 e  Se e a8 awe en ’>' I‘.z
e /N

El ~ Lvaluater 1 \\\\‘::::::>
Pr

. = Practitioner
Eyg = Tvaluator 2

e e W - ——

nerete wnd plenmned drlersction hetween eractiticrer oud
wun, Lils mosns thet the fornerts vileus snd Ieelin 7 chole
Lato seccuny by both evaluntors,  The vrreetitienar «ococew an
vint de v viewed, tontative obicevdves are ddentificd,
conlles iy &re cuny s cvn‘um"nr, invut is obinired {rcm the, vortorrenca ebhloctiva
8Ie BprL el UTSH,y & centiny collen ia cury fed cut with all three rerties iv-rolved, resuils
ara asscosed, includive 2 selfferi-zgenend by the precidiioner and culninating conferencen

are corpleied with each evs
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- Opportunities for two-way communication are broedened

Wenkneasess '
«~ Self=evaluntion may be difficult for insecure nnd less able individuals
« Opportunities for differences of opinions and possible con{lict increase
= Takes more time :
= Liffuse3 eccountability
« Pequires & level of sophistication that may or may not exist

Promnosis: Is tho concept of pesr level participrticn & workable one? It is a fessible
appronch 1o eveluation 41 cne believes that genuire improvement and demonstrated productivity
are most likely to eccur when practitioner and evaluator sre pursuing conplementery obiectivas,
This apmoach does modify roles, however, Evaluators become more then judses snd raters, They
are oblaged to increase thoir efforts in supervicion, cosching, counseling, end reviewing,

The proctiticrcr L5 required to be rnore perceptive end cendid in diagnosing perfermsnes needs,
take more resrousibility for carrying out the program of action, and to bte nore ovjuctive in
agrasging perflcrmance rasults,

Attachine dollar valuen to performance may or may not be mere difficult in the inrclerentae
tion of lodel C. It nesd not be herder, heuever, If, when objectives are estsblished, the
partios discuss levels of compensation for results attained, it should be no more difficult
for the two evaluaters to reccumend aprropriste lovels of compensation tlhan under l‘edels A
and B, At lezusl, they have not only their own rercertiors of the qualiiy levels of the nractie
tioner's perfornosnce end preductivity, they have the added dimensions of the latterts own
assessments,

IV is inportant to note that under each nf these three models, the finel judement ams to snla
is the respersitility of top manepement based upon the recormendstions of the evalusztors,
Evaluation trcduces pertormance data, The superintendent, in most instences, mekes tho finel
propesal ecbout salary, tut is botter able to do sc because of the informatien which 2 rood
evalusticn rrogrem protiuces, ashe board of educaticn cen, therefore, be better sssured that in
granting the rccomendations of the superintendent, the doller inecrements more neerly relate
to levels of productivity,

Model D, the lsat, introduces another concept in evalustion; nemely, input_fren the elient,
Client-centered evalustion is not, however, widely vrecticed and where it is, it is ryiucrily
a voluntary coxronent in the total evaluation precess,

Hodel D Clieat-Centered Fealuation

- Am e ww am wmw e s e em

- Dvilzater ]
ti l Pr. Practitioner

!,2 « Evaluazor 2

$ « Studcnls

T - Teachers
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Comments, Model D adds one more dimension to the evaluation process; namely, an oppor-
tunity for those whom the practitioner serves (teachers and students) to express their view=
points about his or her performance, As has been indicated earlier, this input usuelly is
vnluntary - not mandatory, The broken lines, on Model D, are intended to show this fact,

Input frou teachters and students is of two kinds, Firct, suprestions of thinps they would
like to see the practitioner do or not do to imp-ove performance, A principal, for example,
night informrlly query teachers and students = perhars on a sempline basis = as to ways leader=
ship functions might be strengthened, Suggestions mipght be provided anonymously to encourage
candor,

The prinecipal could enalyze the sunpestions and match them with his or her om ideas of
ways Lo improve lesdership performance. Tentative objectives mirht thus refleat clisnt, as
well as, self Inrut, Inm short, the voices of teachers end students can be very useful as
the principsl diasgnoses!porformance necds,

The seco.ad type of client inyubt consists of essessments of the prineipal's performence
attninnents, /Zrain, usine aampling techniques, the rrineir2l mav ask teachers and students
to indicate how well thoy fesl his or her objectives heve been attained, Obviously, they can
react only t- thoso objectives about which they have some direct knowledre = most likely those
which thay fdentified, &t thz cutset, as belng arcas where they felt improvement should be
mede, It should e stressed that if client input is used, it should ro directly %o rnd npt

erouvd the practitioner,

Strencthsy

= Glves a three-dimensional quality to the evaluation process

= Recornizes the import-nce of the "consumera!! yviewpoiats

= Keops tlhe praciiiioner sencsitive to the needs of those served

= Yields more eomnrehensive prerformence data

= Reduces the cocrosive oifects of unofficial, "grape vine" type evaluations
We~tmanans:

= %ends to be cemplicated

« Tima~=consuning

« Difficult for merrinally effective practitioners

= UClients" may bte reluctent to maskoe candid sugpestions and assessments

=~ Also dilutes 2ccountability

Prormoniss It is easior to conceptualize end philoscthizs about client-centered evaluation
than to uske il operationnl, It is probeblo that it will bhs slow to cateh on, Only » mcdest
nunber of innovative scheol systens are likely to embrace the corcept and getunlly mnke the
concept a reality, [Daspite his ressimistie procnosis, thie laportance of practitioners end
evaluators racormizing the usefulneszs of idens and suvrestions for lesdership imoprovenent is
self-evident, Thoere is some evidence that teachers and stndonts are mora seccurate in thelir
asseasments of inndership cffectiveneas than are superordinnte eveluators, If this is true,
it would scem lorical to irnclude elienteceatered input in tho evaluaticn process,

Corrsation znd evelnstica, The ultinote obfective is to lirk evaluation and compensation,
This is neither easy ner sizple. In fact, soume maintain = yith consid,rable coiviction =
that the two are essentially conflictiny functions, Some verceptive personnel manarers,
both in the privante and public sectors, belleve thet the two vrocesses ouprht to be kept reasone
ably discreet entities, Yct, our objective is to ses how the two may be made more coumatibdbie
and complementary, In order to do this, the following three propositions, depicted in Diagram
are suggested:
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Diegran I
Component Interrelationships

COMDPENSATION

DECISIONS

1. Salary determination - besically a product of menapgerial judpment, Decisions about

o o o

selary detercination will rest upon sound predetermined compensation eriteria end sdenuste
porfornanca date,

2+ Cotmensation_criteria « agreed upon by top-lavel administration and board members,
Must e- omassﬁa cnrszullj articulated orpganizational aims and structural relationshipr,
(b) estirates oi Loth short and lonc-term rersonnel needs, (c) resvonsive evaluation pro-—
cedures, (d) cefensible salary policies and prineiples,

3. Perfornenga _evaliaticy = the imezns by which data are genorated which will enable tov
level adninistration and the bourd of education to apply pre-dstermined comvpensation criteria
more equitably so that recommendations of salary amounts cen be made with grsater degrees of

confidence,

It is obvicus, therefore, that salary determination, compensation criteris, and performance
evaluation are interrelated parts of a totsl monggoment proceas, Evaluation, however, is and
should be concidered a ypesni, nol and £nd in itself, It must he interrelated as Dinersn I
shows, If it c¢zn be, it con be the vehicle by wvhich top msnagement can te better ensbled to
nmelie valid salary determinations,




