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related to individual judgment. This paper focuses on three variables °
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CZ; < The presence of %aprice and prejudice in the evaluation™
Ve é ) '
process hasbeFfi*an undeniable source of anxiety, frustration
- .— - ‘A ' , » " ’ >
and resentment for those haplessly.afflicted by. the conse- - ! .
» . N - . < T
‘ . quences of such irrational factofs. Thé development lof \ 2

Manaéement by Objectives (Mﬁb)'has been aamajor‘attempt
’ - VAR :
to provide a more retionél method of evaluation, Mamage- .
‘T‘i~\-%\\*\ment Ry Objectives has required that ,job duties and respon-
. TTe— [}

— -

‘ Ve . vl .
' sibildties be speﬁifiedxin‘gghavioral terms which serve as

[ - - e -

L . t - —— ’
- dbjedtivg criteria for rating job performanceT“*~\~\‘\~\\‘\\\\N\\\\
- 3 P
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That rational e@alua%ion can Bbe facilitated by ‘the use - .
v 4 ' r

v

4
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.‘\ © 7+ of performance object?ves“islan assumption with which I agree,
« ¥ Yet, an-assumption iéiis, with logic’'and belief to support it, .
o ) g i{. ; - .

but scanf'émpiri¢al evidence. It remains to be demonstrated .

-

L4

. that performance .evaluation is,more objective'ﬁnd ratignal ' .
«f . N i
’;han other formg& of evaluation, I have used performance T
l . ) ) . ’! - - -
eyaluation in the appraisal of counselors for the past.six f
> FSO v " ; < 8 ..‘
c +years., It is .as a result of this experience, in addition
v . ~ .
~ to a perusal of the literature, that I believe ther' are
- 1 -
. v - *
inherentslimitations in the use of performance evaluation, X
> .limitations which make rational evaluation using performance
bjective th. -
. objec v.s a Ty . ‘ {
. , ‘.’ . . " ‘

. . .
L

*Slightly reviged from a speech preéented to ‘the American
Association of Community Junior Colleges, April 14, 1975,
. Seattle, 'Washihgton,
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The point of this paper is not,pedimarily to prescribe -, .
. IS . ‘, ’ " ','
‘ . , R . v {
* for you how to evaluate administrators fo’ whom you have / e

2 . ( - A
responsibility, but to explore with you the reasons 'for the

H ’ ¢

codtinued existence of sgbjectivity, since it seems to be.’ .

A , easy to drift into the cqmfort of thinking that because we

¢ .

are using performance evaluétioq, we are, therefore, being

objective. . Actually, a recent conversation alerted me to “ ¥ .
f . - > !

the kind of trap into which our language leads us. An

-
LY

administrator was explaining tb several others that he was

2

glad he had -begun to use MBO because he was now being ob~

¢ :
j%ctive-with his faculty. When asked to explain, he fé;: f . .
‘* sponded that because the goals were discussed and written -

- -
R

‘\*-‘\\\‘\ down, that made the evaluation proces% objective. What 1is

—lt ® o

happening‘Iﬁnsﬁ?‘thfnking*higﬂgppears to me, is that mani

. - - .

administrators are assuming that the pro

cess of MBO, which |

has the look of objeétivity, ipso facto renders the’pro@dcg

\‘

LI

objective. In actuality, neither. is.
= ) .
- Q .

1

Harold Koontz includes lack of 9bjecti%ity in his' quite
thorough list of disadvantages of the MBO process which appears
- . . ' . A ‘

in his 1971 book, .Appraising Managers &S,Mﬁnagers. But Koontz
T . .

- - ) L) ~ %
and other authors who have recognized lack of objectivity as
: a drawback in- the use of MBO have provided little discussiop

fo:.the reasons for the présence of subjectivity. o

) P ’ { . i - . *
In this article, I would like to focus on three variables .

* which contribute to ‘the presence of subjectivity in performancef
. 4 ..

. ! L
such factoys as judgment, power relationships,

s
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evaluation. 'The‘first of these is psxchological and includes ) 1
;
|
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3; rumor.
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Second is the atmosphere of the college.
- are faectors:external tg {Ej college.
. R '

’-\pEycbologicaTufactors.'

