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The moat formidable obstacle to designing and implementing a workable plan for differen
tisting the compensation of administrators and supervisors is an inadequate evaluation process
More merit pay plans have failed because of this deficiency than any other sinele factor.
Yet, the search for better evaluation procedures goes on. The clamor mounts for abandonment
of traditional, lock-step salary schedules for administrators and supervisors. Preesere
increases to make psy and productivity more complementary. The key to a workable plan for
holding managerial 'personnel more precisely accountable for good performance and paying them
accordingly lies in finding a butter way to evaluate that performance.

The thrust of this presentation and the commentaries of my colleagues will be to probe the
dimensions of this problem. But, we must do more than probe. Defining a dilemma is not enourrhi
We must propose some solutions. While we may not agree in our solutions,, we hope we may be
able to stimulate your thinking and encourage you to react during the discussion period that
will follow.

aytrIluatell.? With evaluation's poor track record, why evaluate at ell? The reasons
are varicd. Its uncomfortable and embarraeoing to admit that no formalised procedures are
used to assess the effectiveness of the work of prineipela, directors, supervisors, aesistant
superintendents, and others doing administrative and supervisory work. So, to avoid the
implication of executive dereliction, managerial personnel are evaluated one way or another.

Management by objectives (14130), gradually paining ground as a promising management system,
obviously requires an evaluation component. MBO, thus, is a catalytic scent to induce better
:evaluation procedures,

Proeram, planning, budgeting systems (piss) likewise make evaluation a necessary step in the
successful operation of that system of management. Techniques used in PPES have carry-over
value in the assessment of educational management practitioners.

Evaluative date are needed to improve the quality of many management decisions. Inrormatiolia
elping to determine the direction and substance of leadership development programs ray be
Maimed from assessment of leadership performance. Evaluative data are useful in making

tions. They are necessary in making recommendations and in the deployment of 'WM.:I/street
ton and supervisors into positions more nearly matching their assets and liabilities.

Obvioustr, tho purpose for which this program use planned, i.e., relating evaluative. data
-Compensation, is another and an increasingly critical need.

are some of the ftore Cu. reasons for evaluating adsimistrotors .aed in
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Before examining possible was to design a plan to tie evaluation and pay more closely to.

' other, it is well to consider some of the possible incompatibilities between the two.

vantri..D.....i,oLZ__,__mclevelowenteda.There are some cautions to consider in wine evalua-
tion both for development and pay purposes in a single operation. In fact, conflicts can
occur so that neither objective is fully and satisfactorily accomplished.

In a development program, evaluation is primarily a tool used to improve the performance of
the individual. Needs are diagnosed cooperatively by practitioner and supervisor, a plan
of improvement is agreed upon, efforts are expended for its attainment, end results are
assessed. The amount of improvement may be minimal, moderate, or maximum. The (*teatime,
however, is to promote professional growth. If results fall below expectations, objectives
are changed 01 modified, additional efforts are expended, and ressassessments are made. At-
taching a dollar value to the results of evaluation, in the context of development, may put
pressure upon the individual to such a degree that motivation for improvement may be sharply
lessened. In fact, annisty about a raise in pay may over-ride every other aspect of the total
process, so that neither improved performance nor an increase in compensation result. Thus,
one caution in to recognise that the desire to improve can be neutralised by apprehension
that an incre:ae in pay may be put in jeopardy by the evaluation process itself.

A second caution is that traditional rating procedures are often very imprecise end unreli-
able measures to determine relative levels of compensation. It may be relatively easy to id.7se
tify and rate the best and pc,orest practitioners. It's difficult, however, to assess ecurately
the compsretive performance of the middle fifty percent of the group. Performance criteria
may be unclear. Biases of the evaluator often weigh as much or more than the actual perfor-
mance of the individual. Too much guess work and over-reliance upon evaluator opinion con-
taminate the accuracy of the assessment. Insufficient performance data also reduce its rails

bility.
A third caution is that, under the most favorable conditions, evaluation tends to produce

