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ABSTRACT
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AdeministratoFs snd the Assaciation of California Schoo! Adminisiralors.

L]

8ell, Terrel H. “MB0: An Adrmunistrative Vehicle to the
Ends and Means of Accountability.” North Central
. Associatiopn Quarterly, 48. 4 (Spring 1974}, pp. 355.

359. EJ 098 828. -
i z

An MBOQ system “focuses upon institutional performance

rather than the performance of individuals,” according to Bell.

This shift in emphasis means that accountability’need no longer

be as threatening to school personnel, since the fixing of indiv-

" idual responsibility for failure is no longerpdramount.

8ell outlines a model MBO system for the schools, empha-

sizing the importance of adequately and carefully defining ob-
jectives,_In fact. & of the 13 steps in his system involve the
entificatiofi and formutation of objectives. These parts of the
process are intended 10 commit the whole district (from teach-

- ers through superintendent} to achieving common goals first
specified by needs assessment. Although-the objectives are not
equally applicable 10 all personnel and al{ scheols in the dnslncl,
the manner in which they are formulaied has a umfylng effect.

L]

Thus, “"performance outcomes evaluation™ focuses on the prﬁ;f/

ress of -the district asa whole, but ngt on the isolated pecfo
ance of individuals,

MBO “provides the road map that-ali"Can read and from
which all can attain a anwm'aud accom-
plishment,” as this LUnited States Commissioner of Education

states. It furmsh®s “the admimistrative machinery”’ for seiving
students and solving ther problems—the true goals of account-

// ility, according to Bell, © .

Fd

Dunn, Pierre. Management By Objectives. NAESP
Schooi Leadership Digest Second Series, Number 3.
~ERIC/CEM Research Analysis Series, Number 18. Wash-
ington, D.C; and Eugene: Mational Association of
Elementary School Principals: and ERIC Clearinghouse
on Educatiopal sManagement, University of Dregon.

L

1975, 32 pages. ED 114 904,

“If management by objectives has the potential to greatly

well-kept secret, for the systemq certainly is not very wide

< umprove exising educational admurustration, 1t has been a

Vs b 1SRy veas RIEDATEed by ilm ERIC Clearinghuuse une Educalivual Manegement §or distibulr by U2 Aqpiz icon Association of School
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The. Best of ERIC presents annotations of ERIC liter-
ature ‘on important topics in educational management,

The sefections are intended to give the practicing edu-
calor easy access to the most significant and useful infor-
mation available fram ERIC. Because of space limitations,
the items histed should be viewed as representative, rather *
than.exhaustive, of merature, meelmg those criteria.

Materials were selected for inclusion from the ERIC .
catalogs Resources in Education (RIE) and Current Index
to Journals in Education {CIJE).
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u.5-DE PARTMENT OF HEALTH,
‘EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIGMAL INSTITUTE OF
. HOUCATION ,1
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPAQ-
DUCED EXALCTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSCON OR ORGANITATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT. POINTS QF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EQUEATION POSITION or PDL:CY
briefly recounts the bhistory of r{anageriat organization,
along with the recent trend toward systems mandgement., MBO
is a systems approach, focusing on thiee interrelated parts—
resources, operation/ and results,

Dunn points out that although a number of variations of .
MBO- exist, they all share four major characteristics. Results,
rather than methods, are emphasized, “‘responsibility for
achieving these results is shared by.the superior and his subor-
dinate”, specificity s stressed, and evaluation 1s conducted on
the basis of performance.

Negative attitudes toward MBD held by somé administra-
10rs sometimes anse from “bad experiences with bureaucratic
paper-shuffling,” According t0 Dunn. He cautions against re- _
garding MBD un such 8 mannes. Instead. MBD offers a viablé
means of regaiming control over dlsorgamzed and inefficient
bureaucracies. ~ .

Dunn concludes that "MBG ciii be a very beneficial sys. |
tem" if its praghition®rs are committed to making it work and
if it gmented with care and patience.

Order copies- from National AssocCiation of Elementary

School Principals. 1801 North Moore Street, Arhington,

Virginia 22209. Single copy, $2.50; series of 12_$27.80.

