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As a recent AASA: publication arFued, "teacher tenure ain't the problem". The topic assined
to this session, allhoast an interesting title,. isn't really the issue, without a broader
perspEetive. Father, I would argue, the main issue is: riven the situation facing school
officials, can school menagamcnt in the 70's nonage its resources efficiently in achiaing
results throa:fh broad-based ef:eountability procedures, such as performance or incentive
contracts, in light of ros=ible constraints, such vs teacher tenure. For a few moments this
afternoon, I wish to sugjest three propositions related to education in the 701s; than to disca
tenure and its ramifioations from 1 management point of view in of these ProPosItions;
and last to discuos several accountability models and procedures, which exist or are being
planned for implamentation in the near future--sometimes in spite of tenure laws.

Three Frnnositl-a-

First, odunational management is the efficient direction and motivation of people to aroduce
positive chanr!es in the behavior of other people. Unlike any etherrindustry" in thi= country,

.education is the only one where the ratio. of labor to canital has increased since 19459 which
is certainly sn anonoly inan industriolized society--yet not .aexorable--but to be sare is a
reality of some cons:7ouence in the immediate future. Hence, carte blanche replication attempts
of iadustrirl models hive limited utility in.such a people - linked social systan.

Second, 'accountability' will increasingly be recognized as a process by which goals, o;o:leet-
Ives, wined most critically, the criteria for assessing attainment, are developed throuffh
participatory proccs involving those participants and those effected; where declsion-meking
authority over programmatic decisions (i.e., how to accomplish the job) arc decentraliard to
the lowest operatinf: units (usually the classroom); and where those who achieve or surpass
their objectives are rewarded in a manner consonant with professional ethics and mores. Bill

Pharis went one step further when he noted that accountability without responsibility, records,
and rrdrus is mere rhetoric.

Third, if public schools are to survive the crises of the 70's, they must have the flexibility
to re3pea.:: to the needs of a changing yet difficult to-predict political and economic milieu
in which they exist and upon they must depend. If schools are to be nroductiva, rin
enviroam'nt conducive to ?creative destruction' and the displevallent of concepts through the
encouragement of resnonsible innovative activity not as a means but as an end itself must bt
crested. ,Evar.mic inactivism an eloquent credo espoused by Dr. Jamas Boren, Presiden[, of

f4aTTaProDu cannot he taken so lightly in view of the prophetic 'turn-of-the caatry' poli'ical
-mconomist Joseph Schumpeter, who argued that capitalism would destroy itself, not because of

is failure as Marx argued, but rather due to its success. As corporations rrew, oner=hip
became more dispersed, delegating by default more discretion to corporate management who under

1:-.he pressures of society and political acceptance diverted attention from its primary funcTion-
%t7proi.it maxiuization for its umers--to other roles. Only through 'swarms of innovation' 'could
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creative competition emerge and capitalism rejuvenate itself. If the analogy holds for
public schools, would it not be more conducive for reform of our public sr'hools that such
swarms come fromArilhinl in the form of healthy rather than deadly competition from the outside?

Tenure from n Management Perspective

The attributes and ramifications of tenure can be viewed from two perspectives--legal end
managerial, Statutory tenure evolved over the years eseentially to protect teachers, their
property rights, and personal liberties, such as freedom of speech. Yet, over the last decade
the courts in many cases have ruled in favor of teachers, tenured and non-tenured, beyond
statutory protecticn of tenure lews. And with the innreasing availability of 'legal Aid'
services, which as mtny of you are nware are providing 'watchdog' functions over school mnneen- I

ment, procedures for ensuring One process over dismissal and other personnel ections should
continue to improve. In short, statutory tenure ess..entially protects mostly the rail_ol d'etre
of lesal fiems and asniring young lawyers and organizations who have interne]. vested interests
in maintaining tenure,

From a menegement point of viva, however, the ramifications of the continuation of statutory
tenure leee vary as one considers some of the key elements of the propositions mentioned enrlie

First, there exists an inherent philonophicel difference if not conflict between management
and tenure. Menagement is prescriptive, iaplying dynamics of chnnge and achievement of result.;,
while tenure is preecrintive, perpetuating the stetucep. Tenure, for exemple, is desiened
to protect teachers Creel beire fired unless proven to be incompetent; yet, teachers e'on't
have to dceonstrete competencies to be given tenure.