tensions between evaluator and practitioner. Individuals, facing the prospects of evaluation,
may reflect varying degrees of apprehension, up-tightness, fear, and sometimes hostility.
A recent art.cle in the Harvard Easiness Review outlines some of the mingled reactions which
evaluation can produce. One of these reactions is related to the reward/punishment aspect
in the traditional evaluation process. Praise, extravagantly riven, especially if it is more
cosmetic then substantive, may be intended as a reward. Praise superficially extended, how-
ever, is a temporery rawnrd at best. If, on the other hand, praise is given,sincerely nnd if
it is reeinorocd with iteidents of work well done, it can be - and usually is - a penuina mot
vator. In that sense, it is usually a contributor to improveiperformance and greater effective
nese.

Praise must be vsed prudently, however. It can be mistaken as implying things not intended,
e.g., a possible advancement, a raise in pay, or some other type of extrincio reward.

The opposite of praise is criticism. Fault - finding, over-stressing deficiencies, and dove-
grading an individual's performance often are considered by the recipient as being manifesto
tions of punishment.

Evaluation should not be conducted in either extreme, i.e., as reward or punishment. Both
research and experience dictate otherwise.

Another oaution has to do with reactive behavior. One of the inherent problems in making
evaluative judgments is that assessments are usually over-laden with absolutes. Many evalua-
tion forms require labeling of the individual as being outstanding, above average, below evereg
unsatisfactory, etc. These are threatening labels. They leave little leeway for intangible
and imprecise factors which are abundantly inherent in ell performance.

When evaluators 'lay it on the line," practitioners usually react defensively. They see
evaluation as being something done to rather than yitt them. This is a significant difference.
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The point in citing these cautions is not to generate a sense of defeat before beeinninp
the task of designing an evaluation process which may promote greater productivity And coalmen.
eurate compensation. Instead, the purpose is to stress the need to understand that delicate
balances must be maintained in pursuing both objectives.

ILL,....0221SLeztag_j_t_y___ideof.atensl,rai, How widespread are differentiated pay plans for
administrative and supervisory personnel? Thin is not an easy question to answer. It is
complicated by inability to determine precisely how management decisions are made with re.
toren°e to granting differentials in pay to administrative and supervisory personnel. Up.
to-date data are not readily accessible.

Three years ago, Ed...cationAl Research Service published a report which indicated the
*purposes of evaluations" of administrative and aupervisory personnel. The number of systems
using evaluation to fix pay was small, as the following data show.

Table I

b.rP0822-2-latcIAL
EIM-2It No. of Pereent of swain

Identify areas needing improvement
Assess present performance in accordance with prescribed

standards
Establish evidence for dismissal
Help ovaluatee establish relevant performance goals
Have records to determine qualifications for promotion
Determine qualifications for permanent status
Determine qualifications for salary increments (regular)
Comply with board policy
Determine qualifications for merit pay
Comply with state law/regulation
Point out strengths

Twelve school systems out of 382, or only 3 percent, are so much in the minority, among
those surveyed, that it is curious that so few use evaluation as one of the means for fixing
salaries of leadership personnel. This app.:ared to be the situation in 1971. Perhaps 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 administrative
and supervisory personnel.

The ERS Study is a survey of salaries scheduled for administrative end supervisory personnel
in public schools, 1973-74. It sheds some additicnal light on the incidence of differentiated
Amy plans for leadership personnel. While there is no way to tell from the data that evalu.
ation is used to help determine the amounts of compensation, the study does PiVO some Ina.
cation of the number of school systems which make reference to some form of merit pay.

Though fragmertary, insofar as the concerns of our topic, the data reveal that:

77 20
70 18

60 16
60 16
55 14
35 9
9 2
8 2
3 1
3 1
2 1

--Approximately one half of all administrative /supervisory salary schedules are still tied.
to an index, i.e., some base reference to schedules for teachers.

...Only 55 school districts out of 526, reported in the study, make any reference to merit
pay in their salary schedules. This is about 10 percent.

It woad thus appear, from these inconclusive data, that the number and percent of systems
using some form of differentiated pay plans for administrators and supervisors is gradually
increasing.