Also Weaitible from EDRS. MF $0.76 HC $1.95. Specify
« ED number,
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Geddu, Roland. Lvaluation in anOManagement by Objec~

« tives System. Durham, New Hampshire. New England
Program in Teacher Education, 1975 14 pages €D |
110459, -

A “resulis-oriented management procedure” that empha-
sizes the iMportance of the middle manager {the project
director) is the best way (0 utilize resources for improved in.
siruction, according 10 Goddu. He recommengs setting objec-
tives that address qualitative, aswell as quantitative, aspecits of
education. £*Quality outcomes,” such as students’ ability to
make independent. responsible decisions, are just as valid in .
an MBD system as quanltity-oriented goals.

The application of "a management and supervision by L
sults approach” to program planning and implémentation must._
be geared to outcomes, not 10 individual activities. Evaluation”
must likewise emphasize overall outcomes.

, spread,”, according t0 Dunn. But the concepts that N!.Bo is
based on are well known n business and are fiemly rooted in
lillcmanagemenz theory. In this review of the literature, Dunn

' . .
’ 2

Goddu recommeads a seven-step process for mp!emenung
a resultsoriented procedure. A "statement of mission’ -the
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Iong-range goals-must be forruiated. Resources, rules and
regulations, "Orgamizatiun patterns,” snd other Jhatacteistis
of the orgamizational envirenment fMust be,deﬁﬁed. A brief
hist of the k..nas Of programs  be vonducted under the degis
of the project as a whole must be coordinated with “'expec-
tations and standards” formulated for the project. After this
process of goal speerfrcaﬂqk the project director negotiates
with his superiors for resources 10 ¢arry out the project,
. Goddu presents a series of charts intended 10 assist in the
process of defining goals and measuring outcomss, )
* Owder from EDRS. MF $0.76 HC $1.58, Speqiy
ED oumbar.,

-

r Hunady, Ronald J., and Varney, Glenn H, “Salary Ad-
ministration. A Reason for MBO!” Training and Deve/-
opment Journal,-28,9 {Sep:embef 1974}, pp. 24.28, Ed
103 644, .

One of the reasons for MBO's success and “Popularity” lies
in s linkage to the salary compensation system o an organi-
zation,” according 10 Hunady and Varney. These. iwo MBO
Droponenls take issue with those who maintain that salary
intreases should not be tied to the individual’s achievement
of the kind of specific goals set in an MBO system. Instead,
they believe that MBO brings objectivity and rationality to

place as one component of a tordl management system.
. Hunady and Varney cite fesearch supporiing thew Posi-
tion that the reward procesgitn the furin uf salary inureases
b 15 essential 1o the suuessful functiuring vf MBO. Since salary
ifrease 1> a major miears uf rewarding performance {the ac-
complishment of specific MBO objectives), only job-related
faciors should be considered in salary setting. According to
these authors, “age and length of servnce should have no
bearing on safary.
rggi_li_é_lﬁm.suggee od of quantifying results and
r——-p niing them in Percentage form for comparison with
both previcus individual performance and the performance of
other employees.

]

4 dohmson, Milo P. “Individualizing Instruction and Man-
agement by Objectives.” Paper presented at American
Vocational Association annual meeting, New Orleans,
December 1974. 13 pages. ED 105 161.

Mdnagemenl by ob;e(.twes *should not be o device to evalu

. ate sloff members,” Scurding (o Johnson. “Institutional ob-

jectives’’ must always také precedence over individual employee

performance. These institutional objectives are of two kirfds--

measurable and unmeasurable. The latter, so important to sus-

taining and improving educational excellence, must not be
shighted under MBO.