Second, the efficient ellocation of resources for school operations is increasingly being
hampered by ::tritutria.y tenure lergely because formal education is for the first time in our -
history no loneer a growth market--the number of students have decreased- -and the costs of
resources ere increeeing. Tenure hen not been traditionally a primary concern when ple-ning
for nrowth; yet, when budget reductions ere reouired, tenure further complicates the nrobieel
confronting adninistrators who themselves are in a novel situation without histoeicel exetrienc el

Third, since motivation is key to effective menegement, tenure will increesingly becole counter
prodective, With erecter rressures to reduce school budeets, monetary incentives (e.g., sslnry
increases) will be difficult to justify. Or if such increases occur, they will 1-e at the ee-
pense of non.- tenured youne teachers, whose competencies might have been demonstrated or certi
fid (e.., at least five states have initiated such proerams), anr' whose supply exceeds
demand inereesingly. On the other hand, if administrators convince the public that tne nunlity
of instruction can be increasers if they are willing to pny. for it, after fixed 'tenure. costs'
are earmarked how much diecrctionnry funds will be left for staff motivation to fulfill tomise
to the public?

Fourth, if one accepts the above definition of accountability, stature by tenure could impnir
its implteientation especially regardinc the identification of assessment measures and through
a participatory prose`-` and nethrgis of redress. Tenure could provide 'shelter' egoinst 'redree
and in se: e cases reduce the credibility of 'collective sessions or neeotiations'. Since
accountability implice the attainment of results, the mejor function of manesement it is ironi
cal that the limits of 'results' end even remedy might conceivnbly be defined in the ceur!Ls,
due lnrgely to the default of manecement end pertially indirectly to the existence of tennre
laws. And if mnifeesence and nee.ligence are declered ns a result of cases such ns "john Dee",
the demise of tenure, as we know it, could be ismediate as th© property rights of students
confront thoee of teachers.
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Fifth, the past, present, and future impact of tenure on 'innovative activities' is diffi-
cult to determine 2nd generalize about. However, based upon our experiences in accounta-
bility and related innovative if not different projects, I would off-r the following. When
such programs have been voluntary, en overwhelming percentage of tel aers have been young
with less than three years experience; wen participation in the projects was involuntary,
older, tenured teachers have responded negatively at a rate of 3 to 1 greater than younger
teachers. However, turnkeyinp or adoption of the successful innovations were seriously
affected by teacher reassignment or turnover, which to varying degrees could be attributed
to tenure and/or traditions created by tenure.

Promising Acceenta.hililly Ifndels

While it is true that statutory tenure can conflict with attempts to introduce greater
accountability into public schools it is equally valid to say that much can be done by creative,
effective, end committed administrators in spite cf tenure. In th's remainder of this session,
several approaches and models, hich our firm has developed or studied for adoption elsewhesec
are described. Each of these models are described in light of several common characteristics;
(a) the deerec to which school staff narticipated in the nroeess of identifying problems
and/or doterminine inetructionel and other objectives, determing the evaluation design Pnd/or
criteria for acsessment, ani selecting the delivery system to be used; (b) the extent to which
decision-making regardinp programs was delegated to the school and classroom and the level or
financinl support provided to the staff; nnd (c) the nature and extent of rewards, dollar or
other, and redress provided either individually or collectively for those being held account.
able; and (d) .the nature and extenit of evaluation raneing from product to process. It ehou-A
be noted that since the models vary in scope (systemwide vs. snecial project) and the stnge
of existence (implemented vs. being planned), my generalizations should be mode with caution,

Michiran Charter 4 Per formnnce Contract (1972 - nreseng

Four performance contracting firms and one teacher group provided instruction in reading and/or
math to about 5,000 etudents, who gained during the 1972-73 school year betwe,n one monih to
1.9 months for each month in the nrosrsm or an avcrape of 1.4. This year the peosram has
been expended to include two edditionel tosehor sroune end taro more firms; one cf lrst yearn
projects hes 'teen turni:eycd. This group of contract projects has demonstrated the most signi-
ficnnt re ,s1In to date in the field. In ndditicn to third party evaluations, educetion
prosrm nudits ere beins conducted.

Michigan Chapter 3 Performance Pact Prerrem C1521 - nresent)

The 23 million dollar compensatory education program involved 66 districts and.ever 110,000
elementary students; districts receive .:200 per child in subsequent years only if the child
achieves 75'e; o his objectives. Results from 1971-72 indicate students achieved over 100(>
above the nationil averese. During the second year, several districts were riven the opportuni
to 'make-up' their unearned mcnies by entering into en incentive penalty arrenrement with the
MDE if they aFreed to use an alternative delivery system. Districts had almost total flexi-
bility in th9 use of funds.

KalamF.zoo Accountability moe,7q (1221- nresent)

The Superintendent has entered into a performance contract with the Board, riskirp 10`.4 of his
.salary, if he fails to meet his objectives. Principals and teachers will receive bonuses
upon lexcellence'. The principal receives a Job Perfomence Rating (01T) using seven sets
of criteria including ratings by various groups and the degree to which he achieves his oh-
jectives. Teechers are rated in five categoriesstudent, principal, peer, and self ratings
and student achievement data. At the heart of this unique accountability model is e clear
statement of policy and priorities, a dedicated management team, and n sophistiented management
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information system, used not only for personnel evaluation but most critically for feed
back to teachers.

