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ABSTBACT ‘ ‘ : - S
This. paper brxefly Teview" the: purposes, assoc;ated L
prohlens, ‘and poss1ble methods of evaluating college adm1n1strators., X

. It is noted that there are: essentlally two possible purposes: for- ’

: u-adnlnlstrator~evaluatlon. to increasethe. efficiency of the college, -
in which case the, enphaszs must be placed on -the function of the o
position, oZ to evaluate ‘the strengths. and weaknesses of the .
1ncunbent administrator. It is recommended ‘that ‘evaluations be used :
to. increase ‘efficiency of the college; and. secondarlly to. apprlse the
;nalv1dual of his strengths and ‘Wweaknesses. ‘some practical S }
suggestions include ‘maintaining an- awvareness that.evaluation. Hll]
undoubtedly . produce tensions, that strict confidentiality must be
maintained, and that-administrative ratings should be .signed by both S
. the rater and- -the ratee. Use of standardlzed rating instruments is E
‘not suggested since ;such instruments are generally not-able to
reflect the. unlgne situations and circusstances of different S
institutions. It is recommended that each administrator develop a ©

' series of short- and long-range objectives and’ the means by which he
plans to reach. them. This act1v1ty should be performed in cooperation;
with his immpediate superior, who should be ' his, ‘eventual rater. Ly
Development of an effective. rat1ng system is a ‘time-consuming affair. =

" The ERIC system is recommended as a source of assistance which may
provide evaluatiomn developers with ideas adaptable ‘to their °
sxtuatlon. (JDS) _ .
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EVALUATION OF ADMINISTRATORS _“‘;‘

T

I have been asked to speak todaycfor a few mlnutes on the subject
- of "Strategies.for Implementing an Evaluatlon Svstem." Let me
- speak first of what we, at a 2%00 student communlty ‘college, have
. learned and the trials and errors we have experlenced' txe1 we may *
- : open the dlscusslon“for questlons and hopefully some answers..

:ﬁﬂ” ”5““‘;Before 1mplement1ng ‘an evaluation- system thévre areé”a mumber of T
' " ‘questions whlch must be addressed and to whlch answers must be i
T ~ .and r1de off in all directions. . _ R
. ;:_‘_’__.—’___. ....... e i _—_,._/ ' . ) ‘ -' o

l.‘ Is’ the purpose of 1mplement1ng an. evaluatlon system to
increase the efficiency of the college or that of the individual i
- ‘occupying the admlnlstratlve posltlon belng evaluated° .

“ 2. Will the results of the evaluatlon be used to reward or. ;;,"”
replace the admmnmnstrator’ ‘ ‘ - : "o

3.  Were the pressures whlch brought about the evaluatlon. _
system from outslde the college or the result of 1nner-college e
polmt1cs° R ) o o o "fj

If the purpose of ‘the proposed evaluatlon is to 1ncrease the effl—’

" 'ciency ofsthe college the emphasis must be upon “the “function of
the. position and-this precludes use of an-universal. standardlzed
“instrument for all administrative positions. The: 1ncumbent must
work together with  the deslgnated rater to detall the position.

. funotions as they are and as they plan to be in- the future Re-a‘
‘lationships between this position and other posltlons must . be
clarlfled and fully coord;nated w1th other admlnlstrators.'

If thgyevaluatlon is of tbe incumbent then the results must aff ct?’

‘him. personally and will “ecessarlly be* subjective for. whlch no . ‘
" apology need be made. In this instance one mlght make . ]udlClOUS R
use of input from those 1mmed1ately below him’in the administra 1ve,}‘ iy
chain. They should be able to comment on h1s clarlty of direction
and leadership qualltles. “If the results of" thls evaluation are .. ‘
yood, what type reward is planned for the adm1n1strator° ‘A frlendfq'
. of mine orice remarked that,j"IBM has™a new incentive plan: Meet“‘j
. your sales-quota and keep' your job!"™ If the outcome may result in.
. ‘replacement of the 1nd1v1dual you must be certaln to document)- ‘each K
. step. you have taken over a. perlod ofctlme to adV1se the admlnlstratori'“ﬁ
of the 1mm1nence of loslng h1s ]Ob.‘ ' R : : . .

;444 oppleyord diive -tolohassee flotda 32304 . -
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: I belleve all ratlngs should be - slgned by. both the rator and the

: motlves. Eeaw el Sl e : ‘ ‘ o LN
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-Self- evaluatlon mlght make one'*eflect upon h1s mode of operatlons- 5;#
compared with a personal ideal but the changes effected by such a ‘-

. self—appra;sal are often. either never ‘implemented or . lost when the
- individual soon reverts to type. To be a'permanent change, 1t must

’
é

be - relnf?rced by contact w1th others.f

Tt must7be recognized that any form of evaluatlon is gomng to pro-

"duce tensiens-both.within the individual and within the organlzatlon.