.

,Psﬁchological'?actors L SRS

-

Third

Let's look first at ¢

i

- v

‘ -

It needs to be stressed that meaturement and, evaruation .

iare not synonymous. Measurement cga

[y

l

e value free and ob-

\ ¢ > T

- - \

. "size of a desk. (I am aware that thejuse of a yardstic&

N .
’ < : ' .
.

thofoughly queqt%ve. Bvaluation means to judge the wofth

If we have learned anything ‘about the pature of man's:

thinking ig\}he pasq‘i,OOO‘years, i

‘wrong in his observation that man

Rather,

L]

is that Aristotle was
s~a~ratinnaiﬁanimal.
y M 3

. R ] ° -
it.is more accurate to stafe that man is a rational-

~izing animal who, .though he striv's,to be- rational, yei \
v » v

that

-

must be wary of the implications pf rationa;ization,
seduetive pathway of idlogic whigfh hides wishe§3.4¢sir25

arnd prejudices under a cloak of/rational-like behavior, with

4

‘ R 1 \

‘ C . Perhaps/MBO maysbe viewed as an elaborate and complex
. . " .“) . * .
example of our abjility tb ragyionalize. Granted,

réason dragged along to justify actions.

the*extent
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S but I would suggest that it has greater validity in those .
. . ’ . 2_ ] . .
: . functions and activities which are not tied directly to

’ ‘\\ - \
conhcrete outcomes.  Higher education ea€ily qualifies as an

endeavor~in which outcomes are not readily measured and

.< .
the out'comes of administrators in higher education are, at
. »

A best, vague.y Performanceé objectives are develo ed 85 a ©

means @or making all parties aware of’the basis for evalua-,

~

tion in an effort to minimize"the bias related‘to individual

judgment--clearly a step in the right diYection, since goals
\ ’

can be set, progress assessed, and "personality factors"/"
inimized. But-it seems we have set for ourselves a dilemma,
. \ ”

which derives ‘from the.estimation that as many as 90% of

those who are dismissed froﬂ_their_jqbs ard® not dismissed for

Y ’ . .

- lack of technical skills or’ competency, or because they failed

to meet their performance objectives, but because of what is
’ * . . t ) »
broadly referred to as "an inability'to get along with others.”

\ 2\ .
N ~/
% It cannot reasonably be questioned that the assessment

¥

of "getting along with others" is fraught with the frailty

i s
s S

of human judgment. If "getting alongmwith,others" is included

as a 5prformance objective, large doses of judgment are intro-

[,

- . 1is o;itted as a performancé objective, "assessment is being

- .

neglecigm on the criterion most.often found at the heart of

{L\h disnissal--thus the dilemma. I would suggest that assessment
. ‘ ’

can and should be made bn this crucial variable, but only’

N .

uqing a broad based formal Input from faculty, staff and col-~

leagues, as well as from supervisors, thereby reducing the .
€ . g - \ .
’ .:.;

duced into the evaluation process; .if '"getting along with others"

L}

ot



" being evaluated. ) .
LY .P v

. . , Ed | ‘ T

. thé performance objectives are being established. Aster all,’

© The hegotiatioh process implied in coming to such aﬁ‘agree-

ment' requires judgments fr?m both partdes-which are far - (

i.e., how well did the administrator achig e his objectivee.
hualiqy of an addinistrator gua administrator\¥}To illus&{jﬁf:/
objectives for the year.- The objectivés of one %%an are

-that -he, sho dcﬁe,able ;o attain them. The othét Daan present;

* . ‘ . > . 1.

greater potential for bias and prejudice from a single sotfce.
: , . f

of input, Formal inpyt I would classify as information .which « _

/ . A | . 4 . .
is clearly defined as to the source and avai;ableftolﬁﬁé\zitéon

.
v

.
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‘

Judgment must also enter the evaluaqion process_whén

’
e
7

»

Pe —_—

at ;east twvo people must agree that a. particular objegéive.is

-~ rl . .

reasonable, appropriate and at least partially attainable.

k\

, . .
1
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removld from measurément, ' : ) :

. - . - .
Probably the severest limitation in the use of '‘perfor-.
. . i * s

~ 4 -
mance evaluation emanates from the issue \f quality, control, i

s ‘ Q
Higher education has virtually no sound means of assess/ing L

- e d

suppose two Deans in a college'present the President with

, e

modest, and it appears to both;the'Dean and the.President

—_—— _-»__.__* —
e

an ambitious list of objectives, and it is clear that hre Wil1

.