San Antonio Project Management and Evoulation System (Planned 1973)

PIUS is desiened to improve the mannrement and evaluation of special projects, which consti
tute about 20", of the total District operating budget. The underlying philosophy is uninue:
(a) accountability will evolve throueh participatory planning, evaluation, and manarement;
(b) the major cbjectiee of evaluatio is to provide information to the clase.room teacher for
program imereveeent; (c) cvnleation is & shnred responsibility between central staff, rrinci
pals, and teechers. The model includes a practical pinnning technique, procedural cheeklists,
and workshop, similations. Field testing is occurring at the present time.

-Dade County Incentives Project ClaT presenitl

Two groups of tnchers contracted to increase student performance in math and reading usinie
preernmn which they desiend; bonuses equal to 110 per student would be raid if students
achieved 1CC or more above expected grins; in addition teachers were rrcvided up to MO
per student rs risk ceeitnl. During the first year of operations, students achieved.between
50f, end :;CC'. :, n.=n exrectnncien nnd teechers enrned bonuses up to '.3,000. During the second
year the project was expanded to additional schools under turnkey and incentive arrangements,
A einiler prenrem war develorcd in Weedlend, California in 1972; over 90/: of the steeents
achi:ved their objectives and the entire schcol received a collective bones of .!T9,0)0 tilis yen]

Turrl,.ev Profit: Sherine Coat Saving Model (Modified Innlementation in 1972)

This model retresents en amalgamation of those workable elements of the nove, plus some
additional ones, beilding upon the socalled Seenlon Plan used in several industrial settings
in the last tTo decodes. In fact, two authors in the December 1972 Phi Delta Keraen cited
the Dede Ccuty Project c en illustration of a !Scanlon Plan for Education'. In fact, the
Woodland Project and one just initinted in Grand Ranids wore nttempts to implement such a
model; in the cese of the former, the project feltered due to n seendal regarding a school
official and in the latter, a late funding.

Very briefly, hiehliehts of the model include the following, First, operating units would
be defined, ueunlly schools or reicns and within.sach a Committen representing administra
tors, teacher;:, students. parents, end the Board would convert broad policy c'oils into epecifi
objcetives in lieht of renource end other constraints. Second. proerems are jointly develeeed
and planned. Third, assessment criteria and methods of evaluation would his determieed. Fourt
a scale for providing bonunes or instituting salary deferments would be negotiated. One scat o

criteria wculd be student performnnce; another, process criteria (e.g., deenstrated comee
tenee in the use of a snecific instructional program); and the last set would focus tenon cost
saving initiatives taken individually and/or jointly by staff (e.g., if by incrensire clew
size by 4 student: would sew: ;.:SCO per classroom per year, then a percentage of the sr:vines
wou3d be :=nr1:cd for the teacher in subsequent year). Fifth, support ecrvices from the
central staff would be negotiated and scheduled. Sixth, furig operetions, menenemeni by ttxe
tion principles would ,rev it with continuing evaluation provided to staff. And 12st, when
reselts were in, an independent program auditor would certify evaluation reports on attain
ments end the amount duo.

What Does All This enn for Tenure?

First, the existence of the above and a limited number of other similor models indicate that
menagement can.take an initintive in introducing accountability in spite of statutory tenure.
Yet, it must be emphasized that the application of most of the models represent snncial pro
jects, usuallyfunded at least in part by outside sources which provided for example, the
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number of students,
herein lies the rub

Second, riven the rising demands for accountability, management will increasingly be forced
to become prescriptive in its efforts to show results for the dollnrs spent in a constantly
changing political, social, and economic milieu. Yet, such efforts will be futile unless

they evolve through a participatory process. To do which will require a flexibility which
tenure makes difficult if not precludes and which puts collective bargaining in a new light.
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TURNKEY
FRONT- SHARING
COST-SAVING
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(1) Oniectives - identify
problems. M H H H H

(2) EvJluition design
criteria. M M M H

.

H
(3) Evaluation design

criteria. H-L H M M H

DECEVHIALMUION OF
DTCISIONEING
(1) School. M H ? M H
(2) Classroom. M M ? H-M H
(3) Financial. support. H H ? H-M H

CONTIN(ENCIES
(1) Reward --

(a) Collective H ($) II ($) 0 M (non-$) M H For student

(b) InJividual teacher L (S) L ($) ?1 (Psych) M (planned) M (non-5) F! H performance
(c) Principal L L H M (non-$) M ' H and officio

(2) RcJress
(a) Collective H ($) H ($) 0 0 H H
(b) Individual teacher I. ($) L ($) H (Psych) H (planned) 0 H M
(c) Principal L L H (planned) L (non-$) M M

EVALuvrioN .

0.) Product, H ($) H CS) H M-L H H
(2) Process L ($) L ($) U (opinion) H (PINS -M) L H

H . High M = Medium L = Low 0 = None
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