(a college reported that one administrator refused to see his evaluator
viv-a-vis and another would see him only in the presence of his T
‘lawyer'!) . Sevére_ anxiety may result if the evaluation is tied to a

pay raise. It is probably far better to.use evaluatlons as instru-

‘ments to increase -the eff1c1ency of the college and secondarlly to
h<appr1se the 1nd1v1dual of his strengths and weaknesses

: — é
On the note of conf1dent1a11tyj 1t m"’c_be_remembered—fhat*th' fewer =

peoplé who know of the rating the better acceptance it will have. ,
As an example at our campus, student ratings .of teachers are sent from f

- the classroom directly to my office where I collect and maintain

them until. after grade reports have been sent. to students at the end

of the term. I 'process the rating* cards through our computer and s T
have the prlntouts returned directly to me. I then send them to the
individual teacher’ through his academic divisdion chairman. ‘Neither
the-college president nor any of the deans have access to these: :
ratings and they are a matter between the teacher and. department-.hmwl;;

“.chairman to whom he reports and who recommends employment or dis-

charge of h1s teachers. Slmllar securlty should surround rat1ngs
of adm1n1strators ' - } S

:

ratee (although our'student ratings of teachers ‘are presently, and
historically have been, anonymous). It' is impossible to ask an-
anonymous rator. for a clarification of a rating or. remark or to
_consult with him to effect a measure of self improvement. We are.
all either- profess1onals, .or studying to be, and if we haven't the-
courage -of our convictions we should change. occupatlons.V Education

-is no haven for the morally 1rrespons1ble or weak; it 1is a crucible-
- wherein we hope to forge: character - mostly by personal example.

One must consmder .the processes ‘'which brought about the desire’ or'

" need for a system of administrator evaluations. "In the case of Cali- .

fornia colleges, such a. procedure was a requirement from. the legis- =
lature. However in many states, Florida for one (except for college
presmdents) the mandate must come from w1th1n the institution. Slnce

- the measurable product of an. educallonal institution is often grade.

reports and since some form of grading is 'a dally occurance on ampus,;

~it should not cause .considerable. trauma when one - suggests ratlng or .’

gradlng teachers and admlnlscrators. . BT -
‘ RN .
Unfortunately, rating of admlnlstrators often results fro faculty
attitudes along the 1line of, "If I'm-going to be rated ~he*s going:
'to be rated too.” Such illogic may be followed to- thé finel absur-‘j'
~dity of the college pres1dent being rated’ by - students, many of whom
‘have never -seen him.” '3 -joint commjittee-of . facultj and admlnlstrators
developlng a ratlng system should tend to ellmlnate -such undesmrable

N T el
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In May of 1975 our- college pres1dent sent a 1etter of app01ntment ' o,
o “and request to ‘three,faculty members and oné admlnlstratlveldean'
e asklng them to- develop a. system of evaluation of admlnlstrators. .
- My . services’ ‘were made available to them as a resource.person. We '
hammered ot an instrument-which was not too. well done but could
.be. easlly administered® and evaluated by the computer as is done.
.with faculty ratings. After approval by 'the Faculty Senate and o
Administrative Council it was presented to the Board of Trustees T

— -

for thelr voncurrence.‘ ‘ - i .

The Board accepted nelther ‘the 1nstrument nor the theory.‘ They N
'made it quite clear that they hired the pres1dent they flred*the‘" L
president and. they would rate the president. (Florida Board of -
‘Education Rules stipulate that. Boards of Trustees must evaluate L e

'~ college presidéents at the time of their contract renewal - 4 years

~at our-college.) They further stated they did. not favor faculty
ratlng .0f "administrators since there is 1n$uff1c1ent contact 'be-
tween the’ admlnlstrator and the faculty upon which to draw valid
conclusions. Administrators are on annual contract which must be

: approved y individual name,’ by the Board of Trustees and ‘they.
vest ‘their powers of eyaluatlon to the Of[lce of. the - Presldent.

kPersonally, if a standardlzed 1nstrument must be used in order to
provide comparisons between positions and/or colleges - and 1 do

_not approve of’the concept of-standardized evaluation 1nstruments - e
. I would recommend the one developed, and copywrited, by Professor -
? - Tyrus Hillway at the University of Northern Colorado. His is a '

" two-pdrt instrument with the first part evaluating the personal

*and professional qualities- of the .administrator and the second’
part relating to the methods used by the administrator in work
performance. In all- there are only about twenty questlons.