_ The most obvious measurable objective in education, ac
cording to Johnson, involves the number of wedit units earned
by students. This vbjewtive is easily correlated with cost, allow
ing for easier wdentfication of ways (0 increase outpul and re
duce expendlture Johnson ddvocates Jetting faculty, members
define what wenipetencies students (must avduire to earn redit
umits. This defimtion process does not constitute ubjedtive
setting for individual teachers ang does not forny the basis for
teacher evsluation. It dues lead tusan individualized instru
tional approach Based on institutional Gjectives shared by
everyone in the school -teachers, studepts, and administra
Tors alike, "
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salary administration. Salary setfing thus assumes its proper **

”

-

Juhnison s aiticle addresses one of the major issues raised by
MBO-the-per sonal-evatuation-process it etails -and offers 5.
womptormse of sorts between the sometimes conflicting re-
spolpilities, of the institution as a whole angd the- individials
functioning within the institution. .

Oroer from EDRS. MF $0.76 HC $1.58, Specify ED
oumber,

Keim, William E. "Pennridge School District. How td
Cvaluate Administrative Staff. Recognizing Good Man- .
agement.” Paper presented at National School Boards
Association afinual meeting, Miami Beach, Amiil 1975.

10 pages. ED 105 649, e

Accor mg-xe-thrs‘eﬁfﬁm endorsement of MBO. better
communications. “betier defegation of responsibilities,” im-
proved morale, and “‘confidence in your fellow team member®
can all result from the implementation of this management
technique in -the schools. Keim sees the shift *from individ-
ualism to teamwork”’ as wholly beneficial. He emphasizes that
this transition lakes time to implement, just as “*a total philos-
ophy and system based on M.B.0." takes time (several years)

1o evolve. - .

Keim bases his observations on the-MBO system in oper- v
ation. in the Pennridge School District (Pennsylvanial. -He
acknowledges that certain difficulties have arisen, such as
superiors imposing “‘unrealisticgoalsand objectives on subordi--
naies,” and the possible overrating of weak admrmslralors But
generally MBO has lent itself well 10 the implementatioh of
the school board's long- ange, gverall plans for the district,
accordmg to Keim.

Although the Pennrrdge MBO system emphasrzes the man
agement team concept,” indwidual administrators are $till
evilusted by their superiors on the basis of thefr personal
performance, A point system, whereby an administraior can be
awarded up to 1,000 points for his performance, is.integral to
the evaluation process. The superintendent bhases merit pay
raises on the number of points.an administrator colfects.

Aithougn this part of the evaluation Process .is more in-
diwidudlly ofientec. the team approach is used in the initial
goal- and objective-setting stage. All administrators outline
goals and objectives for presentation to thgir peers. Each set
of goals and objectives is then rated by the administrators
according W yet another point system,

Orcler {rom EDRS. MF $0.76 HC $1.58. Specify ED u
numbeh
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Morrisey, George L. ' Moking MBO Work - The Missing
Link.” Training and Deve!opmenﬂouma!,’ﬁlﬁ..? {Feb
suary 1976). pp. 3-11. EJ number not yet assigneg. /

/.

/Flead Edwin A. "Accourtability ond Mana'gemem by
Objectives.” NASSP Bulletin, 58, 380 (March 1974},
pp. 1-10. EJ 093 830.

Morrisey beqins by noting that MBO “has de the

rew.mdmg SuUNLUES i SONE -UTgdnuEataons its ddvomles
fthe author wmviudes] predated. The <hief reason for thys
tavk of suviess o the fadure of suite urgamzations tu INpie
inent true parteapatee mdrudgtment— "the. greatest value™ of
MBO. aveurding tu Murrisey. @BO tor, as Monsey prefers
il it, Management by Objectives amd Results~MOR) 1 'a
huinan, not a’inevhaniual prucess.” Some pracidioners do not
adequately recoginze the hunen element an MBO/MOR.

Moriisey stz the advanteges w be derwved from MBO,
inuiuding an all inpur tant iMprovement in OMMUNILALIOFRS,
Indwidual {one-tgupe), "intrd-umi,” “intergroup,” and or-
ganizationwide communications are improved in an effective
MBO systeni. indeed, “providing o means for inureasing the
uaderstending wnd wmoutment” of the people fuictioning
sathin an argemizativi, 8 Uoth the purpose of gobdd communi-
wilivns and a necessery prefequisite for accomplishing the
goals of MBO. according to Morrisey.