. T

procagly not attain all of them. -If the first Dean wifh the

more ‘modest list achieves all of ﬂis goals. at the end of the

" year, while the second Dean achieves only 803 of his goals,
J 4

is the first Dean to be comparéd unfavorably to the second~v :
L] ‘ .
or is the second 'Dean to be compared unfavorably to the first’
t
"Veither," you say, "this 1s not norm-refefenced assessment."

P
s A
2
f
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"President must. continually be aware of tge,extent to which
. - -9

, klthough performahce evaluation is said by many to be

accomplished wifhout reference to others (i.e., it is

criterion referenced), I believe one must alwayg have in"
. } * © .

. nind some type of norm when evaluating. Thua, the Deans -

will oe compared. . But that issu® aside,” the President is

faced with the judgment of quality when the ohjectives are,

.

- .

said to be "modest" or "ambitious," and even more clearly

-
¢ £
-

so when it comes time to consider "how well." Merely to
. X oo .
check off each objective without reference to howkeffectively

it was achieved is to engaée-in-a perfunetory and superfici@l

‘process. Yet, when Yyou judge "how well,”" you have, by that

very fact, lessened the gbjectivity qof performance evaluatdion,

Another dilemma supporting the myth it seems. . .
. ) ~
*As a stated-advantage of MBO, mutual goal setting en-

courages greater involvement and eommitnent, and allegedly
improves salisfaction with the final evaluation. ~Wha€ is
often overlqoked however, is the effect og thg formal power
relationship wﬁ&ch exists between the administrator and his <!

supervisor, and between the ddministrator and .those he

‘evaluates,' The way in'which a power relationship can potenr

.
\.

7 tially erode the rationality of evaluation evolves from the

\
-

_ manner in which\the evaluator handles theé power he’ has. The

. . 1 A
.

v
» . . .,

he forms negative (especially negatiye) impressions based oh

what he perceives as "challenges to my authority as President."

e

Both persons are cognizant of this authority and, concomitant .

[y

power, and thgq eﬁtire process of MBO can become a‘vapid ritual

PR B N

8

»
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- should the. President not als alert to the implications of

P '»;l

this power as it relates to performatice evaluation.

,‘ . Let me illustrate with an Academic Dean wHo»is ac~ ,“i

)

quiescent 'to the President--friendly;<¥miling,~courteous,

! even obsequious, yet to thgse over -whom power is‘held, he %
v \ ) - .

N

{

. becomes demanding, discourteous, intrﬁsiye-;in short,‘tyran-'
L] 4 ' ’ .\
s " nical. Because ?&eunean is acquiescent to power, he is . ‘/
Py d . «r - . y »
S N . 3 . , -
not li¥e1y¢§£ seriously challenge the President's views.

‘e
!

‘ during a so-called "mutual" goal-setting session. On a more
T e X \ v , o

subtie level, if the Dean is asked t develop his own set

[

~

of objectives, the list will most‘likely reflect the Dean s -

= . perception of what the‘President wa to ax. This is / lff
- fi\ . only’one example, of course, and sin e f W colleges admit )
. R to having administrators ‘with an author tarian personality,
B ,it,paylnot be especiallz\:}mely. N . -
. E“ . e third_major'factor in’ the psychological arena whith
\ | ,militakes aé;inst rational evaluation is rnmor. Tt has,
E 'of course4 been the case historically and is, I suspect), o

1

still the case, that the single factor contributing mbst to .

evaluation has beeg information based.on rumor. By rumor, I - - -

- v . o

mean what is often oalled "in?orpal feedback,”" i.e., a phone
. i /1 ‘ 11 N ¢
call, private conversation, letter, conversation at lunch,

passing commentg in the h3gll or' from a citizen in a taxi, etc., -

- " ¢

n *

. , ! . L, / f -t v
. all of which remain unknown'todthe‘person being evaluated,
\% It is also true that rumor with a positive thrust contributes

to a beneficial "halo ef¥ect." Thus, ‘rumor and performance -

-
. " ! . .
‘ “ . & \ R
. . ) .

evaluation may be discrepant in a manner which inflates or j
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MBO process, then a pro forma ex

-8=-

déflates, but in either\basé; distorts objectivity.\ Evalua-

' \
titn of administrators via performance objectives does not

eliminate rumor as an input source, it merely serves to

\

-counteract some of the more invidious aspects of rumor.