“We at. TCC are’ now approaching the problem from a dlfferent tack.
- I believe the presldent will rate his deans and those others of us

’ - who report directly to him. The deans will srate-those who" report

- directly to them w1th the .academic division directors rated by the

dean of 1nstructlon I also .see some form of self or peer eval~

uation which woqu refilect: the individual's abilities. as a team.

member. In.larger 1nst1tutlons a system is used .whereby seven per« - -
sons are named as pog&sible rators and the ratee deletes. two names.’

.the remalnlng five make their evaluations-: ‘and the top and bottom .
‘evaluations are deleted with the final evaluation based on the- o
central three. I feel this is wasteful of the time of at least . =

' two rators which would tend. to make their work less than precise = "'
Fand the end result 1s probably so bland .as to ‘be meanlngless. o

a

R As an 1mp1ementatlon strategy, each 1nd1v1dua1 admlnlstrator could
perhaps over the summer period, develop a series of - short and long
range objectlves and the means by which he plans to reach them:- He -

- could work these out cooperatlvely with his immediate superidr, who ' -
should be his eventual ratoyr, in order to.reach a set of reasonable’
objectlves which would fit within the total- 1nst1tu“10na1 goals :and
beneflt ‘the’ admiristrative  system.: Objectives should be of three,'

S \\'? T 4 i AREARE T




'ﬁdtypes (1) perSOnal (2) organlzatlonal w1th1n his unlt and (3)
_\system—wmde W1th1n “the college phllosophy. ‘

o

It is 1mportant to necognlze that development of an effect1Ve-eva1u-

- -
-~
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© At the: beglnnlng of the academic year, a formal agreement of. these'rh

objectives should be reduced to wrltlng a prellmlnary rating could
be made as a "dry-run" at the end of the flrst term or two and the
1nstrument finalized ‘and officially evaluated at the.end of the - et
academic year. This timing would provrde input to the Board for '
censideration at contract renewal time. ‘Objectives should be:

-changed . anmually to réflect the changlng COndltlonS ol the college ﬁrfl
and tlmes. , g . ‘ o Sy , "

) ' Dot
)

ation system is a time consuming affair and not to be entered intge
llghtly. “F would not recommend that a college adopt: a system which -

is ! ready-made at some-other institution.. It should not fit your '
phllosophy which should be an- individugl matter and it probably w1ll

not fit your adminlstratlve structire. If an outside system. is ,
' forced upor your people you will be faced with resehtment which w1ll -

negate any good qualltles of the SYstem or value recelved P

>

. Contact vour local Educatlonal ResourCes Informatlon Center (ERIC) . ;

= paper is attached and I really believe it would be to your .advan-

for micro~fiche and hard-copy reports of administrative systems

. in usé. . ERIC has an excellent servlce through their Clear1nghouses_"

and w1ﬂl givé rapid and complete Serv1ces. They are one of the.
most eff1c1ent ‘services we have at hand.*”, ‘ )

> ' s ‘. :
n i ~

A word about evaluatlons. merlt pay and collectlve bargalnlng,“

-keep all evaluation systems .away from :he bargaining table. Eval-"

uation should be: considered as an internal means of organizational ,
improvement and not made avallable to arbitrators who may ‘try to tie -

,ratings to salarv emoluments. ~If You already have merit pay it may,

not be poss1b1e to malntaﬁhmthls separatlon but we have successfully
managed to avomd merit. pay. Bargalnlng~ts by nature an adversary .
proceeding and admininstrator evaluations” would merely be d@nother
point of fricticn which' would beneflt no one 1nd1v1dual and certalnly
not the 1nst1tutlon. : S

2 - . - —

I ’ , . . P ] "
I recently received an excellent paper ‘on evalutien of the Chief
Executive Officer, or president as we know him. A copy of this -

tage to read it. We have given copies to our College Board of

‘Trustees, the Leon County ‘Schogol Board and I made a presentation of

it to a seminar of the Americap- ASSocmatlon of Un1ver51ty Adminis-.
trators in Moblle, Alabama.‘ . ‘ . .

s

Dr. Harold Koontz's paper, "HoldinQ‘the'CEO Accountable" is really

a prlmer for qoverplng boards and ©Only addresses’ accountablllfy of
the CEQ during its final paragraphs The author is-a highly- re-
spected authorlty on. managemenu and has publlshed several books -on.