The purpose in reporting these facts, is to emphasis* that most school syatems are not usia
*valuation as a tool to help make determinations about salaries for their administrators end-
sopfreisors.
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So much for preliminary considerations. Now it is time to turn to the main thrust or this
zmesentation; namely, to consider ways to use evaluation as a means of determining differen.
tials in pay for administrators end supervisors.

neeetionmktla, Perhaps the best way to consider the facets of the problem is to suepest
sone evaluation models and discuss the st....ongths and weaknesses of each.

It should be emphasized that with each model there is the assumption that one of the out.
comes of the evaluation process is the yielding of information which will facilitate the de.,
termination of levels of compensation commensurate with effectiveness of perfortwee.

octal A

...6.41.u...NmmswMme.6o6o6wAmpm......M.POA.mpimmw66bN

Evaluator

Practitioner

,./, anoramoweftasa

Cad Model A is a simple ono-on-one arrangement. Rating is done by the iTtefliate
suprior* i'arformance criteria may or may not be well stated. A written job description may
or may not be used. Tho evaluator must ha thoroughly familiar with the practitioner's work:and
maintain a close working relationship with the evaluatee. The flow of action is vertical,
from the to down. Tho practitioner must clearly understand the performance expectations of
the evaluator.

StrenrtItst
Lines of responsibility are clearmout
Red tape is reduced to a minimum

... The practitioner is clearly accountable to one person
The line of communicaticn is direct
Is adaptable to varying types and vises of systems

e.S.Waseas
. There is a possibility.for a high level of rater bias
... Only one "drumbeat" . from the top down
0 If rapport is poor, the possibilities for tensions are enormous

Informality and lack of structure may be the "Achilles' heel" of the plan

...Partnership principle is lacking evaluator is dominant
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Prczn,f1!1: Will tho model work? Can it produce per formsnce data, sufficient in ameqnt
and reill:Ce in centr.nt to enable management to comp:moats the practitioner fairly for vox."(
performed? The anrl.dr:r in "yen," if:

--Practitioner and evaluntor are comnatible
----Performance exp:!ctaLions pre clearly defined
--Evaluator proyidel am!:)lo au7,,Jrvision
--Monitored prJrfor:Ifinco dria are used as feedback to enable practitioner to make re- adjustments
in perfornnce
--Dolill?rate effort is MAO to keop rater bins to s minimum
---Evniuntive judents arc re-inforced with specific incidents of performance behavior

oiriNi2s to b,:z, ()II:cativo and fair

--Pr aotlioner trusts t:v! evaluator rad has confidence in his cr her integrity

c ...: ry.

.. ... .. a .4 ... AM. . n... I' V. A. n . . . , ammo,- ......... i... ..... awe. W. .... se . wrsra.............m..........

Of. e. 00 Se 1110 1011.

41.1 CC G. PO WIN 1 Oar .1 S OW II: E2

..01.1moromol..

E - nvaluator 1
1

E9 I:v:!lentor 2

Pr. - PracLitioner

C7"1_: 1:C1 if; allno an exnmolo of nn urwomplitEli nrr_mes. the only riff arc
twex:n it A in'ir-on6ont evainntoro. '1111.1e each erlt-leten asscln-
n!nto fof dottc,a fir indicate that tho two .v :y be In contact u.i.C1
otiv:r to th,'y have for the tdminintrators or rAlvf_lvnc,.. It is
oLvicur, tnt c7.,27:c.,.; 1 nry be in eiffrvent arna ibr e:a.Tplte,

t;Ic a ;,.nc1.-J:1, Ivil.:cr 1 rn ..n7isttnt curcrincndert 'cr
2 tn nr171EA.nnt :.1).1-,erintrnr4nt for instructien. tliPy Ireo

zupnr6te stral]s expoi,ntionz in thts,r crams or sreciA_Ization.