This sit,.le 1 a goud example of the noneduoauon htera
ture on MBO. The tyge of organization on which: Morrisey
brdses s observdhu:{,, dbusmess LOrporate vigamZation, not
an eduldalion Orgaruiat.wi. But this artile wndiates why so
mnany MBO propunents sie temibted tu apply MBO to edu-
cation—the two orgenizatiurkel ty Pes ofe very sutular, *

L T L "e

~ ~National Education Association. is MBO the Wey to Go?
A Teacher's Gitide ta_Management by Qbjectives. Wash >
1975, 29 pages: LSM ) .

_ ington. D.C

The disadvantages and possible fadings OF. MBO in the
schuols. as perueived by teschers, are cleorly stated in this cri-
tique, "Business management technigues such as MBO are
usually nappropriate ot (he nstructional level with teachers
and students,” avwording to tus posilion paper written for the
National Education Association, The concept of “participa-
tory management,” ntegral 1o MBO, is frequently wewed by

schogl administrators as yust @ fancy new term” for the same”,

king of adnumslrauo"r? they have always practaced Hence,
teachers frequently feel teft out of the goal- and objective-
setting process so essential in an MBO System.

It 15 difficult to fing specific ang detailed definitions of
MBO, even in business where this technitiue originated, The
tendenc.y toward generality is egually evident in the applica-
tion of MBO o, education,. Bug, as this paper points out, in
spite of its lack 61 specihicity, MBO s sull hearuly endorsed by
the U.S. Office of Education. This federal enthusiasm feaves
those criucal of MBO in educatlon mn a somewhat awkward
position, T

Tiis paper caytions ajanst the facile accepiance of MBO
by the ‘schools, noung that the differences between business
and education demand modification of MBO, as well as partial
redefinition of the roles of educators. For example, is the
teacher to, be cqnsidered a “'meriager’’? And if so. what is to
be the relstionship betweén teacher and administrator? Some
degree uf relaxstion uf rigad adminisirator policy and attitudes
tuward teachers must be auhieved in order for teachers 1o por
ticipate effectively in an MBO.sysiem.

Order MF from EDRS. $0.76, Specify ED nunber
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“For the adnuprstrator  facing accountability demands,
MBO offers o promising alternative 10 Lemmon- prdctuc&; in
swhool sdministration,” acwording 1o Read. Accountability
is une uf the main reasons beRind the movement toward using,
MBO in education.-As the publc demands 1o know more pre-
wisely how the suhools use resources and what goals education
athieves, eduwlors are atiracted to the specificity and effi-
viency of fleO systems. Read points out that MBO and ac-
Lountability have not always been linked. The development of
MBO as a business management practuce had nothmg to do
with “the acwountability-in-education movement.” Instead.

~MBO was developed to relate * ‘findfigs in behavioral sesearch
1o the.business situation.”

The basis of MBO, according 10 Read, 15 “the managing
process,” which consists of f0ur mgjor functions. “'planning,
orgamzing, actuatingy and contrelhng.” Built intc this process
is the mechanism for accountability. By evaluating perform-
ance instead of personality, responsibility is placed in the
proper perspective, and Individuals are keld accountable for
" specific objectives.

flead points out that certain "obstacles to, lmr"ementmg
MBO™ exist, such a3 defining the principai’'s authority to regu-
late teacher petformanoe {fand, possibly. salary}. But these
difficulties are minor compared to the benefits MBO can
bring to the schools, this aythor concludes,

"o

Saurman, Kenneth B., and Nash, Robert J. “M.B.O,,.
Student Development, and Accountability: A Critical
Look.” NASPA, 12, 3 (Winter 1975}, pp. 179-187.
EJ 120 688. - , ’

Saurman and "Nash's basic contentidn is that "a system
preoccupied with MBO medsures can easily tyrannize the per-
sons withun an organization,” They uite research indicating
that MBO 15 in part’a political response to the public’s demand
lor avountabslity. Subtle political pressure is-brought 10 bear
on MBO participants to shortchange the “human goals” of
education in favor of oost-elfecliyeness.