. e ) . g . )
N ‘!) : S ) . Lt
N - P P : Lo




-+ .Evaluation of Administratorss - . L e e s e
» i+ ppril 4, 1977 - _— - S e

M“Page‘- ,:five . . ) . . t.‘ - e o . i . -
"John Q. Public™ is becoming sensitive to the role of Boards . . = "

particularly when corporations or institutions ‘get into finamcial’
or legal ‘trouble. :Boards {fave recently been. sued .for. their lack -
of positive |leadership and lack of effective evaluation pro-: Mo
cedures to ward off calamities. -~ It behooves each of us to provide
. our own‘Boards with all possible guidance to avoid such legal ‘
' ~entanglements.. = . o ‘- o
As a member of several Bdards, I find one of my most difficult
problems is that of conscientiously carrying--out my duties in
establishing policies without becoming emmeshedqinfthe manage-
ment role; which is more properly in the realm of the Chief
'Exécutive,officer.- The solution is, of course, proper delineation
of responsipilities at the onset.. Dr. Koontz addresses this par-
. ticular problem early in his paper ‘under the heading. "Allocating . o
Decision Making Authority." L IR o S
R DN . L Lo : R _ :

. " . As a point pf departure, Dr. Koontz hase included a samplechart.
v "~ which anyone could use as a model for allocating® his own re-
- sponsibilitiies by substituting his’ organizational headings .
" across theonp;of the charts in lieu of Depargment Manager, Staff .
- 'Spegialist and Division Director then adding or deleting divisions
. as appropriate.. , Likewise, the vertical headings could be modified’
to reflect specifi¢ functions of the Beard and of the offfpce of |
the Chief Executive Officer. The result could very well be a
vehicle for ‘guidance of who should .do what,to‘whpm, : '
. "...research’'has shown that the most important -single cause of
" managerial failure is inept—i.e., inappropriate delegation of
authority," says Dr.- Koontz. . We have all experienced the desire
to "do it myself" because its easier than explaining.to someone
else - or is. it because we don't have it clea# enough -1n our own.
- minds to explain it to somegne else? ' He writes:of ninerdifferent O
types of decisions and the importance Of“taking_our.responsib%ligies”
seriously-and then again he Stresggs.verifiabie objectives .whichcan
. be stated in ‘quanitative or qualitative terms’ and the use-of  target.:
dates. He"repéatedly speaks: of the desirability of carefully ~ = - = =
"‘delineating 6b§ectivés,‘» S - . S :
) : . . ,;,-Sv.,v‘_" ' L . - ‘ ) o A . e . R
In: the remarks!/ under YEvaluating the CEO" Dr| Koontz writes of tae . .
aépraisalgof mﬁﬁagers at all levels as being|[one of the weakest '
‘Iinks in managénent and he says that he has long considered IERRE
-appraisal mandgement"s.Achilles' Heel. . I.was happy.to see that he .
.-also advocates °evaluating managerial performéncé according to two = .
sets of-standards with one set concerning the establishment and ... %
achievement of verifiable goals and the othsa:r set concerning the” .
. actual performance of.the manager. This, of.ccurse, has been my. ...
- premise all dlong; quéscioning, whether you evaluate the individual
4 or the position. = o ¥ T - o
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N ‘Those of you whao | are 1nterested Mn developlng an evaluat;on of
o e khe preszdent of your college or institution might do well to -
o wV”takernote of a' study reeently. conduc*ed by .Dr. Barry Mun1t4 } R
”“Qi;Vlce President and Dean of Faculties at the University of: Houston."
Dr. Munitz conducted a.study from July,‘1973 to April, 1976 - Rt
~under the- guldance of the Fund for Improvemcnt of Post~ Secondary
EyEducatlon, durlng which fime 'he  investigated pre51dent1a1 leader—‘“
. 'ship at American’ colleges and unlver51t1es., The result of. this -
‘;1nvest1 ation is an excellent paper’ ent1t1ed‘"Pres1dent1al Eval-
/.- ¢+ uation a ~Assessment of Instltutlonal Leadershlp“ publlshed in:
ey March ©f%1976.~ I have a- copy. ‘of ‘this’ or you may obtaln a. copy
T of your own by wrltlng to Dr. Munltz.w. S e -
- At” our college we have an evaluatlon system for students (grades),
-~ for faculty (faculty:- eyaluatlons) for career serV1ce {annual rating -
. ¥ reports) and will soon have one for admlnlstrators-perhaps sometlme'*ﬁ
C this year. If I may be of further service to you, please do-not . =
D . | hesitate Lo write or call. I promise-all “the help I‘may be able '
o to offer. for I redlize that the responslblllty you shoulder is
. great. ' Good luck. ' v o - .
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