What does the svaluator do with this information when he

reqeiyes it? . Most of us who are hu*an find ourselves un-
able' to ignore,it when considering the oGerall_evaluation

o% an employee.' If this 1is true, then rational evhluation

tﬁropgh performance objectives is further uadermined.

¢
II. Atmosphere of the College . .

‘J

| As if the psy%hological %antors mentioned were not

sufficient.in their .inhérent detraction from a thoroughly

\

£ . L
rational evaluation, the general atmOSphere within the

L
a}llege can also diminish objeccivity. By general atmos-

here "I refer to structural or organizational factors,
P 3, €

A

or, Qf you will, socio-economic and political variables

occuffng within the collé%e. Ifxthere is-not sufficient

i
LA

mongy to provide adequate time fEr the long and demanding

'

?.
eérience occurs.

An atmosphere which favors (rewards) those who partici-

L
pate 1is also necessary, and thig must emanate from the Presi-
dent. .But the college atmosﬂhere is equally affected by

the Faculty Senate or unions,'a;udent groups, and the Board

.

of Tfustees; Further, if the college has traditionally been

; - e !

resisszgt ?o change, impiementation of performance evaluation
v

may again be only perfunctory.

~




On the other hand, a college atmosphere which is con~
ducive to openness, a striving tdward'rationality and generalL

1

acceptance of change will facilitate the use of perfoxmance

evaluation. To induce a positive atmcsphe}e, I would suggest , \

a rarely used tactic -- one in which the top level admini- . .
rS

strators share with persons who ,repprt to them their own

objectives. How many Presidents provide the people who

Y

repoit to them with :ﬁbies of their objectives? How'mAny

Deans share their objectives with Division Directors? I
. ' \ v
belfeve this tactic would provide 4n openness as well as .

. L . o™
a mdbdel that would greatly facilitate the entire MBO process.

]

III. External Factors

’

Factois external to the coliege also play a role in g »
the diminution of oﬁjectivity in performance evslhatibn. ,
For.example,ﬁlaWsowhich mandate achievement, of balance in
ethnic and/or sex Qstegories plsy a subtlc, but, i think,
significant part. So does supply and demand.r Theoretically,
_-it can be argued that they should not, since the criteris

»

for evaluation should only relate to the job performance.

regardless of whether balance is achieved or whether there *

are few or many applicants for the job. But on a pr l

‘level, such a high degree of objectivity is seldom ach eve&\
To illustrate, when the market is short on administrative - \»

talent, objectives may be less deflandipg and rigorous, and, R

perhaps more important,.the\achieving or non-achiewving of : \\ ;

the established objectives may not play a role in the .
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determination of whether the administrator will be keé} .

or dismissed, Conversely, when adminmistrative talent is

in plentiful supply, objectiyes may be more demanding and v
AN

gfeatér attention is given to higﬁ quality performance.
o/ - L
In a similar way, the nature of the objectives, the

eval®ation of achiévemént of objectives, and decisions béped

, N . ]
on such evaluation are often significantly affected by attempts

¢ . - « 2
to achieve an ethnic or sex balance in administrative positions.

. - . . . -

(This is not to argue that such extra-college factors are any
less worthwhile, but merel§ to point out that here again ob-’

-. ) 2 - )
jective evaluation is further hampered.) ’ ‘o "

In summary, I have tried to provide an anaiysi& of the
A - =
nature and ;ondi&ions of the .subjectivity ,which continues teo

pervade the evalyation process. It maywbe that €he use of
Management by Objectives can serve to diminish cabfice and_
prejudice during- evaluation, but the Ilimitations of this

. B ~ . -
technique must be recognized if maximum benefits are ‘to »

be reaT&zed.
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