- c, ..,.::ant can pro7idt- ere bnlrnced arress-nent
- The 1.1.ecc::: is clrn-out, Lo onu imlauTc-taticn
- Thi5 rlrn lo 1-e :.:ere nneert%1-le to the rractiticncr

Ihe pl:n iv r.4,1-1,1-1f- to most eitatictzs
- Ttrid!; nniy p,,rforraice expectations for the practitioner

ore evf.luatIc^s crm he contradictory
Thn proce.711 in aloe vni-lateral - frcm the top down
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Opportunity for rater bias romeins
- Pas:Ability of 1,t.rformance critorie buinr unclear in hip,h

Two evaluators muy produce end put pressure on the evaluate*

Pro-npuisk Model P. has all of the edvenagen of Model A and only one or two disadynntopea.
Perhaps, an unresolved difference of opir:.cn tetwoeu the two evall:ators will be the moat carious
difficulty to surmount. If this should occur, it in the responsibility of the supnrinterdent-
or a del(vnted rerrrnentative-to review ihn divided ortrions of the evaluators end unrnvl
their differing point!: of view. The l3 }:c2ihood is utront: that, for the most -ert, evn1Lnterc

will be in cor currenc:! end superintcrdent will to ab3e to document more a0countcly roccm-
mendatinrs for salt- y detorrinationo. Dual ovaltntkns, therefore, strenrthen rather th'in
dimininh rneonx,endrAt1rn2 for salary increments based uron result cf performcnco an attested
bs better evalnative data.

Model C

Peer e; :.1

1:1
GOIND

well

El - Evaluator 1

E2 EvAuator 2

Pr.

.

il
/1111/

r.2

Pr. - Practitioner

C tni rlsnned intervetion rrnctiticner
t{.711 T.;) rnpns thz,t fre forr7.rlr: frnl:n
ti:? rrtetit.i.cn.,r

celf-evntion, i.e., ir r, t,7.tntivl ob.7oA.ivcs no dr7f.!ni3fdr.1,

confei-_.:1,cc, are inrut is obtrired frcra the, rcrtor.r8ne.?!

are rEx',c..2.. ur.nn, err1cd out with call thr:!e

ar c sclf-s..7:ent by the preCAtioner nrd confcrenc..'s

arc co:mlotod with c.,.,ch evoluLter.

Str.-1r-t1-1:

rlontinn. rre !,filntaired

p%rtnershi f:LAus
-Self-c:vr11vntion bcoc..s .drnificrInt

-Shared xr.orieaces are enccurtf.
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- Opportunities for two-wny communication are broadened
yeaknessess

Self - evaluation may be difficult for insecure and lean able individuals
Opportunities for differences of opihions and possible conflict increase

- Takes more time
LIffucea accountability
Requires a level of sophistication that may or may not exist

Promos/es Ie the concept of peer level porticipetion a workable one? It is a feesible
eppronch to eveluation if cno believes thet genuire improvement and demonstrated productivity
are most likely to occur when practitioner and evaluator are pursuing complementary objectives.
Thir appeoach dons modify roles, however. Evaluators become more than judges end raters. They
are obliecd to increase their efforts in supervision, coaching, counseling, and reviewing.
The practitioner is required to be more perceptive end candid in diashoOng perfermence needs,
take more rceq-o-osibility for carrying out the program of action, and to be more objective in
acnessing performance results.

Attachin" dollar valuen to performence may or may not be more difficult in the inelementa-
tion of Model C. It need not be herder, however. If, when objectives are established, the
parties discuss levels of compensation for results attained, it should be no more difficult
for the two evaluators to recemend aperopriate levels of compensation than under Models A
and B. At leale;., they have not only their own earceptions of the quality levels of the oracti-
tionerls performance and productivity, they have the added dimensions of the latterta own
assessments.

It is important to note that under each of these three models, the final judgment es to sole
is the responsibility of top management based upon the recommendations of the evaluators.
Valuation ercL:uces performance data. The superintendent, in most instrnces, makes the final
proposal about salary, but is better able to do so because of the informaticn which n 000i
evaluation Trogrcm produces. the board of education can, therefore, be better assured that in
granting the recommendations of the superintendent, the dollar increments more nearly relate
to levels of productivity.