-
o, -
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The result is frequently the illusion of efficiency, created to
pacily “cost-conscious legistalors and a cymcatl public..” In
actuality, however, lhe.; important developmental aspecis of
education (emotional growth, improved human relations, and rvine*‘Graduate School of Administration, University of
5o forth) are shunted asido.and, in the process. the whole con- California, 1974. 26 pages. ED 105 499.
vept of education s redefined much more.narrowly. Thus, The process of goal setbing, so integral 1o MBO, 1s exam-
Sautrman and Nosh wunlude, “MBO is not value free,” 351350 ned n this study 1 relation 1o individual differences {per-
prupunents present WL Insteud, its gpplication 10 education ;; ﬁ_sonaluy trans). Previous research has shown that better “task
seuessitates profound {and destructivel changed in the very % performance” can.result from the act of seétting clear, well-

Steers, Richard M. Zack Goat Attributes, n Achievement,
and Superpisory Performance. Technicgl Report No. 30.

stitution it is meant 10 ymprove. defined goals, like those established in an MBO system..But
.+ Thas article offers une uf the most grticulate statements of how fnach. 1$ the success of this method of goal setting con- .
The effeuts MBG yan have ury educdtun., Althgugh the remarks ungent on the personalites of the persons involved? Steers’
are addressed specifinally tu higher edulation student person study offers a tentative answer 10 this question.
nel, they are equ‘_illy televant fur elementary a.d secondary The study. conducted at o large West Coast public utility,
edhcators, utilized 123 female first-level supervisors as subjects. All these

’ , . women worked under an MBO program, The subjects’ percep-

: . y  lions oefe;i;fe “task goal atributes’” as well as @ wneasure of *

X - their need for achievernent, were correlated with job perform-

Segner. .,'fe" B, “Comment MBO The School {an a ance measures and demographic data, The five :ask aoal at-

Fgct‘:}rv %O"émﬁf}lsagoue‘g‘ Review. 2. 3 al tributes described thie goal-setting process, including the de-

19741, pp. 45. &J gree of employee participation, goal difficulty. and goal

In this brief article, Seaner lists his objections to the appli- specificity. )
caunn of MBQ 1o education. i 15 wrong, he contends, 1o The findings indicated that for high need achlevers. per-
atiempt 10 apPly-lo-edutation-a-management-medel-dasgred—formansg—improved when they were workingon “clear and o
for corporae busmess. Tie ddterences vetween the twu - nghly specific guals” and wistn They were given “"ample feed '
stitutions’ means and ends are (0o Jreal 10 be reconcled back™ on their progress 1oward those goals. The sameg, how- -

As he states. 'the purpose of business 4s 10 make money.” ever, was not true forlow need achievers,” .
This goal and the mgons o athieve 1t are €asly quantifiabile = The measure of this one personality” trait indicates that the

and may be accuralely measured by objective metheds. The MBO goal-setting. process is not equally effective for all par

samg 15 nol true for the guals Wl education. According tu thapants (espf.cigllv low need achievers): As Steers states,

Segner, 1t 15 dangerous tu try {0 quI’llI’Y and obiecbfy edua "Ac.ording 10 these data, many managers, need 10 reexamine . -
tion yn such a manner. R their simplistic notions of goal setting programs, like MBO.”

He states that the appfication of MBO (o Edut.dlll.ili 5 He maintains that there js a need “'10 vary or personalize pro
tantamount (o asserting thal “what’s good for General Motors” gram implementation techniques.” ”
i goud lor the schools Segner Lielieves lj‘lal Sueh an attitude . Order from EDRS. MF $0.76 HC $L:’>8. Specify ED
*is as shalfow and incorrect as it is disgusting.” number, .

Segner’s opinions are more emphatically and concisely e U R T Y~ - r—————
stated fhan those of other MBO opponents, but his basic ob- .
fetions to MBO's uge in education are the same—it neglects
"?G ﬂl]-lfﬂporla"ﬂl gquahitative aspects of education. . FRM Chonangivrer ot Eobin atsial 8loggpinent
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