Model D, the lest, introduces another concept in evaluation; namely, input fro the client.
Client - centered evaluation is not, hovever, widely practiced and where it is, it is poil.:Frily
a voluntary comeonent in the total evaluation precess.

Model D Cllent-Centered ?valuation

t - ?vc.1.:itor 1

E. -

- *cubits

t. - - - . - - -

pr. rractitineer

- Students
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gpmjite, 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 usually is
voluntary - not mandatory. The broken lines, on Model D, are intended to show this fact.

Input frou teachers and students is of tuo kinds. First, suggestions of things they would
like to see the practitioner do or not do to imp-ove performance. A principal, for example,
might informally query teachers and students - perhaps on a sampling basis - as to ways leader-
ship functions might be strengthened. Suggestions might be provided anonymously to encourage
candor.

The principal could analyze thesupeestions and match them with his or her own ideas of
ways to improve leaderstlip performance. Tentative objectives might thus refloat client, as
well an, self Input. Ism short, the voices of teachers and students can be very useful as
the principal diagnosesperformance needs.

The secod type of client input consists of assessments of the principal's performance
attainments. Leain, =int- enepliAe techniques, the principal may eel: teachers and students
to indicate how well they feel his or her objectives have been attained. Obviously, they can
react only t,.) those objectives about which they have some direct knowledge - most likely those
which they iienified, at the outset, as beinp areas where they felt improvement should he
made. It should be stresorJ that if client input is used, it should ro directly to and not
Arolt4 the practitioner.

Strer:tte:
- Gives a three-dimensional quality to the evaluation process
Recornimes th© import-nee of the "consumers" viewpoints

- Keeps the prectl'Aener sensitive to the needs of those served
- Yields more comprehensive performance data
Retces the corrosive effects of unofficial, "grape vine" type evaluations

tiende to be complicated
- Ties-consuming
- Difficult for mereinany effective practitioners
"Cliontn" nay be reluctant to make candid suggestions and assessments

- Also dilutes accountability

Procponis: It is easier to conceptualize and philosorhizt about client-centered evaluation
than to !leee it operaIionnl. It is probable that it will he slow to catch on. Only a modest
number of innovative school systems are likely to embrace the concept and actually rnnke the
concept a reality. Despite his pessimistic prognosis, the importance of practitioners and
evaluators reeormisini the unefulnees of ideas and .ingestions for leadership improvement is
self-evident. There is sone evidence that teachers end students are more accurate in their
assessments of leadership effectiveness than are suecrordinate evaluators. If this is true,
it would seem loeical to inclede client- centered input in the evaluation process.

Co-Lpensation -'id evelestien. The ultimate objective is to link evaluation and compensation.
This is neiti.er eery nor s).-..plo. In fact, some maintain - with consid;rable co eviction -
that the two are essentially conflictine functions. Some perceptive personnel maneeere,
both in the private and public sectors, believe that the two processes ought to be kept reason-
ably discreet entities. Yet, our objective is to see how the two may be made more ca:matible
and complementary. In order to do this, the following three propositions, depicted in Diagram
are suggested:
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Diagram I

Component /pterreaetionthlga
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1. Salay determination . bosically a product of managerial judgment. Decisions about
salary determination will rest upon sound predetermined compensation criteria and edenuate
performance enta.

2. CcEnlensa.gom criteria - agreed upon by top-level administration and board members.
Must en2omnasSTM coretully articulated organizational aims and structural relationshim,
(b) estimates of both short and lone -term personnel needs, (c) resnonsive evaluation pro
cedures, (d) defensible salary policies and principles.
3. Performenn - the means by vhich data are generated which will enable top

level administration and the board of eccation to apply pre-determined compmnsation criteria
more equitably SO that recommendations of salary amounts can be made with greater degrees of
confidence.

It is obvicuc. therefore, that salary determination, compensation criteria, and performance
evaluation are interrelated parts of a total management process. Evaluation, however, is and
should be considered a not and rind in itself. It must be interrelated as Dirprem I
shows. If it ctn be, it cnm be the vehicle by which top management can be better enabled to
maim valid salary determinations.


